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This report describes the 1977 activities of the

“uarketahie Preschool Education {(MPE) Program conducted by the
Appalachia Educational Laboratory. The report describes both,

completed activities and those in progress at the end of 1977. The

following activities-.are described: (1) the final pieparation of the
Home Visitor Training Package for publication and distribution; (2) -
the evaluation of the Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files and’
fhe Classroom Learning Activities Piles with selected target
populations; (3) the monitoring of the use of the Aids to Early
Learning with special children; and (4) the refinement of the -
appraisal instrument used to determine the appropriate placement of
individval children in the program. Appendices to the report include

a summative evaluation of the Aids to Early Learning Progranm

conducted from 1976 to 1977 and a sample newsletter used to )

- disseminate ideas for the tise of the Aids to Early Learning Prograa

with special children. The report aIso includes various forms used in

the MPE program.
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N . . . Fore&drd and Ackhowledgements
This findl report discusses completion of/zéVeral aspects and.
progress on all other aspects of the ongoing Marketable Preschool’

Education (MPE) Program effort, and further dbciments completion of all
" FY 77 scope of wqork activities. The MPE Program work has been supported

£ by the National Institute of‘Educatlon (NIE), DHEW, isince 1973, to bring
to fruition and to the public, in w1de1y~usable product forms,-the
promise of the successful Home—O iented reschool Education OPE) .
experiment (1968-1971) and its ei

perimental demqnstrations/rep%}pations
. (1971—1973).in five Appalachian states. ot

’

. . N\
The translation of the HOPE educational annovatlon into finallzed,
exportable products which would meet with public acceptance has provided
a major challenge requiring long-term commitment both by e Appalachia
' Educational  Laboratory (AEL), ‘a regional education res ch and development
institut:.on, and from %&he NIE as the financial and programmatic supporter
of the MPE Program. Although the years 1971 through 977 were often '
dif ficult ones financially for the NIE and for the fegional R'& D Labs
suéﬁ as AEL, it is noteworthy that the MPE work proceeded without 1nter-
ruption during this period. This is a trlbute to the commitment,
resourcefulness, and frequently thedsheer tenacity ‘'of those most closely
involved with MPE s1nce its 1ncept1 ) .

. .

R

As results at this wrltlng//one product, the Home visitor's Kit,
+ a three-volume resource that prepares and supports the hdhe—based education
model, has beén published commerc1ally (1977) by thé Human Sc1ences Press,
New York, d has been widely disseminated. Further, rthe Clagsroom
¢ Learning Activities Piles, the DayﬁCare and Home Learning Activities Files,
and the “YParent Discussion Guides" have been evaluated, and, through the
’ vehicle of a Request for Proposals (RFP) issued by AEL in collaboration
~ with NIE, are currently being considered for commercial publlcatlon by
’ several national publishers who received the RFP., The "AEL Visits Mister
Roderf-Parentg' Guide” materials and the Appralsal of Individual Develop--
nt (AID) Scales have been designed, tested, and scheduled. for completion
in FY 78 and FY 79, without requiring additional direct NIE support.
/// Farthermore, AEL is preparing for release in 1978 an eight-volume )
curficulum fesearch and developmeént series, "The Early Childhood Curriculum:,
An Empirically-Based Curriculum," which will systematically present, in a
generalized and replicahle manner, the process by which AEL has transiated
the HOPE experiments into the above named, interrelated set of educational
. " products, which collectively are-designated Aids to Early‘Learhing. Rather
" than documenting y-the curriculum development process, the series '
conceptualizes use of emplrlcal evidence in curriculum design and -
préparation. - Slmultaneously, it will illustrate prlnc1ples of empirically- .
based curriculum development via references to AEL's creaﬁlon of the Aaids
to Early Learning, 1nc1ud1ng the various empirital studles which gulded

‘ iii . <.




that work. The serles,‘by reflectlng upon the foreg01ﬁ§ principles,

will suggest for’ currlqplum developers both generalized questions. which
they should consider in their efforts, and strategies for gaining answers
to- these questions.  This sexles, 1nc1dentally, is belng prepared through
the professional effort of AEL staff, ‘without specific funding for these
activities. ¢

The NIE's -support of the MPE work by AEL, when considexred from the
foregoing perspectives, will eventuate in dlssemlnated products and in -
generallzed knowledge and procedures.

. Dr. Jerome Lord, the current MPE Program Officer from

the Program's work by his timely encouragement, counsel, and
Dr. Michael O'Malley, as the first ﬁPg Program Officer at NIE,
helped steer AEL into this systematic product-development cycl

development phases. AEL's Division of Early Childhood and Par
and its regional supporters in the field gratefully acknowledge ithe

support of these three pers&hs; as well as the*financial support\of
the NIE. . -

The staff members who were most exten51vely involved in the vy
work were: assisting publisher of Home Visitor's Kit--Gotts and Barnhill;
dlssemlnatlon of Home Visitor's Kit--Barnhill and Gotts; field tes ing of
" IAEL products--Lawhon, Sprlggs, Sattes, Mays, .and Gotts;. edltlng ‘AEL
products--Spriggs and Gotts; continued- development of "AEL Visits
Rogers"--Spriggs and Guthrie; initiating copyright and placement .,
activities--Gotts; preparing updated product descriptions—--!MPE staffi ,
developing guidelines for using AEL products with exceptionél children--

Sattes, and refinement df child app:alsal measures--Sattes, Gotts, and’
‘Lawhon. ° |
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Marketable PresehooI Education Program
H \' . . '
- 'Qverview . 3
. « »
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N
The program work completed-during FY 77 under NIE éponsorship.was.

v

designed to bring to completion prior activities which had commenced in

the Home-Oriented Preschool Education (HOPE) experiment (Cf. the Poreword

to this‘repgrt). Specifically, these more remote outcomes of the HOPE

\

experiments haye reSulted in the development of (1) mMethods of training

home visiters, (2) early childhood curriculum materials to be used by

L ~

classroom teachers, day care workers, and home visitors, and parent

. . . . N ‘
discussion groups, and (3) modifications to make the_ foregoing materials

- . ..

. for teachers, an care workers, and home visitors more usable with young

-

handicaﬁped children. inally, a fourth activity involved (4) developing
A ' ° T
and refining appraisal inst¥ruments to be used in placing young children in

. approprlate learnxng experlences as would be called for when using the

¢ curriculum materlals referred to iL"~3bove. . A s

Speciflc scope of work statements were developed correépohding to these

ie A

four identifiedhaeneral work.areas. Eacigécope"of work statement indicates

the types of activities undertaken in FY

N :
. 1) A551st selected publisher for Home Visitor Training Package
“ s, (HVTP), as,/Tiecessary, to complete final preparations of the
. Package fox publication and distribution. This includes

consultation with the publisher's staff reqgarding the possible
@ effects of particular changes upon the Package's usability
and qffectiveness, involvement_in preliminary dissemination
. activities to key .educational personnel at national, regional,
and state levels (e. g., responsible Title I & III officials,
v .. ead Start training directors, applicable personnel in DHEW
’ regigonal offices); give dempnstrations of and technical

. ) . .
< ‘ 14
.

s
7. These are as follows: _



" materials are designated Aids to Early Learning (AEL).

B
.

A

[+ presentatlons regardlng the HVTP on a selective ba51s ko
assure maximum awareness and dissemination; and devélop
. orientatién and familiariZation activities to bg used in
: ’ introduc1ng the Package t6 local programs. (AEL has
) previously develaped famlllaxlzatlon act1v1t;es. The
. urpose of the foregoing is to assure that e familiar- o
’ ization procedures might be catried out by persons not
" associated with the AEL staff.) .

T2) Conduct an impact evaluation of the Day Care and Home ﬁearning
Activities Files ang,the Classroom Learning Activities Filesl '
- with the target population to determine their effects on (a)
‘user practices in field sites and (b) chlldren s _developmental
progress. ‘ Attempts will be made to obtain a’limited number of -
suitable, sites for imfpact evaluation of the "Parent Discussion ',
Guides."

A
»

a) A sample; of participating field sites w111 ‘be v151ted,to
verify their methods and acc cy in record keeping. -

14éd to participating programs, as necessary, to
insure adequate program 1mplementatlon. The impact
studies will be conducted under field condltlons, but
requiring methods of record keeplng which- ‘sufficiently

. describe program activities to define the experimental

: treatments occhrrlng&across sites. A, mix of program types
' will be selected, based .on our analyses 1n\l:;2,df‘pser

S characteristics, to insure analyzable trea variations'
that are hypothesized to be reflected in ‘criterion outcomes.
For example, the mix will iniclude programs which give
gkeater and lesser emphases to cognitive objectives, - .
ailqw1ng analysis of differbntial outcomes as a function
. . oﬁ currlculum emphasis. All program data will be collected
and records kept by local programs with the MPE staff
;u%v;dlng quality control and assuring uniformity. Analyses
wr}l a;l“be completed by MPE staff using information provided
, byfthe programs. These circumstances' constitute an impact
— - evaliation under freld conditions. T el L
i‘ N . j ’

. b) Beqinntng with the final editlng ‘specifications for the .
Aids to Early Ledrnlng that weré formatively evaluated in .-
1976, - complete all editing and prepére camera ready copy ‘

” in ant1c1patlon of placement and dlséemlnation. -
s ~~ ' )

,-\"\"

MY

" lthe materials prepared under the Marketable Preschool Education Ptbgram, as

gmlllarlzatlon, training, and consultation will be* - s
A4

-a means of translating the earlier Home-Oriented Preschool Education (HOPEf

program into a set of specxflc products, now include the Home Visitor
Tralning Packagé, the Pay Care and Home Learn1ng,Act1v1t1es Files, the
Clafsroom learning Activities Files, the "Parent Discussion Guides,” the
Weekly Lesson Plans, and "AEL Visits Mister Rogers." Collectively, these




o

.

t

~ -5 ’ 2

4) Refine appraisal instrument used by programs to determfhe

The scgpe of work activities just described'were designed to result -
. ) s ¥ : ] . Do
in the following'deliverable products: |j ) .

*All three Idstructional Manuals will contain~suggésfions added on use of
the Files with special children. .

c) Reguest copyright authorization and intiate placement .
activities for the two séts of Files and the "Parent K

‘. Discussion Guides," in collaboration with staff of the
. National Institute of Education (NIE). This work may )
- include issuing Requests for Proposals (RFP).- : SN 3

d} Prepare updated product descriptions of the foregoing
~Aids’ to Early Learning to reflect results of the formative
evaluation and the products!' current status relative to
impact evaluation. "
3) Monitor the use of Aids to Early Learning, particularly, with -
special populations of children (i.e., handicapped children and
other children of elementary school age who xeceive. these prqﬂram/
experiences as: a suppleément to fheir other school aCthltleS)_
The empha81s of this monitoring will be to obtain accurate é
descriptions of how Aids to Early Learning are both used and
adapted by teachers with special children. These descriptions . . ..
will be incorporated as suggestions to users in a later revision , -
« of the manuals that accompany the Piles. oo

¢’ ¥

appropriate placement of children. This will be accomplished -
by obtaining from programs a sample,of their complete protocols. 4

" These will be keypunched and s;gjected to item anaIySis leading,
to revision of the instructional’ instrument.

® 1
n , - -

3
v

-~
-

T) _Home Visitor Training Package published ‘and being disseminated. ’

2) Final réport on imﬁact evaluation of Day'Care and Home Learning

Activities Files, Classroom Learning Activities Flles, &nd '

possiBly 'Parent Discussion Guides." Report will examine the

materigls' éffects on (a) user practices amd (b) children's

developmental progress;- and suggest future modifications’ of .

" the Files (i.e., a subsequent edition) based on the inpact ) 4
A evaluation. . . \

'] bl

¢ N | 4
3) Camera ready, final edited copy of Day Care and Home Learning
Activities Files} including separate Instructional Manuals*
for day care use and home use'. . 6 , - .

LY

4) Catera ready, final edited copy of Classroom Learning Activities
Files, including Classroom Instructional Manual.*

’

L4




Table 1 indicates the correspondence between the scope of work activities

5) Camera ready) final copy of Parent Coordinator Guide.
) . . s . . % , ] .
a 6) Camera ready, final copy of Parent Guide. )

K

" 7) Technical Manual including entite bﬁskgfeund of research and _ .

development of the two Files sets up through the 1mpact , %§§$¢t
evaluation. If impact evaluatior is completed for the "Parent
Discyssion.Guides" (products 5 and’ 6 above), these will be
included in the Technical Manual; otherw1se as, a technical" - .
foreword to product 5. ,

e

»
L}

8) (Possible, dependent on obtainlng suitable copyright arrangements)
N\ Request for Proposals issued for each of these above Jproducts:
3, 4, and 5-6 301nt1y. .

~

»

)] Refined appraisal instrument for determining appr0pr1ate '
instructional placement of children. Tentative néame: Appraisal
of Individual Development (AID). o )

£y

~
.

e . v
and the corresponding deliverable products.

w r——
: ) « :
3 T . " Correspondences Between Scope of.Work »
o . Activities and Deliverable Products .o .
- Scope of Work Items ‘ Deliverable Products . -
. . : - \
1 ) 1, Ct .
- . J N ' . - ; 4 .
1-4 inclusive 2 . °g
o o, has3 . *3, 4, 5,687
I o, d
2 ) 8
- . 4 ‘ : _ 9

: [ N .
The balance of this report details the FY 77 work activities,. processes,
, . .
~

and results, leading to the deilverable products. The report is organized

according to the outline of the overall scope of work statement above.

03

"Further background information is contained in three quarterly reports

.

which were submitted to NIE thfoughouyt the yéar durirg the performance of

the work. N . “ ..

P
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‘Assist fublisher of Home Visitor Training-Package CeT

— . <
[ N \ s
- . Initial work“on the placement of the'Home Visitor Training Package 2
' . . . et ‘e
was carr;ed out during FY 76. During that period a Request for Proposals . =

(RF'P) was preparea by the Marketable Presc‘hool Education (MPE)" PrOgram
>

staff fg; distribution to prospective publashers of the Hdme Visitor °

~

The RFP had been approved By the NIE Copyright ,

Training Package.

Aﬁministrator and transmitted to prospective publishers by the end &{ FY 76,

Early in FY 77 final contacts w@re nade With those publishers who had

F

indicated an interest in bidding in response tosAEL's Request for Proposals. }
oo, , , 4,

. Eventually, with the approval of the NIE Copyright’Administfator, Human

[ N
" Sciences Press of New York City was declared the successful bidder to

3

publish ‘the Package under a jive-vear copyright authorization from NIE. \

Contract arrangements were completed and approved.
AEL s publication plan was linked to a concurrent dissemination plan.
The dissemination plan was calculated toipreate maximum initial Vigibility
«< . N , Y A)
T - |

- for th® Home Vigitor Training Package among key national, state, and\regional

decisionrmakers who were responsible for'the preparation, supervigion,:and

ongoing training of pa;aprofessionals who work in home settings. . Table 2

i AN . ]

D]

includes a categorizzi iisting of persons who were to be rehched through

the dissemination e

portions of the Package.

Pdckage which were not to be included in.the compliment
Subsequently, AEL contacted the approprigt

zations to determine current names and addresses of the persons referred to

v

categorically in Table 2.

rt with complimentary sets of .the print materials

(Th;ie are also nonrprint medja portiohs of" the

<

dissemination.j

e agencie

v «

These actual persons comprised the mailing list

— e

-

and professional~organi-

A .
for the dissemination activity.:
L




/

Projepted

. Numpg; of Copies

50
50
140

“50.

-

“Table 2 -

. . . ! * .
Dissemination Plan ‘ - ) .
y. ' . w

Home Visitor Training Package - e
s »
: . Projected < ’
Rec121ent ‘ -
State Director Qf Chlld Development .
State Kindergarten-ECE Supervisors ' . )

"State and Regional OCD and CDA Traihing Personnel

State Coordinators for Pevelopmental Disabilities

National -and Regional ECE-and Parenting
-Professional Groups and ECS

‘ e o

'

appalachian Regional Commisgign: Education

ECE Persons in Major Urban Schéol Systems

' -, . T

DHEW (OE) Regional Personne} , - .

" L
Homk Economics Department, Nursery School
Directors-Dend‘Grant Colleges S
S v
State Welfare Department Coordihators ‘for .
Day Care/Training . ) ’
5 A Y o /
State Health Department\Nursing Coordxnators
for Paraprofessiinifj in Field Services >

State Parent Advisoky Committee Coordinators
for Title I-Féﬁeral Programs !

‘State Affiliates of Day Care and Chlld Development
‘Council of America e
> ¥
AEL Board Hembefg (These have Regional Dissem- *.
ination‘Responsibilities.) . .',/
AEL-DRirector of Dlssemlnatlon for Dlsqretaonary /-
Regi al Dlstrlbutlon
N
AEL, Early Childhood Staff for Limited Distribution
to Lopal Program Traln/rs - r3
- . { . '

¥

1
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J/ é& After contragtual agreements had been reached between AEL and the
) * .(. K " ' “ 'L ¢ . : on; . ’
e pyblisher, they held ﬁurther joint discgssions to determine what final . .
~‘ » . - ‘. .

\

revisidns of format and packaginq should be accomplished to insure thdt the

E

‘,‘ 8
Packa ge s cost would be acce551ble .to as-many users_as p0551ble. These

’ economles were effected w1thout sacrificing product appeal In, general,
* © » ! , -
~

however, the final edited text of the Package was used in the game photo—

) readY‘copy form in which AEL had prepared and’subsequently delivered it

’ *»
. to Humah Sciences Press. Discu§Sions between the two organizations . : @ "
‘ . : A ] . ¢ e = a * ¥ . ¢ < - - .
- - .k ~ , >
. resulted in'a number of changes.in format and packaging, hut none in the .
N ‘ ¢ ' . 7 s . .
4 " content of the Home Visitor Training Packagé; These changes, which are ~
13 ~- ‘ N » .~
. &

\) - . l . x z X <
described below, simplified the Package and thereby reduced the possible
® . - ° R N *

RN , “ L4
LA . v L4 . . A ¢

- The Home Visitor Trainer's NotebOok and‘the Home Visitor's thebook
y: ;

e e .

//////// remained unchanged w1th these remaining twd variant forms of a‘Single

R volume. That is, all of the pages wathmn the Home Visitor s Notebook Were
. ". ./ Q‘ NG \/

> . “included in the Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook whéreas. the latter document

N N 3 ¢
also included additional pages that were essential only t\\trainers.- These

7
. . v

‘f . two documents used a double pagination system which permitted prxnting, in

- v

a 51ngle run, the majority of the’ pades for both documents, leaving, only

, ’a‘small suppdemental page run necessary‘to create the additional pages .-

- requlred 1n’the Trainer s Notebook.~ A single change was.made in-this. pair

. < .

- - of doc‘ients. all pages were perfect bound and placed in a flexible [Lcover,-
i.e., the loose-leaf format of the fieldi}est versign was'abandoned in

- .
favor,of creating,a Trainer's Notebook conso}idated under a standard cover.

s

The Home Visitor's Notebook is to be‘distributéd as é standard, three-holg

punched, loose—leaf volume. Accoggingly, tabbed index dividers were~pr1nted

for‘insertion between the Notebook s sections.¢ﬂ ‘ . 1

‘e ’ " 4 . 7

, ' . e ! ) >« . '
<~ ot need for, Separate familiarizatiop/orientation activities. v .

'w

E o




, - No format or paogaéing'chapqes were made in.the Parept's §ot%pooki

except, that its pades were printed on béth sides,to reduce bulk. é;he-

-

. ) Notebook is loose~leaf, three-hole punched and ready for Lnsertlon in a
. ~ v ~ . . - . ¢ { f ‘. .
standard notebook cover. . 7 ) A T S
‘ ) . s ’ . ~ . '
\ - * - A major repackaglng job was accompllshed with the eight booklets .

¢ ¢

whlch formerly appeared separately bound under the titles: the Edueational
- ’

Bogh,mestlng‘Others to Test Ourselves, Why Parents Are Good Teachers,

A 3

v Introduction to Teaching and Learniﬁg, Buildinq_Better Listening Skills, ’

DeVeloplng Questlonlng Skills, The Ant of Respect, and Keeplgg,Your Child

ooy - 3

Healthy. Cons1derable economy was effected by perfect blndlng these booklets

~togetﬁer as a single volume with a flexible cover. fo accomplish the fo;e-,

N going inclusion of all booklets within a single binding, it was necessary

- . ¢

to adjust the page sizes to a commo? overall size. This was easili accom-
' ¢
pllshed by photo-reductlon, when necessary, for all éf the booklets except

‘~ > 4

the Educational BOM; the BOM was redrawn to a size compatible with this

N 0
0

approach. This composite volume was titled Home Visitor's Resource

L. . . r .
Materials, while the originej booklet titles Were retained as section °

9

-1 names and were placed as running heads on the right-hand pages of the

[N
i ¢

respective sections. .
@

»
o

Y ',

>

" vol®me set:

.

b

&

v
4

The final package of print materials consists, therefore,.qﬁ.the three

- . - L. . ‘ Y
Home Visitor's Notebook (Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook variant)’,

.,

Parent's Notebook, and Home Visitor's Resource Materials:

- +

_The $eries

-

collectively is called the Home Visitor's Kit:

7

*” v

Tralnlng’ahd Practltloner

Materlals for Parapréfessionals in Family Settlthn'

N ¥ .

Sets of the-three

. N
¥ . L4 .

dissemination recipienté.

.

fre fre

volumes were wrapped in a tough transparent materi?l for shlpment bo the ’

! ‘

et Cme (e e e e e Tre (4 LT N O vy 0y (g pag
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'Humgn‘Sciences Press cémpleted publication of the Home Visitor's K}E

-~ . : t

during FY 77 and éhippea the dissemination copies to AEL for actual . o

distribution. .Earlier, Human Sgiences Press had contacted the prdgpective‘
0 - . . », ‘
issenfirtees by letter, using address labels supplied by‘épil The letter
pprised the disseminees that they had been selécted as a part of an overall

\ ; . . N
dissemination plan to receive a complimentary copy of the set. They were

’

asked to reply if someone else rather than themselves sholld be designated

. ' \

to veceive the _materials. _They were' also asked to reply if they knew of

other persons w%@&in their.state or office who should be informed of the
i (" . ’

materials. These responses came éirectly to AEL and resulted in changes

- l

in the Q&&gal dissemination list. In October 1977, the actual dissemination

'shlpment was completed to approx1mately 680 persons as a part of the FY 77

/

woik. In several states a single person ‘was performing the duties of two

e

or sometimes three of the role persons identified in the categorical
listing (Table 2). It eventuated, hoyevei, that a larger, than planned

number of dissemination copies was required to reach the actual persons for

some categorical listings. These two kinds of.changes in the required
. M )

\numbsrs~gﬁ copies tended to cancel one Enother. The result was "a virtually

Ve
complete dissemination of all copies'whiqh had been bulk pgrchased for this

?grpone. | . o l//~/ Ean t

.

option to arrange for the distributiof of these non=-

April 1977, Human Sciences Press exercizea~{t 'optibn.to not reproduce and

ror e '

distribute §Hé non~print media but rather to assist the distributor by

v
’

L

T o
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making specific mention of these materials in the Home Visitor Trainer's
‘. . )
Notebook, i.e., that volume refers the reader to AEL for furﬁh;'4informatioh

‘e

s’.“ﬁ%ﬁ"‘ il
. » .
H ¥ 3

Because Human Sciences Press had exercised its option, and[in view of

on media.
bﬂ'

-~
0

3
o . o

the: fact that the non-print media had been separately identifiedl and ,,

small supply of filmsﬁrip-casse?}e copies of selected media.

¢ 13

AEL reproduced a small supply of those filmstrip-cassette mat

did not, however, reprgduce copies of any of thbse non-print

R - -

which prospective user§<§ou1d obtain from other sources. Inst ah, page ~
- N n , .

L 1
d addresses

xvii of the Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook provides the names

of ‘suppliers from whom all non-AEL produced media/cén be obtainéd&.

[y

Field Testing and Editing XBEL' Products

—— &

The Second major activity of the program yeé& was an evalu

the Day Cafe and Home Learning

-

3

Activities Files under typical field conditions. The scope of 'y
for attempéigg to find suitable impact evaluation sites for tfe

DiscuBsion Guides." ‘Buitable-evaluation arrangements weke mqae

i

’

?tion of

m Learning

Activities Files and the Olassrod

-

,

orﬁ called
“Parent

for bo

sets of Files; however, because of the great difficulty of designing a -

3

-

1)

1

.
e

™ ~
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acthvity could not be accomplished. Further attempts will be made in FY 78
t arrange,_at Laboratory expense, for an impact evaluation of the "Parent

IS »

iscussion Guides." The fo}lowing sectigh briefly describes t&;,compietea

0}

impact evaluation activities, without attempting to be comprehensive.
v ' ¥

A more complete report of theé imﬁact evaluation ,accompanies this final
‘report as Appendix A with its own title page. This method of including the
more complete evaluation report was intended to preserve it as a sepaxate

document which might be 1dent1f1ably 1ndexed in ERIC for persons who wish

to obtaln the giles evaluation only.- -

-

Field Testing the Files : Y

ﬁackground. Formative evaluation of the two tegrninq Activities Files

=r : .

, ‘Setg ﬁaé been conducted during FY 76. Errata sheets were prepared to

EEhangéé,rwﬁich users would need

to observe, based on the formative evaluatiJn, Prov1d1ng errata sheets alo g

accompany each Files set, showing essential
. , —_— .

with the 1mpact evaluation copiés of the Flles sets made it possible for C
] ' K /
AEL to use the same printéd edition in both’the formative and impact’ testing
" : N '

activities. The impact evaluation sought t ’deterﬁine whether the Files

~

had effects upon (a) user practices in fiel% sites and ' (b) children's

, vt \
developmental progress.” Effects upon user practices were determined from

-

a variety of 1nformal data collected by AEL durlﬂg the many contacts which

they had with 1mpact sites. In addition, AEL used an interview and a short
~ .

- . ) ' v

evaluation form to learn more about user practices. The analysis of these

* data appears in’Appendix A. An AEL revision of the Alpern/Boll Developmental

S

Proflle was used %y part1c1pat1ng programs to collect 1nformat10n on the |

children's developmental progress. In additiion, the Profile was used by

+

.




programs as an'instiuctional device to determine the children's developmental

N
R ievels, So that they could be assigned appropriate .learning aétivities based
. on theigrdevelopméntal ages in each'of five areas: physicdl (motor),

.
“

Self-help; social; academic, and communication.‘ An account of AEL's
) ’ a

revision of the Developmental Proflle and its usage in the fleld test is

Pl

. )

further discussed in Appendlx A, - s .

~ .

—~

All data were gathered or provided by local program personnel rather

-

than by AEL staff, under program resource and.operating conditions f#§%(
. )/) -
which were generally typical of their respective settings. It is, therefgxe,

'

4

o approprlate to refer to thlS impact evaluatlon as a field test as well.

.
- <

This is 1mportagp hecause the generallzablllty of an 1mpact>evaluatlon to-¥

the experlence of future adcptions of any set of materials depends upon the
. . . ( )

e,

extent to which the cgnditions,of the i?pact evaluation are comparable to .

those ordinarily encountered in the'field.

N

Generalizability in the Ppresent

instance appears to be ohe of the major strengths of this evaluation. It 15,

\

»

of course, dlfflqult under such fleld conditions to colléct the same kinds

< i
and quality of'data which one‘miéht wish, but the loss of experimental /
control seems to have been offset by'both the ™naturalness"” of the field

'coﬁditions and the immehsely educed cost of the test. Perhaps one of the

astonishing features of the st y was the willingness of program personnel, .

‘.,

who were under no constraints to do so, to accumulate and supply a eon-

©

siderable mass of data which both described what they did in their contacts

with children and the developmental status of the children themselves. -
Field sites. Thirty—three programs participated in the impact

evaluation of the two AEL Files sets. Based on evaluation criteria for

4
A}

site selection, 13 programs were designated as primary sites and 20 programs
. ) 4 ’ | d

. \ . B

' . bay * . (4
A
{— , .

sen
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. . i:"x; ' "“ N
las ?econdary sites. (For 51te selection criteria, see Appeddlx A:) The

S

N

13 primary program sites were located in Alabama, Micbigaﬁ, Norto Carolina, .,
QQio, Pehnsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and West}Virginia. Of these sites,
12.eventually were able to supply all necessary data on él ohildren's_

progress (Deyelopmental Profile pretest and posttest), (2} implementation

¢

of the program (counts and tabulations of the number of times that the’

[
N -

‘individual activity cards were selected and hsed), and (3) program character-

istics (1nclud1ng such 1nformatlon as teacher experlence and educatlonal

~ -1 .
.

background, intended curriculum emphasis, degree Of reliance on the AEL

\

Files' contra other resources, gdevelopmental areas of expected greatest gain,

*

&

etc.). Complete data were avallable for 67 1nd1v1dual users and apgroxlmately

800 chlldren from the 12 primary 51tes in e1ght states. The following . -

. . . K™
discussion is based upon these cr;terion—seleéted users%nly.
N . " e
L

Impact on users. The impact upon the users themselves Sf thg AEL Files

-

sets was inferred from a variety of formally and informal;y collected data.

These data led us to believe that Files' users (1) become more oriented to
the developmeﬁtai needs of individual children, (2) either ingividualiZe.a
¢ - . ' ‘

~ N

or providé experiences through small groups which have the effect of | {

# -,
4 - -

1ndxv1dua1121ng experiences to fit the needs of individual chlldren,

(3) successfully 1ﬂéorporate the AEL Files into a wide variety of program ¢

contexts inoluding flead Starts/ﬁome Starts, kinqergartene, day care centers,

P
-

: . . i
home-visitorroriented programs, and other preschool program variations,

’

(4) understand and use the Develbﬁmentel‘PrBfile as an eva;uation device in

conjunction with their instruction and perhaps find the prosess of program

’
evaluation less alien to their teaching activities (i.e., than ather forms .

-

of evaluation would be), because the relqtionship-between the-evaluation
i y -

—an
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.o and the learnisg As maﬂe patently clear td\tgem, (5) provide for the

-

learnlng needs of mildly handlcapped chxldren with the Flles simply by

¥
2

.- us1ng the suggested developmental adaptat;ons while malnstreaming these I3
oo T
chiidren in their regular progfam, and (6) wish to contlnue us1ng the Files

beyond ‘the end of the field test because they believe that the Files serve

\ [ - ¢ A

ds 1mportant resources to their work with children. ) LY

Child impact results.‘ The impact test of the AEL Files generally

suggested that the children made considerabl§ greater than expected progress .
8 ) ' Lot o’ e
in the social, academic, and communication areas of aevelopment, while making
. a .| » L3 i ) : "

’ greater than expected progress Ln the physical ,and self-help dreas. Although,

the conclusxons about children's developmental progress were based on hlghly

v A
. \ -~

significant.differences for each of the flve scales, 1 was necessary to
< 8. SR

rule.out an alterna ive.interpretation. ’That is, one might alternatively

consider that teachﬂrs, day care workers, and home v1s1tors, who expected

” 3

‘their children to experlence reTatlvely greater _progress in certain ereas, , .

may hdve been influenced by these expectancies when they attempted to

. N - N ¥ - & ‘
. appraise the children's actual progress as.indexed.by the Developmental. //////”~

> . . LY " ' .
ﬁ~Profile, a,teacher supplied me%sure.‘ . - .. S
ko B \ ~ ¢ .

- ~ Analyses of tea x expectanc1es. Several analytic approaches were ..

deéigned, and the corre5pondrngiy regulreg data collectes, to peruat direct
_examination of the alternative interpretation of the results. Specifically,
for\erample, data were collected on the ;ctual extent (i.e., as determined '
from classroom recor?s of the‘usage counts for the indiuidual,activity
‘ . q@fds of the Files) to which teachers used activ%ties which AEL could\infer

' 4

. r

tended to promote development in each of the five tested deve;opmgnta; areas. '

r Teachers were median—&iy{ded on the basis of these counts into high and low

3, <
4 [N . « “

7 . .
. [ X4 + -\ . 4
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devéiopmen%al areas. The foregoing data .

user groups,afor each of the
- N . . , ) .
were predicted, in contrast other bases of user classification (below), to .

demonstrate a cleaf/relation

expectanc1es. TheyoppOSlte results would be interpreted as evidence

favoring the hypothesis that ‘cher expéctancy bias 1nf1uenced Conletlon . *
N " of the Developmental Profile. . ‘
1 o : 5 .

¥

To permit contrasting analyses, teachers. indicated separately their

o

[
global (1) estimates of "areas of development emphasized" (2) exPectatlons "

.
»

of areas in Wthh "childreh will have (the) greatest amount of growth" ‘4-
> . }
(3) estlmates of relative overall "curriculum emphasis" for each of the )

. X 13 *
: .

five areas; and (4) sudgments of the extent'kpercentages) that the AEL

ARY

Files, versus other Eurricu}um materials available to them, were used to
E— - ) y :

; .
implement the individual classroom curriculum. Users were subsequently &
divided into high and low "expectancy" groups by effectlng medlan Spllts . L

]
of the 67 users on each of the four precedlng varlable sets (and w1th1n

— *

the sets for each of tne five developmental areas) !

Analyses of variance were then performed on the Developmental Profile

. . P .
.posttest scores, aggregated by classroom, based upoh groups of teachers
divided into high and low user categories on the basis of both (a) actual . ‘Lq

o¢
utilization (counts) and (b) the four expectancy varlable sets. That is,

- .

the user classifications into High and low groups were conceptualized as

D

¢ .
independent variable classifications which would reveal by their respective N
. [y »

" results which were psiuedo-classifications versus empirically effective

classifications. This strategy then employed analysis of variance comparisons
. -y - o 4

3

which were further compared as coordinated sets of F-tests and probability

-— .

——
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4%,
5

\

-~ - . - . »

levels for the correspondlng elements of\the

’

e
S

.
2

.and fér eae;\of the five D

o

evel pmental Proflle tor

¥

hpself-he&p, soc1al academic, and communlcatlon)

spective variable Sets

es (i.e., physical,

¥
'l

,Ultiﬁately, Jthis meaﬁt

lc0mparing, for example, the F—ratlo and probablllty obtained on the phys1cal

sqale of the, Developmental Proflle for classroom users dlvfded 1nto high

“ g .

-

s and* 1ow groqps on the baSlS of counts and the four expectancy varlables

~ \ _ ‘Jp'
. as thgy pertalned“to the phys;cal scale utlllzatlon or axpactancy of
. ¢ w
results. Predlcted stores (see Appendex A fqr thelr computatlon) were ’
used-as a covarlate in each an&/ysls\ef—pcslest scores. The predlcted ‘

. ’ . - .
. . , . oo, .
scores had the advantage over pretest scores of furtheér correcting for the

’

children's chroﬁological ages and actual months in program, with the use/of

P ' A .
" a single covariate.. 4 . o,

2 .

. L3 -~
None of the foregoing comparisons will be presented here because they

~

&
.

all’ fail to reach statistical slgnlflcance. Thisﬁwagﬁso desplte the fact
L |

that ﬂevelopmental‘Proflle means, when analyzed in terms of users classi"bd
-

. Dby the direct utilization (counts) varlables, most cons1stentlx‘showed that

° -

children in high utilization groups experienced greater amounts of develop-

-

 melpt than did childfen'in lower utilizat:on groups, across the five develop-

- « . s ’

mental areas tested. The same data further suggested that teachers,_&hese

children'were initially lower functioning within a particular developmental

-

area, tended to emphasize that area relatively more than did teachers whose
, , - n i .

B

chijﬂfen were initially higher"functioniﬁg on the same scagle. The failure

‘0f these predictably ordered results to’ attaln statistical slgnif*j‘ e,
i
particularly in view of the fact that the foreg01ng analyses Were all

3

performed on aggregated means for classroom groups, was p%gzling.

* -

g

oot




N . ‘ ST " . : .

.ot . TQ probe fufther these puzzling result:?&an\examinatiop was made of_

" the aggregated records for each classroom of ‘the frve Profaie scales to
-\

"
~

¢ - learn whethbn the failure gf ‘the pr eding effects to attain statistlcal .

- €.
’ significance could be attributed primarily “to large amounts of with{/
&

¥ . group variance for the high and low utii&zation grqups. Thls 1nSpection

revealed extremely large w1th1h—group varfance, such that among low
(
&t o T
. 3 utilization classrooms, for example, some groups of/children made enormQus
Y] - -
vs " . « _—
gains; ‘others made slight gains; and others showed even poorer performance
- . 4 - - - N ,
. than was predicted for them. Similar patterns were, found among the indi-
‘\ . L) 4 2 . : : < N 1 R
-~ vidual high utilization rooms. Furthermdre, these vaf{Ed patterns were
. } T — L .
& . found for each cf the five subscales, although they Were more prominent
t . - v 2

. o

N : ‘ &
/\\ébr the social, academic, and communication scales. It was, now apparent
L4 4 * 4

why the preceding analyses of variance had falled to confirm d} disconflrm

ce e

' clearly the possibility of teacher expectancy bias effects. aTﬁe results .

~haad 51m11ar1y failed to document thé relationship between extent of abtual

‘utilization and outcomes for the children, and for the same reason.

The inspection of aggregated Ylassroom data {means) had thus clarifiel

that the higply-significant effects of overall Ejlg;,asﬁée upen the‘children

’ resulted from highly varied comblnatioﬂs of effects%patterns, w1th the

overall tendency being present for "high developmental gain" Passrooms

. » /

' to (dbutnumber "moderate gains" and "failure to gain?‘classroohsmccnbined.«

~ -

_Whereas such an array of data was sensitive to overall“treatment effects,. -
v ,' . o+ - )
the same array could not be used successfully ‘for a-causal anaIysis of high

Fd

versus low utillzéifcn groups. , Therefore, no defigitlve statements can be

" made either about the presencé/absence of teacher. expentancy bias or abou

- - . s

whether high usage was associated with greates developmental gains than

low usage for the respective developmental categories. What will be

/ ‘~  “’-.

:.:’r’]




- sy - ‘
. apparent, moreover, is that for "hi§h gain" classrooms to offset "moderate
. gain" plu§ "failure to gain" classxooms, thefeby producing such unusually

+ . ) © .
large, .above-predicted gains (see Appendix A), the "high gains" had to be

‘. PR

¢

exceptionally high. They were. At times the‘mean_ga%ns for some classtooms

T,

4

. on the individual Developmental Profile scales, were so arge as 'to seem

not believable. In a small number of classrooms

 {
failures to,achieve

predicted progress were equally unbelievable. These geéults suggest some

~

form of méasurement irregularity/érror occurring at the individual
; -

4 -
- >

classroom level--which results are not, however, directly interpreEablé

across the classroom units in terxms of teacher ekpectancy bias effects,

.

-
as were reasonably measured in this study. :
'y

»
3

.Hence, while there was_no compelling evidence to suggest,a practitioners'

~
.
7 expectancy bias in the completion of the Pgofiie, AEL's attempts to rule.qut

thi% possibility were also ihconclusive. AEL desires to c;ndgep additiotﬁi_ -
investigations of the cons%stencies/igé&nsistencies with which ciassréom .
prac%itioners completed the Profile ;cross occasiéns,.in order £§ throw

" more ;igh; on this issué. Program Officér approval will bg sdqup from ﬁIE

: ~ . / : .

’to’perform this work during thesgrant period of FY 78., 1In the meanwhile,

the'substantial developmental prodress reflected by the children, who

Q - . . . . @ . ‘1 -
participated in actlv%t%e§ drawn from the AEL Fl}es, can only be interpreted

2

as suggesting that teachers, day cdre workers, and home visitors, on the

.

average, peréeive their pgildren.as,expg}iencing marked progress. Additional

e
-

. P . -
analyses in FY 78 may pérmif more definitive concluSions., Another anticipated

-

outcome may be a contribution to the methodology of studying developmental
. . ) i

- . ) \ . ‘

gains -on téacher-completed instruments. : :

<
\ 1
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' ~Editing Aids To Early Learning -, /}' * E ’ . !

M - N\ N N
. Editing was completed during FY 77 on the following Aids to Early a

;ngniﬁg products: Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files, including

Py . » i
their Instructional Manuals; Classroom Learning Activities Files, including -

. . J
its Instructignal Manual; and the "Parent Discussion Guides" (Parent Guide

@

* »

. . and Parent Coé&dinator Guide). All editing was completed based on
suggestions -and ‘recommendations from the formative evaluation and other
sources. In addition, further editing was performed on the "AEL Visits

: . . Iy .
- . Mister Rogers-Parents";?fagg," althopgh these were not to have been ,

finalized durfBQ_FY 77, nor were they. Further work compiled on another o

Aids to Eérly Learning product, the Appraisal of Individual Deveiqpment N

3 o

Scales, is discussed in a later section of thié/;eport.'

e two Files sets' Instructional Manuals were furtherx revised- to
AN . Files

» -

reflect results of an analysis _how the Files might be used’ to serve the

needs of special populations of children (i.e., Haﬂdicapped children and -
- ° 9

others of elementary school age who receive these program ggperiencqs as a
. ' hd

- complement to their regulaf school activities). The procedures,' by which
. o o’ F

these recommendations were compiled for exceptional childrea, appear in a

later section of this report. A Technical Manual%as also prepared to

accompany the Aids to Early Learning products.

-

Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files - .

Editing the Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files involved .
considering formative evaluation comments which had been systematically
compiled and transcribed on an activity-by-activity basis from well over .

1

léo\users' reactions provided during the Spring 1976 formative evaluation

-

field test. (See FY 76 Final Report on this:.) A separate log had been
‘ .

/ .




final editing of the activities. . During FY ‘76, an editor, who was then on .. >

took into ace ntaminon stylistic variations among the activity cards . l )

‘initiél°development period as well, from consultants who reviewed the entire

. The intent of these processes was to reflect acéurately in the final set the

. . . . .
t 14 . . : 8 .
L

. 3 D ‘ . . . o / : s
complled,%or each activity card and headed with its identifying number. . 5
~ 0N L . . .
The 10y ‘contained all user comments which had. been made with spe¢ific ',

referenéé to that activity. These remarks included recommendations for

change of activities. which were judged.to be defective or difficult to use

I -
N

begause Pfx(l) age-ihappropriateness; (2) .difficulty of obtaining phe.

;equifed materials; (39 activities did not fit iﬁ;o the cusriculum emphasis .

of a program, the‘backggohnd'of the children served; or for other reasons

- . R a N
which users might iaentif§. Other remarks were provided by users regarding

L

.

their successful experienceséiy using, the activities. In yet other instances,

users made new recommendatiofis for the use of particylar activities, based
on variations which they had tried spccessfully. Taken as a whole, éhese
‘ > : i ‘
/
user remarks provided the MPE staff considerable specific gu%ance for the ‘
p CN )

- -
.

f., prepared recommendations for final editing, which further

. ‘e .

N

thgmselveﬁ, so that the final set ‘would display a un%formity of both format

and wrifing style. Further commerits had been retained, from ‘the design and

’

.

Files set. Additional comments were obtained durind FY 77 from a small .-
s&ﬁp}e of psers who had bécome highly experienced and proficient in using

the FiiesL_,All of this information was takén into account for each activity. .
E22E5 e

¢ .

-

concerns and constructive recommendations of users under actual field ,_/

! .
o
i

\, -
condition# in a variety of early chi¥dhood program settings, and to produce

a final edition of sufficiently uniform quality that it could bé ased as
t

N
o

photo-ready copy if its selected publisher were to choose to do so. The

PR 4 ,
ey - . ’

»
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Himchassgbl S

_Q’foruboth Files sets, permitting the artwork to be placed on the corresponding

. ’ y ‘ ' ’
process was further intended to create a relatively permanent record of \\\\

. s , : - .
the various steps and inputs wh;:;r}hfluenced the final form of each * . +« .
¢ g " N . )
. / C . . , .t -
individual acti&ity, ile., 3 co plete and reviewable account of the
. * - ’;5 . .

editing grocess was created thereby. Fleld test evaluatidn of prellmlpary

.
)

artwork'used on the dividers and’ worksheets of the two Flles sets suggested
~ . % - ': :

that the initial 1nexpenslve artwork was ineffective and had a regative

§ ™\

.1mpact on some users. Specially deslgneq_artwork was, thereiqre,‘commissioned

~
rl

numbered divider cards of the two sets. Reactions to the new artwork hé?e
~ Y N ’ ) e -
been highly positive. The new artwork further more clearly conveys the
- - . - * - . !

concepts underlying the 59 child competen¥ies, thus aiding new users to

grasp morg~easilty what each Files section is about. / ' T
‘ . ° ’ oo ) ,.g:‘éf . .
Clasgroom Learning Activities Files : ‘ . L

s 4——/‘—/? . I
The editing of the Classxoom Leérnlgg Acthltles Files progreqsed

Y, LY

along lines parallel to those for the Day‘Care and Home. Learn;ng Activitles

A4

Files. Paralilel data were available from all of the sources that Were~

. "o .
identified above for the other Files %et. Durlng the formatlve evalu on,

» ¢
.

substantially more than 100 teachers seviewed and made recommendations on
N ) ' . — ¢ i LI
the individual activities, while they were inﬁshe process of using them

with the children in their own respectibe proéram Settings. Six hlghly
/ . 4

experlenced users further reviewed the activ1t1es reflectlvely durrng
[} 1)
Summer, 1977 after their programs hagiended for the year, seeklng by this

latter review to identify possible redundancies or weaknesses Q?ong the

¥
individual activities as sets so that the total number gf eétivities could

r

_be reduced if necessary. Guidelines for using the Classroom Files with ,

/

- ‘ - : o
exceptional children were™included 4n the same manner as for the Day Care

s

‘)’
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and Homé Files. Final editing of this Files set was completed using all

“available data sources for each™activity. Any pdssible copyright infringe-

. . - /
ment issues were cleared up or rectified during this editing. The final

. & * * L .
».copy achieves a uniformity of format and style, such that the final draft

PR
could serve as photo-ready copy for use by the publisher if desired, 'The

Instructional Manual for thi$ Files set was ddited and given a final outside

‘ . o ‘
review to insure uniformity of style between the original materials and

v

N ‘ .
those which had been incorporated relative to.exceptional children.

Especially prepared artwork was inco%porated into the Classroom Files in

9

keeping with recommendations from the field test. L

-«

"Parent Discussion Guides." The "Parent Discussion %uides" were well

received during the formative evaluation in FY 76. They appeared, never-

a

] . .
theless, from outside review to be thin in some respects in content and

® . J .

process orientation to serve more’ than as initial resources to parent
N =

discussion groups. The two volimes comprising the "Parent Discussion Guides,"

[

Parént Guide and Parent Coordinator Guide, were, therefore, rewritten and
T T ; o

edited to provide furéher dépth which would permit the éﬁideé to serve as
cohtin;ing resources during thL iatef stages of gE;up development a;d,
interaction. Final.phot07ready c;;y was(pompieted %n pr;garation’for product -
placeﬁen with a phblisher.' S ”% -

a

A

AR ’
"AEL Visits Mister Rogers."” In late 1975 AELVQ Division of Early
Childhood and Parenting reached an agreement with Family Communications of
. ' ! 2

Pittsburgh, producer/distributor through PBS of‘thé Mister Rogers' Néighborhood

-

series, fegarding use by AEL of the television series as’a part of their ‘

~

L] 3

curriculum. AEL was first to view each broadcast and analyze it in terms 4

5 -
[y

of its (1) thematic contené, and (2) felationship to the 59 compeﬁencies/

v 3
N . A » N

5 \

-

tay

f . 7
i ; { ) .
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‘disFemination issue.

.
used in the AEL curriculum. The television broadcast was to be used in

: . | ~ 7, , S e &
conjunction with-the printed materials as one cotponent of an overall

oy

instructional strated& that also relied upon home visitation and classroom

group experiegtes for ch11dren. Early childhood programs participating in

the Aids to Early Learnlng field test activities could then be encouraged

. v

to use the Mister Rogers'

» o

During FY 76, 21 weekly guides, covering 105 broadcasts, were prepared.
¢ / . : .

These guides were titled "AEL 6isits Mister Rogers-Parents' Guide." These

Neighborhood program and printéd support materials.

were d1ssem1nated in advance of broadcasts and used by parents whose chlldren

attended 1oca1 programs which were participating in the f1e1d test of the

<

Aids to Early Learnlng. Each four7page field test publication cpnsisted of

a general message to parents, a synopsis of each day's programs for the -
o
week, and correlated learning activities for the parent to #rrange and carry
. | Y

’

out in the home. o » N .

Unllke xhe three completed products described above in this sect1on,

"AEL V1s1ts Mister Rogers" 'was still under development durlng R 77.

In

-

L4

-~

N

FY 77, work included not only development activitieg but research activities

A

I3

relatlng g“ifuture prospects for d1ssem1natlon and ytilization of the

-P"\-

materials.

Based on extensive discussion during early FY 77 between bofh

/ ‘e

key regional decision~makers and program personnel from field*test sites

» N - .
which had used thé‘materials, AEL was able to conclude that the development

of the materlals should be cortinued,but that "the exact method of whereby

they would be d1str1buted should be further 1nVest1gated

Contraqés Officers' approval from NIE, AEL modified the timelines for the °

¢

. . R
preparation of the materials to permit further exploration of the complex

-
~

It was necessary concurrently to hire a combination
- ¢ 2 . % 3

With Program and

RS

< g

.
-~
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writer-video program analyst on a patt;time basis to view the remaining

+

cassettes and assist with writing the synopses.

-

" In April, 1977 Dr. James Laffey, reading specialist at Madison College,
£ 4

Vlrginia, was engaged to analyze a sample of the "AEL Visits Mlste; Rogers"

v

. materials for reaahblllty 1eve1 and interest, as related to the 1nténded
audience. He applled two readability formulas to the written material,

used a "common sense" criterion, and examined the material while listening

-

to and viewing the accompanying programs. Dr. Laffey dete?maned that the )
) ~ 2. '3

readablllty of the printed materials ranges from the fourth through seventh

grade levels. He found further that the materials relate well to the

- - a -

television programs, are well organized, and have attractive print,.size,

and page layouts. ° i}
\ . ,{.‘ . \ . ’
Durgkg the second quarter of FY 77, MPE staff performed an,extensive 4

. survey of possib'l’ outlets for the delivery of such a weekly gublicatioﬁ.

These contacts included educational television station managers, publishers
. -
\

C\

pf;nted materiéls, i.e., through serial publications.‘—imong_the groups -

+

of educational maferials, and persons familiar with procedures for syndicating

" ¢ontacted were the individual members of the Laboratory's Early Childhood/\ . n

‘Parenting Task Force and throudh them relevant state level ETV personnel,’

the education component of the Appalachian Regional Commission, the

Association for Instructional Television, the National Cbngress of Parents .

- + ¥

and Teachers, and the Parents as Resources group. The advice from all
members of these groups,hého reviewed the prospect of (distribution for
tthese materials was that the;e exists no established delivery system “
which is capable of éissemznatlng this type produce to the target

* population. ‘Therefore, MPE staff decided to seek a change in the scope

. '

) . 1
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of work for these materials, i.e., to discontinue the plans for imgmediate
AN l . * 4

production of the materials and insteaa to undertake this on a more N

extended timeline. This change received Program Officer and Contracts
Officer apprévalv. Fiscal year 1977 funds were in consequence expended

L : '0
- only for the above-mentioned review processes, for, actual viewing and

bieparation of competency-coded and thematic infoxrmation regarding the

-

remaining programs of the series, and the writing and review by Family

Communications of all resulting program synopses. All gt:tivities,ﬁ such .

as linking home learning activities fo particular synopses or typese‘tting

~

and printing, were delayed pending a final determination of the best

disposition method(s) for this prodﬁct. -
N . \

N 'I‘t'xe_ accamplishmehts of the year may be sumarized as follows:
. - N £ R

Broadcasts have now been viewed, coded, and summarized, and synopses have
s v . ‘\ -

been pr‘epa.red’to accompany all 92 weeéks of the Mister Rogers' Neighborhood

series. Each synopsis has been critigued by a member of the‘Family
' Communications staff, Ms. Barbara Davis, for acéuracy of content( and -
-philosqphical orientation to the original broadcast ‘mater."i.als'. The progress
and accomplishments of FY 77 and the issue of determining an effective
’prbduct delivery method were discusseud at a joint meeting invo.loving
Fred Rogers, Barxy Hea"d’, Basil Cox, a;1d Barbara Davis, all of Family
< Communications and E;w;rd Gotts and Alice Spriggs of AEL.on September 23,
b ' 1977, in Pittsburgh. These participant;s concurred that the diss_e,mi;nation

of printed support materials to accompany Mister Rogers' Neighborhood

broadcasts in the'futqre should be packaged and distributed by means
¥ -~ "
other than weekly publications. The consensus of this conference, based
~ ” [ ¢ »~
on a con§ideration of the inputs of the many experienced persons and ,

-~

groups pre\}iously cited, was that these two. possibilities shoufd continue
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to be explored for dissemination: a'single volume plblication and/or

newspapé% syndication. 1In view‘ f the new work being puféued by MPE

[y

during the FY 78 grant period, it appears that this work, which will
t N

4 . TN

~

|
require ddditional rQ§ourcd§ over an extended time, should be completif

N » 13
in parallel with, but not at the! expense“of, the research activities being

L
undertaken in FY 78., The MPE staff member who has been most closely
@
associated with the devel ent of these materials has expressed an

interest in pursuing the develo ment of the product as an additional

M v

professional resbonsibility n7 assigned to NIE grant or contract activities,

and AEL has agreed to suppor?e ese activities from private funds to the

extent that her work will requjre direct cash expenditures, e.g., for

typing, consultation, editirg services, and for miscellaneous expenses.
‘l
The completed set of synépsesfis being delivered at this time to the l

- . ¢

, National-Institute of Education (NIE) to accompany the printed weekly

experimentéi version of the product which AEL delivered to NIE in FY 76.

¥

AEL‘wouId welcome an opportunity to present a briefing to any interested

v persons at NIE regarding the interesting fiﬁding of a complete gap in

existing dissemination mechanisms for distributing printed serial support

1
~

materials to accompany educational progfamming on television; and to review

~— -
e

the}pléns and prospecté for brinéing this product to a final completed form

~ .

under the plan briefly mentioned above. .
! 0 p

%

Appraisal of Individual Development Scales. The Appraisal of

Individual Development Scales (AIDS) is another of the Aids to ﬁarl&

» e
was under development in FY 77. It is mentioned

Learning pr@ducts which
in this section only for completeness of reference and specification,

but will be discussed later in this report. At the end of FY 77 an

-
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_prospective publishers on August 10, 1977. Because the 1list of publishexs

experimental edition of this product h&3a beenh submitted to a preliminary

g&perimental analysis. This test has demonstrated that the work is worth
cont@nuihgr and enough is known at present about the AIDS bqttéry to

-
.

justify‘experiméntal use during FY 78 of the neiﬁ edition of the Scales.

P

Techriical Manual. A Tethnical Manual was prepared to document how

the Aids to Early Learning were desigﬁed, developed, and tested. This
Manual contains technical information that will be of value to prospective

adopters and to users who require either (a) information on how the entire

N

set of Aids to Early Learning materials is organized and fits. together,
R . ' .
and 1{b) a more in-depth perspective oh each proguct‘s'design,'creatiqn,

and testing than is afforded within the various products themselves or

14

their accompanying user manuals.

L)

Copyright and Placement Initiation Activities

.

~Using new guidelines for initiating Request for Proposals (RFP), qhich
were prepared by the NIE Copyright Administragor, AEL prepared a sample
cover letter and Request_for Proposals for the commercial publication of

-~ -~

the Classroom lLearning Activities Files, the Day Care' and Home Learning

Activities Files, and the "Parent Discussion Guides." These were feviewed
. ' \ .

by NIE, modified, and approved for issuance. wThey were mailed ¢ 53

which was prepared by NIE was undergoing revision at the time, AEL compiled”?'

its own list of apparently qualified publishers in advance of mailing the
. T .~

»
b

RFP's. The RFP's and sample materials, which went out at fhat time, were

’

sent by first class mail. The postal service, however, apparently handled

several pieces of this mail%ng by some priority lower than firstzzlass,

- I S . ‘.

-~
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’judging from reports by‘publishers' representatives that they did not receive
o ‘ - » '

the malllng in some 1nstances far several weeks and even longer. An.original

. .
ot

deadllne of October IO, 1977, ﬁad been set to prov1de those submlttlng

proposals w1th 60 days from the mailing timé. When the d%lay was dis-~

covered, the Copyrlght Admnlstrator S consent was obtained to extend the

closing date to December 1, . 1977, for those RFP. rec1p1ents who indicated,

‘e / .

by thg¢ initial deadline, that it was their intent to provide some response.
~ . .

All prospective publishers who had received the original RFP were sent a

'letter\on September 19, 1973, notifying them of this extension of date.
\ -

’ N
Exceptions to this were that the second mailing was not made if AEL had N
: . )

already received notice from the post office that a publisher was no longer

in buainess at the last known address, or, if a publisher had al%eady

’

ese matérials were outside their line of

work or marketing capacity.

progress at tbe end of FY

is product placement work was still in

and was carried on as one, of several ongoing
activities durlng a 60-day.no additional cost contract extension through ~
November 30, l977 It is anticipated that responses w}ll have been received
by December 1, 1977, and can be reviewed to determine é?e qualified, success-
ful bidder(s) for commercial publication of these three~§eparate_producte.
Update~Aids to Early learning Product ﬁescriptions- ~>A

¢ N '
o -

Product descriptions of the foregoing Aids to Early Learning were
updated to reflect results of the formative evaluation and of thre products'
current status, relative to impact.évaluation. * Furthe¥, the product

5

descriptions discuss the publication, pending publication, or other

medns of distribution/availability for each of the Aids products.

™~

o
o

»
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- . Guidelines £gr Files'/I’Jsage with

’ ' -

ceptional Children

fhe Classroom Learning Activities Files were reported by the

,

_ participants ;n the Spring, 1956 formative evaluation field test to be

* usable with handicapped children. Thirty-four of fifty-seven teacheré

“

B

.

@ 7

4 . )
who completed fEEQEVSTuﬁ;ion questionnaire had at least one child with
. . ) |

special e?ucational needs. Twénty’thre% of the thirty-fpur teachers used

13

the Files' activities as at least one-half of the curriculum for these
. }

children. Those who used them 1ess-§pan one-half of the time gave the
‘ ' . . -
following reasons: e

-

¢ LS
° Activities tdo developmentally advanced (4 teachers),

‘® Lack‘of sufficient teachea—pféparatlon tlme

4

. A5 teachers), and 2 - . .
e Files not specific enough to performance objectlves . '

. (l teacher)

*

Similar evaluative data were collected for the Day Care and‘Home

N Y

3 - 3 *
-Learning Activities Files. Fiftyfogp teachers reported having at least

one handicapped child in a home-based or center progxaﬁ. Thirty-four . :

>

used the Files' activities wiiy children having special needs "more than

3/4" or "over 1/2" of the time. The primary reasons given for not usding
. - ‘ .
the Files with this special population were as follows:

.

. e The child was developmentally below. two years of age.

® The teacher did not use the Files with ghy students,
due to a ldck of planning and implementation time.

Every activity from the Files was used at least once by teachers in the
& .

eleven programs serving handicapped children.

Al

-

-

During the summative %yaluation, 19Y76-77, AEL more closely monitored
> .

the use of the Files with children'having special needs, in order to inclu

Y




in each of the Instructional Manuals a sectionﬁbﬁ}"Modifiéations for
. . ; : ) N ; - “
Children with Special Needs." A letter of inquiry was sent to every

°
v .

program in the field test population. The form shown on page 31 was.

- ' . . B
completed and rééakned to AEL. | R <

& .

A follo&-up telephone call was made to each teacher of a hanqicapped

child. ~ Through a teacher interview, AEL obtained information.about ™~

-
N ’

modifications of activities that users made. Many teachérs‘respondeakby 52’

*

saying that no adapﬁ%fions were necessary,#if the child was at least

0y

developmentally three yearé old. 1In some instances it was qvidenﬁ that

~
~
LY

the teacher was not individualizing for the children{ ﬁo&ever, many \

" teachers offered creative édeas and seemed pleased that their ideas were

v )

considered important. A publication, "SPECIAL ED-its" (see Apﬁ%qdix B),
based on preliminary information from,fiéld test teachers, was sent to
, : - ’ .
- . . -t A ) .
each of the Files' users. It was favorably received; consequently, the

r } ‘ . . i‘ . .‘ . . .
"Modifications" secjﬁon of each Instructional Manual contains similar U
suggestions in greater_detéil. ' . . o v E

The primaix handicapping areas oflconcern,,forﬂm;king adaptatfbn§°to

N ' . ’ ) B ; . N ‘

the special needs of individua} children, were identified as fo;lows:*

. .
5 -
-

. 1) Developmental deléﬁs and language. delays, =~

A
. 2) Physical and healthtzi}ifed handicaps, ' : ) __
‘ 3) VisuaiVimpai£m$nts, 4 | A .,‘:* g ‘, s ;
4) Hearing impairéents, and' ) . ‘- o ‘ |
: - BN oL “ P,
5) Emotional or behavior disorders. - : ©
In addition to suggestiéns fr?m tHe field, preschool curriculum . :
cons ts provided infofmation on agaptétions'aéd alter;gte cﬁf?icuia . )
for each of the areas of special concern. Three)professionals in the field
o i
~ \ 4

35 :




’ ¢ 31
. - o
NAME OF PROGRAM:%\ = )
. . ADDRESS: ] a e
. / / . s s
/ &
‘ " ( CONTACT PERSON: . : i
* , " " -
i'\'mwpuous NUMBER: 1 .t
4 ) ‘ . : .
. ' (Please correct the-above information, if necessary-) -

Approximate number of handicapped children in brogram by primarxrexceptionality:-a,

. e

- blind or’ visually impaired ] ~ .- \ o4
- ___deaf or hard of hearfng— i ‘ :} ,
. orthopedically impai‘red' ,- ’ . R
. learning disabled “(diagnosed) . ~. : o
- . . . , 27,
L. I\ :
emotionally distprbed or behaviorally disorderedﬁ .. . ,
trainable mentally retarded . P “ .
® - 2 . PO
. - S Te KL
\ - developmeni:ally delayed (including culturally disadvantaged, miic_i-.to
moderate language delay, educable mentally retarded)- .
N -, L4 J . AIEY % -
1 s = vt
Please indicate below any other area included in your program that is not -
listed above: - <y
c— N
j';‘ : LIPS
. \ ® . !
ay S
S \ o
Please circle "Yes" or "No" for the following statements: coe ‘\ .
3 . . . .
+ The teacher(s) oX the above cl'{ildrenz - . S " R o 2
are using the Classroom Files. S T ** Yes- _No .
+ are using the Day Care and Home Files. : ) G ~ Yes ™.No
. ~ T - . ERRIE -
’ would be willing to be interviewed regarding the use -
of the Files with the exceptional child. If o, reason . Yes cNo"

— . < - L

.
.
> Cov . .
.

. d kN

‘ f given: . , ‘ _ i} g

, p -
SR would like some consultation regarding the use of the ~:
. Files with the exceptional child. J . ) . No _
b ~ : N -

*
. NN = “ N
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-~ . . »
of early childhood special education from outside AEL critically reviewed

. the sugdested modifications. Additionally, & state director of early
education read the modifications from the perspective of regular preschool

teachers and commented on readability and format as.well as the usefulness
. " )
of content. Each of the reviewers reacted favorably to the work and felt

that the modifications were an approprlate and necessary supplement to,

the Files. The suggested modlflcatlons or adaptations of Flles' usagE\were
v

then final edited to include most of the reviewers' comments.
The orientation of this work in the beginning was primarlly.to N

teacher users. Therefore, further revision of these materials was necessary

*

. Al
to accommodate the inclusion of adapted usage guidelines in the Instructional

.
¢

CoN L ' .
Manuals for the Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files. Changes were

made for the Day Care Manual to simplify wording, where necessary, and

to eliminate speﬁitic references to’ the” Classroom Files' activities.
- Further editing was done by an cutside editor consultant o emphasize a

home visgtor-parent orientatidn for inc¢lusion in the Home Visitor ManualL~

T -
I ’

Refine Appraisal Instruments for Placing Children -

c‘

AEL has worked w1th two child appraisal batterles throughout the
process of deVeloping the Alds to Early Learning. The first battery is
AY

a set of five developmental scales, collectlvely known as the Developmental

Ptofile by Gerald Alpern/and Thomas Boll. The Profile indicates the status
z®

help. social, a¢ade ¢, and communicatidn. As a first approximation of
. @ currigulum-specific instrument, the Profile appeared grossly to relate
to the/f

competency development orientation used in designing the two Files

of children s developmet in these five areas: physlcal (motor), self- -

&'ﬁ\




R .
sets. It was possible at an early stage of the project to indicate the
approximate correspondences between each of the five scales of thg Profile
and'cofresponding competencies, such that the child's status on:each of

t . ’ .

the five'scales would provide reasonable guidance to a teaéher, day care

.

* worker, or home visitor about éhe dévelopméntal age level of activitiég

which might appropriately be tried with the child from the corresponding
competency-related sectlons ‘of the Files. /These matChes were reasonably ¢
adequate for better than two—thlrds of the competenc1es and only roughly

' _}’/) . *

apé%oximate for the remainder, indicating in a few instances only that a

was probably most highly correlated w%hh a given

acti 1§}es to go forward: (1)_teachers could ‘use the DevelApmental

Profile to make appropriate assignments of activztles to chlldren and
srori e

-

g2) AEL could establish an approximate corxespondence between the

curriculum mateérials and the effects pf;the program experiences upon o
.7

children by using the Developmeﬁtél rrofile ima pretest/posttest manner.:

“» [ Y
Bec#duse the Developmental Profile had previously been completed b¥

interview methods primarily and was validated in this manner, AEL'S

N
NN ~

intention to have thelProfile codmpleted directly by teacﬂérs, day care

- " - { ) 03
workers, and home visitors, who might call upon parents for information

=5 ]

which they:felt they lacked, required additional studies of the Profile

used in this ﬁa;nér. These studies were carried out during the formative 7
evgluatlon of the Files in Spring, 1976. Those iéems in each éfiéhe five ""
§E;;§; Which operated approprlately as age d}scrimlnators betd;en younger .

L

o 33 S S

TP




R S ”:*"ft'*f“ff“‘”"*’zvmfm;“32¢r'
' . _ | ) | . .
and older children and which intércorrelated with.fne another as a set,
[f”;' producing satisfactor§ internal consistency reliébiliéy, were retaineé
.x . ‘within five scales of the*AEL modifieation of the Develqpmental Profile I

rl

- (see Appendix A for further information on this work). This modification,

of thg Profile was the instrument used by program users and AEL,durin;\

The-Develgpmentz#l Profile was further used in the validation of a
. i , '
curriculum-specific appraisal instrument as described later in this

section.

~
.

In Fall, 1974, roncurrently with' the deségELgfﬁfgg,two Files sets,
AEL began work on a curriculum-specific batfery of scales which would -
provide a more exact match to the purposes of the Files sets. This ¥
battery was envisioned as being both of greeter value to program users

~

for making assignments of activities' to children and of greater sensitivity
: v ¢ .

to treatment effects when used as a program evaluation device. 'Work on .

the Yatlery proceeded slowly throughout the eisulng perlod up until Fall,

1976, resulting in the cre tlon of a preliminary battery called Appraisal

of Individual Development (AID) Scales. This b%ttery is designed to measure
children's progress in 14 developmental areas correspond” to 14 clusters
’ subsuming the 59 competeHEIes used in the Aids to Early Learning materials.

i e, ..
Table 3 below shows approximate correspondences between the developmental

areas and the respective clusters.
=< N

- i -
.

Table 3 .

-

' - r
- ,Competencies Clusters Resulting From Combining of 59 Competencies.

[

Cluster . ; ) Develqpmeﬁtal
¥ ) f
Number Name o&f Cluster (Competency‘#) Profile h
1 Gross Motor (1) . y  Physical

-— - \ . \

. ' , 6 .
-the ifipact evaluation field test for the purposes previously identified. ~

\

A/




Table 3 (Cont'd.)

' . measurement device along with the Files sets. ) .

o "'"Q
use of the Developmental Profile or AEL's rev1sion of 1t fFurther, the

AID Scales would become a part of the curriculum mate:ials so that ysers

% . - - . .
of the Files would have available a criterion-referenced progres

An initial validation study of the AID.Stales was carried out during
3 ! ‘//’/ N )
FY 77. These results are mentioned only briefly here, because the work
o
is still in progress and will contlnue for probably two additlonaf-years

-
a &

S
h :-‘92,“;:-

A/ . . -~ @
Cluster b : . . DBevelopmental .
Number . Name of Cluster (cOmpetegey # Profile Match ,
L3 : - .
2 Hand-eye Coordinatlon (2, 3 4,5) " ' Academic
3 ngiefi;on (6 7, 8 9 10) . . T Not represented
4 . Independence (11,1;} . * self-Help ‘
© 5 - Social Maturity (13,14,15,16,17,18, ¢ Sogial &
hd ¢ 19,20) ‘a- . ) .
. ’ ‘ ! - W » -
6 _ Relating to Adults (21,22,23) . Social s
(™~ ‘ & | ~
.1 Attention Getting (24,25) . . {scctal
. Y R - <
. —t . ) ] .
8 ¢+ Self-Concept (26,27,28)., -. ) o Not represented R
- . . MV
9 Efiotional Eipressign§§g9,30,3l) Wot represented
- - Ty q T e . ﬂ ‘ . '
10 Fantasy or Imagination (32,33) - Ihgi;represénted .,
1 Rekpondlng to Env1ronment (34,35,36, . Not repreeented‘égy
37,38,39) . =~
12 ' . Language (40,41,42,43,44,45,46, 47,48)57 ..  Communication'
. o < S "
13 ) Conceptual Develogment (49,50,51,52, ' ¢ ‘Academic
. -~ 53,54, 55) . | -
-3 -. l .)( R °
14 Number Concepts (56,57,;58,59) . . Academic
- t ‘ ~n . ;
The AID Scales were, therefore, seen ultlmately as feplacements for the
o ovas 'S R . N
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through FY 79. Further description of the Scales is provided in a first

draft User's 'Manual that accompanies the experimental editlon of the AIDS.
Althoﬁgh the Manual was not expected to be available at this time, the

. preliminary draft 1s provided to NIE along with thls flnal report to

- ~

-

document progress. e
B : : T e

- In the study completed during FY 77, 89 children ranging in age’
from 40 to 72 months were observed in two preschool settings, both by

a member of the AEL staff and By their teachers. Thus far, separate

Guttman scalogram analyses and ‘internal conslstency reliability analyses
have been performed on the AID Scales, using results from the AEL cbserver
as one data set and the pooled results from eight teachers as a second

data set. Internal consistency coefficients of‘approximately the same

maénitude were obtained for the respective Scales from the specially

J

trained observer and from the teachers. essentially the same

-

items contributed to the reliability scale variance in both data sets.

Further,

Satisfactoxry internal consistency coefficients were obta@ned from both
-~ - . i

data sets for a large.mijority of the Scales. Those Scales which showed

3 e

A

lower than hoped for inteéfnal consistency were generally SCales which,

-

\by their nature, Qere designed to measure chéracteristics that were either

¢

early appearing or(late appearing in the age range 24 through 84 months.

‘ Thus, sample limitations of the child group are currently considered the
reason for the lower coefficients obtained in theee instanees. Furtner
study will be required of this.

. ‘.~, L . .
‘The AEL cobserver and the teacher group also completed the unrevised -

Developmental Profile for the 89 children. Future validation work w;}i
——

" emphasize correspondences between children's standings on the five scales
' ' . L\

L




- . ~ . . T \

P . .

of the Developmental Profile and the approximately 14 satisfactory -
. ¢ .

A N

| ihternally consistent scalesiof the AIDS battery. Other studies will

focus on the presumed factor structure of the two batteries cgmbined to

clarify the construct validity of the -AID Scales. ' : ~

“ -

%

‘AEL will £ind 1t posslble in connectlon with its.HOPE,FolloWhUp -

study during FY 78 to gain further validation date on the AID Scales..

J

’ <
‘ . _Requests for continued spec1f1c NIE funding of the AID Scales' further . .
development is not, in any case, envisioned w1thin the 3-5 year AEL plan
submitted to NIE during FY 77. Preliminary results with the AID Scales . °

are, however, sufficiently promising that AEL staff will seek additional e

outside support for this work from NIE and other sources: o

| - T,
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Introduction

The Aids to Eééig Learning (AEL) materials, i.e., the Classroom Learning

Activities Files and the Day Care and Home lLearning Activities Files, being
’ . .

investigated in this study are products resulting from several years of

experiments related to the Home-Oriented Preschool Education (HOPE) program.

The HOPE program was a .home-oriented instruction system for three-, four-,

-
-

and f;ye-year-old cﬁildrén. HOPE consisted of three coﬁponents: (%) daily
30-minute television lessons broadcast into the home, (2)'week1y home viéi;s
by paraprofessionals whp demonstrated to the paiént.ﬁow to‘teach tye child,
aﬁd (3) group instruction provided once each week in a mobilg classrbom\
This program was field tés?ed for three years in Southern West Virginia,

from 1969~71. The results of the field test are documented in Summative

Evaluation of the Appalachia Preschool Program, Summary Report (Bertram; Hines,
"4

and Rgﬁﬁblph, 1971). sSince 1971, subsequent research based upon ‘the philo-

>

sophical and programmatic framework of the HOPE program has been conducted.

e

The .latter research was designed to (a) document competencies that the

typical child should have by age six, (b) validate learning actgﬁities which

ébuld produce these competencigé in youﬂg children, gnd (c) identify an opti-
Ny . : ‘

mum mix of learning, activities for preschool children of diffé{ent developmental

ages. . - . -
-

Numerous research efforts focused on each of the preceding three areas.

4
In the first area, a program of research was conducted using national and
.’ .

Appalachian panels of child development experts; more than 900 Appalachian . '

parents verified and further refined the earlier findings. Results from this

[ . - &
work were extended by literature search. , Together these methods led to

identification of 59 competencies applicablé to children by the age of school

f

—

45




entrance. In a related conceptual activi%y, general goals, perfo e

statements, and cfiteriqh stateménts were prepared for each compe ency?

‘ The second area effort involved using the competency base to identify \

.learning activities which might foster each competency at three, four, and

N ‘ '
five years of age, respectively. A national panel of child’developmenefgid
&

early childhood education experts rated the appropriateness of five sample
learning activities for each competency. This process was cycled through a

second iteration. The resulting learning activitie§ becape the models or

v

examples from which the Classroom Learnigg,Acti&itieé’Files and the Day Care‘b
L -

and Home Learning Activities Files “were developed. .
t

1

Third, a study of children's&play, via an extensive literature search

coupled with expert panel ratings, identified play levels ang natural play

activities of children associated with paiticular competencies. From these,

. judgements were made concerning children's readiness for learning of par-
N 4
ticular competencies and competency clusters, and determinations were made
- *

of the optimum mix of cbmpetency-related learning activities for developmental
; .

threes, i?q;s, and fives, C . ¢

.

The development of the Files involved several staff members and consul-

&

tants. Each activity was systematically revie&éd and critiqued to assure
that the end product would be based upon all pfevious research findings and
most of all uséb1e°by the practitioner working to promoté develosment‘in

young children. The end resuigg were two sets of Files containing approxi-

+
: N

|
mately 900 activities each, designed for cgi;dren of differing developmental
- .

b -]

age.levels. —

Work on the Files was completed in the Fall of 1975, and plans were .

formulated to condﬁét a formative evaluation of the Files in the Spring of

1976. The major purpose as stated in the NIE Scope of Work Statement for




-3
1975-76 was to collect dafa to "Prepare final editing specification. . ."
To accomplish this the following objectives were established.
1. Usability. To determine whether the Files were usable in i
various program settings.
) ?
2. Content. To determine appropriateness of the content of
fehe Files. . ¢ o

L N

3. Age-Appropriateness. To determine whether the Files were
© appropriate for children ages three, four, and five.

Forty-four programs in 14 different states responded to the Divisi¢n

N

of‘Early Childhood's,solicitation for field test sites. The 14 states were:
Alabama, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri, North Carolina,‘tho, Oregon,
Pennsylvénia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virgi ig, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.
Program types included Head Start, day care, indergarten, handicapped, and

nursery school/child develoément. Program variations included center basednﬂ’

8

home based, and a combination of center and home based. Approximately 197

classroom teachers and 118 home'ﬁisitors, and approximately 5,055 children

participated in the field test. . ' ~

To determine the usabil%ty of the Files in the various program settings, ™

~

;hé following types of data were collected. Prior to implementation of the

field test, potential users were,instfucted te xecord the number of times

each activity was used and to record any comments about the activity deemed
‘ o
necedsary. These usage data and written comments were collected at the end of 3

the field test and systematic recordings were made of each type of data by

the various program users. An evaluation form was developed, distributed to

3yf,users, collected, and the results were analyzed. Additionally, written,
evaluative comments were solicited from program directors, curriculum special-

ists and others responsible for program operations and curricular planning.

These data separately and collectively allowed determination of the usability

of the Files. E

bay

{
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N

In order to determine if the content wa; indeed appropriate for use with
young children, and at the same time meshing with the differing philosophies
and emphasis of'the programs, data were.collected by the previously mention;d
ne}hods and ana1§zed. Spe;ific items from the evalution form and writfén
comments received more weight ingpaking this determination.

‘ The four p edures.gor collecting data were also utilized in determin—

ing the age app'opriateness of the gi;s;z Each activity contained specific
~ .

"Age Variations“‘noting how each child, ggvelopmentally, would perform, and

react to the activity.- In some prog%igé there was homogeneitx of age, and

in others heterogeneity of age. More ﬁeight was éiyen to comments regarding

age—appropriateness in these deteibinations. .

’ L 4

In summary, data from the Spring Formative Evaluation Field Test allowed

the following conclusion to be made. Ihe Classroom Files were most usable in
kindergartgﬁi_f%y care, Head Sta{t.and programs for the handicapped, and less
usable in nursery school and child development programs.. The Day Care and

~

. ,/Hbme Files were found to be mdre usable in home-based programs and less usable

in centq;—based programs. Center-users indicated they utilized the Day Care

and Home Files more as a resource for ideas than agﬂe major source in their

\
curriculum.

)

The content of the Classroom Files was judged to be quite appropraite

with only minor alterations and revisions deemed necessary. Proggams with

differing philosophié; and emphases had little difficunlty adaptijg and
) L <

using the Classroom.Files. Home users of the Day Care agd Home Files found

-

the content more appropriate than did center users.

t A
When used wiph children ages three, four, and fiwe, the Classroom Files

were evaluated as very age appropriate. Home users of the Day Care and Home

’

Files found the content more age-appropriate than did thé center ‘users.

AT




- The findings from the Spring Field‘Test, 1976, provided the necessary
" data for revision.,and editing purposes. Those revisions and edits which
”° ] )
affected ‘the File;§\agtivities usability, content, ‘and age-appropriateness

)
‘were rated and disseminated to the Spring Field Test uég!a and potential

.
hd ’ land

users in the Summative Field Test. ‘ A '

s

A major effort of the Division of Early Childhood/Parenting (DEC/P) for

1976-77 program year was a summative, evaluation of the Files, which was

detailed in the scope of work statement. It was neceesary to begin prepar-‘

ations and solicitation for field test sites in Auqust and September, 1976.

In August, 1976,‘euch a soligitation by Memorandum was made to over.l100 early
- . .

f childhood and child development programs within the Appalachian Region and to

$

\ - ~ :
varidus programs }?tside the Region. Thirty-three programs responded and ex-

pressed interest.{ From mutual agreement and understanding of the tasks and

) -i
established criteria, ib programs agreed to use the AEL materials, ﬂpt yithout

¢ -

the formal collection of data. These programs were identified for evaluation

y . . .

* Files and provide secondary type data via evaluation forms d yritten‘comments.
" Thirteen programs agreed to participate and collect all necessary data,
and DEC/P staff evaluated these programs as being able to meet the established >
criterias Nine of the thirteen Sltes had participated in the formative
evaluation of the Aids to Early Learning in the Spring. 1976 field test, and

. h '
were therefore familiar with the curriculurf materials. Also, these si@es were N

-

utilizing or were familiar with the DeVelopmental Profile as a result of their

-~

previous involvement. These programs were identified for evaluation purposes
Vas Primary sites. Eight states were represented in the field’test, seven

within the Appalachian Region and one outside the Region,

A | (
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purposes as Secondary field-test sites. These programs agreed to use the ] ~;\




The criteria estdblished and utilized for selection ¥f Primary field test’

sites yere: ‘ ' ' AT i
® \Programs agreed,to participate as a field test site for v N

a minimum of six months. . v )
, t ; | R " .gﬁv
® Programs agreed to utilize the Files as a major curriculum i

source..

[y
.

® Programs conducted a pre- and post-assessment of.theapro-
gram's children utilizing an appropriate developmental test
and shared these data with AEL's Early Childhood staff.

~¥

e

® Programs designated as Primary field test sites represented
a program variation.or 1ntervention strategy needed in* the
study. ., . . ,

® Programs assigned experiences (Files aktivities) to children
based upon their level of development and recorded the num-
. ber of activities used. . 1

.-

® Programs provided other data, viauevaluation forms and reports,

@

% (Y

Purpose . - . ‘
- ‘ S R
Tﬁe primary purpose of the study was to test the effectiveness of the

-

Activities Files in 1ncreas1ng the deVe10pment and’skills of preschool children .

Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care and Home Learning

in five areas measured by the Developmerital Profile: Physical, Self-aelp,

~

Social, Academic, and CommunicétlonedeVeIOpment. The children N = 788)

|
were three-, four-, and fivef vear oldg who&were enrolled in Head Start, day
y s e e We oo

care, and kindergarten programs -

\

B

x. f'{‘

A secondary purpose was to evalugte the effects of the Day Care and Home

Learning Files and the Classroom,Learning Activities Files on user practices

s 0 3* - M s ° -
the ‘participating field sites. . e . \\\/ L .
w" ¥
The hypotheses to be tested were: ? s e
. X
Hypothesis 1-5: Subjects (N =4788) in general using either of the
| Files will score significantly higher ' than would | ..
be -gredicted on each of the five scales of the - ,
= Developmental Profile.
Y ’
. ou . . .

.
. .
» -\J
.
N .

¥y




Hypq;hesis 6-10:

i —
‘Hypothesis 11-15:

»

" Hypothesis 16~20:

. ' hd

Hypogpesis 21-25:

Hypothesis 26-30:

~
o«

L d

Hypothesis 31-35:

VS

Hypotbasis 36-40:

In‘addipion to the

R TR e e o Ry Eal = - TSR . TLTT T T T T YR ey

e

Subjects (N = 421) in general using the Classroom
Learning Activities Files will score significantly
higher than wolild be predic?ié on each of the five -

developmental scales.

Subjects (N = 114) in ‘Head Start programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files will score 81g-
nificantly hlgher than would be predicted on each

?f the five developmental scales. :

Subjects (N = 125) in day care programs using the.
Classroom Learning Activities Files will score
significantly higher than would be predicted on
each of the five developmental scales. .

Subjects (N = 197) in kindergarten programs using
the Classroom Learning Activities Files will score
significantly higher than-would be predicted on
each of the five developmental scales.

Subjects (N = 270) in Head Starhi//pgrams using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care
and’ Home Learning Activities Files in combination®
will score significantly higher than would be pre-
dicted bn each of the five developmental scales.

Subjects = 68) in day care programs using the
Classroom Learnlng Activities Files and the Day
Care and Home Learning Activities.Files in combi-
nation® will score significantly higher than would
be predicted on<each of the five developmental
scales. — -

<

Subjects (N = 14) in Home-Based programs using the
Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files will .
score significantly higher than would be fredijc}eé/
on each of the five developmental scales. '

above Ezg9theses, compérisons were made on the basis

.

of sex and age. These analyses were conducted utilizing ‘a 2 x 3 factorial

& .

-

analyges of variance, with pretest scores being covaried to rule out any

Children attend class
via a home visitor. ..

2

\\¢

- .
.
\
[l

one day per week and receive instruction in the home

Classroom and Da ay Care and Home Files are used in combination 1n a class~- '

room settlng.

are”t

o




initial differences. This type of analyses will allow the following null
r,' )' - N

hypotheses to be tested. . ' Lt

-«

|
|

|

- e {‘
' |

|

. Hypothdsis 41-45: There will be no significant differenges in the
- , ‘ " amount of gains in development on each of the
. five developmental scales between males and
. females when either of the Files are used as
_treatment variables.

Pd

' . - »
Hypothesis 46-50¢ There will be no significant differences in the |
.t amount of gains in development on each of the five ?
) developmental sgales between 3-, 4-, and 5-year !
. ¢ olds when either of the Files are used as treat- Lo i
ment variables. ) : v

°

-

Limitations of the Study

_A study to determine the effectiveness of a curriculum is generally "de-
A

Y R

signed to exert a great déal_of control over the environment, subjects, inde-

pPendent and dependent variables. 'This end is accomplished by céptrolling

“., } N
where the study 15 to take place, who will be implementing the curriculum,

1

|

]

. e
who will be the subjects, to what degree the subjects will recieve the curricu- 1
‘ |
) i
|

lum, etc. Studies of this nature would generally involve an experimental and

a control group so that®comparisons could be made and any differences could be

& . - L J

attributed to the independent variables. Although random selection of subjects

is mos¢ desirous, this is not always feasible ip educational research. A '
.- ’ ’ . : :

study so designed does allow for certain claims to be madqngout the purity .
. \ - e

. 5 N

N A ~ D
of gains or lack of gains, but suffers somewhat when generalizations to other

-

- K4
Programs, subjects, ages, etc., need to be made and are not accounted for in

~ the original study. A .

v
-

This study was initiated with the realization tha¥\possible threats to
[ ‘ \"‘ » -

- R -
the internal validity existed. Defined, int al validity refers to the .

extent-to which it can be argued that the administration of the treatment was-~

the cause of the gaim that was observed from the pretest to posttest. There

- [

5
S .
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4

were several ¥hreats to the internal validity of the design used in the study, -
+

and the results were analyzed and interpreted accordiagly.

s

3\

Testing. This threat refers to the potential effects that t#king a

pretest can have on the posttest'ébores. For example, scores on an achievement

-

test may increase slightly on the‘posttest even thought the treatment_ is in-
effective. Also, subjects may fake scores on, personality tests or attitude

. test{ if they become aware of the Péture of the expe;iﬂent. ﬁoéever, in the
field study, testing should not have been a serious threat to the internal validity
of the study, since the éubjects were not aware that they were being tested -

: when pretest data were being’collécted. .

+

ssion, \This threat refers to the fact that subjects who score ex-

» N -

tremely I§v on the pretest will tend to sgore higher én the posttest even.

though the \tredtment {s ineffective. This increase from pretest to posttést

¢ r' .

‘could be ‘mistakenly labeled as a treatment effect. Since the suﬁjects were,

\ ~

not selected for the field study on the basis of extremely law scores on a

pretest, regression should not be a serious threat to the internal validity of
' : ' T S
the field stqu. ) . A

k4

-

Instrumentation. This threat refers to changes ih the measurement pro-

cedure that could result in differences between the .pretest and posttest

scores. This différence could be mistaken for a treatment effegt.. In~ the . o

field study, the teacliers were measuring'the students' ﬁevélopmentai'skills
first in September and October ‘and then agaih in May or June. "It was ﬁilt‘_
that the skill of thke teachér in rating her students was shb%tanﬁially the

«-

-
L4 .

same at the two measurement times. In addition, due to the long time’ between

.

3 ! . ~ .
ratings, the teacher probably -did not remeﬁ%er how she rated e

-

student.

»

’ History. This thréat refers to the bcchrr%ncé-of oﬁtsiée events that

&

could cause differences between the pretest and posttest scores that could

¢ / .
5 . '
53 - l"
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E

be mistaken for a treatment effect: This would seem to be a poténtiagl. threat

in the field study. For example, children at ages 3, 4, and 5 are beginning '
. . I . hY

N

to have more contact,with other children and adults outside their immediate

¢ <3 N
families. They could begin attending Sunday School classes. they could be

\‘l
going home with friends and interacting with their friends&,parents, and they

/

could be comitg.in contact with more developmentally advanced children on the

v

Playground. These contacts could have the effect of increasing the develop-

mental skills of the subjects in the field study. : J
. ® . i

- Maguration. This treatmeﬁt r%fers to bioloéical and psychological changes
- —— 4 -

that ; ake place between'the pretest and posttest. These changes c?uld affect
~ ’ i
-

#
the scores on the .pretest and-posttest thus producing a difference thaF could
be mistaken for a treatment effect. This would alSo seem to be a potential

threat to the J.nternal validity of the field study. "In r edial educati:on,

[y

v

LY

0y

\) i

which focuses on exceptionally disadvantaged persons, a procéss of wound hegaling,

— 14
may be mistaken for the specific effect of a remedial X. (Needless to say, spch

a remission is not regarded as 'zpontaneous'ixz%zzféapsal sense, but rather

represents the cumulative effects of learning processes and environmental _
rep ’ it
pressures of the total daily experience, which ould be operating even if no

- . - ¢ 2

X had been introduced.)" (Campbell/éﬁdaStanley, 1963) ., However, the procedure

. I L\ - .
for calculating the expected gain (detailed in another section of this repo

4

» ,:

may pr?Vide a partial control for this threat The developmental rate (DA/CRA)

e )
-

waé;pomputed using the pretest data. This rate reflects the!effects of the
[N )

. overall enVironment to that point in time. If it can Be assumed that that rate

A 1 . * . »
,’remained constant over the next few months, then to that extent the threat

. . -

‘of maturatidh\was controlled

Confounding. ‘This thredat refers to the potential influence of an extra-,

5

-
neous, uncontrolled variable on the gain scores. In the field study the

-
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uncontrolled variable consisted of the experiences the children had in the
1

program they were attending. These experiences could produce differences
between pretest and posttest scores that. could be mistaken for a treatment

effect. A research design with a control group that would not have receiwed

the Files would have been needed to control for the confounding present in

)i

the field study.
. ¢

*  Collection of Data

~

Four pfocedures were utilized for collection of data during the field

test. They were: (1) assessment of .children's de&élopment on a pre-post

" bases, (2) information provided by teachers via an evaluation form, (3) data

{
relating to the usage of the Files activities, and (4) formative data collected

" by interview regarding the impact of the Files on the user's program.

The Developmental Profile was identified as the instrument most appro-
priate for collecting data relatiné to children's development during the

field test. The Profile is an inventory of skills which has been designed
to assess certain aspects of a child's developmeht from birth to pre-adolescence.

N e ‘ .

The Prqofile consists of 217 items arranged into five scales. All scales have

the items arranged into age levels. The age levels proceed at six-month
intervals, from birth to 3 1/2 years and thereafter by year intervald. Each

age level consists of three items. The Profile yields results, expressed in '
S—— ° ¢
months, in areas 'of physical (motor), self-help, social (emotional),- academic
. , . M f ’ -
{(cognitive),.and communication (language) development. .
< . .
Certain revisions were made to the Profile to make it more easify

.

‘

administered, scored, and interpreted by the local programfs teachers. Since
the age range of the children participating in the field test was from 36-72

months, it was possiﬁle to truncate~the—Profile at the lower and upper levels.

. ~—
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‘and are reported in Table 1.

_—— B o I e
-

12

All items assessing develophment below 18 months and above 90 months were -
eliminated. This truncation allowed both a basal and ceiling to be estab-

lished for eaeh sd®ale, with a constant' 18 months being adgled to each indi-

- Y
>

vidual's scale score. Children with developmental age scores On a particular

-
- A - -

scale belov; 24 months and above 78 months op the pretzst were not 1nc1uded in -

“~

the final analy51s. \Additional rev151on 1ncluded elmnatlon of one item
. ! p

&
from eachH age level grouping of ‘three. . , ‘ an

N e N “,

Reliability coeff1c1ents for internal consmtenq for the five scales

of the revised Developmental Proflle were computed 011-1650 cases.. ‘I‘he .

Qoefficients were: Physical Scale .79; Self-Help Scate .78; Social Scale .82;
Academic Scale .87; and Communication Scale .83, A wmefficient alpha of .80

is the generally accepted gtandard and betwéen 20-30 tems are required to

5

obtain this level (Nunnally, 1967). The alphas obtaimd for the revised
Ry
Proflle are therefore very respectable, and allow sme reliance upon the data

obtained for analysér\and evaluation of changes in di!eiopment durlng the fleld

test.

»

In another effort to evaluate the reliability a validity Jof the revised

Profile, a _local Head Start program administered theériginal velopmental

Profile to 72 children in the three-,. four-, and Eiweyear-old age range. The

s

’

2
revised Profile was scored, for each child, accordimg to the credit given to

the items on the original.. Pearson correlations betsen scales were obtained

[y

Additional analyses of the revised Profile. inclhda: Inter-scale corre-
lations, item~-to-item and item-to-scalk correlétions frequency of pass—fai;l.g

v

for each item by age, sex and income level, and Gutman scalogram analysis.

These data will assist in further revisions and willbe reported in a techni-

~

cal report to be issued>by the Laboratory at a futumdate.
. ) ‘ -~

~

o
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- . Table 1
vfearson Correlations Between Scales for the Original
and Revised Developmental Profile
Revised : Original = : .

S 7 - Physical Self-Help Social Academic Communication
® Physical .95

Self-Help .74 | -89

Social T .74 .75 .94
. Academic .69 .72 .81 .87

Communi cation " .74 .70 81 .. .78 . .91

Significance = .001

N = 72 .

- . / a»
/» . 0 A t -

The Profile was administered to all children in the Primary field test

programs, both pre- and post- by the program's teachers. Each program was ¢

given instructions regarding administration and scoring ‘Rrocedures and how -

.

«

to interpret results for curricular planning. Instructions\Bn interpretgtion
of Profile results contained the caution that"'the results ar} not absolute,
but can be interpreted as reagonable indicatofs." Local programs were given
the Option to score and‘interpret the profiles ihemselves or send them to the

DEC/P staff for scoring, profiling the results and specific comments for
curriénlar planning, whiqp were returned to the local proyrams. Data from

v ~

both options were checked for accuracy and coded for computer'analysis.

An evaluation form (Appendix A) consisting of nine items was sent to

r LY

each teacher participating in the field test. Sixty-seven teachers_completed,

and returned this\?qu at the, end of the field test. Information obtained'“,,/”

Ed

from thi's form related to: Number of Years of experience teaching, level of
education, methods utilized in selecting Files' activities, areas-of develop-

ment most important for children, area of development children would achieve

Q'

4




. the most gains in, percentage of time or emphasis given to curricular &%eas,

-These data are presented in the rgsult séction of th}s report.

and to what extent the Files were utilized as part ef the curriculum. These

data were checkéd fo{ accuracy and completeness, and coded fpr computer

analysis. ) < :

r)

During the oriertations given to field test sites, each DEC/P, staff

member encouraged teachers to maintain accurgte records concerning the number

-

of times each activity within the 59 competencies was used. At the . end of

the field test, a one-page form (Qgpendix B) was sent to each teacher to

~
2

collect these data. Sixty-seven teachers completed and returned this form.

-

The DEC/P staff categorized and coded these usage data into five areas of

development corresponéing to tﬁe five ﬁevelopmental Profile scales.

During the field test périod, programs Qere encouraged to provide
written comments or notations of'any changes in their practices. o, at
the end of the field test all Primary programs were'contQEEﬁgyg;/;:j:e and‘
where possible the directors, éurriculum specialists and a certain number of

teachers were interviewed by phone by an experienced interviewer. The inter-

viewer focused ﬁpog what impact did the Files have upori the users program.

Programs and Subjects

-

aAs noted in the introduction of this report, 33 programs responded to

the Division of Ear;y Choldhood's request for participation in the field test.

, s

This number was reduced to 13 through mutual agreements and understanding
ST . *

ation. These programs were

¥ . . . ,
designated as Primary field test sites, .the remaining 20 as Secondary .
) . ’ j ‘
field test sites. Twelve of the 13 Primary programs were able to complete

. # : ' - !
the field test, providing the required data. Only data from Phe Primary

sites weré utilized in the impact evaluations of the Files.
N /7 N . 4

»
.

2 —
. ~ 90

&

ER——

-
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There was a total, of 788 children\ tested b&;h pre and post, with the .

)
~ 67 teachers conduqting the testing of chiidren, completing the evaluation

form, and providing data relating to the uéage of Files activities. There

were 303 males and 330 females, with no indication of sex for 155. The

~

. L
number of children within certain age ranges are.found in Table 2 below,

Table 2 ) Y,

Distribution of Children by Age Range N

- ___Number Age Range

7 30-35 months
. 172 36-47 months :
272 N\_48-59 months .
288 o 60-71 months
. ' 49 72-84 months

(3

Ly

L

The following programs were involved in the <fie1d test as Primary -sites. .

. . 4 . .
Head Start (393 children) . : Day Care (198,children) .
Nicholas County Head Start Day Care Services, Inc. '
Summersville, West Virginia Franklin, Pennsylvania
Upshur County Head Start ¢ Young World, Inc. +
Buchannoxx% West Virginia ) Lansing, Michigan
Igorgan—Lawrence Head Start ) Penncrest Day Care
ecatur, Alabama i : Meadville, Pennsylvania
., Tri-County Head Start Tri-County Day Care
Saxton, Pennsylvania , Saxton, Pennsylvania
Kindergarten (197 children) T
_Lawrence County Board of Education - Tazewell Elementary School
Coal Grove, Ohio . . Tazewell, Virginia

Western Tennessee School Districts .

. Margaret Newton Elementary Barnetts Chapel

Tiptonviile, Tennessee . Arlington, Tennessee
N .
. Paul G. Caywood Elementary ) .
o Jexington, Tennessee ' [ )

2
<

-
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Analysis of Data g

\ ’

The traditional pre-post analysis of data was not selected, since this

s

approach is insensitive to the vﬁiying rates of development unique to each

child., It is an indisputable conclusion that all children do not develob

t »

at the same rate and it can be assumed that the prior rate of development

‘would continue during the field test to some degree. 1In order to control for

. - N 4 _
this, it was necessary to compute for each child aggéefficfznt of Rate and

a predicted developmental age to which éctual develoément could be compared.

° >

’

The following formula was utilized: : ‘ .

[
’ DA . . N i
. A (time) + DA = Predicted Developmental Age ‘ ,
R DA = Developmental Age obtained at pretest: ° .
2 Ca = Chronolo:}ceioAge at pretest :
’ time = Number of ‘months subject received treatment

Such an approach is based upon the assumptién.g% = a Coefficient of Rate

and - that this coefficient is an indication of past development as well as
r~ ) . - . '
future development. If any passage of time is multiplied by this coefficient,
g — :

the end product will be an és;imate of the developmental age change ‘which has
~9r will occur during that time. This value can then be added to the existing ‘r

develoémental age obtained from the pretest and the result will be a predicted
¢ ' ) .
or expected developmental age, f.e., at the end of the experience. ‘e
» * T - :
To illustrate, the following examples are given. Subject A is chrono- )

o *

iogica\&y 48 months old, and the obtained develqpmental age for physical

-

' * development is 48 months. Subject A participated in the field test for eight

months. To obtain the predicted deveiopmgntal age, we use the previously
. 3

mentioned formula. . .

A

48 (8) + 48
48

-

(1) (8) + 48

*

Sannths

6u o
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At the end of eight months, subject A should have a phygé:al development age

mental age obtained

of 56 months. This can be compared to the actual develo

N .
from the posttest and the differemces statistically analyzed.

Subjeqt B is chrono}ogically 48 months old, but developitentally measured
;nly 36 months at pretest time. Subject B péfticipated in the field test
for eight months. Utilizing the same fo}mﬁla, we can compute ihe "rate" of
deve%opment and predict Subject B's deve{gpment;i age at. the end Af the field

test.

. i -
y ‘ 36. 8) + 3&£f:i:t57
= @ 4 B )

¥

. (.75) (8) + 36 = 42 months

The Coefficient of Rate is .75, and the develgpmental age is 42 months, i.e.,

L . ™
six months of deyelopment in an eight-month period is the mpte. Actual develop-

ment, bbtaiqed from th¢ posttest, can be compared to the predicted and'the

T

~

differences anaiyzed statistically.

* »

The éorrelatedvt—gest &as used to test Ho: 1-40.° The means of the{gre—

+ ! - '

dicted scores and the posftgst scores were compared for signifiecant differences.

' Y
This is analogods to pairing, i.e., where the same individuals are measé;ed'_
- . ' ’ . o . t

before and after treatment and the cbtained scores are paired for analysis.
- - ) ? -

. ] ) )
In the present usage, the same individuals' pipdicted and posttest scores,

were paireé. THe purpose of the pairing is to reduce all possible extraneous

influences on the variable being measured. That is, pairing reduces the effect

of aubjectjto-subject variability. . ’

In addition to the above andlysis, comparisons were made on the basis of =
I

w

'sef and age./ Scores obtained from the Developmental Profile were positioned

4 A 3
in a 2 x $.table in which the rows were the male and female categories for

the variable sex and the columns were the three-, four-, and five-year old




*,

o = .

[y 3

’

categories for the variable age. A 2 x 3 factorial anélysis of variance with

This 2 x

whether one sex gained significantly more than the other.

yielded a tést'of the main effects~ofl

unequal cell sizes was {frformed for each of the five developmental scales.

analysis yiegded a test of the main effects of sex which determined
The analysis also

age which determined if differences

} - )

existed afong the three age leygif;,'ilso, this 2 x 3 analysis yielded a test

of the interaction bé{yeen sex and age which determined if the effects of -age

“

are similar for the males and females.

-

These data analyses are tabled and

discussed in the result section of this report.

-$ Data collected from the evaluation form, completed by 67 teachers, were'

analyzed to obtain frequencies, means, standard deviations, and perceQEPges.

These data were tabled and discussed in the result section of this report.

’




Results

Total Subjects : -

L\\»} Data from the transpositions of the pretest scores into predicted. scores

-

and posttest scores were analyzed by the correlated t—tést to test hypotheses

1-5. The hypotheses predicted that subjects receiving either of the Files

b as treatment would have’@iiﬁg’zg deveiopment in the five scale areas signifi- -
), cantly greater t%gﬁ predicted development. Data presented in Table 3 below

and Figure 1 on the following page reveal statistitally and visually that
children in the field test did achieve developmental gains, statistically

significant (p < .0005) beyond that which was predicped% -

Table 3
‘ - ' .
. t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age
and Actual Posttest Developmental Age of All v
Subjects in Five Areas of Development
Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.f. . 1 Tail
o ; . . Prob..
Physical .. Post 756  68.89 15.78 8.23 755  <.0005
Predicted 64.37 15.52 .y
J“‘\ 1Y
- Self-Help Post 740 69.53 15.14 10.43 - 739 <.0005
Predicted 63.78 15.87 L -
o 4 ’
Social Post 44  69.01 15.91 11.01 743, <.0005
. Predicted 62.16 16.87 . oy -~
Academic Post ’ 759  67.00 16.89  19.26. 758  <.0005
Predicted 55.74 17.50 :
' Communication ‘Post 771 61.91  16.93 . 15.39 776 <.0005
' ' *  predicted . 52.98 . 16.13 ‘

.
L]
* >

The greatest amount of gain occurred in th? arga of academic development
with a mean difference of 11.2 months ;béween the predicted and posttest
. oo .

scores. That is, not only did the children achieve the predicted rate of
- . Ay ‘ —

.

ERIC . 6g
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development of 5.9 months, but acttiaily attained 17.2 months. For every
- . ' - . N

month in the field test they weré??’déveloping approximately at a rate of two
’ -

and one-half months. The next area of development with the greatest gains
was communication with 8.9 months of development beyond what was predicted. -

, T?is gain is more than double tl}e.preaicted rate. Social development .was

. d i * Y
6.8 months greater tgan the predicted. gain. While self~-help and physical

development were 5.7 months and 4".5 months greater respectively.

The pretest means from the Developmental Profile are presented in

A I3

Table 4 .below, é.o that comparisons can be made between the"pret_est means
’ i .

and the chronological age” mean. The average chronological age of the children

-

at the time of pretesting was 56.4. months, and at the posttest the average

was 63.2. In comparing the average chronological age with their obtained

4 / 'Y ‘ 1
. ‘. ' " Table 4 . ‘.
‘ . Bretest Means‘ and standard Devigtigns for All . . ;
\ 4 N Subjects Participating in the Field Test. - . . .
. S'cale‘ . Pretest Mean .- s.d.
. ° a
Physical . @ ) 58.3 15.3
A ) N :
~ . ’ - .
Self-Help 58. - . 15.5
So€ial 56. - — 16.5"
Academic - " 49.8 . . 16.9
* %m‘!ﬂi‘?ation . - 471 - « 15.0
.‘ P s N R 0] < . N = 7 N 4
N = 791 . B ¢ e
C/A = 56.4 at Pretest . v o
* C/A = 63.2 at Posstest .
& o ] . . . ‘
& < » \.\
— ’ . s
~ o
: * . % N -
—— & v
i ) K -
S . bJ
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'developmental ages for each area, it can be noted that/physiqal and self-~

.

help development was approximately tyo months higher than chronological

. \ .
age, and social development was eQual to the chronological age. Academic
- . ..—/ 4

development was 6.6 months below chronological age, and gommunication development

& . - - o
was 9.3 months below chronological age at the time of pretesting. Posttest

medns found in Table 3 were all above the chronological age average of 63.2

P . -
months' on all scales with the exception of communication which was 61.9 months.

-

. Classroom Files _ ) .

The' correlated t-test was used to test hypotheses 6-10 for significant
differences between the predicted and posttest means on each of the five

developmental scales. TQe hypotheses predicted that subjects receiving the

—

®

‘Classroom Learning Activities Files as a treatment variable would have develop-

-

mental gains significantly greater than the predicted'gains.ﬂlThere were 421

ehildren in Head Start, day care and‘kipdergarten who regeived éhis tredtment.
i As can be seen from Tabie S;ueiéhificant differentes ip <‘.OOOS) exrsted )
. between the predicted mean'and the post mean on each of the five developmental
areas measured. : ' o

* B

The largest gains'were made in the academic area of development. The

b . .
difference between the prediqted\and positt eans was 10.8 months. That
4 ‘ .

. ‘

is, 10.8 month¥ beyond, what was predicted as the normal amount of development.

P

This represented a total of 18.2 months of development for seven months pf

instruction, The four remaininqkareas of development represented a more equal
&, ‘e

\

»~  rate than noted in Table 3 and the preceding discussion. The mean differences

between the predicted and ﬁosttest scores are as follows: social, 9.6;

. ,

-

communlcatlon, 7.6; physical, 7 6; and self-help, 7.0. * 3
B .

In comparing the chronologlcal age mean (57.8 months) at pretest time to -

pretest scale means, if“is noted that two areas of development were higher than

o N , (




/ ~
. : . Toe23
- . . )
Table 5 . . a . W
t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmenéal Age and Actual
; Posttest Development Age of All NSubjects- Receiving
. - Treatment of Cladsroom Filds in Five -
Areas of De@Elopmen /// ’
. = \../ 1 Tail
, Scale Variaple N o, X \s&(/' t-value d.f. . “p 0
. ] . '
Physical Post - 320  68.59' 14.29 8.82 319  <.0005
Predicted 60.99 15.21
Self-Help Post 310 68.95 13.17 8.32 309  <.0005
Predlctedc . 61.90 15.08 :
‘Social Post 306  72.44. 13.41 10.62 305  <.0005
i Predicted 62,82 16.42 ' ~ ’
, v .
Academic - "« Post 313 72.00~ 13.88 12.93 312 <.0005
- * Predicted "61.13 16.98 -
N . . . (/——\
Communication  Post . 324 64.85 14342 10.22 323 <.0005
Predicted . ,/; 56.87 14.55 :

—,

) 2

+

chronologiéhg Bge._ Self~-Help was 2.1 months higher and social development was

.9 months higher. The other three areas were lower: physical, 1.9; academic,

] v -

4.0; and communication, 6.7 monthé. The posttest means were all higher than the
) {

°chronolbgica% age mean (64.7 mpﬁths) at the time of posttesting. That is to .

sa¥, children receiving the Classroom Files as a major source of curriculum,

r [}

not ofily closed the gap between lagging development and their chronologigal age,

but finished the year functioning, on the average, above their chronological
. ¢ .
ade in all five'g;eaé of development. These-.data are found in Tablé 6.

P
- . N

Head Start--Classroom Files

v " °

There were 114 sub]eéts enrolled in Head Start who received the Classroom

A

Files. as$tr ent. Data were analyzed to test the hypotheses 11 15 that actual

{ 2

gain uring the field test would be significantly greater than that'predictéd.

From these analyses, significant differences (p < .0005) between, the predicted \\g .

= 67
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¢ ’ " Table 6 co. 4 s . ’ °
. \ . N
Pretest Means and Standard Dgviations for All Subjects
S . Participating in the Field Test Receiwing
\ the Classroom Files as Treatment o
} : - v \ o d ’ &’
Scale\ . Pretest Mean ~ : s.d. '
~ 7 g - &
Physical 55.9 . 14.7 .
Self-Help \  59.9 \& 15.4 ‘
Social \ . '~ 58.7 . 15.3_ -
Academic - ‘ . 838 T . 16.2
Communication . 51.1 ’ %13.5 '
‘ ] N

N = 421 . o , ‘
C/A X 57.8 at Pretest ) ‘
C/A X 64,7 at Posttest . . :

/ \ﬁ/ h MW ‘ .
and posttest means were obtalned for the Five areas oé development. Table 7

presents the individual means for the posttest and predlcted as yell as the

stétlstlisl significance levels for the t-tégt which was performed on these R

AN

data. The two areas in which the most;gains were obtained were academic and

communication with approximately 10 months in each area. This corresponds to
- : "

approximately 17 months of development for the seven-month field test period.
Gains for the other three areas of development exceeded the predicted rate in
. - 3 -

this order: physical, 8.8; social, 6.2; self-help, 4.6.‘$§£;

' &
. N - .
The average chronological age (15.8 months) for the Head Start children
® ' . .
‘'was 51.8 months. At the time of pretestingisgey were developmentally per-

forming atql‘higher level than their chronolbgical age in physical (56.9 months),

> .
self~-help (%}.9 months), and social (59.7 months) as can be noted in Table 8.

-

In academic and communication development, they were performing at a lower level

with averages of 47.7 and 49.1 respectivgay. The chronoiogical age average of

»

58.8 months at pésttest time can be compareéd to the.posttest means of the five i

areas of development in Table 7 and it can be ndted that all arg higher.

.6‘ . ®
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Table 7

.

o t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Head Start Subjects

' Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files in | . N
-Five Areas of Development . .
. . .
Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.f. lpgzgf .
1 .
Physical Post 112 73.48 13.68 - 8.06 111 <.0005
N & Predicted 64.65 13.57 .
Self-Help _Post 107  80.42 12.11 4.22 113 <.0G05
' Predicted 75.78 13.05 . .
Social Post 112 74.06 12.36 5.29 111 <.0005
Predicted \\' 67.84 11.85 . \
Academic Post 113 Q4.76 13.10 9.14 112 <.0005
Predicted 54.33 13.28
' '\ . . . ’
Communication Post 113 66.23 16.79, 7.70 % 112 <.0005
Predicted 55.86  12.24 :
[
Table 8
’ Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Start .
' . Subjects Receiving Classroom Files as Treatment ‘
Scale > Pretest Mean . s.d. ,; h
- = &
Physical ., :/_\ 56.9 ° 4 - 12.6 )
Self-Help 67.9 Anl \ ' 12.3 %
Social '59.7 10.7
Academic ‘ 47.7 ‘%2.0 .
Commiunication \ 49.1 . 1027 .
N =.114 ) ' }}
C/A X 51.8 at Pretest ’
C/A X 58.7 at Posttest - ;
. 4
|
’ |
o » 63 ~ o
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Hypotheses 16-20 predicted that children enrolled in day care programs

receiving the Classroom Files as treatment would have gainé‘in development

'skignificantlg greatexr

.

Predicted. There were 125 children participating,

and the duration of the fielld test was 7.2 months® as Table,9 indicates,
‘ %

statistical signifigance (p < .0005) wgs ‘obtained for four areas of develop-

..

ment. Self-help was the exception where a p < .09 level of signifiéance wals

obtained. Although this does not allow for acceptance of this specific ﬁy-

pothesis, it can be noted that the children did achiev

e a higher posttes\t/:) mean

. . ]
score. Agdain, the greatest gains were made in academic development with 16.8 /

.

months, i.e., 7.7 months beyond the predicted rate.

was replaced by social develc;pzpegt for the second highest with 6.1 months gain, .

.

Communication (4.4 months)

\- -
and the remaining two areas follow with physical, 5.1 months; and self-help

with 2.0 months gain beyond the pred:':ct.ed.

LY

<

Table 9 .
/) . L
t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
- Posttest Developmental Age of Day Care Subjects <,
Receiving TYeatment of Classroom Files
in Five Areas of ‘Development
R j ¥ -— 2 -~ ] .
o, Scale ~ Variable + N ., X . sd& A  t-value d.f. 1 Tail
, - . . Prob.
¢ . ) . - . v . )
Post 118 62.72 ;17.73 3.06 117 <.001
Predicted 57.54 15.68 * , s
Self-Help . Post . 112 66.16 13.90 1.31 — 11t NS
- Predicted \ 64.06 14.38
k3 i ’ . . ' l’
Social ’ *Post 116 66.00 14.17 3.88 115 <.0005
: N ; Predicted 59.93 17.83. . :
Academic ‘Post 113 63.79 14:37 1l64 112 - X.0005
. Predicted 56.05 " 16.83 L Ce '
- 4 : - . . 1 N
Communication -~ Post 119 57.20 13.28 - 3.20 118 <.001 v
’ Predicted, O52.78 13.7T. = : :
- v v
. -
L3 1 N
by, - K
(U

\]

2

3

r

[

[



The chronolggical age mean for the day care children was 49.4 at the ‘time
of the pretest. /Physical and self-help and sgcial development were higher,
and academic and communication development were lower (Table 10). But all

test means were higher than the chronological age mean of 56.6 at the time of

) . . ) s a e
. .predicted in each of the five ‘de/vllopmental areas measured. The’* means were -
. \ . . .v.— g N v

_.analyzed for significant differences, and the resuits are reported ih Table 11.

" TI;: can he noted thét:statiEtical significant differenoes {(p € .0005) 'Were

m?éz with 1372

14

posttesting. , ‘ . - .

. . ‘

Table 10 o e oo

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Day Care Subjects -
.Receiving the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale ¢ + Pretest Mean " s.d..
Physical - . 5.2 ) 14.1
Self-Help . . -58.2 . ’ 14.9 :
social L 52.0 : 17.6
. L 1 T . '
_Academic T ‘ 46.9 . ~ 16.6
Comunicatio_n - 45.4 ‘ 13.3 - :
N . ™ & - .
BN \ , ’ ' »*
. N = 125 . o : K :
C/A —/49 .4 at- Pretest - e : Y
C/a ="56.6 at pos;;tegt ‘ T ~ C -
" 'Kirrdergartén--C'lassroom Fﬂes e a .
- ’ x ‘v
Hypotheses 21—25 s‘?ated that children enrolled in kindergartén programs 1.
< % s - )

’

:(ecei,ving the Classroom Elles as treatment would achieve, greater gains than
R . : ° s, T ,

[y

*

?
obtained in all five areas. The greatest’gains were' made in academic develop=

ﬂ* beyondﬁhe pred:.cted rate. ‘I‘hls was followed by social,

I’l,rself-helpr 11.1; and physical, 9.9 development. |

o - ® ) L + M)
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Table 11 }
t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual )
. Posttest Devélopmental Age of Kindergarten Subjects
, Keceiving Treatment of Classroom Files ‘
. in Five Areas Qf Development L
Scale " variable Eﬁrimw "X - sd  t-value d f.. ITarl—
: : Prob.
Ph&sical " - post” 178 73.61 10.13 9.98 177 'f.000§
’ Predicted 63.66 15.05 ) : 7]
Self4Help Post . 174 70.93 12.79 11.51 173 <.0005
Predicted ’ 59.81- 15.71 . ° ' .-
Social Post 166 78.45 . 9.65 11.92 165 <.0005
Predicted 65.29 15.82
L . > - s
Academic Post 176 . 78.51 g.80 14.15 175 <.0005
Predicted - © °65.25. 16.12 . B
. ' N 3
Comnmunication ~ Post 181 71.45 11.20 13.03 180- <,0005 “(
‘ Predicted *60.33 14.88 . ’ )
The kindergarten children achieved over-all the greatest gains in all five areas s
of development than any other sub-group of sub]ects. Also,. these gains were
more balanced between developmental areas than other ga1ns made hy other sub-
groups. a o . ’ ‘ .
The pretest means were lower than the" chronologlcal age mean of 67.2 .

months in all five areas of development at the beglnnlng of the fleld test.

0

(‘. - bl

The klndergarten children had the greatest deficits betWeen chronologlcal age
and‘ﬁevelopmental ages than any other sub-group of subjects. Bﬁt at £ﬁé tlme
of posttesting, the gap between the chronological age and developmental‘ages\

had been closed con51derably. As can be. seen in Tabie 11, ‘the developmental

age means in the soc1al and academic areas exceeded the chronologlcal age mean

.

of 73.7 months. Self-help, physical and communication were approxlmately two

-

/

months lower. These data are presented in Table 12. N
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/ N ' " Table 12 ./
Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Kindergarten §Ebjects '
2 Receiving the Classroom Files as Treatment
»
, Scake - Pretest Mean T s.d.
Physical T . 'so.3 - 14.6 :
‘ ‘ e .
. Self-Help * . 56.6 . . N 15.8
. Social - 62.3 ' L 15.6 '
* . . 0 N . . -
Academic ( ) ) 60.9 " 15.5
Communication 55.8 ' 14.1
. = 187
) > / Xf at Pretest : .
C/AX7 at Posttest ot
, 7
Head Start--Combination of Files ot
- Hypotheses 26-30 stated that Head Start subjects (N = 261) who receiyea

instruction from the Classroom Files and the Day Care and Home Files would

Py

score signi icantly higher than would be predicted on each ‘of the five

developmental scales. This p;gffam variation provided experiences in the

2

-

clagssroom and in the home, w1th children attenfing ‘classes one or two days

S r-
a.‘week where the Classroom Files were used, and a home\visitér visiting the .
. N l

home and using the Day Care and Home Files with the child and parents. ' The

L]
. 4

differences between the predicted and posttest means were statistically sig-

.

4 —

< nificant (p < .0005) for self-help, social, academic and’ communication.
! »

Physical development was not significant (p < .27) since the posttest mean was  _

.5 months lower than the predicted mean. Academic deVelopment was the highest ,

. N

with 15. 4 monthj beyond the predicted mean, followed by commuricatibn with

13.3 months. Self-help and soc1al deVelopment were 6.7 and 5.2 months greater

than the predicted mean. These’iindings are reportedyin Tab 13. - ) i
B \ . .

—

Al A

' 1




had Table 13 .
ﬂt-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual Posttest
Developmental Age of Head Start Subjects Receiving Treatment of
Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files in Combination-
via Classroom Experience and Home Visitor -

k3

- in-Pive Areas-of-Development - —

Scale Variable N » X' sd . t-value d.f. 1Tail
» - Prob.
" . physical Post \- 242 68.23 15.45 -0.60 241° NS
v Predicted 68.79 14.88 f
< L}
Self-Help Post . 250. 64.83 14.91 ©7.14 250 < .0005
. Predicted . 58.04 13.33 | :
. Social Post " 241  64.70 7 16:45 ° 4.84 240 < .0005
Predicted 58.43 17.09 . ; .
7 R - '
Academic Post 248 64.84 19.03 = 12.98 247 < .0005.
. Predicted . 49.39 18.01 ) “
.
. Communication Post 250 57.70- 18.11 11.32 249 < .0005,
- ,'» Predicted . 44.31 15.95 ‘ .

. . By referring to Table 14, the pretest means for gach devéloéhental area ‘b

can be compared to the Ehronological age mean. Physical development was .
)

] . ’ ) . R ) { ’ '
’ ’ Table 14 \ i

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Suaft Subjects
Receiving Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files, Via
Classroom Experience and Home Visitor as Treatment

\ . :
. . Scale - ) s Pretest Mean - ' s.d. .
0 - - ° .
; Physical T 63.0 - K . v 14.8° .
_ Self-Help 53.5 " 13.6
1] ’ ( ’ ’ ' ~ . ‘
Social - 53.3 B 17.6
' \ . o~
- - Aéhdemic ] . 43.8, . - : 17.2
[ 4 . L . 4 , N
Communication ‘ 39.2 ot 14.5
— G » ) j
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higher than the chronological age, and the other four were lower. Communi-

. ~

cation’ was extremely low, being 17.9 lower. The chronological age méan of

63.3 at the.end of the field test can be compared to the posttest. means found

‘in Table 13, and these are found to be higher than the chronological age,
with the exception of communication. . .

-

” [ 3
Day Care--Combination of Files in C]agéroom

g
.

I

Another program variation allowed the use of both Fileé, i.e., Classroom

Files and the Day Care and Home Files in combigatioén in a classroom setting

to be studied to determine their impact on children in day care. Hypotheses
LY .

31-35 was tested to determine if significant differences existed between the

v

predicted and posttest means.o As detailed in Table 15, no significant dif-

r s : »
ference existed in any of jthe five areas tested. Social and physical develop-

v
@ »

ment were the only areas which had gains greater than the predicted, while the

~
4 ~

remaining three were'less.

»
-~

Table 15 .

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual Posttest
Developmental Age of Day Care Subjects Receiving Treatment of
Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files in Combination
Via Class;bom Experience in Five Areas of Development

. D

‘

]

Scale * -Variable - N X sd t-value d.f. 1 Tail
N ’ Prdb.
Physical _Post 66  62.65 21.70 . 0.06 65 NS
Predicted 62.54 18.10
Self-Help Post 61  69.78 18.67 -0.82 : 60 NS
N ‘:3 Predicted 71.75 16.78 -
social | Post 67 - 59.25 21.20 0517 % 66 NS
¢ - predicted. 58.94  20.49 '
Academic Post *67. 55.76 18.98 -0.49 66 - NS
Predicted ' 56.49 16.84 4~
‘Communication . Post 66  53.93 18.40 -1.46 65 ., NS
Predicted 56.09 15.28 ?




. ‘ . -
Table %6 contains the pretest means and the chrohological ages for both, 3
) ' ; e
pretesﬁ and posttest periods. The.éfetest means were all higher than the ¢
£ ‘ .
chronological age means, while posttest means were higher only on physid;l,
£
- self-help,  and social development. Academic and communication development
’ , heans were lower. ‘4 .
. : Table 16 K
. ) Pretest Means and Standard(Deviations for Day Care Subjects
' . Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files and Day Care and
Home Files in Combination Via Clas m Experience . -
,' Scale Pretest Mean { \ s.d.
- R ) (3
Physical ) _55.3 ) . 17.6
Self-Help 64.6 16.5
Social 51.2 . 18.1 ‘
Academic 49.2 ' 15.3
Communication 49.4 , . D 1447
N = 69 . . '
- C/A X 49.1 at Pretest g -
C/A X'57.1 at Posttest ~ )
h 'Head Start, Home-Based--Day Care and Home Files *

Hypotheses 36-40 predicted that children in a Head.Start home-based program

.

using the Day Care and Home Files would achieve greater gains in development

K . . )
than predicted. As can be noted in Table 17, no signifioant differénces exis:;g

between the predicted age mean and posttest age mean in physical, éelf—help,
) N . M sy . . e . B -

social and communication develépmént.' Academic devefépment was significantly

(p < .0009) greater than the predicted:rate.

' *
The chronological mean age of these children was 51.7 at the time ‘of

* « . ‘ Fi «
pretesting. Thif age mean can be compared to the five scale mean3ggn Table 18
b . b}

where only one mean, academic, is lower than the chronologicil mean age. The

)




I chronologic age of 58.7 at the time of posttesting, is lower than the means
' on the ysical, self-help, socigl and academic scales, but higher than the
. &
communication mean. ) , 2 .
LY ' u
, Table 17
\ - t-test Bnalysis of the Predicted Deveiopmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Head Start Home-Based ‘
Subjects Receiving Treatment of Day Care and ® '
= 'Home Files in Five Areas of Development
. Scale varifble N X sd t-value d.Ef. I"Tail™
7 Prob.
Physical Pogt 13 64.38  9.69 -0.45 12 ¢ Ns .,
Predicted ) 65.61 8.28 - ) ‘
Self-Help Post - 13-  68.53 843 . 0.08 - 12- NS,
Predictdd 68.23° 9.37 :
Social Post 14 58.78  9.93 - -1.58 13 NS
" s Predicted. 64.57 12.02 .
. . i IS - Ve
Academic . Post 14.  63.85 13.38 4.14 13- <.0005
— Predicted ) 49.78 11.43 - < . M
Communication Post 14 49.71 16.87 ~1.85 13 NS
Predicted . 59.71 15.34 - .
R ¥
- - - .
Table 18
‘ Pretest Means and Standard Deviatio'ns for Head Start Home-Based
Subjects Receiving Treatment of Day Care and Homd Files
¥ .
Scale Pretest Mean * . sdd. g
- Physical 9.57 s
X , B _ >
Self-Help: - * 61.92
h] . - s
. 4 .
Social . " 56.85 .
Academic . ' ‘ 43.92
Communication 52.5,
%
N =14 ~
C/A = 51.7 at Pretest » °
Q C/A = 58.7-at Posttest o

veg o

e i A S T - - SIS




Age and ‘sé Analysis ‘ \)

- %
\ To test Hypotheses 41-45 and 46-50, scores obtained from the Developmental
Profile wére :.maly::ed using a 2 (sex) x 3 (age) factorial analysis of variance

for unequal N. The covariance technique was uged to adjust pretest scores for'
[ S * .
significant difference which may' have artificially influenced thd patterns of
. . \r‘ . . . .
results. This analysis was done to determine if one sex had gains signifi-

cantly greater than the other sex and .if one age had gains significantly

A
@ ( «greater than the other two age groups. Posttest means and standard deviations
y . i :
of the subjects by sex and age for each variablg_are .shown in Tfle 19. The .

F-ratios and s:.gm.f:.cance levels obtained from t{:e analys:.s of ¢ariance on

’
~

e 'these means are in Table 20. .

s ) A — ’
. ' Table 19 o " . ..
/ . ‘ ) .
- . Posttest Means and Standard Deviations for Age and )
- Sex in Five Areas of Development o : N
aS [ . N - s N
< L= =
( Sex ) T Age
/ ! e
‘ . q Malle ° Female és " 4s . 5s
L ’ e —~ ) . ’ 2
Physical X = 69.47 X = 69.6 X = 59.00 % = 69.93 X = 75.54
sd = 14. 49 sd = 15.41 sd = 15.73 sd = 15.00 sd = 10.33
, | N =303 - N = 330 N = 148 N =241 N = 244
.. Self-Help < 6(7 X =68.26 X =64.46 X = 68.67 X = 71.80
- sd =g4-49  sd = 14.42° sd = 14.66 sd = 15.50 sd = 12.57,
; . N = @92 =33 N = 151 N = 215 N = 239
¢ X .’ L. — - — - _' -—
g Social X = 68.35 X=69.98 X =61.00 X=67.48 , X = 75.91
. | sd 9 15.66 sd = 15.58 sd = 15.00 sd = 14.95 sd = 13.81
- . . . N = 292 ‘N = 312 N = 137 N = 239 N = 228
Academic X = 66.02 X = 67.85 X = 53.58 X =64.75 - X = 75.32
sd = 15.95 sd = 16.66 sd = 14.47 sd =-15.33 sd = 11.91
, , ‘ N = 295 N = 322 N=131 * N =241 N = 245 Cod
= T !
59.29 X = 68.68 :

' Communication’- X-= 60.83 # ¥ =.63.16 = 54.23
. - d o




)

No significant main effects for sex were found on any of the five variables.

Significant (p < .001) main effétts for age, i.e., three-,

olds, were found on each of the five variables. No significant interaction

" ‘effécts (age/sex) were obtained.

- l 4
four-, and five-year

T The .Files when used as a curriculum source does not promote development in

one sex more than the other sex But theldata suggest

N

that when children are{

instructed via the Files' activities, those children who are five years of age

&,

will benefit more and possibly have greater gains over a period of time than

will three- and four-year olds.

Table 20 , e

‘ F Ratios of Analyses of Variance

Source v
Scale ' | . Sex ¢ N Age
Physical ., .19 ‘24,01
Self-Help . ’ .99 - 8.76*
Social # S .73 "21:16*
* Academic ' 2,13 53.62*
Communication ) .1.82 »27.352/
. ’ ° o . .
* p < .001 ¢ A~
Utilization of Files ' LY

Data coliected durlng the field test regarding the number of activities used

.

Y
and what percent Files were utilized toward the total curriculum are noted

s

in Table 21 and' ix D. The differences between the predicted and posttest

-
<

B

means are !lso presentéﬁ ‘80 that comparisons between utilization and gains in~

*

development can be made. Usage of the activities corresponds closely to the

&

79
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. 36 ,
G . - . - &
—_— g{

number of activities contained in the Files. TeacherS generally used more’

. .
social-related activities followed by academic, communication, self-help, and
- <
physical in that order. The number of activities, contained in the Files

wt £

9 . ¢ ] ] 3 3 - : 3 i
follows the same ordér, i.e., social activities number 300, academic 270,

.
W - sy

communication 210, sélf—help 60, and physical 45.

t

» >/ ‘t—//‘
The Files were made up of about/ 44 percent of the total curriculum.
- R ? ‘,‘ .
This indicates that teachers were utilizing other. curriculum sources either

s@lf deVYeloped or more formalized, marketed materials Yet, the mgjority of

* ’ .
cogments made by the teachers indicated that the Files jwere the major source.

-
-

Table 21

\

Utilization of Files Data for All Teachers :

. (N = 67)
— Mean Average No. : % Time
Scale Difference Activities ' Files Utilized
Academic , 11.2 162.2 o 46.5
Communic;>ion 8.9 ‘ 126.9 48.4 ;
Social : ‘ 6.8 215.3 044.3
Self—Heip 5.7 ‘ 55.2 ‘40.77 Jmmmw*u
" rhysical 4.5 28.6 a2
- Impact on User's Practices ] - )

- .

A secondary puip03e of ‘this study was to determine if changes occurred in
Nt -

-
BN

program practices as a-result of using either of the Files and participating

in the field test. Referenced programs-are those which were involved in

= 7 - . - '

the, Summative Evaluation Field Test as Primary Sites. There were 13 ddentified
nt

aslsuch at the beginning of the field test, vith 12 completing the agre 'S

and“%upplying the necessary data. The data used to determine impact on user's -

2

~




practices were collected (1) informally throughout the year by DEC/P staff and

»

(2) through a telephone interview conducted by a staff member at the end of

-

No more than three staff members were interviewed from any given progﬁjm. The

identity of persons interviewed depended upon the size of the program and the

3 ,

organizational hierarchy. The break-down of positions interviewed are as

follows: program directors 4; education coordinators 1l; center directors 4;
\0 -
and teachers 9.
<

. oy ! * o~

Information collected during the field test period and from the telephone

interview indicated that teachers became more oriented toward the developmental

needs of children. Teachers seemed delighted with the idea that now they were

able to plan according to debelopmenﬁal levels rather than chronological ages.
‘\« ‘\ ’ .

Not only were teachers able to identify the lower levels of development; but

were also able to note advanced levels. As one teacher stated "I found that

\\ ..
Sl children»age much more advanced than I realized.". . . . e

Sin¢e the teachers could identify developmental levels, they were able to

8

-

provide instruction to meet the individual ne'eds of-children. This information

-

was collected by asking interviewees the question "Are there any differences now

in planning for children compared with your planning before participating in
- ) . P
the field test?mﬁ Sixteen (84%) responded wiFh very positive, informative -

commeafg. There was a shift from large group instruction to small group or
T )
DK . .
individual instruction. Several teachers, on their own initiative, developed

-~ - *

very unique systems of record %eeping for individuai'children. Thus, overall

organization regarding curriculum planning was improved.
~ 1]

!

The teachers became more conscientious of the need for individual child

assessment. According to the data, only one program condutted assessments for
curriculum planning prior to the field test. A more "informa]P\approach to

» ’ ,
— ,“' f,

- ' ) : 5 X '
',,' . o :381'_ . )

A}

rs

o e
)

Ny

.

o

the year. Eleven programs were contacted and 19 staff-members were interviewed.

——
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% T ) .
as essm@pt/ﬁas used’ in the remaining 1l programs, e.g., "an instrument the

-
o

\\_fgitéétbr wrote Herself,"” ony"aééessments were conducted when needed." Nine

» . “" A ’
programs said that they would continue conducting formal assessments because

k' * it allows them to plan for the individual needs of chiitdren.

All staff interviewed indicated that the Files had improved and strengthﬁﬁed
v ) *. ~ *

their programs. Areas noted where improvement occurred were: (1) identifying
developmental levels, (2) individualization of instruction, (3) pre-planning

/}//ﬂtﬁcgfriculum, (4) teachers became more creative and effective, and (5) child -

—

and program eyaluations. \

¥

.
?

All interviewees wanted to continue using the Files beyond the field test and

N

plan to do so. The fear of not being able to use the Files lead one teacher to

3

plea "Dog)t\teke those Files from us."

o f’ . 7 8 ' i .
Summary of R?S/Mts ' :

LY ‘ -
The results presented in the foregoing segtion indicate that chil

en,

attending preschool programs wﬁith utilized the Files substantially, did make
t ) L N . . . -

significant gains in development. Fourty hypotheses were formulated to cover
a .

the various types of programs and all possible treatment combinations. These
‘, N ‘ 4 -

i were statistically tested, and the acceptance or rejection of specific 3
] N e
hypotheses are noted in Table kil%ollowing this summary section. , .
«\\\ From ggta, it is evident that the greatest gdins océurred in thé\areas

.

" of academié de elopment. This was consistent when data were analyzed for all

o

subjects an® the parious subgroups. The exception to this were those subjects
N e

N~ ~ o
~ N

o attending day care an reée;ying both Files as treatment ih\a classroom setting.
These fipdings, are ngt consistent with the predictions made by *teackers. The ~ '
. : . . S N ¢ .

n \

_~ . ' .

» . aa——

o : é}¥2 ' L ‘ . .




- . -«
teachers predicting that :children would have the greatest gai}s/ in this area. -
. . . y \

’

-

Lo ! L. 39
. ¢

.

by. self-help (17.9%). }\cademic developmént was fourth with 11.9% of the

LY

.

M

)

. . This tends to rule out the ﬁossibility that teachers were influencing the, out-

. . 1 v
' ~ ¥ Table 22 ‘. ) +. <,
*\—/ * ‘ . ! S B :
™ —paverage Number of Activities Used by Head Start, '
Kindergarten and Day Care Teachers o .
Scale Head Start. " Kindergarten . Day Care ‘
- s ~ . , ~
- . physidhl 45.T e ;a‘—l/.e, 20.4 ;
. t . - . T
Self-Help, ©162.0 - e 196.0 *ro.19.8 0
: : v v , b vt
. A 1 LI N By
: \ gSecial . /7 M§24.8; 2 707.4 103:8 .
T e N |
, Academic 458.4 —~ y 33,2 ¢ ) .92.5 . b
N . o R . .
’ Communication ‘' 325.0 . _247.4 G, - +84.0
, s « . , : - P S
. * ‘v ) > b \ * . ‘i‘
- - ‘. s a

—

+

v

3

)

comes with hidden biases._

o

P

hY

Children participating in programs which utilized the Classroom Files in

a classroom setting had greater gains in 'deirelopment than children in other

v

pi‘ogram approaches. Within this setting, Head Start and kindergarten‘children

had greater gains thg.n day care children., Data presented in Table 22 below
- . Q : .

regarding the number of activities used reveals that day care teachers used

- B |
‘fewer Files' activities than Head Start and kindergarten teachers, which 'may

-

account for less development.

-
' -

. * As noted in the results section, two ‘subgroups of children failed to

achieve™ the expected gains in developmént; children attending a déy care pror

gram réceiving bosh Files
] v

N M M - N % < i N ~ . »\. .
based program receiving.the Day Care and Howe Files. NO identifiable reason '

can be noted for the lack of .deggt;v%opme

oh

(V4

A

'Y ’

as treatment, and children participating in a' home-'

2 4

§

Pl

L T8

- v

LN

nt in (the day, care brqgrcam, except there

.

’
v

- T -t -

°

et faninatal
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* seemed to be inflated scores<nithepretest which resulted in higher predicted

2 . ‘- ' 4

scores.' Teachers rat1ng the children in the’ home—based program tended to rate

(R

Y, a number of chlldren Tower 1n development “at posttestlng than at pretesting.
- v’
The only area of development where these chiIdren,had significant“gains was
S, . L ' - : f.
in acggemic.development; . Tt . - v .-
. T . -~

3

. The conclhsiohs that can be drawn from the data are:
AN .
o
- 1. Children attendlng programs.which utlllzed the Files as a
. \‘lmajor source of currlé’lum did achieve s1gn1f1cant gains
in developmentxln the « five areas measured. ' '

o~

2. Children attending programs providing-instruction in a .
classroom settihg and utlllzlng the Classroom Files had ' {

' overall- greater gains than children: in other pyogram ’ ot

. variations. ! . '
3. ‘Pe greatest galns in deve&opment occurred in those pro- i .
-, grams’ which utilized the Files' activities on the .average - .
' , moré than other programs.Q . s
. -~
P 4. There were no differencés in theE%mount of gains made by
males or females. ° . »

S 5. There were differences in the gains of-development by three-=, . -
four-, and five-year olds, with the data indicating that

) .. five—year olds had gains greater than the three's. and .four's.

I 6. .PrograMs utll;zang the Files 1nd1cated they were effectlve

' | _in promotlnggdevelopment in young children and that changes

- had occurred in the programs as g{ Yesult of thelr participation.

Thls Sdmmatlve Evaluatlon Field Test was 1n1t1ated and concluded with

, - " J
NS acknOWledgements that certain, internal problems existed with the research
P oA ‘\ ‘ .
] ﬁe Lgn utlllzed Whether use of the Files or other 1nterven1ng varlables

. ’ » B
e , con lbutedkto the galns in development in the amounts and manner whlch have .

. . -~ [

. been reported may be deb7ted. The field test wasoconducted under cond1t1ons

ilar to those which futuré users w1lI’encounter. It is thereﬁpre recom-~

‘ o . . . e

mended that future users conduct slmllar‘evaluatlons within their own program

- . &

L . L e . .
settings to make final‘determinations as to the effectiveness of the two sets

'

N

® of Files.
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. Scales

Physical

Sel f-Help.
. '~ Social - . & - -
- Academic '
! Communication
-

-than would -be predicted on each of the five develop-

mental scales. -

‘ . Number .
sumoer

v
v

L, PP

-

Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)

v -

T 41
/ h ' 4. : - - - — - - .
¢ -t Y. “‘Table 23 ‘ ,
P o & * \}~ . ,e < V]
Acceptance and Rejection of Specific Hypotheses
v . . v - !
. :\\\\Q : ‘ . _
‘ " Subjects in‘general using either of the Files/will
" Hypothese score significantly higher tﬁ;n would be predlcted
on each of the five developmental scales.
Scales- > . e ' Number ’ Accegted(A)/Rejected(R)
Physical ’ e 1 A
Self-Help . L 2 A N
f" . Social .- © 3, a \
! sAcademic ) 4 ‘A
" Communicatiohn ’ N 5 A .
i ’ - Subjects in general usrng the Classrodm Learning T
. . Hypotheses 6-10: Activities Files will score significantly higher

Hypotheses.ll—lS:

‘ > v

-

Scales

- Physical
Self-Help -~
Social )
Academic .
Communjication . >

PO

Subjects in Head Start prog‘gaé usxng the Classroom
Learning Activities Files wilk ‘score significantly .
higher than Wwould be predlcted on 'each of the flve .

developmeéntal scales.

)

Numbexr® _ °
» -
. : 11
. 7112
— 3 -
—~ ) -14 N
‘, . 15 4

4

e .

<

‘ r- :
. Accepted (A) /Rejected [R)

Hypefheses,16—20:

SUbJects in day ‘care programs usipg the Classrbom
Learning Activities Files will score significantly
higher thanswould be predicted on each of- the flve'

developmental scales.,

‘ Scales -, - Number -
Physical & 16 o
] Self-Help 17,
Social P ’ 18 - @
Academic- (<f"\> 19 1
" Communication o 20 -

o

-

.

Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)




<

Communication . - e

L - Y h

~ R / d )
" - . 42 .
« . <
- _Subjects in kindergarten programs using the Classroom
~ © Hypotheses 21-25: Learning Activities Files will score significantly -
hlghe{ than would be predlcted on each of the five R
developmental scales. . .
‘Scales . ‘Number Accepted (A)/Rejected (R)
/ - s
Physical - *  ° 21 " A
" Self-Help - , "22 - ' A
Social @ . } L .23 . A .-
.Acadenmic : . L 24 L ° A
‘,goﬂnimication - », 25, . . A
y . 4 L
Coe L Subjects in Head Start programs using the ‘Classroom .
Hypotheses 26+30: Learning Activities Flles and the Day Care and Home
~ ) Learning Activities Files in comblnatlon .will-score
significantly higher than would be predlcted bn each .
* of- the_flve developmental scales. . . °
s . Scales . Number ‘h Accepfed(A)/Rejected(ﬁ) ' .
) " ~ 1 lJ ‘l (‘ . "T r ’ ) : ~
_ Physical 8 %&, 26 . . ¢ .- _ R
fgSelf*He}p 27 VN A T
* Social ( T2 - T A .
Academlc . 29 . qﬁw A A, > -
Communlcatlon S 30 . AV ) I
A ’ . ~ . 5 . - ‘
o ¥ Subjecté in day.care programs using the Gladsroom ° ’
_Hypotheses 31-35: Learning Activities F;;es and.the Day Care and Homa&
) *  Learning Actijvities Files:in comb;natlonz will score ‘- i
- g . s;gglflc ly ‘higher- than would be Predicted on each
. P . of ‘the. f%evelopmental sdxles. t .
é" - R ., i td . . . “}h .C‘ -
Scales . v, + - Number - Accepted(A)/Regected(R)
.° | S P -'”"‘*". { o : - .
~ *PhYSlCalC‘ 7 31, ) R
Self-Help o Toe32, .R N . .
* Social g i AP ¢ 33 e R -
Academic T - PN 34 , . R
.35 R .

T
. - ’ -
¢ . “ N
) .
.

. . >. .
Chifdren atteﬁé clhss .one’ day per week and reeb;ve lnstructioQ in the .
C g )

home V1a a hornfe ylsltor.

‘e Y
N

[y

-

classroqm septlng o Py

/
Clggsr and Day Care and Home FLles are used in c

e

~

5

e?binatipn in a




43 -

2
. A . Subjects' in Head Start programs using the Day Care
Hypotheses 36-40; and Home Learnlnq Activitics Files will score s:.gnlfl-ﬂ
cantly higher than would be px.edlcted on each of the
; five developmental scales: . e

-

Scales Number Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)
Physical ; - 36 ] \ R
. Self-Help - . 37 . R . .
Social ' 38 o R~ .o
Acadenmie ™ 39 - A .
g Communication ‘ ' * 40 R ’
- ’ . There willNbe.no s £icant dlfferences in' the amount
Hypotheses 41-45: of galns in deve opment on each of the five develop-, |
‘ .~ .mental scales b&tween males. and females when .eigher of
, the Files are used as treatment variables. £
. . v [ . ‘ N oo
\ . . . . .. . .
Scales- Yol Number * | Accepted (A) /Rejected.(R)
-~ I -“~> . . v
. Physical FEEN . a /
‘ Self-Help S . . A . Lt
Socfal - ‘ ' 43 A . -
< .- . _Acafemic - - 44 ‘- v " A T
AU Communicatiop . | . 4% ‘ ) A
. i .o , ’ . N ’
¢ *+ Thexre will be no s:.gnlflcant differences in the .amount
Hypotheses“46-50: of éns in development on each of the Five develop—-
. mental scales between 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds when.
L Tt either of the Files are used as'treatment yariables.
o : \ Scales N, . Number Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)
o o . 7 P : . . ' . f
Physical ) 46 - N Ruo
ot Self-Help . . 47 i . R . X
' Social ) N 48 . . R -
. Academic . . .- 49 5 R, '
. _Communication o'~ . 50 A R

e . ) . . .
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LEARNING ACTIVITIES FILES EVALUATION DATA

v
~Program 3 )
Teacher . : Pate ' . )
N ° RS , - <
.y . ; . |
Centex Name or Location 3
- : n
. . ) \ .
r 3 l . ,
. ' ! AY
1. Number of years' experience t7aé£ing in: -
) o ‘
Preschool S
" Elementary : , h :
- - '
) Secondary ,
i ’ ’ : . T
, Otheri*please specify o . . . .
. ‘ ‘ : /‘l ’ - - * /
/ . . . ) . /(mw

2. Please indicate the highest. grade or ‘level of. educaélon you have attalneag*

by circling -the-appropriate- number. B ft i v 4;\
\ Elementary/ﬁigh-echool'. 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 %"9 10 11 12 | - ‘
‘ ‘College-Undergraduatew.’ 13 14 15 6 7 N
' College;Gredﬁéte °" , 17 18 19 20 - T . . a ‘ :\
. . e . N

* - r * ,. - '
/3. What area(s) of developméht do you emphasize as mostﬂimporéant for your

children? (Please check one or two. ) . e -
Language (communlcation) -
B v -~
g v O
. Social/Emotional . . . . . .
?  Academic (cognitive) . . . - J R

Physical (gross and fine motor)

-~ ] .
. ) . Self-help-and Habits . ’ g .
Other; ﬁlease explain ! - )
. o . pe
- . N, ~
. - n Cm v
) - - '\ - -
L} ! ‘ - f °
. '
. %
- 4/14/77 : \
. . = ‘
> Y : .
N o




- ?

4. Which Files did you use?
—

Classroom lLearning Activities

. * [
Day Care and Home.Learning Ac([ivities Files
] g

‘ _ , ..
Combination of the.Classroom and Day Care/Home Files

“. -

5. In your judgment, are the Files best suited for:

a beginning teacher with no prior experience?

-

' a teacher with a few (1 to 3) years of experience?
a teacher with many’ '(more.thz:m 3) years of experience? - \\
all teachers, regardless of expdrience?
’ 6. Which method for "selection of activities" did*®gu utilize in planning your
/ curriculum emphatis? . \

AEL'S Lesson Plans with the 14 cluster areas. Lo

v . . -]
. AEL's lesson Plans with the 5 broad area$ of developments

A g

‘Selection of activities based upon ‘a. child's Developmental

N - Profile, that is, empha5121ng weak areas and building on \
1 strengths.

|
" ’ > My own plan based upon spec1f1c procedures. Please explain

i br1ef1y~
i * S .
T } ) s . N B . : ., ¢ N . ) \
7. 1In what larea of deve'lopment do you think your ch{ild“ren will have the greatest
- amount. o owth and deveicpment this year? (Please pick one areap) y
o . «Language (conmunlc;!tlop) , ' .
= v Social/Em tional Ve ' -
. ocia o ona > -
N > 7‘_':-.: _ " .. ¢ - -
~s . 9.pcademic (cogm.tlve)_ . . L
. . « . . : . ) 4 .«
o -~ _+ . Physical {gross and fine motor) .’ . )
LN T :
oo o ,Self—help and Habits ) .
“§ . 2 : : "
R 8. Dpid you part:.c1pate in AEL's evaluation f1e1d testlng act1V1t1e’s conducted
) during Spring, 197672 ) . N
. : b . Yes . No ~
. N —e , _ ~ z
) - :" ) 9.” w? B ,A l
!




@

In the riéht-hax{d column ©
of time or emphasis giyen, on’the average across the program year, to each
of the five curricular areas which correspond to the five scales in the

Develormental Profile. If each area receives equal attention, you would -

put 20 percent in each blank space. If more gnphasis is given to one or
two areas than the others, try to estimate how much more and note the
percentage for each. When .added together, they should sum:to the total

-of 100 percent, which is already noted at the bottom of the column.

LS

. .
/ Chart I

A8
Percentage of Time or Emphasis

i ”Cﬁr\ricula} Area ‘ .

. ’ I ’ (’
PNysical ' ) % )

Self-help %
(. Social . ) . ‘
\: Academic ) %
C.ommunicati::n —_— T

Total = 100 % N

‘

In the right-hand column below of Chart II, please indicate to what
extent the Files were utilized as your curriculum, If the Files' s
Activities were used as your total curric , thep you would put

100 percent in each blank space. If you used the F&es as one-half. )
of your curriculum for each area, then you would put 50 percent in

each blank space. The pei'centag;,may vary for each area, ‘and they can

add up to a total of more or less than 100 percent. - Y 4
, ‘ e
SN ) '
= . Chart II b

Chrricular Area . ° AEL Files' Utilization

. e
Physical . v ‘ %
Self-help ' . ' %

., . ‘
?
Social - b %

\ t .
Academic )
Communicatien

"

-
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3

. competency.
used in obtaining a total.

Program

Y A

Activities Usdge from Files

-

Date

S .

Teacher

Type of Files Used:

Classroom Files

Center

, { Day Care and Home Files

Please record in the blank spages the total number of activities used within each

1f a particular activity was used more than one time, count each time
For example, if C-1-1 was used four times, C-1-2 used

two times, C-1-3 used one time, and C-1-4 used one time, your total number of
activities used for Competency 1l would be 8. :

!

,0
8-

Comp. No. Used Comp. No. Used - Comp. - No. ﬁiéqéﬁrfw
1 21 41
2 22 42
) 23 43
4 .24 . 44
5 - SO — . 45 - -
6 26 ' 46
1w
7 . A 27 . TN N a7
8 - 28 _ \ ‘j:": ﬁ:ig’;‘ 48
I 29 ~ a9
10 . " T30 ' 1 50
11 ’ 31 ¥ 51
.12 32 52
13 33 53
14 34 54
18 35 55 “
16 36 \ 56
17 . 37 57
18 _ " 3 58
19 . 59
e

- e e
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B C . Table 1-D - . <
: Tyt *¥ wtilization of Classroom Files Data
. . .
- . . Mean Average No. . cq s
. : Scale Difference Activities » % Files Utilized

* Academic

‘ 10.8 221.2 45.1
Communication 5‘ . 96 | 345.3 47.9
Social © 7.6 1719 50¢6
Self-Help N 7.6 44.3 '45.9
Physical 7.0 99..4 43.1

[ * } -
T - 'ﬁle‘ 2-D ' - N .
Utilization of Claéiom Files Data S
\ . fo:'c' 'Ifead Start "I‘eachers
Scale Bif?iagnce ' aptivibics.  Piles Utilized
Academic " 10. 4584 ' 60.2
Communication : J1o.3 " 325.0 . 55.8
Physical . 8.8 \. ' 45.1- 49.5
social - 6.2 624.8 58.5,
-Self-Help ) 4.6 162.0 , ° 45,5
- ; .
4
. p
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X ' oL : % lable 3D -
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- ' Utilization of Classroom Files Data ,
g . - for Day Care Teachers
/ ! .
Scale o Mean Ayerage.No.' 3 Fﬁ.es Utilized =
. ’ . "Difference Activities - -
.,  Academic - 7.7 . ' 92.5 . .44.7
[ ‘ ] ° - . - ‘
Social ‘ 6.1 103.8 o 49.1 .
. hd ¥ * - x .
Physical 5.1 20.4 47.7
. 4
) Communication 4.4 - 84.0 ,55.4
, Self-Help 2.0 N 19.8 47.1
. ‘ I ,
H . N i
. - )] .
» 17 .
P °  Utilization of Classroom Files Data
for Kindergarten Teachers ..
\Y " scale . - Mean ) Average No. ' 4 pijes Utilized
Difference - Activities —_— ef,,
¢ . M . ¢ B
. " Academic S 13.2 - 331.2 : 2646
= Social 131 0 . - 707,1 ; 34.4
. P
Communication . 11.1 , 247.4 35.3
. . N — /“,v
,  Self-Help 11.1, 196.0 © 28.8
oo ,
Physical ” 9.1 . 101.6 37.2
. - . L4
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<. Table 5-D — .
L [ ) » L4 .
. » .
Utilization of .Both Files Data for Head Start - ~»
. Teachers in Classroom and Home = . ;
Scale - Mean . '+ Average No. % ‘Files,Utilized ' ’
N Differerice Activities = - \
3 . >
Academic 15.4 59.8 » 37.6 .
- Cotmunicéation ° 13.4 3.1 v, 39.7 ‘
. . q !
Self-Help 6,7 4.1 i . %3.7 ,
Social 6.2 22.1 33.7 .
I - a
Physical ’ -0.5 ‘4.0 32.4 .
. . ‘ 4,
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: ‘ Table 6-D ' ‘ .
Utilization of Both Files Dgta for Day T FI
Care Teachers in a Classroom ’ .
. Mean _ » Average No. Cals ] P -
Sca'le Difference . Activities $ Files Utliige : -
: 7 .

. > . ! . L.
social 1.0 188.6 . 196 .
Physica)l .1 ” 32.6 . 56.3

< e ' ~
Academic ' - .7 253.0 i 96.0 )
Self-Help } - .9 48.3 '56.3 ’
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Communication " 22.0 151.0 96.0
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L’ - . Table 7-D .

Utilization 6f Day Care and Home Files Data for
* Head Start Teachers in a Home-Based Program
. ]

Y

, Séa]:e . ) Mean : ‘A.ve:.rat.gg.No.
. . " Difference * Activities

3

% Files “Utilized

-+ Academic - 14.0 \ 2 -7 100 ° ’
Self-Help 7" .3 17. - 100, -

\ . Physical - T - 1.3 25 7 100
A C :

Social . ~ =~ 5.8 o 174 - 100

Communicatjon © -10.0 ° 109 : " 100
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- SPECIAL ED —its™

-
« Y

Publication for Sharing Ideas:

" Using Aids to tarly’ Learnlng with Special Children - .
Number | : _— Appalachia Educational Laboratory
| : X l ) s - ) ¥ )

. With the passage*of Public Lay 94-142, the Educatioﬁlffo_r‘ All Handicapped Act, ‘

mpre and more children wit}] special needs are being enrolled in publi¢ 3chools.
Most ‘of the pre-school programs in AEL's field-test, including kindergartens, "Head
Start programs, day care centers and childi{development programs, have indicated
that yes, they are éerv1ng *one’ or more ch1]$.ren with. specific handicaps.

-~

I

-
s v

v . [ 4
The Classtoom Files and Home and*Day Care Files have been in the fleld %r orie

year. Teachers in pregrams across the country are using the Files 'in innovative ’ K
ways. All of us at AEL are lnterested to hear how you are using the pre-school
materials. v

-

se

. We've been asking teachers in ou\szield test q'u'estions like these:
. ' ¢ '. ¢ )

N "What do-ycu, do with the special child in your class?:'." .

— - . VA
"Do you use the AEL Files?" "Do you make anfg mddlflcations?" ~‘))
\
~ 4
. . )
"Do you use speci‘], materials or s_pecial activities?"

- -

Some of the answers we've been gettlng are included
in tHis publlcati,on. If you-find an idea .here that seems to- -
be worth trying, let” us know how it works for ,you. If-'you, .
have your own ideas ~- original.or borrowed - share them with «
us. If we get enough ideas, we'll write another “Special .

Edits." Send us your ideas today. Write or call: ) ~
. R ‘ N = \ . . ' /~ . .
u Bet'h D ert. .
Appalachia Educational Laboratory .
P. 0..Box'$348 , Lot '

) ) L Charleston WV 25325 . .
) : "(304) 344-8371 , .

\ &..- . .
The trudWpirit of mainstreaming. . .

o

HELEN WRIGHT teaches at a Day Care Certe
,Petersburg, Pennsylvanla. A four-year-old ha:ld
hearing child attends the day care, and although
his expressive language is limit@d to one-syllable
woxds, Helen says he communicates with his body
quite well., He participates in smﬂl group activi-
~ties Quth the other chlildren; and Helen feels that
it is important not to treat him any d:\.fferently \"J‘
than the rxest of the chlldren:/;\ She does\ 1nd1v1dua~
-~ lize after a g;coup activity to be sure he understood.
~ It helps to s:.mphfy the vocabulary of dlrectlons.x /g

~
— W

»
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» Eyes are important for learning. what about the visda1ix,impaired chiid?'

-

CAROL POSTOIN of the Lincoln Head Start program in
Pocatello, Idahd, teaches a child who has cataracts. She
outlines shapes in ‘heavy black so the child. can trace,
copy, or:-color. To.teach cqglors, she suggests using . -
color Iotto cards. (You can maké your own set. Be sure
the colors are very bright. Paste the large color squares
onto a solid background. ) '

What about children with less vision?

- DEBEIE AINDERSON from Cedar Grove Head Start Center
in Hillsboro,. North Carolina, teaches a five-year-old boy
who has no vision in one eyt and can only distinguish shapes with the other. She
‘builds letters and shapes (triangles, circles, squares) with playdough or uses materlals
lik€ felt or sandpaper which are easy to feel. Sometimes, using real objects with this
child helps to get across’ a concept sucH as "half"‘and "whole". - '

’

Do’ other children accept a blind child?

S

DEBBIE used a slide projector - out of focus - to help the children understand
what it's like not to be able to see.. She said the ch11d is well accepted. One of
the reasons may be her. own attitude-~she doesn't treat him dlfferently. The AEL
activities which relate to social deVelopment have especialily helped this particular
visually impaired child. t N g

.Learning to 1ive with a problem - so that itﬂs not one.

., ESTHER STIDHAM is a teacher in the N.O.C.A.C. Head Start program in Defiance,
l ohio. One of the children has & orm of cerebral palsy. After three years in
.the program, the glrl has shown a lot of progress. Most importantly, Esther says,
she }1kes to do thlngs on her own she has learned to be independent.
i ’ J

- . .
- v

At first, the chlid.expected to be helped to go to the bathroom. The teachers
showed her how to get support from a chair and push it down the hall in front of her.
Then she walked (without the chair) by supporting herself along the wall. Now she
walks independently to the toilet. Sure, she, still falls or stumbles ocdcasionally.
But ~ she gets right up and goes on. s C

]

What's an ekample?

Another idea. . .
" ' e
-—_ESTHER had a good idea for snow-bound childrén, too. She sent copies of .activi-
ties from the Files home. So_the parents got into the teaching act when thelr
Uchlldren couldn t get to schoolx -
2 &E:

S E X%
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Language is important for deaf children. . .

oA
¢ CHRIS OLSEN is a teacher of deaf and hard—ot hearing preschoolers in Pocatello,
I 0. _She uses sign language in the classroom. 'Most of the day is spent in building - -
1 guage SklllS hich hearing children usually léarn jus by listening to what-is
happening aroun them. ) .
Chris uses the Files activities to help ih this language development. Here are:
some of her suggestions: . ' '

. ® Don't use the poems, songs, and finger plays . i*@ .
, with deaf children--at least hot very, often. They
can't hear the cadence or the rhyme of the words. It
becomes a straight memory exercise for the children.
And when you think about bt, nursery rhymes use;lots -
. .of words which arg not common and which would bk hard
. to understand—-and the grammar 1s arranged to 'fit the

o Litie
Little Miss Muffet ’ ,‘ I

Sat on' a tuffet,’ .

\ ' . ' ' & [ ]
. > Eating her curds and f ﬁ ef
. whey; y ’ “ :Agﬁs \2 3@ \

® Most'of the activities in C~2, the Ability to
Discriminate by Sound, are not appropriate for deaf
childrén because the ability to hear is a prerequisite. ’ o~
However, hearing impaired children may be able to accomplish Activity C-2-5, "March
to Loud and Soft Music," with Chris' suggestlon. First, help the children learn the

‘concept of the music being "off" and "on" Later, the child might begin to learn )
"loud" and "soft " : .

s

e In C-13-1, the "I Wlsh Game," change the activity to, "Pretend you are . "
Encouragé the children to role play.. "Wishing" is an abstract idea. Many deaf
&hildren don't understand abstractions.

® C-17-4, "Giving Directions to Folioa for Large Muscle Development", should pe
adapted.

- i

4 L}

1. The teacher should be the leader first, to demonstrate for-the chlldren.
(Chrls "slgns" the directions, along with ng1nSPverbal cues:?)

2. Choose the most verbal child to be the first leader. The other children :
will begin to understand what "giving directions" means if they see it done.
3. Give the “leader" three possible dirXections -from-which to choose. The %
Q“\\\‘«‘c}uldren may have dafflculty thinking of one wlthout suggestions.

4. Use thL three-year+<old variation of following a single direction at a time¢
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v .

"When shouldn't you use the Files? Some chﬂdren are too young.
v

‘Two retarded children, who are developmentally about one-year-old, attgnd a
Head Start program in Saxton, Pennsylvanla. SHARON SCHREFFLER educational director,
does not recommend the Files as a curriculum for these 't:hlldren. She' said-they need
more basic "infant" activities™ The teachers—there use the Memphis and Portage Pro-
Ject ‘as guides for 1earn1ng activitles for children who are developmentally too young
for Aids to Early Learnmg. Sharon says that the age variations in the Classroom

Files are helpful in presenting act1v1tles to children wHo\are less severely delayed
-or who are developmentally advanced. -

»

. -

Appalachia
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This publication was produced by staff of the Appalachia Educational
Laboratory, Incorporated, pursuant to a contract(s) with the National Insti-,
tute of Education. Laboratory staff members.are employed as authorities in
varlous profeSSlonal f1eld§t;nd, therefpré, 'are encouraged to pursue new
knowledge and freely state eir views.'?Opinions and other interpretive
1nformatlon reported herein do ™ot necessaflly reflect policies or positions
of the Laboratory or of the Natlonal Institu¥p of Education.

( 7

The Appalac ia Educatlonal Laboratory is 'a private, not-for-profit R & D
corporation dedlcated to the commonweal iission of improving education and
educational opportgnlty in its seven memﬁer-states. Alabama, Kentucky, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Tenneosee, Virginia, .and West virginia. The Laboratory is
committed to principles and practiges of affirmative action and equal oppor-
tunity in both employment and education.
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