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‘The évaluation'of theyConceptuai Skills Program, a
ram for the kindergarten, and teacher implementation

of the program are reported. The evaluation was comprised of three.
'components.;The'first,‘an‘estimate;gf'student‘achievement,‘relied ,
mostly on'the comparison of the performance of program objectives of

- kindergarten classes in 12 schools in which the program was initiated

in the fall of 1971 with the performance of program objectives of the
.. children: who ‘had immediately‘precededwthemiin‘the,same‘schoolsjand.
~who ' had not received' the program. Additional data were collected from

the classes of ‘teachers in the area who were teaching the program for .
the second or‘third'year.‘Results‘indiCated:significantly Greater
- conceptual skills:achievement‘by‘studenﬁs‘exposed.tolthe program. The
... second component, a'student_attitudegmeaSure; estimated the relative
~.performance Of_childrenlfor,ConceptuaIVSkills_and seven other
in-and-out-of-schocl activities. Data were collected from all
Children receiving the program, which necessitated devising a
‘groug-administered attitude test for children unable to read or
write. Students ranked the Conceptual Skills Program lowest. Opinion
data from parents, the third comgonent, were also collected, 'using an
_ intervivequestipnnaire.téchnique»for a.random samgle of parents. .
‘Generally;‘parents:were"well‘informed about ‘the program and approved

program. (Author/KM)

‘of 'it. Ten teachers were,obSefved'and‘evaluatedjin_theirfuse of the .
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The_development, field testing, evaluation and implementation‘of'a
curriculum pr0gram pr0/1de considerabln and varied data to those 1nvolved in
this kind of change process. This report which discusses the evaluation of a

curriculum program andjteacher~1mplementation of the program 'sheds some light‘

on the process of effecting school change.

'The curriculum program considered is theVConceptual<Shills Program
(Bereiter~Regan) developed for use in the kindergartenl‘ The purpose of this
‘program is to develop skill in the use of simple concepts. It is primarily'a
: thinking program, not a language program as it is concerned with‘teaching;
children to communicategideas accurately, see relationships among‘concepts‘and
use'concepts effectively‘inithinking The learning tasks and 1nstruct1o"al |
materials developed are intended for use in daily lessons which represenﬁ only i

‘a part of the total kindergarten program

Program Evaluation

The 1971-72 evaluation of ‘the program conducted by the 'Trent Valley Centre
'was1comprised of three components. The - first, an estimate of student achievement,
‘relied"for the most part on-the’comparison of _the performance on the objectives

% 12 schools where the program was being

of the. program of kindergarten classes i
;‘lnltlated 4in the fall of 1971, w1th the performance on the obJectivesof the
'hiprogram of the chlldren who had 1mmed1ately proceded them 1n the same schools and
K who had not recelved the program Addltional data wcre collected from the classesv
of teachers in the area who were teaching the program for the second or . third
'nyear | Results 1nd1cate s1gn1f1cantly greater (p <:: OOl) conceptual SklllS‘f

'achievement on the part of students exposedto the program‘(M 21.42 n = 487)las '

compared w1th comparison students (M 19 58 n 498)



The second component, .a student attitude measure, estimated the.relative

-performance of chrldren for Conceptua] Sk111s and seven other in-and- out of

.‘school act1v1t1es commonly engaged in by chlldren of this age. These data were

wcollected from all children 1n the‘area whb,recelved the program*and neCessitated‘

the dev1s1ng of a group adm1n1stered attltude test wh1ch could be used with young

| ch11dren not yet able to read or erte. Although the scale used in the

evaluatlon prevented absolute est1mates of perference, ‘students ranked the

Conceptual Skills Program lowest 1n‘re1at10n to act1v1t1es, all of‘whlch may well

have‘been‘considered enjoyable bypthem. R .

Oplnlon data from parents, the th1rd component were alsofCOllected'Using
an 1nterv1ew questlonnalre technlque in which randomly selected parents were

Y

V1s1ted and a questlonnalre completed in, the1r presence by an interviewer.

@ B

B Generally, parean were. well 1nformed about the program and approved of it.

.

The follow1ng dlscuss1on con51ders each of the evaluatlon components in
more detarl The measures and procedures used in collect1ng the data, as well

as methods of data analys1s, are descr1bed

,Student‘Achievement

To prov1de comparatlve data, testlnv on the obJectlves of the program was .’

‘conducted in the fall of 1971 w1th ch11dren who had completed k1ndergarten and

ERIC
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were commenc1ng Grade 1 1n schools where the program was Just belng 1ntroduced9“

"1n k1ndergarten The same tests were then re adm1n15tered in. June ?l972 to the
‘chlldren 1n the same schools who were then Just complet1ng the1r k1ndergarten‘“h
’ pyear.- Th1s de51gn, the post test‘ post test t1me serles des1gn, perm1ts thei'“
"control of teacher, school and communlty var1ab1es wh1ch affect the 1nter-f o
_pretablllty of ach1evement scores and 1s dlscussedAln detall 1n Lelfhwood and

i eRussell (1972)
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Each item in the set of 143 test items designed by the program\deVelopers‘

for group testing of the objectives of the program was randomly'assigned to

one of six sub—tests,land one of these sub-tests was then randomly assigned to

.each of thevcontrol;(Grade 1y fall‘197l) and -treatment (kindergarten, June l§72)

classes. The test‘Was administered by.the classroom teacher and‘standarization

‘was achieved through the use of taped instructions to the students and a set of

mimeographed directions for the teachers.

In all but one school the,same'teacher taught both control and treatment

children in kindergarten,

‘Results

The mean test score of the control children tout of a«possible‘24vand
~with one sub- test 23 mastered obJectives) was 19 5c and of the treatment
children was 21, .42. Analys1s of variance showed this difference was. highlyw
Significant. Ch11dren who received the program had, after approx1mately
;four'months lessfmaturation development and schooling; ootperformed
children from the same schools in the same . areas w1th the 'same kindergarten
teachers on the obJectives ofmthe‘program. The difference was con51stent
for all test forms and appeared unaffected by some differences in the

socioeconomic status of the control and treatment children who recelved a

given test form;‘

Table 1 summarizes the proportions of correct respunses to clusters[fh
of 1tems testing the obJectives of the program. On most obJectives, and
on all levels lnleIdUAlly and: combined the treatment children performed

,be+ter than the concrol children. InsPection ofrthis~table7also[shows

particular objectivespwhere,the;préViouSﬁinstruction was apparently equally




~ TABLE

Proportion Of" Correcf ReSponses To I.em Clusters Measuiing

' Proqran ObJecTives In Control And Treatmant Dﬂfa

AT MENT.

OUCECTIVE" CONT RO UL TRE
LEVEL {Showing |tem Numbers) #C' N+ B3 #C! N< PS
i {Objects (1.to 4} 252  265 .989 332 347 .958
S Slze (5 to 8) . 315 319 . | .987 321 | 322 .997
o Negative (2, 10) 167 188 .838 149 153 96!
{ Shapa (11 ‘1o 14) 336 396 | .248 |. 318 320 | .994
! Location (15 to 16) 208 224 L9294 249 253 | (984
- Use (I8, 19) 138 14 .979 161 16l | 1.00
! ['Action (20, 21) 248 250 .992 i50 150 | 1.00
1 Parts (22, 23) 146 161 .907 <135 164 .823
! Color (24 to .26) 265 266 .695 235 236 .996
o TOTAL 26 ITEMS 2085 -} 2210 2943 | 2050 1 2106 .973
2 | Number (! 4o 8) ] 680} 686 .S9! CB40 1645 991
.2 | location (9770 17) 1571 781 | .73 £54 726 LSO
. inst. Following (18 to 22) , 246 | 429 .573 | 339 396 BUS
» ) TOTAL 22 ITEMS = |1497 | 1896 .7S0 | 1633 1758 | L9274 |
5 | Location (! 1o 14) {702 | 877 .892 837 ace gt
5 | Objects il fo 13) 431 170 | -.253 209 267 .| 783
By Semeness (i5 Yo 20) . ceah 527 .937 452 478 | .c15
o Difference (21 to 26) | 378 A0t .943 | 453 . 438 | ,923
3 2-Part Inst. Follow (27 to 29) 116 254 1,457 | 175 | 243 706
. » .. ToTAL 29 tTFMS 1843t 2229 B3 {2126 | 2390 .| .890
4 | size (I to 8) 561 577 .97 653 | 668 | .978
4 | Comparative (9 to 16) 597 621 .96! 632 €58 [ .960
4 | Location (17, 18) 69 if4 | .05 137 | 168 .815
4 Sameness (1S to 21) 202 | 24 L0400 237 257 .§22
4 Difference (22 to 24) 1262 286 | .916 229 230 | 032
4 Incongrulty (25 2,b; 26 a,b) 1300 | 352 | .855 | 296 | 330. | .&97
‘ TOTAL 28 ITEMS 11292 2164 921 | 2184 23200 | :.941 |
5 Deflnlflon (i to 6) 520 616 | .844 442 | 464 .953
-5 .| Consequences (7 ta 9) {226 | 281 804 | 219 | - 241 000
5 ‘Samerass & Ditfcrence (10 o 23) | 674 RN (607 1 839 | 17 i
. L ~TOTAL 23 ITEMS {1420 | .2008 V767 |, 15G0 | 1822 | .e23
6 | Reicvance (I +o 3) 285 | 298 | .956 ‘| 222 . 227 | .978%
6 | True-Not True (4 fo 6} i75 [ 197 |'.888 .| 220 .| 2¢0 | .9C2
6 | Ciass Inclusion (7 +o Il) 2030 | 449|452 | 2560 | D I89 )i 6a2
6 oumer°s,;’l2 to 15). T 276 T L7861 235 ) 303 0758 |
' | TO!AL s ITEMS 939 | 1295 [.725:f 953 1199 | ..603
| GRAND. TOTPL ALL: LEchs I43.ITEMSv 9746 [ 11802 | .826 .|iC.,0o | 1IE05 | .90

i

z :
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e

propothon ‘;f  RN

number of. gorrecf'reSpoﬁsgs‘

numLer of Tlmes the lfem¢_|n a’

leéTer,Of‘

“items weré tried..
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as effective as the program instruc*ion (for example 'items 5 to 8 1nllevel
one, testing acqu1s1tion of the concept of size where, out of 319 tries ‘at
the ‘three 1tems 315 correct answers were recorded by the controls and Szl
: correct answers out of 322 tries were recorded by the treatment children)
and also partlcular obJectlves where the prev1ous 1nstruction was much less
effective (for exampie, 1tem 27 to 29 in level 3, testino the obJectives‘
of twoipart‘instruction following, where ll6\correct responses out of 254
tries were recozded by the controls a proportion of .457, and l75lout‘of
248 correct responses were recorded by the treatment children a proportion

of .706).

The resnlts of testing a number of children whose‘teachers‘were in
theiw second or third. year of teacnlng the program were also analyzed
Although they also outperformed the control | .group, they d1d less well than.
‘the treatment group This result was thought to 1nd1cate that longer
experience w1th teaching the program does not necessarily 1mprove, and 1s
not necesary . to effective 1nstruction on the program obJectives. However,
the data analysis also showed that the soc1oeconom1c status of the children
in the classes of second year‘teacherswwas lower than the :treatment group
and also lowe1, though not- 51gn1f1cantly SU, . than the control group
‘Ablllty differences could conce1Vably accompany this S.E. S d1fference -and.

have affected the performance of the second year teachers',students.

“'Student  Attitude"

B

ThefteSt‘deviSEdrto obtain data onfthis'component of the evaluation
required only that the cthdren examine two.at,a time, projected7photographs,

fof children of their own age engaged 1n in and out of school act1v1ties typical

FullText Provided by nic [RNRNE




for children of their age. Withheach.pairfthey.were asked to_choose‘which.thej .
woold rather do;.and‘to‘mark thelsquare on their answer bookipage on theisame
side as the pictured‘activity in.which they would prefer to engage. The teSt‘
des1gn permltted a comparlsoﬂ ofxeachtof the'actiVities once_withuevery‘other
one (there were 8 act1v1t1es and a'total of 28 choices) and the resultant data-
permltted the calculatlon of scale values for each act1v1ty wh1ch est1mated not
only the ranklng the chlloren assigned to the act1v1t1es but}the distances

between the values. Palred comparison scaling data analysis methods are outlined

'in Edwards (1957).

o
Theﬁphotographed activities are listed below:
1. “Conceptual Skills
'2. Singing with the class
3. iShow‘and Tell
4,1fpa;ﬁting
5. Pldy with toys and‘blocks
6. . Being read a'story;
’7. Outdoor.play,‘
8. Watching TV
:‘m?‘ - E Each photograph showed several chlldren w1th a young female adult in brightly -
coloured clothlng In six of the photographs, 1nc1ud1ng Conceptual Skllls, the:A:-f

fsett1ng was a classroom. For the 1ast two photographs, a home settlng was chosen.

nyatchlng TV was photographed in the 11v1ng Toom and Outdoor Play,'a w1nter scene

) 1nvolv1ng skatlng, sleds and a. snowmob11\~ in the yard of a home.‘ The photographst:

‘ were presented by means of two s11de pro;ectors and for the sake of standardlzatlon

5_@‘ w.“f fthe 1nstructlons to the chlldren were plared on tape. -
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All classes where the'program was in operation were ‘tested. All data were
checked aga1nst cr1ter1a of consistence and eliminated if it appeared that the

Chlld had been mak1ng choices more’ ‘or less at random.v (Perfect cons1stency is

'demonstrated by evldcnce that the- favourlte act1v1ty is, chosen in all of the

pa1rs in wh1ch it appears, the second rank in all but one and S0 on. to the least
preferred which 1s never chosen ) The reJected data came from chlldren whose

dchievement test scores were somewhat, but not gleatly, lower than that of the

children whose data were accepted.

The accepted data were grouped accordlng to three d1mens1ons which, it‘was

“consldered could affect the attltude-of the chlldren. These were the experlence

\

: \
.Wlth the program of. the teachers (first year Vs, tWO or three years), the

. experlence of the chlldren W1th a school env1rorment (ch11dren who had attended

nursery school or, follow1ng a year of k1ndergarten were tak1ng the pr0gram in a

k-1 class,=vs. those hav1ng their l_rst experlence w1th school) and the’ Judged

competence with the program of’the teachers 1nvolved.

" Results
Figure 1 shows the ranking produced by the total group and by each of
the breakdowns noted akove on' a scale of‘normal deviates. It is apparent
‘,'that the varlous breakdowns produce scallngs whlch now 11ttle variation
from each other, or from the scale values obta1ned uang the total set of

data. Outdoor Play 1s mo:t preferred followed by TV and the w1th1n school
- act1v1t1es ranked 1n a cont1nuum Wthh appears generally to be character1zed
‘ by the amount of structure and d1rectlon 1nherent 1n the act1v1t1es them-‘

kselves.‘ Conceptual Sklll then is the least preferred act1v1ty among the

'e1ght presented to the chlldren.
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‘;fFlGURE 1 - Scaled orderlno of 8 selecfed kindergarfen age acflvnfles (lncludlng
el Concepfual Skllls)_for dlvnslons of The samoie and for fhe sample overall
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In’interpreting this fésﬁitfit shoold be kept in;mind thatithis scale‘
does not:in itself indicate,the rejection,or_approval”of‘anyvof‘the,
activities, but only their ranking relativehto each other.“It may also be
jpointed out that the‘method'produces a scale value'for any’activity which"‘
isa function of the proportion of chiidren who have chosen 1t over. all the
others, Hence 1f most of the children had chosen’ one of them, and most had
never chosen another, the scale itself would be severai_units long. in
this case, all the activities are'clustered within a space of O.oO.unit‘
normal deviates, i. e., less than one of the units. During tbe data analys1s,
it was ev1dent that w1th most choices (i. e., 23 out of the 28) the 1less
popular‘activ1ty was still chose by over 40% of the children and this is
reflected in the short distance between the most preferred act1v1ty, Outdoor
Play; and‘the_least preferred, Conceptual Skills;,”infother w0rds,,whi1e
individual chiidren'have eXpressed reasonahiyeconsistentVpreferences;’there

dis”no indication in the data:of‘a veryhstrong order of perference‘which is.

common to most of them,

A test-retest reliabillty estimate was also made by repeating the test
one ‘week later in two schools. The correlation between number of chOices

of Conceptual Skl]lS on the two occas1ons was O 55.

: v»Parent:Att‘itude o L I R

The parents of 51x randomly selePted children in- each of the two'"old" “

Zi(second or th1rd year of che program) and two "new" (first year of the program)
‘schools were 1nterv1ewed Generally parents were quite well 1nformed dbout the
program andrapproved of 1t.‘ The maJority approved of the 1dea‘of fornal 1nstructionf

,'oeing 1ntroduced in kIndergarten.. Reasons for their approval varied with‘the o

~ parents} preconceived 1deas of what;constitutediﬂteachingﬂ“i.e;, formal”instruction;;‘




Thus the "p10gress1ve” parent w1lllng to explore new ways and the str1ct

dlscl 11nar1an who d1fferent1ates between the "learnln y1t cand " la " art1v1t1es
2% g pLay"

in school _were satisfied w1th the content. ani structure of Conceptual Skllls

Program; About two- th1rds of the parents were unable to determlne accurately

whether the Conceptual Skllls Program had affected thelr ch11dren 's learn1ng

or achievement, or~the1r»att1tude towards the,school. Although most of them

discussed the worksheets with their children, many could not quote verbatlm

comments made by ‘the chlld about his sPeclal work. Yet ‘one half felt that the.

children approved of (liked) the Conceptual SklllS Program. ,Only one‘registered_fi
”somewhat d1sqpprov1ng” attltude by theit ch11d

‘Most‘parentslsaw‘no objection to the use of programs which have been deve10ped
by experts outside this area. Their main concern was the Quality‘and‘relevanceh‘

of the-program;
"§ummaryp

The f1nd1ngs related to student ach1evement are. gencrally cons1stent W1th
f1nd1nn of earller evaluatlons (1968 69 Berelter Scardamalla 1970 7l Russell
and Leithwood). However th1s evaluatlon represented the f1rst attempt to obta1n‘

‘specific evidence‘of student and parent attltude.‘“'

" Teacher att1tudes, sampled by quest10nna1re throughout the perlod of f1eld

~ trlals, were generally n051t1ve. ,However susta1ned contact w1th reacher users

'

dur1ng the f1eld tr1al per10d revealed certa1n factors cr1t1cal to successful‘
‘program'lmplementatlon.

Ii"r‘éP-:?lI‘in'gvTeachersfor programizmpiementatian.-

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.



‘ nnovatlon Teachers' feellngs of competence are undoubtedly 1nfluenced by the

‘hextent to‘wh1ch they feel prepared to cope w1th the change 1nherent in
Jlmplementlng new programs and pract1ces As Eisner (1970) states;‘"New curr1cula
hoften demand of teachers a new way of lcok1ngbat the task of 1nstruct10n, and

: efoften‘requlre that they deal w1th concepts and procedures that‘a*e as new for

”‘them as they are for students ”‘ (p 8) Ths observatlon is app11cable to

”*?fdemands placed on teacher users of Conceptual Skllls. : Although the s1mple

”fhconcepts cons1dered 1n the program are not "new” the way in whlch the program

ﬁyxmore tradltlonal approaches to these obJectlves. The recommended 1nstruct10nal

’Hseeks to develop these concepts, and skllls in u51h~ these concepts, does d1ffer from

- technlques are part1cularly ”new” to many teachers for whom dlrect and sys emat1c :

1nstructlon represents a new way of work1ng w1th k1ndergarten ch11dren.

Recogn1Z1ng what the program expected of teachers developers‘attempted‘tou
’rpldentlfy the problems experlenced by teachers 1mplement1ng the program and sub-
‘“fhsequently, to des1gn an, approach to 1nserv1ce’tra1n1ng wn1ch could deal w1th
‘ these problems - Thus dur1ng four years of f1eld tr1als,‘developers ma1nta1ned

contact w1th all Conc;ptual SklllS teachers through 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng sesslons

‘~g‘and regularly scheduled v1s1ts to classrooms._ There was also an attempt to -
‘ ‘1dent1fy, dur1ng the fourth year of f1eld tr1als, the character1st1cs of teach1ng f,

“styles and k1ndergarten programs whlch seemed to d15t1ngu1sh between more and

uless successful 1mp1ementat10n of Conceptual Skllls.:"’

371[ beveloping an ApproachftoﬂlnService Trainlngf;

For 4 years, a11 Conceptual Skllls teachers part1c1pated in-a- 2-3 day

tralnlng perlod prlor to 1mplement1ng the program.f A maJor obJectlve of thls

: tra1n1ng was developlng teacher understandlng of the program s purpose and



E R

objectiyes‘and‘how‘tasks,;materials,‘avd : strurtlonal techn1ques were des1gned |

‘to‘accomplish‘program‘obiectiVes. ‘ the problems exper1enced by
teachers dur1ng the early f1eld tllt~_ o gted 1n one way or - another to pool or
“l1m1ted understand1ng of ﬂﬁ purpose and obJect1ves of the program ‘ 0bservat1ons
‘Jn classrooms revealed for example maJor d1ff1culty 1n plann1ng appropr1ate |
'da1ly lessons Teachers adm1tted that they were not .sure how to select and

iepsequence tasks 1n a manner that prOV1ded for the sequent1al deve10pment of sk1lls.

Lack of understand1ng resulted also in- establ1sh1ng 1nappropr1ate cr1ter1a
‘;for eValuat1ng student performance and response Frequently the cr1ter1a

u'establ1shed wer6extraneous to the obJect1ves of the prooram (e g ; chlldren were

N evaluated .on how well. they colored the p1cture of the b1g d0g rather than on the :

i

ab1l1ty to d1scr1m1nate between ‘the. b1g dog and the small dog)

. Fa1lure to 1mplcment recommended teach1ng procedures was a further 1nd1cat10n5
l‘of l1m1ted understandlng of what the program was des1gned to accomp11sh | If,lp
*for example a cn1ld could 1dent1fy a p1cture as: ”haV1ng someth1ng wrong W1th 1t"“
f“c(é g, tree w1th square apples) many teachers were sat1sf1ed They d1d not ask
~pch11dren to expla1n what was wrong or why 1t was‘wrong..;.‘explanatlons whlch

'kprepresent the real purpose of the tasks. S e “‘1;

Iron1cally, what seemed to be 1nterfer1ng w1th teacher understand1ng was
thc fact that many teachers thought they d1d understand program purpose and

:‘fobJect1ves., Some suggested that Conceptual Sk1lls was "Just another way of

jdo1ng what 1 already do in my program." Th1s conclus1on seemed‘to result from -
‘teachers respond1ng to what they perce1ved as the "fam1l1ar” w1thout cons1der1ng
“what was ”new” or "dlfferent " Adm1ttedly the s1mple concepts cons1dered were

not "new” to. teachers and many tasks appeared s1m11ar to trad1t1onal k1nderga*ten



- 13 -

activities, 1In addition, teachers -found themselves in‘agreement with the broad
program'goals‘of teaching:children‘to ”think” and toﬂ”communicate.” These broad.

goals Werek nf cou1se, compat1ble with those which t 1chcrs had establlshed for

the1r classroom nrogram.

However it was soon. evident that in considering program purposes and

Objectives,‘many‘teachers could notfdiscuss or consider these items in other than

“falrly global terms., Teachers‘talked,about‘the.importance‘of.”children learning.
‘to express themselves” and of "teachers prov1d1ng for 1nd1v,dual d1fferences.”'
‘Yet 1t was d1ff1cult for teachers to’ talk 1n spec1f1c te1ms 1bout spec1f1c skllls'

'1nvolved in "expresslng oneself" or: spec1f1c prov1s1ons for part1cular "1nd1v1dual

: dlfferences."% However teachers d1d suggest that the Conceptual Skllls program
‘manual would be more heloful if 1t prov1ded more gu1dance and dlrectlon for the )

'teacher.‘ Teachers stated also that- developers v1s1ts ‘to. classrooms and the‘

A

subsequent asslstance prov1ded was the;”best”‘feature‘of the program.

Thus what teachers'"sald” and ”dld” relat1Ve to 1m lementln Conce tual
P g P

Z

»SklllS supp11ed developers w1th clues as’ to what was 1nterferr1ng w1th teacher

understand1ng of program purpose and obJect1ves. Further the susta1ned contact

w1th all teacher users 1nd1cated what teachers cons1dered 1mportant 1n develop—

1ng thelr competency w1th the program. All of thlS feedback served ‘as 1nput to ‘f

rev151ng the program and to develop1ng an, 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng package.'

‘The Program Manual

It.isvimpossible~to consider what was learned about whatgteachers'"
wanted and needed‘without‘referencefto the program?manual. ‘Thebfirst two
'ed1tlons of thls manual d1d not proylde suff1c1ent gu1dance or structure

for teachers. Although these manuals organlzed tas}s accord1ng to levels
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of difficulty (s1mp1e to complex th1nk1ng op°ratlons), dav to day program

‘plann1ng was the teacher's respon51b111ty However.the‘flnal ed1tlon of

‘the manualwas structured to the p01nf of out11n1rg a sequence of dally

lessons W1th1n each pre 1 level.. As m1ght,be expected teachers'using

hthe program for the Jirst  me tended to follow the manual cloSely i Durlng
Ethe second year, these teachers d1d not re1y as extens1v11y on the manual
and many began developlng the1r "own" tasks and materlals for usc in

~Conceptua1 Sk111s lessons.' In the words of one teache1, ”l really learned

“about the program from follow1ng the manual dur1ng the f1rst year ”‘ ThlS - S
‘ sent1ment was expres5ed by many teachers and <dggests that program manuals
N can be des1gned to prov1de an effect1ve and susta1ned tralning 1nput for‘

teachers 1mp1ement1ng a new prog1am.“

What was observed and supported 1n teacher statements suggests that

it may be reallstlc to th1nk of the f1rst encounter w1th a new program as

a 1earn1ng exper1ence for thc teacher.c As the teacher 1s 1earn1ng and
*”~f1nd1ng hlS way, he may not be accommodatlng to gr0up or 1nd1v1dua1 need top'
“the extent des1red | However 1f the new pr0gram is ba51ca11y sound and if

flfteachers are prOV1ded W1th gu1dance, 1t is 11ke1y ch11dren w111 benef1t.'

,‘Ch11dren 1n Conceptual Skllls classrooms shoWed con51stent1y, ga1ns in

:\concept 1earn1ng end sk111 mastery

The Training-Packaget‘

The attempt to develou ways and means of promot1ng better teacher'

understand1ng of the program s purpose and obJect1ves resulted 1n the‘
"development of a ”tra1n1ng package.” The package conslsts of two f11ms‘

and a manual wh1ch suggests the format and procedures for three consecut1ve

5
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tra1n1ng se551ons " The manual 1nc1udes,‘as well materials‘to be

reproduced for teacher part1c1pants. The f11ms and all other mater1als

"focus on analy21ng learn1ng tasks mater1als and 1nstructlonal technlques

1n'relatlon‘t0'the‘purposeland'obJectlves‘of.the programg

Each iw “ o, .cular objective but both show teachers working

&

WLth ch11dren in the context of the Conceptual Skllls Program The f1rst

V‘fllm ”Explalnlng the Conceptual SklllS Program, demonstrates ‘the progre551onf\
‘ of learn1ng tasks from learn1ng ba51c mean1ngs to applylng concepts rn“ﬁ
“l‘1ncreaslngly more comolex tasks Attentlon is g1ven as’ Well to how the
‘bpmaterlals belng used support the‘purpose of the task | The f11m is developed
‘dlﬁ a way wh1ch permlts‘”stopplng" the fllm at g1ven p01nts for teacher
-,‘comment and dlscu551on. In fact the tra1n1ng‘manual suggests approprlate-
v”stopp1ng” p01nts and prOV1des questlons to be. con51dered in analyz11g a
‘part1cular‘segment (e g Yy What are the communlcatlon SklllS that the program -
‘_iSeeks to develon?) The tra1n1ng manual also "spellsﬁout" proceduresﬁfor t
tu51ng the program manual to elaborate on’ 1nformat10n presented in the fllm
hfInvstudylng the f11m and program manual bpart1cular attentlon ls g1ven to
: 1nvolv1ng teachers in.a: con51derat10n of why a g1ven task 1s more or less’?
xbcomplex than another (e g‘, What docs 2 ch11d need to know to handle thlS
1task9 If ch11dren had d1ff1culty w1th thlS task you could drop back to an

‘ ea51er one, wh1ch one would you chooseV)

In add1t10n to suggestlons for con51der1ng spec1f1c tasks and mater1als‘

the tra1n1ng act1v1t1es bu11t around the flrst fllm 1nclude suggestlons fbr

‘f1nVOlv1ng teachers in’ dlscu551ng how ConCeptual Skllls contrasts w1th the
‘-‘approach to concept development wh1ch the teacher has been u51ng How 15

11t{the same? How is 1t dlfferent?




‘The secoud’film, "Teachlng thebconceptualSkllls'Programd, focuses on
'developing am,understanding of the purpose‘ofdrecommended‘teaching‘techniQues.'
This fllm, as the f1rst,‘was developed to permlt study of what 1s observed |
Aga1n the tralnlng manual prov1des suggestlons for u51ng the flln for g1ven
‘purposes (e g., d1scuss1on questlons such as ”What d1d Bllly S response o
1nd1cate to ‘the teacher”" "What steps d1d the teacher taLe 1n remedlatlng

«thisverror?" ‘"How d1d the teacher probe Lucy s understand1ng in, th1s task?”J

. ]’_“ As a supplement to th1s fllm,‘the tralnlng manual 1ncludes a set of
fsrmulatlon materlals.y These materlals present teachers W1th problems and
sltuatlons to: conslder’and dlscuss._ One set of "problems”,‘whlch descrlbeu
b‘"1nd1vldual‘dlfferences"yln understand1ng and behav1or‘ reouire teachers""j;;
todanswer1theaquestlon "What‘could (or should) the teacher. dok1n th1s>
'Asituation?ﬂf A second set of ”problems” requlre teachers‘to suggest‘how
‘ they would go about remedlatlng speclflc errors 1n chlldren s responses

(e g., chlld who is. confu51ng "left” and ”r1ght”)

Because tne f1lms and other tra1n1ng materlals were developed durlng

. the th1rd year of fleld tr1als, 1t was posslble to ”test" the1r effectlveness

"dur1ng the fourth year of program tr1als.~ Teacher response in. tra1n1ng

“sess1ons and follow up observatlons 1n the classrooms of ”new” teachers
"Mplndlcated that the materlals and prOeedu1es encompassed in, the tra1n1ng
g package were effect1ve in ”gettlng at”‘some of the prev1ously experlenced

fproblems of many ”new" teacher users of the program.y"

» Assessing‘TeacherQImplimentationffd: o

The 1mprovement in: teacher tra1n1ng and the sustalned contact between the

developers and users of the program resulted 1n 1ncreas1ngly more effectlve
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~programfimplementation. Nevertheless there. were 1nd1catlons that the program
‘Was ”g01ng better" in some classrooms tnan in others. In some classrooms lessons
"moved along" with the obv1ous 1nterest and 1nvolvement of. all ch1ldren. In

other classrooms a more ”plodd1ng” pace was observed w1th response opportun1t1es

prov1ded for fewer ch1ld1en.

There were also 1nd1catlons that in some claSSrooms more than 1n others

.Conceptual Skllls lessons represented a better ”f1t” w1th the total classroom ~

a~ program. For one th1ng, the ease w1th wnlch some chlldren app1oached Conceptual‘h‘“
SklllS l°ssons suggested that these lessons d1d not set expectatlons or requ1re

"behav1or that d1ffered s1gn1f1cantly from what was. expected or. requ1red in other

_aspects of the1r da1ly program. Slmllarly some teachers more than others

reported 1nc1dents of how what was con51dered 1n Conceptual Skllls lessons p.‘
”transferred” (teachers' term) to. other act1v1t1es carr1ed forward 1n the class—”“

‘ room. These observatlons and others sucgested that thc 1mplementat10n of

' .Conceptual Skllls was 1nfluenced by the k1nd of expectatlons obJect1ves and '

‘,program pr10r1t1es whlch teachers establ1shed for the1r total program., Although;;f

'1f1t is w1dely recognlzed and accepted that th1s 1s the case 1n 1mplement1ng any

“‘fg o “1nnovat1ve program or pract1ce, there was 1nterest 1n determlnlng what factors ‘ir‘f

or condltlons d1scr1m1nated between more and less successful 1mplementatlon of

f the Conceptual Skllls Program. To th1s end a small classroom observatlon study"‘

was carr1ed forward

The programs of ten teache1s ‘were: 1dent1f1ed for study Fhe manpower‘ '

"‘avallable d1ctated the number of classroom programs that could be stud1ed in any
: deta11 In select1ng the ten classrooms attentlon was g1ven to 1nclud1ng examples‘ 5

‘of what represented 1n developers rJudgments ”good"' "adequate”:and ”poor” f”:“

E 1mplementat10n of the Conceptual Skllls Program. The teachers 1n th1s sample
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included those "experienced" with Conceptual Skilis and_those,using it for the
first‘time. Five half day observationsIWere Scheduled in the‘classrbom of each

' teacher;_ Each observatlon 1ncluded observ1ng and asse551ng teacher performancc

xdurlng the Concep ual Skllls lesson and observ1ng ‘and deSCrlblng selected aSpects
-of the remalnlng classroom program The same two members of the devtlﬁ;

hteam (observer 1 and- observer 2) were. responstble for all observatlons 1n all
"classrooms.d Both observers were 1nvolved in asse551ng teacher performanceydurlng

~the Conceptual Skllls lesson observer 2 was,responsible for;observ1ng,and'»

'g‘descrlblng the remalnlng dally program\inaall:classrooms:

Flgure 2 presents the Teacher Evaluatlon rat1ng form used 1n asse551ng

.teacher performance dur1ng Conceptual Sklll» lessons.d Appendlx A conta1ns the |
'gu1de and -criteria. used 1n.determ1n1ng the rat1ngs fOr each of the six 1tems.
"’Both‘observers obscrved the same teacher 51multaneously but each observer"
pcompleted hls‘ranklng 1ndependently of the other observer.» Results sapported

’Lthe hypothe51zed range of teacher 1mplementatlon (p00r good) con51de1ed to be

f‘present in the sample. As rchaled in the data therexwas no‘necessary‘correla— .

*7t10n in thls sample between "experlence" and the degree of success 1n 1mplement1ng

"fthe program.; Tne data 1nd1cated ‘also, that a teacher tended to achleve a hlgher\

| or lower rat1ng on alllltems suggestlng that the:cluster of behav1ors 1dent1f1ed
Von the Tatlng form was. more or lessvea51ly 1mplemented by‘a g1ven teacher. These
cresults suggest that the teach1ng behav1ors 1dent1f1ed on the rat1ng form were

‘more compatlble‘w1th the establlshed teachlngd"style" or behav1or of some teachersf

S
" than others.

Flgure 3 llsts the 1tems con51dered on the Observatlon Record used in

“ggdescrlblng the rema1n1ng classr00m program.z Appendlx B contalns a sample

'_Observatlon Record whlch presents the 1nformatlon recorded in. an actual-




T R N FIGURE 2

Teacher Evaluation - Conceptual Skills Program )

The teacher 1nvolves the ent1re group by, -

"--‘settlng the expectatlon of everyone participating, 1istening
and thlnklng Y
-- giving the ‘group t1me to th1nk befoie naming whoever is to -
“respond ‘
--,varylng group and 1nd1v1dual responses
-«frequirrng everyone to do- hlS own work

~The teacher supports her ch11dren as needed by~-‘~‘

-- mode]llng new work

~- verifying work :

-- checklng the children's work, ‘ Pl

-- stepping in to cleam up. mlsunderstandlngs tnereby not allowlng]?“
aychild or: the gromg to practlce errors. o . :

The teacher gryes her ch11dren responslblllty by -

N ,‘ﬁ - cﬂearly settlng expectations and ol owlng throngh p051t1vely
: B *-;‘cwaszng ‘to prov1d& a:model’ as soon ‘as. the ch11dren can work
) correctly without it = ’ :
-~ giving the’ ch11dren many opportunltles t0>talk
—asking the children to evaluate ‘thedr work
-~ asking ‘the: children tm Justmfy thexr choices : (whenever . approprlate)
---asking the’ ch11drem t@ think of cther p0551bilit1es (whenever
approprlate) ‘ ‘
‘ --.requlrlng the. chlldren to handle matarlals qu1ck1y and in response
to speclflc 1nstruct1@ms : , : o

The teacher enables the ch11dren to work at a sucmmss level by -

J—elworklng at a leveI of difflculty that 1s dhaLLenging to most
- offithe - chlldren o e
—f‘vamylng expectatlons for 1nd1v1dual ch11dren accordlng to thelr
'abmiitles Co
:a-‘proang ‘the: ch11dren“s understandlng by careful questlonlng
y ‘ ~. to get at all .the elements of ithe task = .
s ey -e‘trying to flnd a: reason for copylng and trying to e11m1nate the
Lo . cause. o ;

The teacher,remediates'ef ect1ve1y by -

--~spott1mg errors that are- mad@
~-_determum1ng the cause of eTTOTS | and leadlng the children to
underst&nding 3 -
- modellimg only when absolutéﬂy necessary
—;'remedlat1ng qu1ck1y S0:as not,tb‘”lose” the: group
~- providimg practice far Specign:(dlfflcultles -
‘ --keep1ng the remedlati@n ‘positive (cmpha51z1ng the. 1dea of working
hard “to get correct BE Opposed ﬁo Lhe idea; that an error has been made) .

VThe teachi aaunderstands the 1ntent af each t@sk and ele@mly works to achieve its

rp,rpose
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'FIGURE 3

Obser atlon Re{ “rd

Schedule of act1v1t1es observed

Proportlon of total g10up, small group, 1nd1v1dua1 act1v1t)

‘Nature of tasks, materlals etc for 1nd1v1dua1 and/or small group
activity-i(e.g., what is available for ch11dren 'to. choose’ and/or what
‘does. teacher outllne for 1nd1v1dua1 or. small group act1v1ty)

‘ Selectlon and performaice of 1nd1v1du=1 and/or small group tasks (e.g.,
‘is ch01ce child: selected or . teacher selected proportlon of 1nd1v1dua1

‘to group act1v1ty)

Teacher role dur1ng 1nd1v1dua1/sma11 group act1v1ty (e g , Whatfdoes:h
the ‘teacher do," how. does she 1nteract w1th ch11dren) Ce

Nature of tasks for total group act1v1ty (exclus1ve of Conceptual Skllls)}

‘Selectlon ‘and performance of tasks in total group act1v1t1es (e.g.; hofk
dec1des what to«"do " can’ ch11d dec1de not to part1c1pate)

‘Teacher role 1n total group activities (e g what does the teacher do,
Lhow does she: 1nteract with- ch11dren) : :
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observatlon.‘ When the descrlptlons collected on- the Observatlon Record were

"compared With the rutlngs obta1ned on the Teacher Pvaluatlon forms ,Lhe comparlson

revealed that all 1tems on the Observatlon Record d1scr1m1nated to some extent

*between programs of tne 5 teachers ach1ev1ng "h1gher” rat1ng on the Teacher

Evaluatlon form and the 5 teachers ach1ev1n the "lower” rat1n s. Com ar1son of
—ya_Jar ol g & P

”the programs of "hlgher" and ”lower" rated teachers 1nd1ﬂated d1fferences in.

1) the selectlon and orderlng of act1v1t1es for the da11y program 2) the program: -

‘pr10r1t1es whlch seemed to be estab11shed 3) the expectatlons Wthh seemed to"

b,“be held for ch11dren

-

The follow1ng d1scusses the. 11m1tatlons of the study, descrlb suthe analysis,ff

‘»of the data and reports the f1nd1ngs 1n more deta11

'Limitationskof‘thefStudy

The 1nstruments used 1n collectlng the data suffer from certaln obv1ous

-

o 11m1tat10ns. The four p01nts rat1ng scale used 1n the Teacher Evaluatlon form'
does not. properly reveal elther the extremes or- the range of d1fferences between
Tla rat1ng of 1 and 4 Never*heless s1nce 1t does perm1t d1scr1m1nat10n between

‘satlsfactory (adequate good) and unsat1sfactory (weak poor) teacher performance

‘dur1ng Conceptual SklllS lessons ;t was cons1dered adequate for\the purposes of

i

kthe study

e

The Observatlon Record also suffers from 11m1tat10ns but aga1r 1t was

‘ cons1dered adequate for the purposes of the study For the most part th“ Items

‘on the Observatlon Record 1nvolve the observer in . descr1b1ng the nature of

'act1v1t1es mater1a1s and organlzatlonal patterns in classrooms - s1mllar to. a i

count1ng procedure. Some 1tems _adm1tted1y, focus on 1nteract10n patterns

However these 1tems are concerncd Wlth descr1b1ng and not evaluat1ng the 1nter-

!
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A f1nal 11m1tatlon was‘one experlenced by most educators who attempt to
{collect data in the ”real world” of the chool ‘ Th1s "11m1tat10n" refers to the
‘condltlons whlch 1nterfere w1th collect1ng all the data des1red In thi study{
it was necessary to dev1se and conform to'a prec1se observatlon schedule.ijue
to such factors as teacher 1llness observer'lllness 1nclement “travel weather”
-for observers. and s1tuat1ons ar1s1ng in schools (e g s spec1al pr0grams), some
f,‘observatlons could not: proceed as planned on the day scheduled Further,‘ln y
. most 1n°tances, it. was’ not p0551ble to ”make up" the observatlohrﬂ As a result,

for four of the ten classrooms only three‘“full" observatlons were made (1 e.,

observatlon of Conceptual Skllls by both observers and observatlon of rema1n1ng

‘f‘ program). There was some concern that ‘especJally for Conceptual Skllls leSsons,;"
Jscores mlght be unduly af fected by a small number of observatlons‘ s1nce a ehancef
occurrencev(e.g."j "bad uay") could have a larger effect on a’teacher 's mean
”score than 1f f1ve observatlons had been made.‘ However, rnspectlon of the data :

‘ ruled th1s p0551b111ty out as far as the present study 1s concerned s1nce the h“i

i

: Jscores for these four teachers showed a great deal of conslstency

Although mean scores m1ght have been sllghtly h1gher or lower 1f all ff‘
7yfobservatlon5 had been made the teachers' asslgnment to the ”hlgh” or ”low” group
' would have been the same.u It was dec1ded then, that the small numbers of

:observatlons would have 11ttle effect 1f any, on the results of th1s study

The data on. classroom observatlons were more complete,‘ A total of 22
¢
;observat:LonG were completed in the classrooms of the S5 teachers ohta1n1ng the

c‘hlghest mean rat1ng on the Teacher EValuatlon form a total of 22 observat1ons
: Were l1kew1se obta1ned 1n classrooms of the 5 teachers obta1n1ng the lowest

jmean ratIngs.
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Teacher Implementation of‘Conceptual Skills

‘Because‘the itemc onlthe‘Teacher Evaluation form reflect the emphasis‘ofk'f

teacher tra1n1ng ses51ons, the 1nstrument was cons1dered a va11d means of \

asses51ng teacher perfornance Jn 1mp1ement1ng the Conceptual SklllS Procram

‘ Tables 2 and 3 show that when the ratlngs of the two observels are analyzed by

- _1tem and by teacher, observer agreement is gcnerally h1gh , Nevertheless‘ Table 2

‘ ﬁsuggests that although observers were u51ng 51m11ar cr1ter1a 1n rat1ng performance,lgw;f

;Hon a: partlcular 1tem, agreement was not1ceab1y h1ghe1 for some 1tems than othe1s ‘*}[>f»

"However the degree of observer agreement on 1tem 6 "over all assessment”;of what

‘Q'was-observed 1nd1cates that observers agreed rather cons1stent1y that a teacher s

‘gugeneral performance was ”good" “adeQuate" ”weak" or ”poor" 1n relatlon to the i}jf‘ L

purpose and 1ntent of the program

 OBSERVER AGREEMENT BY TTEM

e

-

N

— e T T
~ ITEM . -PAIRS OF RATINGS " SAME" ‘% DIFFERENT = %

P s ;,37‘H, o ‘p24‘ | ;64;9 ,~';,1éfv t-‘7‘3$,1j,r-
RIS — ;v,,2y7yy!»’“7.,3;(.)’:__.l‘-r0 I_f,s'f27;o;x*
. - s e 12 s
s wm o womo w0 ao
e mo o moma 9wy

TOTAL o222 i3 8.9 69 3.
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Table 3 shows fhat when‘tne ratrngs of the two observers arc analyaed h}
‘;teacher, observe1 agreement 1s hlgher for some teachers than others Howerer‘~f
'~observer agreement is st111 generally hlgh for the total sample The observers

1d15cusslon of these results suggested that 1n the1r rat1ngs of some teachers
‘+some 1tems,‘a dlfference 1n rat1ngs 1ef1ected dlfferent observer reactron‘to
ht such thlngs as&"n01se level” 1n the claSsroom and certaln personallty traJts‘of
'fhthe teacher These obServer blases were acknowledged partlcularly, 1n dlS:

:?;the performance of teache1s 303 and 1010

~ DBSERVER AGREEMENT FOR EACH TEACHER -

e TEACHER3ef¥&d‘CPAIRSVOFJRATiNGS;_3fierAMEw,””:%:fzv.yf_blppERﬁNTg;f’~*~‘

,rnéoégsw r; O;g ?h:;ig § j,*_ff :~J Vi4;giﬂjk;77.8,igg“ :4 ;;h”%"
B T SO S s
.’"1?i0;;f; 1f'1h.;'thi~24?'r:":iff;V13f"_;'.gs4;1h B
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Table 4~shows that when the mean total group ratings are analyzed according
to the first 5 items,.teachers as a group did not tend to obtain a higher rating
on some‘items‘than on others. Although‘there are some differences in the mean
ratings‘ofhitems, these differences are small, Seemingly‘then there were no

specific teaching_techniques or procedures which were consistently more difficult

or easy for all teachers to implement.

TABLE 4
'MEAN SCORE ON EACH ITEM FOR TOTAL GROUP OF TEACHERS j | :
ITEM NUMBER OF RATINGS  TOTAL POINTS X
1 RETR N 185 ©2.50
2 | 74 212 2.86
3 7% 2020 2.73
4 ‘ 74 o203 - . 2,74
s 74 | 194. 2,62

Table 5 shows that when the mean ratlng for each teacher on the total of
items 1 5 is tabulated the resu]tlng ranklng of teachers supports the hypothe51zed :

”,range of teacher performance in 1mplement1ng Conceptual SklllS cons1dered to be |

present 1n the sample.‘ W1th the exceptlon of one set ot tled ranks teacher
tif rat1ngs fall at a dlfferent polnt along the range from generally poor (1 35) to

"generally good (3 83) program 1mplementatlon
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Table 6 shows that when a teacher's mean rating on the total of items 1-5
(average of all ratings on all 5 teaching behaviors) is compared with teacher's

mean rating on item 6 (average of all ratings of general performance) the mean

- for item-6 is somewhat higher than the mean for items 1-5 for 6 teachers; some-

what lower for 4 teachers. However inspection of the two sets of means suggests
that observers' general assessment of a teacher's performance (Mean, item 6)
reflected the assessment derived from averaging the ratings obtained fox particular

items (Mean, items 1-5) Although'each set of means produces a different ranking,

.what 1is 1nvolved is a change in relatlve p051t10n ‘for- some teachers in the group

obtalnlng the 5 hlghest ratlngs and some. teachers in the group obtalnlng the S

lowest ratlngs Both sets of ranklngs perm1t identification of the .Same 5

‘teachers (101, 202 404, 606 808). .as the "high'" group and the same 5 teachers

(303, 505, 707, 909, 1010). as the "low" group N
T ABLE ‘5’ ‘

MEAN SCORE FOR EACH TEACHER ON EACH ITEM'
AND TEACHER RANK' ON TOTAL 1-5

| 1 T E M
TEACHE": 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 RANK
101 3.00 3,33 3.33 3.17 3,33
- 202 | 3.50 4.00 - 3. 4.0 4.
L0303 0 238 275 o, 2,
404 | 288 ses . 2.
505|217 L83 2.0 1.8
06 | 2.50 3355 3.3
‘\TRC7QTATj?'fof-i:25 f1;38fAﬁ;' 1, 1.
808 | o275 350 3.3
Cote “k‘24095°%553'”2:40““5A*'°fl4A
e it e
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" TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF TEACHER RANKINGS ON MEAN SCORE FOR

TOTAL OF ITEMS 1-5 AND MEAN SCORE FOR ITEM 6 :
_ITEM 1-5 L _ITEM ¢
TEACHER X * RANK TEACHER X RANK
101 3.23 2 101 3.33 3.5
202 3.87 1 202 . 3.83 1
303 2.60 7 303 | 13.00 6
so4 | 3.0 3.5 | a0a S35 5
505 - 1.93 o 9 I sos 2.17 8
606 o33 s | e0s 3.33 3.5
707 | 1.35 10 | 707 | 1.3 . 10
808 | 5.20 | 3.5""f ot 808 ‘f' 3.50 . 2
o0 | 206 8 - 909 g | 200 9
1010 2.8 6 ; o0 | z.63 7

Classroom Observation Record

It is 1mportant to note that what is reported concernlng the programs of

‘the two teacher groups (”hlgh"‘and "low") reflects the predomlnatlng trends

'_'revealed in 1nspect1ng the Observatlon Records for each group Further the labels

;'"h1gh" and ”low",refer respectlvely and exclus1ve1y tn h1gh and low ratlngs of

‘*gteacher success Ain 1mp1ementatlon of the Conceptual Skl’ls Program
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Programs in the classrooms of the'higﬂ teacher group suggested a generally
systematic approach_to program planning and implementation. Daily programs
appeared to be planned according to a format which gave attention to ordering
and balancing activities in a way which’est&%lished daily‘routines but, at the
same time, permitted‘variety within each day as well as variety from day to day.
Whereas the time of a given activity (e.g.,iactivity'period) varied little from
day to day, variety was provided within the activitiesiand materialskavailable
to children. Another dlmen51on of a systematic approach in these classrooms was
revealed in teacher practices of (1) 1ntroduc1ng, explaining, d1scuss1ng "new"'.
’materials‘or equipment, (2) making sure chlldren understood what act1v1t1es‘were

. available to them,and/or suggesting activities that could be pursued (Sj in-
troduc1ng, reinforcing or reviewing 1nformatlon, concepts, skills through d1rect‘

instruction’ which 1ncluded checklng children's understanding

Wlth respect to program prlor1t1es, the‘programs of teachers in the'hlg

group suggested concern for (l) helping chlldren to develop "work habits" or '
skills which contribute ‘to more 1ndependent school behav1ors (2) help1ng ch1ldren
to develop language and number concepts‘and skllls as an. aspect of developing
"read1ness” and (3) prov1d1ng children with a variety of experiences and mater1als‘
in the areas of‘mus1c art,and literature. In contrast to programs of teachers
in the low group, more "read1ness" materials and act£v1t1es were avallable and

. more attention was’given to. instructing children‘in the use and handllng of

ﬂvyymaterials. f“”
In these classrooms these priorities were reflected in the kind as’ well as’”“

‘fthe amount of materials and act1v1t1es available, and 1n the teacher s approachi?u~m‘ '

i‘to WOrking Wlth children._jIn these respects 1t is: difficult to separate*the,;f

"*suggested prlorltleshfrom the expectatlons whlch,seemed to'be*held for ‘h1 dren.
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\

The design and implementation of programs of teachers in the'high group

‘suggeSted the point of view that with temcher guidance and support (1) children

are capable of aSSUmlng some responsibik 1ty for their behav1or (2) children are
-
capable of learming a number of concepts and skills as preparatlons for later
encounters with: the "academic" program of the school (3) children are capable of
"choosing" and/or establishing some of their own purposes for .learning. Of
particular note is the observation that children in these classrooms tended to
assume responsibility for such things as getting their own materials, "cleaning
“up" or putt1ng things away suggesting or«"deciding" what‘activity could be
pursued w1th what mater1al choosing "another" activity when'one task orlactivityv
was completed, responding quickly and éasily to teacher requests to join with
the total group and gett1ng themselves "ready" to go to the 11brary, the gym-
nasium or "ready to go home. For example in contrast to ch11dren in classrooms
of the low teacher group, ch1ldren in classrooms of the "high teacher group

requlred much less t1me and much less teacher ass1stance in "dressing" themselves

to go out doors.'

‘The;programs,of teachers in‘the"high'grouptmight be described’in‘the~idiom
of the'day as being somewhat "structured." The selection of activities‘and
materials available “the ways 1n wh1ch teachers worked wlth chlldren and the‘h
behav1ors and responses of . chlldren d1d suggest that programs were planned and

: ,1mplemented accord1ng to part1cular obJect1ves and expectatlons.
“In compar1son w1th programs of teachers 1n the hlgh group, programs of
‘:'teachers 1n the low group seemed to reflect a less systemat1c approach to plan-pj"

. n1ng and 1mplementatlon.? W1th respect to order1ng or schedu11ng act1v1t1es

s

_dec1s1ons appeared to be more spontaneous than planned

‘"fof the hlgh group, no part1cular program form

HwIn contrast tO‘PTOgrams ff,}*l‘

was suggested Anhact1v1ty perlodfllgﬁ
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might be provided.on e dgF” but w.t on anﬂther-‘ This period*might constitute
the first activity of e ##2” of b limited to the last 10 mimutes of the day.
~As a rule, daily progTQMSx£ﬁw‘n0t provide either the balance number or variety
of activities obsbrved An classrOopss of teachers in the hlgh group In terms of
worklng or 1nteract1ng with ¢hildven, teachers in the iow;group employed less
direct guidance or instrwctiim thar teachers in the'high' grodp. ‘ It shoud be
noted,»howcver,'that iniwmeﬁof’these*ﬁléssrdbms, there was a considerable amount
of teacher ”tellihg." However the ‘TnatUre of the telling: (e g., telling. ch11dren

what to do, reprimanding;childreﬂ)‘would not be properly labelled "instruction,"

ywrth'respect to‘pTOgram Priftities, there'appeared to he some‘drfferences
amohgfthe teachers in the'io&'grOUp. For example, one teaCher's chief‘priority
= ~seemed to be permitting chlldren to exerclse as much freedom as pos51b1e in

deciding what to do.- and when to dD it. Chlld "ch01ce" was generally pursued with

a very m1n1mUm of Leacher guldance or 1nvolvement A Second'teacher tended_to" - » ‘é
make all ch01ces for all childres all of the time. In this latter instance the
‘prlorlty seemed to be gettlng ch11dren to follow dlrectlons. ‘In the classrooms
of the other teachers in the 10w 8rouP it was dlfflcult to detect from what‘was
observed, what constltuted progrgm prlorltles The materlals act1v1t1es and
”approaches to worklng Wlth chlldfeh in these claSSroomS dld not reveal a program
‘pattern or plan which mlght suggest pr10r1t1es.b There Was, however, a cons1stent ‘ . %

feature in. all of these classromrlS whlch related to expectatlons held for chlldren.

Whereas teachers in the 1ow group engaged Ln less teachlng or’ 1nstruct10n

'wﬂthan teachers in the”higH'grcap they devoted much more tlme to "waltlng on"‘-:

'hchlldren and controlllﬂg Wunaccepﬁable” behaV1or Ev1dent1 ﬁthese teachers d1d

“not expect Chlldren tofb@~ﬁaépon5ﬂbie for gettlng th‘ir own"mmterlals,‘"cleanlng ~fV{'

;;up" after themselves gﬁﬂnmlqg dreﬁsed COJgo outslde andfthe llke
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devoted much time to "servicing" children in‘these'respects. Likewise children
in these classrooms seemed to assume little responsibiiity,for.other aspects of
their hehavior. From teacher remarks and repr1mands there was some indication
that certain "rules" and expectatlons for behavior has’ been outlined, but were
generally ignored. Of part1cu1ar note were the numbers of chlldren who either
""didn't know" or couldn't decide what they could "do" when permitted a free
choice of activity. Such ch11dren spent considerable time wandering around -the

room.

.The 51m11ar1ty of program among teachers in the hlgh group, d1d not exist
in: the same degree among the programs of the teachers in the iow group In terms
of ”structure” both extremes were observed in classrooms of teachers in the iow
group Howeveryln comparlson’to'programs of. teachers in the' h1gh group,f he
programs of all teachers in the low group appeared to have fewer and less clearly

def1ned obJe tives.

SUMMARY

The evaluation of the Conceptual Skllls Program 1ncluded attentlon to

"evaluat1ng student ach1evement “student att1tude parent attltude vapproaches
to preparlng -eacher users of the program, and attempts at program 1mp1ementat10n
As a result of thls fa1r1y comprehen51ve evaluatlon of the program there 15:
~gev1dence wh1ch (1) shows that the program 1s effectlve in terms of 1ts obJectrves;Jh L
"hin‘promotlng student achlevement (2) 1nd1cates student‘ parent and teacher }‘
fffreactlon to the program and (3) suggests what 1s requ1red for 1mp1ement1ng‘the 'f

‘:[hprOgram successfully All of these f1nd1ngs are con51dered by the developers as‘wh;hfﬁt
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"h”fthe fOllOWlng scale

APPENDIX A

RATING GUIDE FOR CONCEPTUAL SKILLS OBSERVATIONS

Each observer will give a rating to each of the first five categories.

These include:

The teacher involves the entire groupa‘

The teacher supports her children as needed.
The teacher gives her‘chiidren responsibility.
The teacher enables the children to work at a success level.

The teacher remediates effectively.
Rating of these categories will be‘according to the‘following scale:

1..-poor, clearly inadequate in handIing the items

specified under the g1ven category,

2. weak, needs 1mprovement in hand11ng the 1tems

;peC1f1ed uncer the glven}category,

3. adequate, ‘generally meets basiC’reqUirements in

hand11ng (tems spec1f1ed under g1ven category,

4. good, conS1stent1y meets. basic requ1rements in hand11ng

items spec1f1ed under g1ven category

‘sThe rat1ng for the 51xth category - The teacher understands the ‘intent of each

' ‘task and. clearly works, to. ach1eve its. purpose -‘W111 1nd1cate the observer s

. over all assessment of the extent to wh1ch the teacher s performance reflects p(

.‘Qan understandlng of the purposes of the program ‘Ratlngrwrll be_accordlng toi

V"‘i; poor and seem1ng1y d1storted understand1ng or what

the program 1s attempt1ng to ach1eve w1th respect

eem1ng1y no

to p p11 understandlng;and behav1or




attempt to evaluate what is happening during lesson;

weak and seemingly 6niy partial understanding of what

the program is attempting to achieve with respect to

pupil understanding and behavior; few attempts to

" evaluate what is happening during lesson;

adequate understanding of what the program is attempt-
ing to achieve with respect to pupil understandi~.g and
behavior but needs to improve in evaluating what is

happening during lesson;

good understanding of what the program is attempting

to achieve w1th -Tespect to pupil understand1ng and

* behavior; falrly con51stent in evaluating what is

happening during lesson.




APPENDIX B

Observation Record

Observer;

Teacher:

Date:

a.m. session: X 9:00-11:15

p.m. session:

1. - Sbhedule of activities observed

Opening exercise and Calendar
Conceptual Skills

Activity period

Music (Songs)

Recess

Reading Readiness Act1v1ty
Music- Rhythms :

Story

2. PropOrtion of*total“group, small group,'individual activity
« [
Act1v1ty perlod p1ov1ded opportunltles for small .group
and individual. -activity. . Three.small ‘groups of -4 children -
o did work and: play together durlng ‘this period.. The rema1n1ng
‘chlldren worked 1ndependently AlI other act1v1t1es were: ¢otal
;‘group orlented ‘ TS P : S » L




3. Nature of tasks, materials etc. for individual .and/or small group
activity (e.r., what is available for children to choose and/or
what does teacher outline for 1nd1v1dua1 or small proup activity)

. The following were available during Activity period:

Art materials including buttons, yarn, cotton, sticks,
cardboard boxes, paper, paste. ‘

Paints

Workbench and Housekeeping Corner

Blocks and Block games - e.g., sequence games.

. Readiness Worksheets which included many. different number
oriented.sheets - e.g., Drawing a specified number of figures, .
Identifying given sets of objects, matching number sets etc., a
phonics oriented sheet for identifying objects beginning 11ke
"dog", classification oriented sheets - e. g., identifying pictures
which depict Fall or Spring, 1dent1fy1ng objects that belong to
mother, father, ch11d etc. ‘

Pr1nt1ng center materlnls which 1nc1uded models for pr1nt1ng
numerals, words and short phrases to be printed - words and phrases
related to Sprlng theme.

4. Selection and perFormance of individual and/or 'small proup tasks
‘(e.ﬁ., is choice child selected or teacher selected, proport1on
of individual . to group act1v1ty)

The teacher 1ntroduced the Act1v1ty perlod by eAplalnlng, “to the
total group, two '"new' readiness worksheets i.e., what the worksheet
task required. She then outlined the different activities available
and children were allowed to -make ‘their own selectlons However dur1ng
the period, the teacher checked to make sure that each child spent a
‘ , portion of the: period at’ what she terms ”hand work'' - wh1ch seems to
. ’ .~ include- any . act1v1ty 1nvolv1ng materials (e.g= paper paint, iworksheets)
~ " as opposed to objects. (e.g., games, toys,. blocks) ‘Most ch11dren engaged
© -in:no.more than ‘two ‘activities durlng ‘the' perlod and’ tended to- "stay with"
al glven activity for a reasonable. perlod of ‘time.. Some chlldren spent’
.'the ‘entire perlod w1th readlness mater1a15' others with art materlals.,f‘
i Chlldren at"the" housekeeplng corner;, workbench -and blocks really worked.
. .or‘played together i e.,,plannlng what they were ‘going" tordo, 1nteract1ng
. with® each other etc.. This:group- act1v1ty involved” approx1mate1y 8 10
‘“ch11dren,_the rema1n1ng 10 12 worked 1ndependently at tasks.,: .

~,:
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5. Teacher role during individual/small group activity (e.r., what
does the teacher do, how does she interact with children) -

The teacher moved from group to group.and child ‘to child

- during the period - asklng children what they were doing (or
making), suggesting (e.g., Can-you think of something else you
could put in that p1cture ‘something else you see at the lake?)
Checking worksheets and remediating errors, printing stories on
pictures and the like. : When a child sought out the.teacher to
show her something, she frequently.responded with.questions or
comments which required an "expanded" description or response’
from the child '(e.g., What else can you tell me about this flower
you made - What shape is this? Can you tell me something else
about this picture? etc.) The teacher also used this period to

- ""check with' individual children relative to incorrect responses
,g1ven during the Conceptual Skllls lesson. :

6 HNature of tasks for total,groun‘activity,(exclusive of%Conceptual Skills)

The f1rst Mus1c per1od 1ncluded 1dent1fy1ng a g1ven song from
a few bars played on:the piano and then singing the songs. . A second
.activity included singing about and dramatizing a song about r1d1ng
on a bus. There was some discussion about what comes next (e.g-
sequence) on the bus r1de '

The Readlng Read1ness act1v1ty ‘involved 1dent1fy1ng the beg1nn1ng
sound and/or letter in words presented by the teacher. -Model words
and p1cture (e g. ball top, moon etc.) .were in view of the ch1ldren
and they were encouraged to repeat’ word ‘the teacher gave ‘and- then look S
for a word on the chart beg1nn1ng w1th the same sound or letter : i

‘ w" Slnce the c1rcus was 1n town, thb teacher presented "c1rcus words" —7

R e, gy tenty “balloon-etc. The "ch11dren” rece1ved a point. for ‘each- correct g
- response. ' The "teacher" rece1ved a po1nt for ‘each’ incorrect. response o j@fgx["f
R : from the group - The ch1ldren won the game" _pm S ,\_3‘ BaCAPs ,_Hﬂf;”_gﬂ:z

T The second mus1c act1V1ty 1nvolved l1sten1ng f1rst to a’ record to
g‘,declde what ‘the; mus1c "tells us to- do" (elg.,gsklp,‘walk march“etc )ﬁ
'Hand then do1ng 1t as the“record played ‘ : :




e

6. Cont'd. A . o S ’ - : ; S e

The "'Story" activity focused on the animals and people in the =
circus but also focused on number concepts - €.g., 8 clowns, 9 seals
etc. The teacher showed each page to the group who identified the

people and animals (with some discussion - e.g., what acrobats do, o
fact that zebras have stripes ectc.) and counted the number of people = . R
or animals shown. T : Co




7. Selectlon andgperformance of tasks in total nroup activities (e £,
- who decldes what tok‘do ~can child 4cc1de not to part1c1oate)

The teacher dec1ded what was. to be ~done but . chlldren had ‘
rany 0pportun1t1es to ”part1c1pate” i. e.,‘comment, ask- questlons
etc. All ch11dren were’ expected to partl(lpate und dld

.Teacher role in total group activities:(e;ﬂ;, what‘does‘thepteacher"QQR
how Joes she 1nteract v1th chlldren) ‘ SO ¢ S

'\,w.

The teacher began each total group act1v1ty by explalnlng
. what was “to:be done. "oT. establlshlng a purpose 'for.the: activity..
",She ‘gave . chlldren many opportun1t1es to respond but’ kept responses
© focused on 'the- task: ‘at hand. - When individual . chlldren gave an:
n‘1ncorrect or: ”hazy” response she'”moved in" to'remediate the'
o~ problem - ‘this was’ especially: true in the Readlng Readlness act1v1ty
- She also’ dlfferentlated her. expectatlons for 1nd1v1dual children..
For example “children who were not able to identify a beglnnlngwletter
or sound were encouraged to" p01nt to- the model p1cture wh1ch ”began
11ke the teacher s word." R : :

FullText Provided by enic [B



