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A comparison between standard kiﬁdéfg&ft?ﬁ programs

and AEL's preschggl program was conducted to gain some insight into
the desirability of using the laboratary—develape& praceﬂures rather
than standard classroom procedures for affecting léarnlnq in 3-, 4-,
and, especially, 5- yearséld children, Initial differences in ‘
intelligence test scores were observed. The group which. raceived all
. components of AEL's Preschool Education Program achieved higher

- scores than a control group on all three parts of the test designed
to measure achievement of cggnltlve objectives. The kifdergarten
group also achieved higher scores on one part of the test of :
cognitive objectives. The girls in all treatment ‘groups’ outscored the
boys on.most tests. AEL'S program was shown to reach’ the objectives
measured by two subtﬁsts where other programs including the standard
: k;nﬁer arten praqram did not. The achievement of these Dbjeetlves “
melles that AEL's Preschool Education Program is an acceptable, if
not preferred, alternative to cher early GhllthDd education
prcgrams. (AuthgrfCK)
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A Comparison cf AEL's Presch@cl Educatlon Program ’
W1th Standard Klndergarten Programs

Introduction

The Appalachia Preschool Education Program developed by the Appalachia -
Lducationdl Laboratory has been field tested for the past three years, begin-
ning in the fall of 1968. The program was de51gned for children 3, 4, and

- 5 years cf age 1iving in rural areas-of. Appalachia. Eiements of the program
include a daily 30- mlnute television program seen by the children in their"
“homes; a waekly v151t\by a paraprofessional home visitor who discusses the
program with parents, canfers with children, and.delivers currlqulum mate- -
Tlalss- and~dtt6ﬂdanee by -the chlldrentln a mablle classroom once each week
for one and one-half hours. A more campletE‘descrrptlen of the program is
glven in the Evaluation Summary Rep@rt (1971) which 1is avallable from AEL.
: \
The orlglnal evaluation d551gn for the three-year field test did not
include a comparison ‘with |standard kindergarten programs, primarily becauss.
there seems to be little consensus on the objectives for kindergarten pro-
~grams. The Dbgectlve% fGI AEL's- preschool program were based on diagnosed
. needs. (Iocper and Marshalll,”1968) of Appalachian children, and.the prcgram f.
——was—designed-to-meet-those; -objectives... Tbe_AppalachlavPreschQDl Test,,-
instrument designed to me: sure the degree to which those ebjectlves had
been Teached 'was chstIucted and admlnlstered to various treatment groups :

THe fipld test site was in eight ccunties surrauﬂdlng Beakley, W.Va.
The superintendents and Dther school-personnel--from the-eight caunfles in-
. the field test area met with Laboratory pers@nnelxln Beckley, W. Va., in
- September 1970. These educators suggested-that AEL's. preschool pr@gram
be compared with k;ndergartgn programs then in operation in uarban centers _
They were curious whether gains in cognitive and social skills among children.
in kindergarten. programs a@ the AEL program would be similar. ‘Since the AEL
program cost was only about| one half that of a kindergarten program, con-
;51derable sav1ngs would result 1f it could be shewn to achieve comparable

\
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results.- The AEL program offered the further advantage of reaehlng ehlldren
living in remote areas not normally Served by kindergartens. As a result of
the meeting with local %chool officials, an agmeement was reached with Mercer
County Public Schools for the’ Ieboretory personnel to"administer pre and
post-tests to .children attending kindergartens in Princeton end Bluefleld

W.Va. ) T h

Purp@Su.Df the Comparison-

: The purpoee of comparing achievement gains between etenderd klndergarten
programs and AEL's .preschool program was to gain some insight into the desira- |
bility of using the Laboratory developed procedures rather than Standard class-
‘toom procedures for effecting learning in 3-, 4-, -and espec1elly S-year-old
children. The Laboratory development team was of the opinion that the needs
of Appalachian children could be- more: effectlvely met through the multlmedle
approach ‘The more global purpose of this and all evaluation efforts was
to provide information to those persons making educational decisions in a
manner so, that the decisions can be besed on expected outcomes.

'::Deecrlptlon of the Comparlsen : -

The comparison between standard klndergartens end the AEL preschool pro-
gram was completed as a part of the total evaluation of AEL's Preschool
. Education Progrem The different treatment group samples- and enelysee are
described in the summary report .and other evaluation technical reports. The
following description of samples and analyses performed is. especially perti-
‘nent to the klndergarten comperlson

o
o, 7
N, ’

. \

Description of the Semples

[ 48

e The chrldren .who rece'ved the AEL presehool program were in three treat-
ment groups. The firet group:of 31 5-yedr-old children hdd access to a
daily television program were visited by a pareprofessronal home visitor,
attended a mobile classrooii, and were therefore labeléd TV-HV-MC. The
‘second treatment group of. 49 S5-year-old chlldren recelVed only the tele-
‘vision lesson and home visitor (TV-HV) and the third group of 31 children
only had access to a. television/ program (TV-only). -These children were
located in south central West Vlrglnla, and were- 1n1t1e11y randomly selected

from.a geographlcal grid to pertle;pate in- the dlfferent treatment groups.
"In addition to the 5-year-old:children,-there-weFfe—about- -equal numbers of
children in the different treatment groups “who were 3 and 4 years of age. at
the beginning of the program year, but only those who were 5.years of age
were used in the statistical. comparlsons with the klndergarten chlldren L

- In eddltlon to the three treatment groups ;. a control. or no- treetment
group was 1oeated in Monongalle County ‘in northern West Vlrglnla. The region-

(@)
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was similar to the field test area in topology, and the group was selected
to be of a similar socioeconomic level. The region was out of the receiving
‘range of the AEL instructional television program. -There were 34 5-year-old
children in the control group, and the- testing was completed by the Human
Resources Research Institute of West Virginia University.

Oﬁly about one half of thelchildren*Cranaomly selected) in these four
groups received pretest scores, so smaller sized groups will be observed on
pretests than on post—tests§

The klndergartcn groups were located at Knob Llementary School in
Princeton and Preston Elementary School in Bluefield, W.Va. The children
attended k1ndergarten -for a half day, and both groups were in the viewing
area of the television. program. Pre and post data were collected on 31 chil-
dren in Princeton and 35 in Bluefield for a total of 66 kindergarten chil-
dren, and both groups were combined as the kindergarten sample. The morning.
_session in each kindergarten was from 8:30 to 11:30, the evening session from
-12:00 to 3:00, and both included a lunch period. Accordlng to a program
description by Mercer County Schoois (1970), first consideration in enroll—
ment was:. given to children from economlcally disadvantaged families. The
_‘pretesting was conducted in early Dctober 1970, and the post-testing was
-Lcmpleted in June, 1971 o . C ) '

Instrumentation

The Appalachia Preschool Test (A?T) was .used to comparé cognitive achieve-
ment among the various groups. The test was designed to measure the specific .
objectives of the program. s

. The test was revised each year as formatlve evaluation results 1nd1cated
the need for program changes, and the/different parts represent additional
learning objectives. Part 1 of the APT consists of an interview with the-
child in order to build a readlness‘fcr testing, and the results are not
included in this report. Part 2 is a 6l-item test, \developed by the AEL
staff early in 1969. It consists of a variety of taSns with the following
number_of items comprising the total:: vocabulary .- ‘15 *items; relational _
térms - 14 items; letter and number recognition - 6 items; mathematlcal sets -
4 items; geometric shapes - 4 items; and beginning and ending sounds .- 8
dtems. The remaining 10 items were related to t-ody parts, calendar dates
and time related terms. .Parts 3 and 4 of the APT were not used -in the pre—

: §entvtéstiﬁgi' . ' )

Part 5 of the .APT includes 18 items which- meésure .logical reasoning,- )
’sensory dlscrlmlnatlon and labellng, and lettar recognltlon. It was intended
. to supplement Part 2.7 Part 6 also is comprised of 61 items, and was primarily

in multiple “choice format, as-was Part 2. All three subtests are made up of
“items designed to measure program obgectlves as the pregram evclved durlng
.the three-year field test. -
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The ‘Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was iﬂtebded as a measure by
which the equivalence of two groups could be determined and as a means of .
adjusting scores on the attainment of program objectives.. The PPVT consists

' of a series of 150 plates, each consisting of four separate illustrations.

' One of the four illustrations on each plate corresponds to a word given by
the examiner, and the child is asked to identify the correct plate. The
test continues until a series of six incorrect answers in eight responses
1s .given. - A total raw score of correct responses is recorded, and a Mental
Age (MA) is derived from the total score. In addition, raw"score and chrono-
logicdl age are used to derive “a deviation IQ score, utilizing a mean of 100
and standard deviation of 15. -A more complete description of the nature and
use of the PPVT is included in Technical Report No. 13. - :

-

e

Socioceconomic data were collected on a- form designed by the Laboratory.
‘The questions pertained to community size, education of parents, occupation,
and family income. The data were coded so that Hollingshead's Two Factoxr .
Index of Social Skills (1957) could-be recorded for each head-of-household,
and it was used to compare the background of the different:treatment groups.
The scores vary from "S5" for an individual in the lowest categories of

income and education to a "1' for an individual in the category with. highest

income and most education.

Description of Analyses

The PPVT raw scores and age in months were used as covariates in a two-
way analysis of covariance of the data from the test of cognitive objectives.
‘The two levels werc two sexes and five treatment .groups, (TV-HV-MC, TV-HV, h
TV only, no treatment, and kindergarten). ATl childien were approximately
S years old. ‘Age and PPVT raw score were used as covariates rather than
PPVF 1Q alone because the latter is a derived score rather than<a direct
measure. The purpose in using covariance analyses was to adjust the post-
test means according to initial differences in age and PPVT raw Score among
the different groups. In effect,..the post-test achievement scores were
adjusted insofar as the-achievement was related to differences in—age and
intelligence test s@ores among the.treatment groups. The pretest scores
are presented for the. APT subtesgf, but no analysis is reported for them.

Analysis of variance and analysis of covari'ance were computed using a
program which adjusts. for unequal cellwsize. A statistic called ETA squared
(M%) Was used in the analysis of variance tables to indicate.the proportion -
- of variance attributed to each level (Hays, 1963, pp.-546-548). For example,
8.2 percent (.082 x 100) of the variance in PPVT”raW[é;orés'WaS”attributéd
to differénces among treatment groups as indicated in Table 23.2. The means

for treatment groups were adjusted by covariance and ‘aré€ shown graphically. .
Dunnett's tests (Myers, 1966, 'p. 337) were used to identify significant o ’

. di¥ferences between individual treatment group means when- the analyses of
variance and covariance were significant. The adjustment in means through

(4)




covariunce usually was about .1 to .3 raw score points and always less than
one point. The adjustment also always raised the scores of the control and
TV only groups with respect to the other treatment groups.

Analysis.of Peabody Picture Vocabuldry Test,

T - Age, and Socioeconomic Differences - ;

The two variables used as covariates in. an aralysis of differences in
cognitive ‘achievement reported in a later section were PPVT raw scores and
age in months.. Therefore, the analyses reported in_the following section
are designed to indicate dJdifferences in measured intelligence and age among
the different treatment groups. In addition, the derived PPVT IQ scores
and sociceconomic data are presented so that differences in intelligence
as measured by the PPVT and socioeconomic background may bLe observed.

PPVT Raw Score

/ ~ The raw scores dLsplayed in Table 23.1 1nd1cace that the 16 males who
cceived the mobile classroom, home visitor, and tEleVlSlOﬂ program (TY-hLV- HC)
. rece ved the highest mean score (61.4) on the post-test. The lowest score
3;, of '52.7 was obtained by the girls in the same treatment group The gain
{‘ scores are exhibited in a 51m113r manner; the seven females in-the ¥V-only
aroup achieved the greatest gain< th three treatment groups ‘had higher
mean galn scores than either the. contral or kindergarten- group. Note that
the gain scores means cannot  be subtracted directly from the post-test
means to yield pretest scores because dlfferent numbers of individuals were
1ﬁvolved C

© ek T

In ordcr to.determine whether there was an.effect due to repeated
testing using the same instrument, some children werc excluded from the

‘pretest.  Subsequent analysis showed no retest effects.. The fact that only 50
about one half of the children were .given the -PPVT -as ua pretest was also ’
| the recason that the PPVT post-test .scores were used as a covariate. -
- .- = Table 23.1 -
<:Y:) : PPVT Raw.and Gain Score Means and Sample
7 . Sizes by Trcqtmenf and %ex -
- Meagure ' 7Seit;7fV;HV=MC77?VfHY TV Gnly CDntrDlri§‘§ :ten T@tai )
E?Q Post-test Scores - o Wf,J_“ﬂ,'” S e L T
o . Mean (X) . Male 6i.4 59.2 | 53.8 55.5 ' 57.9 s
- Number (N) R 16" © 27 112 . 18 e 115 -
Mean (%) Female = 52.7-  56.0  54.5  54.3 S5gY8 . 551
Number w _ - 15 .22 - 19 16 - 24 - 96
. ) (577

- w9 S T
.



Table 23.1 {Continued)

‘ Mea5u%é " sex  TV-HV-NC iTV%HYijTV Qp;y Control K'garten Total

Mean (X) Total 57.2 57.8  54.3- 54,9 57.6 56.7
Number (N) 31 49 31 34 66 211

" ain Scores o - _
Mean (x) . Male 7.4 "10.5 9.6 9.2 5 ,
Number (M) , 8 11 5 9 42 7

Mean (x) Female - 7.2 8.9 1
Number (N) a8 .15

Mean (&) Total 7.3 9.6 12.3 5.5 5.6
Number (1) ) le 26 12 15 &l . 130

. As indicated in Table 23.2, the PPVT raw score means from tests admin-
istered in June, 1971, as-a post-tést were significantly different (p < .005)
‘from-one another. The highest mean-for a treatment group was 57.8 for the
TV-1V, and the lowest was 54.3 for the TV only. However, a Dunnett's test "ﬁ

- for significance of differences between means failed to yield positive results
at the .05 level. The differences related fo sex were not significant ‘
(mecans_of 57.9 for the males vs.'55.1 for the females), nor was the inter-
action between sex and treatment group significant. According to the n? in
Table 23.2, 8.2 percent of the variance in PPVT raw scores was explained by

- differences attributable to treatment effects.

Table 23.2

Analysis of Variance of PPVT: Post-test Raw Scores

__ Séurce

Trt. Groups*
Sex | S
Group x Sex
Error L 202

B

*
all "

f
4 71410562 4.6 005
i 791,77 - .26 . -NS
4 3855.45 | 1.28 - NS
2 3007.51

*
8
0
2

e - 13
T OOl
VRIS

*Treatment groups are TV-HV-MC, TV-HV, TV only, control,” and kinder-.
garter. L - . C T f
.~ .**Eta ‘squaré (n?) is the proportion of variance accounted for by each !
‘soburcee and is determined By dividing each sums of squares by the total
sums of squares. A convenient reference is: Hays, William L., Statis-
tics, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963, pP. 546-548. ‘ T




Table 23.3 - '

Analysis of Variance of PPVT Raw Score Gains

_Source . df. Mean Square ______F "}
Trt. Groups .068 4 272,08, 2.32 NS
Sex » .000- 1 ' 0.89 0.76 NS
Group X Sex‘ .034 4 136.83 1.16 NS
Error D - 121 117.44

The difference in mean galﬂ scores among treatment groups and by.sexes
was not significant as indic¢ated in -Table 23.3. The fact that one group
did not gain more 1n PPVT raw score than another was considered an indica->
tion that all groups were learning at about equal rates, and that the PPVT
post-test was therefore an effective and appropriate 1nstrument by which
to adjust for initial differences amdng treatment groups.

PPVT IQ

The highest mean PPVT IQ achieved by any, group was 112.2 for the
TV-HV-MC males (Table 23.4). The lowest IQ was 92.9 for the females of the
same ,treatment group. One group, the seven TV.only girls, had a mean PPVT.
IQ gain of 14.8 po;nts and the average gain for all groups was 6.2 p01nﬁ5‘
The differences in PPVT IQ gain scores were not SLgnlfrcant (Table 23.5). -
“None of the programs changed the 1Q as. measured by the PPVT; none of them'
1ncluded that change 1n their objectives. - v

As with the PPVT Taw scores the differences in PPVT IQ scores were
found to be significant when compared according to treatment groups. How-_
ever, the Dunnett's post analy51s of varlance test again falled to dlSCTlml—
nate between means. :

o
e
fo



Table 23.4

“PPVT-Post-test Total Sample Mean IQ Scores and Mean
1q Galn S5cores on Partial Sample

Measure Sex ﬂ?YfHV;MC * TV-HV TV Only . Control  FK'garten

Post Test x  Male 112.2 107.1 101.2 - 100.5 104.4
X Female 92.9 102.4 98.9 '98.3 102.9

x  Total: . 102.9 "105.0  99.8 99.5 103.8

Gain Scores .
% Male 1.9 10.0 5.8 7.2 5.1

X  Female -0.4 . 7.3. - 14.8 5.3 ' 7.3

% Total ' 0.8 8.4 11.0 6.4 528

*Sample sizeszarE'theliéme‘as reported in Table 23.1.

Table 23.5

Analysis of Variance of PPVT Post-test IQ Scores’

Source . d. f. Mean ngéi?,,;,,; F p
Trt. Group .. .083 4 46351,98 4.67 . <.005
Sex” .002 v 1. .4794.05 .48 '
Group X Sex . .021 4 11739+ 86 1. 18

Error o - 201 9932.36 . ’

=

;ﬁourﬁe ) n“ . d.f. Mean Square ~ ° F T op

" Trt. Group - .051 = 4 . 492.10
Sex 000 1 15,30
Group X Sex - . .015 4 . - - 146.06
Error . . ) ©291.89

EFa.

NS
NS
NS

oo
wrdn o
‘Dmm

(8)




Age _ . i

The children in the treatment groups used for this technical Teport were

supposed to be at least 5 years of age as of September 30, and some difference -

in age was expected to exist among.the groups. The age in months of the child
at the time of POSt—te:tlﬂg (June, 1971) was entered as a variable ‘and used
as a covariate in later analyses f’;r, ' -

ACCDFdlng to Table 23 7 the oldest group was the TV-HV-MC and kinder-
"garten children w1th a mean age in months of 73.2, and the youngest was the
control group with a mean age of 71.1 months. Theae differences were not

significant at the .05 level® Df confldence as ShGWﬂ in Table 23.8.

. . Table 23.7

‘Mean Age in Months at ?ime,af Post—
testing by Treatment Group
Nt ’

ey

r Control K'garten ~Total
Mean (x) 73.2 71.9 72.1 71.1 - 73.2 72:4 .
S.D. 5.0 4.7 -5.9 4.4 3.7 4.6
N 31 49 31 4 66 211

had

’iwiéb;e 23.8

AR
. I
I N

Source . _"Mean Square © F .. p

Betweeri Groups 1 34.55 - 1.60" N.S..

Within Graups 21.46

.Total -

o A R
Sccioéconomic!Leyelénmw:. - . -

. . As 1nd1cated in Table‘ZS the group w;th the hlghest economic anﬂ
-educational- level was .the control: group: with a Holllﬁgshead Two Factor

»score of. 3 47, and it was fnllawed,by the klndergarten group w1th -a’ scorev\j5~”

5




“of 3.01. ‘ihe leust cconomically and educationally advantaged was the TV =~ . .
only group with a score of 4.27. llowever, none of these differences’were :
found to be %tlfl%fl ally significant (Table 23.10). : L

o

ai

Table 23.9

Mean Hollingshead Two Factor Index
.Score by Treatment Groups-

~ _TV-HV-MC  TV-HV TV Only Control Total £
Score x* 3.87  3.78 . 4.37 _  3.47. 3.64 3.71 . ,
S.D. ' . .76 .67 .90. . .86 .81 .91,
N 23 . 9 - 11 _ 30 ., 53 126
% of total 74.1 18.3 ‘35.4° 88.2 'B0.3 . 59.7
N S ' ; L o L ‘

*Tower scores indicate higher educational and economic attainment.

Table: 23.10" - : * 4 S

- Analysis of Variance of Socioeconomic Datat

Scur;ei R -d;f;i . 8.8, :‘{Méaﬂ‘5§u3§é’,ff'f5¥r P
Between Groups 4j. 6.133 1.53 12.32 \VLNS
Within Groups  ..121  .80.001 0.66 T

Total g S <125 - 86.134 . -
) An 1mpcrtant crlterlon by wh;ch success of early chlldhood.programs'-‘ - 7
oniti bjectiv ' Th;s section
i the “AEL?

‘ developed 1nstrument d651gngd tG ‘measure achlevemént of those cognltlve PR
objectives identified as 1mpcrtant fnr Appalach;a ch;ldreﬂ through ‘the - - -
?pre11m1nary needs’ study. ’ L A C . .9

. ; , . : D] P . -

'_[ERJ!:[:>

A ruiToxt provided by exic RGN . L=




~all individuals were pretested

.

Appa}aghég}?;eg;hool TestWTPart 2 ' O

Part 2 of tie APT, as described in Technlcal Repcrt No 14, is a
multiple choice subtest of 61 items and was desifned‘to measure. cognitive
objectives taught during the first program year. Table 23. 11 presents the

‘pretest and post-test raw scores by sex for the five groups. The pretest <.

scores.are based on fewer individuals than the post-t&ést scores because not

&
L
.

]

Table .23, a1

Post-test and Prefést_Score Means for APT, §~ff?,
- Part 2 by Treatment and Sex* R
7M§ééé&éWlTj ufﬁSéXﬁ:_:;:TY;ﬁ?:ﬁéiir TV- Hﬁ 74??? éﬁiy ] Contro%i 7 Klndergaffeﬂ
Post_test’ X Male = = 48.7° . 43.7 . 36.7 34:3 . 41.5.
' X Female 44.5 45.3 . 40.4 39,9 C 42.8
X Total 46.6 44.4 39.0 36.8 . 42.0 )
o I oo B L, : L : 5 :
Pretest x Male 33.2 36.2 - 22.9 . 27.6 . 36,0 SIS
X Female - 32.3 32.0  28.1 33.3 - 31.6 . 5
X Total 32.7 33.6- 25.8 ¢ 30.2 B 345 -
7 }*Samplé Slzes are the Same as reported in Table 25 1 except that post- test f A

data fDT cne ccntrol female was not- avallable ‘ 5

R )
L e -

As for 1nterpretat10n of the table the TV-HY-MC males had a mean post—i-

. test: score on the APT; Part 2;o0f 48.7 compared to a mean for the girls of

-

. of 46.6 represented correct respcnses to 76 peréent cf the 61 1tems in Sub— jﬁ

' 44.5. The mean for the total TV-HV-MC group was -46.6. .The total group mean

test 2

When the post-test raw scores were adjusted accordlng to dlff@r&ﬁces
in age in months and ;PPVT raw scores, the pattern of means. shown in Table
23.12 emerged. The differences among ‘means for the treatment groups were N
Slgnlflcant at the .005 level as 1nd1cated in:Table*23. 13 ~and the treat- . PR

] ment group means are shown graphlcally 1n Flgure 23 1. f'., o . T Jﬁ -

g 41 S

Dunnett‘s teStS were- ccmpleted to- determlne “which- treatmEﬁt groub means :; ’ -
-wWere S'gnlflcantly greater than -other means ; -and any. difference of 4.4 between
' jas S;gnlflcant at the .05 Tevel. Therefore “the:TV-HV-MC group achleved L T
51gn1f1cant]y higher ‘scores than the TY only, cht:Dl and klndergarten groups. A
The. TV-HV- group also achieved 51gn1f1cantly higher. scores than the TV. only o :
group. Other differences were not significant accardlng to the Dunnett s w
test. = The té&st lndlcated that gLrl% in all groups camﬁlned achleyed 51gn1f1—», o
cantly hlgher scores- than boys When dlffeTEhceS in age’ and PPVT TAW Scores 7
were used to adjust means. oo - S S B s T




. Table 23.12

Adjusted Post~test Means for—APT, Part 2 by ... )

= Treatuwent Group and Sex* ..

Sex  TV-HV-MC TV-HV TV only _ Control . gigaitegrff-iéiéi
M 45.7 42.1 38.3 35.1 40.5 40.5
F o 46.7 45.8 40.0 41.4 42.5 . 43.2

39.72

Total ;. 46.2 - 43.8 40.0 41.2 41.8

- *See TaﬂlEFZB.l for sample Sises.

T@iezaiz

Analysis of Covariance of Post-test Raw Scores by
Treatment and Sex for APT, Part 2

! Source __ '.n**  d.f.  Mean Square _._F P __
Group - - .094 " 4 359.48 © 5,41 <.005 -
‘Sex . - - .026 1 396.50. 5.97- <.05

Group x Sex ~  .010 4 - ""39.43 0 -0.59 :
Covs. = 2 1163374.00 = 2459

Cov. 1 E 1 - 194.27 .2.92

Cov. .2 1 e 5026;88 ' 75.7..

_ Error , - o .870 199 ' .42

*Eta2 (ﬁzj is the partlcular source. of variance (e g., group) d1v1ded
by the sum of the group, sex, group X sex, and -error sums of squares.

z

- The prcgram implication from the analy51s of scores on APT, Part 2, 15
that groups which received all componEﬁts of AEL's program, achlaved higher
scores than a control group, a group which only observed the telev;51on pro-

- gram, and a kindergarten group. The scoras.were from-an instriment designed
to measure the achlevement of gognltlve Dbjectlves considered 1mpcrtant to
5-year-old children. "The klndergarten group ‘and two other treatment. groups-

~.TV-HV and.TV only--fajled to score significantly higher than_the control . - —

group. Therefo*e the ‘important 1mp11cat10n from the APT, Part 2, is that ,
5-year-old’ chlldren ‘in AEL's program reached more cognltIvezobgectlves than

children in a klndergarten prcgram e e

{'1—_,




Mean

50.0 4.

Figure 23.1

: "Adjusted Post-test Raw Score Means for
A APT, Part 2 by Treatment Groups

Appalach;a Preschacl Test, Part 5 e : -

A Part 5. cf the APT was an lS—ltem subtest dss;gned as a ¢ piument to .
measure additional cognitive objectives. The raw score means are ir.cluded Y
as Table 23.14, and the pretest means are shown in the same table. All

analyses, lncludlng analy51s of variance of galn scores and of post-test
raw scores, showed high levels of 51gn1f1cance, but the most indicative

. analysis was that based on an analysis af covariance of post- -test raw -t
:“scores. The covariates agaln were age 1n mcnths and PPVT raw.scores. ‘

bl




Table 23.14

Post-test and Gain Score Means for APT,

‘Part- 5-by-Treatment Group—and Sex*  ~ T -
%'Meééﬁ?eiirr;fliéei - ,TV*HY—ME‘“i,?VeﬁﬁfileV only i;ééhtrél ‘ Eindergﬁgfen
Post-test  x Male 15.8 14.8 10.8 10.4 12.7
, X Female . 14.3 18.3 15.0 11.9 13.2
X Total 15.1 16.4 "13.4 11.1 7 12,9
Pretest X Male 10.1 11.1 8.1 . 9.2 10.5
-X Female . 9.9 11.0 9.5 12.1 10.3
% Total 10.0 11.0 8.9 10,5 10.4
 *Sample sizes are the same as reported in Table 23.1. - . 7
o o Py

- , P : - : ’ ‘

The adjusted means are depicted in Table 23,15, and the analysis of .
covariance results is given in Table 23.16. The difference in treatment
group means is shown 'in Figure 23.2. 'The group with the highest adjusted
mean score was the TV-HV children with 16:1 of the 18 items, or 89.5 percent,
answered correctly., The Dunnett's tests indicated that. a difference in means
0of 3.0 was significant at the .05.level. Therefore, the TV-HV-MC, TV-HV,
and TV only groups scored‘significahtly higher than the control group, -and
the TV-HV group scored higher than the kindergarten group. Other dififerences
were not significant. The order of means from highest -to lowest was TV-HV,
TV-HV=MC, TV only, kindergarten, and control. - The girls-in—all groups again -
achieved higher scores than the boys. - : L : ' '

The program implication again was that a group receiving. the Appalachia
Preschool Education Program achieved higher scores than the ‘control and

kindergarten- groups. On this test of logical reasoning, sensory discrimina-

tion and labeling, and letter recognition, tﬁé’kindﬁrgarten}g:agp;did\npt;g ey T
achicve significantly higher scores than the control- group. - Childy¥en who '
reccived AEL's program reached more cognitive objectives than kindergarten

children or children who received mno treatment. _.: e :

S . ' Table 23.15 - | e

' Aﬁjuétea Pést%téét'MeénstSf'Eﬁi%:?art L
. o 5 by Treatment: Group and Sex* ...

o

_TV-BEV___ 1V only _ Contxol

Sex  TV-HV-MC_

7 K‘éa;tgﬁ __Total '

4 10.7% 12,4 12,7
5.6 -~ 12:7 - - 13.L - 15.1 I
.9

14.7 14.3- 1
o 1
1.6 - 12.6 . 13.8

152 .. 18.5 - 1
“Total - 14:9 - "16.1 . 1

=
W

o

- 7 *Sample sizes éie given in/Tab;e_zsll,}




Tahle 23.16

] Aﬁaly51s of Covariance of Post:test Raw Scores by
Treatment Grcup and Sex “for APT, Part 5

’S6§rceb n 7§{f, B “Mean Square ~ Fp
- Group -.079 4 - - ‘141.52 . 4.54 ©.005
© Sex’ .034 1 247.52 - 7.95 <.005
Group x Sex .012 4 - 32.90. - 1.06 T
~ Covs. n ' 2 18043.6 -~ 579 .
Cov. 1 1 S ,2.30 - - 0.74
Cov. 2 1 710.14 22.7
Error = ° 4 87% 199 31 15° -
*Etal (n ) is the partlcular source of variance (e 2., group) d1v1ded _
by the sum of the group, sex, -group X sex, and error sums of squares
Méans . -
16.0 |
He
14,0 -
i2.0 +°
1070
o
13 9 ’
“%3m;_” - L F;gure 23 2 = . -f’ Vf, %T
7 Adjusted "Rost= _test Raw Score . Means “for .
ABT Part 5 by Treatment Grcups ST
' .7 (15).
) TR
LA ijj, ! . kd




Appalachia ﬁr ch Dl Test, Part 6

i

contains 61 items. It was designed to measure.objectives taught during the
third program year which were not adequately sampled by other parts of the
APT. _ _ -

"Part 6 Df the'APT is similar to Part 2 discussed,previously?and also

The post-test raw score means are given in Table 23.17, and since this .
test was not used as a pretest, no pretest scores are prc%ented The analysis
of variance of the post-test Taw scores ylelded hlghly significant results.

(p < .005), but the analysis-of covariance table is reported since 1n1tlal
differences in age and 1ntelllgenre were controlled. o

= . Table 23.17
| . ' .
' Post-test Mean Scores for APT, Part
6 by Treatment Group and Sex*
©° Teasure  Sex  AVIVMC VAN TV only  Comtrol __ Kindergarten
= - Post-test  x Male 50,9 47.1  35.6 33.8 S 46.0
, © X Female 47.5 47.6 44,1 40.8 47.7
/i — - ' ; o , S
2 x Total 49.2 47.3 © 40.8 .37.1r . - . 466
37#Samp1§ sizes afelthe"Same as réporred in Tablerzs.l. L u I
. The adjusted means are givén in Table 23, 18, ‘and .other covariance data
are given in Table 23.19. Figure 23.3 is a graph showing the differences-
in treatment group means. ‘ : .
: v‘ ‘ ; ‘. . ; ’ e _‘ -
- ‘Table 23.18 j LT
S .f Adgusteﬂ Pcst=test Means ﬁax APT Part . C b -
i 6 bv Tleatment GIDuP and Sex* - . .
i ) [ , — - ———
Sex ?7Tv?ﬁVfﬁéjit TV=HV ' TV’oplg._ fCantr@l Vi:§ﬁgartenx" Total
e ' 480 gs;e'-=””3/:g* 3476 - 4500 A3V T T
|F '50.0 , - 48.1 45.6- - 43,5 . 47.4 . 47.0
‘Tétale~ : 49661 o 46.7 42.3 © 38.6 ... 45.7 A4 9
,é(i o *See Table 23.1. ﬁcr ,émple sizés. ~ j: 3
' . \ . 7 - - - - -
. - - , ;
(16) Vo - ’ ’ .
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Analysls of Covariance of Post-test Raw Scores by
Treatment brcup and bex fcr APF Part 6

Source nz d!f. Mean Square F P

Group .134 4 556.44 - 8.58 <.005 e
Sex .060 1 1062.66 10.39 <.005
~-Group X Sex .025 & 107.66 1.66 -

Covs. - 2 184955, 00 2853

Cov. 1. 1 - 436.41 6.73
.Cov: 2 : 1 . 4818.90 743

Error =~ = .781 199 B, 64.83 ’

if”r ;”VﬁigﬁréTES 3 : "", fiil
Adjustecl E’Gst—test Raw Sccre Means fc:r ZE‘T,
Part 6 by Treatméﬁt Grcugs

.
i |
—_. s

e The order of treatment grcups ifcm highest mean to lowest mean was
. TV- HV MC, TV-HV, klndergartéﬂ, TV only; and control. _The Dunnett's analyses
1nd1cated that the TV-HV-MC and TV-HV groups -achieved SLgnlflcantly higher
medn scores than either the TV only or: control groups, and the kindergarten
group achieved significantly hlgher scores thah the control ‘group. The
glrls agaln thLEVEd hlgher scores than the - bovs.,,fﬂg,;;ﬁ:,,: o _ ,i _

3
¢

The program 1mpllcatlan from the APT Part 6, analyses was . that<5 year-
r0ld children ‘in AEL"'s- Preschool Education Program again achieved signifi-=—
cantly- ‘higher scores than a control group . which did not-have access to the -~ -

television program, ‘hcmamv151tors -or a- mcblle classracm and hlgher than a

— e s

vl

o




group which had access to TV ole' The kindergarten group also achieved a
highcr score than the control group. Although not statistically significant,
the mean score for the TV-HV-MC group was ag21n higher than the mean score
for -the kindergarten grcup :

i Summary

The Appalachia Preschool Education Program developed by the Appalachia
Educational Laboratory has been compared with a standard kindergarten program
on- the basis of achievement of objectives judged to be appropriate for S-year-
old children in Appalachia. The comparlson was considered especially impor-
tant by certdin Appalachian school personnel since the AEL program w&s demon -
strated to cost approximately half as much per year as a full day kinder-
garten program.

“Initial differences in intelligence test scores were observed, so the
PPVT raw scores and age in months were used as covariates in order to adjust
scores on the test of achievement of cognitive objectives.  The differences =
in economic and educational levels of the parents favored the control and
kindergarten groups, but the differences were not statistically significant.

The group which .received all components of AEL's. Preschool Education
" Program achieved higher scores than a <control group on all three: ﬁarts of
the“test designed to measure achievement of cognitive Db]éCth%S\ The kinder=-
‘garten group also achieved higher scores on'one part-of-the test-of cognitive
objectives: thought to measure most accurately ‘the third year's programming
effort. Children who received AEL's program achieved- 51gn1f1cant1y higher
~scores- than the kindergarten children on two Df ‘the three tests of cognitive

ObJECtIVES

- The girls in all treatment groups outscored the boys on most tests.
- :,SIHCE the effect was observed in the control group -as well as other treat-
| - ment groups,. the: higher scores by girls could have been due to morec rapid
. development patterns fDr girls or perhaps to the effect of- greater expecta-
tlDﬂS for glrls S Y

The 1n5tructlon of children by= telev151on using a paraprcf6551onal
* home visitor to counsel with parents and children, and pIOVldlﬂg Dppcrtunltles
for social interaction of children through experience on a mobile- classrocm
'“dld have an cffe:t on the achlevement Df cognltlve Dbjectlves by a randomly

Program Imﬁiicaticﬁs , - s ) ”7"" i

. " _ Program selection of AEL's Preschool Education Program as an alternative,
to.other early childhood education programs depends partly on acceptance of
the DbJeCtIVES which AEL's program was dESLgned to reach. ' The -1list of{objec-
tives was: too long td be included in this report and may be obtalned from

©o (18)




\
The objectives derived through a survey of
Appalachlan chlldren Cﬂoaper and Marshall, 1968) were used as a pool from
which to obtain objectives for AEL's preschaal program.

The Appalachia
Preschool Test was designed to measure cognitive achievement of children in
the program. o

.

AEL's pragram was shown to reach the objectives: measured by twg sub-
tests where other programs including the standard kindergarten program did
not. Bo i1d1 i

Both the children in the kindergarten program and AEL's preschool
program did reach moxre of the objectives than did a control group

The achievement of these objectives implies that AEL's Preschool Educa-
tion Program is an acceptable, if not preferred
childhood education programs.

alternative to other early

=

s : . B
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