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mother. In addition, eight children were assigned to a family day
care contrdl ‘condition. Results of pre- and posttesting with three
cognitive measures inficated that children in each of the
intervention groups showed, improvements above those of the control
group, but.that there Yere no differences between intervention
groups. No distinct pattern of effects was found on the
sociobehavioral ratings made by teachers for any of the experirental
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A COMPARISON OF THREE LEVELS OF STRUCTURE . .
~ *- _ OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS IN FAMILY DAY CARE - '

i

- INTRODUCTION L
‘}1{/ ) ‘.-, R . s

L

- Problem

— °
. . N . -

o

While there are many variations in contemporary prac—

re

o, . tice for the care of preschool children outside the home_
T - 1n settings‘referred to as "day care“,'there seem to be
RS - two major categories. These are, respectively,-“group"

i

and "family“ day. care. Therelhas,been much controversy _
over which of the two may be-superior and/or less-likely < %
) to be'infhrious to the young childiauaycfrom‘his home:. How- H‘
.+ .- .ever, even a superficial awareness of cu%rent,practices.Sug- t L
gests that both arve Iikely to be operative for some time. i
L : - - -

Indeed, .each has certain adyantages over the'other,,depending

-

T 3 upon attitiudes of the natural parents, the age angd .other

characteristics of the children and adults involved in the - .

day care serv1ce etc. .

It is clear, however, that family day care 1is becoming
increasingly popular if. {on no other reason than that it
appears to be more economical in the cost per child Its = ' —'é

' _ . proponents\,‘\\of course, argue that there are other ;]ustiifying

& features. Inﬂeed{ there are few, if any, studies that have -

demonstrated clear: superiority of one approach over the other.

. LT duhue - .
S o o E e o




. the impact of var*ous types of éurricula on the child' -

day care curricula. ‘Puture researchers might consider

~Such studxes in fact vould be extremely difficult to con- .

-"duct since for group day care the "center" would be the

natural unit of observation and consequently the “sample

Q

). size" is extremely small* Any day care program, whether

group—or famlly, will vary on many variables besides the -

simple- cateworization of whether they are a group or.

5
' family facility. Thus, the personality of cneadirector,;~

staff bhysic l'facilities. gfze of the center etc;,

o are all: :confounding variables in any analys1s of day

‘caze effectiveness. Purthermore the larger the center

e . “
vooe B

the .more confounding variables that are 1ikelv to be . e

4. ’ 3 ) 5

'present ; _

The federal government has already passed some legis—

'laﬁion and may consider even broader and more extensive

~

laws which, if enacted will dramagically expand day care

e2rvices for ch1ldren. As\Chabman and Lazar (1971) have .

1nd1cated though day care.in. the United States, or, for .

-

'that matter in the rest of the world is not new, care-

r

ful research in day care is. S :
\, ) ®
. TN .

Clearly- the federal governmént is- concerned about

cognitive soc1al and emoticnal growth., Chapman and
ke

‘Lazar (l97l) state.l "As of, yet there have been no care-

fully controlled comparisons between different types of'

setting up such comparisons. ' ‘ vp ) C

’

&
Lakc--1
o
=
Q;S‘
«J

-Az‘:‘ ;”
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. The present research and demonstration project inr

3 1

vestigated several different approaches to preschool

.

: education for children»between the ages of two-and—one-

o~
-

‘half and five. Several curricular systems were. im—v

)

,.plemented in. family day care settings -and each was~
'evaluated and compared with the others to determine its
?_‘degree of, impact on the family day care child's cogni— .
'tive, personal and social development o :

Because no new physical plant or lange professional
staff is required the cost of most family day care ser-
vices is lower .than. group day care. Hé@ever there 1s

&
some concern that the cost of providing educational,

v

- rograns (which would insure that family day care would

A

\\ : RN
) — e -

be more than mere “babysitting") would change the cost
'advantage. Many have argued that such educational pro- *

“ . grams for very young children can be carried out more

inexpensively in group day care centers which reduce the,

cost per ‘contact hour. ‘The critics of familykéay care . -
' & “ // !

: have also pointed out that even when lay persons are used

B

as teachers in educational programs for family day care‘-‘ .

the unit cost of these activities, added ‘to that of sim-~
ply caring for a child .may be disproportionately high
thus reducing the attractiveness of family day care.

Additionally, it is purported tha such an increase with

currently limited funds would -albo reduce'the_number_of

i?

{
(S
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-

. children who might be offered whatever advantages‘the

> )

'proponents,of family day-caretservice'helieveithis type”

of servlce‘provides; Finallyz it is argued that non-7
professionals cannot provide as effective an educational

\ experience as can the staff of most group day care cenz

ters. -Since we belief¥e that family day.care programs
. will ‘continue to expand, thatthere:arj/real advantages
to a home setting in-the preschool_cn}ld"s own neighb?r-

hood,,and that mgderately trained'paraprofessiOnals can

LS

be effective "teachers",~this study sought to.examinﬂ

5 -

'the‘relitive success of several educationaf programs of -

-

. modest unit cost‘in such a system.

-

(Related Researcﬁ ‘?

[

The earlier quoted statement by Chapman and Lazar

(l97l) to the effect %hat we have no carefull¥ controlled
4‘-‘ s
comparaﬂive studies of various day care curricula does

LI

3

-

not ‘mean that we lack' any infﬂrmation regarding the im—
pact of various types of i:%ervention programs on similar
target populations (i.e., the disadvantaged) Since l962
',a number of research: studies have attempted to determine,‘
o whethen various preSchool programs.for~children-aged two
| to fivedyears,lh ye measurable effects on a child's short
;and long;term‘cognitiveZdevelopmént. (pereitér & Engel-
‘ mann, 1966; Crp’well & Fargo, 1967; Curtis & Berzon'slcy;'
| 1967;.peutsch, 1968; DilorenZzo & Saltér, 19663 Hartman, X

4

- ) . o o -

ST EE




R ‘ V ‘ . ' ﬁ" . .'
"“1966- Hodges, McCandless & Spicker, 1967 Klaus & Grayi'
1968 Stern, 1968 Weikart 1967; Edwards & Stern, 1970)
N
~-The intervention ‘and assessment programs in tHese

.

-studies have a number of common characteristics \

@ . ) . : v ;. ’
~ The" target populations consisted of dis- _ - ' |
advantaged children. 'u C . T
- The programs were carried out in a group .
0 nursery sc¢hool enViruﬂmcﬁu- . -
t\ .
-8 rong emphaslis was placed on: overcoming n
- lgnguage deficiencies. & - .
- An attempt was made to vary the degree bf - -7 l))
- "stru ture" or task orientationv - T -

, In terms of the dimension of "structure" Karnes,

- 6 ]

Teska and Hodgins (l970)‘found that among four-year-olds

'in'group settings, those 1in a highly structured in-

astructional program showed the greatest gains in per-

formance on. the Stanford-Binet, the Illinois Test of c o ?1

- 0

Psycholinguistic Abilities, and the Peabody Vocabulary
qut In addition, they found that those children who
" participated in a "traditional”‘program (low on the

structure’continuum),shoWed modest gains. Children in

o

the "community-integratedﬁ,program experienced a program : S

similar to the "traditional" one, except that a number

|3 ’ an - . \ 3 . ) ’

© -of less advantaged children- were integrated into a middle ,

- . . : . ) |.. -
" class nursery school situgtion. Children in this pro-

gram (also low on tre stru ture continuum) made relatively

little progress. Finally, \those who participated in a

- . ~
v

. Yoy sy A ~ ) i
, : R : . - S
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P

“structured format,'di

, .
4, .o . + N
L.

Montessori program (m*dway on the structure continuum)

showed the ﬂeast progress. v .

K
T

Blank and Solombn '(1968) found marked gains in in—

-telligence scores following an individualized tutorial o

_ program here'the‘specific instructional~gqal was the

H

developm\nt of language f cognition.- Also, ﬁftoreﬁéd

and Salte% (1968),and DiLorenzo, Salter and Brady (l969)

\

reported greater success with structured programs of the

e s \ . -
preschool programs. On the ot

Bereiter-Engelmann (l966) typeJthan the less structured

er hand, Dickie (l968)

found ho, significant differencegz among preschool chil-

w
o

'\ dren on“tnree;method <of langu ge, instruction which .

e ‘@ v

- T . -~

- . ’ o
varied along a structure contihuum. .y
Te T, .

»

Edwards and Stern (1970) Fompared the results of >

I i

'exposing preschool children tofeither one of two ex-

'y

" perimental languagﬂ programs (%oth highly,structured)
to a control condition, or..to a “placebo“ condition

(also highly struqtured) The four groups were evalua—

vt

ted on a variety off, dependent measures. Generally

speakling, the results favored the‘more highly structured

,experimental program?,: However; the authors point out

that the placehofproggam, which also used a highly

not produce comparable gains.

'This appears to point ut the need to specify learning

‘activities more;precis‘ly. One of the'conclusions

reached by Edwards -and! Stern (1970) is that, "The most
% - A Feall o

PR T E TS S

et
»

\

%N

“
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I' effective preschooi intervention orogram would seem to L v

-
. | o C -

. be one which 1is not only highly ctructured and task— .

W

oriented but which also provides many opportunitLes for,

g ~the acquisition of verual skills through active partici—
A ' . o ;

y pation and repetition." (p. 35) \ S _

L - = ,/ ) . .

KN
£l

‘ ;x . The%above c1ted studies would se m to suppor Weikart'sa: - a
1\ . ) s ¢ R G . -
- (1969) thesis that’ childrén will manifest clear gains in " o

U
a

intellectual achievemeng from structured program e 'On the

othep hand, a1l of tzese programs have not met W th 'hat

Y

s

‘might be termed resoun 1ng’success (Weikart l969) How—

ble to transfer a modified ver—

-

‘ - ever it would seem fea

v

sion of someﬂor all of th;se .programs to a. family day -care f

'S environment'wheretits effectiveneSs may be enhanced e T

e . .

Chapman and Lazar (l97l) have summarized the advan--
%

’ A
- %

tages of family’day care systems in the follow1ng manner:

N oo | ~/
N - They tend to provide warm, responsible cafe, O
. to- They are bettercable to serve sick children ’ )
t ‘with special proFlems. 7 . o /;
. | o ' - The family day ‘care homes. are usually 1n the ‘ )
+ neighborhood where the child lives so that C /

transportation°is not necessary. . : ) ;
- Thg child is ‘not removed from his neighbor-
hood peer group : .

- Most family day care homes have an age mix of
' both day care children and natural children.

‘- Family day care mothers are on the whole better
educated than day care cenfer staff. .

FS . i

-
o

4I;k ; 9 N ) ' . . i ;"' 1




O

?and particularly those skills which are . required for S

.\,

S —

/

On the other hand one of the most frequently heard
CPluiClsmS 01 family day care (either sponsored by ‘an - ,”

agency or arranged by the natural mother) is that it is

i largely, if not entirely, custodial.' 1t tends to have

llttle or no opportunity to provide fors the genuine edu—,’
ya

‘Vi cational growth of the young child (Abt, 19713 Westing-v

house 1971) Whether, in fact an- educational component
can be an inherent and: useful feature of a reasonable _ -
family day care system is a maJor question about which
thls project sought to obtain reliable information.

AN

While there is a w1de]var1ety of educational tech-

;

niques available for working with very young (preschool)

\

* children at least two approaches seem to be gaining in=

creasing popularity, one\of which requires- a high degree

of structure, and the other considerably less.

The Bereiter-hngelmann Program (B—E) An Approach Em-

- pha5121ng a High Degree of | Structure (HS)

.'The BeE 1s a highly structured task—oriented pro-

gram, the goal of which 1is to teach very specific skills

"\
N

adequate~school performance. Although\most of the recent‘

- work using the\B E program nas been carried out in vroup \\

A ‘

situations. (Bereiter‘&kEngelmann l966) the basic pro—

e -3,

. -

cedures can be carrledAout in ‘\home—based instructional *

L

e

environment (Engelmann, 1966). Also, there™i reason.to -
) - ,, :
believe that the method_could-be.used on .a onefto-one\basis.

.

¢




This program emphas1zes rote learning, the develop--

~ e

_ment of language the development of concepts, the :" ‘ .
proper programming of educational sequences and the use ‘;.?
0 v
of posltive reinforcement Engelmann (l966) reconé{
//for instance, that the child between the ages of 18 to— o
36 months receive instruction in the following areas{M" e |
\ - Names for:parts»of~the body 4 .
'_u'Names of animals | q
- Names.for letters in the alphabet‘ &
- Geometric shapes andArelations . . - 'i_ .
-kPositional*words' o 5‘ ' o I
LI —qcomparativerwords ' ; - - ;i ..,” q~4 /o
= -hCounting' -

. For example, }m terms of specifying the sequence
of instruction, Engelmann (l966) advises that the fol- .

'lowing prOCedure be used for teaching the names ofn 7 !

oo

objects: B S ) , L

$

Isolate the object

Na;édthe object Lo ’ T L

R quire th Ebild to repeat the, name

~

Require the child to name the obJect as you p01nt'

bignificant IQ ga1ns have been demonstrated us1ng the

highly structured Engeimann approach (Engelmann l968)

ends, L&
7

Require the child to point. to the object “::.; R




- 4 : « v
ﬂ«' \The Verbal Interaction Propram (VIP) An Approach*_ - | N
Emphaélzlng a Moderate Degree of Structure R N

T Levenstein (l970) arnd Levenstein & Levenstein (l971)

A\ - . « R

have presented evidence to indicate the low-income mothers

° < L}

“c¢an be "trained" to stimulate verbal and cognitive growth

in their own children; Over a period of seven months a
J

trained "Toy Demonstrator made regular vislts to each of

\
33 mother ch1ld dyads. The Toy Demonstrator S role was i/ll//

g

to present each child with a toy chcst and a total of 28
P RN

toys and Books called VI/J/(Verbal Interaction Stimulus

Materlals) and to stimulate verbally oriented play in the

H

dyad by actlng as a model for he mother. The "Toy - Demon-
strator's actions-canter'around the‘following activipies: \ &
- Giving information.(lhbels,‘form; color, etc?) f"gﬁ
a‘; P -“Description | - |
.-‘Eliciting;responses from the child : -
- Verbalizétidn of social‘interactlon
_q-Encouraging reflection and divergence

bo . T t ”

)// _ S - aging 1nterest in books

s

L3

Giv1ng p051tive reinforcement Y s ' S
, : v

In sp1te of this active role, Uhe Toy Demonstrators
, -

f’ - were: ngen the following instructions T
aTreat the méther as a colleague in a joint
endéavor in behalf of the ¢hild. Share your
5 o . verbal stimulation techniques with her by
/ . ' © w7 -+ demdnstrating them in play with her child; ‘
s 3 . . N P v o . .

9

B
-




~~ ™~ . then draw her into the play, and take a

‘ : secondary”role asi-soon as you can while she

repeats and elaborates what she has seen youw

‘ o /‘do...,Keep constantly. in mind that the child's
e " primary and continuing educational relation-.
A S ship is with his mother; do- all you ean to
SR ' o " . enhance that relationship without stepping
8 e into a- casework role (Levenstein l970)

| Levenstein (l970) ‘has. reported statistically signi-'~<
ficant/fé gains, as assessed by Cattell Stanford-Binet
and Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test measures, for the
children who participated in ‘the VIP when compared with
.. . two control groups of children. This technique has been

used increasingly with children from two to\iize years

of age.

""." B : ' 4
. . '

Differences in Approach and Delivery Be ween the Highly

F

. [
“ 'Structured (HS) and Moderately Structured (MS) Techniques

) 'Reviewing the “Instructions for both of these ap-
- proaches, it appears ‘that - "teachers“ for each of the
'methbds could be relatively easily prepared for their
Jobs: if they had as little a formal ducational back~f
grou"ﬂ as a high school diploma.g T?e proponents of the
S -

-~ VIP might argue that the levelrfor\their program could

L be somewhat lower, but for purpose of the present

\: project "teachers“ in a modegatel -structured program
L : somewhat similar to the ‘VIP were,recruited?having achievid; n

'””°this minimal educqtional level.W

‘




LS

Any educational system is a "package“ of diverse
variables and thus there are a number of differences
between “the ?S and -MS- approaches. The most-obviousr ST s

r

d1fference 1s in the degree of task,orientation and

I practice inherent in the respective approaches.? The

Q{e*ponses and “encouraging reflection

‘although the contents ‘and goals of the two programs

highly structured program places heavv emphasis on

repetition and verbal productivity and employs little'

or no equ1pment " On the other hand, the Levenste1n

(l97l) type of program 1s ‘more modestly structured
and while it also empha51zes language development " the
techniques rely more heav1ly on the "elicitation" of

as compared to.

4

‘the d1rect 1nstruct10nal HS program. :Also; the Leven- ' R ?
stein approach makes use of toys and equipment at an

average cost of wll2 OO per child per year. .In: additlon,

9.

L
1

L[4

. vary somewhat, a case. could be ‘made. for both of them

- ent, variables included in the progedt ixe., prov1dingv'

:'7be1ng potentially influential with regard to the d pend-‘

: st1mul1 “for 1ntellectual growth ‘for children between 2% .

" and 5 “The crucial question was their success and unit AN

" tems is in how each is administered T he prlmary educa-n o

»* -

+
[

cost relative to on:/another.

. Anouher differ nce between these two types of sys-

f

tional tasks,of the highly structured system~areehandled - e

[#]

9 } . ' . e\

c~,j
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4

s

4

e

by the'"teacher" ; There is l1ttle to.suggest that the

parent -or- guardiaL is to assume, even in part the |

teacher role. Conversely, the proponents of the Leven—

’rstein (l97l) approach argue strongly for parent training
(at least in ghelform of" modeling) with a parent observ-

ing closely’what the "teacher" does and ultimatelprer-

i [ : .
forming the educational “task. - ' )

One advantage of the latter-system, of course, is L .

©

that the cost per hour is reduced when the naturameother
'-(oroin the present case, the day care mother) shares .
'from a researcm ’

part of this'responsibility. However,

control point of view, such a procedure increases the ’

. number of hours of formal intensive individual contact

with the child and thus the design of the proJect at—

°tempted to take this into consideration.

L

<An Appfoadh Emphasizing Very Little Structure: Friendly =~

Visitation (FV)

7{“ While each of these educational procedures has pre—'}

L

sented some evidence for its validity, there seems to be .#“.QL

5

little’evidence of attempts to control for the Hawthorne

effect or “indeed the presence of another adult simply in—' )

for example,

structéd to play and talk to the child. Thus,

the National Reading, Center recentlg developed a.list of

‘ﬂb simplexsuggestions for parents to aid their young chleren

)

<&

- . H
4 . K ! ~ . 3



. in developing earlier reading skills and to reduce the
;probabllity of reading failure. It seems, plausible that

a second friendly adult concerned with the child and

interacting w1th him in‘an almost completely unstruc-

5

tured way might in and of itself hame some educational -
. oenefits. Addit*onally, this would provide some con-
trol An the evaluation of relatively mohe formallv or-

ganized and pedagogicallv based approache . Obviously, .

@ KN ¥

@, natural parents in conventional homes do not have

‘ .
©

structured interaction programs easily;availéble to them

a

Vfﬁlthough the relatively more affluent may be 1n a posi-

tion to purchase ‘a greater number of "educational toys",

"aTherefore, a third situation, approximating the less for-"

mally structured edﬁcational program called “Friendlv

o

Visitation" (FV) was incorporated into this research.

-

,Summarv of Objectives‘ - o R - .

L]

~

The primary o, jectives can be seen from the research

.design which follo s in the method section., Fundamentally,

’3{»» . .
comparisons were, ma'e among three different degrees of .
‘1’ ,a. \ w"“’
structure for individually focused educational programs in

-
family day care units. The prime target population con—'

+

M - sisted of 3- 5 year-old day\care children and their fami- .

) AV

LN

f . , lles. The research centered on the children s‘social

J,

personal and. cognitive development
. _1_'
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~$he design permitted us to examine two types of

delivery system cost and attempted to incorporate two

dufferent control groups.' The first a‘randomly se-

>

lected group of" family day care units not’ exposed to

' individual educationalwintervention programs,'and

second,/a group” of children whose families receive
public assistance_but who are not in day care programs;

For exploratory purposes, a large number of,com—

parisons were made which werefnot truly orthogonal in

Y
nature We selected those comparisons which in our

2

Judgment, were most meaningful.

x

METHOﬁ

dPeople . ; .. "f . L -_L . i ¥

l.’"Subjects}u Although the original des1gn antl-

-

"cipated a total of 90 children in the six experimental

treatment groups and 30 children (l5 each) E% two con-

trol groups, a variety of problems prevented us from o

3

JLeaching thlS goal. Thelmajor difficulties, which will

. -~

be .dealt with in greater detail involved a high degree

0

':of child turnover as well as. a igh rate of attrition.

»As a Tesult’ there was a %otal of 52 children who pdrti—

cipated in the" experimental educati nal plugrams ‘ahd -

T

ey k L

s o7

£

[3

- \ s N . N - . . .
eightvcontrol children. AT]1 children were between the

aages\of 2¥ and U at the beginning of thefprogram (Sep—* :

h

,tember, l973) Forty-three percent of the children we;e

Oy . ) . o,

-
e

-
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L

e

ey

white and 57% were black. In. addition, uu7 of the

‘ children weée female and 56% male.

o, / a) 21 children moved out of the area

[ . . ) . » N

,

It should be pointed out that during the course.
/ \

:of the pmogram, initial test data were gathered on’

252 children- however, as indicated earlier,.the'
origipalxtarget population was Very unstable ‘and com~

.plete data could not be gathered on 121 children be—

cause of the following reasons'

/ .

/

5»/@ b) 9. children dropped out of the family day care

program to enter group day care centers run
by Nassau County - . . 5

L4

e) 11 children dropped out of family day care
rto enter private preschool programs

l . Jd

‘ﬂ a) 7. children were. not retested because their o

mothers refused to cooperate. - (These were
children in’the family day care control

" . group and in the non-day ‘care ‘control group
being cared for: b¥ baby sitters while their
mothers worked. he mothers. of children in
the teaching program raised no objections to
having théir .children tested. .This seems to

_ indicate a resentment on ‘the part of:-some
mothers' to the testing of their children

ponent -of the program. )

w Lo

S é3~51 children were closed out of welfare assist;

S '~ - ance and were no. 1onger using these- day care

services = co “.é

£) 7 children were'dropped ‘because the day care

. ]

-~ mothers refused to allow the -teachers . to o

visit their homes i » , N .
g) 15 children were dropped for a Variety of
miscellaneous reasons o

!

o

-16- .

\.,
(b
oo
T >
A e

' o B
-
i : :
sy
e
.
o
'~

- without any apparent benefit to the children;fj ‘
rather than an objection to the teaching\com—?;_.‘
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In order to receive day care services the children

~:‘must come from families who are eligible for s001al ser—

v1ce as31stance from the Na:sau Countv Department of

.Social‘Services either on the. bas1s of economic need

ko] : )

or family status. e o .>
PN

N,

2. Family Day Care Mothers. -Family day care mothers ‘

R

" edin Nassau County are registered w1th the Department of

¢

Social Services (DSS) and the home must meet the mi, imum
.standards in terms of space cleanllness and facilities
: listed in New York State Department of Social SerV&ces'

booklet “Family Day Care Homes Rules ‘and . Regulations“
/ h

f41n order to be licensed' The day care mothers were paid

-4 ,/V ‘
at the rate of $5.00 per day for each child .in Uheir care

P11 time (q hours or more) up. to a maximum of 6 children

/
cunder the .age of lH (1ncluding their owq) Th y are pa1d.

$2 50 a child per. day for part time (less than y hours)

superv1s1on., B '}4“"" l‘ - JQ~D

Tne folloWing table (Table l) is a profile of 71vj
licensed family day care mothers from Nassau County (as
e .

of January l972) and of the 32 day care mothers who parti—

.cipated in the present study.




Table 1

Characteristics of Family Day Care Mothers Licensed

" in Nassau County (N=71) -as .of January, 1972 and char-
acteristics .of Day:Care Mothers who. Participated in
the Present Study (N= 32) v J 0

. Licensed Family Day Care ..; o Family Day Care- Mothers -;

- Mothers (N=71) - . ~ . in Présent Study (N= 32) o

. RACE \/~. :N: % N- 8 |

\ Black . 34 (48%) 15 (479)

\ White o33 w1 (55%)5 1

aﬁfmmmmn | RGN o e i

21-25 - 1 ame

}%'é§ijo;‘ ," - c(12%) - J

3135 21 (29%) g

3esus 13 (18%)

wi-bs o 11 (15%) :

se-so 1 (my o 2 0 (6

| 51955 .3 (4%) — 2 (I

'56;6ot', 0 (o) v 0+ 0 E

” 6165 . 9(128) 0o 0

_T;;“:Nm%; - I%.Over 65; “-g ﬁ.Q 0 ] ; 0 ~ .0 R -
- “V”‘stﬁfﬁﬂmmm’“**i §(6%) o - o B g

- C. EDUCATION' \ k - | -Q

. Blem. School L0 0 0 - o . \'j

y [Jr. High.Schapl\,o ,Vo‘ o 0 5 3
’ " Some H.S. N és (22%) “‘ﬁ 10 (31%) i
N ., . H.S. Diploma ~ 43 (60%). 19 - (59%) a

. Some College - 5 \(7%) T3 (9%) , ':A
\
2 (3%) : 0 0

o

. - - College Degree

Unknown —_— in'(a%)" 4"'_0 . =0 *"_ _’i ;
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‘ N Y Licensed Family Day  Family Day Care Mothers
‘ Care Mothers (N=71) h in Present Study (N=32)
D. INTEREST IN TRAINING .- ~~ N ' %
L Yes 25 356 .13 . hog -

No ~ . 6 8%;;‘ o 5 15%

" Maybe 8 -11% 8 25%

Unknown 32 459 6 - 20%
'E. HOME_EQUIPMENT .. | ' ’

Kitehen. . .71 1004 320 100%

Outdoor Play ) o - .
Area 27  38% , 16 - ' 50% -
- Outloor Equip- - ' o o >
i Cment 15  21% Le 8 25%
Television ~  71. 100% . .32 ~100%
Books o 565 - 30 - oug -
" . roys - 69 9T - 31 918
It should be noted that»the Sé target children who
° partlcipated in the experimental programs were cared for by’

a total of 32

ay care, mothers.' Obviously, this indicates

that a number of the day care\mothers were caring for more':{

wthan one of’”he children in this study.xv

An ex m1nation of Table 1 reveals that the two groups
' of day care mothers were comparable in terms of raclal'
backgro nd Age data indicate some minor differences.ﬁfk
P ' The gresent sample, in general tended to be sllghtly'

younger, in that there was: no’ day care mbther over the'age

. ‘ o/ff 55." On the . other hand *between the age range of 21 and




- - . , : - o e

. 36-40 range and fewer mothers in the 31 to 35 range,'as

comparableffor t he two groups. The present sample ex- -~

»

N o ’ i pressed a higher degree of interest in further training
(85% indicated "yes or "maybe" as compared to ‘the l972
survey (462% Finally, ‘the proportion of homes having

outdoor play .space and books was higher as compared to the

—_— ~

this study are a reasonably representative sample of the

-population of day care mothers 1i censed in Nassau County.
LETT o ) ' |
The teachers. Paraprofessional "teachers" were ree

.

. cruited from the Vocational Center‘forCWOmen, the Jobf

P

Development 'Center and: through word of mouth - The Voca-'

- - tional CeAfer for Uomen is a part of the Nassau County
5 V Bureau of Career Planningﬂandeevelopment-“andﬂits'primary
llfnsf?t“””“ role is as“a job counseling ‘agency for: women. The Job De-
o velopment Center is a part of. the Nassau County Commission
v f’ i onTHuman Rights, and its purpose is to: aid people of minor—

£ ity groups to obtain jobs and training»for Jobs. . It as-
sists employers in hiring people from minority groups -and

offers counseling and aptitude testing.

s Theyprerequisites for the teachers,were that they be -

to insure familiarity with preschool children we insisted

o

55, there tended to be proportionately more mothers in the

compared to the l972 survey. nducational background appears

l972 survey sample. In short the day care mothers 1n ,*_ -

high school graduates, but not college graduates. In order.
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?

that‘these women presently'have ot have had children of their

iown. All applicants were interviewed by the project coor- S

<

~ dinator and ohg of the‘co-principal investigators. ///

It was anticipatedrthat l2‘teachers‘would be required,
to work with the anticipated 90 children. However as of

Augu‘st‘S s973 it was clear that the full 90 children could

“?'nOE be recrulted by September 1973, the projected start-

ing- date. Therefore ‘nine teachers were hired at the in-
itiation of the program.; fn addi iond.however there was
some teacher turnoverl again due to the high ‘rate of child
turnover and relatively low compensation. Eleven teachers
left thé prowram by December 1973 at which time the situa-,
tibn stabilized for the duration of the teaching program.-

During the period December 1973 - June, 1974 a totaf of

7n1ne teachers vere in the program.» Two of the women were,m=v

.

black seven were white, and they ranged In age from the

1]

‘late 20s to m1d-40s. e : . wﬁ

The teachers were paid $3. 00 per hour of teaching and

a complicated formula was devised to pay them for their

< . -

travel time -and report-writing time. They were~given a

| min1mum of, $15 per week for travel and report—wrlting 1f o

o

’they had five or less: children. For every additional child

they received an extra $3. 00 per week for travel\and

13 oA

‘report—writing. During the fuel crisis they received an

additignal $3.00 per week for the rising cost of fuel|and




™ Iy
G

for a few months they 'also receéived an extra $3,Q0%per.week;;,

for waiting time on,gas’linesﬁ A1l people involved felt

L oo R . : o P
. that the compensation was inadequate but were obliged-to

remain With:the“original‘terms of the proposal“which had

been developed lg years before the teachingfﬁrogram ac-

tually began. ‘; L ":Qy. 4 ‘

One of the reas thatEthe pay was felt to be 1r--‘,_,w

'~adequate was the, everchanging nature of the child population.”

. -
This m7ﬁe it impossible to draw up contiguous geographical

areas/for the teachers to cover. As a result, they spent
. . ) ‘ . . o © .
many more hours traveling than was anticipated. Also;

there was no way of guaranteeing that they would te ch'20

o *
hours per week since there were fewer children to work

. with than ‘had been expected Often day care mothers would

not.or could not notify the teachers in time if a chilc s

going to be absent. If a teacnen made a visit and the ¢hild
was not there she was paid_for one hour. . -

The*® teachers were required to keep individual logs

for their children and brought them to the periodic super=

ViSOPg meetings. They also completed social rating scales'

\ N
for each child at the beginning (September 1973) and end of
the program (June l97ﬂ) This seemeﬁ‘“o be useful as ‘a

training tool for the teachers in addition to its primary

;s

purpose as a.measurement of progress. It gave the un-- j

.

trained teachers clues as “to what aspects of psycho—3001al

t

:development in children of thils age group were worthy of ob-

servation.

SRR P

@

[
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Cn

”

v

b, The”supefvisorsn:'Three profes 1ondl >ychbloa

glsts served as uuoerv1sors of the parapP06e851ona1 ceach— '

Aot

ers.: They had the Drlmary PGSDOnSlbllitV for overseeimg

, + ‘ N t

the day~ tonday act1v1t¢es 1nvolv1np the direct work wnth

the Chlld?g One of" the superv1sors was a551gned to each'

of the three exnerlmental 1nterventlon nrograms. " Each qf
. T o
the ounerv1sors had a* Ph. D 1n-psychology;utwo were school

Dsychologletﬂ/qnd the third was an associaﬁé”profeésor of

4

develommental stchology at a nearbv unlve 1 y;%,(SeE' .

1

Aprenilx I for vitae of the sup v sors ) The Supervfsors_
. had prime' 3on51b111tv for" (a) initial 1nutructlon in

the nhllo%ophy and tecnnlque/of the - experlmental 1nterven— :
tion programs i.e., one of &hose Drev1oublv dabeled high,

medium orflow‘structure' (b) fOllow—un and,"trouble- ' B

shootinp" varloas problema wnicn aroeL durinp the course .
of 't he%program. o - 5o . /

» At the outset of the pro;%am (September to Oétober,

. "

'1973) the supervisors met éeekly with their teachersﬂ

%

Durlng Vovember and- December of 1973 they met bl-wwehly,

2

,and from Januar y to June 197H meetlngs were held on a
monthly basis. . v o ,

The supervisors required their teachers to keep written = °
logs for each. child stating the goals, methods and materials
used, and comments and recommendations for éach visit made

o

with a child. . They had no diff&culty estahlishing good

o3

nar

o

e

o
o~
aesad

v
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LRIC

: t;oned,dlfflculties with particuiar children, the super-

,VisQr ‘were supportlve and generally helnful ‘Toward

.

‘~the meetings each teacher was glven archance to speak‘

‘about her 1nd3 7idual nhlldren. When'ﬁhE‘teaqhers men-

-

_helping eacz other in addition to taking “guidance from
{ ' . o

;- » . Low : ¥ . ; > .
rapport W1tn the ceachers under thelr superv1 ion. -At
. 3 B /

s
3

m1d ~-yea’r, as:the teacners galned exnerlence tmefmeet-.

\ :
ings evolved.lnto,rognd table-dlscus51ons w1th teachers

M f

o s ! -T ' ' ' . N v N ‘;
the supervisors. . oo o e : L o

Experlmental Design. - The esseﬁtial experimental de-

“

51mn was a Bxax? factorwal w1th three levels of structure

of‘educational program (hi@h, medium and.low), two :levels

+ . . v

ke . N - : N . . . . ) . 5
“of "delivery" (teacher only instructing aschild versus
. \ ———— L L )

-

' teacher and day care mother inst?ucting a child) and twp ¢ .

a

repeated measures (nré— and oosttesting). Initial plan- .

e A
’ g BE

ning Jncluded two control proups one involving a comnar-

. / 2

able family dav care group and the other a tradltlonal
"babysittlng".arrangement'in the'chlld's own home. ‘How~
ever, again, because of unanricipated turnover and attri-
tion problems, all of tﬁe‘initial vlanning goéls‘could hoﬁ ‘

be met and the latter control .group had to be dronped. » /
¥ N , . ) . ) S— . ) g '
Table 2 is A schematic presentation of the experimental de-

~

sign.as finally completed. S e
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Tab Ie‘ 2 "

in each experimental or control condition

"Experimenpalldésign;and'nﬁmber'of childreﬁ (N

|

Degree of Structure .0f Educational Program

«,';.5

T v . 3

o

2 -~
oo

-

o

T . High

,Medium,.: Low

" .Teacher-
"+ Only

° o8

Teacher
& ¢
Day Care -+ N=7

Mother' .

f A T |

Gp. 1 ~Gp, 3.7 Gp.5

N=7 N=11 = N=8
g . - Nea
Gp. .2 Gp. 4 Gp.6& . [N=8
w g ;
1 UN=12. | N=T
. J "1
\ v

“In addition, the teéchers were'distributed,

hd
as follows':
Gﬂpup 1: one
~

Al " R
Group 2: one
Group 3: twc
. Group U: two
Group 5: two

‘Groun 6: one

teacher
teacher
teachers

teachers

*
S
L

o
-

&

faiio]
~
N

Sy
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“ighly structured acnroach was Teaching Dlsadvantagcd Chil-

'p.. 48~ M9) 11st sdme. 15 mlnlmum goals to be reachec by cre-;}"

173
-

Educational Intervention Programs - R

v

Ly
!

dren 1n the Preschool (Berelter and Engelmanh, 1966)

v

\

o
'Thls,cartlcular ancraoch v1ews cultural/e cat onalrdefj o

prlvatlon essentlallv as language denrivatiOI , Therefore,'

C4

the procram stresses the development of linmulstlc com-'
petence. In additlon Berelter and hngelmahn (1 360, o

L

>

school children prlor to enter1np klndergarten : Incorder :

[
by

to reach these goals the teacher is mandated %o take a very”

~
actlye, dlrect instructional, task-oriented aoproach In

) v 3P : .
addition, a hiqh’degree of active partlclpatbon,ls required '

~

orl the part of the child. Ih-additioﬁ"‘a’good'deal’of
repetition is requlred in order to meet the spe01f1c goals.
"This apcroach ‘-makes little use of educatlonal toys or

ll,
s

sames and tends to,utlllze pencll and paper act1v1taes, ; N

pictures of cormon obJects,,books etc. The teachers used .

many denonstra ions, a variety of examnles and a vood deal -

2

of cractlce and renctltlon in an attemot to reach such Foals -
as the following: a)uthe ablllty to use not statements -

Ragt

b) ability to handle opposites, c) ablllty to use class/

categorical concepts (e.g., animals), ‘d) ability to use v

simple if-then deductions, e) ability to name the b &t

colors plus white, black and brown, f) ability'tc count aloud

. «
T i r

f I

‘~High1v structured, apcrcachl‘ The "manual" for the -




7

S

’ -
k=1

%0920", ) abillty to count correctl"‘lO objects, h) ablllty
to use rhymlng ”Ordo, i) ablllty to djstlngulsh prlnted

words from plcture

Even though the E I anoroach typlcally takes place
o

w1th a group of llYe or 51x ehaldren and 1s dellvered 1n

-

“a fast—paced and rather dramatlc manner diﬂuas felt that

the sane.orlncinles'(dlrect 1nstructlon) cuuld be and were

ennloyed w1th smaller numbers of children, i. e.,'one two

_or three.

2§: Moderaéely struetured approach, vThe teaChef and

'superViser'guidelines‘usea in this app?oach were obtained

from avallable publ‘shed naterials by Levenstein, et al
(Levensteln & Sunley, 1968 Levenstein, 19703 Levenstein &

Levenstein. 1971; and LevensPein,_Adelman,;and Kochman,

L

1971) Accordjng to Levensteln et al (1971, p. 75) the
nrovram"ls based on the assumntlon that cognltlve enrlcn—A;
- ment for low—wncome and other educ%tionally dlsadvantaged'

preschooleTS'snould occur’ with early,speech deyelonment
[ - \ N .

, and should be embedded in the child's.relationships with

" beloved family figures, especially the;mother. . . As
It : :
the major comenent of cognltlve grovth the program fos~
f \ o

ters conceptuallzation cl@sely llnked w1tn lanwuage skills,

through the home demonstyatlon of a. model for verbal 1ntpr-

action between child and»mother around perceptual -motor . ex-
- 7", - il
perienCe'with self-motivating objects". The maJor materlals

. L = ~
= \

. I _27- _
~ . ' | ! \3!: [}&g;

Y

o
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: ‘used as. the vehicle for cognitive and lanruage stimulation

i -
<

“'included some. 2M toys and 15 books throughout the course of

the 1ntervention per‘od We used the toys and books that@

 fLevenste1n et al (1971) found useful WA listinp.of tlese v

aw be found in Aboendix II : The toys oripinallyiwere:A‘

,\

chosen because of their caoacity to oromote verbal inter-

(84
; T .

action uheir distinctive nerceptual comoonents, their
ability to facilitate both gross and’ fine motor exnres- ;
s1on also their potential for the child 's beiny able to
use the toy in a con :u al oronlem—solving fashion.

In -terms of actual procedures, the teacher hrouwht a o

different toy or bool to tne tarpet child (children) on a

weekly rasis throughout the course’ of the program.' After

. rapport was established, the Vlesson” cente. <d around three

general areas 1f a tov was being use d (1) naming/lahelinp

of colors, shanes, sizes ‘terture, relationshios, nummer

-

‘categorie*' (2) description of actions in terms of matchinp,

fitting together and making.sounds; (3) “emindinp the ciild

to thinlt about what he does in terms of giving attention,

v

_ making Cboices, having self—control 'remembering'related

- exnerience:, oretendinp and perForminy acts in the. oroner

sequence In each case, the teacher took the lead and then

- encouraged the child to act, Verbalize;'etc,

°
» o
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Py

by th \teacner

N “ y

~a, Inthe the code to look and listen.‘

a
v o ". ¢ .

b Show and read the titWe page.
. g

3

a booi: was'being»used;;ghe following gulide was

. Show and describe how to turn ‘the oaqes

and how _to treat. theébook. N o

h

o d Read in a clear, eaSy voice.;'

)

- e. Stop at illustrations and 1nv1te the child
to noint out colors, shapes and 5izes, =
. humber, texture .relationuhips,Acategories.

.

“viords are read o P

;

f. Engcourage the child to jo;n in wheo 1"amiliar

. The pu'delines for the manner in Uiich to"e and,%ooks”

wene”used were t ken. F rom the Manual LOP Reolication of

a

the ‘lother-Child Home Program (Levenstein et al

S At this point, it should be oOinted ‘out that at least

tvwo major modifications of the Levenstein approach were

made visfa-vis thc p esent proiect. The first concerns the

use of the chi“d' natural mother Levenstein-et al argue

stronglv that the orovram he used with the natural mother'

and that the teacner's maJor function 1is to demongtrate

]

_the-approach~with the goal of 'having the major interaction

take place betueen the child and his/her natural mother.

This'was not the case in the present studv due to the fact

"that the intervention procedures were being carried out in

a family day care éetting. A second major modification

concerns the fact that tie teachers in the preuent project,

were not‘trained'by the Levenstein et al.Staff.

N -~
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“~

indlcated earller, t re. materlals, technldues, DhllOSOphV

\etc. were obtalned from avawlable publlshed material.\

- ~
-

\ 3. Looselv structured.aonrOach.“‘Bv its'verv:nature. \
L . . S - . N

this - aporoach vas difflcult ‘to oneratlonalize -or to snec1fv.d$

The maJor objective was to have the teachers 1nteract w1th

v -

the children in a warm; friendlv and supcortive manner with—

fap

~out. the use of‘a'formal consistent educational onllosoohv

C

series of obTectlves or tecnnlque. However, each teacher

t
, 4

was grven a tota budpet of plS %) per'child to sﬁend‘aS*

*she saw fit The teachers vere encouraged to. thinl in,

terms oP r'onsumable 1tems such as. cravons, Daver, nenCLls,

etc. T . . . : '»}. .

"To the extent possible, the}suoervisors“'role was ¥

viewed as belng primarily ”non-directive" 1n nature. The

B .

eteachers viere encouraged to come up w1th their own poals

~

for the nllaren°as well as the methods and technloues

- - i

" which mlght be used to reach the goals. Inuthis;instance5

it appeared that mucn of their thinking was deternwned bv

[y

‘what they did withatheir own children when their children

were between 2% and i, After the tea@hersubegan to formu—'

+ o

late their own yoals and technloues, the supervioor Dlaved

- - N S i

the"role of resource person.. It should aloo be polnted

out that slnce the supervisorv sessions were held ina |

4

Prouo there ﬁé no doubt that the teachers exerted some

»mutual\influeﬁce on one another in terms of what was being

‘done with“#hé‘children. The most active role played bv the

+ I3

2.
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I

‘ supervisor ‘congisted of his s polv_Lnfr normatlve develop-
A . . “ B . . /,
/

mental.information'on 2% to Hfrear -o0ld ch1]dren so that = - o

i -
/ | .

. the teachers \oulo have some,framcnork w1th1n which to 3‘%

P i
. ,/

nlan and . operaxe. In summary, the loose1v -"-tnred

techniques with 11ttle in

or a con51stent educatlonf

* /. . L ' Y

. . - . . M . . 3 .
The "Deliverv" Systems | ' . _ ' ’

As will be recalleﬁ/ a second.asnect of the oreSent'

r 1n which each of the educatlon~ T

b

study dealt with the nanne
. - : /
; al proyrams was "de11 ered"'

Drogram involved two/tvnes of dellvery svstems: one in

-oﬁthe children. The present

,
e .

¢ which only the paraorofessional teacher worked with the

target child (chlldren) and a second in thch the teacher

v

and the dav care mother worhed/w1th the tarpet child/

children." In the teacher only‘condltlon the teacher

vorhed vith tne'child for two hours per; week (one’ hour

;7 on eacn of tuo different davs) tnrouchout the course of
X

" , the program.' In the teacher plus day care mother dondi-

tion thé teacher aiso worked with the target child/chil--

: - .
. . . f

. ° dren for two hours*per weel In addition, -however the

dav care mother was requested to observe the interaction
-~

of the child—and”teacher,wand then to worl wlth the target

child/children for an,additional two hours diuring the
H o

4 I i
.»« ~course of the week., The day care mother was requested to .
@ ' . v ' : '
3 N '
~> - °
« ‘,‘ . . -
H ) . ‘1 R . N :‘.
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per%orm tne _same act1v1t1es with the chﬁld/cxlldren which

i

..}

had been Umodeled” by the teacher. Nouever, at least two

problems with thls manlphlation should be noted There. .

T was little 1n-the~way-of an 1ncentive'(e By monetarv)
which could be offered to the- dav care mother in exchange
for providlng this tvpe of follow—uo, prlmarllv because

the Deoartment of Social Serv*ces foresaw problems aris-

@

Lo ing with tho°e dav care- mothers xrho were an01Ved in the

. : ﬂteacHer only condition.‘ However, even ip it had been -

B pOSSible to orov1ae an incentlve, it. would have,been verv

dlfficult to oversee the day ‘care mothers," primarilv be-

e ]
}%” - cause of trme,keltner in terms of DSS staff or project staff;

. ) . 2 : T . / ‘ ' . 4
Length of Tﬂtervention Period‘ ‘

The educatlonal interventlon program was 1n effectA
for a perwod of ten months (Seotember, 1973~June, 1974)
With the orlﬁinal goal of having’two hours of direct teacher
o instructlon per week, it would have been theoretlcallv pos-
- sible to see each child for avtotal of approx1mately 80 |
* Hours (8'hours per‘&onth x 10 months). However, when one
7;.considers vacatlons such as Thanksgiving, Christma Chanu-

1’ah Easter Passover etc. 5) hours of coritact is a more
? 2

4

‘55 reallstic estimate. In terms of actual tea@her contact .

time the mean number of hours spent was 9,6, There vas,

- . however, a considerable range, with a low of 21- and a-high
. - of 70, In terms of’ the various educational intervention

‘ ’ % v »
o § ; . =32~
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. ' Proérams; the ehildren An thé Highlv stru;ctured group av-
eraved 52 hours of contact the children in the moderate&v

'f~>'§. structureﬂ condltion averaged 51 hours of contact andvthe e

children in the‘looselv:structured groun averaPed G hours
5 v -

,;of contacth A problem in this resoect centered on some of .

the cnvldren s not snowingruo,at the dav care home on a

o

T& -

regular oas1s' houever, thlS will be discus ed in more de-

T tall in the d"SCUSSlon section. o *i e " P

T

ari aules Investigated

-~ 7. ‘ {,‘

The, maJor dependent ‘variables cons isted of several,

cognitive and’social’behavioral_measures; It should be £

p01nted out that tHese measures’ were- obtained near the

eginping of the project (October, l973)/aﬁd at the close

of the educational Dart of the program (oummer, io74).

'The.Cognitive Measures - _ A | o]

-

1. The Peabodyv Picture Vocabulary. Test (PPVT). The

CPPVT (Dunn, 1965) is a‘non-verbal, multiple-choice test

»

- _ thatmwas,designed to evaluate chlldren between the apes of

" in some®

Ran-

ner. . The test was designed to nrovide an estimate of an

2% and ‘18 vears who can-indicate "Yes" or "ilo

.

individual's verbal,intelligence through measuring»hearing

. . .
vocabulary or receptive knowledge of vocabulary. Raw scores

can be converted to a mental age, IN and vercentiles., Al- )

ternate forms are avallable. The instrument was originally'

standardized on 4012 white 8s, aged 2% to 18. -

- . o
. v = v = o
. ——
. . - .
. - . v . ~
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The PPVT manual reoorts alternate fo"m rellabllltles

-

;ranglng from .67 at year 6-0 to 8U at. ages 17-0 -and l8 0.

The standard‘errors of measurement in I0 oo*nts range from
6.00 at ages l7 0 and 18-0 to 8.61 at age 6-0 vears,/ Tour- .
teén studies (ll,ted in the Aonendlx of the manual) report
alternate férm rellablllties from 37 to- .)7,vw1th a median
of :ﬁ].‘ est retest studle report coeff1c1ents r;&plng L N 'ié
.”:dfkffffﬂf from .28 to 97, vith a median of . 73, wlt; retest 1nter—‘, ‘

vals ranging from 4 ‘weeks to 2 vears.

2. The Preschool Inventnrv (DSI) The PSI (Cald- )

O

well, 1970) was designed as a br1ef assessment anu screen- -
. ing procedure for‘1nd1v1dual use'with«ehlldren in the,age
range of 3 to € vears. The 6& 1tem inventorv was dev1eod

spec1f1callv for use’ in connectlon with’ Proqect dead Start

uboth lor deDrlvatlon assOclated deflolts and for proJram

;'evaluatlon. As such the crlterla followed in its develoo—
ment were[that: (a) 1t samples skills cnlldren need and are

implicitly assumed to nossess 1n indergarten and earlv

I3 . e

grades; (b) it reflects culturallv based def1c1+s (as op-

o .
posed to belng "culture—falr"); (c) it be sensitive, rather -

than resistant, to change s¢g that it reflects acquisition of
v ,

slkiills; and (d) it could . be auicklyv administeped with rea- ' : Rﬁ

[ 8]

‘sonable accuracv.

7

I

LS

Standardization to date has been mainly with low SESs .
liller and Dver (l970) renorted~a,six—month test- k ;/<///i

" groups. 2 e

reteqt Stabllluv coefflc1ent of . .79. - Correlations with the




Stanford-Binet ranze from .32 for 3-vear-olds tc..65 for
d N . . L

'retarded chlldren.

2¢

,5—year+blds, with .41 being the cerhelation for the eﬁtire

‘} . 4 o . . R
. sample (H=1476). "Caldwell (1970, p.23) indicated that,

. "Since even among é-vear-olds (wﬁere the correlation be-

Fa

tireen theae twio measures is the greatest) 'hly 42 peyeent.

'of the var*ance in the sdores is accounted) for by this re-

latiOﬂuhlp, it 1s dbvious that‘the Inventopy is-measuring

2!

semething in addition to general ihtelligeece." IR

-

The PSI anoears to tan a var*etv of: preschool qkllls

kincludeng 1now1edpe of seTf bodv parts, knowlodge of - gen-"

" {

eral environment, basic numben,facts, comparatlve conckpts,
triinal concepts, premositional concepts, colcrs, from

reeognition and basic copyving skills.

3.W;The Bas*c'Cenceot Inventorv (BCI). The BCI (En- K

-

gelmdnn, 1967) 1 a checllist of ba c‘toncepts that alr'e,(v

[z
M ol

involved in ‘new 1earn1ng bituatlons particularly asg ‘thev

‘pDé€rtain to first grade. Engelmann (1967, p.5 ) indicetge-

that the BCI is not a complete checklist in that 1t does

! f . -~

not 1nc1ude knowledge of colors, @billtv to coun%,,etc.,.

[}

hug concentrates“on skills "that are perhaps more baslc,
R ’ .

1ess:1ikeav to»be taught5 and less likely to be noticed

.

and diapgn ed by the teacher" It is Dle&PllV intended for

®

/

cdlturally dis advantaged nreschool and iﬂdergarten children

ulow learners, emotlonallv d*sturhed chlldren and mentallv

Gl‘ a

el
~

1Dua
s
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o . . ' Engelm_ann' i.ndicatestl\lat., the BCI consists of an AT

. . ’ ’ . * . - : .
] . tempt to construct a criterion-referencgd test as compared

. - T “

, - : ~ ¢ . -
P, 5)'"the motivation behind items on a criterlon-referenced
. | . measure is not to spread the dlstribution (01o scores) but
'to evaluate the 1nstructwop the chlld has recelved on speci-

ve o, fic,~relevant skills. Since the skllls tested are spe01fic
YR < ‘

and relevant we can- see hv examlnlnc aachild's tcst Der

) o

¢

-

! 5 Tormance Dr801selv'where hls 1nstructﬂon has elther failed

or succeeded him'in teachinv him what.he should Tnéw". In

1

this sense, the BCI dlffers from the PPVT and the PSI, both

of wnlch are norm—referenced measures. ,

a

- " r"he BCT conoists of three parts termed (1) Basic

Concents, (2) otatement Repetition and Comorehenslon -and

k]

(3) Pattern Amareress.

ot

Engelmann (1067 p.T- ) statec that, "The tasks in Part

it
/"

/’///,,,//"Oﬁe/are desioned to test the cthd‘s abllltv to handle dif--
ferent types of selection cri erias

a) Uncomolicated selectlon'crwterla such as ah
object name: ®mind the bov

p) Plurals: Find the balls that:are black, T

: - d) Compound selection criteria: "Pind the ball that
. is big and black. (Also the not variation:. Tind
o the one that does not talk and d does not hark.)

e) Full statements as criteria for selection: TWind.
e ‘ tiie right picture: The man 1is rpoing to cthop
L . ' dowri the tree. | 5 :
' T . ,' pu .
v . _36_ .

)
e
<
[N
\

to a norm-referencéd test. According to Engelmann- (1967, .

.

o c¢) tlot criteriat Find the balls, that are not white./d‘f-

"




2 . o

Selection criteria that do ndt provide enough
information tp identify a particular object.
For example, the child is shown an illustra-~
tion of thrée boxes and is told, "There 1s a
ball in one of these boxgs. T he ball.is not.
in this box (pointing to \the box at left).

Do you know where the bal 1s5? Don't guess."

In terms of. the second part, Enaelmann (1907, D..7)
1nd1cates that "Part Wwo tests the hild's'abllity to,

' repeat statements and to answer the questions that are

w3

implied by these statements. Wor example-‘ A boy 1s not

<

walking when he is running. What is a boy not doing vhen

he 1is running?.‘mbe zationale behind Part ”wo items is
: ‘ - HN
that statements that are used in evervdav language and in

[}

" the classroom should be familiar to the child. The child
should be‘able to understand what them meanuand be able

to reoeat them. If he fails in eztner area, his famlliaritv
wﬂth these statements is 1nadeouate. If he hasvdifficultv
vepcdtinﬁ statements, he is handwcapoed 1n situations that
domand h*m to repeat and apblv statemenhs. \

In terms of the area of Ratcern Awareness,'Engelmann
(1967, n. é)'sa&s that,fLPart Three tests thq child's under-
. standing of the kind of patterning?on which analopgiles are
based For-example. theﬂcﬁild is bresented with the sounds
m—-lh and is tested to see 1f he can identify them as the
vord milk. The vord and the sound_pattern are analagous.

Both'depend'upon a’relationshin‘offthe parts. The only

difference is that the parts are telescoped in the word

i} A
\

g 2
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- ) -
¢

milk. Two other vatterning tasks are‘presented in, Part_

Three, one designed to see if the cthd can note tﬁe se- j,
ouence of tvo events, and the other to see whether thb

Chlld can rayure out/the e pattern used to expand a dlglt

series The - cnlld is f*rst askeé to repeat a digit: ee—‘
~ries - 7,4, for example. Lben he'is asked to repeat‘the
analogous series, 7-7, U4-U4, and soﬁon,.tprough,7-7;7;z,

H-l4<h-h, The digits in the expanded series are not ran-
éém. 'They are governed by an expansien rule. The child
" who perceives this rule 'will more probablv be able to re-
npeat the digits than the child who does not. - Conversely,

H

'the child who does not -is possibly unaware of the rule."

The Social-Bec¢havioral Measures

1. The Teacher's Rating Scale. This scale (Rubin;

1962) consists, as-the title indicates, of a series of

scales designed to assess social-behavioral characteris-

tics of Chifaren in the age. range kindergarten througﬁ
Asecond rade. (SeelAppendir IIII. The original scale3
consisted of 79 items, each of}whichAwas a separate scale.
Interrater reliability coeffieients for the ngscales

ranged from ,26-.94.  Two thirds of the coefficients were

-

above .75.

The version Used in the present project was revised
bv'nubin in 1967 and contained 55 items We assume that

¢

" those scalos (of the original 79) whlch demonstrated low~

ered reliabilitles were deleted For the purposes of the

36—




xSocﬂal bervices caseworker assigned to

,Demographlc and uacygrouhd Variables -

present study, e deleted sexeral addwtlomal 1tems, Dri-

marilv those.vhich were mofe relevant to lassroom (group)

‘behav1or]and those Vhicl were not appropriate for Chilﬂ

drentiafthe 3-5" age range; ‘Thereforé,.a.totai»of 35 behav-
. / ‘7 . " - . .
1or//ﬂere rated y
. / ‘
: / Fach item iy composed of a 9-polnt Fcale where the

e st, fifth arid ninth reference- polnts4are descrlhed and
!
|-

o

“\\

some cacegralso the third and sevent polnts . mhe

rater~1s ;nstructed that he may use points 2 H 6 or 8 if

AN

he feels.the need to do so.
/The origaoal studv design cal’ed or perlodﬁc obnlg
:erratlons and ratwrgs on the part of he Department of
7the dav care c“vld.

It soon became apparent that the caseworkers were not able -

to make frequent enou?h or long enough: Viblto fo be able

to carry out. these svetematlc observations. Therefore,

.'the teachere were asked to comolete the rat ny scalés

tw1ce ‘once at the beginning of the program (October, 1978)

and once at,the end (Summer, 97“)& This obv1ous%yfwas

less desirable than .the original plan, but was the best
. ‘ ' a R !l [

that could be done under~the'circumstanpes., -

\

- l

In addﬁtion to the maJor dependent measures, anorma-“

)

A , tion was obtalred on the characterlstics off the target.

. «

child,:the child's biological pdrents andlhome, and the

child?s. dav care motheF’andthome.f

B ‘ y
‘ - ,mu °
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Essentially these questions tried to get a.picture of |
“the social, educational‘and,occupational‘background; and

the composition of. the day carevchild's family and care-

,taker as well as the physical env1ronment of the'"natural";

home and the day care home.g The interview schedule (a
bcopy of which 1s attached as Appendix IV) was completed by
the Department of Social Services caseworker assigned to
the child on the ‘bagis of existing documents, interviews
_W1th the relevant persons, or systematic observations of/

the home setting ‘These data are not relevant to the

f present study and "hence not presented below. However,
”they pay be useful to . any further attempt to try to

f‘under .and the characteristics of children who ‘do-or do

1

»

" not impnove in different educational environments.,

N )
'+ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

‘\!

PCognitive Measures

1. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) he

data in Table 3 show the mean PPVT IQ gscores for each

experimental group as well as for pre- and posttesting. ,

g
X




~ Table 3: "Mean PPVT IQ scores /for the .
- various experimental conditions.

'Degree of Structure

. o High - - Medium"' de-

Pre-| Post | Pre{ Post Pre | Post | : & :
Teacher |~ N N ] Raw Mean L
b Only . ou | .93 1 87 102 .99 | 97 I Bt :
‘e 8 i b ' M L 95
1 y Teacher , ) 5 : : '
. is_ +DCM | T6 89 "l 9k 99 99 " | 107 I 94 '
vt oo - N T
e e - ‘ ) : B oy
- r m Pre and 85 91*1 91 | 100 99 | 102
"y Post X . o -, : )
. '+ Total_ .88 96 100
Cell Xs - - f j |

o N

A 3x2x2 ANOVA yielded one 51gnificant main effect
3 -
which inVolved pre- vs. post teaching (r=5.79, df 1, 42

p< .05). In‘thislcase, the mean pretest PPVT IQ was 90
and the mean posttest IQ was 98. Thus, 1rrespective,of

;;/edncationel programsforldelivery systems, the'childrean
IQ scores” on this test improve. There were no other sig-
'nificént main effects or interactions.

>

The iact that there were no significant 1nteractions

) 1nd1cates that neither the educational structure variable
nor the delivery system acted to bring about differential

Achangesﬁover time with respect to PPVT iQ, l.e.5 on the - ﬁ}'j

aterageiall chriTdren improved significantly;i ‘ i
HOwe?er; another manner injwhich the data might be

'viewed is in terms of expected vs.‘ohtained rate of mental

growth:r For example, Table 14 represents the mean'mental“

N . B, . . e
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- . o age scores for the six educational treatments, including |

s >

pre-~ and posttesting

’ ' t PR ——

‘Table 4: Mean PPVT -Seores for the ex-
-perimental educational conditions.

Degree of Structure_

High N Medium ’ Low :
h Pre | Post .Pre 1 Post Pre { Post |Raw 'Mean
Teacher | ~ Tk , _
D Only 31 4o- 29 43 30 39 . 35
e S o : ' ‘ ' ‘ .
ly - b E , ’
.1 s ‘Teacher 25 ‘r;’32 32 | 49 391 53 | 38
- v t + DCM - _ : " -
ee v i .
.rm Pre and | 28 | 36 30 Lé 341 46
|y Post Xs ' - . )
Total__ N ) N :
Cell Xs | 32 ) 38 - 34 S ¢ ' . .

L

In this:instance‘there was aiso.a significant main

.‘effect for pre- vs. p0sttesting (F%SZ.UG, df=1;41,

p<;.05). There were no other significant~maih effects

or interactions. Inythisﬁcase;-the~oVera11 main pretest

M.A. was Bi months and the overall posttest M.A, was L2.6

months, 1ndicating an average increase of 11. 6/months |
n . If -one cons1ders the IQ- to be a predictor of" rate of mental 2
growth then one mlght begin to make comparisons between \
redicted,and obtained rates of mental growth -For ex-
( ample, the mean pretest IQ for the present sample was

found to.be 90. If‘the mean had been 100, one would ex-=

’ . ' pect' 12 months of mental growth during a 1Q-month

S




‘ - N T
chronological period (the duraticn of the present educa-~.
tional intervention'proéram);:'On the:otherbhand; the
‘?act that the obtained mean pretest?IQNWas.90 would lead
one to expect an average gain of‘lO,8 months of mentalls\\\
growth over a 12-month period;-or a'gain&of apprOXimately
9 months‘of mental growth during a‘lO;month period;' The
Above calculations assume that no particular'educationala
i.t rvention occurred during the lO— or 12-month periods;
Therefore, the fact.uhat the present program found an av-k

N

erage ‘gain of 11. 6 months compared to an expected gain of,
9 months (assuming no intervention) seems to indicate that
all of the experimentai educational programs irrespective
of degree of structure, y1elded slgnificant gains in the

children's hearing vocabulary or receptive knowledge of

-
“

vocabulary

In comparing the present results with those of other
investigatlons which have utilized the PPVT. a number of
‘thlhés should be cons1dered ) Theﬂfirst p01nt is.that
presént pretest mean I0Q of 90 tends to be somewhat higher
than those found in other 1nvestigationsb For examole
”Levenstein (1970) reported a pretest mean IQ of 76 8 for
a sample of 29 two and three—year—olds. Aftor seven
' months of intervention'the”mean:PPVT IQ was found to be
'89.0: Additionally, Karnes, Teska:and~Hodgins Cl970) ob-

tained a mean PPVT IQ of «82.6 for 92 children who were then

. . ) . . &
. . . o ¢
2 . . . .
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'\\ud may not have‘UeenMcomparable prior to_lnteryenpron.‘

: 'ever,‘the fact that the children in these studies began

A

< ‘,-

ass1gned to one of . four types of educational programs.
& - : d

'After 7 to 8 months of 1nstrué*1on in one - of the educa-

tional programs Ktwo hours and 15 m1nutes per dav) PPVT-

1Q galns ranged fro% M O 001nts (83 3 to 87 3), in one
'group, to 12.°4 points in another group(80 2 to 92.6). In
“still a th1rd (experimental)group, ‘a pre- posttest dlf—

" ference .of 10.3 points wasuobtained (85 8 to 96.1).

In addltlon Edwards and btern (1970) utlllzed the

‘PPVT as one ér many dependent measures in a study i“volv-

[

"1ng a comparatlve analys1s of three 1nterventlon programs

vith d1sadvantaged preschool chlldren.. In this 1nstance\_

the mean pretest‘PPVT-IQ was 75.15. After 2M weeks of 1n~

struction (15’minutes‘per day, M days per week), the ad- &

N v

'justed posttest means for the various instructlonal pro-

grams vere as follows" 95. M 89 8, and 86.4.
As indicated earlier, children in the previously

cited studies. routinely ottained lower pretest PPVT IQs;

\;therefore the ch11dren who part1c1pated in’ the present

A,second’and rélated point.obncerns the fact that the re-
sults of these several studies hat¥e demonstrated rather

o

dramatic absolutetgains, e,g;,’l2 to 20.IQ points. How—

at a lower level, coupled -with the possibility of-a "re-

gression effect" might have ‘acted to artificially inflate '/

L :
]
X

. ohho B
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- the posttest scores. \ It should also be noted that in

s : none of . the studies cited above was the mean posttest
KA scores comparable to the one found in the p ent

\

herefOre,vit is suggested

. " study (mean PPVT IQ=98).~

e Jthat'in spite of the fact theg't the children in the

present studv began at a rela 1vely high levol (X 90)
(which might have acted to. produce a "ceiling effect")

, statistically s1gnificant 'IQ gains were observed “This
would seem.to indicate that all of t he present 1nter-

vention programs were successful in increasing perform—

ance on the PPVT 'and that we are observing more than a’
- 14 . . .

simply maturational effect o . St

s

' !
y Several other studies have reported that chlldren

-

o from ethnic minority g: oups make appreciable gains on the

PV% (Howard, & Plant l967 Klaus & Gray, 1968 Milgr&m

| . xrl97ﬂ) in preschool programs such as Head Start Milgram

o has suggested'that the PPVT "y dependent on consistent

»(attention.and control overccompeting responses. .Its mul—
‘tiple’choice format.may obscure the loss pf~attentional
‘set toﬁa greater'degreevthan the .relatively more open- .
.ended questions:of (e.g.) the Binetf(pt325);" In addi-\
tion, Milgram offered several hypotheses tq explain the
greater.gains typically made on the PPVT compared to an
instrument suchias‘the'Binet} It may be thati‘(l)“with

1 increasing age children are increasingly able to maintain

“
' ‘ ' o * -~
s
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. ' o,
a constant set; (2) they become more familiar with the
<' -y, v \ .
verbal items of the PPVT (3) the practice effect is S

larger for the PRVT than for the Binet. It would seem

MY

.that further research is required to evaluate the above

hypotheses to determine which best accounts for the rise °*

A

in PPVT IQs as a result of an intense preschool experience.

-

2. Preschool Inventory. As was the case with the

. \ ;
PPVT, a 3x2x2 ANOVA revealed a. main effect for pre—<vs.

posttesting '(F=159.89, df=1 38 ok Ol) No other main

\

effects or interactions-were found to be statist:fcallv~

significant Table 5 presents the pre- . and posttest mean
scores for tha PSI for the various experimental conditions.v
. Table 5 Mean PSI scores for the ’
' variocus experimental conditions.-
‘Degree of Structure‘

. High Medium - * Low Raﬁ'Mean

. ' Pre Post:_ Pre | Post Pre | Post

Teacher [27.2| 42.5 | 26.4|38.7 [18.7 |44.2 | 33.0
"OnIy - ’ i : ey

v

o

TeacHer | S ’ B
¥ ch\ 18.8 | 42.8 | 26.0 |49.0 °| 31.4 |49.6 | _36.3 -

Prezand ' | {
Post ‘ . ,
Means- |23.0 | 42.7 | 26.2 |43.9 | 25.1 | 46.9
' Gell — T -
Means 32.9 . 35.1 36.0

.

Total Pretest Mean-= 24.8
Total Posttest Mean = 44,5

EY
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: . - : . ‘ | .
The gquestion arises as to whether the significant mean

increase in scores was simply -a result of maturation, since
the PSI 1is essentially an age-normed instrument; "At this

point there would appear to be at least two‘ways“of view?

. ing the data to determine whether the: observed changes

3

4

Inventory, Revised Edition 1970, Handbook, p 21):

reflect maturation only, or are a result of the education-

al intervention programs (l)-compare the observed chan-’

ges with the results of other preschool programs which
have utilized the .PSI as a dependent measure . —

| In terms of the first'alternative;“it would seem
that the observed nean.gain of.l9.7 points is greater
than might be expected by maturationualone."For ekample,
Caldwell (l97d) provides mean scores for the various ‘age

groups utilized in the standardization of the PSI A

brief reproduction of the norms 1s as follows (Preschool

4

Age Group “ Mean (Raw Score)
3-0.to 3-11 - 25.6
4-0 to 4-5 30.0
- b-6 to 4-11 33.9 B
5-0 to 5-5 38k .
5-6 to 6-5 . b2y :

The mean age of the children in the present study was
3 years anc’6 months‘at the beginning of the pro;ect and
the ‘mean pre-test PSI score was 24 8. It would appear,
therefore, that the children in the present study were
comparable to those in the PSI standardization sample.t

“wrs

However, at posttesting, when. the mean age was U years

iy

3

Y

ral
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A, \',,

. . '3 months, the mean PSI. score was llll 5, which 1s comparable

-

to the 5- year, 6 months to 6 years, 5 months age group in

’ iy C,“!v oL

the PSI suandardization sample. Therefore, it appea~s that wé

the children .in the present stuﬁy acquired a significantly A i;
greater number of the skills thpped by the .PSI as a're-'a\\x<;f"

~ sult of thc various experimenZal programs than might be’

.

expected by maturatioﬁ alone, 1f the PSI norms. are used as
o : e

a basils for comparison. } R ..

N o B .
As indicated earlier, however, another manner of evalu- .

~ating the present results 1is to compare them.with'otherxpréhf

)

schodl intervention- programs which have utilized the: PSI

Al

Por example Edwards and Stern (1970) uséa the PSI as one _5
§

dependent measure in an investigation of the comparative

effect of three different preschool intervention programs.

K f L4 ~ +

At .the. start of the program the mean chronological age of

B}

their cnildren was 51 6 months and the intervention perlod

¥ ]

© . was 6 months; however, actual total instructional timescame

N

to -abou# 24 hours. The mean age of the children at postn

‘testing was 58.5 months. ' Pretest means were not reported

’
R
...........

however, adjusted posttest. means were found to be M? M and

. ha. 4 for the two experimental groups, respectively; HO 7 o .

"

f r a placebo group,’and 36.8 for,a no- treatment control 7

) group., in attempting to compare the results of EdwardSu&

Stern (1970) with those of the present studv, ! number of

factors must be considered These differences are out-

1ined below.

ERIC ‘ : aptad
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, ‘ o o ] prejen Edwards & Stern

o _ © Study ® (1970)
> Mean C.A. at pretest Ui.65~ - - 51.6 .
Mean C.A. at posttest © .50.6 ., ' = 58.5 -~
Duration of interventio®™ * ,: 9 month 6 months
“ . Mean hours of instructic 49.6 . 23.8
L ‘Mean,PSI posttest 4 44,5 - - 17 (exp. {
g ‘ . CL N - . h2.3 (exp.
: - ) : . k UO 7 (Placebo)
C ) ‘ 8 (Control)

N - e _ - C
It would'appear' then, that ydunger bnildren,‘being

f
worked with over a longer perlod of" time and on a more

1ntense bas1s, score almost as well ast older chlldren who

(are wor(ed with on a less 1ntense basis for a shorten-

in the present study 1s\comparable to that of plder Chllﬁ

3 . “

dren who have also recelved exoerlmental 1nterVention
would seem to ind&eate that " the galns observed in the pres-*

]

‘,' en® study are essentially -a resUlt of maturation.r The*

present résults mlght also. be compared with, those of Mlller

-

& Dyer (1970) who oompared I types of Head St?rt culrlcula

a ’. " 3

o and théi f relatlve 1mpact on:a number of dlfferent depend—

ent measures, the PST belng one of them. e °,,°‘

v -

In the‘Miller & Dyer study the medlan age of the Chll-,

dren Was 51.9 months and the pre=- posttestinp 1nterval was

6 months. Again it might be 1nstruct1ve.to cpmpgre the

Mlller & Dyer results w1th those of the present ‘study in

, A

*‘:w tabular form- a

3 ' . P

V i
: . i . .
. : . ‘ ' :
P -7 ’ , : i v “
. . i - \ o =l9a o -
. ) A : ! \ . . .

- i o

* -

) ’ N J . ’ - RN
Q. | | - antsd

perlod of time.' The fact that the posttest PSI ‘mean foundc »

-

.
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~

. Present Mifler & Dyer
' Study - 7 (1970)

Mean C.A. at pretest. 41:6 51.9 (median)
Mean C.A. at posttest = 50. 6. 57.9 (median)
Duration of -intervention °~ 9 mos. .. 6 mos.
'Mean Hours of instructlon 9.6 660% .
Mean 'PSI pretest ;L 24.8 26.6 - ~ ,
Mean posttest ‘ 44,5 <« 39,1 (exp ) \\

, 40.9 (exp.)

. | \ 37.6 (exp.)
- o : - 35.9 (exp.)
33.2 (control)
Herc again, the children ;n the .present study were

younger.at,tne”peginning of the-program, received instruc-

?Binet obviously'are not directly comparable' however, the

tion over a longer period 6f time (with fewer'instrhptional

heurs), and yet appeared to perform somewhat better at the

time of posttesting. It might»aisd-be'pointed out that:

pretest IQs for the children seem comparable, =go that some
sort of general ability factor would not seem to be great-

iy influenéing the results. The meanﬁPPVT pretest IQ was

90.59 and the mean Stanford-Binet pretest IQ was 91.8 for

the Miller & Dyer (1970) children. The PPVT and Stanford-

pretest figures. from both sets, of data seem to indicate

'that the children in the present study and those in- the

Miller & Dyer study were functloning at the lower end of

¢ /

the average range of 1nte111gence prlor to intervention.

' Parenthetlcally, i1t might be noted that Stanford Binet IQ

»
I3

¥This figure was based upon the follewing 6 mos. of inter-
vention, with 5.5 hours of instruction for 5 days per week.

[V YO




gains ranged from .79.IQ points'(control group) to 6.27.
1Q points for one of the experimentaligroups.q The mean
PPVT IQ gain for all children in the present study. (6,2

IQ points). seems comparable to the greatest observed gain

‘“OP 6. 3 points in one of the Miller & Dyer experimental

groups. - : . o LS

v 2
“

e 7 In summary, it would appear that the pre- post galn o

u'observed in the present study was not simplv a function
,w

v of maturation, whether one .compares the gains withfthe :

PSI norms or w1th the results of related studies

3. Baoic Concept Inventory (BCI). A 3x2x2 ANOVA

completed on the BCI total score revealed a significant

S

" effect for pre- vs. posttesting (F=52.58, df=1,42; l

p<.01). Noﬂotherwmain effects or interactions were ™

s+ ?

-

‘found to be Statistically significant; Table 6 presents

o ~ . q

the pre- and posttest’mean scores for. the BCI total scores =

-~ 3

for the various:experimental conditions.

ey

Table 6: Pre- and posttést mean - total
« BCI scores for the various experimcntal %onditions.

< N

Degree of ‘Structure

~ " : . __High. Medium Low : B
| Pre | Post Pre | Post Pre | Post | Raw Mean

o e . Teacher | L , . Kk
AN Oniy. i 52.0! 42.5! 73.3147.7 | 68.01728.0 } _52.1
' Teacher } B ‘ I

. and DCM ! 79. 6! ho,2 62.8‘ 27.2,1 61.6}] 25.6 49 .8

' Pre and . .‘ l o -] -
N Post Means i 65. 8‘ UER M 68.11.37.5 64.81 26.8

- _Cell Means | 5.1, . 52.8 b 5.8
T e ‘Total pre-test.Mean®= 66.2

. - Total Post-test Mean = 36.2

o
f
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. . It should be pointed out that the BCI is scored for . -
. \lerrors; therefore, the lower the score the better the

performance. 1In this case, then, the mean posttest score
? : . '

"~ of 362 indicates significant improvement over the mean - : *
pre-test score of 66.2,. for all experimental groups.'
’ /

It becomes more difficult to interpret this im-

proved perﬂprmance, partly because the BCI is a criterion

referenced test and therefore does not Drovide age norms.

Therefore it is possible that the children gained in com-

petence primarily as-a result of maturation In terms of - "

raw score improvement it should be pointed out that the

total possible number of errors which could be scored is

145; Therefore, 1n terms of mastery of the items,. the

pre~test mean indicates that the children were able to

perform appr x1mately half the items on the BCI prior to

intervention (54.4% ). At the time of pos esting theJ

had mastered\up zoximateiy 75% of the items.' The BCI

‘manual indicates that the instrument is "primari

tended for cult rally”disadvantaged preschood andpkinder-

garten children, iow'learners emotionally disturbed

and mentally retardcd cliildren®, The fact that the. pre—

,school ch:ldren in the present study wcre approximatelv

kN
3% years. of age at tuc sbart of the program and reached

75% mastery at the time of gbstfesting would seem to in<

- dicate»that something other t an maturation was occurring




e

s, " One oﬁherccompafison'seems germahe at -th point,
i.e., the Head Start comparative study by Miller «&

. . ) . S’
Dyer (1970). ,In addition to the vari y-of pre- and

.post measures, several instruments’were administered

only at the close of the progy m, the BCI being one of

them. The 1nformatlon from the present study and that

of Miller and Dyen 1svsgmmarlzed below: ' ‘ - |

4

4 Present Miller & Dyer
| B Study (1970)
/ Age at posttesting (mos.)  50.6 (mean) 57.9 ‘(median) ~. |
Duration of 4dntervention. 9 moriths 6 months >
Mean hours”of i i . 49,6 f ’ GRO - ‘

‘Mean BCX posttest - 36,2 . 36.17 (eXp )
% oo 37.79 (exp.)

: 35.00 (exp.)
by, 5” (exp )

~ Therefore, ouId seem that the mean BCI posttest 4 f
. I

’ H

score compares favorably/ﬂlth tthe observed by Mllﬁer & .
‘Dyer, even when one cons1devs dlfferences in C.A., dura—
- tion of program amount of 1nstructional time, etc.

i

3a// Baslc Concept Inventorv (BCI) Part One: Basic

Concepts; As indicated in the Method section, the BCI

’ e A o - ® Lo )
consists:of essentially three parts, each of whicp/pur-

7

ports to tap a skill necessaby for later school success. . ﬁ‘ L

.Therefore, further analyses‘were carried out on the vari-
ous sub parts of the BCI. ' . oot ‘ 1

The BCI manual 1nd1cates that in Lart One the'! Cnlld

'is asked to follow basic instructions (e.g., ”“1nd the

man", in a picture) and should understand'the "content'
v o

~53- I .
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. \ - words that arec used in the _instructi'ons‘. The BCI Manual
- ( p.7i;iijizindicates_that "the tasks in Part One also ‘
test 1d's understanding of words that describe

relatitely'common.objects.and properties such“és man.,
y girl,vbali he, she. it, they, blg, white, ‘on, be-
¢ : »tween, next to" )
| As ‘with the total BCI, Part One employs a "negative"
scoring system with a %igher score in@icetingfpoorer per—r
formance. - On Part One then; the tbtal7nunber of_possible"
1ncorrect responses is U2 . ‘. |
-~ A 3X2Xx2 ANOVA Derformed on the BCI Eart One data re-
vealed a smgnlflcant main effect for pre- vs. posttestlng
(F=22,03, df=1,30, p"’OT) and. a significant betneené o
groups 1nteract10n 1nvolv1ng degree of educational: struc—.
ture and type of dellvery svstem (P=4,34, df= ‘36 D \,05)
Table 7 presents the pre— and,posttest mean scores for the -
BCI Part One for the various experimentél céﬁditicns.%
Table 7: Pre; and poéttest’mean’sccres-forfBCI

. Part One for the varicusfexperimental conditions.

-

(%Y

’ ) Degree of Structure

Cell Means

High . Medlum ' Low Raw Mean
. ‘"Pre :Post /Pre FPost l Pre[ Post T
Teacher ' o
only . | 18. ol 7. ool 27. 19.6
Teacher’ | ' _ -
" and DCM | 31.&!18;6 116.7 1u.u |m19;5 11:8 X
Pre and Post Means! 2“{8'17.8 22.3 115.9 ‘ 21.6' 12.5 18.7

21.3 | 9.1 ° | - 7.1

22.9

. . _ Total pre-test Mean
. o 15.4

Total posttest Mean

(I
A
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sff the~pre—post differences are examined in terms
- of degree of mastery of the skllls involved in part One,
Table 7 1ndicates th?t all averaged 23/42 incorrecc

responses prior to 1ntervent1on another way of v*ewing
. . \_ .
thear performance is ithat they”were competent on MS 37

of the-.items. The mean posttest score . of 15. 4/42 ind1cates~

..«—

o

that ‘their degree of mastery of the 1tems rose-to 6¥ bg.
The significant dellvery system x educational Structure
‘interact;on‘seems to be accounted for. by the fact that

the childréen in some of the experimental conditions ob~
- . . 3 -
'.t/r*» tained very. low pre-test'scores and then made rather .,

large gains (see Table 8). O

Y

4 ' Table 8: BCI.Part One: Pre- post and gain scores

r ‘ for the varlous experlmental conditions.
, Experimental Condition' L Pre Post Gain
Teacher Only.- Hi.Structure 18.2  17.0  +1.2

“t

Teacher Only - Med. Stmleture 27.9  17.5  +10.1
Téache; Onli - Lo Structure 23{7(“ 13.3 410, 4
Teacher + DGM - Hi Structure  31.4 18.6  +12.8
' Teacher + DCM~- Med. Structure -16.7 14,4 +2;3

Teacher + DCM - Lo Structure 19.5  11.8 Y7.7

Table-7 indicates that the groups in which children
started with-relatively low scores“jindicating better
perfopmance)'gained relatitely little, while those chil-

_dren who began the' program with higher scores (indicating

Lo . : ' . &

i
1
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‘teractions were significant.’ Table 9 presents the mean

‘poorer performance) gainedirelatively'more. That»is,\

there seemed to he'a differential impact of the various

-

- programs denending on. the pretest score, and the effect

of the program appeared to be one of making the children
more-"homogeneous", i.e., there is relatively little dif-
*x"‘i.

ference‘among the posttest scores.’ This hypothesis of .

differential~impact is borne out by the nearly signifi-

cant triple interaction of strncture;x Delivery System’

X Pre- vs. Posttesting (F=3.143, df=2,30 p< .10).

“3b. BCI Part Two:: Statement“ﬁepetition. One sec=

tion of Part Two of the BCI tests the child s abiliitv to

repeat statements. Engelmann (1967) indicates that . .
"Statements that are used in_everyday language‘and in the
classroom should be‘famiiiar to‘the child . . .- If he has "

difficulty repeating statements he, is handicapped in sit-

~uations that demand him to repeat .and apply statements. "(p7)

‘“ Again, a2 negative scoring svstem is used, with a to-
tal of 72 possible errors. The results of a 3x2x2 ANOVA
indicated a sipnificant main effect.for_grefﬂzsx/post-V

testing (F;H2.32,;p4f.01). No other main effects or in-,
) ‘ N

t

~

~

scores for pre- and posttesting for the various experi- '

.mental conditions. “




S0 cdn<

‘Table-gﬁ Pre= and post-mean scores for

BCI Part Two: Statement Repetition for

the various expeerental conditions
Degree of Structure

. High . Medium . Low

Pre Post Pre |Post Pre } Post| Raw Mean

Teacher ' < 'l‘ o - :

Only 9.7 8.0 | R2.,6 '11.7 21.5 5.01 - 13.3%

Teacher | . : o '} ‘

+ DCM < |26.4 7.8 22.4 l 5.2 22,81 6.611 15.2
‘Pre and E T ‘. B
Post Means- [18.1 8.8 22.5 1 8.5 122.2 5.8
Cell Means 13.5 1 15.5 .+ 1k.0

4 7 Total Pre-test Mean = 20.9

Total Posttest Mean = 7.7

In terms~of mastery, it would appear'that most of
the chlldren were relatively well skllled in th*s area .
prior to intervention, the mean pre-test score indlcating

70.9% mastery of the items. At the time of posttesting

the average mastery level was 89.3%.

.3c. BCI Part Two: Comprehension. A second aspect

of Part Two concerns the child's ability to answer ques-
. . T

tions ‘implied by certain stétements. Engelmann 11967)

1ndicates that if the Chlld "cannot answer the questlons
that are implied by the statements, ke doesn' t fully un-
derstand. the kind of declaration the statement makes about
reality."™ (p 8) | |

In terms of the scorlng system there are 16 posueble

errors in this sectlon The results of-'a 3x2x2 ANOVA on

Al
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B . \ . p.o b M Y
' b A ' \1\ . :
the error scores revealed a 31gn1fica§t main effect for

-

pre- vs. pqsttesting (F=21. 83, e Ol) with no | other sIg-

¥

nlficant ‘main eifeots or interactions. Table 10 presents

\

the pre- and posttest mean scores for the BCI Part Two:

\

Questlons for the various;experlmental con%\t*ons

E ]

N Table 10: Pre-~ and Posttest mean scores for
the BCI Part Two: Questions for the various
'GXperimental conditlons

Degree of Structure :

< , ; / .
S .

High Medium -  Low o
Pre |Post | Pre IPost Pre | Post Raw Mean
Teacher ST - S \‘ - If.a‘ 5
Only 9.0 | 6.3 | 11.1] 8.7 15.013.5 | 18.4
" Teacher| ' - : ‘ ’
+ DCM 11,8 | 6.4 . 9,21 4.5 8.6 1 3.4 I 7.3
Pre and Post- o ] . y
test Means 10.4 6.4 10.2] 6.6 lOQB} 3.5
Cell Means “ 8.5 " 8.4 ‘ . 6.9

il

Total Pretest Mean 10.3
motal‘Posttest Mean = 5.5

K .

Herc again, 1f the results are viewed in terms of

T

mastery, the average Chlld was atle to satlsfactorlly
answer 35.6% of the questions on Part Two prlor to in-
tervention. This would s€em to indicate that thls was

: . v

a difficult task for these children. Subseouent to in~-

" tervention they were able to satwsfactorily re pond to

'65 6% of the questions. Although thgs;wouldvnot be

viewed as acceptable performance on mos criterﬂon- ) -

‘referenced tests, it should be remembered that the chil——

dren in the sample were relatively young.
-58-
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3df~ BCI Part Three.: Pattern Awarenessu Part Three

of the BCI tests the Chlld'S understandlng of the kind of
patternlng on which’ analogjes are based and consists of
essentlally three tvpes of patternlng tasks. For. cxample,
the ch11d is presented with the sounds "me-1i1k" and is
tested to see 1f he can 1dent1fy them as theé word "milk".
Also, the child is asked to re;eat a digit series: 7,b. m(
'Then he is asked to ;epeat the anal;gous serles, 7 7 I -4

'tnrough T-T- 7 7, U-h- -l Envelmann (l967).1nd1cates

-that "the child who percelves the rule will more prob-

_ably be able to repeat the digits than the child who
does not.“ (p.8) - |

In terms‘of the negatiye scoring used tnere are a .
total of 15 posslble 1ncorrect responses fTable 131 pte—;

sents the pre- and posttest means for the BCI Part“Thnee

o

for the varlous experimental co ndlit ons.

'Table 11: Pre- and posttest mean scores for the
BCI Part Three for the varlous experimental condltions

2

Degree of Structure .

-

- High | . Medium . Low .
: Prc |Post | Prec |Post | Pre | Post Raw Mean
Teacher . , i
"~ Only. 9.0 6.3 11.1 ‘ 8.7 12.0 \3.5 8.4
"Teacher ; \'
+ DOM- 11.8 ] 6.4 1 9.2 \ .5 178.6 13.4 7.3
Pre and ‘ ' _
Post Means 10.4 6.4 10.2 l 6.6 10.3 !3.5
Cell Means 8.4 1 . 8.4 - 6.9 i
Total Pretest Mean = 10.2
“Total Posttest Mean = 5.5
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or interactions. ..

v L S A . =
. A% ; . 7

@

The results of a.3xz2x2 ANOVA performed on the data

~

revealed a signifiéant’main effect for pre- vs,. poéttesﬁing

, - : :
(F=21.83, p< .01), with no other significant main effects

" Again, 1if the data are viewed in terms of mastery,
the children were able tovperfnrm“adequately on 32% of the

items prior to interventiori, and on 63{4% subsequent to’

~

_intervention,

R Summary. Analyses of Géfiance-revéal»pre-post
méin effects on gach of the cognifive measurss usednin
this étudy'whicﬁ shdw‘§ignificant*improvement on the-ﬁart
of thé cﬁildren. There is only one significant inter~
ac?ion'effectf on BCI Part One, ther%’is a significant
deli&ery system x éducatiomai s@ructure iﬁterqction. This
finding is aﬁparently é'feéult,of'initial diﬁférences'in
scores on the part of several of éhe groups,??ather than

the two variables seemingly involved.

£

Comparison of Experimehtal Intervention Aroups with Family
.,\ - ) . '

Day Care Control Group on the Cognitive Measures o

\,The foregoing analyses which were concerned with the
six ex Qrimchtal groups indicated relativeiy few signifi-

cant'maih effects, with the exception of the‘ﬂarge'number

_of overall pre-post comparisons. The significant main ef-

o

fects for pre--vs. ﬁosttesting compére favorably with the

results from similar studies, and the éains obserVed, for

~-60~
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the most part, are greater than might be expected when

compared to available normative data on’ the cognitive

,scales. Hdwever, the gquestion remains as to whetner

the gains observed mighf simply be the result of ma-

turation. More specifitally, we»must address the issue

of whether children who recelve some type of individual |
1nterventlon'w1th1n a*famllv day care context profit any
more than chlldren who do not receive 1nd1v1dua1 treat--
ment in family dayéfare. The subsequent analyses, there— """"
fore, will focus on the cognltlve changes whlch ‘occurred
within the COEETEEd experimental groups compared with~ ‘the
changes which occurred in the family day care control
group. B

‘1.» DPVT 1Q: Table‘lg presents the pre- and post-
test mean PPVT I@ scores for sthe combined experlmental
groups (CE) and the family day care control grouo (FDCC) .

Table 12: PPVT I0: Mean pre- and post
scores for CE and FDCC groups.

Group ; Pre * Post 'Diff, : t
CE (¥=43)  90.7 98.0  +7.3  2.06 (p< .05)
Fooc (n=9) - 92.8  9h.8  #2.0 .36 (W.A.)

Analjs1s of the data 1nd1cates that the groups were.
not significantly dlfferent at the time ‘of pretestlng or

at the time of posttestlng. -Howeveru«there was a slgnlfl—

‘cant change over time within the OE group and no significant

' N

‘
e e
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chanve w-tnln the 'DCC groun.

2.. FRVT Mental Ape r‘able 13. nresentS'the pre—‘and

3

pbat MA scores: for the CE and FDCC groups.

xable 13: PPVT Mental Age: | Nean pre- and past
scores for CE and FDCC groups

Group Pre- Post Diff = ¢
CE (N=UT) 2.7 3.7.  #L.0 4.00 (<, o)>
FDCC ((W=9) 2.8 3.3+ .5 1.14 (nos.)

Here agaln, the groups were not 51gn1f1cantly dlf—

ferent at pre- or D@sttestlno, however, the average CL

P |

within-group change of approximately one year was sig-

.nificant (t=4.00), while thé'avérage-FDCC within-group
change was not (t=1.1l, p n.s.).” " : .

by

3. Caldwell PSI: Table 14 presents the pre-, and

post PSI scores for the CE and FDCC groups. : _ :

A

v Group ' Pre . Post lef. t

o

GE (M=)  25.% 448  "+19.4 6.60 (p<.05)
wDCe (H=0)  27.7 36.6  + 8.9 1.63 (n.s.)
Analysis of the pretht'scorés iﬁdicaﬁed a. . nonsig-
nificdﬁt difference. However, fur?hef analysis of thei
.data indidéﬁed‘that the Cﬁ group‘obtained signi%icantly
: hlgher scores at posttestlng (t 2., 10, p<. 05). 'Moreovér,

L)

there was 2 olrn1f1cant w1th1n-grouo 1ncrease for the CE

P

‘children,(t=6.60, p<:.05), while no significant increase

was: observed for the FDCC group (t=1.63,ip;:.05)‘

F)
13

Ed
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L, Basic Concent Inventory (3CI) Part One: . Table 15

"pre— and posttest mé@ns for the BCI Part (One fbr“the CE and

.FDCC groups.. - L o '

Table iS: ' BCI Part One: Meéah pre- and posttest
scores for the CE and FDCC groups '

Giroup Pre , Post  Diff. ° &

CE (N=36) - 23.1- 15.7 . 7.4 *3.88 (p<.05)

FDCC (ﬁ=9)'i 23.4 19.1. “-4.3 .95 (n.s.)

It should,be }ecalled that all of thenBCI éubteé;s
emploj a negativé scoring.éyétem; there%ore,'thé 1owér‘the
. A

sCore the better the‘performance; Theré'was'no>significant‘

pretest difference and no significant posttest difference.
e . . *

Again, however, the,?.u¢decreésevwithin the CE group proved

to be sighificant'(t=3.88, p =.05), while the 4.3 decrease

within the ¥DCC group was not (£=.95, p>.05).

— . . asd o . :
5. BCI Part Two: Statements. Table 16 presents the
. 0 . L&

- mean pre- and posttest scores for the BCI Part II Statements
_for the CE and FDCC groups. o ( 7 ,

. % TTable 16: BCI Part II Statements: ' Mean-pre- and

T posttest scores for the CI and ®BCC groups.
gggggl ‘ ‘Pre‘Ay Postr Diff. f ’
B (N=27)  21.8 7.9 13,9 6.07 (p< .05)
FDOC (N=7)  11.5 5.4 -6.1 . 1.39 (n.s.)

"Analyses of theée'daté indicated that the groups were
“ sigﬁificantly différent at time of pretesting. (£t=2.08,
p<£.05), but were ?ot significantly different at nost-

. ‘ tething,. In addifion, there was a significant decrecase
. | '

~63-
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in score (13.9) within the CE group (£=56.07, p« .05), but

no significané decraasc in score wiFhin-tne FDCC group
(t=1.39, p>.05). While it is true that the FDCC group

may be facing,aﬂﬂfloor~effeét"~f35woppesed§to "geiling

T e,

——

- effect") becausec of the reverse scoring,|the reduction in
error for the CE group is striking and-conforms to the re-

sults ofgthe'twg nprevious tests.

6. BCI Part II Questions:  TablelT. represents. the

pre- andrposttest‘méans forﬁthelBCI Part II Questions sub-

test er the CE and FDCC grohps.’

Table 17: BCI Part II Questions: Mean prc- and
posttest means for the BCI Part II

¢ o Quest*ons subt%st for the CE and FDCC groups.
Grow  Pre  Post  Diff. £
CE (N=28) id.z 5.8 -4.h tg=4.22 (p<f.05) i
FDCC (3=T) 9.0 7.lw -1.3 t= ,61 (n,s.)

Analy51g of these data indicated no significant pre-

teét,dlfferenccs (t=1.34,.p >.05) and no significant post=-

test differences (t=1.06, p>».05). Again, however, there

R

was a significant decrease in score for the CE group (€=4;22,
p&:,dB),'whiIe no signifiéant change was noted for the WDCC-
group (t= .61, pff.OSD. _ = : ' | /' )
7. BCIL Part”III: Tablelﬁzmpresents the pré- éﬁd post—-

test means for the BCI Part IIT for the CE and FDGC'groups.

Table(lS:‘ BCI Part III: TMean pre- and posttest
' - scores for CE and WDCC groups.

, Gfoup Pre Post  Diff. t
CE (11=25) 10.8 6.8 . -4.0  5.21 (p>.05)
FDCC (M=T) 87 7.5 -1.2 1.40 (n.s.)
' -642
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Analyols of-the data 1ndicates Lhat the FDCC group

was superior a* the time of pretestlnp (t 2.41, p<L. 05).,

| and there were no olgnlflcant differences betwken groups"v"//
at the time of pos ttcstlng }t 1.00, D\\.Or).v However, .as ) f¢z
Tablg 17 indicates; there waA ak51gnificant change within

the CE gfoup, and no significant change witnin\the/FDCC

group. T

8. BCI lotam Scorc “Table 19 presenté the preﬁ, post-~
and diffe remce scores for the BCI total score for- thc CE
and FDCC groups.

" Table 19: BCI Total S¢ore: Mean pre-~ and posttest
scores for-“the CE and FDCC groups.

Group Pre st’* Diff. t
CE (N=26)  69.0 1.5  -27.5 5.86 (p< 05)
FDCC (N=7) .51.3 /47.1  -4.2 1.1k (n.s.)

In this instan9g5 the FDCC group performed better at
the outset, (t=2.03, p>.05), and the groups were not sig-

nificantly different At the time of posttesting (t=.84,

p>.05). Again, howdver, there vas a sipnificant within-
group improvement in performahce within the .¥DCC group.

Summarv of ﬁesults Comparing the Combined Eznerimental Fam-

ilv Day Care Groups and the Tamily Day Care Control Group

<

It should be noted that significant within-group in-
creas:s in performance werc observed for the combined ex-
perimental groups on each of, the eight cognitive measures ;

employed. On the othetr hand, no significant pre-pcst ’ :

&
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differences were obgsorved within the FDCC group. One
measure, the Caldwell P3T, indicated significantly superior
performance .for the CE group-at time of posttesting. ‘Threc

‘ e

of the cognitive measures indicated superior performance

for the FDCC grodp at the time of pretesting, and in onc in-

- .

. . . k] %
stance (BCI Part-IT Statements) this relative advantage was

maintained at the time of posttesting; though not-to*e ,

©

statistically . Sanlflcant degree. - The t}end"on the other

hand, for seven of the eight cognitive measurec was -for the

/ o

CE grouo to receive better absolute scores at the timo of

3

posttesting.
It‘might be argued thot anaiysie of covariance is the

mo%e'aporgpriate statistic tokuse for both”the experimental

educational group comparisons as well as for the CE and

FDCC group conparisons.‘

However -as pointed but earlier,
there was a good deal of' instability among all groups at,
the outset of the orogram. As a result, a number of the

children nad experience with their partiéulaf program prior

to being evaluated in the ﬁall.' This, plys other seclection

I
¢

‘fﬁctors, scemed to indicate that analyvsis of covariance was

inappropriateé because the covariate (in this casc ™all test-
ing) was not completely independent of the exnerimental
treatment(s). « A reoeated\measures analysis of variance was

efore emoloyed. Suchra orocedure vwelda more oruc1sion

i

.
i .
[
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; v
of time, pnersdnnel and caBeload problems these tvpes of

3]

bt

4 : .
evaluations cbnld not e carricd out. ™ercfore, theo ‘
teachiers of thu'tafget’childreﬁ werc called on t 6ﬁgieée

’ / © .
thie ratin)'scalén. Wherefkge, ! f‘ % results emerped
nﬁnuld.obviouslv he viewed withmzaagzsﬁ‘rceaﬁse of tho _ \f
mony 2cas8ible sourcés,éf bias. Howevé?, it could- also be
: . 4 . ’ . o

arﬁued'that wnatcver source; of bhias were oo wating were
“grobatlv omerat;ngmsimilarl? across teachers, or at least
tat it iS uﬁlike1§ that cuch hiases were svsitematieallw J
prlatel to particular teashers. ;V | |

As far as the tiﬁébable of obscrvations vwas concsrned,f
the first scrics of observatiéﬂs wasvcompleted in ﬂovém~
ber, 1973 and the seccond seriecs was c;mpleted in June, 1974,
é seveh—month intefval. It should be pointed out that the
teééherskdid not have access to the rating scales during | o .
that scven-moﬁthfp@riod. Despite instructions-:to the con- ;i%

-t

trary, tho teachers tended to use éhe "high™ (socially ac-

ccptagle) end of the various scales. Thercfore, whatever

A o,

between-group differcences or within-group changes which
-] =

emerge should be interprcted with this fact 'in mind.

Y




'@

4

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¥

Y

Becausc the present studv was-:viewed as exploratory
in nature, stparate AIIOVA: were performed on each of the

rating scales despite the fact that they‘obviously are -not

independent.__

1. .Behaviors not=affected in the present study. Sev-
eral of the béhavioral dimensions revealed no significant

between-group differencgé or within~group. changes. These
behaviors are listed below: -

Item Number in

“Behavior Rated | : o " Rating Scales.
Mood 2
Perfectibnism in School wOrk‘ E 5
‘Aénirétion Level Z .
Curiositw: Asﬁing Nuestions 9 .
Jérkineés of Movements - 11
Quarrclsomeness T 12
Rffect of Praise by Teacher BT
Self-Confidence : ’ WY
Originality . - 19 )
Idternalized S%andarés . T 20 . .
Blaming Obhers _h o 2U

- Persistence o : - . 25 ‘
Impulse Control , . : 28

‘}Tge Ekpressipn oq“Emofion S o .29
?eoki;é‘fbachér'é‘Appfpval | o p 32

'Communication:with Pears .3k
Emotibnal Reaction to Criticism i35 )

g | y
BRI
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2. Behaviors affected in present study.

The variables

which did ruveal significant hetween-groun lifferences or

=y

within-groun changes arc outlined below. It spould be noted

that all of the soclal emotlonal variables wcrk analvzed bv
1

means of a 3x2x2 ANOVA, the same tvpe of analvsls which was

-performed on the cognitive measures which were,used as do-
, g , _

nendent variables.

- a. Fnérgy Level (Scale Ttem #1)
*fAnalysis revealed a significant main éffect for
pre- vs. pcsttesting (F=4.86, af=1,46 n£..05). No other
main effects or interactions- were 51wnificant The overiil

pretest means was 2.3 and the overall posttest mean ., vas

1.7, indicating that the teachers perceived the children.as

becomlng more "vigorous and energetic most of the time"

b. Satisfaction in Academic Achigvement (Scale *tcm 1“3)

- Analysis of this item also inAicated a significant

main effect'for pré- vs. posttesting ("=5.83, df=1,46 o .05).

o otheF main effects or interactiont attained statistical
significance. The overall mretpest mean was 1:8 and the

Qvefall posttest mean was 1.5, |[indicating that the tecachers

perceived the children as becoming more satisfied with their

academnic accomplishmen@s. S ey

\ ’} ”

¢c. Hyperactivity (Scale Item #8) e

Analysis of this item revealcd a sipnificant main
effect for the variable of degree of educational structure:

(F=4.40, Af=1,46, n<.05). HNo othcer main effectsfor inter-

-~
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‘ . actions werc si:ﬁnificant. The m:zans for the *children ac-
H .
cording to structure are presented below:

e

High Structure = 2.2 | \

!

. Medium Structure 2.0

Low Structure = 2.8
It appearsvthatgthe teachers in the hich and medium |
structure groups perceived their chiidren as relatively
* nlg§§‘hyberactive than did the teacﬁeré who vere respénéible
for chlldren in the low~structured educatlonal 1nunrvnnt10n)
. group. Also, there 1s no 51pn1f1cant dlffbrence between
‘// the means Qf the high %nd;medium structure groups. JInterest-
ingly, there is no‘significant change reported for ;he‘sevenA

. month period.

d. Curiosity:iﬁxploring for Himself (Scale Item #10)

Analysis of'thi" measure revealed a sipnificant trinle
interaction involv1ng degree of structure, tyvpe of dullVCPV
system and pre- vs. posttesting (P=5.31, df=1,45 p\\.ﬂb)
The means for the various groups for pre— ‘and pOSttGQtlng are

; presentéd below (Table 20). |
mable 20: Means for the various experimental

conditions for nre- and nosttesting for "Curiositv:
Fxrloring for Himself".

i
. . . .

Hisgh _ Medium Low - |
. Prel Post |- Pre | Post™> Prcl Peost Raw HMe
Teacher _ P :‘v l ’ 1
Onlv ~ 2.9r 2.1 t2.812.4 2.6 2.0 1 2.6
Teacher ‘ ' ' l _ °.
e ) , and DCIM 2.0 . 2.7 - 2.5 .1 1.4 2.2
B " Pre and .S‘ l I 2.8*!@/5 4‘ .2
‘ -~ Post Means i l -
7 '~ Cell Means 2.5 - 2.7 ' 2.3
- ; 11
\ 7. ]
v o DUUYY




These data supgest that the children in the highly

structureu group were ﬁerceived dif’f’ercntl‘7 at the outset,

-dependling uoon whethcr the cnildrcn vorked onlv with the.

&

teacher or whether the day care mother was also involved.

In thls case the teacher-only group was perceived as less
curious-exploring than’ the teacher—plus—dav—care mother
&

group. However, at the time of the second ratlng a "criss—

cross" occurred with the teacher plus -day-care - mother chll-

‘dren telng perceived as less curious-explorlng, while the

teacher :only group became morecurlous —CXp lorlng

The children,ln both medium structure ﬁroups were per-7
Ceived as s1milar at” the outset irrespective of tvpe of
delivery system. Both sub- grouos increased slightly in .
-curiosity;exploring; with the teacher-only group showing
relatively greater gains; . f\‘ |

The“childrenﬂin‘the two low-structure groups were
pérceived as beingbsomewhat different at'thé outset, uith

the tcacher-plus dav-care mother group being oorceived as

more curious- exploring than the tcacher-only group. JHowr~

14

ever, at the time of thc sccond observation;ijhejy eacher-
'only group showed a slight decline in curiesittyv-exploring,

~

whille the tcacher—plusldav-care mother grounp showcd a
rather dramatic increase in thls bchavior. Franklv . we

are at a loss to explalin the complete interaction effects

-

in this particular scalc item. The imoortance of a

curiosi* - ")lorﬂn: d1mens1cn (White l059) suggests that

]

further exploration of the variable is warranted

i
~71-
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The following is a graoh Wthh might serve to clarlfy +
the nature of this triple interaction. N

Figure 1: A graph of the three interaction effects on
"Curiosity: Exploring for Himself"

3.0 : f, n 3.0

Cﬁriosity,'Exploring For Himself
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c. Davdreaming (3cale Item #15)

Analyvsis of this characteristic yielded a s pnifi-
cant main effect for degrce of educational structure (F=.1.97
df=1,36, p«.05), with no other significant main effects or

interactions. The means for the thrée educational struc-
. - ¥ 4
3

ture groups are: ‘ ' ‘ - .
High Structure = 2.9
Medium Structure = 2.8

J

=
Ui

Low Structure i}

It appears that the children in\the low-structured

group were viewed as engaging in less daydreaming behavior .
.\.\} R L~ g

compa%éb to the other two groups. A
~

y

f. Interest in Schoolworlk (Scale Item #18)

Analysis of this dimension revealed a significant

ﬁain‘effect for tvne of delivéry system (W=7.91, df=1,46,
p<(.05),'with no other significant main effects or’inter-
‘actiéns. The means for the two types of délivery s&étems
are presented below: " |
' Teaéher oﬂly : ' 2.5 :
Teacher plus day care mother- 1.5 | f}g.
/In this instance, the children Whé were worked with

+

by the day care mother in addition to receiving instruc-

tion from the teacher were perceived as being more intcrested

in schoolwork and as becing more eager tg® learn compared to

the children who worked cnly with the teacher.;




g. Sulking (Scale Ttem #21)

'Analysis of this characteristic‘viélded a signifi-
| ' ’

“cant' main effect for degree of educational structure (IF=5.89,

Iy

df=2,46, p=<.05), and a signifiéant interaction involving
educational structure andldelivery system;(F=5.07, df=2,46,
p<:.05).» The means for the various experimental conditions
(callapsed over preL and posttesting) afe éresented below
(Téble 21): | |

Table 21: Means for the various cxperimental
conditions for, "sulking".

Degree of Structure ,k

L]

‘High Medium Low Raw Means
Tecacher =~ e , i
Onl;‘/ 301 2.6 . 2.0 ?06
Teach:r . , - l
and DC# 2.1 3.5 2.0 - [ 2.5 -
Cell Means, . 2.6 3.1 2.0

With respeet to the main effect‘of.structure, the
medium-structure éhildren“were perceived a 'sulkihg most’
frequently (3.1), followed by the high structure (2.6) -and
then the low-structure (2.0) groups, resnectivelv. Whoré
was no difference in the low-structure group relatea to
the type of delivery systemi. However, among the n;gh— and
mgdium—structure groups. the delivery svstem manipuaatipn

a \
appears to have an impact. Within the‘pigh—strgggu%e group,

~the children were percelved as sulking less when working

t




- . . 5

. with both the teacher and. day care mother; while in the
more in the teacherwplus—dqy—caré mother condltion. °

~ h. Ability to Interrupt an Activity if Necessary
. (Scale Item #22)

¥

main effect for delivery system (F=l9,U6,‘df=l,U6, p<.05),

’

as well as a significant‘interaction involving delivery:

system and degree of educational structure (F=6.01, df=2,46,

p<.05).° Table'22‘pre5éntsvthe means for .the various ex-

perimental groups, collapsed over pre- and posttesting.
Table 22: Means for the various cxperimental
conditions for ability to interrupt an activity
if necéssary . . . i

Degree of Structure {

High - Medium Low - Raw Means
. ‘ ' VoL
Teacher , 1.6 1.2 1.8 7} . 1.5
Cnly " .
Teacher 2.6 2.8 | 1.8 2.4
and DCM - b : '
Cell Means 2.1 2.0 1.8

In terms of the main effect for dg&}very svstem, the
children who only worked with the teachers were percoived‘
as being able to be interrupted significantly more easily

than those children ﬁho were involved in the tencher-plus-

day-care mothér system. In terms of the interaction, hbv-

ever,. it appears that the children in the high- and medium-

. structure groups who received the teacller-plus;da‘f—c‘are

‘ . =T
ERIC S B R

medium-structure pgroup, the children were viewed as sulking

*Analysis of this dimension indicated a significant

~




N . ! . B A
. . . . o o A
mother‘lntervcntlon wore vicwaed as sirnificantly more

resistant to interruntion. : \\
B B A
i. Abilitv to Accept Help in Doing Things (Scale
Item #23) ' :

Analvysis of this rating ﬁielded a signifibant

1nteractlon -involving mducatlonal %tructure -and prc— Ve e

Uosttestlng (%s=5. Dl df=2,A45, Dp\ CS) q1t$%no other sige~
nificant main effect3~or Wnteractwons. mab’p 23 pre%ents
,thé mcecans for the variogus cxperimental groubs for pre- and'

v ! ¢

© [
+

Table 23: “Means for the varfous. exncrimerntal
HTOUDS - -for pre- and DOSttuStan for
thi

-

. "ahilitu to acceot help, on dowlq ngs"
e . |
Degree of Structure
High =~ Medium . Low ' Raw
, Pre |Post | Pre | Post | Pre [Post gans
Teacher ’ ’ ’ '_' ,

Only 1.6 1.7 1.5 4V 1.4, 1.4 1.3 1. 5
Teacher 1 ;{" l ! | l )
and DCH 1.3 2.0 2.5"'20 4 1.8 |~1.3 1.8

Prc and : l ] i N . '
Post 'eans 1.5 1.9 2,011.7. 1 1.6 1.3
- C1.7 1.9 S 15

The data indicate-that the childrci in the hiph-

’ :

structurr ErOUD Verc percewvod as demonstratﬁnq a modarate

d@creasb in theﬂr abllltv to accent helnp from nre- to oo:t—

t
-~

testing, while the children in the medium and low-structuve

groups were viewed as becoming morz open to accepting help..

/

T /
* {
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3. Vtrvoue debits (8 cale Ttem 27)

-

unalyszs of this dimension revealed a sicnificant

| !
three-way intcraction involving~educat%onal.structure,

delivery svstem and time of testing (P=5.69, ar=2,48, -
p .05) with no other main effects or interactions at- '\i
taining significanée. Table 24 presents the meayn f%r
¢
: , L . 2
pra- and posttesting for the various.exper 1 mrouns.
- Tahle ol Means for thé 4 *ous eynerimentgl 3
. groups for prc- and pos tGStln? ofr ”Dcrvouﬁ\
. habits"
. ) ., A 5. ‘ \é) B
_Degree of Structure \ : ,
- : : A \ .
~, - . High Medium [ Lowu © Raw
" Pre | Post | Pre] Post | Hre [Post| Means,
Teachers ‘ ‘ l 4 T ! i .
- Only 1.3 1.7 1.50 1.7 1.7 ¢ 1.0 1.5 .
. Teacher ‘ R : : g :
and DCM 2.h 2.0 2,00 2.1 1.1 1.5 1.9 |
Pre and Post | \ | L ' )
Mcans Y29 1 1.9 1.811.9 i 41 3.31
Ccll “leans 1.9 . 1.9 < 1.4 C

As was the case with the thres-way interaction for

t“v ‘dimension curiosity, there vas a gzood deal of varl-
o .

abilify in teachers’ initial ratings of the children's'

nervoux habits.. However, desnlte this initia y vari-=oo.

abilitv, the two groups which demonstrated decrenaw in

frequeney of nervous habits qver time were the hipgh-~

structure tcachcr—nlus—dav~care“mothcr.and the low- /

3

structur& ten ch(r only groups (sec Figure 2). Currently,

there is no discernible rationale for this particular

t : -

complex result. ’

-
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Figure 2: 0Oraph .of -3-wav interaction -for
' ' "nepvous habits!
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k. Emotiona)l Response to Frustration (3cale Item #30) -
: . : A

° Anglysig of this characteristic revealed a sig-

nificaﬁt;trible interaction for.degfee of educational
structure, delivery system and time of testing (T=5.22,

.

df=1,46, p;(.OS). Table 25 presents the mean ratings

] _
for the various experiménta} conditions for pre- and post-
. . - § J‘;"
testing. b ~ .
Table 25 Means for the various experimental
grouns for pre--and posttesting forx
\ "emotional response to frustration” .

- Degree of Structure ! ‘ /

) High Mediwn Low 7

N o e j.Pre | Post Pre | Post | Pre | Post .

. Teacher ' i“”‘“"~'“*T e
only . | 1.4}12.1 2.5 | 2.4 1.9 (1.4 | 1.0
Teacher |-2.1| 1.4 | "2.2| 2.9 l 1.81.9 | T

. and DCHM | | ’ 2.1

Pre and . ‘,( . | | .

Post Means 1.811.8 2,4 2.7 1.9 11.2 |.

_ Cell Heans 1.8 | 2.8 | 1.6 - 0

:'x ‘- » s, )

»

The, following figurec (®igurc 3} indicates the nature:
g & g

of the pre-post changes for the variqus experimental groups.- .

Here apgain, there was a good deai\of variability with

A

respa2ct to the initial ratings. The déta indicate that[tﬁo

sroups werc less .able to tolerate frustration from Dreé to

" posttesting: medium structure teacher-plus-day-care mother

.and high structure, teacher only.. Also, two groups were

more able to tolerate frustration from pre- tofbbsttosting;
high structure teacher-plus-day-care mothcr and lpwistruc~

ture, teacher only.

9

~
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1. Patiengz (Scale Item #31) -

@

- 3 ‘o s . 3 . K3 + ot . K3 .
Analvsis of this rating irndicotod a significant

main effect for d'@rce of educational structure (F=9.3%6,

4

dr=2,43, p<.05). No othery main effects or 1nterac+1Sns

A

were signlficant 'I‘h3 mean ratings (hlph score means b
N \
nlgh 1mpationce) for the Varlous educatlonal proups are.

“preéscented below:
| High Structurcf/ 1.8
Hedium‘Structure*' 3.2
Lowr Structure - 2.5

The data indicate that thc children in th hﬁphlv
I
structured Sroup were percCLG d as being the most natient,

/

followed by the lqw struct%re and medium structurzs groups,
/\ '

respectively. R

T m. Intensity of OveJt Angcr (%calc Item #33)

3}%/;° of thss dlmen51on yielded axilpnlflcant
main effect‘ror degrec of’ structurc (F=7.94, df 2 6
p<:;05). ‘The means for the three educa tlonal structure e

\ < [y

groups are prescntcd below:

‘High Structure - 1.7 Y ‘ ///
) edium Structure 2.5
S | ‘
O o . Low Structure 1.5 \

The data 1nd1cate that the teachers in. the medlum ed-
~ucat‘ional\structure group perceived their children as hav-

ing a slight but sipnificant tendency in the direction of

~81-~

1e
;
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\” ~ displaying more overt anger, as compared to tThe other two

educational grours.

.

In view of the exnloratory nature- of this study we

bcliev; ~is useful to mention. that there were four
. ~ -
ratings which}&ttained what mimht be termed "porderline"

levels

of significance, i.e

»Q'E values of 3.

50 or grcater.

‘.‘I;’x
I
N

vscribe thcse below brieflv.
n. Obcdienc~\{§cqlc Ttenm 1"—‘)

An

i

~ .

T—

High Structure
Mediuwn Structure

e

Low Structure ,

i

Tho

- . (ar=2,46) for degrzc of educational structurc.

*~\f"“"*ﬁfdr‘the"thrcc—grcuﬁS*afe—gr@sented below:

2,2
3.0
2.4

dafa irdicate a tendoﬂcv for tne children

alwvsis oP this charact ristic yielded an ¥

i

in

l1

3.93

The means

I

<3

thc‘

medium structurc group

as beiﬂg ncrc*ﬂv*d as somcwhﬂx loss

n in' the othcr tvin cdugqticnal

cuedilent than the CUildrc
grounc. -

o. uonccnuration (Scalc iucm ”6)

An%1v<is of bhic dﬂﬂcnsvon.violded an 7 of 3 52

(ar=1,46) for pre- vs. pesttestinm. The pretost mean

. - was 2.7, while the poétﬁcﬁt mean was 2.5, indicating a

tendency toward increascd concentration .from prc- to

testing.

P

Anger (Scale Item #16).

L4
<

—82- ‘ ;

o

Analysis of this characteristic vielded an™ ®

of "




3.53 (df=2,46) for degrec of educational structure. -The.

means for the varicus educational groups are presented be-

i
low: - ‘
High Structure 2.1
) Hedium\étructure 2.9
Low Structure 2.0

There was a tendency for the children‘in the medium‘.
\ i .. L . ‘.
structure group to be perceived as disglaying‘more anger, -~ »
. S o i ‘ L
compared to the children in the other ¢ proups. ! ' i

N

o

|
: - q. Attention-Seeking Devices (Scale Item #27)!

Anadlysis-of this ratinm vielded an ™ of 3.50

(df=2,43) for degrecc of cducational structure. The means

for the three educational, mrouns are presented below:

Hirh Structure . 2.4

1

' ' o  jledium Structurc 3.0 ' o .
Low Structure 1.8 B

o The data indicate a tendencv for thq.childreh in the

3]

low structure grouo to have cngaged least in atténtionz

secking bchaviors, followed by the hipgh structure and -
_ . . . . . A
medium structure rroups, respectivelv.. 4

. o ‘

Summarv.. o significant main or interaction ef-

4 1

fects were found fd} 17 of the 34 behaVieral'items rated -

in this study. Mn three‘scales, a pre-post mnin effcet

*

- ' was sirnificant; namely, the children were more"viporouds

and encrgetic", morc “séyfsfied with their academic accom-

- s

T plishmggys”, and better dble to "concentrate" at the cnd SN

; . \
- Y
. . P . y o
_
. Y .
- A
N

-
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| | _837 ’ ? ; N . N ‘ . T-
. :
« . : . :
- LA e O REPIN
ERIC . SV RN - ‘
JAFuliText Provid c N N K . . . ) .




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L4

vealed a pain offeet of the dugrec of structure

educational nrosram. The children in the hireh

©of the progran ‘%an at the berinninm, Seven scales re-

in the

and medium

structured' nrograms were less "hyperactive" and more in-

valved in "davdreaming" than those in the low-structured .

N

F e * ~J" 3 £ 1
nrogram. Also, children in the high-structurcd nrogram

¥

program, who wore themselves more pabient than

~were mare "patient" than those in the low—structuréd

thoscé in

the medium~structurcd program. The-medium-structured

groun ¢xhibited more "intense overt anger', "anger in

n

gcnarél” nnd ”obedience" 25 well as using more

srvkﬂnx deviges". In 11 but "obedience!, tho

and thmnfthé 1owfstructured groups. There was

ni’icanﬁ*main :“font for the deliverv svstem:

"attention- -

nﬁﬂ?um

'@roup was LOllO” od, P‘SD“CthblV, by tuc high- structurcd

one si~-

*ild

"

w}osb provrarg involvrd the toacher vorking with the dav

care .mether gxﬂl}1tcd a "greatoer interoqi in schoolwork!
£

than did thos**chlldrcn whoge pru*wau involved only

the tc cher. Thépgh there arc six sther variables for

wnich significant } iation was found, the results invelve
‘“. s .

*qu*cicnflv complex :nt1 action wffects, in which“ given

tne sample giz e of each grouo, little confidence shculd

»

he nlsced. . N ‘
AN
N,

o A v
Yo discernibls vattorn ds é{iﬁpnt at this

AN

!

noint thag/f

. - \, .
would sgerve to organize these results. Further refinoed

- . . v
analvsgs mav be possible, but'n;§\in the context «Ff the

B *

present program. .
. ) . \
| ) -8
\/ o - B ) :
¥ o ) |




school'children, The essehtial experimental design was a

A . ]
essentially another friendly adult spendingfsome time with

" body, Picture Vocabulary lest (PPV”), Caldwell’s Preschoof/

Q

SUNMARY AND CONCLUSIONS~

This study examined the effects of -three levels of
structure of educational programs in the famd¥y day care

on the cognitive development and soc1al behavior of pre-

3x2x2 factorial with three: levels of structurelof educa-

£

tional programs (high, medium and low), btwo levels of "de-

Y

livery" syétems (teacher only instructing the child versus

- teacher end day care mother instrdctinp”the child),'and

two reoeated measures (pre- and posttestiny) iIn addition,

RN

there was a comparable sized group of children in an

denti-
cal family day care situation but. w1thout any kind of % ca-
tional intervention. ‘The highlv-structured educational

orogram follows preoiselv the Bereiter-Engelmann anproach

to cognitive develooment ”he medium—structured program )

[N

was arn auaptdtion of Phyllis Levenstein's Verbal Inter—,'

/
-

action Program (VIP)., The low-structure situation in-

volved wgét we ‘have called, "friendly vis;tation", which 1s -

the child but g ided by nﬁ/zonsistent educational philoso-

L

o

phy or pedagogical program.

Three standardized measures of the dognitive ability

©

of preschool ehildren were used in this study: the Pea- - . .

*

-85~

vy Y
i

.J _,v.’i}
.
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'thc progrpm.

'stwntiil

!"Inventorv (P3I) and Ensolmann's Basic Concept Inventory -

. . e
(BCI) In addition, a bchavioral rdating scale develoned

by Rubin was used hyv thc teachers typ rate each child in
]

B

i;:ghlld was tested on each of the measurus
and rated on cach of the scales at the bGVinninﬂ of thec

program and then once again at the ‘end of thegpro?ram.

- »
The resulis are.unequivocal. On cach of “the comni-
tive measures uscd, .the children impreve from the first

/

‘testing at the beginning of the program to the second

écstinq at the end of the 0 gram. In addifiqﬂ, on both

the PPYT and ths PSI, which are norm-referenccd tests, the

children generally ﬂxcoed the normal maturation lCVLlu

e N

ba:ed on the standardized populationugﬁkne importantly,

whilé there are no diffcrences among the varlous groups
. : ] ‘

. i
“based upon different educational programs or delivery

vstems2 these experimental groups a4s a whole show sub~-
nd siznificant imorovement when comnnred w1+h the

n‘ .

rol grouﬂ. Thus,*it secms,tnat educational

;

QJ

f/

dqv -care cont

intervention has a Sirnifﬂcantlv DOSltch effect on the
Ay
childrﬁn s copn=tiv» dcvbloompnt JPPLSDPCthC of tho uKﬂCt

form that the, wducational intervention takes. It Durhan%
uhould be further DOlntGd out that the totzi/amount of in-
‘tervention is approximately twovto fHur hours a week. Vét

aven Lhis minimal amount of spccial ‘attention to the copni-

tive develooment of CQild results in substantial improvement

e : - !

. 1
. . R -
. . .. .
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N

in their cognit{ve nbilities. BN
We found no cffacts on approximately half of the

. social behavior ratings. On about anobther third of the

behavior ratings, there arc main effects baseé on the

degree of educatlondl structure, secondarily on dif-

[¢t]

oY

!

nces in pre- and post measures, and one on the naturec
/ e ’ ’
of the delivery svstem. Thore scems to be no-disccrnible:

: N 3 . . . "

pattern to these main effccts nor to the remaindcr of the
) ) : \

interaction effeccts which, given the small sample sizc per \

cell in the factorinl design, dces not insvire grcat. con-
. s ) .

fidence. ,/ ‘ )

Tn short, while we think the results cn the cognitive

measures arc unequivocal, the same may no’ be said for thc

social behavier rating scales, It is possible that fur-

ther debailed analvses of both the cognitive measures and -

the socialfféting scales may vield additional information,

w

we feel that the pfcsent results are important in theoir

own right. R g&
‘ : *
o
/
o
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\
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APPENDIX IT

MATERIALS USED iN THE. VERBA \L, INTERACTION PROGEAM

(veorbal Interaction Stimulus Materials)

e " 1
s

v

I Books

‘Pat the Bunny - D. Kunhardt

Goodnight Moon ~ M.U. Brown.

Tall Book of Mother Goose = F. . Rojankovsky -
Millions of Cats - V. Gag

Runaway Bunny - M., Brown.’ ) ?
Cat in the Hat - Dr. Seuss | _/
Snowy Day - E.J. Keats \ : : {

IITOYS . “ o \ B o ' 3 |
Toy Chest

Playskool Knockou\LBench
Sesame Street Shapes and Colors Stﬂck on -
Playskool Pounding Bunch -

_Postal Statioh
Col-o=-rol lagon
Cash Registeér
Creative Number Sortew

- Mambourine
School Bus
Yy lophoner
Telephone .
‘Tea Set , : S .
Action Garage ‘ . ‘
Farm . b

" Hand Puppets ‘ ' T
mruit Puzzle _
Things Puzzle . . . - e
Pick-up Circus Puzzle :

, Pick-up House Fuzzle
Pick-up Vehiclc Puzzle ;o

I

. .
~ ;N . B < .
. . ) 23

<




TNSTRUCTIONS:
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. S - APPENDIX TII

*

., Rating Guide for Teacher's Ratine Scales
N N N = T X AN

/

r~

l.

‘although sometimes it is. '

%

‘You are asked to fill in one set of rating scaleswforveacb'_'

child in your ‘class.who is in this study..

’Béfd}e you start rating, please familiafize vourself with the
.full description of the rating scales. You will find it in-

this Rating Guide, following the instructions-yvou are now,
rcading. The title of each scale 1s meant merely_t0~give a.
rough indication‘of”t he nature of the scale. Only a careful
reading of the whole description of a'given scale will reveal

"in detail on what kinds of .behavior, or what personal charac-

teristics, we ask you .Lo. rate the child. \

-

For each scale you have a choice-of‘nating\a child as 1,3,5,7,
or 9. In the de eription. of each scale we have indicated when
a child should b ated-as 1,5 or 0. (Sometimes,the'meaning

of. 3 and 7 is also spelled out; in other cases it follows ‘
from the context.) - ) S :

: _ . : . - % o
Please indicate rating number in the box to the: left.of thc -
aqucstion. oo ¢ S : _ S o
Pleasc rate each child'aCCOPQing‘tb his usual behavior in Field
covercd by cach particular scale, alwvays %%ﬁ§idering the l%s%

U St

four weeks just preceding the date of your rating. Try to

hot let one or two unusual inédidents, or the child's-hehavior

-on the last day or two, unduly-influgncé“your rating, but

rather consider the wholerfour—week neriod.

The numbering of the scale points-do not represent value judr-
ments. _Ome or nine arc not necessarily "good" or "had' no-

sitions. What we would normally consider as average for the
age group 1s not necessarily at 5, the midnoint of the scale,

It is also-imnerative that you should 'not hasitate to rate a
child in an "uncomplimentary" way. The imnortance of obta‘in=
ing as objective a rating as humanly possiblc is very obvious.

4
.

These ratings will not he used . for or again®t anybodv, and

) thcgoan'way~we‘can hope forfa,true'represenQation, in the ra-

! . [

tings, of t he existing individual differences is if you can
persuade yourself to give us your .own truc oninions.

“ihen you rate a child on one particular scale, try to basc ..
‘your rating . exclusively on the area_under.considcrntion. Do

not let the scales color your rating on this particular 503160\ 

" The masculine pronoun (he) has been used throughout for con-

venience. It applics vhether the child whom you ary rating
is male or ,femalc, -

L L L

v
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© ‘Date of'ObSer{ation , ,Center/Hbme '

Child's Name i . . . .Teacher

Questionl' o o - L | o ///f
, Number - w0

- DESCRIPTION OF SCALES

1.

ENERGY LEVEL
1. Child is-vigqrous,and energetic most of the time.. Is -
- full of vim and pep. B

~ @

A 5. cChild sometimes displays greatb energy, (e.g., in stimi-

* ' lating situations) but quite often is 1a9gihg'in‘vim
"and vigor. - ~ N ) o :
9. - Child'is difficult to stir to energetic.activities. o
| * Most of ‘the time he is lacking in vim and ‘vigor. 7
mpop ¢ N
& 1. vaild;is more often cheerfui and happy than depressed
‘~ o ahd gloomy. ' : : , :

s 3 T -
S 5. Child is,sometimes‘cheerful and happy, ana sometimes {
}g 7 depressed and gloomy. : v ‘ ]
Fl 9. Child 1s more often depressed and gloomy than cheerful :

fi B and’ happy . ’ o R ~ %
b | . . °
‘ SATISFACTION'IN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT -
1. - Child often shows pleésure at his academlc achievements.
A 3. : . - ‘
F 5. Child sometimes shows pleasure at his academic achieve-
g ments. ' - : -
9. Chila never shows pleasure at his academic achievements.
. It does not seem tO make aﬂy differencé to him whether
he is;achieving a lot or very little., o
y. | omEprENCE . S S SR
1. Child always obeys commands;\reQuests,.suggestions”by" .
teacher and other adults in authority. ~
3. . o ' . :
5. Ckild usually obeys requests put occasionally disobeys.
7¢ At * ’ . ’ .
9. Child habitually resists suggeétions by teacher and.
other adults. ' oL s
' ." 1‘ o
& (.) JISO A




. o ” X e s ' —3::
- - Questio o B
: Number? : . - » B .
i Lt L - ‘
' ' 5, PERFECTIONISHM N s,z:mL WORK - A _ i e

1. ’Chlld wants to have all his work turhn out perfectly He

- 15 seldom satisfied with thé work he has dOne, e.g., of-

~ten rewrites .pages; i1f he made a mistake in readlng one
word he insists-on repeating the, whole sentence may de-~ - . ]
strov his oalntlngs becausc he.is dissatisfied w1th them, etc."

-
" ;e

‘ Child sometimes makes spontaneous attempts- to improve his.
worK but these efforts are not very. vreat or peroistent

AW I | U1

» Child is satisfied with doing the sloppiest work in school
subjects. Usually takes the line of legst effort. -

6. I“ONCENTRALION (Attention Spah) G A

' 1. Child can usga%T& concentrate on h1s ‘task wcll and for N

\ - B ‘ long periods of time, . )
5. Child is able to stay w1th his work . for a 11m1ted time.‘
7. :

J. Chiid shifts his . attextion from hlS work QXCGDS]Vely fre-:_~

quently. Is continually stopping his main activity in -

/ order to gaze about, 1ook at somebody else ete. ,

7. |laspiraTION LEVEL o Q‘ S |
l. Child is usually w1lling to trv things that are hard to -

T - do." He uoually strlyes to attain more and more.
5 uhlld is sometimes W1111ng ‘to try to do hard thinbs but S
often prefnrs ecasy tasl . '
7. o . S
9.. Chllo claracterlstically undertikes only what is zas;
- He never seems to strive for more - than he can eaS1JJ manage.
— } V 7 B I X " . *
&. JHYPERACTIVITY . . | | . )
o . e "f.
1. Chlld can sit quietly for 1ong periods Does not squirm-
or fidget much. . . " - e

2 . ¢
e B . M
5.  Child tends to fidget somewhat, but his restlessnespg 1is

t not very maryed S . ,
7. - a kel /
9. Cnild cannot sit still, tends to fidgét about a grcat'

deal, is exceptionallly restless.

{

. !

®
. i

i
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‘ 9. || CURIOSITY: . ASKIN® QUESTIONS - oL

1. Child is keenly curious and inquis:tive. Asks'many ques=
tions (for infcrmation, not simply .for attention). Usu-
ally insists on more than a superficial ans#wer to his

N questions. , <
o .3 : .
— 5. “Child often tries- to get information about. new or strange
: things, but does not pursue his questioning very far._
7
9 hlld conspicuously faills to ask questions, even about new

-

or strange %?ings.

10. URIOSITY EXPLORING POR HIMSELF

) _et1, - Child shows a very high degree of curiosity by exploring, .
b . : investigating, trying: ‘out things. He always wants to
e know how things work, what is inside,,what it smells like ete.

Child shows tendencies to, explore for himself “but does
nof, pursue this very far.. ;-

O~ Ul

ChiId never tries to explore, investigate, or try out _
. things for himself. Snows no curiosity in these respects. -

q
11. |} JERKINBSS OF’ MOVEMENTS

. 1. Child's movements are very smooth and harmonious
. . 3. . ,\
. 5. Movements are not as smooth and well—controlled as- could
. . pe expected at his age, but they are. not excessively jerky ..
' g
9 Child's movements.are often Jjerky, sudden, abrupt. : ‘
-12. || QUARRELSOMENESS S St e -
1. Child very seldom gets involved in disputes, quarrels, or
' fights with other children,
3.
5. Child quarrels and fights with other chil&ren about as much
as 1s expected at his age. '
7. . ~ "
, 9. Child's contact with others very often results in argument
. ; ' .qaarreling, ‘fighting, etc., (regardless of who started it).
.,/ \\\ o ’ i

\
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_ 13. | EFFECT OF PRAISE BY TEACHER
: ‘ 1. Praise kusually stimulates child to greatet efforts. oo
. " 3. . 'Praise sometimes stimulates child to greater efforts,. some- i
“ times not, byt is not likely to make him decrease his efforts.’/
5. Praise sometimes stimulates child to greater efforts but .
sometimes makes him relax his effcrts. - - ¥
7. Praise sometimes makes child relax his efforts, sometimes E
i not, but is not likely to stimulate him tb,greater;efforts. ;
9. -Praise usually makes child relax his efforts. Apparently ;
2 =il ne only works hard until he gets, the praise. . = =~ o
14, || EFFECT OF CRITICISM BY TEACHER W ‘ . : o B
) | 1. Criticism of qudlity or quantity ‘of work done by the child = ¥
usually. stimulates him to gyeater efforts.” ' o T
3. Criticism sometimes stimulates child to.greater efforts, . 5
-7~ ‘sometimes not, but is not likely to.make him decrzase his ]
: efforts., - DN , B . ’
, 5. Criticism sométimes stimulates child to greater efforts :
L but sometimes makes him, decrease hils efforts. o . , ]
| 7. Criticism sometimes makes ¢hlld decrease his efforts, some- :
times not, but is not likely to stimulate him to greater, L
. . efforts. : ' : o 5 T . ;
\ 9. Griticism usually makes child decrcase his effcrts, to °- o
"giv_e up‘n . - . o . ; ) ; ’ o
o ‘ T ' 7.
. 15. LDAYDHEAMING
1. Child is never seen daydreaming. )
In_- e a
. a S.f-Child indulges in some 'daydreaming but this does not present
. a problem. § ' '
2 7' ' . ) . 2
. -9+ Child indulges in excessive daydreaming.
: ; \. . » ‘ B N — R .
l6n - ‘ AJ.IGE-LL ! N [
§'15 Child gets angry only very rarely. o
3- . L . ) . '/‘\\ - .
fS' - Child gets angry once 'in a while, about as often as most .
P other children his age. JARR ’ :
i 7' i L) . /r/ ‘ . Nﬁ . .3
9. Child gets angry Wery often, Is readily angered by diffi-
' culty, failure, disappointment,- denial of his wishes, vio-
i 7 lation of his rights, dﬂscgglinary measures,, teasing, ‘
5‘ aggression on part of other children, etc.
! L ' .
. 393
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‘ 7 17. | SELF-CONFIDENCE s . - ¢

1. cCnild usually shows great self-confidence.. E.g., he vol-
unteers to taxke <n sonme respcngibility, -trusts his own
judgments, is willing to express his opinions, ete.'™

3

Child shows scme Szlf-confidence.’
7 e . .

O~

Child shows very little self-confidenge. . His behavior is _:
usually hésitant. He tries‘to: see first hcw.others do
something before he does it, he 1s reluctant to express

. : opinicns, etc. . e
_‘Please rate on the basis of apparent (overt) self-confidence
| regardless cof what may lie behlind the surface. i :
H - . 3 " . )
18, .l INTERE®T IN SCHOOLWORK . . L ' - \ o
1. Snild’is very eager to learn, is easily stimulated byl
. schoolwork. - - ’ - e ' ’
/ ‘ 3. . ) . . / . . ‘
- _ 5..°Child is.interested sometimes, but not so, much other times..
’ ‘ ¢ 7. : ) .9 . - 2 ’ . : ) ’
9. Child shcws no interest in §chogﬂwork at all. b
oL - ) o Y ’ > . 4‘
T 19. |} ORIGINALITY . L :
[ l . . . ) . , ';‘ L
j1.0 Child shcws' great originality, e.Z., useS\play.equipmgnt
; in novel ways, tries out new methods in palnting, invents
? new ‘games, etc. Does not copy cthers.
{ 3} ’ ) * . < ,‘r'},\);;_a . .
5. ¢hild scmetimes copies ofhers, but scmetimes prcduces ’
0 P rather original idgas: g , a
v I 7 . . ’ ) B 3 .
!9. Child shows ny originality at all. Fcllows the convention-
’ al ways or coples cthers, - , \>-: S o
N ) 5 ° N - - b R
o . N . R , -
; 1 i e ) : ‘ _ . (f . :
N 20, | ISTERNALIZED STANDARDS - L Y ’ e
i . ¢ / ’ 2
; . 1. Child cften shows signs of having internalized stapdagds
— ) . of hbehavior, ¢.g., waits for his turn, rccognizes others'..
- . right’s,” does not’ take advantage of weakzr children, owns
: ) ar up to some mischief he has dene,/seems to feel badly
i after hitting somebcdy, ate. '
“ k3. oot . . » .
‘ 5. Child shows some of these signs sometimes, hut net very
- ) often. : '
! » . l 7. ) . . .
L ;9. Child shows nc signs-at a 1 of any internalized standards
S ~ of behavior. o o :
' ERIC ' I > ‘

o




sistence at all.

21. SULKING
1. Child practically never sulks.
3. ) . . . . .
“ i _ . . -
- 5, Child sulks ;nfregacntly, or for very short times.
H 7 - ) . - . ‘ . ’ ) s :
,“**:9. Child sulks frequently or prolengedly.
o2, |lABILITY TO INTERRUPT AN ACTIVITY IF NECESSARY - e ..
*1.. Child is easily able to interrupt even 2 much favored ac-
tivity if there is a necessity for ifb. S
3. , ‘ o ’ v ]
A 5, Child sometimes Fings it difficult to interrupt some
activities. R A ‘ .
T : ) ' ‘ - .
9. Child finds it extpemely difficult to interrupt an ac-
tivity,.pVGnvif'it is one he does not really like.
¥ . . .
23. |1 ABILITY"TO‘ACCEPT. HELP IN DOILiG 1(‘ ' -
' - . | ’ .
1. Child is'ﬁlways able and Willing to accept help in his
academic works . : . -
S 3. . . i ‘ [, . . . .
5. €hild sometimes refuses. toqaccept‘h§lp.
7. ‘ . ‘ ’ S oo .
: 9. Chiid habitually refyses to accept help. »
, . 3% . . -
oly, .| BLAMING OTHERS ' °
o f . B . . . .
1. Child very rareély blames othcrs féy his own difficulties
‘ or failures. | . & . N
3. ‘ L : L8 -
|"5. Chila occasionally blames others. . s .
v 7. , >~ i - S s
) 9... Child customarily blames others- fcr all his difficulties
\ and failures.: ) ' e :
"25, | PERSISTENCE | e
‘i 1. Child tends to persist steadfastly with a task;, despite
i' great difficulty or fallure. Does not lose- heart easily.
3. - L ’ , , . : |
! 5./ £hild usually persists for a while.but.if the difficulty .
i is .not.overcome fairly promptly, he quits. ) :
A ‘ 7-. - ’ - . .
9. Child 1=oses heart and quits too readily. Shows no per-

-
g
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@ 260 || NERVOUS HABITS B o
i o 1. Child is free from =ll signs of nervous. habits, such as
*\\\\ ‘ thumb sucking, nail biting, hair curling or twisting;
el clutching hands, biting lips,. etc. - . :
-‘ ol 3. S . . ®
2 5.~ Child shows one. or two: nervous habits but only tora mild
i " degree. s : - . S ‘
=l 9 Child shows numeraus habits - or - marked addiction te one.
"27. || ATTENTION-SEEKING DEVICES ’ L -~ S
Please consider so-called "negative" attentioﬁfseeking devices |
like the fcllewing: - o e T
qudless‘reque,ts or questions, silly verbal.behavigr,
~Zlownling, showing off, shouting, testing limits, tattling, .
crying, tantrums, hiding, playing sick, er other. (Apart
- from [our rating, please mention what kind of attention-
. S seeking devices thischild employs.) ‘ ‘
: , , : . ' PR | .
1. Child never 'seeks teacher's attenticn through devices' . g
’ similar o the ones described above. ’ S l;2
3.# . b S s 2
‘ 3.7 Child sccasicnally empléys such devices.
7 - . o y . -
| 9. Child Quite frequently resorts to such devices.
6 7 o
28..| IMDULSE COMTROL -
1 child has usually good control of his impulses. Very
’ seldom acts impulsively. . ’
T 3. AN . . o . .
— A . 5.. Child -has some control of his impulses, but scmetimes
( acts rather impulsively.
7 I |
9. .Child is extremely impulsive. . He very seldom stops to .

-think about thu consequences of his.actions.

29. || FREE' EXPRESSION OF EMOTIONS

i. Child expresses his emotilons freely. Rarely attumpts to
© conceal them.: ' ' ' . ~

|
i i

i
B

thld sometimes atfempts to ccnceal his emijticns,

WOW3uiw

Child always attempfs to conceal hiSfemations.

Please indicate: what kinds of emcticns de you have in mind?




- '9
- . B . e

|  ;//}Eﬁ6éIONAL RESPONSF_TO SRUSTRATION “ o h :
7 l.‘ If chiid is Lrustrated in trylng to accnmolisb some task,
he dsually is able to do something about it in an unemo-

tional way: trics to overcome the oba}aelt, seeks,help,

leaves the situatiocn, etc

o

3.

5. Ch’ld aometlmes reacts £ frustration unemotionally but
sumetines displays strorg emotions. . -t

7 , .

0

Chlld usually rbacts to frustratlon in a hi "hly emotlﬂna1-~
way: might cry or kick 1eave the situatlon sobblngé etc.

P
- - ,
N -7 - ».

11.- Even if child wants to do something badly,‘he cafn - usually
brinb himself to wait patiently. .E.G. if he is thlrsty,.
\ he can wait fer a drink, or if he’ wants to usc 3°meé mas
, terihl or read a book tnat is tied up, he .can di some-
thing plos in the meentime and then g0 pack to 1t etc%
. “ \
Abcut aver'ar“n patlence hild Qar walt for snurt perﬂodé
- but g@ta restless if he: h s to walt for leng.
. \ -
19, Child ;s tXceptionally im &tlcnt Whatever he wanta to
) hame ¢r te de,.he wants 1T immediate]y s

“ st

\1u‘1w

+
e

« —~
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¢, 32. | SEEKIKG TFACHWP'O'APPROVAL*-

- 3

1. Chlld docs actiley SO}i]lt teacher s approval in appro-
pr iate vays, through acee tahle hehav1,r . ~ <

5. If chlld dues nct get a iot nf apprnval frem teachtr '
spJntaanusly, he active%y oolicits it

9, Teacher's apprdéval is ali-~ important “for cnild He can't
have cnough of, it.  Eyen 1if he gets a lct, hb still

, 3wllClt" more. Vo ; : .
i . . o .
H .,
33. | INTE/3ITY OF ovhﬁm ANGER .
il. Child w“acticélly nevery overtly dlsplays angsr., " He cither |
'l aues nct become angry o suppresses overt signs »f hise ‘
‘ an:zor,
. i 3. When child 1is épﬁared he usually only shows mild tember,
. A nct viclent. N
. | 5. When angured, el _le is equally likely to show mild or
P violent temper. .
| 7. When angered, child 1s more 1ikeély to show violent than L
. .mild temper. o
, "9, When angeréd, the child's display of anger 1s almost al—g RPN
) o , i - ways viclent, like throwing, hitting, kicking things, - :
IERJ(: ; crying Violently,\becoming violently nerativiqtic cte. :

| # "Ry ,ILYU I » ' .
: .
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COMMU@ECATION WITH PELRE STt

: Child talks
:alks fairly frecly ﬁo»nws fr
to others.

z N A—
- - £
<
- L 4
» A
. =
- -
PO ’
, -
q k4 V- lO —
a3
N © - h i
[
. re

to other C*lldrun free]y and’ spontaneously

~

Fends but con51derably leSs

’

ElC

= ||m Aruiext providea by enc

);

| = :
. Ta . Child is not 1nc11ned to .speak to other chl%drﬂn anless )
% spoken to and even then would Hold back sometlmes. B
P . - ‘“ i <. :a R s
1 - . L — EY 3, s
! \ . : i s
3 [ 35, EMUTIOVAL RBACTION TO CRITICISM R o T !
e ° e g
~T +~ 1. Chilg tends to ivnore crlt1c1sm toward him. [Either would
A oy not act upon adverse gomments or would - appea not to g%ye
: - heard or ‘understood ’ crltlcal remarks. < o
A | ,\ .\ 1_‘ . . . B
- 3. . ) ; 3 ‘
: 5. Child tends to take’ notlce of cr1t1c1 m (c. 2.4 by changxnﬁ
* 'zhisbbehavior)'but does not get upset’ or. mad ahout it. o
) 7 . . S
) f9. Chrld is eXuremely sensitive to critlc*'M,os.g., gets
v ‘mad or fearful if crﬁt1c12ed : ’
? - ‘ °
a ‘. "L
. . 4 . \g ‘ N '
i. » " " v Al a
" , . N
: " , [\Y "
> f 5 o
5 e
)




"4, Sex of child (check one): F M

,
| ‘ . NASSAU COUNTY DAY CARE PROGRAHM
’ S GENERAL T.ITERVIEW SCHEDULE: ‘ :
. - | . ' %
1. Cede No. of Interviewer ) .
"2, Date of Interview
_ T ’ ‘ ~ (Month) o B (Ygar)‘/
INFORMATION ABOUT CHILD , ’ o
3.°-Code.N6."of day care.child -~ s :
L e o

(1) ' (2)

14

5.._§hild's age as of Oct.\l,~l973 (in months): | /‘g‘ 

6: - Child's birthweight (in ounc)>es,>': " |
» ‘ 1] S .

7. Based on your experience, 'how would.you catégorize’thévchild's
. present health status? (Check one.) = ) P
" peor . . Fair_ | Good Pxcellent

8.a.Did the child have any past or current significant medical
) problems. €.£., convulslive disorders, cardiac, asthma, hernia,
respiratory, psychiatric, ete.? (Plegse check one)

Yes. e
LT

i

-~ No 3 '
R ORI

Kl

o o : Y
b.Rf "Yes", please 1ist them:

.\




. S . . S - . . e .. .o,
AN . L .

o . sl . K = | o

" ‘9'._ Liat the sex, age as of Oct. 1973, and grade -or oocunatlon of‘
- 7 fhe. siblings currentl“ living w:th the ch:ld startlng with- thc ,W

Jqunaest' ‘ - ) o o
L E ! o - . . / I} " ‘- . '
. .- Age on10/1/73% e / G
' ~ Sex (F=1;M=2) (vears and mos.) ‘School grade or occupation -, .
. == : . il . L v - |
(LY’ ‘ L .
‘. . j ) - P S 2
\ “ o 1 o
/ - - L > s . .
-
@ . .
. .h“
. (6) '
. (7) 3 “ ¢ e
PN | R . . '
8y _| : /.
(ro) .~ . . A ' . ) B
| . . . . ) . ] BRI I . .
10. ? fow manj 31b11nw a e currentlv llvlng at nomM ‘.
0 : a
. " ’ / :
. 11.. What is the total number of older 51b11n<rc currentldollv1ng at R
: home?- : .
12.) tHow many of tne older 51b11nvs living at home are of Lhe same .
I swx' ‘ T -
H . ) K . / .
SRS A t : P v ..
- .’,‘ ¥ ' Rl ., c @ : 1 - . . b . .' ° ’ 2 ) . e ° .
o 13. how many of/ the dlder siblings living at home are of tihiz opposite
14. What is thp t@fal number of younger 51blﬂngs currently llvlng av .
home? "
5. How many of thu younger siblings living at home-are of thg same
. ' sex‘? 4 ) . . : e 0

16. how many of the vouﬂaer 31b11n s*liv1ng at home are: of the

oppo ﬂﬂtc sex?

17. Is the chlld's mother 11v1na with+her/him? ”(?leaée chec% Qne,)'

: ilo . Yes v . »

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. . ¥ \ _ A

° f:-ﬂ | ” , ) .

/'! - | = '-3.- N t ”

. 17 "" N ° o h
. \\a o . o | \
\e { ‘ o %\ ) ) ) - LAV \\
@5, . Is the child's father living with her/him? © (Please check ome.) . -
' \

L o~ No™ : Yes S = ! T

19, anludlng everyane, what is the total number of peopla'livihg.in~""'
the, same home? . o : e ' :

° 20."Exclud1né Ghlld parents and. siblings, please 1ist all other mémf
: bvrs of the household (e.g. > grandparent aunt uncle, btc.i-.'
| ‘Relationship - Sex (P=13M= 2) ‘ AEET—
. (l). ) -0 - - - . ' . - N ’ . . ) . l. . ,.c’ ‘ - ‘\ K
. ’ ! . ,5“ . ’ 4 - /'///
(2) . g S S .
: ’ . R . e \ N
o i // - ’v . . N
- \ . (3) IR ‘ . ' ////V;,‘, e . . e . =
sy I SN S VU
- 21. Wnieh is’ (are) the prudomlnantllanguave(s) uscd in the chle‘J |
A home? (Pluasu check dne:) . , v "
.. ' t e ¥ v‘\'.
T Engllsh.only SR
Y ¢ . ,El“;.. R ' . _," : ) . . c.
Spanlsh cnly B . ‘ . ;
Ty e i ./
Engllsh and Spanlsh . I ) ' IR '
. (35 . . - . .." o . ’ :A
‘ngllsh and other (soec1fy).j e . ' :
, B )
“Gther enly (spuc1f§) . ‘
: : Tt (5) ’ ' B
LNPORMATION ABOUT C‘I‘ILD'S MOTHER 7 * T
Vo te T , ) LI
‘22. Awe (in yeara) o LR ¢ . - ' - L
23.a.h1ghe ? 1ool grade complcted (Picase check one. ) | L .
. T“luma,n’c:ar'y (6th Prade or- less) . .
. - (1 : _ '
Juniof7high school (7th-8th,gradel, N ]
' ; ;v i:i . ', »,;'

‘ . °ore high ac‘mool . ' o L : L
| 3 c . . Do
Completed high school S, E S S : |

Some college |

‘ 57 , ;

Q . Uompleted college .
- 'p _‘g {6y o ug} 3#

. v
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L ua;;cr rad any

HO

-t

L
i

°ie voeational
Vs o

T

&

L rleasedgnecify mhat lind, or check

PR RTE ROl
blﬂga..‘..n.;‘}.»c- C e

(Pleasc

ar:licablc’

ifot applicable

O...
. S

5 place of otirth (plzase specify):

chaeelr ong:
~ural !
1

all city (undey,QS,ODO)

/

Bosfon, fan

f
25.a.V

‘ f
cther's umnlaoyment ¢tatu; - 1 ai

1.0., nq1% LleO}m“ht outs
LLOMe (h1p95u checl all that aanV) (

Blanlt = 03 Chcel

(1)

o

¥
d

“—uiméf(night)

POESSE————-

PN

Phrt—@ixx' (1QV)

Hlerends:

‘Otxér'(plegse spe

ccify)

Francis

a i

;.unt erts madox occupation.(pai&)

Pleast specify:

.Kot'apblicablc

-
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o ‘l’ Ty
. 26.,a.Is nother vurr(%%1”
(Please cb c‘ th.

an

cdeunational

T
S

——
Ll

B

t

ﬁaék is sne involved in such

training program?

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

@ .
- . Lot appLicable N '
. (S3)
c.Tor’wlat @cvuoatlon iu shu tralninﬁ
- Tat‘applicable ¥
- BSE ;
27. Vhat arb the occunmtlonal asni rat;ons of motnﬁr° (Pleasc try to
te as gcpecdfic aS'noos ihle.) ) ' '
- . - k<)
“: . 28. Vnat does the mother estimate her own general liealth status to be?
e (Pl ase CILCR one..) ' T _ '
=5 ) . 8 - t
J , _ T . . Co . ,
" FooT , Tair ) Good - . Excellert
' (1) ' 2) \ (3) ’
S . ‘
29. On. tna average, .1OW rany hours - per day does mother spend with, the
’ ~cn“ld who is r~c;1v3n* dav care? v K
M f . , ) a
Y30, Wnat was. tie avgfawe wCele 1nconcnof thc famllv Ur or to the .
' - Cllld'o PLCG'V“ﬂp day care service?
Y F . o 5.
31, W1at is thuvaveraﬂé weekly 1ncome of the famvlv now while the-
child 1is r“celving da" care service? . i
W . . . - \\
32. Within the 1ast_5.v@ara, now.many deferont addr sses has the
family had? T , :
‘*’ . e Cy
\» ! ? B -
‘ |
- ? ’ o
- ¢ /
® “
‘,-' ~ ’ - I3 P . '\
. . s .
Ic - {13
o ‘ . ' <




P
- . -6
3 : ¢
"INROREAT ION ABOUT CLTLL D RUOTER ¢ B ‘ . ’
. . P e . © : . - N ) : Coe N
' ’33,_ Age (in years) o s T S , '
3& 8. hlrhéﬁt scnonl vrade camhlet d (Ulea C&tck one.)i. ’
b
T'lementar’s (uth prade or less) o L L
LN
. Junlor aLgn oChOOl (7tﬂ—8bh grade) IR .- y
: . S — () ' o
,Some“ﬁign school? - . ' - ' L
e S . (37 N : '
o - Comuleted high -school- . '
. r o - .. BN

Soma2 collepz - *y R

; (5) I Do ' ,
R . ) ' ‘ ‘w . - ‘ ‘ o

- . 3 - o

'Lomnlptud ﬂullege , ‘ . . L

wbher had anv oD@CiflC vocational train: nr” (“]‘ase
chedk cne. ) ilo-__. Yes R

L c. If "Yes", pleasc specify what kind, or check "Wot 3001Lcabl*" e

W
e S o q
*, a - 4 )
< -

,*1 : . £ » -

. My S -
. - - . N ' v ‘ - = 4
S “wot applicabhle . T . . V : et
. °og. - ((') . - ¥ . o , - T
. v ! . ‘ ce
- v , e - o . e

Ay * at‘ef plac of L’rth (Pleasb specify):
b. Alscy pleasm ctieclt. ane: . :
v w D ‘
- ' “ural , o S o C
Bméil»city,(under“25,ooo)- L .- L e ST
“ur{c ey (over 25,000 e.g., “obile, Ala.; Harrishuls, Paty.
“roy, N.Y.) : L o - S s

< . ES . '(35 . o .
: - . . . . e
. . of " . AN

.rtt o

Supurban . o ; o 8 . o
OO > ER : . T )
¢ lletrovolis (e.ft., 1.¢¥.6., Chicago, Boston,. an Francisco

;, - ' ) o N B .. | . —(—[D—_—

36. Pataer's .em
~ home (Tleas
. . 2

pl vmont status - 1l.evx, paid'employment cutzidg of - -,
¢ cneck all that applyv): ' T
b ]
(1) Hore
. - (2) Part-time (night)
(3) Part-time (day) _ : . ,
- (W) Full-time (night)e . = » : L -
‘ ()) ﬂdl;—timc (dawv) . . o : ‘ v .
‘ o 6) wWeekends ' A
=[]{U: (7) “Other (specify):

>

=] YRR 5 — -
. R . . _’. 4 - -. R . » - . ‘:} gjci -‘5. ‘)1 ‘.




'37a ‘Is father ewblnved? (ehe woope.) 1o . Yes ’
: SR ' oy -

_b\-Father's JccupaQEQHJ’\( f unOthoy what kina of WOr.'hould he *
do ii e weryivork1n§°) - . LT -
- . \Please SD”C”fH’~- ’ .
: .38.a. |Is fqthcr currentlv anaped in an occupatlona;. PuLhWUE pro"vamg;ﬁ‘
S (Pi‘au cicok one.) . Ko . \ Yes . - PR RO
R : L oY S ——ny—— R
T 0. ~p0rox1mauelv how manJ hours per Meek‘%s he 1niolved in such .
trﬂjnﬂngO ) : - gi' . . A
- ot appliocable R N A . .
s C.. I'or w“a* occuna ion is" he trdlninv N s * T
C et apnlicable. - N oo R
C R NGE R S : S
B . R .
'/ . - N . , ;_' v . i - - > &
- '
RE N ,Wuat ar’ the occupthonal aop;ranlono of fat‘erV» (Please try to
4
be ae-epecific .as poz :sible.) . - . : :
L. S s
e - - : : “
) - a ¢ . ? a . .
-~ . - R . . : . . .
hd..  dhat does, “the Pathe .cgtimate hlojown,gensralu:naith.status to Lot {
- (Polweans. check one. )’ ) . o ' : '
. - . ' IR -t o - : R
‘toor® . . iair -~ good _ - Excedlent ! . 5
» "‘ (-l' ” "} :2.j ; . :3: - S ’ : :“) -
) N1, “Cn the averaps, Hov\m@hy~uours>ﬂcr day -does .the. faracr srend with -
& ‘ therehild vho is.regelving -day care? ' T
. b2, -what vras tile averagé,weekly income of. the family prior to .the j s
© 7. cnlld's recelving da, care service? ' R )
43, dnat Ls the average.wsekly Lncome of |the famlly now while the
cnnild is rocelving day care servicu?/ ' R .
ql, V;";ﬂ the last 5 vear:, 110 many dlfzﬂrbnt addresses has the’
family nad? S o T
. ~ ’ \ . ot N
N ‘ . .
PLYSTCAL PACILTIRICLG I -7WHD CHILD'S HOME , R R a
. . ~ S e : T ' '
\ 5, oW rany rooms, excludlng batnrooms, dovs the famlly oceunrv?’
-
. 'IMG.&.DOC the chﬂld have aceess to a teItV1~10n st around ths house?
L. (Pluase c.aeck one.) Wo . ) L Yef : , /
0 : \ (1'5 . .
W .
" e 3 ) . - g /] r . . . -
FRIC o e mp s e e e




. - =B
) o . ..
. b. Approximdtely -how mano hours per day doeg he watch te clevision? .

) c. What televisiond pr .”ﬂ“Wé dnes he tysicallw wateh?” (Plﬂawﬂ )

- ‘specify, or checi ' “ct anpllcq 13" )‘“—‘“
. . - . -
not p)lOCable : )
' ) _ ———(—9-')—‘"‘ _ . , ) -
47.a.. voes Lo o amilf oubscrlbe'to, or routinely.buy, acre'spapéy(s)°
(Tlease chiuck “otic. ) ilo Yes _ . :
. . - . ) o T (1)
; -t b, Please specify which ones, O cheolr "ot applicalile". -
- - . S - ) . ... \
1% = — . Y
.' o . N - .
ot anplicable ° - o
R TGy | se
g . . . ) . ()
550a. Lied manr marozines/neriodicals does the family. subscribe UG, OT”
' ) routinely huy® - ‘ o o . :
; N
\7*‘/bi.Pl:aée‘spepifyﬁwhich one's, or choclc Mot anplicanle"
g . - ) .
. Lo ) \ : o \ o ' ‘ N |
; . - . N : )
4 ! ’ ) . ’ . " k4
. S .
<. . - . . . o Yo ) T A - 4
. ‘1ot apnlicaile - ¢ S . ,
. —— : N
. \99 . N 4" . '
¢ ) : - oo T : ] ’ : - . ]
.. hao Dased ol your expcrience and the usual weather for £he scason, . »
- - gyould vcou .ay ulaf tuc-t%pperﬂturn of the lhouse ws (pleasc -clrgeit one. .

P A L ' L e

° ~

) o Coldey tifan average B

: ats .

) . ! ] ' (1) . / .

- - . 7 o
.. ., hyerage B * AN
o # o

= /4Jarwn¢x* than ayzragse T T o
© I - o ———(—-7——‘ . . . ]
v \ 3 _ .y v
I 3 - v,
A . M
i B o - . - ‘ . . ‘; ) 9-(0 K }
EMC : . o A RT t_lf} .
T - S e > o
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/ _ . ' . SN

50. bascd on your” c;oer:;nc would vou say that the roiss level ‘of
' . the housc is (pleasc che x one) - \ -

-

. Noisy o o , o | T
- N . ' i ) &/l ; . : . o )
‘Average / - .

AT / 2) ° R . . - L . »
C Puloth than averane Ce o - ' ' T
- sl LEEY d On/‘our experlﬂnce, how would you rate the’ hOUS“IOld with

“Vspect.éo.,lcanllnuss (Please ch@c _one. ) S

. LlX/ 7'6 P . i .

/Vcry Clean
/ =
v/, : o . ]

¥ P - . . o . - 3

a ¢d on your experience, how would you rate tho 511um1nat¢ou of
he housennld? (Please checli one.) . ‘ T

R4
. . i;/

/ . - Paric. .. . R

Cr .'/ - \ Y ED) . P , S v_g
VAR Ad;n“auf . A " - -
./-// . . . . . TT}—" . ) ) e
o , Briont - .
VAR : e L s .
. / N LI - v . . . .
/53, , Lyproximatel: hou I ﬂy PTavmaubs including siblings, do=s the ,
/ +ecnlld have, L.€., “children nlawed with on a fairly rosular K
/ S Lasis? ~. " ‘ 4 ]

/sy tiew many of ton c¢hild's brothers and/or sisterps are his nla;~

L P ) e % i “' . . * - o 5
/Z‘ .. ates? A ) B - - o

V55, Approxinateldy now marny of -the ﬂhlld‘Srolavmate ‘includinn_sibling«
‘ enlaJﬂat,”, are¢ of ‘the sane sex” L . ' - \

50, &ﬁgroyﬁddtolv oW many uf the child's olavmatcb, 1nc1um ng sibling

. . Fa - L

plawmety s, are of tne opnoo te SCA” : L . L -

= . - . | : o )

K1 . ’
4 A -
L o i
i
“ 3 ‘:'~' - o
.
* .
. . . ‘o
, _ y :
: .
1 ¥ -
. .
l. ) ‘ /) u
! . .
n e 3
-~ "' s " .. .
2 v
4 & 3 N °
" L -
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LR OOV v ST T e .
T wmn e o TIOEPVTEY LA iR | -
° - LT &t e ‘.y)/\“.? ATy ) )
DIVSTOAL SAXTLINT S TM) i OTOPERIS WD (whepe arnlicahle). ‘
5T7. Yxceluding bathrooms, hovw manv rooms are there-in the sither's
Sione? ' ‘ s T : IR
Y . .- H
530 ® Ixecluding bathrooms, hcw manv of these rooms are user for the
da care service? . i\\, ‘
- ‘L \\.~ )
seh In the house® .
/

o the children have access to a telsvision
ST T «r. 2
Ho N ) : ves
\Q/ ) ’ (lj T /"’.' )
7islon?

: “_Jg e |
) (Please cireck one.)
. Acproximatelv iow many hours ner day 4d ther ”atch/tele'
2L K - : /
¢. Yhat tslevision wrograms do thev tvnically wath?J (Please
- . 7 e 5 : L . 1.
snwecify, or checl: "ot annlicable™.)- . i
A - o - . [/ .o
’ .'/I“ ' - . ) - -
- /i '
» g ‘ . ' <
\J/‘

Jot, anniicable - . ,
. . . ﬁ“. ) 5 — . R ‘
.//' RN '

7 a newspanery ) .

.
N ' - -~ . -~ . .
Tges wna famllv subscerive to, or routinelv buw

annlientl-) (Please check one.) o :

- : : NG
‘ /J). o
¥ \ ‘ .
lﬁ.Cab ].G " .« - ’ ./ e

\

"ot apn

.

N\
(&)
)

(‘hers

[&

"leace snecifv unfcen ones. or check
o I | o

. }“o
. | - /.
‘« ‘3 . “ 4 /
’ ’ . . v . . ' * ©
ok dpnlicaunle ‘ - '";7 ‘ RS «
. . Tr—’p = . T T . ) .. -
) ‘ . S ‘ -~ o / N . [ ' . '\.
. o / N s o . .
"the -familv aybscribe to?® -

nagazines/veriodicals foes' t

.
Ho'r, many

(vthere apnlicable)

specifv which ones, or check "ilot annlicaile'.

. "leas:a
i

. .

-

o ' . llot anplicable . : B
| o - -t . .
. <
S ! ; >

Yes
. ) 1 ’ ‘/"

’

ta)




E;‘I{UCI'.. enee:

ard ue usual -

-11-"

weather for the ceasgon,,

. Rased on your
g would vou sav that the temoerature of thne house is (vlease |
. chéck one): '
Colder than averaie .
: O , BSOS ,
b £ a_ . ~
. Lverage | . . ’ _ )
~7 (2) . B
i . ! . ) - a © ,
~ \?armer than average '
B - : - J . . K
° 53¢ Qa éd on . your exncr éne e, would vou @@vithat the noize leavel of
. the 1ouup is (vlea%e check one}: . ,
- - K K]
Lo lels .
‘ RGN -
' Averame L
- . ) . (25 ) a e R . - :‘:' .
. nuieter than averarse : "
! . o ? - . . g ¢
s .\ - T3 | .
EE . g o v : e
. Bh,.  Tasazd on vour eynorjcﬁ%e, oy would rou.rate thue ﬂOPSehold,Wltﬁ
reaﬂcct o, cleanliless° “(Tlease check one.) Sk :
' o o Divtv T . : B
; () - - L |
!'\ ‘/Ql"r’l»’f‘:} L > » ) - . ] ; . . ‘
DN o o .
B fery clean . g L ’ ] : -
65 .. ﬂased on vour c¥ne iex C, “or would, veou, rate tnc illurination
of the houcenoldy (‘ ase check one. ) ' i
. v harln ﬂcbnuate . “Rrismt : )
a —r‘}"—" : '—”'7‘—‘ o ——(——5’_’
T e ) 1 . (2 ’ Lo : 3 : C ok
. 66. P& rpny onl CTaren;- includlnr her own, are currentlv heins cared
- for uhz t1xp nz*te“’ (vhere arnllcanln) :
67, o Of tﬁe total number in ﬂquf on ?65 how manw childrens are her
. ' oun? (vhere Tpnjlcaﬁle) e - -
. . \ « B : " ) .
63, rov manv ch‘ldr ni 1n\thF ~ittbr’s home doen . the“chlld nlar wlth’
- on a fairly con¢~31e\t hasia (vhers anplicaﬂlc)
P £9. Fow manv -of tasse children are of the same sex?
* ) * ‘
S - . |
B 70. - How many, of these chi 1 ren are of. the opnosite s2xz? , :
< ‘ ‘ ° o ‘\‘ - - ' » -. ' .a |
. . . ) . ? "\\ ‘ . . ‘
- \\\
. , R'3 . o “.\ ) . |
2 TC o . R \\ U3 ﬁ‘«i ) B .
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/ .
- 71, Please snecifv the sex ond ase (in montnﬁ) as of Cet. 1, 1173,
» of all children heines carsd for in ti:in/sitter’s home (where
'- anpiicable). 7T tie child is no®% hor o/"n, ‘Nlease caeck appro-
‘priate colurn, : ST -

e

" | | . ftper's oen chilld?
- - ©Rex (T=1p "=2) nre (in months) - o (1) Ves (1)

(1)‘~} ' B} : — . | R | .

—— .

(3) '
N B )
TAPO™ L TTO W1 SITTER N
72. Code ?umber'ofisitter
73. - ‘ﬁfe_of.aiﬁtér )
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