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Introduction

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

Activities Files and the Day Care ind Home Learning Activities Files, being

investigated in this study are products resulting from several years of
experiments related to the Home-Oriented Preschool Education (HOPE) program.
The HOPE program was a home-oriented instruction system for three-, four-,
and five-year-old children. HOPE consisted of three components: (1) daily
30-minute television lessons broadcast into the home, (2) weekly home visits
by paraprofessionals who demonstrated to the parent how to teach the child,
and (3) group instruction provided once each week in a mobile classroom.
This program was field tested for three years in Southern West Virginia,
from 1969~71. The results of the field test are documented in Summative

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

and Randolph, 1971). sigce 1971, subsequent resecarch based upon the philo-

sophical and programmatic framework of the HOPE program has been conducted.
The latter research was designed to (a) document competencies that the

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

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

mum mix of learning activities for preschool children of different developmental

ages.

Numerous research efforts focused on ecach of the preceding three areas.
In the first area, a program of resc-rch was conducted using national and
Appalachian panels of child development experts; mere than 900 Appalachian
parents verified and further refined the earlier ‘indings. Results from this
work were extended by literature search. Together these methods led to

wdentaitication of 59 competencices applicable to children by the age of school
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entrance. In a related conceptual activity, general goals, performance
statements, and criterion statements were prepared for each competency.

The second area effort involved using the competency base to identify
learning activities which might foster each competency at three, four, and
five years of age, respectively. A national panel of child development and
carly childhood education experts rated the appropriateness of five sample
learning activities for each competency. This process was cycled through a
second iteratioq. The resulting learning activities became the models or

i

examples from which the Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care
? Yay »are

and Home Learning Activities Files were developed.

Third, a study of children's play, via an extensive literature search
coupled with expert panel ratings, ‘identified play levels and natural play
activities of children associated with particular competencies. From these,
judgements were made concerning children's readiness for learning of par-
ticular compctencies and competency clusters, and determinations were made
of the optimun mix of competency-related learning activities for developmental
threes, f- , and fives.

The ucvelopment of the Files involved several staff members and consul-
tants. BEach activity was systematically reviewed and critiqued to assure

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

most of all usable by the practitioner working to promote development in
young children. The end results were two sets of Files containing approxi-
mately 900 activities each, designed for children of differing developmental
age levels.

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

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

1976. The meior purpose as stated in the NIE Scope of Work Statement for
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1975-76 was to collect data to "Prepare final editing specification. . .
To accomplish this the following objectives were established.

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

2. Content. To determine appropriateness of the content of
the Files.

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

Forty-four programs in 14 different states responded to the Division
of Early Childhood's solicitation for field test sites. The !4 states were:
Alabamra, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvani», South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.
Program types included Head Start, day care, kindergarten, handicarped, and
nursery school/child development. Program variations included center based,
home based, and a combination of center and home based. Approximately 197
classroom teachers and 118 home visitors, and approximately 5,055 children
participated in the field test.

To determine the usability of the Files in the various program settings,
the following types of data were collected. Prior to implementation of +he
field test, potential users were instructed to record the number of times
each activity was used and to record any comments about the activity deemed
necessary. These usage data and written comments were collected at the end of
the field test and systematic recordings were made of cach type of data by
the various prodram users. An evaluation form was developed, distributed to
all users, collected, and the results were analyzed. Additionally, written,
evaluative comments were solicited from program directors, curriculum special-
i1sts and others responsible for program operations and curricular planning.
These data separately and collectively allowed determination of the usability

of the Files.
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In order to determine if the content was indeed appropriate for use with
young children, and at the same time meshing with the differing philosophies
and emphasis of the programs, data were colleéted by the previously mentioned
methods and analyzed. Specific items from the evalution form and written
comments received more weight in making this determination.

The four procedures for collecting data were leo utilized in determin-
ing the age appropriateness of the Files. Each activity contained specific
"Age Variations" noting how each child, developmentally, would perform, and
react to the activity. 1In some programs there was homogeneity of age, and
in others heterogeneity of age. More weight was given to comments regarding
age-appropriateness in these determinations.

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

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

kindergarten, day care, Head Start and programs for the handicapped, and less
usable in nursery school and child development programs. The Day Care and
Home Files were found to be more usable in home-basad nrograms and less usable
in center-based programs. Center-users indicated they utilized the Day Care
and Home Files more as a resource for ideas than as a major source i their
curriculum.

The content of the Classrcom Files was judged *o be quite apprefraite
with only minor alterations and revisions deemed necessary. Programs with
differing philosophies and emphas2s had little difficulty adapting and
using the Classroom Files. Home users of the Day “are and Home Files found
the content more appropriate than did center users.

When used with children ages three, four, and five, the Classroom Files
were evaluated as very age appropriate. Home users of the Day Care and Home

Files found the content more aqe-approyriate than did the center uaerd,




The findings from the Spring Field Test, 1976, provided the necessary
data for revision and editing purposes. Those revisions and edits which
affected the Files' activities usability, content, and age-appropriateness
were errata and disseminated to the Spring Field Test users and potential
users in the Sumnative Field Test.

A major effort of the Division of Early Childhood/Parenting (DEC/P) for
the 1976-77 program year was a summative evaluation of the Files, which was
detailed in the scope of work statement. It was necessary to begin prepar-
ations and solicitation for field test sites in August and September, 1976.

In August, 1976, such a solicitation by Memorandum was made to over 100 early
childhood and child develcpment programs within the Appalachian Region and to
various programs outside the Region. Thirty-three programs responded and ex-
pressed intecrest. From mutual agreement and understanding of the tasks and
established criteria, 20 programs agreed to use the AEL materials, but without
the formal collecticn of data. These programs were identified for evaluation
purposes as Secondary field-test sites. These programs agreed to use the

Files and provide secondary type data via evaluation forms and written comments.

Thirteen programs agreed to participate and collect all neccessary data,
and DEC/P staff evaluated these programs as being able to meet the established
criteria. Nin¢ of the thirteen sites had participated in the formative
evaluation ot the Aids to Larly Learning in the Spring, 1976 field test, and
were therefore familiar with the curriculum materials. Also, these sites were

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

previous involvement. These programs were identified for evaluation purposes
as P'rimary sites. hight states were represented 1n the field test, scven

withap the Appalachian Feqgion and one outside the Region.
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The criteria established and utilized for selection of Primary field test
sites were:

e Programs agreed to participate as a fieid test site for
a minimum of six months.

e Programs agreed to utilize the File¢s as a major curriculum
source.

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

© Programs designated as Primary .ield test sites represented
a program variation or intervertion strategy nceded in the
study.

® Programs assigned experiences (Files activities) to children
based upon thcir level of dev:lopment and recorded the num-
ber of activities used. '

@ Programs provided other data, via evaluation forms and reports.

Purpose

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

Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day Care and Home Learning

Activities Files in increasing the development and skills of preschool children

in five areas mcasurcd by the Developmental Profile: Physical, Self-Help,
Social, Academic, and Commaunication development. The children (N = 788)
were three-, four-, and five-year olds who were enrolled in Head Start, day
care, and Kindergartern programs.

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

Learning Files and the Classroom Learning Activities Files on user practices

in the participating field sites.
The hypotheses to be tested were:

Hypothesis 1-5: Subjects (N = 788) in gencral using cither of the
Files will score significantly higher than would
be predicted on each of the five woales, of 1l
Develoymental Profile.




Bypothesis 6-10: Subjects (N = 421) in general using the Classroom
Learning Activities Files will score significantly
higher than would be predicted on each of the five
developmental scales.

Hypothesis 11-15: Subjects (N = 114) in Head Starv programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files will score sig-
nificantly higher than would be predicted on each
of the five developmental scales.

Hypothesis 16-20: Subjects (N = 125) in day care programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files will score
significantly higher than would be predicted on
each of the five developmental scales.

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

Hypothesis 26-30: Subjects (N = 270) in Head Start programs using the
Classroom Learnlng Act1v1t1es Files and the Day Care
and Home Learning Activities Files in combination
will score significantly higher than would be pre-
dicted on each of the five developmental scales.

Hypothesis 31-35: Subjects (N = 68) in day care programs using the
Classroom Learning Activities Files and the Day
Care and Home Learning Activities Files in combi-
natiogz-will score significantly higher than would
be predicted on each of the five developmental
scales.

Hypothesis 36-40: Subjects (N = 14) in Home-Based programs using the
Day Care and Home Le¢arning Activities Files will
score 51gn1f1cantly higher than would be predicted
on each of the five developmental scales.

In addition to the above hypotheses, comparisons were made on the basis
of sex and age. These analyses were conducted utilizing a 2 x 3 factorial

analyses of variance, with pretest scores being coveried +o rule cut any

1 . . . .
Chaildren attend class one day per week and receive instructicn in the hone

via a home visitor,

2 iy : : :
Classroom and Dy Care and Home riles are used in combination in a class-
room Settang,
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initial differences. This type of analyses will allow the following null
hypotheses to be tested.

Hypothesis 41-45: There will be no significant differences in the
amount of gains in development on each of the
five developmental scales between males and
females when either of the Files are used as
treatment variables.

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

Limitations of the Study

A study to determine the effectiveness of a curriculum is generally de-
signed to exert a great deal of control over the environment, subjects, inde-
pendent and dependent variables. This end is accomplished by controlling
where the study is to take place, who will be implementing the curriculum,
who will be the subjects, to what degree the subjects will recieve the curricu-

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

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

attributed to the indrpendent v.riables. Although random selection of subjects

is most desirous, this is not always feasible in educational research. 4
study so designed docs allow for certain claims to be made about the pusity

of gains or lack of gains, but suffers somewhat when gereralizations to other

programs, subjects, ages, ctc., nced to be made and are not accounted for in

P

the original study.

This study was initiated with the realication that possible threats to

the internal validity exi.ted. Defined, internal validity refers to the
extent to w ich it can be arqgued that the adminictration of the treatment was

the cause of the gain that wa. observed from the jaetest to poattest. Thore

ERIC -~
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were several threats to the internal validicy or t:o

and the results were analyzed and interpreted 1 o

Testing. This threat refers to the potentaigl o °
pretest can have on the posttest scores. [or exuoh
test may increase slightly on the posttest evei +o
effective. Also, subjects may fake scores on s rre oo
tests if they become aware of the nature of the .
field study, testing should rot have Lbeen a o 1o
of the study, since the subjects were not awire *t ..
when the pretest data were being collected.

Reygression. This threat refers to the fact *1. ¢
tremely low on the pretest will tend to score 1ol
though the treatment is ineffective.’ This J.aore.
could be nistakenly labeled as a trcatment offo +,
not sclected for the field study on the Pasas of o
pretest, regression should not be a scriouc <av. o
the ficld study.

Instrumentation. This threat refors o b
cedure that could result in differences botw. en
scores, This difference could be mistalen for o ¢ -
freld study, the teachers were measuring thr o 1
firss an September and October and ther asaan Lo Y
that the <x11l of the teacher in rating her v,
3ame at the two measurement tLines,, Tn addrtaor., o
ratings, the teo her probhably dird not rerembay L
studsrr,

History.  This turear refors to the oocarg

could cause daftferences between the pretest and
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be mistaken for a treatment effect. This woﬁld seem to be a potential threat
in the field study. For example, children at ages 3, 4, and 5 are beginning
to have more contact with other children and adults outside their immediate
families. They could begin attending Sunday School classes; they could be
going home with friends anc ©"X. .1ng with their friends' parents-: and they
could be coming in contact vith more developmentally advanced children on the
playground. These contacts could have the effect of increasing the devei.p-
mental skills of the subjects in the field study.

Maturation. This treatment refers to biological and psychological changes
that take place between the pretest and posttest. These changes could affect
the scores on th2 pretest and posttest thus producing a difference tha ould
be mistaken for a treatment effect. 7This would also seem to be a potential
threat 1o ti. internal validity of the field study. "In remedial education,
whi..u fucuses on exceptionally disadvantaged persons, a process of wound healing,
may be mistaken for the specific effect of a remedial X. (Needless to say, such
a remission is not regarded as ‘spontaneous' in any causal sense, hut rather
represents the cumulative effects of learning processes and envirormental
pressures of the total daily experience, which would be operati:q even if no
X had been introduced.)" (Campbell ind Stanley, 1963). However, the procedure
for calculating the expected gain (detailed in anotner section of this report)
may provide a partial control for this threat. The developmental rate (DA/CA)
was computed using the pretest data. This rate reflects the effects of the
overall environment to that point in time. If it can be assumed that that rate
remained constant over the next few months, then to that extent the threat
of maturation was controlied.

Confounding. This threat refers to the potential influence of an extra-

neous, vacontrolled variable on the gain scores. Tn the field study the
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uncontrolled variable Eonsisted of the experiences the children had in the
program they were attending. Tnese experiences could produce differences
between pretest and posttest scores that could be mistaken for a treatment
effect. A research design with a control group that would not have received
the Files would have been needed to control fcr the confounding present in

the field study.

Collection of Data

Four procedures were utilized for collection of data during the field
test. They were: (1' -ssessment of children's development on a pre-post
bases, (2) information provided by teachers via an evaluation form, (3) data
relating to the usage of the Files activities, and (4) formative data collected

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

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

field test. The Profile is an inventory of skills which has been designed

to assess certain aspects of a child's development from birth to pre-adolescence.

The g£pfi£g consists of 217 items arranged into five scales. All scales have

the items arranged intc age levels. The age levels proceed at six-month
intervals, from birth to 3 1/2 years and thereafter by year intervals. Each
age level consists of three items. The Profile yields results, expressed in
months, in areas of physical (motor), self-help, social (emotional), academic
(cognitive), and communication (language) development.

Certain revisions were made to the Profile to make it more easily
administered, scored, and interpreted by the local program's teachers. Since
the age range of the children participating in the field test was from 36-72

months, 1t wa's possible to truncate the Profile at the lower and upper levels.

b
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All items assessing development below 18 months and above 90 months were
eliminated. This truncation allowed both a basal and ceiling tc be estab-
lished for each scale, with a constant 18 months being added to each indi-
vidual's scale score. Children with developmental age scores on a particular
scale below 24 months and above 78 months on the pretest were not included in
the final analysis. Additional revisinon included elimination of one item
from each age level grouping of three.

Reliability coefficients for internal censistency for the five scales

of the revised Developmental Profile were computed on 1,050 cases. The

coefficients wexe: Physical Scale .79; Self-Help Scale .78; Social Scale .82;
Academic Scale .87; and Communication Scale .83. A coefficient alpha of .80
is the generally accepted standard and between 20-30 items are required to
obtain this level (Nunnally, 1967). The alphas obtained for the revised
EESE&ES are therefore very respectablec, and allow some reliance upon the data
obtained for analyses and evaluation of changes in development during the field
test.

In another effort to evaluate the reliability and validaty of the revised

Profile, a local Head Start program administered the original Developmental

gfgfilg'to 72 children in the three-, four-, and five-year-old age range. The
revised Prefile was scored, for each child, according to the credit given to
the items on the original. Pearson correlations between scales were obtained
and are reported in Table 1.

Additional analyses of the revised Profile include: Inter-scale corre-
lations, item-to~-item and item-to-scale correlations, frequency of pass-fail
for each item by age, sex and income level, and Guttman scalogram analysis.
These data will assist in further revisions and will be reported 1n a techni-

cal report to be issucd by the Laboratory at a future date.
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Table 1

Pearson Correlations Between Scales for the Original -.
and Revised Developmental Profile

Revised Original .
Physical Self-Help Social Academic  Communication :
Pnysical .95
Self-Help .74 .89
Social .74 .75 .94 :
Acadenmic .69 .72 .81 .87
Communication .74 .70 .81 .78 .91

Significance = .001 3
N =72

The Profile was administered to all children in the Primary field test
programs, both pre- and post- by the program's teachers. Each program was
given instructions regarding administration and scoring procedures and how
to interpret results for curricular planning. Instructions on interpretation
but can be interpreted as reasonable indicators.” Local programs were given ﬂ
the option to score and interpret the Profiles themselves or send them to the |
DFC/P staff for scoring, profiling the results and specific comments for
curricular planning, which were returned to the local programs. Data from
both options were checked for accuracy and coded for computer analysis.

An evaluation form (Appendix A) consisting of nine items was sent to
ea=n teacher participating in the field test. Sixty-seven teachers completed,
and rcturned this form at the end of the field test. Information obtained
from this form related to: Number of years of experience teaching, lievel of

education, methods utilized in selecting Files' activities, areas of develop-

ment most important for chaldren, area of development children would achieve
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the most Gains in, percentage of time or emphasis given to curricular areas,
and to what extent the Files were atilized as part of the curriculuh: These
data were checked for accuracy and completeness, and coded for computer
analysis.

buring the orientations given to field test sites, each DEC/P staff
member encouraged teachers to maintain accurate records concerning the number
of times each activity within the 59 competencies was used. At the end of
the field test, a one-page form (Appendix B) was sent to each teacher to
collect these data. Sixty-seven teachers completed and returned this form.

The DEC/P staff categorized and coded these usage data into five areas of

development corresponding to the five Developmental Profile scales.

During the field test period, programs were encouraged to provide
written comments or notations of any changes in their practices. Also, at
the cnd of the field test all Primary programs were contacted by phone and
where pussible the directors, curriculum specialists and a certain number of
teachers were interviewed by phone by an experienced interviewer. The inter-

viewer focused upon what impact did the Files have upon the users program.

These data are presented in the result section of this report,

Programs and Subjects

As noted in the introduction of this ceport, 33 programs responded to
the Division of Larly Choldhood's request for participation in the field test.
This number was reduced to 13 through mutual agreements and understanding
regarding what was required for full participation. These programs were
designated as Primary field test sites, and the remaining 20 as Secondary
field test sites. Twelve of the 13 Primary programs were able to complete
the field test, providing the required data. Only data from the Primary

sites were utilized in the impact evaluations of the Files.

1

L .
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There was a total of 788 children
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.

tested both pre and post, with the

67 teachers conducting the testing of children, completing the evaluation
form, and providing data relating to the usage of Files activities. There
were 303 males and 330 femaies, with ne indication of sex for 155. The

number of children within certain age ranges are found in Table 2 below.

Table 2

Distribution of Children by Age Range

Number

Age Range

288

49

Head Start (393 children)

Nicholas, County Head Start
Summersville, West vVirginia

Upshur County Head Start
Bushannon, West Virginia

Morqgan-Lawrence Head Start
Decatur, Alabama

Tri-County Head Start
Saxton, Penpsylvana

30-35 months

36-47 months

48-59 months

H0-71 months

72-84 months

The followlng programs were involved in the field test as Primary Sites.

Day Care (7938 children)

Day Care Services, Inc.
Franklin, Pennsylvania

Young World, Inc.
Lansing, Michijan

Penncrest Day Care
Meadville, Pennsylvania

Tri-County Day Care
Saxton, Pennsylvania

Kindergarten (197 children)

Lawrence County Board of Education

Coal Greve, Ohio

Tazewell Elementary School
Tazewell, Virginia

Western Tennessee School Diskiricts

Marqgaret Newton Elementary
Tiptonville, Tennessce

raul G. Caywood Elementary
Q Lexington, Tennessce

ERIC
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Analysis of Data

The traditional pre-post analvsis of Qata was not selected, since this
approach is insensitive to the varying rates of development unique to each
child. It is an indisputable conclusion that all children do not develop
at the same rate and it can be assumed that the prior rate of development
would continue during the field test to some degrg¢e. In order to control for
this, it was necessary to compute for each child a Coefficient of Rate and
a predicted developmental age to which actual development could be compared.

The following formula was utilized:

<E§§ (time) + DA = Predicted Developmental Age

DA = Developmental Age obtained ut pretest
CA = Chronological Age at pretest
time = Number of months subject received treatmenrt

Such an approach is based upon the assumption g% = a Coefficient of Rate
and that this coefficient is an indication of past development as well as
future development. If any passage of time is multiplied by this coefficient,
the end product will be an estimate of the developmental age change which has
or will occur during tha® time. This value can then be added to the existing

developmental age obtained from the pretest and the result will be a predicted

or expected developmental age, i.e., at the end of the expcrience.

To illustrate, the following examples are given. Subject A is chrono-
logically 48 months old, and the obtained developmcntal age for physical
development is 48 months. Subject A participated in the field test for eight

months. To obtain the predicted developmental age, we use thc previously

<ﬂ§.> (8) + 48
a8

(1) (8) + 48

mentioned formula.

]

56 months
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At the end of eiyht months, subject A should have a physical development age
of 56 months. This can be compared to the actual developmental age obtained
from the posttest and the differences statistically analyzed.

Subject B is chronologically 48 months old, but developmentally measured
only 36 months at pretest time. Subject B participated in the field test

for eight months. Utilizing the same formula, we can compute the "rate" of

development and predict Subject B's developmental age at the end of the field

test.

(36
(35) ® + 3

(.75) (8) + 36

42 months

The Coefficient of Rate is .75, and the developmental age is 42 months, i.e.,
six months of development in an eight-month period is the rate. Actual develop-
ment, obtained from the posttest, can be compared to the predicted and the
differences analyzed statistically.

The correlated t-test was used to test Ho: 1-40. The means of the pre-

dicted scores and the posttest scores were compared for significant differences.
This is analogous to pairing, i.e., where the same individuals are measured
belore and after treatment and the obtained scores are paired for analysis. E
In the present usage, the same individuals' predicted and posttest scores E:
were paired. The purpose of the palring is to reduce all possible extraneous
influences on the variable being mcasured. fThat is, pairing reduces the effect
of subject to-subject variability.

In addition to the above analysis, comparisons were made on the basis of

sex and age. Scores ottained from the Developmental Profile were positioned

in a 2 x 3 table in which the rows were the male and female categories for ,

the variable sex and the columns were the three-, four-, and five-year old
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categories for the variable age. A 2 x 3 factorial a.aalysis of variance with
unequal cell sizes was performed for each of the five developmental scales.
This 2 x 3 analysis yielded a test of the main effects of sex which determined
whether one sex gained significantly more than the other. The analysis also
yielded a test of the main effects of age which determined if differences
existed among the three age levels. Alsn, this 2 x 3 analysis yielded a test
of the interaction between sex and age which determined if the effects of age
are similar for the males and females. These data analyses cre tabled and
discussed in the result section of this report.

Data ccllected from the evaluation form, completed by 67 teachers, were
analyzed to obtain frequencies, means, staidard deviations, and percentages.

These data were tabled and discussed in the result section of this report.
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Results

Total Subjects

Data from the transpositions of the pretest scores into predicted scores
and posttest scores were analyzed by the correlat.d t-test to test hypotheses
1-5. The hypotheses predicted that subjects receiving either of the Files
as treatment would have gains in development in the five scale areas signifi-
cantly greater than predicted development. Datae presented in Table 3 below
and Figure 1 on the following page reveal statistically and visually that
children in the field test did achieve developmental gains, statistically

significant (p < .0005) beyond that which was predicted.

Table 3

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age
and Actual Posttest Deveclopmental Age of All
Subjects in Five Arcas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.i. 1 Tail

Prob.

Physical Post 756 63.89 15.78 8.23 755 <.0005
Predicted 64.37 15.52

Self-Help Post 740 69.53 15.14 10.43 739 <.0005
Predicted 63.78 15.87

sSocial Post 744 69.01 15.91 11.01 743 <.0005%
Predicted 62.16 16.87

Acadermic Post 759 67.00 16.89 19.26 758 <.0005
Predicted 55.74 17.50

Communication Post 771 61.91 16.93 15.39 770 <.0005
Predicted 52.98 16.13

The greatest amount of gain occurred in the area of ~calemic development

with a mear difference of 11.2 months between the g and posttect

scores. Th.t is, not only did the children achreve ted rate of
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development of 5.9 months, but actually attained 17.2 months. For every
month in the field test they were developing approximately at a rate of two
and one-half months. The next area of development with the greatest gains
was communication with 8.9 months of development beyond what was predicted.
This gain is more than double the predicted rate. Social development was
6.8 months greater than the predicted gain. While self-help and physical
development were 5.7 months and 4.5 months greater respectively.

The pretest means from the Developmental Profile are presented in

Table 4 below, so that comparisons can be made between the pretest means
and the chronological age mean. The average chronological age of the children
at the time of pretesting was 56.4 months,; and at the posttest the average

was 63.2. In comparing the average chronological age with their obtained

Table 4

Pretest Means and Staadard Deviations for All
Subjects Participating in the Field Test

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 58.3 15.3
Self-Help 58.5 15.5
Social 56.3 16.5
Academie 49.3 1¢.9
Communication 47.1 15.0

N = 791

C/A = 56.4 at Pretest
C/h = 63.2 at Posttest
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developmental ages for each area, it can be noted that physical and self-

help development was approximately two months higher than chronological

age, and social development was equal to the chronological age. Academic
development was 6.6 months below chronological aqge, and communication development
was 9.3 months below chronological age at the time of pretesting. Posttest
means found in Table 3 were all akove the chronclogical aye average of 63.2

months on all scales with the exception of communication wihich was 61.9 months.

Classroom Files

The correlated t-test was used to test hypothecses 6-10 for significant
differences bctween the predicted and posttest meoans on cach of the five
developmental scales. The hypotheses predicted that subjects receiving the
mental gains significantly greater than the pred.cted gains. There were 421
children in Head Start, day care and kindergarten who received this treatment.
As can be seen from Table 5, significant differences (p < .0005) existod
between the predicted mean and the post mean on ¢ och of the faive developasrtal
areas measured.

The largest gains were made in the academic area of o welopment.  The
difference between the prodicted and josttest moons was 15.% months.  That
is, 10.8 months boyond what wa  predic tod as th normal o cunt of development.
This represented a total of 18.2 ronths of development for seven monthe of
instruction. The four remaaning arcas of developeat roprcuented a more equal
rate than noted in Table 3 and the jreceding dicooussion. Tho mean differences
between the predicted and posttest wcores are an follow social, 9.60;

-

communication, 7.6; physical, 7.6; and <elf-helv, 7.0,
In comparing the chronological age meoan (S7.6 mont o) atf pretoest tame to

pretest scaje means, 1t 14 noted that two arca. of &v 1o ot w0 bhiabher than




Table 5

v~test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age .1 .
Posttest Devclopment Age of All Subjects Foco-1.:
Treatment of Classroom Files in Fiv.
Areas of Development

Scale Variable N ﬁ' sd. t-ral .
Physical Post 320 68.59 14.44
Predicted 50.99 15.21
Self-Help Post 310 68.95 13.17 E
Predicted 61.90 15.08
Social Post 306 72.44 13.41 1y,
Predicted 62.82 16,40
Academic Post 313 72.00 13.8e8 ISP
Predicted 61.13 16.98
Communication Post 324 64.85 14.42 [
Predicted 56.87 14.55

chrorological age. Self-Help was 2.1 months higher and <o (4}

-9 months higher. The other three areas were lower: yphysi-a!, .«
4.0; and communication, 6.7 months. The posttest means wece gid v e
chronological age mean (64.7 months) at the time of pocttest

say, children receiving the Classroom Files as a major sour. e

not only closed tae gap between lagging development and ther

bat finished the year functioning, on the average, above theas

age 1n all five areas of development. These data arc found

Head Start--Classroom Files

There were 114 subjects enrolled in Head Start who ce: o1/
F1les as treatment. Data were analyzed to test the hypotheo..

gains duting-the field test would be significantly arcatcc b oo

Froi these analyses, significant differences (p < .0005) 1t

‘3
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Table 6

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for All Subjects
Participating in the Field Test Receiving
the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 55.9 14.7
Self-Help 59.¢ 15.4
Social 58.7 15.3
Academic 53.8 16.2
Communication 51.1 13.5

N = 421

C/A E 57.8 at Pretest
C/A X 64.7 at Posttest
and posttest means were obtained for the five areas of development. Table 7
presents the individual means for the posttest and predicted as well as the
statistical significance levels for the t-test which was performed on these
data. The two areas in which the most gai is were obtained were academic and
communication with approximately 10 months in each arca. This corresponds to
approximately 17 months of development for the seven-month field test period.
Gains for the other three areas of development exceeded the predicted rate in
this order: physical, 8.8; social, 6.2; self-help, 4.6.

The average chronological age (15.8 months) for the Head Start children
was 51.8 months. At the time of pretesting they were developmentally per-
forming at a t 1gher level than their chronclogical age in physical (56.9 months),
self-help (67.9 months), and social (59.7 montns) as can be noied in Table §.
In academic and communication development, they were performing at a lower level
with averages of 47.7 and 4%.1 respectively. The chronological aqge average of
58.8 months at posttest time can be compared to the posttest meuns of the five

areas of development in Table 7 and it can be noted that all are higher.
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Table 7

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Head Start Subjects

Five Areas of Development

Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files in
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Scale Variable N X sd t-value 4a.f. 1 Tail
Prob.
Physical Post 112 73.48 13.68 8.06 111 <.0005
Predicted 64.65 13.57
Self-Help Post 107 80.42 12.11 4.22 113 <.0005
Predicted 75.78 13.05
Social Post 112 74.06 12.36 5.29 111 <.0005
Predicted 67.84 11.85
Academic Post 113 64.76 13.10 9.14 112 <.0005
Predicted 54.33 13.28
Communication Post 113 66.23 16.79 7.70 112 <.0005
Predicted 55.86 12.24
Table 8
Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Start
Subjects Receiving Classroom Files as Treatment
Scale rFretest Mean s.d.
Physical 56.9 12.6
Self-Heip 7.9 12.3
Sceial 59.7 10.7
Academic 47.7 12.0
Communication 49.1 10.7

N = 114

C/A X 51.8 at Pretest
Cc/A X 58.7 at Fosttest




Day Care--Classroom Files

Hypotheses 16-20 predicted that children enrolled in day care programs

receiving the Classroom Files as treatment would have gains in development

significantly greater than predicted. There were 125 children par*iéipating,
and the duration of the field test was 7.2 months. As Table 9 indicates,
statistical significance (p < .0005) was obtained for four areas of develop-
ment. Self-help was the exception where a p < .09 level of significance was
obtained. Although this does not allow for acceptance of this specific hy-
pothesis, it can be noted that the children did achieve a higher posttest mean
score. Again, the greatest gains were made in academic development with 16.8
months, i.e., 7.7 months beyond the predicted rate. Communication (4.4 months)
was replaced by social develcpment for the second highest with 6.1 months gain,
and the remaining two areas follow with physical, 5.1 months; and self-help

with 2.0 months gain beyond the predicted.

Table 9

t-test Anaiysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Day Care Subjects
Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files
in Five Arcas of Decvelopment

Scale Variable N § sd t-value d.f. 1 Tail

. Prob.

Physical Post 118 62.72 17.73 3.06 117 <.001
Predicted 57.54 15.68

Self-Help Post 112 66.16 13.90 1.31 111 NS
Predicted 64.06 14.38

Social Post 116 ¢5.00 14.17 3.88 115 <.0005
Predicted 54,93 17.83

Academic Post 113 63.79 14.37 4.64 112 <.0G065
Predicted 56.05 16.83

Communicat ion Post 119 57.20 13.28 3.20 118 <.001

Predicted 52.78 13.71
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The chronological age mean for the day care children was 49.4 at the time
of the pretest. Physical and self-help and social development were higher,
and academic and communication development were lower (Table 10). But all

test means were higher than the chronological age mean of 56.6 at the time of

postcesting.

Table 10

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Day Care Subjects
Receiving the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 50.2 14.1
Self-Help 58.2 14.9
Social 52.0 17.6
Academic 46.9 16.6
Cormunication 45 .4 13.3

N = 125

C/A = 49.4 at Pretest
C/A = 56,6 at Posttest

Kindergarten--Classroom Files

Hvpotheses 21-25 stated that children enrolled in kindergarten programs

receiving the Classroom Files as treatment would achieve greater gains than

Preaicted in each of the five developmental areas wmeasured. The means were
analyzed for significant differences, and the results are reported in Takle 11l.
It can be noted that statistical significant differences (p < .0005) were
cbtained 1n all five areas. The greatest gains were made in academic devalop-
ment with 13.2 months beyond the predicted rate. This was followed by social,

13.1; communication, 11.1; self-help, 11.1; and physical, 9.9 development.
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Table 11
t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual
Posttest Developmental Age of Kindergarten Subjects
Receiving Treatment of Classroom Files
in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value a.f. 1 Tail

Prob.

Physical Post 178 73.61 10.13 9.98 177 <.0005
Predicted 63.66 15.05

Self-Help Post 174 70.93 12.79 11.51 173 <.0005
Predicted 59.81 15.71

Social Post 166 78.45 9.65 11.92 165 <.0005
Predicted 65.29 15.82

Academic Post 176 78.51 9.80 14.15 175 <.0005
Predicted 65.25 16.12

Communication Post 181 71.45 11.20 13.03 180 <.0005
Predicted 60.33 14.88

The hindergarten children achieved over-all the greatest gains in all five areas

of development than any other sub-group of subjects. Also, these gains were

more balanced between developmental areas than other gains made by other sub-
groups.
The pretest means were lower than the chronological age mean of 67.2

months in all five areas of development at the beginning o. the field test.

The kindergarten children had the greatest deficits between chronological age
and developmental ages than any other sub-group of subjects. But at the time
of posttesting, the gap betwcen the chronological age and developmental ages
had been closed considerably. As can be seen in Table 11, the developmental
age means in the social and academic areas exceeded the chronological age mean
of 73.° months. Self-help, physical and communication were approximately two

months lower. These data are presented in Table 12.
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Table 12

Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Kindergarten Subjects
Receiving the Classroom Files as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 59.3 14.6
Self-Help 56.6 15.8
Social 62.3 15.6
Academic 60.9 15.5
Communication 55.8 14.1

N = 187

C/A X 67.2 at Pretest
C/A X 73.7 at Posttest

Head Start--Combination of Files

Hypotheses 26-30 stated that Head Start subjects (N = 261) who received

instruction from the Classroom Files and the Day Care and Home Files would

score siynificantly higher than would be predicted on each of the five
developmental scales. This program variation provided experiences in the
classroom and in the home, with children attending classes one or twn days

a week where the Classroom Files were used, and a home visitor visiting the

home and using the Day Care and Home Files with the child and parents. The

differences betwecn the predicted and posttest means were statistically sig-
nificant {(p < .0005) for self-help, social, academic and communication.
Physical developmecnt was not significant (p < .27) since the posttest mean was
.5 months lower than the predicted mean. Academic development was the highest
with 15.4 months beyond the predicted mean, followed by commanication with
13.3 months. Self-help and social development were 6,7 and 5.2 months greater

than the predicted mean. These findings are reported in Table 13.

<
(O




T T T A R T T S e e T R I F T e e e T et

30 |

Table 13

t~test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual Posttest
Developmental Agz of Head Start Subjects Receiving Treatment of
Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files in Combination
via Classroom Experience and dome Visitor
in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value d.f. 1 Tail
Prob.
Physical Post 242 68.23 15.45 -0.60 241 NS
Predicted 68.79 14.88
Self~-Help Post 250 64.83 14.91 7.14 250 < .0005
Predicted 58.04 13.33
Social Post 241 64.70 16.45 4.84 240 < .0005
Predicted 58.43 17.09
Academic Post 248 64.84 19.03 12.98 247 < .0005
Predicted 49. 39 18.01
Communication Post 250 57.70 18.11 11.32 249 < .0005
Predicted 44 .31 15.95

By referring to Table 14, the pretest means for each developmental area

can be compared to the chronological age mean. Physical development was

\\\l Table 14

Pthest Means and Standard Deviations for Head Start Subjects
Receiving Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files, Via
Classroom Experience and Home Visitor as Treatment

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 63.0 14.8
Self-Help 53.5 13.6
Social 53.3 17.6
Academic 43.8 17.2
Communication 39.2 14.5
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higher than the chronological age, and the other four were lower. Communi-
cation was extremely low, being 17.9 lower. The chronological age mean of
63.3 at the end of the field test can be compared to the posttest means found
in Table 13, and these are found to be higher than the chronological age,

with the exception of communication.

Day Care--Combination of Files in Classroom

Another program variation allowed the use of both Files, i.e., ClassSrocom

Files and the Day Care and Home Files in combination in a classroom setting

to be studied to determine their impact on children in day care. Hypotheses
31-35 was tested to determine if significant differences existed between the
predicted and posttest means. As detailed in Table 15, no significant dif-
ference existed in any of the five areas tested. Social and physical develop-
ment were the only areas which had gains greater than the predicted, while the

remaining three were less. )
s

Table 15

t-test Analysis of the Predicted Developmental Age and Actual Posttest
Developmental Age of Day Care Subjects Receiving Treatment of
Classroom Files and Day Care and Home Files in Combination
Via Classroom Experience in Five Areas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value 4.f. 1 Tail
Prob.
Physical Post 66 62.65 21.70 0.06 65 NS
Predicted 62.54 18.10
Self-Help Post 61 69.78 18.67 -0.82 60 NS
Predicted 71.75 16.78
Social Post 67 59.25 21.20 0.17 66 NS
Predicted 58.94 20.49
Academic Post 67 55.76 18.98 -0.49 66 NS
Predicted 56.49 16.84
Communication Post 66 53.93 18.40 -1.46 65 NS

Predicted 56.09 15.28
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Table 16 contains the pretest mearns and the chronological ages for both
pretest and posttesé periods. The pretest means were all higher than the
chronological age means, while posttest means were higher only on physical,
self-help, and social development. Academic and communication development
means were lower.

Table 16
Pretest Means and Standard Deviations for Day Care Subjects

Receiving Treatment of -Classroom Files and D ay Care and
Home Files in Combination Via Classroom Experlence

Scale Pretest Mean s.d.
Physical 55.3 17.6
Self-Help 64.6 16.5
Social 51.2 18.1
Academic 49.2 15.3
Communication 49.4 14.7

= 69
C/A i 9.1 at Pretest
C/A X .1l &t Posttest

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

Hypotheses 36-40 predicted that children in a Head Start home-based program

using the Day Care and Home Files would achieve grecater gains in development

than predicted. As can be noted in Tuble 17, no significant differences existed
between the predicted age mcan and posttest age mean in physical, self- -help,
social and communication development. Academic develorment was significantly
(p < .0005) greater than the predicted rate.

The chronological mean age of these children was 5)1.7 at the time of
pretesting. This age mean can be compiared to the five scale m.ans in Table 18

where only one mean, academic, is lowcer than the chronoloqical mean age.  The

ERIC
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chronological age of 58.7 at the timc of posttesting, is lowcr than the means
on the physical, self-help, social and academic scales, but highcr than the

communication mean.

Table 17

t-test Analysis of the Pred.:cted Developmental Age and Rctual
Posttest Developrental Age of Head Start Home-Based
Subjects Receiving Treatment of Day Care and
Home Files in Five Arcas of Development

Scale Variable N X sd t-value
) o Prob.
Physical Post 13 64.38 9.69 -0.45 12 NS
Predicted 65.61 8.28
Self-Help Post 13 68.53 2,73 0.08 12 NS
Predicted 68.23 9.37
Social Post 14 58.78 9.93 -1.5% 13 N5
Predicted 64.57 12 02
Academic Post 14 63.85 13.38 4.14 13 <.0005
Predicted 49.78 11.43
Communication Post 14 49,71 16.87 -1.85 13 s
Predicted 59.71 15.34
Table 18
I'retest Means and Standard Deviations for s ad Start tiome -Based

Subjects Receavinyy Treatmen* of Day Cicr and Howe t1les

4}
Qo

Scale Pretert Mean
Physical 59 57 10,11
self~-Help 61.92 11.20
Social G D 10(1.86
Academi¢ 4.7 10,29
Communication 5.5 12.59
N = 14

C/A = 51.7 at tretest
C/A 58.7 at Posttest
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Age and Sex Analysis

ERIC

To test Hypotheses 41-45% and 46-50, scores obtaiied from the Developmental

Profile were analyzed using a 2 (scx) X 3 (age) factorial analysis of variance
for unequal N. The covariance technique was used to :djust pretest scores for
significant d:fference which may have artificially influenced the patterns of
resvlts. This analysis was done to determine 1f one sex had gains signifi-
cantly greater than the other sex and :f one age had gains significantly
greater thar the other tvo age groups. Posttest means and standard deviations
of the subjects by sex and age for each variable arc shew-n in Table 19. The
F-ratios and siuynificance levels <btained from the analysis of variance on

these means z2re in Tavle JO.

Table 19

Fostrest Means and Standard Devaiations for aos and
Sex 1n Iive Arcas of Development

Sex Age
CMale Female 3 4s 5s
fhyv-y at ¥ o= 69,47 Yo 090, Ao 500 Mo 6.93 X o= 75,54
sd = 14.49 =3 5 10,41 sd = 15.73 ed = 15.00 od = 10,33
No= 303 s 330 No= 148 o= 241 N o= 244
Solt-Hol; X o= €9.17 X oo 6r.¢ X - 64.46 X = 65,67 ¥ = 71.80
S 4L 1= 14.42 0 s = 14.66 ad = 15.50 sd -~ 12.57
o= Dy N 313 Noso1%1 o= 216 No= 239
Lo 3 gl X o= 64,30 NN B T Y 6100 Xom RT7.48 1= 75.91
sd = 15.66 sd = 15.58 ad = 15,00 <d = 14.95 5d = 13.81
e 2a Nos o310 N o137 Mo 230 N o= 228
Ao doe Ko 66, ST YL N B 64,75 X o= 75,30
T S A S B L Y I A B EE ¢ sd < 11.91
o= 20N R No-o1 1) n 1) o= 245
CopmiL e 1t g OIS B S Lo 3.16 Yoo 54,23 KO R YT 68 LG
2 B T £ sd - M4 - 14,77 ad < g 40 RIS O B
oo 00 MNo-o3n N1 N30 NOo- 000
{
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No significant main effects for sex were found on any of the five variables.
Significant (p < .001) main effects for age, i.e., three-, four—, and five-year
olds, were found on each of the five variables. No significant interaction
effects (age/sex) were obtained.

The Files when used as a curriculum source does not promote development 1n
one sex more than the other sex. But the data suggest that when children are
instructed via the Files' activities, those childrer who are five years of age
will benefit more and possibly have greater gains over a period of time than

will three- and four-year olds.

Table 20

F Ratios of Analyses of Variance

Source
scale _sex A
Physical .19 24.01*
Self-Help .99 8.76%
Social .73 21.16*
Academic 2.13 53.62%
Communicat ion 1.2 27.36*

* p < 001

Utilization of Files

Data collected during the field test regarding the nusber of a: *ivities used
and what percent the Fites were utilized toward the total curriculwn are noted
in Table 21 and Appendix D. The differences between the predicted and posttest
means are also presented so that comparisons between utilizetion and aains in

development can be made.  Usade of the activities corresponds closely to the
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nunber of activities contained in the Files. Teachers generally used more
social-related activities followed by academic, communication, self-help, and
physical in that order. The number of activities contained in the Files
follows the same order, i.e., social activities number 300, academic 270,
communication 210, self-help 60, and physical 45.

The Files were made up of about 44 percent of the total curriculum.
This indicates that teachers were utilizing other curriculum sources either
self developed or more formalized, marketed materials. Yet, the majority of

comments made by the teachers indicated that the Files were the major source.

Table 21

Utilization of Files Data for All Teachers

(N = 67)
Mean - Average No. % Time
Scale Difference Activities Files Utilized
Acadenic 11.2 162.2 46.5
Communication 8.9 126.9 48.4
Social 6.8 215.3 44.3
Self-Help 5.7 55.2 40.7
Physical 4.5 28.6 41.2

Impact on User's Practices

A secondary purpose of this study was to determine if changes occurred in
program practices as a result of using either of the Files and participating
in the field test. Referenced programs are those which were involved in
the Surmmative bvaluation Field Test as Primary Sites. There were i3 identified
as such at the beginning of the field test, with 12 completing the agreements

and supplying the necessary data. The data used to determine impact on user's
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practices were collected (1) informally thrdhghout the year by .0~ v o0 00
(2) through a telephone interview conducted by a staff member s+ .0 o
the year. Eleven proarams were contacted and 19 staff member: ws

No more than threce staff members were interviewed from any give:. j.ooe

i~

identity of persons interviewed depended upon the size of the proi u.

organizavional hicrarchy. The brezk~down of positions intervie .od ¢

follows: program directors 4; education coordinators l; center dicr- -

and teachers 9,

Information collected during the field test period and from -ne

interview indicated that teachers became more oriented toward t

he gdavelor -
needs of children. Teachers secmed delighted with the idea that new -+,
able to plan according to developmental levels rather than chre:, loa:
Not only were tecachers able to identify the lower levels of develog mns
were also able to note advanced levels. As one teacher stat«d ' .. i
children sre much more advanced than I realized."

Since the teachers could identify developmental levels, the o ..o
provide instruction to meet the individual needs of children. Ho. .
was collected by asking interviewees the question "Are therc an i (-
1n planning for children compared with your planning before part g o
the ficld test?" Sixteen (84%) responded with very pesitive, inf (1.
comments.  There was a shift from large group 1instruction to h :
individual nstruction.  Several teachers, on their own Inytyary o, o '
very unique systems of record keeping for individual childri,.
Organisation reqgarding curriculum planning was improved.

The teachers became mor o conscrentous of the need for 14, :

ansesoment . According to the data, only onc¢ proqgram comdact: 4

curriontam planeayy praior to the field test. A more "inforoot o
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assessment was used in the rema’-ing 11 programs, e.g., "an instrument the
director wrote herself," or "a..essments were conducted when needed." Nine
programs said that they would continue conducting formal assessments because
it allows them to plan for the individual needs of children.

All staff interviewcd indicated that the Files had improved and strengthened
their programs. Areas noted where improvement occurred were: (1) identifying
developmental levels, (2) individualization of instruction, (3) pre-planning
of curriculum, (4) teachers became more creative and effective, and (5) child

and program evaluations.

All interviewees wanted to continue using tte Files beyond the field test and
plan to do so. The fear of not being aple to use th  Files lead one teacher to

plea "Don't take those Files from us.”

Summary of Results

The results presented in the foregoing section indicate that chii. n,
attending preschool programs which utilized the Files substantially, di’ make
significant gains in development. Fourty hypotheses were formulated to cover
the various types of programs and all possible treatment combination:s.. These
were statistically tested, and the acceptance or reject’ n of specific
hypotheses are noted in Table 23 following this summary secticn.

From tine data, it is evident that the greatest gain, occurred in the areas
»f academic development. This was consistent when dat.a were analyzed for all
s'iyjects and the various subgroups. fhe: exception to thisn were thoo « subjects
attending day care and receliving both Files as treatm nt in a classroon settirag.
These findings are not consistent with the prediction- made Ly teachers.  The
majority of trachers (37.3%) predicted that the qreatest Joans would e omade

in communication development. The st higheo area war ¢ on 5] (23,90 followed
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by self-help (17.9%). Academic development was fourth with 11.9% of the
teachers predicting that children would have the greatest gains in this area.
This tends to rule out the possibility that teachers were influencing the out-
comes with hidden biases.

Children participating i1n programs which utilized the Classioom Files in

a classroom setting had greater gains in development than children in other
program approaches. Within this setting, Head Start an” kindergarten children
had greater qa " than day care children. Data presented in Table 22 below
regarding the nu ser of activities used reveals that day care teachers used
fewer Files' activities than Head Start and kindergarten tecachers, which may

account for less development.

Table 22

Average Number of Actaivities Used by He-d Start,
Kindergarten and Day Care Teachers

Scale Head Start Kindergarten Day Carve
Phycical 45.1 101.¢ 20.4
Self-tiely. 162.0 196.0 19.8
Social 624.8 707.4 103.8
Acadenie 458.4 331.2 9.5
Communication 325.0 4701 84,0

As noted 1n the results section, “wo sub oy s of Chlirer Ca1ld to
4o hireve the expected gawns an development; children attending a aay care pro-
Gram receivaing both Files as trearment, and -l ldren participating in a home-
based poogram receivainy the Day Cire and Home Fl}pg. No ordentifiable reeson

can be noted for the lack of development in the day ecare prodran, except there
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seemed to be inflated scores on the pretest which resulted in higher predicted
scores. Teachers rating the children in the home~based program tended to rate
a number of children lower in development at posttesting than at pretesting.
The only area of development where these children had significant gains was
in academic development.
The conclusions that can be drawn from the data are:
1. Children attending programs which utilized the Files as a
major source of curriculum did achieve signiricant gains
in development in the five areas measured.
2. Children attending programs providing instruction in a
classroom setting and utilizing the Classroom Files had

Overall greater gains than childre~ in other program
variations.

3. The greatest gains in development occurred in those pro-
grams which utilized the Files' activities on the average
more than other programs.

4. There were no differences in the amount of gains made by
males or females.

5. There were differences in the gains of development by three-,
four-, and five-vear olds, with the data indicating that
five-year olds had gains greater than the three's and four's.
6. Programs utilizing the Files indicated they were effective
in promoting development in young children and that changes
had occurred in the programs as a result of their participation.
This Summative Lvaluation Field Test was initiatcd and concluded with
acknowledgements that certain internal problems existed with the research
design utilized. Whether use of the Files or other intervening variables
wontributed to the gains in development in the amounts and manner which have
been reported may be debated. The field test was conducted under conditions
simplar to those which future users will encountey. [+ 1s therefore recom-
mended that future users conduct similar evialuations within their own program

setting. to make final determinations an te, the cffectivenesas of thre two cet.

of Files.

-
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Table 23

. LY

Acceptance and Rejection of Specific Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1-5:

Scales

Physical
Self-~lielp
Social
Academa
Communication

Subjects in general using either of the Files will
score significantly higher than would be predicted
on each of the five developmental scales.

Numbe Accepted (M) /Rejected (R)

Vs Wty
> o

Hypotheses 6-10:

Scales
Phyesicel
Se tf-Help
Social
Academ; ¢
Communication

Hypotheses 11-15:

Scales
Physical
Self-Help
Social
Acade nic
Commun cation

Subjects in general using the Classroom Learning
Activities Files will score significantly higher
than would be predicted on each of the five develop-

mental scales.,

Numbe Accepted(A)/Rejected (R)
6 A )
7 A
8 A
9 )\
10 A

Subjects in Head Start programs using the Classroom
Lparnigg_ppt1v1ties_gi;g§_w111 score significantly
higher than would be predicted on each of the five
developmental scales.

Number

Accepted (A) /Rejected (R).

11
12
13
14
15

b .

Hypotheses 16-20:

_Scaler
Fhysical
Self-~He l[A
Social
Academac
Communication

Sﬁbjecggwin day care rograms ucing the nggggggé~«—~_A“‘
Learning Actaivitiec File. will score siqﬁ]flcﬁntly
higher than would be predicted on cach of the five
developmintal scales.

Number Accepted (A) /i jected (R)
16 R
17 R
1y A
19 A
20 R
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Sabjects in kindergarten programs using the Classroom
Hypotheses 21-25: Learning Activities Fijles will score 1gn1flcantly
higher than would be predicted on each of the five

developmental scales.

Scales Number Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)
Physical 21 A
Self-Help 22 A
Social 23 A
Academic 24 A
Communication 25 A

Subjects in Head Start programs usindhthe Classroom
Hypotheses 26-30: Learning Activitics Tiles and Lhe Day Care and Hore
Learning Act1v1tlg§ Files in combinaticon® will score
significantly higher than would be predicted on each

of the five developmental scalcs.

Scales Numbex Accepted (n) /Rejected (R)
Physical 26 R
Sel{-Help 27 A
Social 28 A
Acadeanic 29 A
Communica%ion 30 A
Subjects in day care prograﬁ; sing “the Classroom -

Hypotneses 31-35: Learning Activities Files and rhe Day Care and Home
Learning Act1v1t1cg Files ix combination will score
51gn1flcantly nlgher than would be predicted on each

of the five developmental scales.

—Scales Number Accepted (h)/Rejected (R)
Physical 31 R
Self-Help 32 R
Social 33 R
Academic 34 R
Commnunication 35 R

1 children attrnd class one day per weck and recoive instruction in the
home via a home visitor.

2 Classroom and Day Care and Home Files are used in combination in a
cla°vroom setting.
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Hypotheses 36-40:

Scales

Physical
Self~Help
Social
Academic
Communication

Subjects in Head Start programs using the Day Care

and Home Learning Activities Files will score signifi-
cantly higher than would be predicted on cach of the
five develupmental scales.

Numbex Accepted (M), Rejected (R)

36
37
38
39
40

oOrxnxox

Hypotheses 41-45:

.

Scales

Physical
Self-Help
Social
Academic
Communication

There will be no significant differences in the amount
of gains in development on each of the five develop-
mental scales between males and females when eigher of
the Files are used as treatment variables.

Number Accepted (A) /Rejected (R)

41
42
43
44
45

e

Hypotheses 46-50:

Scales

Physical
Seli-Help
Social
Acadenic
Communication

There will be no significant differences in the amount
of gains in development on each of the five develop-
mental scales between 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds when
either of the Files are used as treatment variables.

Numbex Accepted(A) /Rejected (R)

46
47
48
49
50

el ol o B B
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LEARNING ACTIVITIES FILES EVALUATICN DATA

Program

Teacher Date

Center Name ~r Iocation

1. Number of years' experience teaching in:
Preschool
Elementary
Secondary

Other; please specify

2. Please indicate the highest grade or level of education you have attained
by circling the appropriate number.

Elementary/High School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
College-Undergraduate 13 14 15 16
College-Graduate 17 18 19 20

3. What area(s) of development do you emphasizc as most wportant for your
children? (Please check one or tvo.)

Ianguage (communication)
Social/Emotional

Academic (cognitive)

_ Physical (¢gross and fine motor)
Self-help and Habits

Other; plecse explain

4/14/77




4. Which Files did you use?

Classroom iLcarning Activities Fil. .

Day Care and Home Learning Activities Files

Combination of the Classroom and Day Care/Home Files

5. In your judgment, are the Files best suited for:
a beginning teacher with no prior experience?

a teacher with a few (1 to 3) years of experience?

a teacher with many (more than 3) years of experience?

all teachers, regardless of experience?

6. Which method for "selection of activities" did you utilize in planning your
curriculun emphasis?

REL's Lesson Plans with the 14 cluster areas.
AEL's Lesscn Plans with the 5 broad areas of development.
Selection of activities based upon a child's Developmental

Profile, that is, emphasizing weak areas and building on
strengths.

My own plan based upon specific procedures. Flease explain
briefly:

7. In what area of develoupment do you think your children will have the greatest
amount of growth and development this year? (Please pick one arca.)

« Language (communication)

Social/Emotional
hcademic (cognitive)
Physical (qross and fine motor)

Self-help and Habits

8. Did you participate in ALL's evaluation ficld testing actavities onducted
during <, .ing, 19767
Yero N
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9. In the right-hand column of Chart I below, please indicate the percentage
of time or emphasis given, on the average acro,s the program year, to each
of the five curricular areas which correspond to the five scales in the
Developmental Profile. If each area receives equal attention, you would
put 20 percent in each blank space. If more emphasis is given te one or
tw» areas than the others, try to estimate how much more and note the
percentage for each. When added together, they should sum to the total
ot 109 percent, which is already noted at the bottom of the column.

Chart I

Curricular Area Percentage of Time or Emphasis
Physical %
Self~help - %
Social %
Academic _ %
Communication 3
Total = 100 %

In the right-hand column below of Chart II, please indicate to what
extent the Files were utilized as your curriculum. If the Files'
Activities were used as your total curriculum, then you would put

100 percent in each blank space. If you used the Filecs as one-half

of your curriculum for each area, then you would put 50 percent in
each blank space, The percentage may vary for cach area, and they can
add up to a total of more or less than 100 percent.

Chart II
Curricular Area RYL Iles!' iilication
Physical %
Self-help 2
Social %
Academic 9
Communic ation 4,

— - e e ———— A e o o o — et
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Activities Usage from Files

Programn

Date

Teacher

Type of Files Used: [:] Classroom Files

Center

Day Care and Home Files

Please record in the blank spaces the total number of activities used within &
competency. If a particular activity was used more than one time, count each t
used in obtaining a total. For example, if C-1-1 was used four times, C-1-2 &=
two times, C-1-3 used one time, and C-1-4 used one time, your total number of
activities used for Competency 1 would be 8.

Comp. No. Used Comp. No. Used Comp. No . Ue- -

. — 2 41

2 - 22 L 42 L
3 _— 23 43 L
!  — 24 44 o
® —_ 25 45 _
¢ —_— 26 46 ~
/ —_— 27 47 L
8 _ 28 48 L
3 —_ 29 49 s
10 L 30 5o ~ww
11 L 3 L 6 -
12 L 32 ‘-
i3 . 13 55 -
14 L 34 L o -
15 L 15 ) o -
16 L 1% o0 o
17 L 37 L . e
18 38 " N
19 o 19 - -
20 —. 40 L

Commernt o
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Actual and Predicted Development for
Field Test Subgroups
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Table 1-D

Utilization of Classroom Files bata

Scale Difl;z:nce ItZiii?iizzo % Files Utilized
Acaderiic l1o.8 221.2 45.1
Communication 9.6 345.3 47.9
Social 7.6 171.9 50.6
Self-Help 7.6 44.3 45.9
Physical 7.0 90.4 43.1

Table 2-D
Utilization of Classroom Files Data
for Head Start Teachers

Scale Difté::alnce 22‘21;3??:12: * Files Utilizea
Academic 10.4 458.4 60.2
Communication 10.3 325.0 55.8
Physical 8.8 45.1 49.5
Social 6.2 624.8 58.5
Self-Help 4.6 162.0 45.5




.
N
Table 3-D
Utilization of Classroom Files Data
for Day Care Teachers
Scale Mean Average No. "'% Files Utilized

~_Difference ~~ Activities T
Acadenic 7.7 92.5 44.7
Social 6.1 103.8 49.1
Physical 5.1 20.4 47.7
Communication 4.4 84.0 55.4
Self~Help 2.0 i9.8 47.1

Table 4-D
ttilization of Classroom Files Dato
for Findergarten Teachers
IR Y R
Academic 13.2 331.2 26.6
Social 13.) VAR | 34.4
Commurnitcation 11.1 247.4 35.3
Self-Help 11 .1 196.0 28.8
Physical 9.1 10).¢ 37.2
o i
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Table S-D

Utilization of Both Files Data for Head Star:
Teachers in lassroom and Home

Scale Mean Average No. % Files Utilized
Difference Activities T
Academic 15.4 59.8 37.¢
Communication 13.4 63.1 39.7
Self-Help 6.7 4.1 33.7
Social 6.2 22.1 33.7
Physical -0.5 4.0 32.4
Table 6-D

Utilization of Both Files Data for Day
Care Teachers in a Classroom

i Scale Diftgggnce B jﬁ:?igg b .ales Utilized
Social 1.0 188.6 79.6
Physical .1 32.6 56.3
Academic ~ .7 253.0 96.0
Self-Help - .9 48.13 56.3
Comymunication -2.0 151.0 96.0
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Table 7-D

Utilization of Day Care and Home Files Data for
Head ftart Teachers in a Home-Based Program

| Seale pifference hetivicics * Hiles Utilized
Academic 14.0 272 100
Self-lelp .3 17 100
Physical - 1.3 25 100
Social - 5.8 174 100
Communication -10.0 log 100
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