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Forewdrd and Acknowledgements

This final report discusses completion of eVeral aspects and.
progress on all other aspects of the ongoing Mar etable Preschool'
Education (MPE) Program effort, and further dbcuments completion of all

'FT 77 scope of work activities. The MPE*Program work has"been supported
bj the National Institute of-Education (NIE), DHEW, lAince 1973, to bring
to fruition and to the public, in widely-usable product forms.s"the .

promise of the successful Home-Oriented reschool Education (HOPE)
experiment (1968.-1971rand its eliperimental demonstrations /replications
(1971-1973) in five Appalachian states.

o

The translation of the HOPE educational innovation into finalized,-
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
institution, and from lithe NIE as the financial ,anal pro rammatic supporter
of the MPE Program. Although the years 1971/through, 977 were often
difficUlt ones financially for the NIE and for the regional 11'& D Labs
sudt. as AEL, it is noteworthy that the I4PE work proceeded without inter-
ruption during this period. This is a tribute to the commitment,
resourcefulness, and frequently the Leer tenacity of those most closely,
involved with MPE since its incepti n.

As,results,at this writing; one product, the Home Vigitor's'Kit,
$ a three-volume prepares and supports the hone -based education

41
J1model, has b published commercially (1977) by th6 Human Sciences Press',

New York, d has been widely'disseminated. Further, rthe Classroom"
Learning Activities Piles, the Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files,
and the `Parent 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 forcommercial publication by
several national publishers who received the "REP.. The,"AEL Visiti Mister
Ro er?:-Paren.W Guide" materials and the Appraisal 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.

Furth ore, AEL is preparing for release in 1978 an eight-volume
curriculum esearch and developmentserieS, "The Early Childhood,Curriculum:,
Ap Empiri lly-Based Curriculum," which, will systematically present, in,a
generalized and replicable manner,.the process by which AEL has translated
the HOPE experiments into the above named, interrelated set of. educational
products, which collectively'are-designated Aids to Early.Learning. Rather
than documenting pfily.the curriculum development process, the series
Conceptualizes the use of empirical evidence in curriculum design And
peeparation.' Simultaneously, it will illustrate principles of empirically- .

based curriculum development via references to AEL.'s creation of the Aids
to Early Learning, including the various empirical studieS which guided

.
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that work. The series,'by reflecting upOn the foregoing p
will suggest for'currioplum developers both generalized qu
they *Should consider in their efforts, and strategies for
tothese questions. This series, incidentally, is being p
the professional effort of AEL staff, 'without specific fun

inciples,
stiong which
aining answer's

epared through ,

ng for these

The ME's- support of the MPE work by AEL, when conside ed from the
foregoing perspectives, will eventuate in digSeminated produ ts.and in
generalized knowledge and procedures.

Dr; Jerome Lord, the CU/rent MpE Program Officer from 's Finance
and Productivity Grbup, has,Contribuied to the successful com letion of
the Program's work by his timely encouragement, counsel, and agement.

, Dr. Michael O'Malley, as the first APE Program Officer at NIE, formerly
helped steer AEL into this systematic product-development cycl
-Mr. Jerrold Sandler, who served as Program Officer between O'M lley and
Lord, participated in the various products' design and prelimin ry
development phases. AEL's Division of Early Childhood and Par- ting
and its regional supporters in the field gratefully acknowledge \the
support of these three persolkets; as well as thelinancial support\of
the NIE.

The staff members who were most extensively involved in the '77
work were: assisting publisher of Home Visitor's Kit--Gotts and B
`dissemination of Home Visitor's Kit -- Barnhill and Gotts; field tes ing df
GAEL products --Lawhon; Spriggs, Sattes, Mays;.and Gottsv editing - AEL
products - -Spriggs and Gotts; continued'development of "AEL Visits ster
Rogers " -- Spriggs and Guthrie; initiating copyright And-placement

,

activities -- Gotts; preparing updated product descriptions--MPE staff
developing guidelines for using AEL products with exceptional dhildre
Eattes; and refinement Of child appraisal meagures--Sattes,' Gotts, an
'Liwhon. 1

-
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FINAD.REPORT

Marketable Preschool Education Program

'Overview
0

Or-

I.

The program work completed during FY 77 under NIE sponsorship was.

6

designed to bring to completion prior activities which had commenced in

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

to this 'report). Specifically, these more remote outcomes of the HOPE

experiments have resulted in the development of (1) Methods of training

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

Classroom teachers, day care workers, and-home visitors, and parent

discussion groups, and (3) modifications to make the_foregoing materials

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

handicapped children. a fourth activity involved (4) developing
. .

and refining appraisal instruments to be used in placing young children in

appropriate learning experiences as would be called for when using the

curriculum materials,referred to 12ibove.

Specific scope of work statements were developed corresponding to these

four identified General work...areas. tech 'scope of work statement indicates

the typos of activities undertaken in FY 7. These are as follows:

1) Assist selected' publisher for Home Visitor Training Package
(HVTP)t,, as I essary, to complete final preparations of the
Package fkpublicationkand distribution. This includes
consultation with the publisher's staff regarding the possible
effects of partidular changes upon the Package's usability
and effectiveness; involvement.in preliminary dissemination
activities to key educational personnel at national, regional,
and state levels (e.g., responsible Title ± & /II officials,

lead Start training directors, applicable perionnel inDHEW
regiOnal offices); give demonstrations of and technical

c

-
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, presentations regarding the HVTP.on a selective basis to
assure maxijmum:awareness and dissemination; and develop
orientation and familiariiation activities to be,used in
introducing the Package to local programs. (AEL has
previously developed familiarization actiVities. The
izrpose of the foregoing is to assure that(.the familiar-

ization procedures might be carried out by persons not
associated with AEL staff.)

2) ConduCt an impact evaluation of the Pay Care and Home Learning
Activities Files aniwthe Classroom Learning Activities Fileslr
with the target population to determine their effects on (a)
user practices in field sites and (b) children4sdevelopmental
progress. 'Attempts will be made to obtain a'limited number of
suitable sites for it act evaluation of the "parent Discussion
Guides."

a) A sample5of participating fie d sites will'be visited=to
verify their methods and acc cy in record keeping.
Familiarization, training, an consultation will. be'

- pioVided to participating programs, as necessary; to
insure adequate program implementdtion. The impact

.

studies will be conducted under field conditions, but
requiring *methods of record keeping whichsufficiently
describe program activities to define the experimental - 't.

11treatments occbrringacross.sites. A,mix of- program types
4

will be selected, based.on QUX analyses i 197 f user
- .1 characteristics, to insure analyzable treatm variations'

that are. hypothesized to be reflected in criterion outcomes.
For example, the mix will include programs which give
greater dnd lesser emphases to cognitive objectives,-,
a1/6Wing analysis of differ6tial outcomes as a function .

ocurriculum emphasis. All program data will be collected '

--
_ _ arid records kept' by local programs with the MPE staff

*)...,
; _

.
,

.

__.:
N prioviding quality control and assuring. uniformity. Analyses

wip All-be completed by MPE staff using information provided . ,

by!thepro4raMs. These circumsiances'constitute an impact
evalbation under field ----conditions. .

-;- n,

aI - _

4
J t

bi 1s0.nning with the final editing specifications for the
4

i.
I

4
Aida to Early ble4ininfthat were formatively evaluated inc ,- .

1976,complete all editing and prepare camera ready copy
in anticipation of placement and disbemination. _ ,,:

-
'The materials prepared under the Marketable Preschool Education Pripgram, as
.a means of translating the earlier Home-Oriented Preschool Education (HOPE'
program into a set of specific products, now include the Home Visitor
Training Package, theMliay Care and Home Learning Activities Files, the
CldOhroom Learning Activities Files, the "Parent Discussion Guides," the
Weekly Lesson P],ans, and "AEL Visits Mister Rogers.." 'Collectively; thee
materials are designated Aids to Early Learning (AEL)-.

.



c) Request copyright authorization and intiate placement
activities for the twb sets of Files and the "Parent
Discussion Guides," in collaboration with staff of the

. National Institute of Education (NfE). This work may
include issuing Requests for Proposals (RFP). .

d) Prepare updated product descriptions of the foregoing
ositids'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 receivethese pro4pram/
experiences asa supplement to'itheir other school activities),.
The emphasis of this monitoring will be to obtairi accurate
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 liter revision

. of the manuals that accompany the Files.

4) Refine appraisal instrUment used by programs to determthe
appropriate placement of children. This will be accomplished
by obtaining fnmi programs a s ple,jof their conolete protocols.

;These will be keypunched and s jected,to item analysis leading,
to revision of the instruCtional'initrument.

- .

ice:

The scope of work activities just described were designed to result

the following deliverable products: D

1) Home Visitor Training Package published and being disseminated,

2) Fine], report on impact evaluation of Day; Care and Home Learning
Activities Files, Classroom Learning Activities Files, and
possigiyirParent Discussipn Guides." Report will examine the
materials' effects on (a) user practices and (b) children's
developmental piogressvand suggest future modifications' of
the Files (i.e., a subsequent edition) based on the inipact
evaluation.

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.

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

*All three Iristructional Manuals will tions added on use of
.

the Files with specill Children.



5) Camera ready, final copy of Parent Coordinator Guide.

6) Cimeri ready, final copy of Parent Guide.

Technical Manual including entire ba round of research and
4;41,zdevelopment of the two Files sets u through the impact 1.

evaluation. If impact evakuation is completed for the "Parent
Discussion.Guides" (products 5 and6 above), these will be
included in the Technical Manual; otherwise as,a technical'
foreword to product 5.

8) (Possible, ,dependent on obtaining suitable copyright arrangements)
Request for Proposals issued for each of these, above, products:
3, 4, and 5-6 jointly.

9) Refined appraisal instrument for determining appropriate
instructional placement of children. Tentative name: Appraisal
of Individual Development (AID).

Table 1 indicates the correspondence between the scope of work activities

and the corresponding deliverable produCts.

Correspondences Between Scope of,Work
. Activities and Deliverable Products

Scope of Work Items Deliverable Products .

1

1-4 incltsive

2b, 2d & 3

2c

4

The balance of this report

1,

2

:3, 4, 3, 6 & 7 .

( .

details the FY 77 work

8

activities,. processes,

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

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

'Further background information is contained in three quarterly reports

which were submitted to NIE thfoughotit the year duridg the performance of

the work.

9
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'Assist Publisher of Home Visitor Training.Package

. ;

Initial work 'on the placement of the'Home Visitor Trainin9.Padkage

0
wdb carried out curing FY 76. Duringthat period aRequest for Proposals ,

(RFP) was prepared by the Marketable Presdhool Education (MPErPrOgram

staff for distribution to prospective publishers of the HeiMe Visitor '

5

Training Package. The RFP had been approved4By the NIE COpyright

Administrator and transmitted to prospective publishers bv the end FY 76.

Early in FY 77 final contacts were made with those publishers who had

indicated an interest in bidding in response to,AEL's Request for Proposals.
r

Eventually, with the approval of the NIE CopyrightlAdministiator, Hunan .

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

publish the Package under a give -year copyright authorization. from NIE.

dontraCt arrangements were completed and approved.
.

.

AEL's publication plan was linked to a concurrent dissemination plan.

,The dissemination plan was calculated to create maximum initial VisibilityPA
. r

for thl Home Visitor Training Package among key national, state, and, regional

4

decision - rakers who were responsible for the preparation, super4Iiionland

ongoing training' of paraprofessionals who work.in home settings. Table 2

includes'a categorica listing of persons who were tO be reached through )
.

wd

the dissemination e rt with complimentary sets of.the print materials

portions of the Package. (Th'ke are a so nonrpririt med'a portions of.the

package which were not to be included in the complime to y dissemination.)

Subsequently, AEL contacted the appropriate agencie and professionalorgani-

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

categorically in Table 2. These actual persons comprised the mailing list
' -

for the dissemination activity.'

th)
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'Table 2

Dissemination Plan.

Home Visitor Training Package

.

Projected' , Projected
Number of Copies Recipient

.

.

50 State Director' pf,Child Development
.

50

140

9

State Kindergarten-ECE Supervisors

'State and Regional OCD and CDA Training Personnel,

State Coordinators for Developmental Disabilities

National-and Regional ECEand Parenting
Professional Groups and ECS

e4

'2 Appalachian Regional CommisglOn: Education

40 4 p
ECE PertOns in Major Uiban School Systems

. 1

10:, DREW (OE) Regional Personnel
.

56 He Economics Department,, Nursery SChool
Directors-Land Grant Colleges

A . 0 .,
., p

50 State Welfare Department Coordihators'for ,

Day rare/Training ,-,
..) /

4. I 5 1 , .
1 ..-

SC:s
State Health DePartment,Nursing Coordinator
for Paraprofessional) in Field serykces

, .

sd State Parent 41.iisoilf Committee Coordinators
.

for Title- I- Fetleral Programs

.

50 .

.
-State Affiliates of Day Care and Child Development

(-2---- Council of America ,
,

'3 4 AEL Board Nembeis (These Have Regional Dissem-

40

25

Total: 700,

.

. ination Responsibilities.) . / ,

\ , / .

- ,

AEL irector of Dissemination for Disgeetionary "
Regi al Distribution /.

AEL.Early Childhood Staff for
to.I;ocal Program Trainers-

.- s

"Z:,-%

Limited

,
istribution

.
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-,IAfter .contractual agreements had been reached between AEL and the
.

( -
. i . e

pblisher, they held further joint discussions to determine what final .

\ . ,

:7_...\. '..

revisidhs of format and 15ackaginq should be accomplished to insure thSt the

Package's cost would be accessibleto asmany users as possible. These

economies were effected without sacrificing product appeal. In, general,
/

4
At.

however,-the final, edited text of the Package was used in the same photor,

ready copy form in which AEL had prepared anddpubsequently delivered it

(

to Human Sciances Press. Discussions between the two organizations
. L

,. - 0 - r . e

resulted In'a number of changes, in format and packaging, but none in the
/ 0 .

content of the Home Visitor Training Package. These changes, which are -.,

described below, simplified the Package and thereby reduced the possible

need for separate familiarization/orientation activities.

The Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook and the Home Visitor's Notebook

remained Unchanged, with these remaining tw6 variant formf of asingle

e

W. 4

. ,

volume. That is, all of the pages.within the Home Visitors Notebeok.wers
/

included id the Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook, wIl4reas,the latter document.7

also included additional pages that were assential,only :Ntrainersj- These
.

v ,
: . .

two documents used a double pagination system which permitted printing, in e'

. ,
a single run, the majority of thepages for both documents, leaving:only

a,small suppel.emehtal page run necestary4to create the additional pages
,

.

required in the Trainer's Notebook.. A single change was.made in
. y

bf docrts: all pages were perfect bound and placed in a flexible/cover,.
e , e ,..,

i.e., the loose-leaf format of the field'est versiqn was abandoned in
., -

,....

favor,of creating. a Trainer's Notebook consolidated under a standarT d cover.

The Home Visitor's Notebook is to be-distributed as i standard, three-1101s V,
I

punched, Toose -leaf volume. Accokingly,-tabbed index dividers were printed .

foriinsertioh"be&reen the Notebook's sections.,

=

J_-2 At,1/4...'

'5/

A\

0



- No forret or packaging changes wete made in :the Parent's Noti,

except that its pages were pririted on both sides,to reduce bulk. Aalle

Notebook is loose-leaf, three-hole punched, and ready for insertion in a

standard notebook cover.

-A major repackagin/ job was Accomplished with the eight booklets

' which formerly appeared separately bound under the titles: the Educational

BOM, Testing, Others to Test Ourselves, 'Why Parents Are Good Teachers,

V Introduction to Teaching and Learning, Building, Better Listening Skills,

Developing Questioning Skills, The Art of Respect, and Keeping Your Child

Healthy. Considerable economy was effected by perfect binding these booklets

together as a single volume with a flexible cover. To accomplish the fore -,

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

to adjust"the page sizes to a common overall size. This was easili accom-
/

Plished by photo-reduction, when necessarit for all d the booklets except
4

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

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

)
Mate rials, while the origine4,,,booklet titles\Tere retained as section

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

respective sections.

The fin4 package of print' materials ,consists, therefore,.of.the three

, -
.

.
. .

.tvolime set: Home Visito'r's Notebook (Home Visitor Trainer's Notebook variant),

Parent's Notebook, and Home Visitor's Resource Materials. The Series
I

collectively is called the Home Visitor's Kit: raining 'and Practitioner
. r

Materials for Paraprofessionals in Family Settings.` Sets of the three'
z

volumes were wrapped in a tough transparent material for shipment to t4e '

z

r ,

dissemination recipients.

Z"

- r

.=11:111171MIP.
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'HumantSciences Press completed pUblication of the Home Visitor's Kit

during FY 77 and shipped the dissemination copies to AEL for actual ,

distribution. ,Earlier, Human Sciences Preis had contacted the prh:pective.

isserdinees by letter, using address labels supplied by AEI,: The letter.,

pprised the disseminees that they had been selected as a part of an overall

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

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

to receive the materials. They were' also asked to reply if they knew of

other persons their, state or office who should be infoimed of the

materials. These responses came directly to AEL and resultedin changes

In the a%a1 dissemination list'. In October 1977, the actual dissemination
.

shipment was completed to approximately 680 perdons as a part of the FY 77

work. In several states a single person/Was performing .the duties of two

or sometimes three of the role persons identified in the categorical

listing (Table 2). It eventuated, however, 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
ti

numbers of copies tended to cancel one another. The result was 'a virtually

complete diSsemination of all copies' which had been bulk peirchasedfor this

%

In addition to the print mate als, the AEL- developed Home Visitor

Training Package also included a varie y of non-printdMedia which are used

during the home visitor training exper enbe.

option to arrange for the distributio of these non-
, ,

ciences Press had an .

int media. In

April 1977, Hum'an Sciences Press 'e ererTT option, to not reproduce and :

distribute 1.ie non-print media but rather to assist the distributor by

1,1

4
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4
/

making specific mention, of these materials in the Home Visitor Trainer's

Notebook, i.e., that volume refers the' reader to AEL for furth Information

on media.
0

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

tlibfact that the non-print media had been separately identifies and

P
offered during the RFP bidding process, the Copyright Administr tor granted

AEL permission to continue seeking through infOrmal cIannels t find a

. .

distributor/producer for these materials. The placement of th .non-print

media which accompany the Kit was still in progress at the end of FY 77. ,

To support the initial demand, which would be generted b the dis- \---Ij .
semination activity, for samples of 'the non -print media, AEL p odur a

small supply of filmstrip-casset,p copies of selected media. - pecifically,

AEL reprodUced a small supply of those filmstrip-cassette mat lals which

it had detigned and tested fOr use during the training experi ncet AEL

did not, however, repr9duce copied of any of those non-print terials

, which prospective user/ ould obtain from other sources. Inst ad, page

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

of suppliers from whom all non-AEL produced media can be obtain

4 Field Testing, and Editing AEL Products

The second major activity of the program year was an evaluation of

the Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files and the Olassro m Learnin

Activities Files under typical field conditions._ The scope of ork called

for attempti;g to find suitable impact evaluation sites for "Parent

DiscUbsion Guides." tultable-evaluation arrangements wee made or both

sets of Files; however, because of the great difficulty of desiing a

1-6

.t-
4



suitable impact evaluation for the "Parent Discussion Guides;." this optional

act4.vity could not be accomplished. Further attempts will be made in FY 78

arrange,.at Laboratory expense, for an impact evaluation of the "Parent

iscussion Guides." The following section briefly describes the completed
\./

impact evaluation activities, without attempting to be comprehensive.

A more complete report of the impact 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 separate

document which might be identifiably'indexed in ERIC for persons who wish

to obtain the Ales' evaluation only..

'I
Field Testing the Files

Background. Formative evaluation of the two Lerning Activities Files

sets had been conducted during FY 76. Errata sheetS were prepared to

, 7 ,

/

accompany each Files set, showing essential cchanges, which users would need:
..

.
, -

to observe, based on the formative evaluatidfn. Providing errata sheets alo g

,"
with the impact evaluation copies of the Fil1es sets made it possible for

. i

AEL to use the same printed edition in both the formative and impact testing

activities. The impact evaluation .sought t determine whether the Files

had effects upon (1a) user practices in fiel41 sites and(b) children's

developmental progress; Effects upon user practices were determined from

a variety of informal data collected by AEL during themany contacts which

they had with impact sites. In addition, AEL used an interview and a short

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

data appears in'Appendix A. An AE4 revision of the Alpern/Boll Developmental

Profile was used loy participating programs o collect information on the

Children's developmental progress. In addi ion, the Profile was used by

IU
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programs as an instructional device to determine the children's development&l

Levels, so that they Could be assigned appropriate .learning activities bad

on theii_developmental ages in each of five areas: physic.41 (motor),

self-help, social, academic, and communication., An account of AEL's
. ,

.

revision of the Developmental Profile and its usage in the field test is
.

0

further discussed in Appendix A.

All data were gathered or provided by local program personnel rather

than by AEL staff, under program resource and operating conditions

5-3

which wete generally typical of their respeptive settings. It iS, therefDre,

appropriate to refer to this impact evaluation as a field test as well.

This is importanfr betause the generalizability of an impact, evaluation tor

the expetiddce of future adcptiops of any set of materials depends upon the

extent to which the conditions of the impact evaluation are comparable to,
\

' those ordinarily encountered in the'field. Generalizability in the present

instance appears to be one of the major strengths of this evaluation. It is,

of course,..diffiqult under such field conditions to colldct the same kinds
.

1

and quality of data which one miciht wish, but the loss,of experimental

control seems to live been o set by'both the''-"naturalness" of the field ,

,

conditions and the immensely educed cost of the test. Perhaps one of the

astonishing features of the s y was the willingnesS of program personnel,

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

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

site selection, 13 programs were designated as primary sites and 20 programs
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4

,A secondary sites. (For site selection criteria, see AppeddixA0 The
'

4 >

13 primary program sites were located in Alabama, Michigh, North Carolina,

Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and West. Virginia. Of .these sites,

12eventually were able, to supply all necessary data on ,(131 children's.

progress (Developmenal Profile pretest and posttest), (2) implementation
ti

.
,

of the program (counts and tabulations of the number of times that the
. ,

individual activity cards were selected and bsed), and (3) program character,
/
. ..

,.
. _

istics (including such information as teacher experience and eddcati6nal,

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

Files contra other resources, developmental areas of expected greatest gain,

etc.). Complete data were available for 67 individual users and approximately
: -

800 children from the 12 primary sites in eight states. The following

discussion is based upon these c4terion-selected users'%nly.
j r. 4i

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

sets was inferred from a variety'of formally and informally collected data.

These data led us to believe'that Filet' users (1) become more oriented to

the developmebiai needs of individual children, (2) either individualize

or provide experiences through small groups which have the effect of

individualizing experiences to fit the needs of individual children,

(3) euccessfillly idcorporate the AEL Files into a wide variety of program

contexts including dead Starts/Home Starts, kindergartens., day care centers,

home-visitorroriented programs, and other presCh6o1 program variations,

(4) understand and use the Deveiddlomental. Profile as an evaluation device in

Conjunction with their instruction and perhaps find the proess of program

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

of evaluation would be), because the relationship between the_evaluation

ICS
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and the learning .is mane patently clear tdAbeM, (5) provide for the

'learning needs of mildly handicapped children with the Files simply by
4

using the suggested developmental adaptations while mainstreaming these
N

children in their regular program, and (6) Wish to continue using the Files
Mr

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

as important resources to their work with children.

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

suggested that the children made considerably greater than expected progress

in the social, academic, and communicaton areas of development, while making

greater than expected progress in the physical Amil self-help Areas. Although,
. ,

the conclusions about children's developmental progress were based on highly

,

sLgnificant,differ'nces for each of the five scales, i was necessary to
k . 4,V .

. 1 ff

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

consider that teachlrs, day care workers, and 'home visitors, who. expected
7

their children to experience greater progress in certain areas,
A

may he 1Yeeh influenced by these expectancies when they attempted to

appraise the children's actual progress aslndexed,by the Developmental.

i A
. Profile, a,teacher supplied measure.'

c)

'°` Analyses of teac r eXpi*tacieS. Several analytic approaches were

designed, and the correspondingly required data collected, to permit direct
%. I

' .

examination of the alternative interpretation of the results. Specifically,

for example, data were collected on the actual extent (i.e.,,as determined

from classroom records of the usage counts for the individual,activity

qaeds of the
-
Files) to which teachers used activAties which AEL could...infer

,

---__
.

, .

tended to promote development in each of the five tested developmtal areas.
,

Teachers were median-divided on the basis of these counts into high and low
.



user groups, for each of the developmental areas. The foregoing data

15

were predicted, in contrast zither bases of user c 'lassification (below), to

demonstrate a clealrelation the tested impict results for children,

,provided that the Develo entll rofile was unbiased by the teacfiers'

expectancies. The, opposite resul s would be interpreted as evidence

favoring the hypothesis that' cher expectancy bias influenced coytpletion

.

of the Developmental Profile.

To permit contrasting analyses, teachers. indicated separately their

global (1) estimates of "areas of developmentemphasized", (2)'expectations

of areas' in which "childreh will have (the) greatest amount of growth";

(3) estimates of relative overall "curriculum emphasis" for each of the

five areas; and (4) judgments of the extent Ipercentages) that the AEL

Files, versus other "curriculum materials available to them, were used to

implement the individual classroom curriculum. Users were subsequently

divided into high and low "expectancy" groUps by effecting median splitS,

of the 67 users on each of the four preceding variable sets (and within

the sets for each of thp five 'developmental areas).

Analyses of variance were then performed on the Developmental Profile

*-4-41.

_posttest scores, aggregated by Classroom, based upon groups of teachers

divided into high and low user categories on the basis of both (a) actual
ft

utilization (counts) and (b) the four expectancy variable sets. That is,

the userclassifications into high and low groups were conceptualized as

independent variable classifications which would reveal by their respective

results which were pstiedo-classifications versus empirically effective

classifications. This strategy then employed analysis of variance comparisons
41,

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



levels for the corresponding elements of-the spectjrve Variable 'sets .

es (i.e., physical,_add for each of the five illevel pmental Profild

Self -help, social, academic, and communication),. rUltiMately, this mean't

16

COmparing, for ex'gmple, the F -ratio and probability obtained on'the physical
R

scsie of the, Developmental Profile for classroom users di4ided into high

4 andqcw'groups on the basis of counts and the four expectancy variables4.-

as thgy pertained., to the physical scale utilization or expectancy of
results. Predicted scores (see Appendix A f

'1)
used-as acovariate in each an4lysis

r their computation) were

test scores. The predicted
2

scores had-the advantage over pretest scores-of further correcting for the

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

a single covariate,
s

None of the foregoing comparisons will be presented here because they

.

all fail to reach statistical significance. This,waSN4o despite the fact

that-lievelopmental profile means, when analyzed in tgrma of users classified
4wj

by the direct utilization (counts) variables, most consistentlK showed that

Children in high utilizqion groups experienced greater amounts of develop-

me t than did children in lower utilization groups, across

mental areas tested. The same data further suggested that

.

the five develop-
.

teachers, whose

children'were initially lower functioning within a particular developmental

area, tended to emphasize that area relatively more than did teachers whose

,'

chil en were initially higher functioning on the same scale. The failure
. . .e

'Of these predictably ordered results to
-

attain statistical signifi'allbe,

, particularly in view'of the fact that the foregoing analyses were all

),
',./) performed on aggregated means for Classroom groups, was

aw
pUzzling.

- .t 9
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T9 probe fufther these puzzling-results, n examination was made of

:'the aggregated records for each classrooth of .the five Proffle-scaleS' to
. ,

'.

- learn Whether the failure g',the ,pr eding effects, to attain statistical .

. ,

)..-

significance could be attributed primarily to large amounts of will
.

. . -

group variance for the high and low utilization groups. This inspection
.

.

.
.

.

revealed extremely large within-group variance, such that among low'
!

(

,

,a .-utilization classrooms, for example, some groups of/children made enormous
,

., cr

gainssizthers made slight gains; and others showed even poorer performance

than was predicted fOr them. Similar patterns were found among the indi-

vidual high utilization room's. Furthermore, these/I/A& patterns werei.-------7- '
found for each of the five subscales, although they were more prominent

for the social, academic, and communication scales. It was now apparent

Why the preCeding analyses of variance had failed to confirm d'r disconfirm

clearly the possibility of teacher expectancy bias effects. . The results

had similarly failed to document relationship between extent of tual

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

The inspection of aggregated ,lassroom data (means) had thus clarifies

that the highly significant effects of overall TA145.m.stege upon the children

resulted from highly varied cotbinatioAk of effectsjoatterns, with the

overall tendency being present_for "high developmental gain" diassrOoms

4,
torbutnumber "moderate gains" and "failure to gain'I.classrooimecoMbined.,

Whereas such an array of data was sensitive to overall treatment.. effects,

the same array could not be used successfully 'for a.eauSal analysis of high

versus low utilisation groups., Therefore, no deOitive.itatements,can be

made either about the presence/absence of teacher expentancy. bias or ab

whether high usage was associated with greateti deVelcpmental gains than

low usage for the respective developmental categories. What will be

( 4'

so,

O
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apparent, Moreover, is that for "high gain" classrooms to offset "Moderate

I gain" pluS' "failure to gain" classrooms, thereby producing such unusually

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

' exceptionally high. They were. At times the mean gains for gome classrooms

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 results suggest some

form of measurement #reguiarityferror occurring at the individual
414

classroom evel--which results are not, however, directly interpretable

across the classroom units in terms of teacher expectancy bias effects,

as were reasonably measured in this study.

a

i

Hence, while there was.no compelling evidence to su4gestia practitioners'

expectancy bias in the completion of the Profile, AEL's attempts to rule out

thi4 possibility were also inconclusive. AEL desires to conduct addition

investigations of the consistencies/inconsistencies with which classroom

practitioners completed the Proale across occasions, in order to throw

more light on this issue. Program Officdr approval will bit sought from NIE

to perform this work during the grant period of FY 78.. In the meanwhile,

the substantial developmental progress reflected by the children, who

participated in activitiep drawn from the AEL Files, can only be interpreted
)

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

average, perceive their children as, experiencing marked progress. Additional

analyses in FY 78 may permit more definitive concMions., Another anticipated

outcome may be a contribution to the methodology of studying developmental

gainson teacher-completed instruments.
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...Editing Aids To Early Learning ),

Editing was completed during FY,77 on the following Aids to Early.

,Darning productS: Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files, including
.

their Instructional Manuals; Classroom Learning Activities files, including

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

and Parent Coordinator Guide). All editing was completed based on

suggestions
iP

and recommendations from the formative evaluation and other

sources. In addition, further editing was performed on the "AEL Visits

4
Mister Rogers-Parents' G ides," althopgh these were not to have been

finalized duriS1 FY 77, nor were they. Further work compiled on another

Aids to Early Learning product, the Appraisal of Individual Development

Scales, is discussed in a later section of thi4eport.

two Files sets' Instructional Manuals were further revised'to

reflect results of an analysis -how the Files might be usedto serve the
, .

. ,

needs of special populations of chi dren (i.e., handicapped children and

others of elementary school age who receive these program "periences as a

complement to their regular school activities). The procedures,' by which

these recommendations were compiled for exceptional children, appear in a

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

accompany the Aids to Early Learning products.

Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files

Editing the 1:%y 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

160 users' reactions provided during the Spring 1976 formative evaluation

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

2,1

0

.`t
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compiled.for each activity card and headed with its identifying number.

The 16g contained all user comments which had. been made with specific

reference to that activity. These remarks included recommendationsfor

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

because pf (1) age-ipappropriateness; (2) ,difficulty of obtaining the

reqUired materials; (3, activities did not fit into the curriculum emphasis

41 of a program, the'background of the children served; or for other reasons

which users might iaentifY. Other remarks were provided by users regarding

their successful experiences i using the activities. In yet other instances,

fel.users made neitrecommendatio s for the use Of particular activities, based

on variations which they had tried successfully. Taken as a whole, these
t

1

user remarks provided the MPE staff considerable specific guidance for the
..

i
final editing of

-
the activities. -During

q

FY'76, an editor, who was then on

the MPE prepared recommendations for final editing, which further

took into acc ntMinorsstylistic'variations among the activity cards

themselves, so that the\final set'wou41 display a uniformity of both format

and writing style. Further comments had been retained, from the design and

'initial development, period as well, from consultants who reviewed the entire

Files set. Additional comments were obtained during FY 77 from a small

sali0].e of.psers who had become highly experienced and proficient in using

the Fiies. All of this information was taken into account for each activity.

, The intent of these processes was to reflect accurately in the final set the

concerns and constructive recommendations of users under actual field

conditional in a variety of early chirdhood program settings, and to produCe

a final edition of sufficienyy uniform quality that it could be used as
41--

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

2
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\
proCess was further intended to create a relatively permanent record of

the various steps and inputs which 'nffuenced 'the final form of each
r

indiVidual actiVIty, co plete'and reviewable account pf the

. .
editing process was created thereby.' Field test evaluatiOn of prelithinary.,

artwork' used on the dividers and*worksheets of the two Files sets suggested
.. .

--.... . .

thatAhe initial inexpensive artwork was ineffective and had a negative

IMpact on'some users. Specially designed artwork was, therefore,.commisSioned

-)'
.

. t

for.bOth Files sets, permitting the artwork to be placed on the corresponding
,

,

numbered divider cards of the-two sets. Reactions tp the new artwork hake

been highly positive. The new artwork further more clearly conveys the

concepts underlying the 59 child competencies, thus aiding new users to

grasp mor easily what each.Files section is about.

Clas room Learnin Activities Files
0

I

The editing of the Classroom Le rning Activities Files progressed

along lines parallel to those for the DaysCare and Home - Learning Activities

Files. Parallel data were available from all of the sources that were
t,

identified above for the other Files 'bet. During the formtiveevalu on,

substantially more than 106 teachers pviewed and

the individual activities, while ttiey were ini,pe

with the children in their own respectiire program

tede recommendations on

process of using them

settings. Six highly

experienced users further reviewed the activities reflectively during

Summer,1977 after their programs had\ended for the year, Seeking by this

latter review to identify possible redundancieS or weaknesses among the

individual activities as sets so
;
that the total number of activities could

.
.

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

exceptional children were i
...e

ncluded .ip the, same manner as for the Day Care

r 2b

. 9

1.)

As
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_> and Home Files. Final editing of this Files set was completed using all

available data sources for eacii`activity. Any possible copyright infringe-

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

',copy achieves a uniformity of format and style, such that the final draft

could serve as photo-ready copy for use by the publisher if desired. the

Instructional Manual for thiS Files set was edited and given a final outside

review to insure uniformity of style between the original materials and

*

those which had been incorporated relative toexceptional children.

Especially prepared artwork was incorporated into the'Classroom Files in

keeping with recommendations from the field test.

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

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

theless, from outside review to be thin in some respects in content and
4 /

process orientation to serve mor& than gs initial resources to parent

discussion groups. The two volUmes comprisiAg the "Parent Diicusgion Guides,"

Parent Guide and Parent Coordinator Guide, were, therefore, rewritten and

edited to provide further depth which would-permit the Guides to serve as

continuing resources during the later stages of group development and
fr

'1

intera tion. Final photo7ready copy was completed in preparation for product.

placemen with a publisher.'

"AEL Visits Mister Rogers." In late 1975 AEI.'/ Division of Early

Childhood and Parenting reached an agreement with Family Communications of

Pittsburgh, producer/distributor through PBS of the Mister Rogers' Neighborhood

series, iegarding usp by AEL of the television series as'a part of their

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

of its (1) thematic content, and (2) relationship to the 59 competencies

2
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used in the AEL curricUluM. The television broadcast was to be used in

conjunction with-the printed materials as one cothpoient of an overall

instructional strategy that also relied upon home visitation and ,classroom

group experie;Nt&s for children. Early childhood programs participating in

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

to use the Mister Rogers' Neighborhood program and printed support materials.

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

These gtides were'titled "AEL Visits Mister Rogers-Parents' Guide." These

were disseminated in advance of broadcastg and used by parents whose children

attended local programs which were participating in the field test of the

Aids to Early Learning. Each four7page field test publication consisted of

a general message to parents, a synopsis of each day's programs YOr the

week, and correlated learning activities for the parent to grange and, carry

out in the home.

Unlike .the three completed products described above in this section,

"AEL Visits Mister Rogers"'was still under develOpment during FY 77. .In

. 0

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

relating :4,94future prospeCts for dissemination and utilization of the

materiais. Based on extensive discussion during early FY 77 between both

key regional decision-makers and program personnel from field-test sites

which had used the "materials, AELwas able to conclude that the development

of the materials should be continued,but that'the exact method of whereby

they would bq distributed, should be further investigated, With Program and

Contracts Officers' approval from NIE, AEL modified the timelines for the

preparation of the materials to permit further exploration of the complex

-dissemination issue. It was necessary concurrently to hire a combination

--2 CS

V
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Writer-video program analyst on a part-time basis to view the remaining

cassettes and assist with writing the synopses.

In April, 1977 Dr. Jamei Laffey, reading specialist at Madison College,
4

Virginia, was engaged to analyze,a sample of the "AEL Visits Misted- Rogers"

ta.

materials for readability level and interest, as related to the intdnded

audience. He applied 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 determined that the
r o ),

readability of the printed materials ranges from the fourth through seventh

grade levels, He found further that the materials relate well to the
_

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

and page layouts.

Duriiig the second quarter of FY 77, MPE staff performed an,extensive

survey of possibliloutlets for the delivery of such a weekly publication.

These contacts included educational television station managers, publishers

of edlicational materials, and persons familiar with procedures for syndicating

printed materills, i.e., through serial publications. Among.the groups
. -;

contacted were the individual members of the Laboratory's Early Childhood /"

'Parenting Task Forcerand through them relevant state level ETV personnel,

the education component of the Appalachian Regional Commission, the
4

Association for Instructional Television, the National Congress of Parents

and Teachers, and the Parents as Resources group. The advice from all

members of these groups,,Who reviewed the prospect of distribution for

,these materials was that there exists no established delivery system
A
/

which is capable M disseminating this type' pioduce to the target

population. Therefore, MPE staff decided to seek a change in the scope
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of work for these materials,; i.e., to discontinue the plans for iipmediate

production of the materials and insteAkto undertake this on a more

extended timeline. This change received Program Officer and Contracts

Officer approval. Fiscal year 1977 funds were in consequence expended

only for the above-mentioned review processes, foz actual viewing and

preparation of competency-coded and thematic information regarding the
*S.

r?

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

Communications of all resulting program synopses. All activities, such

as linking home learning activities to partiqular synopses or typesetting

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

disposition method(s) for this prodUct.

The accomplishments of the year may be summarized as follows:

Broadcasts have now been viewed, coded, and summarized, and synopses have
.

. ,,
_

been preparedto accompany all 92 weeks of the Mister Rogers' Neighborhood

series. Each synopsis has been critiqued by a member of the Family

Communications staff, MS. Barbara Davis,, for accuracy, of content and

philosophical orientation to the original broadcast The progress

and accomplishments of FY 77 and the Issue of determining an effective

'product delivery method were discussed at a joint meeting involving

Fred Rogers, Barry Head, Basil Cox, and Barbara Davis, all of Family
:2

Communications and Edward Gotts and Alice Spriggs of AEL.on September 23,

1977, in Pittsburgh. These participants concurred that the dissemination

of printed support materials to acdompany Mister Rogers' Neighborhood

broadcasts in thefuture should be packaged and distributed by means

other than weekly publications. The consensus of this conference, based

on a consideration of the inputs of the many experienced persons and

groups previously cited, was that these two, possibilities should continue

r

ti
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to be explored for disseminatio : a single volume publication and/or

newspaper syndication. In view f the new work being pursued by MPE

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

require additional resourcig an extended time, should be completed

in parallel with, but net at the'expenseeof, the research activities being

undertaken in FY 78., The MPE staff member who has been most closely

associated with the devel I ent ¢f these materials has expressed an

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

irofessional responsibility n assigned to NIE grant or contract activities,

1and AEL has agreedto support
4

ese activities from private funds to the

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

typing, consultation, editing ervices, and for miscellaneous expenses.

The completed set of synOpse8iis being delivered at this time to the

.
National'Institute of Education (NIE) to accompany the printed weekly

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

AEL would welcome an opportunity to present a briefing to any interested

persons at NIE regarding the interesting finding of a complete gap in

existing dissemination mechanisms for distributing printed serial support

materials to accompany educational programming on television; and to review

.

the plans and prospects for bringing this product to a final completed form

under the plan briefly mentioned above.

Appraisal of Individual Development Scales. The Appraisal of

Individual Development Scales (AIDS) is another of the Aids to Early
It%

Learning products which was under development in FY.77. It is mentioned

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

31
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.

experimental edition of this product hSa beeh submitted to a preliminary

#Xperimental analysis. This test has demonstrated that the work is worth

continuing, and enough is known at present ab yt the AIDS battery to .

justify experimental use during FY 78 of the next edition of the Scales.

Technical Manual. A Technical Manual was prepared to document how

the Aids to Early Learning were designed, developed, and tested. This

Manual contains technical information that will be of value to prospective

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

4 set of Aids to Early Learning materials is organized and fits,togetheE,

and lb) a more in-depth perspective on each productls,design,*creation,

and testing than is afforded within the various products themselves or

their accompanying user manuals.

Copyright and Placement Initiation Activities

Using new guidelines for initiating Request for PropoSals (RFP), which

were prepared by the NIE Copyright AdMinistrator, AEL prepared a sample

cover letter and Request_for Proposals for the commercial publication of

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

Activities Files, and the "Parent Discussion Guides." These were reviewed
'444,

by NIE, modified, and approved for issuance. They were mailed 0 53

prospective publishers on August 10, 1977. BecaUse the liSt of publishers

which was prepared by NIE was undergoing revision at the time, AEL compiled^44'

its own list of apparently qualified publishers in ad;ance of mailing the
*

RFP's. The RFP's and sample Materials, which went out at that time, were

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

several pieces of this mailing by some priority lower than firsttlass,

32s
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4. . ,, -

judging from reports by ppblishere' representatives that they did not receive-

. , , . .

the mailing in some instances far several weeks and even Linger. An-original

deadline of October 10, 1,977, tad been'set to provide those submitting

proposals with60 'clays from the mailing time. When the d lay was dis -'

/IL

covered, the Copyright Administrator's consent was obtained to extend the

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

by tb initial deadline, that it was their inteht to provide some response.

All prospectiv,e publishers who had received the original RFP were sent a

n Sept er 19, 1977, notifying them of this extension of date.

4 Exceptions to this were that the second mailing was not made if AEL had

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

in business at the last known address, or if a publisher had already

responded by indicatin at ese materials were outside their line of

work or marketing capacity. is product placement work was still in

progress at the end of FY 771 and was carried on as one, of several ongoing

activities during a 60-day.no additional cost contract extension through

November 30, 1977. It is anticipated that responses wi,S1 have been received

by December 1, 1977, and can be reviewed to determine e qualified, success-
,

ful bidder(s) for commercial publication oft these three'aeparateproducts.

Update Aids to Early Learning Product Descriptions-

Product descriptions of the foregoing Aids to Early Learning were

updated to reflect results of the formative evaluation and of the prodUct0'

current status, relative to impact.evaluation. ' Further, the product

descriptions discuss the publication, pending publication, or other

means of distribution/availabilityfor each of the Aids products..
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: Guidelines r Files'
/'
Usage with ceptional'Children

1,1

The elastroom Learning Activities Files were reported by the

participants in the Spring, 1976 formative evaluation field test to be

psable with handicapped Children. Thirty-four of fifty-seven teachers
r

who completed iraelltsahtion questionnaire had at least one childwith
i

special e1ucational needs. Twentp-three\ of the thirty-four teachers used
%

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

children. Those-who used them less tian one-half of the time gave the

following reasons:

1
Activities tdo deVelopmentally advanCed (4 teachers),

.

Lack'of sufficient teacher-ilfeparation time
(5. teachers), and

.

Files not specific enough to performance, objectives
{1 teacher).

Similar evaluative data were collected fOr the bay Care and Home

Learning Activities Files. Fifty -ore teachers reported.having at least

one handicapped child in a home-baSed or center program. Thirty-four ,

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

3/4" or "over 1/2" of the time. The primary reasons given for not using

the Files with this special population were as follows:

The child was developmentally below two years of age.

The teacher did not use the Files with any students,
due to a lack of planning and implementation time.

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

eleven programs serving handicapped children. A

During the summative evaluation, 1976-77, AEL more closely monitored

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

3
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in each of the Instructional Manuals a section loh)"Modifications for

Children with Special Needs." A letter of inquiry was sent to every

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

coMpleted and reined to i,EL.

A folloW-up telephone call was made to each teacher of a handicapped

. child Through a,teacher interview, AEL obtained informationoaiiout

modifications of activities that users made. Many teachers responded-by

saying that no adapt tions were necessari,*if the child was at least

developmentally three years old. In some instances it was evident that

the teacher was not individualizing for the children; however, marry 1.

teachers offered creative ideas and seemed pleased that their ideas were
0

considered important. A publication, "SPECIAL ED-its" (see Appendix B),

based on preliminary information from,fceld test teachers, was sent, to
. ,

irg°%,
each of the Files' users. It was favorably rec eiVed; consequently, the

"Modifications" sect)ion of each Instructional_ManUal contains similar

suggestions in greater detail.

.

The pritary -- a d a p t a t io n sns-to

the special needs of individual children, were identified as follows:t

cons

1) Developmental delays and language- delays,

2)' Physical and health-related handicaps,

3) Visua' impairments,

4) Hearing impairments, and

5) Emotional or behavior disorders.

ft addition to suggestions from the field, preschool curriculum

0,
is provided information on adaptations and alternate .curricula

Q.

for -each of the areas of special concern. Three professionals in the field

ti
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NAME OF PROGRAM:`\

ADDRESS:

et*

( CONTACT PERSON:

TELEPHONE NUMBER:

(Please correct the-above information,,if necesSary,)

Approximate number of handicapped

( 31

children in program by primary.exceptiopality:-,

. blind orvisually impaired

deaf or hard of hearing -'

.orthopedically impaired

learning disabled'(diagnosed)

emotionally disturbed or behaviorally disordered

trainable mentally retarded

developmentally delayed
moderate language delay,

Please indicate below any other
listed above:

116.

(including culturally disadvantaged, mild. to
educable mentally retarded)

area included in your program that is not

, .-
.

Please circle "Yes" or "Ne for the following statements:

The teacher(s) of the above children:

are using the Classroom Files,

are using the paz Care and, Home Files. :

f

'pp

z.

would.be willing to be interviewed regarding the
of the Files with the exceptional child; If-ho,
given:

use
reason

would like some consultation regarding th
Files with the exceptional child.

t

36

use of the ->

Yes No

XeS

c
Yes NO

Yes

c

'

/

0
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of early childhood special education from outside AEL critically reviewed

the suggested modifications. Additionally, a' state directorof 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

32

that the modifications werean appropriate and necessary supplement

the Files. The suggestd modifications or adaptations of Files' usagt\ were

then final edited to include most of the reviewers' comments.

The orientation of this, work in the beginning was primarily to

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

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

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

made for the Day Care Manual to simplify wording, whe're necessary, and
. ,

to eliminate sp

\cific references to-the?' Classroom Files' activities.1Fur er editing was done by an outside editor consultant to emphasize a

home visitor-parent orientation for inclusion in the Home Visitor Manual.

0

Refine Appraisal Instruments for Placing Children

AEL has worked with two child appraisal batteries throughout the

process of developing the Aide to Early Learning. The first battery is

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

Ptaiile by Gerald Alpern and Thomas Boll. The Profile indicates, the status

of children's deveropm t in these five areas: physical (motor), self-

help, social, aoiade c, and communication. As a first approximation 9f

. a curri ulum-speci is instrument, the Profile appeared grossly to relate

to competency development orientation used in designing the two Files

ar,



sets. It waspossible at an early stage of the project to indicate the

33

approximate correspondences between each of the five scales of thp Profile

and, corresponding competencies, such that the child's status oneach of

the fivebscales would provide reasonable guidance to a teacher, day care

'worker, or home visitor about the developmental age level of activities

which might appropriately be tried with the child from the corresponding

competency-related sections'of the Files. These matches were reasonably

Adequate for better than two-thirds of the competencies and only roughly

approximate for the remainder, indicating in a few instances only that a

particular compet was probably most highly correlated w

developmen

area,

given

area, even though it did not,properly belong within that

absence of a curriculum-specific instrument that had been

tested, these identifiable correspondences permitted two kinds of
, .

acti i,es to go forward: (].).teachers could use the Developmental

Profile to make appropriate assignments of activities to children and

i2) AEL could establish an approximate correspondence between the

curriculum materials and the effects of the program experiences upon

children by using the Developmental Profile ifta pretest /posttest manner.

Bec $Tuse the Developmental Profile had previously been completed b$ 4

interview methods primarily and was validated in this manner, AEL't

intention to have the Profile completed directly by teachers, day care

workers, and home visitors, who might call upon parents for information

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

used in this manner. These studies were carried out during the formatiye

evaluation of the Files in Spring, 1976. Those items in each of the five

4i/6a-ns Which operated appropriately as age discriminators betQeen younger

3d
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and older children and which intIrcorrelated with_bne another as a set,

producing satisfactory internal consistency reliability, were retained

within five scales of the AEL modification of tie Developmental Profile

et34-

(see Appendix A for further information on this work). This modifications

of th Profile was the instrument used by program users and AEL.during'

t

the pact evaluation field test for the purpOses previously identified.

TheDevelopmental Profile was further used in the validation of a

curriculum- specific appraisal instrument as described later in this

section.

Fall, 1974, concurrently with' the destign.of thg_two Files sets,

AEL began work on a curriculum-specific battery of scales which would

provide a more exact match to the purposes of the Files sets. This

battery was envisioned as being both of greater value to program users,

for making assignments of activities' to children arid 'of greater sensitivity

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

the )at ery proceeded slo y throughout the ensuing period up un't5,1 Fall,

1976, resulting in the creation of a preliminary battery called Appraisal

of Individual Development (AID) Scales. This battery is designed to measure

children's progress in 14 developmental areas corresponAlto 14 clusters

subsuming the 59 .competencies used in the Aids to Early Learning materials.

Table 3 below shows approximate correspondences between the developmental

areas and the respective clusters.

Table 3

toxnpetencies Clusters Resulting From Combining of 59 Competencies

Cluster
Number Name 6f Cluster (Competency #)

.

Developmental
Profile Match

,1 Gross Motor (1)

3J

PhysiCal

,
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Table 3 (Cont'd.)

.35

t.

Cluster
, Developmental

Name of Cluster (Competency #)Number Profile Match 4,

4k

2 Hand-eye Coordination (2,3,4,5) ACadeMic.

3 erception (8,7,8,9,10)

4 Indepen ence(11,12Y Self-Help

Not reprebented

5 ' Social Maturity (13,14,15,16,11;18, Sofial
10,20)

Social ,Relating to Adults (21,22,23)

7, Attention Getting .(24,25)

r Self-Concept (26;27,28),8 1 Not represented

Biotional Expression:029,30,31) I trcnepiesented

10 Fantasy or Imaginatiori (32,33) - Not represented

11 Rejppondirig to Environment (34,35,36,
37,38,30)

.

Not represented,

12 Language (40,41,42,43,4405,46,47,48)1 Communicatio

13 Conceptual Develoa.ment (49',50,51,52,

53,54,55)
.

14 Number Concepts (56,57,58,50)

'Academic

O

Academic

The AID Scales were therefore, seen ultimately as ieplaceMents for the

use of the Developmental Profile or AEL's revision of it. ,Further, the

AID Scales would become a part of the curriculum materials so that iers
(45

of the Files would have available a criterion-referenced progres

measurement device along with the Files sets.

An initial validation study of the AID,Scales was carried out during

FY 77. These results are mentioned only briefly here, because the work

is still in, progress and will continue .for probably two additional years

O
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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 edition of the AIDS.

AlthoUgh the Manual was not expected to be available at this tithe, the

preliminary draft is provided to NIE along with this final report to

document progress. 4P

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 consistency reliability analyses

have been performed on the AID Scales, using results from the AEL observer

as one data set and the pooled results from eight teachers as a second

data set. Interhal consistency coefficients of approximately the same

magnitude were obtained for the respective Scales from the specially

trained observer,and from the teachers. Further, essentially the same

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

Satisfactory internal consistency coefficients were obtained from both

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

lower than hoped for internal consistency were generally Scales which,

by their nature, were designed to measure characteristics 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 these instances. Further

study will be required of this.

°The AELJobserver and the teacher group also. completed the unrevised

Developmental Profile for the 89 children. Future validation work IA
:emphasize correspondehces between children's standings on the five scales
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of the Developmental Profile and the approximately 14 satisfactory
o

ihternally consistent scales of the AIDS battery. Other studies will

focus
.

on the presumed factor structure of the two batteries cc tined to

clarify the construct validity of the-AID Scales.

_AEL will find it`possible in connection with its HOPE _Follow-Up

'study during FY 78to gain further validation data on the AID Scales.,

,Requests for continued specific NIE funding of the AID Scales' further

development is not, in any case, envisioned within 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

outside support for this work from NIE and other sources:

37



Appendix A

A SUMMATIVE EVALUATION OF THE
AIDS'TO EARLY LEARNING

1976-1977

0

by:

Del A. Lawhon
Division of Early Childhood/Parenting

ci Appalachia Educational 'Laboratory, Inc.
Charleston, West Virginia 25325

October 1977

43

oet



TABLE Or:CONTENTS

Page

Introduction 1

Purpose y 6

Limitations of the Study 8

Collection of Data 11

Programs and Subjects 14

Analysis of Data 16

Results 19t

Total Subjects 19

Classroom Files 22

Head Start -- Classroom Files 23

Day Care--Classroom Files ... 26

Kindergarten--Classroom Files 27

Head Start--Combination of Files 29

Day Care--Combination'of Files in Classroom 31

Head Start,' Home-Based--Day Care and Home Files 32

Age and Sex Analysis 34

Utilization of Files 35

Impact on User's Practices 36

Summary of Results 38

References 44

Appendices 45

A: Learning Activities Files Evaluation Data

B:. Activities Usage from Files -

C: Actual and Predicted Development for Field Test Subgroups

D: Utilization of Files Data

4

4i



Introduction

The Aids to Ea].#4,4y Learning (AEL) materials, i.e., the Classroom Learning

Activities Files and the Day Care and Home Learning 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 five-year-old children. HOPE consisted of three components: (1) daily

?

30-minute television lessons broadcast into the home, (2) weekly home visits

by paraprofessionals who demonstrated to the parent. how to teach the child,

and (3) group instruction provided once each week in a mobile classroom.

This program was field tested 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',
0

and Rlidolph, 1971). Since 1971, subsequent research based uponthe philo-

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

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

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

could produce these competencip in young children, and (c) identify an opti-

mum mix of learning, activities for preschool children of diffkent developmental

ages.
4

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

4
16 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

identificationsof 59 competencies applicable to children by the age of school

4)
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entrance. In a related conceptual activity, general goals, perfo

statements, and criterion statements 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

five years of age, respectively. A national panel of child developmeueSd

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 activities became the models or

examples from which the Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care

and Home Learning Activities Files'were developed.

Third, a study of children'siplay,'" via an extensive literature search

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

activities of children associated with particular competent es. From these,

, judgements were made concerning children's readiness for learning of par-
(

ticular competencies and competency clusters, and determinations were made

of the optimilm mix of competency-related learning activities for developmental

threes, *ours, and fives,.

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

tants. Each activity was systematically reviewed and critiqued to assure

that the end product would be bases upon-all previous research findings and

most of all usable by the practitioner working to promote develorent,in

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

mately 900 activities each, designed for chi1dren of differing developmental

age.levels.
"*3

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

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

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

46
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1975-76 was to collect data to "Prepare final editing specification. . ."

To accomplish this the following objectives were established.

1. Usability'. To determine whether the Files were usable in
various program settings.

2. Content: To determine appropriateness of the content of
5-J;FTIYes.

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

Forty-four programs in 14 different states responded to the Division

of Early Childhoodsolicitation for field test sites. The 14 states were:

Alabama, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,

Pennsylvklia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virgi ia, West Virginia, and. Wisconsin.

Program types included Head Start, day care, indergarten, handicapped, and

nursery school/child develoiment. Program var ations included center based.,

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

classroom teachers and 118 hope visitors, and approximately 5,055 children

participated in the field test.

To determine the usability of the Files in the various program settings,

. ,

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

field test, _potential users were, instructed to record the number of times

each activity was used and to record any comments about the activity deemed

A

necessary. These usage data and written comments were collected at the end of

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

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.

*
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In order to determine if the content was 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 mentioned

methods and analyzed. Specific items from the evalution form and written

comments received more weight ineeking this determination.

The foilr pr educes for collecting data were also utilized in determin

ing the age appropriateness of the Fil

"Age Variations" noting how each child,

Each activity contained specific

velopmentally, would perform, and

react to the activity. In some pro4a4s there was homogeneity of age, and

in others heterogeneity of age. More weight was given to comments regarding

age-appropriateness in these detetainations.

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

the following conclusion to be made. The Classroom Files were most usable in

kindergarten, d y care, Head Start,and programs for the handicapped, and less

usable in nursery school and child development_programs. The Day Care and

Rome Files were found to be more usable in home -based programs and less usable

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

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

curriculum.

The content of the Classroom Files was judged tote quite appropraite

with only minor alterations and revisions deemed necessary. progiams with

differing philosophies and emphases had little difficulty adapti g and
0-

using the ClassroomxFiles. Home users of the Day Care and Home iles fOund°

the content more appropriate than did center users.

c

When used with children ages three, four, and five, 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 the center users.

4
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The findings from the Spring Field Test, 1976, provided the necessary

data for revision and editing purposes. Those revisions and edits which

affected the Files' vities usability, content, and age-appropriateness

) it
were rated and disseminated to the Spring Field Test usArs and potential

users in the Summative Field Test.

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

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

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

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

Xh August, 1976, such a soligitation by Memorandum was made to over.100 early

childhood and child development programs within the Appalachian Region and to

varidUs programs o

pressed interest.

tside the Region. Thirty-three programs responded and ex-

From mutual agreement and Understanding of the tasks and
o

established criteria, 20 programs agreed to use the AELmaterials, kkat Ivithout

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

purposes As Secondary field-test sites. These prdgrami agreed to use the

ighThirteen programs agreed to participate and collect a necessary data,

Files and prbvide secondary type data via evaluation forms d written comments.

1

4-and DEC/P staff evaluated these programs as being able to meet the established

criteria4 Nine of the thirteen sites had participated in the formative

evaluation of the Aids to Early Learning in the Spring, 1976 field test, and

were therefore familiar with the curriculud materials. Also) these sites were

utilizing or were familiar with the Developmental Profile as a result of their
0,1t,

previous involvement. These programs were identified for evaluation purposes

as Primary sites. Eight states were represented in the field'test, seven

within the Appalachian Region and one outside the Region.



The criteria es

f.

fished and'utilized for selection lbf Primary field test'

sites ere:

Programs agreed. to participate as a field test site for
a,minimum of six months.

4

Programs agreed to utilize the Files as a major curriculum
source-

s',

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

Programs designated as Primary field test sites represented
a program variation.or intervention strategy needed iirthe
study.

.

Programs assigned experiences (File's activities) to chAdren
based upon their level of development and recorded the num-
ber of activities used.

Programs provided other data, via''evaluation forms. and rep0Orts.

k

Purpbse

The primary purpose of the study was to test the effectiveness of the

Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care and Home Learning

Activities Files in increasing the developdent of preschool children

in five areas measured by the Developmedeal Profile: Physical, Self-Help,

Social, Academic and CommuniCtdevelopment. The children al = 788).

were three-, fdur-, and five year olds who were enrolled in Head Start, day

care, and kindergarten programs.

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

Learning Files and the Activities Files on user piacticei
e 7.,

I

the' participating field sites.
3

The hypotheses to be tested were:

Hypothesis 1-5: Subjects (N =01788) in gefieral using either of the
F4es will score significantly higher'than wduld
be tredicted on each of the five scales of the
Developmental Profile.

50



Hypothesis 6-10: Subjects (N = 421) in general using the Classroom
Learning Activities Files will score significantly
higher than would be predic ed on each of the five

.

developmental scales.

'Hypothesis 11-15: Subjects (N = 114) in Head Start programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files will score sig-
nificantly

,

higher than would be predicted on each
of the five developmental scales..

Hypothesis 16 -20: 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.

Hypothesis 21-25: Subjects (N = 197) in kindergarten programs using
the Classroom Learning Activities Files will score
significantly higher than-would be predicted on
each rof the five developmental scales.

Hypothesis 26-30: Subjects (N = 270) in Head Start programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Fides and the Day Care
and'Home Learning Activities Files in combinaticr7--'
will score significantly higher than would be pre-
dicted pn each of the fiVe developmental scales.

Hypothesis 31-35: Subjects N = 68) in day care programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files and the ]say
Care and Home Learning Activities.Files in
natiOT1-2-Will score significantly higher than would
be predicted on%each of the five developmental
scales.

Hypothesis 36 -40: Subjects (N = 14) in Home-Based programs using the
Ray Care and Home Learning Activities Files will
score significantly higher than would besredicted---
on each of the five developmental scales:i

In addition to the above hyp?theses, comparisons were made on the basis

of sex fld age: These analyses were conducted utilizing'a 2 x 3 factorial

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

1
Children attend class one day per week and receive instruction in the home
via a home visitor. ..

2
Classroom and pay. Care and Home Files are used in combination in a class-
room setting.

5i



initial differenCes. This type of analyses will allow the following null

hypotheses to be tested.

Hypot'sis 41-45: There will be no significant differences 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.

Hypothesis 46-50t There will be no Significant differences in the
amount of gains in development on each of the five
developmental scales between 3-, 4-, and 5-year
olds when either of the Files are used as treat-
ment variables.

Limitations of the Study

A study to detellmine the effectiveness of a curriculum is generally'dp-

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

pendent and dependent variables. This end is accomplished by controlling

where the study'iS to take place, who will be implementing the curriculum,

who will be the subjects, to what degree the subjects will recieve the curricu-

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

attributed to the independent variables. Although random selection of subjects

is no t desirous, this is not always feasible in educational research. A

study so designed does allow for certain claims to be madetabout the purity .

of gains or lack of gains, but suffers somewhat when generalizations to other
41M.

programs, subjects, ages, etc., need to be made and are not accounted for in

the original study.

This study was initiated with.therealization th*possible threats to

the internal validity existed. Defined, internal validity refers to\h-L.77J-71.

. .

extentto which it can be argued that the administration of the treatment was.

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

3



were several threats to the internal validity of the design used in the study,.

and the results were analyzed and interpreted accordingly.

Testing. This threat refers, to the potential effects that taking a

pretest can have on the posttesticores. '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

tests if they become aware of the nature of the experiment. HoWever, in the

field study, testing should not have been a serious threat to the internal validity

of the study, since the subjects were not aware that they were being tested

when pretest data were being collected.

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

tremely w on the pretest will tend to score higher On the posttest even.

though the tment

Could be'mistakenly 1

ineffective. This increase from pretest to posttest

eled as a treatment effedt. Since the subjects were.

not selected fbr the field study on the basis of.extreMely low scores on a

pretest, regression should not be a serious threat to the internal validity of

the field study.

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

cedure that could result'in differences bettween the-pretest and posttest

scores. This difference could be mistaken for a treatment effecit- In the

field study, the teachers were measuring the students' -developmental skills

first in September and October'and then again in May or June: 'It wasfqlt
4'

that the skill of tae teacher in rating her students was substantially the

same at the two measurement times. In addition, due to the longtime between

ratings, the teacher probably-did not reme&r how she rated e ecific

student.

History. This threat refers to the occUrre ce.ok outside events that

could cause differences between the pretest and posttest scores that could

53
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be mistaken for a treatment eiffect: This would seem to be a potentiaj. threat,

in the field study. For example, children at ages J, 4, and 5 are beginningI
to have more contac-with other children and adults outside their immediate

families. They coulabegin attending Sunday'School classes; they could be
, .......

l'''

.
, '

-7 ,

. ,/-
s.--

going home with friends and interacting with their friends artnts; and they

could be comihg,In contact with more developmentally advanced children on the

playground. These contacts could have the effect of increasing the develop-
,

mental skills of the subjects in the field study.

Maturation. This treatm gt. refers to biological and psychological changes
/7

that ake plate between'the pretest and posttest. These changes could affect

..
'

/
R i

the scores on thepretest and - posttest thus producing a difference thap could

be mistaken for a treatment effect. This would also seem to be a potential \ 4
threat to the internal validity of the field study. In r edial education, _)

which focuses on exceptionally disadvantaged persons, a prociss of wound healing,

may be mistaken for the specific effect of A remedial X. (Needless-to say, sich

a remission is not regarded as 'spontaneous' i ausal sense, bit rather

represents the cumulative effects of learning processes and environmental

pressures of the total daily experience, which ould be operating even if no

X had been introduced.

for calculating the e

may provide a partial

)" (Campbell/arideStanley, 1963).. However,
4'

xpected gain (detailed in another section of

control for this threat. The developmental

the procedure

this repo )

rate (DA/CA)

waeeornputed using the pretest data. This rate reflects theleffects of the
/ ,

v

olieralA environment to that point in time. IE it canbe assumed that that rate

i
remained constant,over the next few months, then to that extent the threat

,!.14, 'of maturatidh;.was controlled.
amr

Confounding.' This threat refers to the potentia l influence of an extra- #

46:

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

5,,4 r P
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uncontrolled variable consisted of the experiences the children had in the

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 receimed

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

the field study.

Collection of Data

Four procedures were utilized for collection of data during the field

test. They were:, (1) assessment of children's development 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 relating 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 development from birth to pie-adolescence.

The Profile 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 intervalb. Each

age level consists of three items.' The Profile yields results, expressed in

months, in areas'of physical (motor), self-help, social (emotional),.acadenic

(cognitive),. and communication (language) development.
4

Certain revisions were made to the Profile to make it more easilyCertain

scored, and interpreted by the local program's teachers. Since

the age range of the children participating in the field test was from 36-72

months, it was possible to truncate-the-Profile at the lower and upper levels.

.5J

44.
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All items assessing develophent below 18 ponths and above 90 months were

eliminated. This truncation allowed both a basal and ceiling to be estab-

lished for each settle, with a constant 18 months being added to each indi-

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

scale below624 months and above 78 months om the pretest were not included in

the final analysis. Additional revision inclUded elimination of one item

from each age lever grouping of three.

Reliability coefficients for internal consistent, for the five scales
1

of the revised Developmental Profile were computed arlii750 cases._ The

,coefficients were: Physical Scale .79; Self-Help Scte .78; Social Scale .82;

Academic Scale .87 and Communication Scale .83. A coreffic2ent alpha of .80

is the generally accepted 'tandard and between 20 -30 items are required to

obtain this level (Nunnally, 1967). The alphas obtained for the revised

nq
Profile are therefore very respectable, and allow sale reliance upon the data

obtained for analys6s\and evaluation of changes in ammdopment during the field

ttst.

In another effort to evaluate'th; reliability aidE validityiof the revised

Profile,, a.local Head Start program administered the Original Developmental

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

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

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

and are reported in Table 1.

Additional analyses of the revised Profileinclidd: Inter-scale corre-

lations, item-to-item and item-to-scat6 correlations. frequency of pass-fail;

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

These data will assist in further revisions and willbe reported in a techni-

cal report to be issueoMy the Laboratory at a futuipdate.

r

5

a
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a

Table 1

Pearson Correlations Between Scales for the Original
and Revised Developmental Profile

Revised Original

° Physical

Self-Help

Social

Physical Self-Help Social Academic Communication

.95

. 74 i .89

. 74 ..75 .94

Academic .69 .72 .81 :87

CCnumnication .74 .70 .81 .78 .91

Significance = .001
N= 72

The Profile was administered to all children in the Primary field test

programs, both pre- and post- by the program's teaehers. Etch program was

given instructions regarding admInistration and scoring rocedures and how

to interpret results for curricular planning. Instructions on interpretation

of Profile results contained the caution that "the results azlnot absolute,

but can be,interprete0 as reasonable indicators." Local prOgrams were given

the option to score and interpret the Prdfiles themselves or send them to the

DEC/P staff for scoring, profiling the results and specific comments fot

curricular planning, which were returned to the local programs. Data from

both options were checked for accuracy and coded for computer' analysis.

An evaluation form (Appendix A) consisting of nine items was sent to

each teacher participating in the field test. Sixty-seven teacherassompleted,

and returned this at the end of the field test. Information obtained

from this form related to: Number of "years of experience teaching, level of

education, methods utilized in selecting Files' activities, areas-of develop-

gent most important for children, area of development children would achieve

5 -1
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the most gains in, percentage of time,or emphasis given to Curricular Seas,

and to what extent the Files were utilized as part ef the curriculum. These

data were checked for accuracy and completeness, and coded for computer

analysis.

During the orientations given to field test sites, each DEC/P staff

member encouraged teachers to maintain accurate records concerning the number
.

of times each activity within the 59 competencies was used. At theend of

the field test, a one-page form (Appendix B) was sent to each teacher to

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 corresponding to the five Developmental Profile scales.

During the field test period, programs were encouraged to provide

written comments or notations of any changes in their practices. o, at

the end of the field test all Primary programs wer ed by phone and

where possible the directors, curriculum specialists and a certain number of

teachers were interviewed by phone by an experienced interviewer. The inter-
.

viewer focused Upon what impact did the Files have upon the users program.

These data are presented in the result section of t4s report.

Programs and Subjects

As noted in the introduction of this report, 33 programs responded to

the Division of Early Choldhood's request for participation in the field test.

This number was reduced to 13 through mutual agreements and understanding

regarding what was required for full participation. These programs were

designated as Primary field test sites, the remaining 20 as Secondary

field test sites. Twelve of the 13 Primary programs were able to complete
*,

the field test, providing the required data. Only data from the Primary

sites were utilized in the impact evaluations of the Files.

3 - 5



There was a total, of 788 children tested b4h)pre and post, with the

15

67 teachers conducting the testing of chi dren, completing the evaluation

form, and providingdata relating to the usage of Files activities. There

were 303 males and 330 females, with no indication of sex for 155. The

number of children within certain age ranges are.found in Table 2 below,

Table 2

Distribution of Children by Age Range

Number e Ran

7 30-35 months

172 36-47 months

272 '48-59 months

288 60-71 months

49 72-84 months

The following programs were involved in the field test as Primary sites.

4

Head Start ( 393 chil--en) Day Care (198, children)

Nicholas County Head Start Day Care Services, Inc.
Summersville, West Virginia Franklin, Pennsylvania

Upshur County Head Start
Buchannoi West Virginia

torgan- Lawrence Head Start
ecatur, Alabama

4
Young Wdild, Inc.
Lansing, Michigan

Penncrest Day Care
Meadville, Pennsylvania

Tri-County Head Start Tri-County Day Care
Saxton, Pennsylvania Saxton, Pennsylvania.

Kindergarten (197 children)

Lawrence County Board of Education Tazewell EleMentary School
Coal Grove, Ohio Tazewell, Virginia

Western Tennessee School Districts

Margaret Newton Elementary
Tiptonville, Tennessee

Paul G. Caywood Elementary
4.exington, Tennes'see

Barnetts Chapel
Arlington, Tennessee

o,
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Analysis of Data

The traditional pre-post analysis of data was not selected, since this

approach is insensitive to the Varying rates of development unique to each

child. It is an indisputable conclusion that all children dp not develop

at the,same rate and it can be assumed that the prior ,rate of development

'would continue during the field test to some degree. In order to control for

this, it was necessary to compute for each child aW0efficent of Rate and

a predicted developmental age to which actual development could be compared.

The following formula was utilized:

DA
CA

(time) + DA = Predicted Developmental Age

DA = Developm ntal Age obtained at pretest.

\no
CA = Chronologi al Age at pretest
time = Number of nths subject received treatment

, .

. DASuch an approach is based upon the assumption = a Coefficient of Rate
. *CA

and that this coefficient is an indication of past development as well as

future development. If any passage of time is mu ltiplied r;i1 this coefficient,

the end product will be an estimate of the developmental age change 'Which has

Cit will occur during that time. This value cantheri be added to the existing

developmental age obtained from the pretest and the result will be a predicted

4

or expected developmental age, I.e., at the end of the experience.

To:illustrate, the following examples are giVen. Subject A is chrono-

logicay 48 months old, and the obtained developmental age for physical

'development is 48 months. Subject A partictpated in the field test for eight

months. To obtain the predidted developmental age, we use the previously

mentioned formula.

48 (8) + 48 =
4.8

(1) (8) + 48 = 56 months

6u

0
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. .

At the end of eight months, subject A should have a phy ical development age

of 56 months. This can be compared to the actual d6elo ,ental age obtained

from the posttest and the differences statistically analyzed.

Subject B is chronologically 48 months old, but developtentally measured

only 36 months at pretest time. Subject B participated in the field test

for eight months. Utilizing the same formula, we can compute the "rate" of

development and predict Subject B's devel9pmental age at, the end of the field

test.

36. (8)

48

(.75) (8) + 36 = 42 months

The Coefficient of Rate is .75, and the developmental age is 42 months, i.e.,

six months of development in an eight-month period is the xte. Actual develop-

ment, 'obtained from thgposttes.E, can be compared to the predicted andthe

differenCes analyzed statistically.

The correlated t-test was used to test Ho: 1-40. The means of the <pre-
.

dicted scores and the posttest scores were compared for significant differences.
s

This is analogous to pairing, i.e., where the same individuals are measured

before and after treatment and the obtained scores are paired for analysis.

In the present usage, the same individuals' predicted and posttesX score%

were paired. Tice purpose of the pairing is to reduce all possible extraneous

influences on the variable being measured. That is, pairing reduces the effect

of subject-to-subject variability.

In addition to the abokre analysis, comparisons were made on the basis of

'sex and age. Scores obtained from the Developmental Profile were positioned

in a 2 x 3.table in which the rows were the male and female categories foi

the variable sex and the columns were the three-, four, and five-year old

61
4

.
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categories for the variable age. A 2 x 3 factorial analysis of variance with

.

unequal cell sizes was rformed for each of the five developmental scales.

This 2 x analysis yie ded a test of the main effects of sex which determined

whether one sex gained significantly more than the other. The analysis afso

.

yielded a test of the main effectsofI age which determined if differences
I

/ .

existed along the three age le els. Also, this 2 x 3 analysis yielded a test
. .

of the interaction beween sex and age which determined if the effects of.age

A are similar, for the males and females. These data analyses are tabled and

a discussed in the result section of this report.

Al Data collected from the evaluation form, completed by 67 teachers, were'

analyzed to obtain frequencies, means, standard deviations, and percentages.

These data were tabled and discussed in the result section, of this report.

7- .
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Total Subjects

19

Data from the transpositions of the pretest scores into predicted, scores

and posttest scores were analyzed by the correlated t-test to test hypotheses

1-5. The hypotheses predicted that subjects receiving either of the Files

as treatment would have-Idnii; development in the five scale areas signifi-

cantly greater than predicted development. Data presented in Table 3 below

and Figure 1 on the following page reveal statistically and visually that

children in the field test did achieve developmental gains,.statistically

significant (p < .0005) beyond that which was predicted

Table 3

, t-=test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age
and Actual Posttest Developmental Age of All

Subjects in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.f. 1 Tail
Pfob._

ti

Physical Post 756 68.89 15.78 8.23 755 <.0005
Predicted 64.37 15.52

Self-Help Post 740 69.53 15.14 10.43 739 <.0005
Predicted 63.78 15.87 MO _.

,

Social Post 44 69.01 15.91 11.01 74-3 <.0005
Predicted 62.16 16.87 .

-....k.

. .0

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 77d <.0005
Predicted 52.98 16.13

The greatest amount of gain occurred in tht arts of academic development

with a mean difference of 11.2 months b tween the predicted and posttest
//

scores. That is, not only did the children achieve the predicted rate of

63
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development of 5.9 months, but actually attained 17.2 months. For every

400
month in the field test they wererdeveloping approximately at a rate of two

and one-half months. The next area of development with the greatest gains
. .

was communication with $.9 months of development beyond what was predicted.

Tits gain is more than double the.predicted rate. Social developaent.was
, .

.

6.8 months greater tan 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

Table 4,below, so that comparisons can be made between thei.pretest means

and the chronological age'ltlean. 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.

1.,

Table 4

Pretest Means and Standard Devi4ticns'for All
Subjects Participating in the Field Test.

Scale

Physical

Self-Help.

Sodial

Academic

timmuilication

4._

Pretest Mean s.d.

58.3 15.3

4
58.5 15.5

56. 16.5

49.8 16.9

471
zr

15.0

.N at 791

C/A = 56.4 at Pretest
C/A = 63.2* at 'Posttest

0 .

I.
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'developmental ages for each area, it can be noted that physical and self-

help development was approximately tyo months higher than chronological

age, and social development was equal to the chronological age. Academic/

development was 6.6 months below chronological age, and COmmunication development

was 9.3 months below chronological age at the time of pretesting., Posttest

means found in Table 3 were all above the chronological age average of 63.2

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. The 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.- There were 421 ,

children in Head Start, day care andkindergarten who received this treat ment.

As can be seen from Table 5, significant differences (p < .0005) existed

between the predicted mean'and the post mean on each of the five developmental

ti
areas measured.

The largest gains were made in the academic area of development. The

X
difference between the predisted,and po tt eans was 10.8 months. That

4 ,
1

is, 10.8 montht- beyond, what was predicted as'the normal amount of development.

This represented a total of 18.2 months of development for seven months cf

instruction. The four remaininvreas of development represented a more equal

rate than noted in Table 3 and the preceding discussion. The mean differences

betWeen the predicted and posttest scores are as follows: social, 9.6;

0.

communication, 7.6; physical, 7.6; and self-help, 7.0.

In comparing the chronological age mean (57.8 months) at pretest time to

pretest scale means, Aos noted that two areas of development were higher than

66



23

Table 5 I

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Development Age of All. ubjects Receiving

- Treatment of
Areas

Class oom Fil in Five

.0/7

of De lopmen

a

Scale Variable- N
a
X td: -value d.f.

1 ail
' PrTob.

Physical Post . '320 68.59' 14.49 8.82 319 <.0005
Predicted 60.99 15.21

Self-Help Post . 310 68.95 13.17 8.32 309 <.0005
Predicted' 61.90 15.08

Social Post 306 72.44. 13.41 10.62 305 <.0005
Predicted 62.82 16.42

.
Academic Post 313 72.00° 13.88 12.93 312 <.0005

Predicted 61.13 16.98

Communication Post 324 64.85 14.:42 10.22 323 .0005
Predicted 56.87 14.55

chronological age. Self-Help was 2.1 months higher and social development was

.9 months higher. The other three areas were lower: physical, 1.9; academic,

4.0; and communication, 6.7 months. The posttest means were,all higher than the

chronolOgical age mean (64.7 mokiths) at the time of posttesting. That is to

sairu children receiving the Classroom Files as a major source Of curriculum,

not oily closed the gap between lagging development and their chronological age,

but finished the year functioning; on the average, above their chronological

aje in all five-areai of development. These data are found in Tablg' 6.

Head Start--Classroom Files
. .

There were 114 subjects enrolled in Head Start who received the Classroom

.

Files_atr ent. Data were analyzed to test the hypotheses 11-15 that actual

\
gain uring the field test would be significantly greater than C)lat,predicttd.

71:From ese analyses, significant differences (p < .0005) betwee; the, predicted 1aa
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e Table 6

Pretest Means and Standard viations for All Subjects
Participating in the 'eld Test Receiving

the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean

Physical 55.9

Self -Help : 59.9

Social 58.7

Academic 53.8

Communication 51.1

4 s.d.

. 14.7
4

15.4

15.3*

16.2

13.5

N = 421
C/A X 57.8 at Pretest
C/A X 64.7 at Posttest

(
e4

and posttest means were obtained for the live areas of development. Table 7

presents the individual means for the posttest and predicted as yell as the

statistical significance levels for the t-ta"t which was performed on these

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

this order: physical, 8.8; social, 6.2; self-help, 4.6.

fr

The average chronological age (15.8 months) for the Head Start children

01+

'was 51.8 months. At the time of pretesting ey were developmentally per-

forming atl fiihigher level than their chronol gical age in physical (56.9 months),

self-help {6t7,.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 respective. The chronological age average of

58.8 months at posttest time can be compared to the posttest means of the five

areas of development in Table 7 and.it can be nded(that all arg higher.

a



Table 7

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Head Start Subjects

Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files in
Five Areas of Development

Scale Vakigble

Physical Post
Predicted

Self-Help Post
Predicted

Social Post
Predicted

Academic Post
Predicted

Communication Post
41 Predicted

(to

N X sd t-value d.f.
1 Tail
Prob.

112 73.48 .13.68 8.06 111 <.0005
64.65 1.57

107 80.42 12.11 , 4.22 113 <.0005
75.78 13.05

112 74.06 12.36 5:29 41 <.0005
....\- 67.84 11.85 :

113 64.76 13.10 9.14 112 <.0005
54.33 13.28

.\

113 66.23 16.79. 7.70 * 112 <4005
55.86 12.24

6

Table 8

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Start
Subjects Receiving Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.

Physical 56.9 12.6

1"r
Self-Help 67.9 12.3

Social 59.7 . 10.7

Academic 47.7

ComMunication 49.1

N =,114
C/A "if 51.8 at Pretest
C/A 5E 58.7 at Posttest
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Day Care -- Classroom Files

Hypotheses 16-20 predicted that children enrolled in day care programs

receiving the Classroom Files as treatment would have gains'in development

significantly greater th predicted. There were 125 children participating,

and the 'duration of the fi d test was 7.2 months. As Table, 9 indicates,
9

statistical significance (p < .0005) w obtained for four areas of develop-

ment. Self-help was the exception where a p < .09 level of significance wds

obtained. Although this does not allow for acceptance of this specific hy-

pothesis, it can be noted that the children did achieve a higher postte mean

4

score. Again, the greatest gains were made in academic development with 16.8

months, i.e., 7.7 months beyond the predicted rate. Communication (4.4 months)

was replaced by social development for the second highest with 6.1 months gain,

and the remaining two areas follow with physical, 5.1 tonths; and self-help

with 2.0 months gain beyond the predicted.

Table 9

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Day Care Subjects

Receiving 'Teatment of Classroom Files
in Five Areas Cf'Development

Scale Variable
F

X sd A t-value d.f.
.

1 Tail
Prob.

4

Physical Post 118 62..72 3.06 117 <.001
Predicted 57.54

.17.73
15.§8

Self-Help Post 112 66.16 13.90 1.31 111 NS
PrediCted 64.06 14.38

Social. Post 116 66.00 14.17 3.88 115 <.0005
Predicted 59.93 17.83

Academic Post 113 63.79 14:37 4:64 ,112 <.0005
Predicted 56.05 '16.83

,

Communication Post 119 57.20 13.28 1.20 118 <.001
Predicted. 52.78 13.71%

''?U
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The chron9logical age mean for the day care children was 49.4 at the time

of the pretest. Physical and self-help and ljacial development were higher,

and academic and communication development were lower (Table 10). But\all

test means were higher than the chronological age mean of q6.6-il the time of

4. °

posttesting.

Table 10

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Day Care. Subject
teceiving the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s. d.

0 Physical 5b.2 14.1

Self -Help -.1, 58.2 14.9

Social 52:0 17.6

Academic 46.9 16.6

Communication 45.4 13.3

N 7.= 125
C/A = 46.4 at-Pretest
d/A =456:6 at Posttest-

.

linderg"arten--Classrom.Feles

Hypotheses 21725 Slated that children enrolled in 'kindergarten Programs
I 4. t. fat

ieceiying the Classroom Files as treatment would Achieve.greater gains than

,predicted inea of the five dev lopmental areas measured. The means were
e

analyzed 'fol. significant differences, and the results are reported in Table 11.

.

lilt can to noted thet,statistical significant differences (p < .0065) were

_obtained in allfive areas. The greatesegains were made in academic develop-

t with 13:2

'13.1; communiceti

beyond4e predlcted rate. This was followed by social,

f .

1:1;,self -help, 11.1; and physical, 9.9 development.

Jr ,

ft

t
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Table 11

t -test Analysis of the PrediCted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Devlopmental Age of Kindergarten Subjects

Heceiving Treatment of Classroom Files
in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.f.
1-Tai
Prob.

Physical Post' 178 73:61 10.13 9.§8 177 <.0005

Predicted 63.66 15.05

Self-Help 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

Academic Post 176 , 78.51 1.80 14.15 175 <.0005

Predicted '65.25. 16.12
. t

Communication 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

of development than any other sub-group of subjects. Also,, these gains were

more balanced between developmental areas than other gains made by other sub-
,

groups.

The pretest means weke lower than thechronologica/ age mean of 67.2

months in all five areas of development at the beginning of the field. test.

The kindergarten children had the greateit deficits betWeen chronological age

and cevelopmental ages than any other sub-group of subjects. But at the time

of posttesting, the gap between the chronological age and developmental ages.

.had been closed coisiderably. As can be. seen in Table 11,'the develOpmental

age means in the social and academic areas exceeded the Chronological age mean

of 73.7 months. Self-help, physical and communication were approximately two

months lower. These data are presented in Table 12.
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Table 12
'

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Kindergarten Albjects

Receiving the Classroom Files as Treatment

Sca/p Pretest Mean s.d.

Physical 59.3 14.6

Self-Help 56.6 15.8'

Social 62.3 15.6

Academic 6Q.9 15.5

Communication 55.8 14.1

N = 18.7-

C/A 467.2 at Pretest
C/A Y73.7 at Posttest

Head StartCombination of Files

Hypotheses 26 -30 stated that Head Start subjects (N = 261) who received

instruction from the Classroom Files and the Day Care and Home Files would

score significantly higher than would be predicted on each 'of the five

developmental scales. This p am variation provided experienced in the

classroom and in the home, with/children atten ing 'Classes one or two days

a,week where the Classroom Files were used, and a home, visitor visiting the

home and ,using the Day Care and Home Filed with the child and parents.' The

differences between the predicted and posttest means were statistically sig-
°

nificant <' .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

with 15.4 month.beliond the predicted mean, followed by communication with

13.3 months. Self-help end social development were 6,7 and 5.2 months greater

than the predicted mean. These*iindings are reported-An Table 13.



Table 13

0

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual Posttest
Developmental Age of Head Start Subjects Receiving Treatment of

Cl'assrpom Files and Day Care and Home Files in Combination
via Classroom Experience and Home Visitor '

in-Five Areas-of Development--

30

Scale Variable N J. Tc" sd t-value d.f.:
1 Tail .

Prob.

Physical Post " 242 68.23 15.45 -0.60 241' NS
Predicted 68.79 14.88

4

Self-Help Post 250 64.83 14.91 7.14 250 < .0005
Predicted 58.04 13.33

Social Post 241 64.70 / 16:45 4.84 240 < .0005

Predicted 58.43' 17.09

Academic Post 248 64.84 19.03 12.98 247 < .0005
Predicted .

---....

49.39 18.01 `s

Communication Post " 250 57.70 18.11 11.32 249 < .00056

Predicted 44.31 15.95

By referring to Table 14, the pretest means for each developmental area

can be compared to the chronological age mean. Physical development was .

Table 14

Pretest Mans and Standard Deviations for Read Start Subjects
Receiving Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files,'Via

Classroom Experience and Home Visitor as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s
0

Physical 63.0 14.8-

Self, -Help 53.5 13.6

Social 53.3 17.6

Academic 43.8, 17.2

Comminication 39.2 14.5

N = 270
C/A le 57.1

C/A X 63.3
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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 mean 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.

4
Day Care-:Combination of Files in ClaS room

Another program variation allowed the u e of both Files, i.e., Classroom

Piles and the Day Care and Home Files in combittion in a classroom setting

to be studied to determine their impact on children in day care. Hypotheses
9

31-35 was tested to determine if significant differences existed between the

predicted and Posttest means.0 As detailed in Table 15, no significant dif-

ference existed in any ofIthe five areas tested. Social and physicL develop-
.

\ ment were the only areas which had gains greater than the predicted, while the
)

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 Classn!bom Experience in Five Areas of Development

Scale
.
-Variable - sd t-value d.f.

1 Tail
PrOb.

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

Predicted 71.75 16.78

Social ' Post 67 59.25 21.20 0:17 4 66' NS

Predicted, 58.94 20.49

Academic Post . 67. 55.76 18.98 -0.49 66 .- NS

Predicted .
56.49 16.84

Communication. Post 66 53.93 18.40 -1.46 65 , NS

Predicted
A

56.09 15.28 1
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Table 16 contains the pretest means and the chronological ages for both,

pretesi.and posttest periods. The pretest means were all higher than the

ohronologiCal age means, while posttest means were higher only on phytical,

self-help,. and social development. Academic and communication development

means were lower.

Table 16

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Day Care Subjects
Receiving Treatment of 'Classroom Files and Day Care and
Home Files in Combination Via Claroom Experience

Scale Pretest Mean k s.d.

Physical 55.3

Self-Help 64.6

Social 51.2

Academic 49.2

Communication

r

17.6

16.5

18.1

15.3

49.4 14.7

N = 69
C/A 2.49.1 at Pretest
C/A 2.'57.1 at Posttest

Head Start, Home-Based--Day Careand Home Files

Hypotheses 36-40 predicted that children in a HeadStart home-based program

using the Day Care and Home Files would achieve greater gains in development
( ' , _

1

than predicted. As can be noted in Table 17, no signifioant differghces existe

between thepredicted age mean and posttest age mean in physical, self-help,
'° ..

4 A ,

social and communication develOpment. Academic development was significantly

(p < .000

)
) greater than the predicted, rate.

The chronological mean age of these children was 51.7 at the time'of
, .

pretesting. This age mean can be compared to the five scale ean n Table 18

where only one niean,, academic, is loWer than the chronologic mean age. The

(
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chronologic age of 58.7 at the time of posttesting, is lower than the means
,

on the ptrysical, self-help, soc4L1 and academic scales, but. higher than the
4

communication mean.

a

Table 17

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age Od Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Head Start Home-Based

Subjects Receiving Treatment of Day Care and
Home Files in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable sd t-value d.i.
r Tail
Prob.

Physical Pop. 13 '64.38 9.69 -0.45 12 c NS ,

Predicted 65.61 8.28

Self-Help Post 13- 68.53 843 0.08 12. NSA

Predicted 68.23 9.37

Social Post )14 58.78 9.93 -1.58 13 NS

Predicted. 64.57 12.02
.

Academic Post 14 63.85 23.38 4.14 13 <.0005

Predicted 49.78 11.43 .

Communication Post 14 49.71 16.87 -1.85 13 NS

Predicted 59.71 15.34

Table 18

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Start Home-Based
Subjects Receiving Treatment of Day Care and Home Files

Shale Pretest Mean s:d.

Physical

Self-Help.

Social

Academic

Communication

jp.t7

61.92

56.85

43.92

52.5,

10.11

11.20

10.8

10.29

13.59

N = 14
C/A = 51.7 at Pretest
C/A = 58.7at Posttest

a'
O



Age and Analysis
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To test Hypotheses 41-45 and 46-50, scores obtained from the_Developmental

Profile were analjzed using a 2 (sex) x 3 (age) factorial analysis of variance

for unequal N. The covariance technique was used to adjust pretest scores for

significant difference which may have artificially influenCed the, pattern's of

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

P0 'greater than the other two age groups. Posttest means and standard deviations
)

of the subjects by sex and age for each variablare shown in T le 19. The

/F-Patios and significance levels obtained from 91e analysis of ariance on

'these means are in Table 20.

Table 19

Posttest Means and Standard Deviations for Age and
,Sex in Five Areas of Development

t I

Sex Age

Matt e Female 3s 4s 5s

Physical le . 69.47

sd = 14.49
N = 303 ,

sd = 4.49
319C47

N = 2

.

Self-Help

.

Social R. ,68.35
sd 1,15.66
N = 292

Academic 1= 66.02
sd = 15.95
N = 295

Communication X -= 60.83 i
sd = 16.48

= 301'

X = 69.6
sd = 15.41
N = 330

k.....

X = 59.00
sd = 15.73
N = 148

.

..

r = 69.93
sd = ,15.00

N = 241

.:.

Te = 75.54
sd = 10.33
N = 244

X = 68.26 TC= 64.46 T(= 68.67 X = 71.80
sd = 14.42' sd = .14.66 sd = 15.50 sd = 12.574 /
N= 313 N = 151 N = 215 N = 239

40 .
..

TC= .69.98 R= 61.00 le= 67.48 147= 75.91
sd = 15.58 sd = 15.00 sd = 14.95 sd = 13.81
N = 312 N = 137 N = 239 N = 228

i . 67.85 Te = 53.58 TC:= 64.75 T( = 75.32
sd = 16.66- sd = 14.47 sd s -15.33 sd = 11.91
N = 322 N = 131 ' N = "241 N = 245

T(7 = . 63.16 R = 54.23 Te = 59.29 Te = 68.68
sd = 16.49 sd =.14.77 sd = 16.49 sd = 14.86
N = 327 N = 133 N = 219 N = 256

7 c
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No'sIgnifieant main effects for sex were found on any of the five variables.

Significant (p < .001) main effects for age, i.e., three-, four-, and five -year

olds, were found on each of the five variables. No significant interaction

'effects (age/sex) were obtained.

The,Files when used as a curriculum source does not promote development in

one sex more than the other sexp. But the data suggest tha4 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

F Ratios of Analyses of Variance

Source

Scale Sex Age

Physical .19 ' 4 24,-01*

Self-Help .99 8.76*

Social ./3 21:16*

0

' Academic 2.13 53.62*

Communication 1.82 27.36*

* p < .001

J Utilization of Files

/N

Data'collected during the field test regarding the number of activities used

.

and what percent Files were utilized toward the total curriculum are noted

in Table 21 an ix 'D. The differences between the predicted and posttest

means are itso present48'S0 that comparisons between utilization and gains in

development can be made. Usage of the activities corresponds closely to the

7z)



number of activities contained in the Files. TeacherS generally used more

social-related activities followed by academic, communication, self-help, and
4

physical in that order. The number of activitie contained in the Files

follows the same or r, i.e., social activities number 300, academic /70,

communication 210, self-help 60, and physical 45.

The Files were made up of abou 4 percent of the total curriculum.

This indicates that teachers wire utilizing other. curriculum sources either

lf de loped or more formalized, marketed Materials. Yet, the majority of
.

is made by the teachers indicated that the Files,were the major source.

Table 21

Utilization of Files Data for All Teachers
(N = 67)

Scale
Mean

Difference
Average No.
Activities

Academic 11.2 162.2

Communica ion 8.9 126.9

Social 6.8 215.3

Self-Help 5.7 55.2

Physical 4.5 28.6

% Time
Files Utilized

46.5

48.4

impact on User's Practices

A secondary purpose of this study was to determine if changes occurred in

program practices as a' result of using either of the Files and participating

in the field test. Referenced progralt&-are thode which were involved in

the, Summative Evaluation Field Test as Primary Sites. There were 13 ddenti ied

as' such at the beginning of the field test, with 12 completing the agre nts

andlupplying the necessary data. The data used to determine impact.on user's

8u
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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

the year. Eleven programs were contacted and 19 staf...members were interviewed.

No more than three staff members were interviewed from any given progrIm. The

identity of persons interviewed depended upon the size of the program and the

organizational hierarchy. The break-down of positions interviewed are as

follows: program directors 4; education coordinators 1; center directors 4;

and teachers 9.
4

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 developmental levels rather than chronological ages.
4

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

children-are much more advanced than I- realized."

Since the teachers could identify developmental levels, they were able to
8

provide instruction to meet the individual ne ds 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
4it

the field test ? "} Sixteen (84%) responded with very positive, informative

comments. There was a shift from large group instruction to small group or

individual instruction. Several teachers, on their own initiative. developed

very unique systems of record keeping for individual children. Thus, overall

organization regarding curriculum planning was improved.

The teachers became more conscientious of the need for individual child

assessment. According to the data, only one program condubted assessments for

curriculum planning' prior to the field test. A more "informal'' approach to
0

,'Z **-

2°:).4'

q
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as essmontAlas used'in the remaining 11 programs, e.g., "an instrument the
, -

ector wrote herself," oreassessments were conducted when needed." Nine
,

programs said that they would continue conducting formal assessments because

it allows'them to plan for the individual needs of children.

All staff interviewed indicated that the Ales had improved and strengthed

their programs. Areas noted where improvement occurred were: (1) identifying

.',

developmental levels, (2) individualization of instruction, (3) pre-planning

urriculum, (4) teachers became more creative and effective, and (5) child

and program evaluations.
4(

All interviewees wanted to continue using the Files beyond the field twit and

plan to do so. The fear of not being able to use the Files lead one teacher to

plea "Don) take those Files from us."

. `V 9

Summary of R7gU1ts ,

The results presented in the foregoing section indicate that chile en,

attending preschool programs with utilized the Files substantially, did make

significant gains in development. Foprty hypotheses were formulated to cover

the various types of programs and all possible treatment combinations. These

were statistically testeB, and the acceptance or rejection of specific

From ata, it is evident that the greatest gains occurred in th areas

hypotheses ate noted in Table 2following this summary section.

of acadeni elopment. This was consistent when data were analyzed for all

subjects an )various subgroups. The exception to this were those subjects

1
attending day care_anl receiving both Files as treatment in _a classroom setting.

These .findings, are n t consistent with the prediction's made bytea aers. The

majority of teachers (3t.3%) predicted that the greatest gains would made

in communication develo ment. The next highest area Was social (23.9%) 'llowed
-

82
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4

by, self-help (17.9%). Academic development was fourth with 11.9% of the .

teachers. predicting. hat.children would have the greatest gai /in this area.

This tends to rule out the Possibility that teachers were influencing the, put-

comes with hidden Lases.
4

Children, participating in programs which utilized the Classroom Files in

a classroom, setting had greater gains indeilrelopment than children in other

program approaches. Within this setting, Head Start and kindergarten children

had greater gains than day care children, Data presented in Table 22 below
t

regarding the number of activities used,revvls thatday care teachers used

fewer Files' activities than Head Start and kindergarten teachers, whichimy

account for less development.

....,, Tlble 22

7 . ,

-7-Average NUMber of Activities Used by Head Siert,'
Kindergarten and pay Care Teachers

E

Scale Head Start, . Kindergarten% Day Care

.PhyaiAl 45.r

162.0 s,'i 196.Q r

20.

-

19.8

t i .

624.8; . 707.4 103:8

Academic 458.4 ) 331),,2 .92.5

4
ti

Communication 325.0 247.4 1Q4.0
.

4

K a

As_noted.in the results section, two subgroups of children failed to
L ;

achieve-the expected gains in development; children attending a day care pro,

4 4ei .,, . .

gram receiving bo'bi Fifes as treatment, and children participating in a home-
...

, .

based program receiving ,the Day Care and Home Files. No identifiable reason '

fl
.

.can be noted for the lack of .deuoiopment in the day, care program, except there
.

4 .4 ,

,

.

0
J
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40

ed scores on the pretest which resulted in higher predicted
1

scores.' TeaCherS rating the children in the'home-based'prograM tended to Late

. a

a number of children lower in development at posttesting than at pretepting.

The only area of develOpment where these children, had significant-gains was
.

'
I,

in a441FMic.development.

. .

e .
e '

. The conclusions that can be drawn from the data are: ,

.
- ..,A,

1. Children attending programs.which utilized the Files as a
' jimajor source of curridGlum did achieve significant' gains

in de;,relopment,in thefiVe'areas measured.

a

2. Children attending programs providing'ihstruction in a
classroom setting and utiliiing the Classroom Files had
overall-greater gains than childrein other p4ogram
variations.

.

.3. lelegreatest gains in development occurred in those'-pro,-

, grams which utilized the Files' activities on the,average
more than other programs.

...---'-:-

4. There were no differences in the amount ofgairis trade by
males or females. .. .,

% '

5. There were differences in the%, gains of-development by three7
four-, and fiVe-year olds, with the data indicating that

. five-year olds had gains greater than the threes.and-four's.

1 01% . ,. . .

6. .ProgranIs utilizing the Files indicated they-were effective
in promotingdevelopment in young children and that changes

_

had occurred in the programs as a 'result of their participation. ,
. *.

This SUblimaave Evaluation .Field Test was initiated and concluded with
a .,

A ; 4 -,

acknowledgements that _certain internal problems existed with the research

1 , .,. , -' , . a
'

'ile ign*Ixtilized. Whether use of the Files or other intervening variables
F. /

, .

con ibuted to the gains in deyelopment'in the amour* and manner which hgVe

P.

been reported maybe deb7te4. The field test was.conducted under conditions-
.

ar to those which future userswillTencounter. It is therekpre recom-

.

mended that future users conduct similar. evaluations within their own program

settings to make final determinations as to the effectiveness of the two sets

of Files.

L
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, *Table 23

Acceptance and Rejection of Specific Hypotheses

Hypothese

Scales-.

Physical
Self-Help,
Social , .

. Academic

Communication

ti

Subjects in.general using either of the Files/will
score significantly. higher than'` would be predicted.

.

on each of the five developmental' scales:

41

Number Accepte'd(i)/Rejected(R)

1 A .

2 A
3 A
4' 'A
5h

Subjects in general using the Classrocq Learning
Hypotheses 6-.10: Activities Files will score significantly higher-

'than wotild-be predicted on each of the five develop-
mental scales.-

'

Scales Number A Accepted(A)/Rejected(P

Physical
Self-Help
Social

Academic
. Communication

6 A.
A

8 . A
9 A

10 A

v

. Subjects in Head Star'progAlms using the Classroom
Hypotheses.11-15: Learndng Acti-Vities FileS wil,1 'store significantly

higher than (could be predicted on 'each of the five
v developmental scales.

I. .

'
r.

Number'', .itcebted(A)/RejectedtR)
.

.

11 A
,' 12 e . A,

,..---- 13 1.%
,
,A

,P ..
-14

Scales

Physical
Self-Help

. Social
Academic
Communj..cation . 15 , A

1

ti

Subjects in day care programs usij the Classroom
Hypotheses 1.6-20: Learning Activities Files will score significantly .

higher than would be predicted on each of.the five
developmental scales.

Scales

Physical
Self -Help

Social
Academic -

'.Communication

Number Accepted(A)/Rejected(R)

16
17,

.
18
19
20

X - \

R
R
A
A
R
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,Subjects in kindergarten programs using the Classroom
'Hypotheses 21-25: Learning Activities Files will score signiiOantly

higher' than ivould be predicted on each of the five
developmeptal scales.

Scales

Physical
Self-Help
Social
,Academic

. Colrimication

'Number

21

'22

23
24
25,

Accepted(i)/Rejected(R)

A
A
A .
A
A

Hypotheses
Subjects in Head Start,programs using theiClassroom

26-30: .Learning ActivitieS Files and the Day and Home.

--.1
Learning Activities Files in combinationt:wil.1-score
significantly higher than would be predicted i'il. each

,.,
of-ihe_five developmental scales: .

. ,

0 . Scales Number

. ,

Physical 26.

Self-Help 27
' Social , 28
Academic

,
29.

,
Communication 30

. ,

I

Accepted(A)/Rejected(R)

<0 R".

A
AA. .-..

AI ' - ?
,:. .

Subjects in daycare programs using the Classroom .°

filyp9phetes 31-35: Learning Activities Files and.the Day Care and Home%
Learning Activities Files:in combinatfEri2will spore
signific 1 tigher.than would die predicted on each

0. , evelopmentai sdaSe.,
4

...' ' .. . .Scales
't,

-1 Number A4.7cepted(A)/RejectediR)
.c 4

PhysicA1(',
.. .- .., . -- 31, R.

Self-Help
, -32, ..R

'tocial 33 . A
Academic 34 , °, , A
Communication .' - . 35 R .

Ch4dren ',atte41..crass'one day. per week and redeiVe instruction in the .
home via ahoide yisitor:

,. if"

2 Classroom 'and Day Care and Home Files are Used in c inat&on in ,a
classroclk septing. A

.1

4

.

-s.

6.'

tY

fi
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. Subjects- in Head Start programs using the Day Care
Hypotheses 36-40; and'Home Learning Activities Files,will score signift-A

cantly higher than would be predicted, on etch of the
five developeental scales:

Scales Number AdCepted(A)/ilejected(R)

Physical 36 -R
Self-Help. 37 R
Social 38 R
Academic

0
39 A

Communication 40

.

. Thers..wil/`-be,no s icant differences imthe amount
Hypotheses 41-45: of galns in deve opment on each of the five develop-,

mental scales bgtween males and females When eigher.of
the Files are used as treatment variables. e

Scales-
\4,

Physical
Self-Help
Soc.al
Aciblemic

Commuhicitiop

'Accepted (A) /Rejected (912)
\,

A
A
A

A

,

The will be no significant differences in the,mount
Hypotheses-46-50: of gains in development on each of the five develcip-

men 1 scales between 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds when
° either of the Files are used as'treatMent yariables.

'Scalps Number Accepted(A)/Rejected(R)

piysical 46 R'0.

Self-Help 47 R
Social 48 R
Academic . 49 R
Communication 5 0

_-

ti

A

. ,0*

,
N.

.

a

.O

0

AP

O

4

be
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LEARNING ACTIVITIES FILES EVALUATION DATA

Program

Teacher Date

Center Name CLocaticin

1. Number of years' experience t hing in:

Preschool

Elementary

Secondary,

Othertplease specify 0

A

4 4et

2. Please indicate thg highest grade ortlevel of educe ion you haye attained

by circling-the appropriatenumber.

Elemeni)ry/High.Schoor 1

rC.ollege-Undergraduates, ° 13

College-Graduate 17

2

14

18

4%1

0

3

15

19

5

16

20

6 7
.

8
.

.9/ 10 11 12

What area(s) of development do you emphasize as most'imporfant lor your
'O.:

children? (Please check one or two.)',

4/14/77

o

Language (communication)

Social/Emotional

Academic (Cognitive):

Physical (gross and fine motor)

Self-help-and Habits

Other; please explain
°

'5U

\ .



1

4. Which 'Files did you use?

Classroom Learning Activities

aiCare and Home.Learning Ac ivities Files

*
. .

Combination of the .Classroom and ay. CarqNome Files

5. In youi 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'lmore than 3) years of experience?

all'teachers, regardless of-:exp ience?

Which method for "selection of activities" did u utilize in planning your

curriculum emphabis? 4

AEL's Less6h Plans with the 14 cluster areas.

AEL'7 Lesson Plans with the 5 broad area of development.

'Selection of activities based upon'a-child's Developmental
Profile, that is, emphasizinweak areas and building on
-strengths.

_,My own plan b sed upon 'specific procedures. Please explain

briefly:

7. In.what4rea of development db you think your childienwill have the greatest
ammint,of growth and developmen7t this year? (Please pick one area )

pat

.Language (cOmMuni4tion)

-Social/Emotional
-7"7".

I Academic (cognitive)

,Physical (gross and fine motor)

'-,Self -help and Habits

4

* ,

8. Did you participate in AEL's evalVation field testing activities 'conducted

during Spring, 1976?
yes No



1

-,---

9. In the right-hand column o. a* r. ow, pleaSe indicate the percentage

of time or emphasis giyen, o the ave ge across the program year, to each

of the fivescurricular areas which correspond to the five scales in the

DevelopmentallProfile. If each area receives equal attention, you Would

put 20 percent in each blank space. If more emphasis 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 sumkto the total

of 100 percent, which is already noted at the bottom of the column.

Chart I

.

ricul4 Area -

_
t

Percentage of Time or Emphasis

P sical

Self-help

Social

Academic

Communication

_..

.

.
%

.L.

.

%

1

%

%

%

Total = 100 %

In the right-hand column below of Chart II, please indicate to what

extent the Files Were utilized as your curriculum,. If the Files'

Activities were used as your total curricullp, the
100 percent in each blank space. If you used the F

of your curriculum for each area, then you would put 50 percent in

each blank space. The percentmay vary\for each area, 'and they can

add up td a total of more or less than 100 percent. 411
411

you would put
es as one -half.

Chart II

.Chrricular Area ' AEL Files' Utilization

Physical %

Self-help %

Social %

.
.

Academic
.

%

Communication .
%

.

c
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Program

Teacher

"'-
Activities Usdge from Files

Date

Center

Type of Files Used: 0 Classroom Files El Day Care and Home Files

Please record in the blank spaes the total number of activities used within each

,competency. If a particular activity was used more than one time, count each time

used in obtaining a total. 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 1 would be 8.'

Comp. No. Used Comp. No. Used - Comp. Na.
a t

1

2

6

7

8

9

10

11
N

.12

13

14

15
4

'21

22

23

24

25--

26

27

28

29

"30

'31

32

33

\
34

35

36

37

38

39

40"

41

42

43

44

45-

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

94
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Table 1-D

Scale

Academic

Communication

Social

Self-Help

Physical

9.6

utilization of Classroom Files Data

Mean Average No.

Difference Activities

10.8 221.2 45.1

7.6 '171.9 5046

7.6 44.3 45.9

7.0 90.4 43.1

345.3

. % Files Utilized

47.9

A

':11e 2-D

Utilization of C1a4 myiles Bata

Scale

for Head Start- Teachers

Mean . Average No.

Difference Activities

Academic 10.4 458.4

Communication 10.3 325.0

Physical, 8.8, 45.1'
C

Social- 6.2 . 624.8

-Self-Help 4.6 162A
/

.

4

% Files Utilized

60.2

55.8

49.5

58.5,

455

r°

_;

10

11/

I
a

.



s

,;
-4r

Table

Utilization of Classroom Files Data ,

for Day Care Teachers

Scale
Mean

''Difference

Ayerage No.
Activities'

% Files Utilized

Adademic 7.7 92.5 .44.7

Social 6.1 103.8 49.1

Physical 5.1 20.4 47.7

Communication 4.4 84.0 55-.4

Self-Help
M

2.0 19.8 47.1

4-p

Utilization of Classroom Files Data
for Kindergarten Teachers

Scale
Mean

Difference

verage No. -'

'ACtivities
% Files Utilizd

I

"Academic

Social
4'4

13.2

.13.1

331.2

707.1

4

26i6

34.4

A

Communication 11.1 , 247.4 35.3

Self-Help 11.1, 196.0 28.8

Physical 9.4. 101.6 :37.2

0,

C

'1 a5
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a. Table 5-D

Utilization of.Both Files' Data for Head Start
Teacheis in Classroom and Home

Scale Mean
Difference

Average No.
Activities

% Files Utilized

Academic

Communieatian

59.8

4%3.1,
.$

1

.

37.6

39.7

15.4

13.4

r

Self-Help ' 6,7

_...

4.1 \3.7

Social 6.2 $ 22.1 33.7

Physical -0.5 '4.0 32.4

Table 6-D

Utilization of Both Files Data for Day
Care Teachers in a Classroom

Scale
Mean

a Difference

Social 1.0
.$

Physical .1
0$

AcadeMic -

Self-Help - .9

Communication -2.0

* Average No.
. Activities % Files UtiiiZea"

188.6 79.6
tA'

32.6 56.3

253.0 96.0

48.3 456.3

151.0 96.0
4

. ./

iv;

106
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4_

Table 7-D

Utilization bf Day Care and Home Files Data for
' Head Start Teachers in a Home-based ProgclaT

-

SCale Mean
Difference

'Average No.

Activities
% Files 'Utilized

Academic 14.0 2/2 100

Self-Help .3 17 lob

Physical - 1.3 25 100

Social' . - 5.8 174 100'

Communica4on -10.0 109 100 ,

1

;

1U;

ri

74



Number

SPECIAL E
11+ Publication for Sharing Ideas:

Using Aids to Early'Learning with Special Children

Appalachia Educational Laboratory

-
,With the passageof Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Act,

more and more children with special needs are being enrolled in public Schools.
Most-of the pre-school prOgrams in AEL's field-test, including k&ndergartens,'Head
Start programs, day care centers and child detelopment programs, have indicated
that yes, they are gervingsone or more chil en with specific handicaps.

c

The ClasSfoom Files and'Home andDay Care Files hate been in the field ltr one

year. Teachers in programs across the country are,using the Files'in innovative
ways. All of us at AEL are interested to hear how you are using the pre-sChoo1
materials. 4

We've been asking teachers in our field test questions 14e these:

4

"What dol/c.u,do with the special child in your class ?'
-

"Do you use the AEL Files?" "Do you make any modifications?"

e
"Do you use species materials or Special activities?"

'

A
Some of the answers we've been getting are included

in this publication. If you-find an
e

idea here that seems to-
be worth trying, leus know how it for,you. If-you,
have your own ideas .- originalor borrowed - share them With
us. If we get enough ideas, we'll write another "Special ,
Edits." Send.us your ideas today. Write or call: (4v

.

r' Beth Dankert.
Appalachia Educational LabOratory.
P. 0..Boxs3348
Charleston, WV 25325
(304) 344-8371 ,

The truilkpirikt of,mainstreaming.

HELEN-WalaiTte'aches at a Day Care Certeri in

_Petersburg, Pennsylvania. A four-year-old il'arla-of-

hearing child attends the day cira, and although
his expressive language,is limit)&1 to one=syllable
wax's, Helen says he communicates with his body
quite well'. He participates in smAl group activi-

...tiesirith the,other children; and Helen feels that
it is important not to treat him any _differently
than the rest of the phildreRAShe doeS\individua7
lize after a grobp activity to be sure he sInderstool
It helps to simplify the vocabulary of directions. 0#

10

414



Page 2 SPECIAL ED-its

,

Efts are important for learning. What about the visually impaired child?

CAROL POSTOIN of the Lincoln Head Start program in
Pocatello, Idaho, teaches a child who has cataractsj. She
outlines shapes in ,heavy black sd the child. can trace;
copy, orcolor. To. teach colors, she suggests using
color lotto cards. (You can mak& 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

DEBBIE ANDERSON from Cedar Grove Head Start Center
in Hillsboro,. North Carolina, teaches a five-year-old boy

who has no vision in one eye and can only distinguish shapes with the other. She
'builds letters and shapes (triangles, circles, squares) with playdough or uses materials
likd felt or sandpaper which are easy to feel. Sometimes, using real objectS with this
child helps to get across' a concept sucn as "half"'and "whole".

Do'other children accept a blind child?

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 child is well accepted. One of
the reasons may be her own attitude--she doesn't treat him differently. The AEL
activities which relate to social development have especially helped this particular
visually, impaired child.

,Learning to live with a problem - so that it's not one.

ESTHER. STIDHAM is a teacher in the N.O.C.A.C. Head Start program in Defiance,
Ohio. One of the children has' T3 orm of cerebral palsy. After three years in
the program, the girl hag shown a lot o .progress. Most importantly, Esther says,
she pikes to do things on her own; she has learned to be independent.

What's an example?
)

'1

At first, the child. expected to be helped to go to the bathroom. The teacheris

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 occasionally.
But - she gets right up and goes on.

Another idea. .

. 04e

--ESTHER had a good idea for snow-bound chi
ties from the Files home. So_the parents got

,.children couldn't get to Schoolw;

1 0

ldrdn, too. She sent copies of.activi-
into the teaching act when their

J.



Page t SPECIAL ED-its

Language is important for deaf children.

A
teacher of deaf and hard-or-hearing preschoolers in Pocatello,
language in the classroom. Most o; the dal; is spent in building
hearing children usually learn jusi by, listening to what -is

CHRIS OLSEi'1 is a
o. She uses sign

1 guage skilis47them.hich
h pening aroun

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
with deaf children- -at least Inot 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,.nuisery rhymes use lots
of" words which a;.0 not common and which would b hard
to understand--and the grammar is arranged to it the
rhyme.

Little Miss Muffet
Sat on'a tuffet,'

Eating her curds and
whey;

.

Lostrof the activities in C-2', the Ability to
Discriminate by Sound, are not appropriate for deaf
Children because the ability to hear is a prerequisite.
However, hearing impaired children may be Able to accomplish Activity C-2-5, "March
to Loud and Soft Music," with Chris' suggestion. First, help the children learn the
concept of the music being "off" and "on". Later, the child might begin to learn
"loud" and "soft."

6

Li le
alp et

In C-13-1, the "I Wish Game," change the activity to, "Pretend you are .

Encourage the children to role play., "Wishing" is an abstract idea. Many deaf
children don't understand abstractions.

40 C-17-4, "Giving Directions to Fokr6W for Large Muscle Development", should pe
adapted. '

r

1. The teacher should be the leer first, to demonstrate for-the children.
(Chris "signs,'' the directions, along with gjzvin verbal 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 difections,from-which to choose. The
Children may have difficulty thinking of one without suggestions.

4. Use till three-year-6old variation of following a single direction at a time:

110



SPECIAL ED-its

'When 'shobldn:t you use the Files? Some children are too young.
9

4

Two retarded children, who are developmentally about one-year-old, attend a
Head Start program in Saxton, Pennsylvania. SHARON SCHREFFLER, educational director,
does not recommend the Files as a curriculum for these t:hildren. She'said.they need
more basic "infant" activitied.:\ The teachers -there use the. Memphis and Portage Pro-
ject-as guides for learning activities for children who are developmentally too young
for Aids to Early Lea'rnin'g. Sharon says that the age variations in the Classroom
Files are helpful in presenting activities to children wil\are less severely delayed
or who are developmentally advanced.
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This publication was produced by staff of the Appalachia Educational
Laboratory, Incorporated, pursuant to acontract(s) with the National Insti-,
tute,cif Education. Laboratory staff membprs.are employed as authorities in
various profeSsional field and, therefore,"are encouraged to pursue new

.t.hknowledge and freely state eir views.=2-Dpinions and other interpretive
information reported herein'do`not necessa?ily reflect policies or positions
of the Laboratory or of the National Institute of Education.

'. .

The Appalachia Educational Laboratory is a private, not-for-profit R & D
corporation dedicated to the dommonweallaisSion of improving education and
educational opportunity in its seven memter-states: Alabama, Kentucky, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia,.and Wedt Virginia. The Laboratory is
committed to princip es and practiges of affirmative action and equal oppor-
tunity in both emplo ent and education.
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