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The overall goal‘of—this study was to develop an administrativgmtrain—
ing system for persons responsible for early childhood education in the
state of Minnesota. The descripﬁion that follows is primarily a compegency—
based training model designed for persons from urban and rural afeas who
are selected to direct early educatiqn programs.

An emerging national problem is the need to develop quality education-

‘al services for children, especially children at-risk, in the early years

of life. This is especially critical for those children who live in the
rural and sparsely populated areas of thaz country. While programs for
children are being developed in the major population centers, all preschool
childfen are not being served. There is no well-developed model for the
organization and administration of programs in urban or rural areas so

that states can respond to the challenge of providing a coﬁtinuum of early
education services to all preschool children.

Administrators of early education programs fre&ﬁently have educational
backgrounds in seyeral professional disciplines, e.g., early education,
social work, elementary education, special education, fine arts, etc. A
number of f;ctors result in their being selected for positions as adminis-—

trators of preschool programs; the pool of persons with appropriate skills

available or willing to relocate to an outstate area is limited and programs

tary grade level.

. o .
At-risk can be defined as ingtances.where it can be predicted with 75
percent accuracy that an educational handicap will be present at elemen-
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to train them in the field have not existed. This program was designed to
insure thaﬁ appropriate administrative strategies are known by administra-
tors of such programs and are incorporated i;to the early education programs
that are now in operationiand for those being planned. This project has
also served as a stimulus for program development in unserved communities.
Fundamentally, the premise underlying the program is that the quality and
development of early education programs to serve children‘in many sections
of the country is directl; linked to available leadership personnel to
administer s . ch programs. é;so,,although the concept that public schools
assume leadership and responsibility for the early education of children
is currently accep;ed, public school control of early‘education will not
in and of itself address the leadership issue nor solvé the shortages of
trained personnel in outstate areas.

Early education cannot fulfill its public and governmmental commitments
and serve its needy population of children without leadersﬁip. This state-
ment applies to the rural and sparsely populated areas of the United States
as an urgent priority. Initiatiﬁn of programs for these children and the
incorporation of viable curricula and other essential service delivery
system components is dependent upon an administrative model for training
individuals in early education administrative positions especially in rﬁral
areas of the state.

Persons holding‘administrative positions in early education were iden-—
tified using a variety of state department sources. Although no comprehen-—
sive list of all early childhood programs exists in Minnesota, names of
programs and program administrators were identified through the Departments
of Education, Health and the Department of Public Welfare. FInformation

obtained from these sources revealed that programs serving young children
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exist in eacﬁxpf these depa:tments and that there is no central administra-
tive structure iniearly childhood esucation.

Following thio;.a preliminary appraisai of the role of an early educa-
tion administnator was.conducted by the Department of Educational Adminis—
tration and the Center for Early Educatiou and Development of the University
of Minnesota. An expert jury consisting of parents, educators, an attorney,
physicians, state department pefsonnel and administrators was used for role
review and competency generation. Prior to being convened at a group con-
ference, each éxpert‘jury member was asked to generate a list of role compe-
tencies for the administrator of an early education program. At this time,
the investigator edited all lists for redundancy and prepared a master list
for the consideration of the group. At the jury review session, members
refined the master list furthetr, added and releted items and prioritized
competencies. This study indicated that necessary skills centered in the
areas of educational administration and child development as well as early
education to meet the programming needs of both planning foi a young child
and directing an eduéé%ional program. In a follow—un‘survey,to practition-
ers, directors of preschool programs reported seeking continuous assistance
from school administrators and/or nhysicians,‘persons who generally have no
training in early childhood educationf Needé were also apparent in the
kinds of questions asked by the role survey respondents regarding program
ovaluation, finance, personnel, decision makiné, communication skills, law
and organizational strucfure (Goldberg & Wolf, 1976).

The amount or type of trainirg needed by an individual to direct an
early education program has not been previously empirically determined.
State guidelines'for preschool education programs generally do-not provide

for certification in early education administration, nor is there a specific
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job descriptioh statement or research investigation cpncerning the role
requirements of such an individual. Therefore, training objectives were
derived using a combination of goal analysis.techniq;;s,mgtatewide program
surveys; interviews with administrators in the field and private discussions
witﬁ theoreticians and researchers in early education and administration.
In addition, pésition descriptions of directors of early education programs
were conducted By 40 early educators as part of a University course experi-
ence and snalyzed for comsistency using the interview, survey, and goal
analysis information. There was agreement between position description
statements and goal analyéis statements in 94 percent of the statements
mentioned. But,‘directors stated. ;epeatedly that they did not have the

competencies needed to do their jol nor did they know where or how to

obtain them. In addition, a study sponsored by the Minnescta Higher Edu-

" cation Coordinating Commission, although not yet completely analyzed, sup-

ports this lack of administrative (including planning) competencies on the

par: of directors of early education programs. Further, there are virtually

no pregrams available within the higher education systems of. the state

where these skills c<an be obtained.ﬂ Community colleges offer no such
training. The Upiversity of Minnesota, Mankato State University and thrée
private colleges within the state offer some administrative training to
éarly educators. Results of the Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating
Commission study suggests that these courses ar« primarily in the areas
of; developing a philosophy ‘and estaﬁiishing policies for the program,
enforcing state and federal tegulationé, keepiung records, budgets, plan-
ning an overall curriculum, dealing with governance boards, and respecting

*
‘the individual differences of' children and their families.

*
See Appendix A for complete data on competencies.
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A variety of educational delivery and training structures have resulted
from these derived competencies. A two-week topical institute has been .
developed and taught using instructional obiec;ives derived directly |
from the competency study. Course objectives centered around the areas
of evaluation, program planning and management and family imvolvemént.

A University course taught through the Department of Educational Admin—:
istration has been developed and will continue to train 40 to 50 administra-
tors in early education each academic year. This course offers basic‘
administrative information in the areas of leadership, staff development,
cprriculum planning, evaluation, legal issues, and family management.: Num-
erous seminars and workshops have been planned and offered to the public
and private schools and ageqcies in the metrgpolitan and cutstate areas
based on the early education administratiVe skills identified through com-
petency derivation procedures. Each of these training experiences has been
intgnsively evaluated.* Evaluation data suggest that not only is early
education a@ministration a neglected area in education“and admini§£rati§n,
but creative training systems are needed natibnally to create and support
leadership in the fieid. In response to this need, the au;hor is exploring
a technical assistance model of administrative content for use with ongoing
programs for preschool children in the state of Minnesocta. The technical
assistance plan would begin with a needs assessment activity designed to
revalidate the skills identified as minimum essential competencies for the
administration of early education.

Using a competency-based model for the investigation and development
of administrative training in early educétion”is‘a recommended approach to
a pervasive problem of léadership inadequacy and program diffusion. Although

competency Statements have been derived and revalidated using a population

*
See Appendices B and C for gvaluation data.
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pooi, instruétional delivery systems and materials for the training program
are in a centinuous proéess of revision. The data’ collected on éarly educé-
tion administraroers in the state of Minnesoga\andjthe competenciés derived

are relevan; o most states in their quest for a systematic approach to the

development of training materials, certification programs and leadership

development in early education.
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APPENDIX A
Early Childhood Personnel Study

Mirnesota Higher Education Coordinating Ceimiission
Preliminary List of Administrative Ceiipetencies

Develop philoseophy and goals.

Develop policies for the program.

Establish and maintain a record-keeping system.

InSuré‘that licensing standards are maintained.

D@velob rules to insure health and.safety of children.

Deveiop and conduct advertising or public relations for the program.
Plan budgetstand collect fees.

Plan'long—terﬁ program/curriculum.

Plan menus.

Deal with officers or board of directors of organization which sponsors
the program. :

Knowledge and respect for individual differences and abilities.
Facilitate children's development of respect for individual differences.

Conduct daily health observatlons and identify symptoms of childhood
diseases.

'Assess children's physical, sensory or intellectual development and make
regular notes of this development.

Refer parents to agencies for help with social, emotional, health, or
" legal problems.

Demonstrate an awareness of current laws and regulations affecting child-
ren, families, and education. :




APPENDIX B
Evaluation of Two-Week Institute
for

Administrators of Early Education Programs
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Table 1l.%

Evaluation by Students of Amount Learned
.

1 . Child Development 4 o 2-6
2 ‘Integrating Issues '5 3-‘7.,
3 Parent Involvement 7 5-7
4 Attitudes and ‘Myths 6 3-7
5 | Assessment 5 3-7 -
6 Programming 4 1?7
7 Child Management 4 1-7
8 Teaching Strategies 6 3-7.
9 Parent S.trategies 7 - 5-7
Table 2.%
Evaluation by Students of Amount Stimulated . i
1 Chiid .Development | 4 s 2-6
‘2 Integrating Issues 4 1-7
3 Parent Involvement 6 5-7
4 ~Attitudes and Myths 7 47
5 Assessment 5 3-7
-6 Programming 4 2~7
7 Child Management 3 1-7
8 Teaching Strategies 5 2~7
9 Parent Strategies 7 S5=7

* .
See daily evaluation form, Figure 1.
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Table 30*

Evaluation of Student's Level of Satisfaction

Day Topic o Mode B Range |
1 Child Development 7 o 5-7
2 Integrating Issues 5 3‘-7‘
3 Parent Involvement 7 5=7
4 Attitudes and Myths 6 5-7
5 Assessment 5 4-7
6 Programming 6 2-7
7 Child Management 4 1-7
8 Teaching Strategies 6 4=7
9 Parent Strategies 7 5=7
Table 4 x*
Class Ratings on Usefulness of Handouts

22+ ' ,
214 T .
20+
194

s0 18-

g 174

o 164

~< 154

e 144

< 13-

2 124

? 114

¥ 10

> .9 )

g 8-

S 7-

g 6 .

& 54 .

44 L ' = S

4. | | " e

T 2 3 & 5 ® 7

Rating
*See daily evaluation form, Fi'guxje 1.

**See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Frequency of Student Rating

‘Table 5.%

/” N

o :

' Clasﬁ Ratings on Usefulness of New Information.

Rhting»

*See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Frequency of‘Student Ratihg

224
214

204
194
18+
174

.16+
15+
14+
134
12+

11
10+
94

7~
6
54
F
3
2

‘Table‘6.* s,

", Class Ratings on Comprehénsivenesa

*See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Table 7.%

Have Class Goals Been Met?

Frequency of Student Rating
[
-
1

Rating

*See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Table 80*

How Much Was Léarned?

22+
214
20+
194
184
174
16+
154
14

13j

124
114
104
Q-
84
7 ~
6
5=

Frequency of Student Rating

3
2 =
1-

Rating

*See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Table 9.% .

How Satisfied Were You With the Class?

22+
214
204
194
184
17+
16+
154

14+ v _
134 —
12+ :
11+
104
9
8 =~
7~
6=
S5a
4
3]
D2
14

Frequency of Student Rating

Rating

*See general evaluation form, Figure 2.
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Figure 1

Emp%oymént: Place Numbex

Position

DAILY WORKSHOP EVALUATION

1. Today's date is July .

\.

2. How much would you say you LEARNED from today's session? (Circle 222>_
1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7
almost  very little a fair = much very much an excepHon-
nothing little v . amount al amount

3. dow stimulating was today's session? (Circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not a bit someyhat stimulating very extremely exception=--
at all stimulating stimulating stimulating stimulating ally
o stimulating
4. In general, how SATISFIED are you with today's session? (Circle one)
extreaely vexry dis~ neutral satigfied very extremely
dis- dig- satisfied : satisfied satisfied

satisfied satisfied

3. Should today's session be i{mcluded in its present form in. future workshops?
(Check one) '

Yes
No

Way?

6. How.could today's session be improved?




Figure 2

GENERAL EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

Arrangements and Format

1. Were the arrangementsfor the workshop satisfactvcy? (Check one)

(l) Yes
— (2) No

If you answered "No," please comment:
y P

‘5..‘.
HS

2. Was the workshop of an appropriate length (July 7—18)? (Check‘one)

{1} No, it should have been shorter
__ (&% No, it should have been longer
__ (3) Yes, the iength was just right

Zf you answered "No," please comment:

.........

3. Were the daily sessions of an appropriate length (1 -3 p.m.)? (Check one) . fe

(1) No, sessions should have been shorter
— (2) No, sessions should-have been longer
__ (3) Yes, the length was just right

——

If you answered "No," please comment:

4. Was the format of the workshop appropriate? (Check one)

__ (1) Yes . ‘
— (2) N . | _ -

2 -

If you answered “No," please comment:




.~ SPECIFIC QUESTIONS ABOUT THE WORKSHOP

Afér

2.

Consider each of the follobing statements about the

cach of the following:

Very
strongly

strongly dis-

workshop and circle your ‘answer

,Mosﬁﬂ

strongly strongly strong
agree - agre

disagree disagree agree agree agree

.

The handouts used in the. ——
workshop seem to have been
prepared carefully. 1

The bhandouts definitely
stimulated wy thinking

about children with _

special needs. 1

I will refer to the hand-
outs frequently in dealing

with children with special-
needs. : 1

I learned much new infor-
mation about intervention
strategies used in working

with children with special |
needs. 1

I learned much new infor-
mation about issues and
problems in integrating
special needs children

© into mainstream settings. 1

6.

A I,

I was able to integrate the

‘various days of the work-

shop into a comprehensive
picture of special needs
children. . 1

-

20
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1.

- 3.

4.

- S

OVERALL EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP

Vhen you registered for the workshop, you probably had some objectives
(s0als) you hoped to meet by attending the workshop. = How many of your
goals!ob,;ctlv es d1d the workshop meet? (Check one) ‘

- (1) I had no goals v' __ (&) Some were met
(2) None were met " (5) Most were met
__ {(3) A few were met __ (6) All were met
How much would you say you LEARNED by attending the workshop? = (Cirele
1 2 3 4 s 6
alnost very little a fair .- much - very
pnothing little ‘ amount . ' much

In seneral, how SATISFIED are you with’the‘workshop? (Citclé cae)

1 2 3 4 5 6

extremely very dissatisfied neutral satisfied . very
‘dissatisfied dissatisfied

satisfied

‘one)

7

"~ an exceptional

amount

7
extremely
satisfied

What was. the best part of the workshop?

What was the worst part of the workshop?

How could the workshop be changed/improved to be more valuable for personnel who

work with. special needs children?

.

Should the workshop be offered again in its current form? _(Check one)

. (1) Yes
— (2) Yo

21




3“f8. ‘Ar@ there workshops which you would‘iike to attend on other
special needs children? Please describe them.

topics concerning -

9. What is your current position?

__ (1) Teacher
(2) Administrator

(3) Other. Please indicate:

10. Whére do you work currently?

(1) Private nursery
(2) Private school
(3) Headstart

(4) Day Care .
(5). Public nursery
(6) Public school
(7) Activity Center
(8) Other. Please indicate:

ERRRRRE
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APPENDIX C
Evaluation of'Graduate Level Coufse:

Administration of: Early Education Programs
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'Results of Student Opinion Survey

Students, in general, had positive (agree,‘strongly agreevand very :
strongly agree) ratings on each of the questions asked on themstudent
opinion surVey. This is a survey supplied bj the department to be USed i

in each class taught by every professor. Students indicated that they .

enjoyed the reading‘materials;for the course, liked exceptionally‘well the o

¢, .
subject matter of the course (administration of early education programs),

learned very much from the course, and ;put much to a fair amount of worh‘
in on the course. | |

Fifty percent of the persons registering for the course were at gradet
uate level, 39 percent were adult spec1al status and the remaining students
..were juniors and seniors. For 92 percent of the students the course was.
not required for their program of study. Nlnety—two percent of the stu-
dents were female and nearly one-half of the/ét“4?ﬁt$lhad.3_¢Pwula§?ve
grade point average of 3.6-64.0.

Informal evaluatlon of this same course revealed that students felt
that they desparately need management 1nformation concerning’eariy ch*ld-
hood programs. They believed the sessions. dealing with: leadershlp, staff
development and evaluation to be the most_valuable. In addition, they

suggested future sessions on‘grant writing,‘fnnding patterns for early

.education and more information on leadership,‘power, etc.

24
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Institute: Topiéél Syllabus

Graduate Course Syllabus




Administration of Special Education
(EdAd 5-140) :

Spring, 1976
Instructor: "Judith M. Wolf

Schedule

March 31 Introduction ,
Delivery models -

-«

April 7 Program planning and evaluation

April‘lQ‘ ‘ Student session

April 21 | ‘ Jildentification and‘special needs issues‘
April‘28 “ ‘ d-Minnesota.State Guidelines for‘Preschool"

Administration ~ legal issues

May 5 : Student session
May '12 ‘ Staff development.
‘ Leadership styles
May 19 ... . . .. . Program organization
May 26 ‘ ' Student session
June 2 - Organization.and research issues‘
June 8 - - Papers due

March 31, April 7, ‘April 2l April 28, May 12 ‘May 19, and June 2 w1ll consist
of a ser1es of 1nformal lectures on. selected aspects of topics. In some
instances, guest lecturers will be invited to participate in the course.
Students should spend these weeks (1) broadening their understand1ng of early
education administration issues throuOh self-guided study; (2) plann1ng their
class presentation, (3) worklng on course paper. W

April 14, May 5, and May 2€ will become miniseminars led by students 1n the = -
class. Several students (this will depend on the number of students. registered
for the course) will have major responsiblllty, ind1vidually, for leading class'x‘
~discussion on a particular topic. .Some tips about how you might proceed in
planning your class discussion. A handout (outllne, reading, . abstract, etc.)

- must be distributed to class members the week before discussion of your topic

is to be presented. Then, you might plan about 10 to 20 minutes of . fac1litat1ve
remarks to stimulate general class discussion.” The most important thing to.

- remember is that your task is to stimulate and elicit good class d1scuss1on

~not to preempt it by long, d1dactic presentatlons. ‘

26




Papers and Grades

If you plan to take this course on an S-N basis, you must indicate early in
the quarter.  Your grade for this course will be based on the quality of a
single paper and the quality of your classroom presentation and discussion.
The paper should be somewhere around 12-15 double-spaced typed pages in length,
excluding references. These papers must be turned in by June 8 unless you
have a really creative excuse! ‘ ‘ N

You can elect to do either of two quite different kinds of paper.

* 1. Research proposal — This paper should begin with a brief critical review of
the most recent and relevant literature on a manageable problem in the field
of early education administration, and conclude with a fairly specific design
for a study that could bring us forward in our understanding of that problem.
Please adhere to standard APA citation and referencing practices.

2. Program desig;»— Write a paper in which you. present and discuss the organiza-

‘ tional plan for a comprehensive early childhood education program for an ‘
agency or public school. You should emphasize the administrative organization
and not the curriculum. The main intent is to demonstrate your understanding

of content and issues in the field

Discussion Topics

Topics should be selected in reference to issues discussed in the lecture
sessions preceding the student session date. For example, the first unit

topics include such areas as administrative crganization, program development
"and evaluation. Reading lists are included to offer general as well as directed
‘study opportunities. Obviously, you are not expected to read and retain every-
thing listed in this bibliography. The overall aim of the course is to broaden .
and deepen your understanding of th2 content znd issues in the field.

Additional Assignments

1. Resource-handbook - Class members will be involved,.with instructor, in the
development of a compilation of resources needed for the effective administra-
.tion of an early education program.

2. Interview - Each class member will be responsible for discussing job-related
issues with one administrator in an early education setting and recording, in
written form, the results of the interaction.

Readings -

----- General -----

‘ Anderson, R. and Shane, H. ' As the Twig is Bent. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1971. T ‘ ' ‘ I L

Braun, Samuei J. and Edwards, Esther P. History and Theory of Early Childhood
Education. Belmont, Ca.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1972.

Fowler, W. Cognitive 1earning in infancy and early childhood. Psychological
Bulletin, 1962, 59(2), 116-152.
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?rost J. Early Childhood Education Rediscovered New York: Holt, Rinehart
& Winston, Inc., 1968.

Hess, R. & Bear, R. (Eds.). Early education as socialization. Early Education."
Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1968.

Margolin, Edythe ‘Sociological Elements in Early Childhood Education. New
York: . Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1974,

Moore, Shirley and Kilmer, Sally. Contemporary Preschool Education. New
' York: John Wiley, 1973. ‘ , ‘ ‘

Parker, Ronald K. The Preschool in Action. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
1972. ‘ _ -

White, B. and Watts, J. Experience and Environment, Vol. 1. Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1973.

Wolf, J. Implementing programs in early education. In Weatherman and
Hollingsworth (Eds.), University of Minnesota Press, 1975.
—-—— Children with Special Needs ~———-

Bricker, W., and Bricker, D. Early intervention in mental retardation.
Tennessee Public Welfare Record, 1973.

Bruininks, R. H., and Rynders, J. E. Alternatives to special class placement
for educable mentally retarded children. Focus on Exceptional Children,

1971, 38(1), 5-12.

Glavin, J., Quay, H., Annesley, F., and Werry, J. An experimental resource
room fnr behavior problem children. Exceptional Children, 1971, 38(2).
131-137. , '

Jordan, J. The exceptional child's early years. Exceptional Children, 1971,
.37(9), 627. : v - '

‘ Martin, E. Some thoughts on mainstreaming.'_Excgptional Children, 1974,
150-153. g ¥ ’

Moore, S. Behavior modification in early childhood classrooms, University
of Minnesota, 1974.

‘Nazzaro, J. Headstart for the handicapped - what's been accomplished
Exceptional Children, 1974

Rynders, J.  Two basic considerations in utilizing mothers as tutors of their
~very young retarded or poténtially retarded children. In Morreau, L.
‘Strategies for the Design of Parent Training Programs:  Intellectual
Stimulation and Motivation of Young Children. St. Anne, Missouri:

CEMREL, Inc., 1972.
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Rynders, J., and Horrobin, M. Project EDGE. University of Minnescta, 1975.

Shearef,'M., and Shearer, D. The Portage Project: a model fof early chilgdhood
education. Exceptional Children, 1973. o

Shotel, J., Iano, R., and Gettigan, J. Teacher attitudes associated with the
integration of handicapped children. Exceptional Children, 1972, 38,
677-683. T T

Thielke, R. Montessori for rejects. Ave Maria, 1969.

Winkelstein, E., et al. Early childhood educational objectives for normal and
retarded children. Mental Retardation, 1914 12, 41-45.

Zehrbach, R.R. Determining a preschool handicapped population. Exceptional'
Children, October, 1975.
. ==—-— Legal Issues —-———-

Minnesota's Children. Child Development Planning Project. State Planning
Agency, 1974. )

Revision of Regulation on Nursery School Teachers handout.
State Guidelines: Preschool Educational Programs for the Handicapped in
“Minnesota. Minnesota Department of Education. Division of Special and
Compensatory Education, St. Paul, Minnesora, 1974,

----- Research —=——-

Bracht, G. Experimental factors related to aptitude-treatment interactions.
Review of Educational Research, 1970, 40, 627-646.

Bracht, G. The external validity of experiments. American Educational Research
Journal, 1968, 5(4), 437-474.

Campbell, D.T. Reforms as experiments. American Psychologist, 1969, 24(4),
409-429, .

Campbell, D.T., and Stanley, J.C. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs
for research. Chicago: Rand McNally Publishing Co., 1966

Smith, N.- Replication studies: A neglected aspect of psychological research.
American Psychologist, 1970, 25, 970-975.

----- Staff development -——-—-

Anderson, R. and Shane, H. As the Twig is Bent. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
- 1972, Section C, pp. 345-376. : '

29



Méssanari, K. CBTE's potential for improving educational personnel develop-
ment. Journal of Teacher Educatiom, 1973, 24(3), 245-247.

Morse, W., Schwertfeger, J.,‘and Goldin,‘D. An EvaluatiVe Approach to the
' the Training of Teachers of Disturbed Preschool Children. -Ann Arbor,
Michigan: School of Education, University of Michigan, 1973. pp. 1-20.

Spodek, B. Early childhood education and teacher education: a search for
consistency. Young Children, 1975, 30, 168-173.

Weinberg, R., and Wood, F. Observation of‘ngils‘and‘Teachers in Mainstream
and Special Education Settings: Alternative Strategies. Leadership
Training Institute, Minneapolis, 1975. e

--——- Issues in early education ——

Bronfenbrenner, U. Is early education effective? A report on longitodinal
evaluations of preschool programs. Washington, D.C.: Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, 1974. o : ‘

Bronfenbrenner, U. Summary of preschooi evaluation. Daz Care, 1974 .

Evaluation study of. the Czlifornia State Preschool Program, Executlve
Summary, 1975 :

- Frankenberg, W. Pediatric screening. In Advances in Pediatrics, Volume 20,
Chicago Yearbook Mecical Publishers, 1973. pp. 149- 175.

Kagan, J., and Whitten, P. Daycare: Is it a good thing? Psychology Today,
1970, 4, 36-39. o o L

Meier, J. Screening, assessment and intervention for young children at
developmental risk. In N. Hobbs, Issues iIn classification of children,

Volume 2.

Moore, R., and Moore, D. The dangers of early schooling. Harper's Magazine,
1972, ‘ : : ‘

Moore, S. Letter to Ms. Steinfeldt re:»IMoore_and Moore. On the‘dangers of
early schooling, 1972.

Shanker, A. Where we stand. VEarlv-childhood education is a job for the public
schools, 1974. ‘ :

Zehrbach, “R. Determining a preschqol handlcapped Dopulation. Excegtionai
~Children, October, 1975.

30

.......




—— Program organization and management —-—-——

Anderson, R. Administrative and program concerns. As the Twig is Bent, 1972.

Blake, R.R., and Mouton, J.S. The Managerial Grid. Houston: Gulf Publishing
Co., 1964. : \ |

-

Day, D. and Sheehan, R. Elements of a better preschool. Young Children, 1974,
30, 15-23.

Dederick, W.E. Competencies of the school administrator. Phi Delta Kappan,
January, 1973, 349-350. : e

Dunn, R. and Dunn, K. Learning style as a criterion for placement in altetnétiﬁe
programs. Phi Delta Kappan, 1974, 275-278. -

Lipson, R. A mobile preschool. 7Young Children, 1969, 24, 154-156.

- Mayer, R. A Comparative Analysis of Preschool Curriculum Models. .. As the
Twig is Bent, Anderson, R. and Shane, H. (Eds. ), Boston: Houghton Mifflin

Co., 1971.

Melchef, J. Some questions from a school administrator. Exceptional Children,
1972, 38, 547-550. :

Weikart, D.P. Comparative study of three preschool curricula. Paper presented
at the biennial meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development,

Santa Moniza, California, 1969. ‘ R

White, S., et al. Federal programs for young children: review and cecommendations,
pp. 6-14, 20-36. ' ‘

=—~~-~ Program evaluation —-—-—-

Bracht, G. Planning evaluation studies in early education. Minnesota Round
Table in Early Childhood Education, 1974.

Bronfenbrenner, U. Summary of preschool evaluation. Day Care, 1974..

Cohen, D. Politics and research: Evaluation of social action programs in
education. Review of Educational Research, 1970, 40, 213-238.

Glick, J. Some problems in the evaluation of preschool intervention programs.
In As the Twig is Bent, Anderson, R. and Shane, H. (Eds.), Boston: Houghton

Mifflin, 1971.

Klein, R. An approach to the measurement of preschool environments. NICH and HD,
1971. :

Lutz, M., and Ramsey, M. The use of anthropologicél field methods in education.
Education Review, 1974.

Pophanm, J. ‘An Evaluation Guidebook. Los Angeles: The Instructional Objectives -
Exchange, 1972. ' o : =

31
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