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,and numbers for sites. The programs are.not 1dent1f1ed because the focus -

'DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY
’Thpmas Ferb -
. Abt Associates Inc.

. 55 fheeler Street
<o Cambridge, Mass. 02138 .

s
.

In the presentations which follow, three curricular approaches, one

Cognitive, one Behavioral, and one Open are presented. +Each of the ap- -

. proaches is represented by two Follow Through programs;:however, the partl-

cular Follow Through,programs apd the sites involved are not identified by

- name. The letters A through F are used for the identification of programs

»

A

of this symposiom is on the individual curriculum and its particular umpécta
Furthermore, tﬁe results presented are based on the Cohort II stream of h
Follow Through data which is.not the primary focus for impact evaluation.:
The Cohort TII stream wnich is'currently\being analyzed &s the main focus
for the evaluatlon ourposes and will be reported on later ,this year

IAa the followlng presentations, a particular format'}s followed.
The presentatlons begln with a definition of the curriculaf approach fol-

IOWed by a specification of the sample in terms of the particular chlldren

.and the sites involved, rollowed by some data on the reported attitudes and
L
”practlces of teachers, and finally an explication of the meacts of the pro-

grams on children is presented in terms of noxrm scores obtained at the ‘end ™~

of third grade and in terms "of ga1ns or progress from the beglnnln% of”kln-
dergarten to ‘the end of thlrdAgrade.

In this’ presentatlon I w111 deal w1th some def1n1tlonal and 1nter—
pret1ve detail concern1 the sample characterlstlcs, the teacher measures
utlilzed, the child outchme measures, the analysis ‘s rategy( and a pa]pr
waakness of the study related to Head $tart and pres hool. Let us begin
with the‘sample. The ohildren utilized for this stu participated either
ip ;the Follow Throogh program or one of the selected oomparison groups rn
the Cohort II stream of tne Foliow Through evaluation. This,group‘beéan
kindergarten in 1959 and completed third grade {n/lS?ﬂ;w.in generar,.the
?ol;o& Through ‘children are.shbstantia;ly,below the natiopal popuIation on

many socioeconomic status characteristics. The median income cf the national

. . VAR . K




>
-

.

- ' 4
13

population in 1970 was 39500, while family median income in Follow Through
was only $4460. ThiS*large‘income difference between the, Follow Through
i : chlldren and the national populatlon suggests that the Follow Through pro-
graﬁrwas SUCCGSSLul in recrultlng a poverty level sample of puplls Other
. characterlstlcs of the sample substantiate this general dlsadvantage.
fighty—one percent of the PT children part1c1pated in one or another pre-’
school, whereas only nine percent of kindergar: en children in. the national
Population ih 1970 participated in preschool. The majorlty of chlldren in
Follow Through (75%) are Black whereas only 113 of the natlonal populatlon
is Black. Family size in —ollow Through averages six whereas the national
population in 1970 ave*aged only 3.5 Thus the Follow Through group appears
to be substantially different f:om the ccmmunity at large. / )

’ The Follew Through and comparison groups are not nearlf so mis-

matched. The characteristics of the overall Follow Through and comparison

group are quite similar. The median income foé the Follow Thf?QihﬂgfcﬁPr
< . again, i's 54400, whereas the m,edian inceme for the comparison group is. N .

', $540b./ Seventy-five percent of the PT group is Black and 66% of the com-

parison group, is Black. A majorzdlfference between the groups does appear .
on.preschooi . Bighty-ore percenb of the Follow Through roup g*acuatedlvf/’ p
fromﬂﬁeaa’Start or other preschool\ whereas only 57% of the compaison group

/agé Ppreschool graduates. These dlfferences suggest uhat the Follow Through .

- / “ '
grouo ;s somewhat dlsadvantaged*relatAVe to the comparlson group. , {g&

-

. £ musg be" lented cut that - the dlsadvantage of the FT grouyp rela-
t/;e ti the comparlson group 1is hlghl§ varlable across s1tes ~In some

, locales the Follow Through group and compaxlson group are very similar
whereas in others the comparisdn group has a substaptlal socloeCQnomlc ad-
vantage. The degree to *which’ the :ollow Thxough and comparlson group are:
comparable has some obvious lmpllcatlons 1n thﬁt dlfferent groups present '
dift ereht problems, not only in terms$ of’ the soc1a1 and educatlonal probelns ‘ ]
wlth which the programs must deal but also in termsg of analysrs problems !
related to estimating the progress that the chlldreu haveiachieved over the
. ’ fougryear period of participation in Follow Thfough.i’Furthermore, the T

K ‘likelihood that the comparison children participated in some other 7ompensa— - .

- : . . . . Yy
\ toryprogranprobabry varies among sites. This lack of comparab?%i}y will

v be considered below when the analytic strategy is described. v/ -
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! . Let us now turn to the teacher measdres hat are utilized. TL#
teacher data reported here deal excluSLVQIy with ird gradé teac ques-~
"""w -
tionnaires, again ‘rom the gg II grOuo. Wwe., make use éf f£i dimensions

or clusters which ate empt to 6"aracpérize the learning eny#fonme e

= *

children and may serve as proxy, v&riables for,p;gg } inplementation. poldR@arerals

-nﬂ:-(”
{0 «::g:%.,""“‘. Ay 2oy e s

clusters include: ‘l) eeaoh =
, the olassroomvis POn 35 < ’ ," red by,a Lt
bility, teat is, the degree”ﬁd"ﬁhigh the childre

Sy, ) —

" exercise freedom of choice; 3) indiVidualizati“n of in o = the

degree of emphasis on small group instruction, 4) aca i ; -

R ——r

emphasis, that is, the degree.to which teachers emphasize basic skills yatg}r

than socio-~ emotional develooment, and finally, 5) teacher/satrsfaction with
‘the soonsor S ofogran, that is, the degrees of the Follow Through “teacher's
liking £61 and assessment of the usefulness of the sponsorﬂ\ program. These
dimensions were developed from the PearsoH’Eorrelation Mat;ix of items from

t%e teacher questionnaire. The correlations were submittfed to a cluster

o

analysis using ap average linkage between merged groups to identify the di-‘

S mensions or clusters. "The methods of reciprocal averages was then employeéd
R

' to develog item Weiohts for each item response in each of the cluster vari-
ables. The inﬁernel consistency of the scales was assessed and they were ]
found to have edequate reliability. Finally, the cluster scores were stan- ;,.
dardized across the Follew—Through and comparison group teachers u51ng a

nean equal to 50 and a standard deviation equal €5 101 Note, Ehat these data‘

are being used to get a sense of program implementation within a site. The
different curricular approaches, Behavioral, Open, and Cognitive, have very

different ob]eotives with regard to the learning environment and hopefully

these five dimensions characteri%e the goals and differences. .
Please note that Figure 1 shows a T score for each of these teacher
dimensions -~ teacher centeredness, clasSroom'flexibility, individualizetion
~ of instruc;ion, emotional vs academic emphasis, and teacher satisfaction
. within the prograQLNe value 1is shown f£or each of\the sites in which a par-
ticular program is ooereting. "The sites,are\diffefentiated by the key at
—." “‘the top of the Figure. Since the scores have besn standardized, differences

.. N
"% between the value for a particular site and the overall average can be di-

v Ve T

. Fectly interpreted from the table in terms of T Score differences. Our dis-

cussion is restricted to differences that are equal to or greater tham-one=~ "’

o -

. r,
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quarter of a standard deviation, that_is, 2.5 7T score units. .3ll of the

scales are ordered so that higher scores indicate a nigner degree of the
dimension. Thus, a site with a value on teacher centeredness of §£0 may be :
more structursd that a_site with an average valus of 50. iThegtentative na- N
re of these data.must be emphasized. First-of all, the data aredbased

B

chers. Secondly,. within sita the Tumber of teachers.

\\\\\\\\\

T;;; ometimes‘gui e low.

LU 2 SRS vy

Furthermore, since the data =

based strictly on,
2 I . BN

teacher reaorts»and not on independent observation the’r 1 e For either,
TE?”‘%, \

.

oxy variable .

ror the implementation *ﬁhrﬁoa;~iaﬁiﬁx afogram may- be limited
T

Let 4s now turn to the child outcome measures ‘ﬁ<ba*tery_er existing

Y

mgarcdized tests was chosen and modified ror the national evaluaticn out- .

.

S
%Nm\\\tome\meaéuSES. Afzercareful consideration, this batt ry was ie-e h as a )
,best co;;roHIEE“betﬁeen tre needs for accountability and, the difficulty £ Lt

_ﬁﬂ__"giggasuring sponsors' diverse- goa;s and objectives. These measurds allow .
- ~ v \ - t

. comparisons to be made between the Follow Through and comparison groups on .g%{

-,

the attairment of basic skiTISy cognitive and conceptual skills, and af-

fectiye measures igcluding both self-esteem - attitude toward school and

et learning The measures includé .the Me;ropolitan ievement Test with its °
J p SpewTing,‘Eeauing, and Wathematios standard sab ests; the Rauen's Colourei);c
. ogressrve.Mat.ioes, which measure a cn;ld S problem—solVLng abllLtj in- \\\ N
DL ST —
= ) }
visual and percéptual tasks; and the Coopersmztn Sel‘~ steem Inventorj, a non=\

N cognitive measure deSigned to assess the extent to which children take
’eSDOnSlbllltj for tnemselves or attribute their successes oﬁ:}ailure§°to
.. the cperation of.internal or external forces. - ’ :
. ': iet us now -turn to the‘assessment of the impacts of the curricular
programs Here we are interested in two questions, 1) "How does the pro-
gress of Follow Through children comgare with that of comparison children?"

. and, 2) "How does the MAT performance of the Follaw Through children com-.

*  pare Nléﬁ that of the national’ norms group?" Since the Foilow Through and
comparison children are non-equivalent groups, that is, since the groups T
differ on a variety of background characteristics including average achieVe4
ment level at ent*y to xinderga.ten, it is neqessary to look at the .progress

that the children have made during their bartltipation in the program rather

than compare the raw scoreas of the treatment and cohparison groups. In

- _ . M * 3,
order to accomplish this estimation of the progress and answer. the questien, o

”

.
. -

.

.
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"How does the progress’of'the Foll&w Through child cyépare with that of the

/

! comparison chlld°" a regre551on modai;was developed, for each’ outcome whlch
e regre5510n4model lnvolved the pre-"

utilized only gomparison chlldren.
test score on the Wide Range Achlevement Test at ntry to klndergarten,.
.:famlly 1ncome, occupatlon, ethnic membershlp, sek, age at entry‘to klnder—‘
garten, first language Qf the Child, and a variety of other interactiqps.
Slnce the model utlllzed only comparlson chll en, it essentlally descflbes
progress for that grougp; that is, glven cert?in backgrgund characterlstacs
and a partlcdlar WRAT score at entry °to sEhi br‘ “the model ylelds a predlcted
posttest score for each- chiid. . The - coefflc ents that make—up the model
1nd1cate the contrlbutlon of. each backgrou'd factor and the p?etesthto post—
test level for the average comparlson chila. Thls model that is the,set qf N

coefflclénts was then applied to the Follow Through group% The applxcation

.

of the model to the FT group yielded:a predlcted score for each: chlld -
that lS, the score that the Follow:Thg\gﬁh chlld would have received lf he-

.
had part1c1pated 1n the comparison’group experience. The impact of the

tment is asses%ed by explorlngNthel\;screpancy betwee\ﬁfhe\predlcted
Xscore and ¥ “tual scdre that the c:ﬁld obtalned- Jhe subtractlon yre&fi:sk

~

. an effect:’ a posit ve efféct if the rogram has had a favorahierampactq SN

“the“child's score g hjgher than expeéted,,a zero effect, that is, an effect

- 1] N .
{ - that is not statistic

y different ffom zero if the Follow Through chlld

has achieved or progresged as much 1n theaFollow Through experlence as he
would have been expected to achieve yn the nonﬂFollow Through exper1encey~ Qh\
and a negative effect 1f the child has an observed score whlch is. leds than . -
"his predicted score, suggestlng that the ‘child might have performed BEtter LS
had he been in the comparlson classrﬂom rather than in the Eollow Through '
.classroom. These effects are shown in Table 1. for each of the outcome ’* -

areas. In the table, dlfferences beéveen Follow Through and non—Follow L Y

Through are expressed in standard dewiation unjts. Thus a dlfference of

-.44 indicates nearly one-half a standard deviation difference favoring o

non-Follow Through.« We restrict our Hiscission to effects which are both

statistically differént from Zero and‘which'are also as large as’oné-

N

quarter of a standard de61atlon whlch is basically an arbltrary crlterlon

’ -~

between groups That is, some differ

ag a device to understand the educati ral SLgnlflcance of a, dlfference
; ces which may be statlstlcally sig=-

nlflcant are not in fact of any educat onal consequence, and one—quarcer
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\ * ~

of a standard dev1atlon dlfference prov1des at least a face Valid criterion

for ‘educational s1gn1f1cance. L . ~ . . S

. The comparison of the ﬁollow Through groups w1th1n a partlcular 51te“
with this overall comparlson model has several advantages. First,  the re-
gress1on coeff1c1ents, developed us1ng onily the comparlsbn children, are

\
or smaller galns in some subgroup of ‘the children with which the program

' - was dealing, for example, if children ﬁethfhlgher achievement scores in e

. ' Follow Through gained more, and if the coe i&clent were developed as for .an

not affected by the treatment.~ If 'a Follow Through program produced greater

w

v

danalysis of covarlance using all chlldren, the c0e££}c1ent representlng the
L contxlbutlon of aoackground measure to the outcome measu, would be biased
4’by treatment. A second.advantage of the use of the overall co@parison model
is that it provides‘h commOn'comparison for all progréms and for all s
.- ’ - ‘The sécond'method,of assessing the impact of the program is found

~ , . -

- in the assessment of the norm scores of the’children at the end qQf third

’

-~ L gradex‘\hlthough it isqdifficult or impossible to attribute to a. program

the normatlve status/of a group at the’ end of third grade, it ls certalnly
>N
; ) - .ot expected that theSe groups ‘would be performing at or near grade level

- .. since the majorlty of children are "dlsadvantaged Purthermore, the legal

Y
.

deflnltlon of educatxonal d1sadvantage 1ncludes a, crlterlon concernlng the )
performante of children  in terms of grade level.” The legal deflnltion-of
'dlsadvantage deflnes students who, 'are performlng one or more years behind

e

the expected grade level as educationally disadvantaged. Thls then provides

. a natural quterlon for explor;ng the status of groups at the. end of third
grade. Groups where the ‘median score is at or near grade Aevel cannot be
;‘construed as dlsadvantaged, at least not legally, ‘and therefore programs or
-§ites in which ﬁhe @edlan scoreils close'to grade level can be construed as
o ' : successful . The grade level'performance of the ch;ldren in each of the'

S . sites associated, Wlth the program are. shown in charts such as Figure 3. e

The figures show the median grade level for MAT Readxng, Math, and Spelllng

' - for each site and the percenﬁlle of the median. ) R et o
o o, -+ &
./} N . % You may ask, ‘“Why are theée people prop051ng the use of grade | L
) equlvalent scores which have bebn in disrepute for a long time 1n the freld T
A ,

) A ‘

2 . - . ¢

. . ¥ . & 0 .
.

S N
- IS ’ v - . . ~

1

|

3

;
3 |
- A §Sectlon 17a of.General Provisions Act as amended by publlc law. =« ., g
93-308 defines educatlonal d1sadvantage as’ achlevemént which is one or “more, }
|

;

3

i

|

i

i

‘ﬁT\\\\years behlnd that expected at the approprlate gradellevel. ot
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. of educational evaluationou Th;s is 1ndéed a_legltlmate qyestlcw/since the

&
v

opoortunlty to attrlbute the level of pé;formance of the chlldren withln a AN

glven group is mlnlmal or absent when only grade equavalent scores at the-

/ ‘ LIS
I . end uf thrrd gvade -arxe avallable. Stlll these gcores, have face Jyalidity .
. . # e
in terms of thelr use 1n schools Teacher”s¢ th all, but some, utilize’ norm
N LI 4
\\\<‘ . scorgs to make ]udgments abqut the a551gnme§t of chlldren to specral pro-‘

k\\\grams. Furthermore, norm scores are often used to communicaté a chll&“

status an@ frogress to oarents. The sfatement that }Tommywms readlng a L

grade level ahead’ or behlnd" has great 51gn1f10§nse for Tommy , xhls parents,

and his teacher. Furthermore, we probably all agree that the preferred
é&~estxmate of program lmpgct, that is, the regres51on estrmate Whlch 1s pro-

vided by comparrng the observed and. predlctea“scores of the chlldren at the

end of thlrd grade ?s also suspect and subject to a variety of cr:uc:.c:.sms.'~ 7 -

The majority of these criticisms suggest that regression approaches under*

CERN v

‘f‘ estimate’ atment effects. That is, they show no, effect on occasion, or, = T~

\

! ) negative;effec when. 1n fact the program has had a favorable 1mpact. ‘It iS. .

‘ .‘ - beyond ‘the scope of thr\\presentatlon to go lnto these problems in detail

however, lt would appear that both grade equivalents and regre551on estl— d'f.

o mates of progress have 2 var1e£§ Q\\dlstlnct.advantages anﬁgdlsadvantage;:' B

‘ It makes*Sense to capitalize on the &nfgrmatlon avallable and comblne ) ; '\f*\

'these two lnformat&on sources about programs and the status ofxchlldren and - f

L define a favorable p\bgram impact in a somewhat unorthbdox mmyk Basacally, .
a favorable program meact can be defined elther as gneater progress 1n ;

Follow Through than expectedcor as progress in Follow Through’whlch is no 7.

- 3
~s_~ - less than expected palred w1th performance on the norms whlch are at or

~

I near grade level This deflnrtlon of program 1mpact is utlllzed 1nrthe
. v L]

| follow1ng pregentgttans. v el e fn% N
Let us now turn\to some of the llmltatlons of” thlS»St&&?iand oﬁ the - }‘

data to be preseﬂted in éhls:;ymp051um. Indeed, we could devote the entlre <

! symp051um to an exploratlon of the limitdtions of the Follow Through evafua- . K

£ %, . .
. . : tlon.¥ There “are various - de51gn constralnts, aspeots'of@the measurement . A

battery, 1mp1ementatlbn 1ssues, attratlon lssues, analysls 1ssues, and N
o « ey .

) others whlch we could cons1der 1n detall However one ma]Or 1imatatlo& i 'f‘

. : .seems to stand out among the problems.. This lS the issue of Head S

preschool, and the possible consequence of nét utlllZlng “this aspe t o

children's background in the model of scores.. First of all, I -must polnt- . I
‘ |

|

1

N
. [} . “ . L A .
- " N . '
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3 1#%ren S background was ot selectlvelyklg—

utﬁthat this” aspect df .the ch
The Varlable was not utxllzed 1n part because 1t is severely’ con—
; the Eollow »

In sSme 51tes 95%

1ldren may have preschool or HeadMStart experrence
ugfful covarl-

\Qup, t us,qthls var>able der not make ﬁor
tion rate -~ that is zinformatlon as

able’ Furthermore, :
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to whether a child p arquxggi \Np\esé oo} - 1s 1ntolerably hl?h in many
Since Follow Throuéﬁ‘@as 1nt\§4ea as\a foliow through on Head Start,
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COGNITIVE-DISQDVERY‘CURRICULAR MODELS IN PROJECT FOLLOW THRDUGH v

‘ .
~ a" q.\ LS

. . ... John C..La‘rvson, PhoD. 0 oo
?»_' ] U abt Associages'Inc. R T o
R 'f L ”’g, 55 Wheeler Street . S i s e
L e . Camhridge,'Massm 021d8 v, - . . -
i | . Lo . ) K : - .
" overview of the’ Cogn1t1ve-Developmental Models' con e v

v o " 4%
' - TWo,of the major curricular ‘models’ in Projéct Follow Through exem—

'0

pllxy a form of the cognltlve-dlscovery approach to early’ educatlon. They,
seek to stlmulate the chlld s basic cognitive abllltaes and pnoblem solv1ng
skllls as the foundation for later academic achlevement. In addltlon, theyl

! attempt to enharice the chlld s self-esteem and feellngs of competence in -

‘%ﬂ, support of the child's curloslty, self-1n1t1ated exploration of the learnlng

env1ronment, and self-monltorlng strategles for solving problems. The

" e L}

2
‘sponsors of both these mﬁdels see active parent involvement in the Chlld s

¥

adjustment to the school and to- ﬂearnlnq in general. . vt
“\;,\ ,

‘While botly approaches focus on ‘the child's development of problem-“ !

&'

t -

lsolving‘skllls, Sponsor A emphas1zes learning experiences structured around

. a theoretical framework of, chlld‘development in classlflcatlon, seriation,

and spatial and temporal relatlons, whlle Sponsor B emphas1zes a more open

Both o

¢

responslveness-tg a rahge‘oﬁ chlld-dlrectéd learnlng interests.
’ sponsors stlmulate self 1n1t1ated and self-mbnltored learning activities
in chrldren,)but Sponsor A streSSes the chald s prior’ plannlng and follow-

up more than .dqes Sponsor B. SponsorvB supports self—confldence by more

) consclously stress1ng mutual respect fér subcul tural dlfferenpes and ﬂ 1

respondlng to thetchlld s own Lndlvldual range of 1nterests. SponSOr a. .,
" A% ~

supports self—esteem by -more dlrectly encouraglng self—expresslon of T ) T,
thoughts, plans and lea.rnmg experlences, 1n the wrltten language.: The "
approach.of these sponsors dlffers from the '‘Behavioral approach in thelr

dlfferent concepts of Chlld development«and in their lack of spec1f1c : .

emphasis on academic sk;lls. While their“objectives are similar in many

resoects to thegPsychodynamlc apprdach, ‘their” reldtlvely~greater emphasis
on problem—solv1ng skllls over s0c1d&gmotlonal and 1nterpersonal skills .

d1fférentiatesAthem froT ‘the datter.

- . .
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)_learnmng at home and. in ¢lass as’an essential component in the child's =~ .
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.éample
a The 51tes for the analys1s of Sponsor A 1nclude two large c;tles

and a southern conﬂunlty s The chlldren inf these three sites come from some

- ¢

+ of the most economlcally d1sadvantaged f

'111es 1n the total Eollow Through
A sample. Wlth a mean- annual 1ncom% of $37a ’ these  sites reported some of

the lowest 1ncome levels and hlghest propo‘tlons of s1ng1e-parent famllles.
Thelr klndergarten entry scores were among t

samo@ﬁ

N The sites 1nc1uded 15_1 the,ay;a1YSls of Sponsor

Fewer thafx‘half or the mothers had com eted hlgh school

other Follow Thro gh 31tes. A g%eater proportlon of mothers at

had complet%d hlgh s¢hool
the ch11dren\§cored'h1gher Gn -

mean of the overall

*

in which thls sponsor meiemented the. prqgram were not so educatlonally

alyqlc sam le. Thus, “the env1ronmenta1 c1rcumstances

\

handlcapg;ng ad, those of’ Spons'

/ N N .
oo 0 . 1 M kI .»
. " ;

1 ’ \(‘ -
Qeacher Reoorts as Indlcators of Program Implementatlon -
] 1 "

Thé data in ngures 1 and 2 111ustraé% the extent to which the

‘,'

teachers in the separate s1tes of these programs characterlzed their class-

'rdoms as: l) Chiid—centered vs teacher-centered 2) erklbly structured

'vs-infleiibly structured

*

2 3) Ind1v1duallzed‘ws group orlrnted, 4) Soclo-

émotlonaL VS academlcally oriented; and 5) . Teacher s sat1sfactlon with the
|

l v 3 + l R
model. . o N * t -

3
N

These data sﬁgges; ;hat‘the-cognitive~de'elopmenta1 models generally

v

succeeded iR lmpLementlng a child-centéered, flexib ’

o

d1v1dua11yvor1ented
currlculum withe a relatlvely greater emphasis on soc \:Qmotlonal than aca—
demlc obwectlves 'Although Sponsor A has only three}::tes 1nci\ded in the
analys1s, lts classrooms ‘scored consistently in the same dlrectlon on all
of the teacher reports. This uniformity of teacher reports, found in no
othexr sponsor discussed }n th}s symposium, suggests that Sponsor A had
well-integfated training program with respect to_the dimensions reported
here. For Sponsor B the sites. were unanimously more child&centeredﬁand
~individualized than‘the average of all teachers ‘in the analytic. sample.
. There was, howevef» evidence of site variability in the Emotional-gcademic

AN

Teacher Satisfaction, and Flexibility dimensions. ~Gi%en the complexity of
MRS s . oy v ’ o

FEEN . ‘n‘"“--;, l ‘K: ) /’/'
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lowest in the total ‘analytic -
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the Follow Through modglsfswe canngp assume that alI mean;ngful currlcular .

>

£
dlfferences are registered on }nst/these dlmenslons, nor can we assume
that teacher reports dlrectly/gorrespond to the 1evels of 1mp1ementatlon
/
des1red ot spec1f1ed by’sﬁbnsors. These data do 1nd1cate£/however, {

]

that characterlstlcs lmportant to a cognltl e~devel ntal approath “’\(\

‘teachers. /

M

-

[

-

/ ‘%
-~ Interpretation ofi Curricular

e

mpact on Ch11d Outcomes \\,

T . cOnsideri'ng :ifypéhg child outcomes at the énd qQf third grade
examlne currlcular/e fects from three sets ‘of data: first, the comparison C T

N © of the Follow Through groups to the pooled non-Follow Through group;
second, the’ cont!!&t of the Follow Through groups toﬂnatlonal achievemént
norms, and f1nally, the qualltatlvé contrast of curricular effects across

,differeﬁ/‘domalns. - . L L A

Levels of Curricular Impact

&

The data in Flgures 3 and 4 suggest how the performance levels of

gﬁhfw Through groups dlffer from those expected of SLmllar groups 1n

0

non-Fo ‘ow Through. In these flgures the bars extendlng to the right

« E ‘ ’
.

of the cey i suggest that the Follow Through Site performed at a level o
higher than “‘@ 5 {y\\e regress1on model, wh11e bars extendlng -

to the left sué-~ converse._ In the academic ‘areas, the effects . .o

~ .

,suggest that the én in Sponspr A performed somewhat lower than ¥,
- ' would be expected. Of the three_sltes, the one which’ lndlcated higher * '
than expeqted 1evels of performance on Spelllng, self—esteem, and . )
conceptuA1 problem sblving relatlve to the other two sites, 1s that \\\\\: . h:
s1te.1n which -the teachers also reported h1gher 1eve1s .of sat1sfactlon, ' o

¢ ™ « =l

, and the least teacher—centeredness. The

greater classroom flexlbili

classrbom emphasls also tended ite strongly toward the socio-emotional

R ' rather than the academic d1rectloh.

k . The academic effegts for Spohsor B are somewhat more mixed across
sités than for Sponsor A. Two of the seven s1tes indicate small but con~

. 51$tent1y bet&er than predlcted performance on Math and Readlng, whlle four

N offthe seven 61tes 1nd1cate performance levels slightly to markedly 1ower

e
.
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All sites scored lower than ex~

‘

pected in Spelling. As was the case for Sponsor Asgthe teachers in the sites

than predaéled by the, regression analysis.

with relatively higher levels of effect tended to report the highest legels

of satisfaction and relatively high levels of socio—emotional emphaSis,

non-teacher- centeredness and’ flex1bility in. the
It is dlfflcult.%;th these data to draw
between levels of teacher. reports and levels. of

of both imprecision of the measures and lack of

However,

classroom organization.
too closé a correspondence
curricular effects, because

consistency between these

. £

. ) . o A .
domains on the low end of the scores. within the range.of site
» variability for both sponsors, the'most positive academic effects seem to

follow those sites wherein the dynamics of the cognitive-developmental

approach are most in eVidence\ L ‘

- In the affective domain "and conceptual problem-solVing test, the
effects of Sponsor A generally parallel those.observed ‘in the academic
domain. Two of the three sites tended to perform at<lower levels than would
-, be expected, while the third site tended!to perform at higher leVels than

predicted by the regressionequations- In two sites there is some indica-
tion that where lower academic performance is found, affective sgores are
not so low, or where higher than expected academic scores arelfopnd, the
,affective scores are still higher. For Sponsor B the affective?and problem-
‘sol@ing‘areas indicate a pattern of site variability similar to;that found

in the”academiq areas.

expected in academics, chey.seem to perﬁorm relatively better on the affective tests.

¢

To summarize the comparison of the cognitive—developmental curricula
to the pooled non~Follow Through the clearest generalization seems to be

site variability. This analYSis suggests that while some Sitesjshow higher

_than expected performa\ce in several'areas, most of the sites for this

Srem ¢

anprd\ch tend to show performance levels somewhat lower ‘than wohld be* ex-

.

w

pected from the régresSion analysis. There is some eVidence to suggest

. that relatively higherclévels of performance appear in those sxtes reports

(s

ing a higher degree ‘of classroom flexibility, child—centeredness and teacher
. s i ) . ".

satisraction. i .' s ,\L ' ’_ ‘
s while the results of the regression analysis prOVide comparisons of .
th programs to the pooled non-Follow Through group, grade equivalent and

standardized scores on' the Metropolitan Achievement Test5~1n Figures 5 and

*

6 proVide a comparison of the models to another external. criterion, the, ,

e PR}

¥
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As noted above, in sites where childrena score lower than

4




’ (Reading, Math, and Spelling) with Income Levels for }
COHORT I Sites in Sponsor A ’
Cognitive — Developmental Approach t

‘ .

2

LEGISLATED CRITERION .
FOR DISADVANTAGE —, ‘NATIONAL NORM LEVEL

GRADE EQUIVALENT ' PERCENTILE OF MEDIAN :
2.0 15 10 .5 0 5 1.0 0 10 20 30 40 S0, 60O 70 ' ’
i " H

L\ i N I\ L

— I

R

005

g -, ’ " - T - d
. Figure 5 , wr
, Grade Level Equivalent and Standardized 8cores on MAT Subtests ’

R .
M 0e7 -
<& S ~ |
. T , L ‘ -
“ { » & ~J . i
R |
— ~; — E&h\*&“ ,\\\\ . , ‘
g e . . - 079 ;
s - 1
‘ &
- P

(T T FTsites whose nedian icome N £T s1tes whose median income FT suites whoss mm:m income
t___._._.__l ‘evel exceeds 36,000 \\\\\\\ fails detween 54,700 and $6.000 :] '8 legs than 34,700 |
' i
?

R 2 Reading, M =Math, S = Speiiing - ’ ﬂ




Figure 6 A
* Grade Level Equivalents and Standardlzed Scores on MAT Subtests
(Reading, Math, and Spelling) with Income Levels for
COHORT 11 Sites in Spansor B :
Cognitive — Developmental Approach
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S 35531&2&\ ‘ﬁQriEEEfé“EEFtS' The comparlsons “Just d;scussed suggest

IﬁQETE of progfam impact Whlle thekgrade equlvalen;/scores suggest the o

“ status of the Foilow Through s1tes relatlde\togtﬁe country at- 1arge by the

N end of the chlIdren s tenufe in the program. or Sponsqr A the academlc
- k)
statUS of the tnree>sLtes can be rank-ordered as- 1) within grade-level

'S

‘performance,u, ) bor&erilne grade 1eVe1 performance, and 3) - ‘beldw grade
: leveL perform ce. This order d es not correspond d1rectly w1Unthésponsor
ef fect’s analy 1s, since the h1gher- h-expected effects were found in the

borderllne,gr de level ‘site. The data suggest;that the order of grade

T level perﬁormance does correspondy however, with t

Ay

of the gites'

5

mean inceme Jlevels. i .

For Sponsor B we find a similar relatlonshlp between grade\IEVeL

. 2

. .

] \\ S
>

performance “and s1te mean income. Four of the sites are w1th1n the gradé-

» ,ance ¢r1te 1on. What is the relatlonshlp of the’ grade equlvalence scores

fto the program effects discussed above? Ome hypothes1s would suggest that

/
i
{
|
‘|

t, equlvale I status is re1ated more to 1ncome 1evel " As a corollary, 1t may

prbgram effects are more related to 1evels of melementatlon, whlle grade

be thatAs tes wlth grade equ;valence 1eve1s h;gher ‘than that expected from

' the1r 1ncomex1evels obtalned these-achzevement 1eve1s in part through a

B .. . L

e pos tive impact from the sponsor s program “. € - .
C . 'fh. " - 4 , \, R \ -—'~~~-w - . o T
. ~ ~ P\ ) v ) .‘ . B s . _. . - ) . ST e . o . .
R . ' S s T .
S Qualltatlve Assessment 'of Curricular Impact S T Tl
_~Tfa»&$§t;w~—“‘R\\ Iysls:of EEE:Eevels of impact ror\the\currlcular model seeksutoi.
' : answer the-qnestlonf “How much. xmpact did a cu;rlculum have on ch;ld out—
v - ¥

comes’" An appg\grlate answ to thfs quest;on is best obtalned through a +

o Flgorous exge lmigtéI;\ontext, vet the metal of OUr experimental logic ‘in-
- evitably 1ckes ’

égtralns_of the real-world envlronment of teachers and ch11dren 5cattered

h of 1ts\temper when subjected to .the pressures and

‘/v

‘ " across the entlre cpuntry ~ In a quasl-experlmental setulng, the results

““of_our anabyses q;e sensitlve to a° number of circumstances such*as the

* . (>\
cL degree of slmllarltyﬁ;eszEB theNEBL oW Through and cqmparlson\groups, the

1nstructlonal program*to‘the testﬁyns

. féaturds of the.communlty. T

s ) . )
. v o~ N Kl
' . . ° . .

.
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N . - A fuller cons1deratlon of currlcular impact, however, demands con~ "

. _— sideratlon of Stlll .another set of factors.' Within the constralnts of any

.,

one slte, what was the quallty of the'p ogram S J.mpact’> Cons1der1ng the

S ,coﬁtent areas relative to each other, in what dcmains were the program's

A effects mostkggsltlve (or least negative) compared to those areas which

tended to be the last;, to respond to the curricular 1nf1uences? The factors

ey

.- '.affe ing these 1ssues refer the dynamics of the learnlng gituation, or
extent

©L the form of educaxlonal exper ence molded by the program To what,
are learnlng act1v1tmes self- 1rected or teaoh\r controlled? What is the :
.:, scope of generallzatlon\and ﬂlex1b111ty of . appllcat;on ﬁo whth the learn—’

¢ s

|
ing 1s applled7 Does the learner acquire self-esteem ugh taking. rlsks
anddlscoverlngcompetenq;esﬁ or through follow1ng dlrectlons well, or by

*‘ 1earn1ng to enjoy 1earn1ng HLself and mutual socral support’ These 1ssues,

too, must be examlned Ain as%essing a currlcular program s influence.’

- :f ’: :} As & heurlstlc approach to this queStaon we have rank-ordered the

va >

ievels of effECt across the seven outcome measures wlthln each site. That .

: outcome which showed~the hlghest 9051tave (or 1east negatlve) effect,‘

) regardless of ;ts level, was g1ven the hlghest rank and V1ce versa. we

then determlned the mean rank for'each content area across the s1tes of the’

. cognltlve-developmental apOroach The results, 1nd¢cated in Table 1, suggegt
v . that ‘for the cognrtLVe—dlscovery approach relatlvelyimOIe posltlve effects\'
L_ , were obtalned in the'area of self—esteem followed next by 1nperna1 loqgs«

] of control and problem-éolvrng ) Converse%y Math and Spell;ng were the last ;
~‘ ) ) areas to show currlcular effects Thevpreemlnence of the¢affect1€ém?reas‘.ag

-

o f *over the academlc areas. corresponds to‘the relatlvely gredter teache¥ émbﬁé-ﬁ
'.ﬁ;Lu_;;\; sis reported on'the factors of chlld—centeréd soc1o~enotlonal focus, and .
- ';§x3“iétg}assroom 4 1bll¢ty for thls currlcular model.. 3ased on the goals of the

o e\Wbuld have eXpected t& See ‘the proHlem-solv1ng‘area .
Lo %. emerge .a§ that h;skxis flrst affeétted poaltlvely by the curriculum These {

/ oL data suggest that the*dynamlbs of the cognatlve—developmental curﬂﬁculum

! T«

[y

approach“ howéver,’

correspond in part with the asplratrons of the model. Further‘studaes " .
de51gned speorflca&ly to examlne suph dynamlcs, and *to détermlne the rela—,
. St .tlonshlp‘of such learnlng orleﬁtatlons to future seh001 success must be .

conducted 1n order to galn.a fuller understandlng of thé ultamate utlllty.

S re

v of the cognrtlve-deveiqpmental currlculum in preparrng the chlldafor 1ater
e Learnlng demands.“ .i ;* ‘)ry . -" ; ﬁse; ‘ ,n n '
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_throughout the*Unlted States.

) major\types of educatlonal strategles-

Introductlon

BEHAVIORALLY STRUCTURED PROGRAMS IN PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH )
‘ Linda B. Stebbins, Ph. q ) -

" abt Assocxates, Inc.. . ° A

, ' . 55 Wheeler Stxeet - “
/"t . _Cambridge, Ma. 02138 .

Il : . ~ «
N »

[

Follow Through as an eﬁperlmental program was 1mplemented u51ng .

a strateqgy known as “planned varlatlon. Th1s strategy systematically

- -

1ntroduced a varlety of well-defined programs into the klndergarten )
through thlrd grade years of publlc.educatlon in certa1n school dlstrlcts' &
To operatlonallze the concept of "planned

varlatlon," USOE involved educaﬁlonal specialists, & ach sponsorlng a

dlfferent educational approach ‘in a variety of,s hool dlstrlcts. The ‘e,

Follow Through program as it was deflned by these matched/pairs of

models and school dlstrlcts consisted of two sets of/céaponents~ SOClal

‘)" .
serv1ce an educatlon.

One set of components -—_spc1al servxces, parent,

and communlty partlclpatlon -- was mandated in the:original enablihg »

Congressional legislation. The second component, educatlon, was the

essence of planned variation. .Thig compOnent was comprlsed of four

IR - -
.

3 ey
e Projects emphaslzlng a behavlorallyxstfuctured approach
. to acquire ‘dcademic skllls, partlcularly readlng and

e, drithmetic, o g
~ . ® Projects stresslng cognltlve thlnking through asklng N
. and answering questions, problem solving, ang- creatlve . o M
writing, . | oy oy Ll ) v
. - B3
e .Projects emphaslzlng 50c1al\emotlonal development .and, R . Y
encouraging exploratlon and'dlscovery 1n academic ' . C . ‘
\ areas, and - . . . o

o PO

‘Projects focus1ng on preparlng parents to 1mprbve
the education &and develoP?ent‘of their chlldyén 3
(GAO'- 19.75[ ppn" _3"4) . - . - y ) "_ . L, g i

-~ "

This- paper 1s deslgned~to exploravthe measured outcomes of one of these
: "4

1]

educatlonal strategles - the behavlorally structured ap roach.
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Godlls of the BehaV1orally Structured Moqels ' g
<. . There are two models which -~ cah be clearly 1dent1f1ed as \
vprescrlblng a behavrorally structured approach‘ Drawing updn behavror}st

t t

. theories of éhlldren S actlong as an 1nterrelated sysE@m of stimuli and

L

s external stimuli. By carefuLly controlllng the external strmul' these
models attempt\to modi fy the chlldren $" behaviof in- ways which meet the
, spec1f1c goals o‘ the program. Meet;ng goals is accompllshed ‘by: clearly

defining a series of dlscrete steps, and worklng toward’succeSs at ,each

step. Praise and. rewards are rov1ded for successful completlon of each

-
£

7. step. .

' There are some specific differentes between these two programs.

First, let's label the models C%and (t -distinguish them Ffrom dther

A
. //moéels discussed in the symp051um) and \ en examlne those dlfferences.
< ’ .

Model C's goals focus. on acceleratlng thq 1earn1ng\of readlng, math and

V/ﬂl language skills through the use of programmed 1nstru\\}on. {Non-core
‘ subJects are generally 1ntroduced after mastery ‘of basrc skrdls, usdally
toward the end of. thlrd grade.) The model is operatlonallzed through |

|

the use of sponsor—developed,programmed 1nstructlonal materlals in small
8§ e
N i homogeneous groups in sound—controlled booths. The teachers present a

’ ' fast-mov1ng serles of-spec;flc.questlons to elicit verbal student

responsesr Propex Student responses are reinforced agd wrong answers
AN
. are correcteg accqrdlng to spec1f%ed procedures. Student groups rotate
by schedul roup 1nstructlon ds accompanled by 1nd1v1dua1, self- ‘

directed practlce ?n workbooks. Planned homework aSS1gnments are also

. -~

- coordlnated w1th the ¢lassroom lesson. Crlterlon reference tests ' '

admlnlstered to students at frequent ahd regular intervals prov1de

.

“information to the teachers on the students progress. ] o .
. A .
- Parents part1c1pate ln the program in several capac1t1es. Some
’ V
' are employed 1n each classroom on a permanent baSlS as’ teacher aldes L

1

(tw0 per classroom) and a551stants. Othérs are employed as needed and
tralned to administer the crlterron-referenced pupll prQgress_tests and
_Operate ‘the v1deotape equlpment to film the’ teacher at work in the class-

| room. Still others are employed as famlly workers . In thls capac1ty,
| . " : . . ‘)m » R * o ~ ‘ ~

| . . R R \\ - N b s ,
. LN < - . AN -
| Qo L L : ~24 o \ .
] « ’ ~ - ~
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. . . i . .
. T . ) . . . RN - 1\ . - :
. ' < w n 5
M - L ¢ gt v =

o




" use of praise and approval will promote academic andsﬁehaVi

they acquaint paren'ts with the Ml_del C program, provide ‘specially
developed materials which parents can use at home to supplement clas'isrooxn
instruction, make available to those parents who so desire a sponsor- ’
developed programmed course in child _management, encourage partiCipation
in PAC meetings, and assist in training ‘the classroom des and assistants.
In sum, this model is designed to help children achieve quan i fiable .

objectives in the basic skil

through the application of b avioNst principles to instructional
methodologies, and materiafs. - - . ¢
A Like Model C, Model D is highly structur;ed derived from behavioral

[y

psychology, and deSigned to increase students' reading and arithmetic

e

skills. In addition, Model D includes handwriting end spelling skil

as ¢0re subjects, and emphasiszes the development of social skill as well.

ModeJ, D is based on the premise that the conscious and systi?:‘f/c'

al growth
in the indiVqual child.. The model is operationalized by, establishing
a ".token economy" with.in each classroom. . r:".’eachers award tokens for

-

approv‘ social and acaden%c per.l'formance. The, children can- use these

,tokens during an exchange period tq purchase activities of their choice,

¢

such as games, toys, books, etc. ‘l‘okens and praise are distribuﬁ'ed

aC;COrding to. indiVidual rates of progress rather than for yreup .

.

perfbrmance. Teachers in this, model may choose among eit'her sponson-

:‘ developed or cormpercial learning materials, but they are encouraged to

«

select those which can be adapted to the model. USing a machine-—readable

" data form, tea,chers prepare continuous progress ‘reports on students. 'I‘he s

data is then computer analyzed and an indiVidual pkogress prescription

-

i§ returned Within. a day. . ’ , L .

3
'

. Parents also play an»important role in the Model D classrooms:Y

-

{
Two parents are. trained and placed in each classroom “for an ei.ght-week

period to. teaeh handwriting and spelling, to- do indiVidual tutoring, and

L

to become knowledgeable in t.he use of the Model D techniques. At the
N

end of the eight. weeks, the teaching parents may continue or not as they
choose. Although many parents Serve only for¥ an eig]\t—week session and

-

teach only ‘in one curriculum area, some teach a full year- .in as many as

three ‘curriculum areas. Many eventually become permanent teachers' aides..

5 c) .. - LTI
. . : QU 3 .
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cademic and, ééial skills are encouraged

erough.the systema c use of positive elnfoﬁcement in the form of

pralse and ‘.eo’)é'xs .

. Teacher Reports as Indlcators‘g//;;;graﬁ/implementatlonanL
) ed varlatlon

o . Determination of wh

o not a particular pl
| Strategy is effective regdi oth & clear description E the essentlal
/ ' elementsfof the fduca i 2nd some indication df whether pr

on een attained} In the preceding gection of this

not lTF ementa%}
pa?er the oalsﬁof b#

Eme f the lea g’environment, both w1th1n the cl ssroom and at ]
| i
ho dentlflcatlod 'of ev1dence of 1mplementat1 n, ho&Zve&, is not f ”

readlly avallable Recogn121ng tnat there ard numerous COndlthnZ whlchJ

models are presented w1th Lnatlon of the

———

‘oould fnfluenceftne implementation the models, it stil}l seems reason%ble
that after a minimum of five years : eratlon there should be some '
1nd1catlons of 1mplementatlon of the intended classroom env1ronment whlch
could be ldentlfled from the data in the teacher questlonnalre. The l

vy ': teacher questlonna;re is the only measure which provides us with data

across all sites included in the analytic sample and does teflect -the

. - |
* perceptions 3; teacths who operati alize the models daily in the /

lassroom. 1le we recognize that these are data on reported rather

N
; ! .than observed practices, we neverth less feel the- 1nformaglon is valuabl%
< ‘ @hus, in ond to assess lmplementatlon or\some proxy for implementdtion,

we havel seleqted specific items fron the teacher questlonnalre administered

'to all %ollow Through and non-Follow Through teachers at the end of

~ third gLade. .‘ \ . |

! E?igures 7 and 8 display géve dimensions of‘the classroom learning
environnent which can serve as proxy measures of the model'slintended
goals; ' teacher centeredness; flexihle classroom; individualization‘of

i instruction; socio-emotional versus academic orient%tion; and teacher

* satisfaction with the model. Referring specificallx o. Figure .7, Model C

has generally implemented a structured classroom learning environment

as intended; however, there are some notable site variations in the degree

of classroom structure. Site 005 and 081 have clearly implemented hlghly

| \ structured classroom learnlng env1ronments whereas Sites 069 and 072

are much less‘structured. All sites show below average 1nd1v1duallzation

| q
! : - \

i /"
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’

\

H
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Sample
. ’—».-h’-

-,for all Follow Through sites.

-

oﬁ ipstruction. Three sites, 005, 070; and 081, are very‘high in the

degree“of academic emphasis. Thls appears to lndlcate that the deslredﬁ

degree of academlc emphasis has not been achieved in at ledst two sltes,
espec1ally 072. Teachers in three sites, 005, 072, and 070, repo¥t a’

low degree of satlsfactlon w1th the sponsor. In summary, it appears ' .
Y .
hhat the Model C is falrly well melemented, except for s1te 072, whlch

~

v ‘e -

. 1sdanmn. . * -

.

Flgure.8 shows that, generally speaklng, Model D has lmplemented
a structured classroom learnlng env1ronmenc as 1ntended Model D 51tes K

also -show a high degree of 1nd1v1duallzatlon of 1nstruétion whlch is

consistent with the model. 1In thls case, there is conslderably more ‘site |
' variation «in .the degree of structure lmplemented Sites 087 and 089
.appear to have less structured- programs than other Model D s1é;s.. Sitesz

087 and 089 are also conslderably lower than others ln the degree of

' Lndlvlduallzatlon and academlc emphas1s. Site 091 appears to have

adoptedQ? more flexible classroom than might have been expéected from.the
model S descrlptlon. W1th the exception of sites 091 and 089, Model D

‘'

teachers express, less than average satlsfactlon with the sponsor.

In summ both Models C and D appear to be implemented in

7

most sites. . , . o ' g

. PR -2
H . . e
{ Loy

The analLses for Model C are based on data from five sites,’

‘lncludlng one lprge northeastern city and four c1t1es in the midwest. -

, The Follow Through dhlldrén ‘in these- 51tes are very* similar to~the

ay. erage Follow ﬁhrough chlﬁd with respect to such varlables as preschool
tendance1(89% at¢ended preschool), enterlng pretest[scores (33 p01nts
L
on WRAT), child's. ethnicity (88% Black ‘chi en).,’ ‘and family 1ncdme ‘<

{$5200/yr.}. The same holds true fon the n-Follow Through children - -

s lnclg,ed in the analyses of these 31tes. ‘#hat is, 47% attended preschool;

children scored 33 p01nts Qn WRAT at entr? 80% arte Black chlldren, and s
the average famlly income ;s $5308 -- all similar to average for NFT

children In general while there is variability across sltes, the nodel

-

‘average for both FT and NF?T grdups ls similar to the raspectlve average

‘¥

T




-en

;, ‘ : : Model D, sampled in six sltes, has a cons1derably lOWer average ¢ .

'.famlly lncome, that is, $3890 with a range between $207S and $4906. The
average for the Follow Through chleren 1n Model D' s sites is also about

. SlOOO lower than the average for the non—Follow Through chlldren in these‘

sltes. ‘Other varlables such as pretest scores, percent w1th preséhool,

iy

. ' .. and percent of mothers with high
average for all Follow Through sitfs.. While the Follow Through chilgren

ool Educatlon are similar to the

Model D' s s1tes tend to; ;ha llghtly hlghér pretest score in , . s

ﬁb comparlson to the non-Follow Thro gh chlldren, about 20% more of these.

C ./ .. |
f
! [

chlldren nave pfeschool experlen

beo
3 LI - H

- ., ’
L)

" Interpretation of- Currlculé Imp on Child Outcomes : / Q‘ 5

To erplore the qhestlon 150 .the models result in lmpécts elther

. srescrrbed ln their statéd goa and ObjectlTeS dr\reflected ln ° e% T
. areas measured by the teSt qat ry?" let, us jse two comparLSons o} data. C

o One, a comparlson of thifobse' d performanc of th Follow E%fou k[
o ; lxpected in tHe absenck of treaxmen .

‘ chlldred with the performance
G 'ﬂ eAnd two, the comnarlson of th Follo Througn ¢hlldrén w1th éhe tlona

’norms group for the Me"opol' an‘Ach&evement Test. :’ /

,' Fa Uszng the dlf,erence etwee observkd and predlctedfscores for'

1

Y

Krev aled by the pooled comparlson analysls), i ‘ ..
?“.- . as;tesﬁcan be categorgzed 1ni€hree ways -1) : 1low~Thrthh;performed ; ‘ﬂ {.,"
et . better than would be oredloted W1thout the pr gram, 2) Follow anough
. N p ormed as well?as Vould,be predacted, 3) F low Through performed a‘_
L. less well than woul be pfedlcted As Figures 9 and 10 $how, these N
pategorles are dis ngplshed in terms of standard deviation 'units as ., :
i lollows 1) 1f Folllow Through performs at plus a guarter of ‘a standard -

; . |
1 ., deviation unit betﬂer than non—Follow Through, then we may say Eollow

i
/ - Through performed %etter than would be predicted without treatment; ' . '
2) ‘if the number is negatlve and greater than .25, we say Follow Through
1
l

! 'performs less well, than would be predicted without the program.

’ \

First, let us examlne the arsa of basic skills, .as measured by
the Reading, bth‘ and sSpelling outcomes. . Looklng at Flgures 9 and 10
- ./“\ .
lt can be seen that there is consrderable varlablllty both across the
sltes within each model and within each slte across outcomes. Both
\ - - L) -
\ : 31 . ' N

.

Q ’ S 30




' e, " ‘

 Figure 9
_Sponsor Effects on Seven Third Grade

Tests, Expressed in Standard Deviation™ . o , K
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Figure 10

-

= Sponsor Effects on Seven Third Grade
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expected in Reading. 1In Maéh, Models C and D also have one and two
sites, resp?ctively, performing less well than expecﬁed. With the
exception of one site in Model D, all of the sites included in the
behaviorally structured analyses perform less well in Spelling than
would be expected without treatment.

In the cognitive—contepﬁhal domain, the Raven's Coloured Progressive
Matrices, a éest of problem—solving ébility, only one site in Model C

perfo

better than expected. Otherwise, three land five sites,

respectiively, perffonn less well tha.n would be expected without the
T
In th ’aﬁfective ?Pmainv e odtcomes~seen in Models C and D ' ‘ |

sidé 1y. Wh;ié both oﬁels C-arfd D show at least four o
sites where the Follow ;hééugh chil en’perﬁorm better than would be

expected on the C persmitH test oflself-esteem, only Model D shows
I
|

| ‘ :
any material and significant.effects on the Intellectual Achievement

Responsibility Scale (IARS), a measure of the extent to which children
take responsibility for themselves ox ﬁttribute their successes to the
operation of internal or external fofces. In thé;case of Model D,
(Pigure 12) site 006 performs better than expecteé on the IARS (+), and
site 087 performs less well than would be expected. On the acceptance
of responsibility for negative events, as noted by TARS (-), in foﬁf
sites Model D's Pollow Through children performed better than would be
expected. Only one site, 089, performs léss well than would be
expected. ‘

In summary, both Models C and D appear to be achieving some
of their intended goals, at least in Reading and Math. (Model

Language goal is not inclu%59/in this analysis.) However, Mgdel D's . .

//Sp lling goal does not appear to be met. While Model D's /
/

increased social performance and behavioral growth is not assessed

directly, there are indications that the children are performing better .

/ : :
__than would be expected in thesé areas.

‘ ‘ ] [ 1
! _ 3 ' { o ,

—_—

1
\ models have two sites which appear to perform better than would be ‘ .
expected without treatment on MAT Total Reading. Model C has one site
‘ and Model D two sites that are performing less well than would.be :
i




e

When we change the criteria to the legal deflnlt;on of educatlonal

dlsadvantage, i.e., oerrormqnce which 1s one or more years;oélow grade L [

.level an addlt;onal persoect*ve is adqed to our analysi ..<Cohver519n ‘ - T

to MAT natlonal norms .shown in Figure Il revedls. that‘all sites in. , P <

Model C are perrorﬁlng -above the legal crlterlon of educatronal . ' ) o

. ' disadvantage in wath, zeading, and sp 1J.ng at the end of third grade. I AN

, For Model D (Figure 12) we see that, with one minor exception (si‘te 089 .2', , -
math no*m)J all sites are also performing aboye tiie legal crlt 1on.' '
Since entxry level #s not controlled it is problematlc whether thlrd
grade MAT norm Derrorﬂance is attributable to treatment. However, whlle
'tne pattem of effects for Vodel c aooears to corfelate .with the soczo-:
_econcm;c dlsadvantage of the site (as ?lgure 11 shows), +this is not*ﬁ“e
case watn Soonsor D (Figure 12). Here, most of the Follow Through s;ées

P f' are 1in| the lowest income cétego*y (less cpan s$4, 700) but the grade : "':@'

; ! > eqguivdlents of the cnlhcren gre still at Qr near grade level. N oo fl

] . “

' To summarize, it appéars that both behav1orally structﬁr?d o

y

r 1

!
by tTe fact that Follow Throggh cnlld*en'?n many sites perform better

*fdaches are successiul inimeeting'thE*é goals. This is demonstratad
tnanfex'ected without the srogram in the pasic skills of Readlng and
Nacn, ané in the soc*o—amctaonal domain meqsurad by the Coopersmith.

In addition the FT children’ in Model D perform better than Model C's '
ch*ldren on the -ARS () lh.particulé. This seems to indicate that the
approach taken by Model D has generated w1tn1n the chlldren the recognition L
that .they can take resoon51b111ty for both positive and negative events.
Model C's and D's brogrAms appear to differ primarily in the degree of
lndLVLduallzatlon of 1nstructL0n. They also differ in the type of

children they serve, with Model D children being considerably more
disadvantaged. Since both modelS'apoear 'to meet most of their goals,

it appears that the behaviorally structured apprpach is generally

succesSful with dlsadvantaged children. Beyond t, however, a high

degree of 1nd1v1du§lr;at10n within a structured odel may be partlcul arly

. appropriate for sewerely dlsadvantaged children Hence we conclude from the

- outcomes measured that the behaviorally st ctured.approacheg are’

| generally appropriate models for dqmpens; tory ejucation, and that while a
| . * )

| group instructional approach may be dppropriate 'for a moderately disad-

‘ .

vantaged group, individualization of instruction may be necessary for a

’ © ) ) ‘ 34, K ; : ‘ \
(LRS- 35+ -

..\ . .oz \

|
i ) severely disadvantaged group.
\
|
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. h' overv1ew of : the Open Classroom Models ’ RN S -
o o A The oPen Classroom models share a psychodynamlc theory of learning. '

. “\v,

Their prlmary emphasls is’ on the developmeht of "healthy” 1nd1v1duals w1th

p051t1ve'self~1mages and sound interpers nal relatlonshlps The learn;ng K
] i
D lenv1ronment 15 flexmbl and supportlve o lnterpersonal freedom and sélf--

. . ) :

- . determlhatlﬂn. i E ) i | - . e
1
PO S The. Ope ClaSs om models diffpx from the Behavloral'models in both
o L ! 9 .
A phllosophy and approac . ’Whlle the Open models value academlc skllls, ., w2

e ‘which tK%y see as. esae tlal for the optlmal development,of the “whole \ Lo
N o chlld, these skldls aré seen as secondary in importance to a "hEalthy" '
‘ sense of self and a pbs*tive aotltude toward learnlng.. The latter soc&d—

v
- M\ emotLonal goals are seen as prerequLSLtes for the former. Furthermore, thé

‘W Open Classroom models favor an unstructured\enV1ronment in whlch both

‘ -
,i teacher and child have a great deal of personal freedom, and the currlqggmm: .

Al

i
follows the chlldren s interests and exploratlons. Thls conj:asts shﬁfbly

| with the, Behavlorlst models in which teache: and student beh ors are pre-

determlned, speCLflc obJectlves are dellneated; and 1nst%uct on ms care—
"5, N, - ’ | ' »
L

\gs fully -sequenced. . P . ﬂ

f\

S ", ‘It is more difficult to distinguish between the Openjclasproom and
K the Cognltlve Development models. The phllosophical difference between
T these/approaches is not fundamental and several Follow’ Through models could
;\\\7.i be classified in elther approach. Both approaches value the development of ,
\:\Eoblem—solvlng skllls as well as soc1o-emot10nal competenc1es. For the

N

\\Qpen Classroom models, however, affectlve development is percelved as the

»

prlmary ob]ectlve. For the Cognltlve Deveiopme?tcmode{\; the reverse is

® oL true. . ) L v~\'~' P

x _For the. putposes‘of this symposium, we havekcatEgorihed tvo of the’.
_Follow Through models as exempllfylng the Open Classroom currxcplar ap—

fproach., We' haveklabeled them E.and F. Although both exempllfy the Open

r

R - : . ' £ «
\- . ~ ) ™ § “
.

S S o ‘~




, approach to educatlon there are dlfferences between the models 1n theoreti-

n

- 1n %erms of preschbdi experience or ethnlc status

. empha31s,’and currlculum offerlngs. There are also differences in éach

. ftructlve, cqnfldent, productlve and coglng human belnis, attempts to 7|

. \ \

, Ifiterest’ areas are an important aspect of theVlearnlng environment ln‘which - »,‘
) 1
i

. JEE . .
’ + ¢ . - Y N /f
M l

T

cal oglgln, approach to’ educatlonal 1nnovatlon and change, content area -~
model's approach to structurzng the learnlng enV1ronment. )
o Model E. ls based on 50 years of experience 1n prov1d1ng educatidn L.

programs fpr young chlldrén., Thjs mbdel, which is deSLgned to develop éon-

develop the "whole" hlld. A teicher trﬁlnlng‘program

|
it b
!rlmarlly, the model L \
[ IS
\Ject%ves through 1mprov1ng the qhallty of teachlnq ' Z‘
\
eachers areﬁ%galned‘to usa,dlagmostic tools\to analybe ‘child behav1or, o 0

teeks to reach itso

‘ ARy 1 y o

arrange the soclai m 11eu of the' ‘classroom, and prov1de lnstructlon in
accordance w1th 1nd1vmdual learnlng needs. Teachers are given 1n51ghts into
how o enhanqe the capaclty to probe, reason, and express feelings. A wide
Vari ty of materlals 1s avallable for this model 1nclud1ng languag arts
and sbeial studles programs. The soc1al s%udles currifulum is designed to
enhan e 1nterpersonal skile and develop ltural aw ness.

Model F has its roots in the Brltl h Infant s ool appreach o edu-

et
—
T i

catlonr Th prlmary objectlve of thls mod 1l is creatlhg a flexible,}open, f

,.,., _
e
IO
K

supporilve mv1ronment in whlch the chlld's abxllty to learn is fostéred by

the ed catlopal setting. Slnce the model dLes not identify ‘a 51ngle way 'of

N

teachlng chlldren, a unlqueiset of objectlves, or a cpmmon set ot materlals,"

teachlnglbehaVIOrs, classroom env1ronments,land matertals vary w1dely. o l
I —

' "

children are'free to explore, to‘choose, and to manipulate.
4 . A N P

Sample . c
’ The sample children for all analyses reported here are Cohort II

-

E}

children, who héve been in the Follow Through program from the beginning
of kindergarten‘through the end of third grade. Six sites are included in - ' /
the analysis for Model E. Four of these sites are largelor medium~sized ‘//

c1t1es ln the Northeast, one is a small Northeastern community, and one is / -

Y medlﬁm-51zed Southern communlty Across all sites, children in this model '

R
although they" come from families wlth incomes sllghtly above the FT averagde.

,are zllgbtly below the Follow Through average on klndergarten entry scores, %
%
They do not dlfﬁer 51gn1f1cantly from the FolloW'Through group as a whole ;

« N . \Q'\' - e

. ] \ \~ ‘.,\\ . . \&n':“\\ . , ”,’; . . .,




. There is _great variability among Model E'S sites hdwéver. One, site
is well abové average on family income and entering kindergarten scores.
Mothers in this site. are better educated than the average for mothers of

: v
Follow Through children, and therf are fewer femalg heads of households.

| One. Site is well below avirage on both family income ahd entering achieve-

meént. The fdur other sités are lpw on pretest scgres buF not on family in-

N

Al
! P .

e, Ethnically, the sites vary<from 100 percen White,to lOF percent
o ' Bldck. g i

n-

3 ! \ .

ref sites. Of thesel, two

large c;tiés and the - other a medium-sized c'ty.. All are 1$ the. No th-

the Follow' Thrd*gh averfage

in achievement upon ent%y to kimderqar en‘ de pite the fact that percent

\
attended preschoxl.1 Family 1ncome Eoss .sites is slightly v the
. l

verage. One hun ‘ percent bf the'c

\

Model F' s“sltes vary somewhat on.bo

ildren are Black.‘

entry achievement s atus*and

-

fahﬁly income. Two. th s are close fo ﬁhe ollow Through average n prb-
t;ehformer

‘te t sd res, one is far elow average. 'On'median family inco e,

1
I

b
¢ Teacher Reports as Imdicators of Prqgram Implementation \

| . * |
sites_aqe above average, 'the latter beloyl ) ) - B | °f1

i,

A The data’ in Eigures 13 and 14 1llustraté/the extent to Vhich the

teachers in éach of the s1tes for these models characterized théir’class-
rooms as: . ‘ﬂ" ‘ \ -

¢, ‘e
>

1. Teacher centered Versus child centered,‘_ o, "

¢

2. Flex1bly structured versus inflexibly structured-

) : . 3. Indivydualized versus grbup-oriented, and .. .
) ! ) ’ ‘ 4. Academically versus sdc10-emotionally oriented., \:>:, ' :
'[*" S They also display teacher's satissaction w1th the model: ' ’ N
y A . Model E‘slsites can be déscribed as child-centered and flexizle {h
' ‘ nature ~=- although there is some variability among sites asto degre .

Five of the six Sites in this model are above average on indiVidualization
e '} . of in truction, while one is below. Sites are mixed in terms of their
v \‘academic\versus “emotional emphasis. Teachers in two sites favor academic‘
. objectiveé\ teachers in another two favor emgtional development; and

“

& ' teachers in\the other two show little preference. Finally,

4v a
R . .
- ~ T
.
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‘ Figure 13 _
Indigations of Implementation From Teacher Questionnaire Clusters. ),
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, . satlsf ction with the model var:és w1de1y w1th,one site extremely satlsfled &

1 »
J

tes, d‘re}atlvely dissatisfied, and the

neither satisfied dcr -

. rel t've to teachers in other
chr ilssatisfped. .

Model F has two s te hich afe miFe Chlld centered, flexible and

Follo Through 51tes, according to teacher

emotional rather than academ}c development; the third shows no clear o

preference. All three sitee report above average satisfaction with the

. . , ¥
sponsor. ‘ .

Overall, then, one could say that teacher reports/reflect the
‘models’ educatlonal phllosophy and’ approach Most varlabllity 1s_qeep in
the area of goals, with some teachers in both models reporting that their
' primary emphasis was on the developmeg; of emotional growth and others re-
porting that theixr primary focus was on £he promotion of academlc competen-

Ny,
°

cies.
" This inconsistency in goal statements may refiect varying degress
. of implementation of the modelé, with éO@e sites embracing the socio-
emotional ggale of the psychodynamic approach, and others preferring the
traditional academic goalsccf the primary school program. Or it might re-
flect the ﬁhilosophylof the approach itseif In focusing on the “"whole"

child, developing basic skills, problem—solv1ng abllltles; and personal-

social skills are 7éen as intertwined. ! 4

\

—

- Interpretation of\purricular Impact on Child Outcomes

Con51der1ng next child outcomes at the end of third grade, we

examine currlcular@effects from two sets of datétgk first the contxasts of

o

the Follow Through\groups with the pooled non-Follow Through group, and . .
. second the- contrasﬂs of the FT gfoups with the national achievemen norms

As can be éeen in Figure 15, Model E's effects vary by outcome . and f"m
4 |
by site. On the RAven S Progressive Matrices test, two of the 51x 51tes‘

performed 5etter than would have been expected without treatment and only

-one performe%jgelow the expected level. "In contra/t1 all of the sxtes
scored below’qpe,expected le/eI on,the MAT SpeIllng outcome measure.

‘ Effects_;n Read;nq'and Wath varled wxﬁh‘51tes performlng above, Eelow and

-
-

near_expecte levels. g/pally, _oe;txve effectg were found in one affectlve

) - - - = - - -7 P e &
e / ‘%LA‘/ .)J ;‘;"":;M" . J", o 7 ‘/“ : - )
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. .
area. Four of the sites had a posltlve impact on self-esteenm a§ measured

’

by the Cbopersmlth Self-Esteem Inventory,“and the other two 51tes scored

at expected levels.. On the internalization’ of responsibility-for success
measure, however, children in one site performed lower than would have been |
expected without treatment, and the others at expected leyels: On the

internalization of responsibility for failure measure, two sites performed

below expected levels."

0

There is no clear pattern visible relating teacher reports and

5 b
child outcomés for this model. i

N

Turnlng to Figure 16, one can see«that children partlclpatlng in
* Model F performed at or beloy what would have been expected without treat-
fment on. all outcome measures.

-+
To summarlze the comparlson of the Open or Psychodynamlc curricular

%

models with the pooled non-Follow Through group, we can make the following
%
‘ generallzatlons . - R
e In the cognitive and'affective domaihs, these models do
not produ 51m11ar effects. One model produces fairly
consisten pOSlthe effects on the Raven's Progressive
Matrices Test-and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory.

The othgxr cons1stently does: not.

a8

+ ® As for the academic ,arga, there is varlablllty between
‘models and among 51Ees. One model generally performs
lower than expected in th1s domain and the other- per-
forms above ewpected levels, #n a llmlted number o§$51tes. "

The results of Jthe regression analysxs provide estimateés of a .
model's performance compared to’ what would be expected without treatménc
In contrast grade, equivalent scores prov1de‘1nformétlon on the status of
the Follow Through sites relative to the national noxm group at the énd
of the children' S tenure in the Follow Through _program. Of course, “the - T
Vi natlonal nozm group, is a far less dlsadvantaged group. Eollow Through
- students genggally would be expected to perform well below thls group
w1thout treatment. To the, extent thd%,FT chlldren are at or near grade |, .

R o)

- f level at tha end of thlrd grad% Follow Through m1ght°be 'said to be. hav1ng

e some impact. Also, 1f FT appears to 1nterrupt the strong relationshi bl

between income and aghlevement, then Y may be said to be having an effect.
4 5i“qan be seen in Figure 17, Mddel E'has two sites. gne-half year or less o
> . béfow gradg level,. two sites léss than one year below grade Ievel, and |

. two more'sites more.than one year below grade level. Thus in four of the
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o ‘ Figure 16 : ’ -
‘ . Sponsor Effects on Seven Third Grade . o
" Tests, Expressed in Standard Deviation . *
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Figure 17
Grade Equivalents and Standardized Test Scores on MAT Subtests
(Reading, Math, and Soefling) with Income Levels for
\ " COHORT Il Sites in Sponsor £
i Psychodynamic Appraach
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\

‘\‘h‘“h@hus+_;h 3 ~nQ“§*1dence in these data that Madel F has d rupted the

—_ % -
g .

Six s1tes children in this modél would not be ¢ ass1f1ed as legallwqia;j——\\

advantaged. Since one of these siteg is also re atlvely poor in medlan

income, Follow Throughfgax,be said to be having a particularly straong im-

1Y '-I . \_”/w

In contrast, Figure 18 reveals that Model F hks two of its three’

pact in this site.

sites performing one or more years‘below.grade level. \The other site is

more than one year below grade level on one of the outcope measures, less
than one year below on the other two. Figure 18 also shows that there is

a correspondence between grade level performance and site mean income.

poverty/achievemen

Qualitative Assessment of Curricular Impact

Comparisons with either a pooled non-Follow Through group or a
national norm group are by nature sens1t1ve to the dlfferences between the
Follow Through and comparison groups and the nature of the FT group itself.
These and other factors often make it d1ff1cult to separate atment ef-
fects frem experlmental error. The power of our tests is such at effects

mst be quite large to be observed If we 1gnore_f9£_a—23ment the size of

the effeet§$>and examine © ly the ﬁattern”or ordering of effects across

domains, we find a somewhat stril ttern (see Table 1) : )
The Open appf?ggﬁ”aéie s to'have its greates ‘gefts in the af- :

fectl tmy—particularly in the'areaJof self-esteem. It 5334323:;\\
) : ) o . . \.\; « =
strongest effects in the problem-solving area.  Its weakest-effects are in

/ .
Spelling,\a somewhat rote learning task. x| T\\\\r\\‘\\~

As bointed out in the introduction of this paper, it is difficult o
to separate the Open or Psychodynanic approach from the Cﬁgnitive Discoverxy
approach. Both value an open, manipulative environment in wm&%n children

are encouraged to learn how to learn. This philosophical closness is %

clegrly reflected in the results for this approach -- the strongest treat-

b‘“““‘————~—ment_effects appear to be in the cognitive and affective areas.

- M o
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< Figyre 18-
Grade Equwalents and Standardized Test Scores on MAT Subtests
~ ~{Reading, Math, and Spelling) with Income Leavels for
L ">~ , _COHORT Il Sites in Sponsor F -
- . _Psychodynamic Approach
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