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Introduction f// \X)

The Marketable Preschool Educatlon #rogram (MPEP) , being developed by

. the Appalachla,hducatlonal Laboratory (AEL), is afthreeJ&ay integrated

\‘ \\.

O

ERiC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
..

[

approach to education for three-, fourr, and five-year—old children. it

; . *

ihcludes the use of home instruction, groug instruction, and televised

PN ' . . > !

instruction. ' ' :

The first component involves 3 trained‘paraprbfessional who'goes to
the 'home of each child in an assigned region once a week to deliver materials

and supplies which are to be shared by the child and parent. This home visi-

tor also spends time wlth‘both the child and ;arent 1h learnlng act1V1t1es
\‘ v

which aneflt the child and, dependlng on the needs of the Chlld and parent,

A

spends time in discussion with the parent in an attempt to foster positive
* : - \ ‘ B - :

interactions with the child and to enable the parent to perform in an affective

instructional /¥ole. o . R

+

. i ] : ' g .
. The second component involves group interaction. Once each week the

Chlld attends a two-hour session in a group settlng with peers in a moblle

.

classroom or convenlent flxed location, Activities presented by a trained
. kY ’ .

.

o ? e * -'- I3 *
professional teacher are based on the objectives for the total program and
¢ - ) B _ o . .
serve'to initiate supervised social interaction of chiltren in small groups,

PR

“These ggoup activities reinforce material presented in the televised lessons

-
. [y
~ ’ . v

and compiemeht the efforts at home“of parents,and-visitiﬁg paraprofessionals.’

. ~ e o ) . . v

o The thlrd component anOlVeb telev1sed 1nstruct10n. It is used to ini*-

7

\‘ o r . 2~

tiate baglc skill 1nstructlon,'encourage'the de51re for learnlng, and prov1de

ey

}ﬁew egperiences.for young chilaren. Each Jdesson is 30 minutes_long and thef

léssbns‘are broadcast int® the children's homes five days, a week. Since the
“Ti' } . . K . . . » i o, . L
lessons are based on behavioral dbjectives, the emphasis is on attainment
through entertaining program content. o : ’
) . S J .5 .

R . . ~
. s . . M

) ; « i :
. ' . . . R
. . . R . ' .
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H

o~

not sufficient to provide an adequate *intervention program for preschool
' L . } .

children.
into a v1ab1e system of mutually cdﬁpleﬁentary.relatlonshlps which is cost

s

‘ v .
v A

Jientlal, individual&y'each component is
! - . v

‘Althaugh each component, is es
v

s

s
t

The MPE Program is designedfto integraté the three components

1

effectlve in the attalnment of desiregd, Lastfng effects in the life of the

KE
' »

The currLculum is planned and generated arrd then the strengths of
' <A

.o

.
)

weaknesses are effectively countered in the integrated MPE system.

child.?! :
each delivery mode are exploited .to.the fullest-and ‘the countervailing
The terminal objective of the MPE Progfem is to make available to rural

{(a) utilize existing

. »

children a preschdol education program which will
public and private .television transmission facilities to deliver the program; -

b
cach;

>
(S R=t-2- P A8

(b) vencourage multi-district and multi-state plann;hg, funding, and imple-
clacarooin ,_l‘!;_..ry

(c) be more cost effective than the.traditiohal

mentation;. (¢
4 E
(d) make use of paraprofessionals; and'(e) ipvolve and assist the pareht in

the instructional role.?’ . ’
To successfully implement such an intedfated program réquires:the use
3 y 3 ) . *

€' o
of paraprofessionals (home visitors) who have had trairing.in the various
The degree to which the trainin& has beeh,supcéssful« g
oo .
!

' s
caspects of the program
will ultlmately determine whethe; the program hds been successfully implemented

Ld

and the terminal objectlves reached. o

13 .
’ 7
-

Role of the Home Visitor
The ,role, of the home visitor is most accurately‘-described- as/;a function

S
& .

!

I
"y i
. i

of the purposes of the weekly home visits and of the duties to be performed
' .

. 1See Appendix-J for' a complete llstlng of prevzous evaluatlon repofzs
R H

N\,

Y

whlch ‘document this effectlvenoss.
2Appalachla Educational Laboxatory,;Inc.: Marketable Preschool Education
Y Va.: BAEL, April, 1972,

Basic Program Plan. .Charleston, WY Va
o . H

B
.
L

' " Program:
L ‘ v
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The 'purposes of the keekiy home visit are:
» e v *

1.

8.

.parent and child in the pfoérém.

 parent in adapting, these materials to the individua%

‘
¥ . N

To enlist tpétparticipation of ‘the parent’directly'
- X Iy

v
- Kl

in the educational experiences 6f thg child.

To support the paréhts in using their skills; kﬁowi-
. ; ! .

edge, and persqnal'fesgurces to effecgivély inte£a§t

with the child to further the dignity and self-

respect of both parent.Anq‘child.

To Sustain the interest and participation of the ’

..

"To'pxpvidevmaterials related toQ?V and to assist the

-

3

needs of the child.

To assist the parent in extendfng\and reinforcing the
+ . ] : ‘ l ’

child's learning by Using activities related to

specific objectives.

To" observe and discus$ the needs of each child with
i . o bt
the parent-and to refer these needs to either the

—

materials producti'on team, or unit team, whichever is

~ .y

. . L S , .
appropriate. These referrals are to serve as a basis
for planning of lessons and activities.
~ . : .
Vd

‘To provid= the parent with information of community
e ! ’

. v . '
resources and assist in obtaining services as needed.

t
v

AN .
To.gather data for evaluation purposes.

The duties to)be performed by a home visitor include demonstrating

o

" ‘ ' ) . ' .
through modeling certain basic techniques’ that are effective in teacher/

- learner interactions. It should.be recognized that while the MPE Program

5

A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - ' A
' . N - 3 \
" )

1s buil® around the parent/child interaction, the_peaqher/learngr'labels

a

must not be interpreted as adult/child. - These roles can be reversed since

.

the parent often learns from the child. -

. » . !
! e o .
Home visitors also provide and interpret basic resource material to

the parent, é.g.; parents’ Guide, child activity materials, apd other ’

, . . . v
resources as needed. They interpret the objectives of the TV lessons and -

aSsist the parent in selecting appropriate learning expériences that sbrve’

< 14
. . -

.

the needs of the individual child. Home visitors. serve 'as a resource to .

‘Phe parent in obtaining apd providing information aﬁout_aQéilable communi ty

. [ ' ' : ’
resourcés that may bé used for special needs the child or family may have
anq, if necessaf;, provide éssistan;e in\obtaining,these services...Otheg
d&ties include proQiding appfopriatefdaté to,eiéher the materiags,production
- < - -~ S
team, unit team, or‘eﬁgluaﬂbon:staff,\as weilvas Qarticipaﬁing in weekly

N [

.

planning sessions with unit team staff members and attending .inservice-

sessions planned by supervising.staff.

Purpose‘of'Study ' '

E

The purpose of this gtudy was to-document evidence regarding the

‘ B

" effectiveness of a‘preservice training package which is a nedésqity for

~

implementation of the MPE Program. The evidence included in this report

' ~
‘! \1

is being used by the developmental staff to make revisions in the training

. Al h.‘
materials. ¥

.
. ¢
- . s

Description of Training Unit

The HOPE (Home-Oriented Preschool: Education} Training Packagye is a
group of materials desiqgned to provide structure and content for training
paraprofessional home visitors. The instructicnal content is modular in.

.



. . . '
]

form, with various sub-topics or compqQnents contained within each module,
The components contain objectives to be taught,'curriculum specific tests,

teaching instructions, and media support suited to the topic. An instruc-

5

tiona{ text provides a reference for the trainees to use and add to as they -
work and is inclu@pd in an éxpanding notebook rather than a regular textbook.

Y
4

Although the pacent is the major focus of traininag, AEL cannot train
. 1
parents directly an&;so must utilize the honme visitor to transmit teaching
. . N . .
techniques to the home. . To facilitate parent change, a Parents' Notebook,

similar to the Home Visitor Notebook, is plénned for each parené. It con-

tains basic materials which arevsupplemented by the home visitor;throughout -

-'¢ . ot v

the yeaf. See Appendix A for an outline of topic.sections in these‘twé

notebooks.

The training sessions may also include other personnel of the home-
4 ' : . . :
] t

based program, such as teachers and brogram directors.* While the training -

materials are written spécifically for home vigitors, the topics of the

- . - b ..
modules are of intdrest to all the other personnel. Thus, the materials

O

ERIC .

P s
=

can be used with the total staff until specific modules are developed for

[4
- »

staff other than home visitors.
Home visitor*training is of two types--preservice and ingervice. Pre-

. R : . : .

service trajning takes place before the working year begins and covers ten

.

five-hour days and includes six preéérvLce modules. ‘The titles of these’

preservice mogules and an outline of the components within each will be

¢ .
f

[y

found in Appendix B.. The inservice modules follow the basic forma% of the

) . . ; 1
preservice training but are designed to be of short duration {2-3 hours)
\1 . LY ' )

and supplement, the preservice training. A list of inse;vice topics which

have been proposed is given in Appendix C. .

+ 1
N

v



%

summarizing the MPEP staff's experiences,

) TheAtraining package reflects the qeéds and competencies of the home

. \
.-

- visitor. Thdse needs and competencié% were compiled by the MPEP staff aftér

+

perusing the‘research llterature, comuunicating with other pro;ects 1nvolved
iy .
A N

in home-based programs, 1nteract1ng with preV1ous HOPE home visi_.tors,3 and = °

% .
~ “

The preservice traJ.ing during the dégéiopmental period was done by
e \ | 5 l . !
traininyg .teams frﬂn AEL. Thesg¢ teams consiSted of at least two persons
] !

experfénged in tejchlng adults and/or worklng with parents and chlldren of

preschool age. In addition to the teaching team, an evaluator was present
. | ' . \ . : )
to gather data measuring the effectiveness of the precervice training.

(L~ As was mentioned above, the maximum length of training‘was ten (10)
AN : ‘ '

days.“ The ultimate product of the field trials is a total package. of teach-

ing modules that include all materials a program would need to train the
) . .

:

" -

personnel for a home-based proéram. The .trainer's directions are sufficiently

detailed, materials (Qritten and audiovisuals) adequately explicit, and the

-evaluation amply'cohplete to,maherthe package an intact training program.

Each training module is seen as a complete unit which can be utilized at

A / . . . : .
the local level with little or no assistance from AEL.

Evaluation Procedures

#

The .procedures used to evaluate the HOPE protctype home visitor training .

package are described below. A.description of thg training sites, the instru-
\ . )

mentation used in data collection, and the evaluation design and analysis

+

procedures are presented.

—_—

3. Shively and F. Gregory AEL Home Visitors' Perceptlons of Thelr
Roles. Charleston, W, Va. Appalachla Educational Laboratory, Inc.; April,
1973, ‘o ,

3

-3



Description of Sites Lt
- ¥

In order to test training materials to establish theirihorthiness ..
training sites were identified and then the materiel§ were presented to
personne; at éhose‘sites._ To evaluate|the HOPE training méteria;s, four'
. . ’ r
sites in 1 latlvely‘rural eettings_were seleoted. : . ‘ .
~ The first;tréininé siter;as located'in Huntsville, Ai;hama: There were
4 . v .

26 indivig: als who completnd th e total training oroaram whlch wags conducted

from September 5. through Septembnr 14, 1973. Reports from the site 1nd1cated’

. .
the trainges recelved tralnlnq on health servites in addition to the HOPE

< . A" L
.,

training package. They are currently using‘the HOPE model, funded through
National Home Start as a demonstration site.

" The sgcond training site was in.Gallipolis, Ohio, and was also conducted °
from September 5‘through.Septemher 14, 1973. -There were 12 individuals who
Lo . ’ , - - N ’ ’ ' )
 completedsthe training program at this site. Reports from this site indi-

‘cated that the trainees received instructions on health services, nutrition,’

’

angd social services from other sources. _They are also using the HOPE model,
t Wy . . h .

,funded through a variety of sources inciuding‘the Appalachian Regional Coni-

mission and Social Security. ’ .

. 3
the third tralnlnq site was in Warren County \FranP11n), bhlo, from

- ¥

vSeptember 18 through September 28, 1973. There were 14 trainees who completed
the tralnlng at this site. The program being operated was the standard Head
Start model.

The fourth training 51te was held at Callfornla, Pennsylvanla, from

P

October 2 through October 11, 1973. There were 54 trainaes involved in the -
, 4 - . o N

program at this site. There were threé different programs rcpresented: (1)

Armstrong.County, (2) Washlngton County and Green County, all using the llead

t
~

Start model, and (3) Plttsburgh, uslng a Home Start model.

As mentioned prev10usly, a few of the tralnees enrolled in the tralnlng

program were individuals who woulé’not be going into the homes on a regular
. )

4 .



A,
basis, i.e., as a home V151ﬁor. Job tLtles of such persons involved in the

.
/

tralnlng 1ncluded group experience teacher, bus drlver/azde, nucse, soc1a1

services cbordinator, bus ﬂriVer[custodian, c00k/nutrition aide, and project

a

A director, . :
1

netrumentation ' »

\ o B . ) . . *

There were several pyocedures used for collecting data about the train-

. ing package. (Three instruments‘were btodqced by the Researeh'qnd Evalifation

Division at AEL. .One instrumeht was a standardized, norm-referenced test

produced and distributed by a commerc1al agency. On-site oObservation by
. \ ‘ - ) [}
evaluators was also used. These procedures are describe§ below.
. , : L v .

Curriculum Specific Test. The Curriculum Specific Test (CST), devised

for the Home Visitor Training Package, was used to assess the level of attain-
12N

N

\ »

ment of specific objectives . included within each training module and to pro-

vide overall information on pretraining, levels of attaipment on those;same

. ‘areas.

The CST is composed of five subtests, corkesponding-:to the. five modular

areas of.ins?ructiohe These subtestg qeasﬁré eontent areas in instruction,

the'ﬁQPE'érocess, use.of materials, child éeveiopmenet and workiny with *

others. A\total score for the'test 1s der;ved‘by summing the ;nd1v1dua1

subtestlscores.- There are 44 pos51b1e po;nts on tge Instrqctlon sub;est,
.o 2 ‘

27 on Fhat on Working With Others, 29 op the HOPE ProcesF, 24 .on Helping

3ehi1dren Grow and Develop. and 101 on Materials,’giving a ﬂetai possrble .

séoge of 225 jtems. : ER e .
Items for the CST were taken dlrectly from the objectives for training,

and each item on the test corresponds dlrectly to a SLngle activity within

O : ‘
ERIC . ' : :
A '

v



LA ) A « 4 ~ 's - ke ‘ 7 “' ; * ¢ l T ';
’ ] » Vs . - ’ . 9
k4 ] Y » o3 ." R . "
s A C ok SR L . . Sy
e ———'—-"--L\ AY ' I ST, oL -, :
L "":’—'—‘ /,\ » \ PRI . / . . e, .
?ﬁf ~ . an object U €.~ However, the QST goes not measure all .of the tﬁhlnlng objec- v
NN .

"'tlvas, but, ratier includées only thosr which were not dlrectly asseSSEd as
,;»’ o g - N ¢

G al paxt of the’lnstructlon. That‘}s,-approx1mately.one-thlrd>of*the objéctiveg‘ ‘L f
> . K i o , VL e . ‘ J .
 were assesseq direptlyeby the training staff from observation’of the trainees' .

v v . N y . : “ RN , .
. 2 e ‘ I3 ot . . p : ] -
y « behavior, and n¢ test 1tems.were‘crea§edvto measure attainment in those areas.
4 N - . . T ' + o, . s, " S .

- L . L ™ ; . . F 3 s .
v T An‘examplev gzsuch'an'oblectLVe_w0n1dtbe “The:trainee will succe$sfully cor-

: . ’ . . . ot ’ 4
¥ . 4 N ¢ .

: - plete a pub11 announcement and‘present it 6rall§."
N . - * - * ) s " o x,
e . N .o - . . - : AR '
. A sdmp o_objective from the tralnlng whloh could bé included in-the CST *

o [ . \

is: . “The‘tralnees will 1dent;fy two types of forms used lh‘home,vis{tat;ohe

. P~ - ‘ . -
"/ . 3 > . % - . - . - h
" .and specify the cor(ect use "of each."c'The cqrreSponding%ltems on the CST,
U A S e * ) a N . e ST A B . . ’
~ o o e R _,— . . N - . o . R
< 3~ would then be: "List two types of home visit records afd state the purpose

. < ' - V. 3 - s
- \ T, ) . 4 .
of each."” -Thus, a'single objeotiVe.may‘dncldde\more tian one cortresponding
“ D) o < t ; . .y ™ o o .
4 ’ . RS . ¢ oo ; . L

. item.{ . j‘ L - " “A. f :v; .‘\. . f ) 7 Ty d
| .,f‘_‘ The content vahndxty of the 1tems thus detLVed is obv1q€s an% o%n be ~? .
n;:.3“‘ assumed kc be relatlvgly h;gh 51nce all objectlves wezé taught during tra1n~
Y | :? 1ng, but predlctlve and concurrent velldxt;.of the “CST have yet to be estab~ —
. - .

f;.‘lléhed. Also, beoanse of the d{?}\gulty inherent. in establlshlng spocific

. .

'rellab llty flgures for the curriculum specxflc nstrument, no such data are

. B 3 - . ) « -\:‘ N O - \
: currently avallable; oo . . .o -
P B 3 ‘ B AN

- . ‘ o ~ - ) " . ,- s PP
~ flnventory (MTAI) is a measureof teacher attitudes toward ‘childre specifi--

-»

. cally aimed at assessing acceptanée of children. It"is‘compoeed of 150 items,

selected from a pool of statements.reflecting'various attitudes of‘EXpezienced

. - N - - N \.\_A‘g”
. and‘inexperienced Teachers. ’ ~ N i
) The items selecteé_ﬁ;p% the pooi were chosen empirically by theii abi}ity
( ‘ to discriminate between effective and ineffective teachers, as-defined‘ﬁgf .
. ﬁx |

ERIC °

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-
i

W 5 N \ ..* ) ’ ’ ‘ . ‘
\éupervisbr7$nd student ratings, as-well ééfby indepehdent obServaﬁion and
o a . v / .- L

. - R ' ’
ratlngs.4 7 ! - - : .
4

The 150 items are of the force-choice type in which the examinee is ' '

s - ’ .o '
told to rank each statement- along a five-point scale, ranging from "strongly -

agres" through "undecided" to "strongly disagree". A typical Statement from
. . : : ' N o . -‘ \v ,' v & .
tﬂe\t"St might be “Children are to¢’' carefree."’ : PR

Y 3

strongly agree - agree ‘uhdecided; disagree ° . .strongij disagree ¢
L L0 X () () () )
{ . . ,

Reliébfiity of ithe test, as neasured by the split-half method, is repo;fgq,

.r' S

as ranging fraom .88 to .91. Tesf;retest and Qlternéte‘fqrm reliabiiity fig- . " .

ures are not reported. \ . ’
‘o -, - ot
e

. . | . S N .
" ~"validation for the instrument has'been established for concurrent and \

-

« ' * ’ 4

predistive.validity, with Qalidagion_(cor{élation) véalues %angipg fxom .35 , _',\¢

o .57 for experigncea and ihexpexiénéedfteachers. :Cpnient ;nd constiuet_> e
: . - , . ..

validfty has bégn eé%hb}ished by the authors éﬁd'isfréﬁorf%d in the manual.

‘fné MTAI.wéé‘used a::a';'pplﬁméntai evaluaéion insérédgni for tﬁé &OPE.

Tfainiqg ?éc&aée. #It was.given on a preﬁana pOSt;tQ§t basis to all.availablg

-

Al

. . e / . A ) . ‘l) . : : W
trainees across the four sites to assess any cnanges in attitude which may

'

have. takert plaqé as a result of training and for possible use in foflow4up
. . f ) ) B . 2

studies of the traiﬁéqs.‘ \ . :
' ' N . T / *
R l‘“. N ‘ T ’ s . s
Post-Training Questionnaire.- A Post-Training Questionnaite'(PTQ) was,
“. c. ' ’ K ’ . . o z i ~ T ' I
developed by AEL's Research and Evaluation ngision.v This instrument (see o

Appendix E) was designed to elici’'t from the trainees their opinions apout’

} .
the tota® training program that they had just cowmpleted. These impressiona

. ~
N Ce i
. .
' ~

N “". - 5 ’ .
4w, w. Cook, C.*'H. lLeeds, & R. callis. Minnesota Teacher Attitude Thé;h-

\torz‘Manual. New York: The Psychological Corporation, 1951. -

t . ) \’\/-(

LY [}



, . A’ : .
-~ . ¢ and feelings about the training and materials permit a revision of the program .

[ R . .

.. to be accomplished'more accurately. -

. The' PTQ was administered to the trainees.at the end of the total training
- period. The PTO congained nine itemsr~sd%e w1th aubparts, to thch tre

trainees were asked,to‘respond‘ The . 1tems.dea1t with Jthe varlous components

.

s

- 23
e

and (1) thelr relatlonshlp to needg of a home v1$1tor, ( 2} thelr degreg of .

x

.

-, h
interpretability and undexstandlng, (3) thelr immediate or future 1mplemen—

.

) tatlon ot use potentlal, and (4) &helr relevance for contlnued 1nclusxon in
™~
s 't‘
‘the program.' Also’ xneluded were 1tems deallng with time, allocated for traln-
43

N -
LIS - -

ing, tralnlng tQplcs not 1ncluded in the program, and an overall rat;ng oﬁ
/- . . v

the quality of the training. L

N o 4

Training Module Questionnaire. The'Trainipng Modulé Questionnaire (TMQ)

\ was develohed as an instrument for heasuring trainees' réactions to sepdrate.
» areas of instruction-during training. . (See Appendix F fo{’a copy of this .

v .

; . . , ) . A ' -
instrument.) It was intended primarily as a means of rapid,, Yon~the-spaot”
-~ . . * e . 4 L4 v »
‘feedback to trainers, but is also fbeing'used in the revision’of the overall
.. , ‘ > %
trajning package. ' - . " o
vy . RN ’

~ o The questlonnalre con31sts of seven ltems with three foréed-cholce ‘

v

w

AN

. . ’ ~-3
responges for each., The rebponses follow a rough-progreSSLOn but equal

i

intervals of judgm?nt,cannot be assumed to‘gfist between each of the three
‘responses. Fo} example, one i tems says tRiqht now I wish (a) I were home,
. (b){l could go on to the next presentasion, (c) 1 could take this bleck of

time over again." Only the frequencies_ of various responses arc important

s P

on cach item, and average scores are not possible ,across respo ses for o
- « N 4 .

single item. Th4%, only gencral interpretations of the data are possible.’
. & ¢

&5 ) .

ey Fy



In sites where a large number of tralnees were present, the questLOnnalre
v &' L7 ]

'
was npt admlnlstered to all tralnees But was glven after a “block“ of, traln-

[ S PR .

1 . '
1ng (usually a slngle conPonent) to a randomisample of "five tq seVen trainees.

. "~ » . e
A A

/
Thls sampllng was done to srmpllfy the scorlng,and data collectlon for thls

.

»

\ ’ N

N 1nstrument.' Ih SLtes w1th 15 or fewer trainees, the TMQ was givdn td all

T o ‘ : N L
c trainees. Because of the nature and purpose of this. questlonnalre, no data“' v

N %
< - . . 1

‘on valxdlty or rellabllity are' avallable. ‘ . . . K

- N ., . . , o,
. . s ~ - ' . M B .7 -
B ) . . ’ ¢ i .

. ] ¢

‘ ) ObServations by evaluatars. Tt should also be noted that although data
- N . -/ N \ v ¢

were collected vla paper and penci-l instruments as descrlbed prevxously,
. k. - N : '

‘evaluators were present at al} training sites to‘take notes desoribing . '

i . . . . . . i
PN v . - K

\, . v .
actual ‘procedures used’'in presenting ﬁaterials,\ovext'expresslons of -

b . 2 ~ l’v . ) i . .
T trainees! receptivity to the macérials( and other characteristics at the

trg}ning‘sites. ‘Such observations and notetaking were intended to provide

¢

. s q . . . . ;
insights into\the success or failure of units within the training’ program

‘

. as indicated by the "hard" data. f SRR ' S

2o \ ‘ »
Y g ” . i
. . . . . .
. \ -

v

Evaluat1on De51gn and Analysis Progedures /\ ! Yoy , ) (;

! :
A number of questions werge asked wrth res pECt to changes in attitude

>~ N ! B . ' .

and learnlng which took place as a result of the HOPE Training Package. * T
. /r Fi H

Those questlons consrdered to be the most 1mportant for evaluatlon of program

| :
i i
|

effetts are as follows oL . : ' o e

=

~ 1. Did initial knowledge of the training content areas and

’

Yy . attitudes toward.children differ across the four sites?

2. For each site, did any significant chanées take place
- 1 x . l

from pre to post-testing on measures of course content

or attitude?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



¢ \ " 1 ‘' ‘e >
u/) ’ 4 ) ~ ¥ ) v ’ ‘( - 13 /
* . M '.. " ' T r
' 1 9
¢ .‘ » \‘.
A R \ ‘.
: . . - 1 . ¢
. <N _
. L ,ﬁ.3., D1d dlfferences exﬁst bet&een 31tes at end of tfalnlng ?n the -
5" [ . :
PR .- (S . - _ R
w o Curt}culum Specxilq Tegt and the MTAI? . :
‘ ( ’ 4 o ‘ - '

4, Dld-any 51gn1f1can change 1n krowledge of the cohtent areas
- e '> ‘.
t
vor attxtudes toWazd chlldren xake place from the begxnnlng
L ' . |. . ) '

- N

. . Until the end of training, regardless of 51te? . ;

- ";\ﬁ Each of these quegtlons w111 be considered in th; nextisectLOn, W1th

' partlcular empha51s on modulee of instruction 00n51dered within and ctgss .;

} 'Sltee N That is, the analysesxfor eébh module of 1nstrqcblon will be reported
“42\-:.1n terms, of pre 4nd post-test dlfferences on-CST scores acrpss sites, as

. i e . ro
y ‘ well asxpre'to post—teet gains within indiv%dpalktrainin; ﬁites. Additionally,‘
S - ot y :

R

. ' pre to post-test gains across and within sités for the MTAI were qoﬁputed and
. » v . ? - ‘ - . . - .
will be reported. Inferences were also drawn from the PTQ and TMD summary
) . . . ‘. ¢ v :
. . . ) '
. data and these will ¢1so bejgreported in this ‘document. Y '

« - since there were ogly four training-5ites used, the applicable evaluation
. . . :

-,  design was relativély simple. The only gnh?penaent variable which waé applic-

N

N

able'Was the geoéraphical location of the tfaining siteé themselVes. Trainees
", . . _ . .
at two of the sites (HuntSV1lle and Galllpolls) have had preV1ous experlence
Voo ¥ -
with ﬂhe HOPE Process. @ence, this was subjectlvely taken into account when'

interpreting the results of the statistical analyses.

The statistical aﬂalyseé,consiSted of the following: corrélated t-tests
on the gain scores (post-~test minus\Qretest scores) on the CST and MTAI at

~ye.

egéh.training site, and an analysis of covariance® (ANCOVA} on the "CST and
) .

MTAI data using pretest scores as the covariate*for the corresponding post-

$

test scoye. The need for an ANCOVA procedurc was indicated after an analysis

-

of variance (ANOVA) of pretest scores indicated initial differences amony

training sites. ?urther, a correlational analysis of (ST and MTAI post-test

. 4‘1
1S
scores was conducted. s




A f“ o Evaluatxon Results ’ e L e

v

. »
.o In this sectrbn, 7valuatxon re%wlts gre presented for- the Currlculum
/ <3 FRd

. * \. 4
! 5pec1f1c Test, the Mj nnesota Teabher Attxtudeflnve?tory,'the Tralnlng Module 5

t 1 ' .
Questlonnalre, and the Post’Trainlng Questionnaire. ~ = Y ‘ »
S, . . N l‘ . v . — J,« . AN AN , . . f‘ B N

- ' ‘ ‘ i v ' - " .‘ - ) A‘ . > ,
Anale1s QQ Results of the CST ' - L o L
. l [

. e ‘I‘ableLl sho{vs pre and post-tést mearls, standard dev.\atlons, and/N s
L] » LI . [} ﬂ; . "

on the Cur:}cdﬁum Speczflc Test. These statlstlcs are reported only for

th%Fe who took both pre and post- tests and, therefore,fthe N! s-reported

e

méy be sx}ghtly smaller than the agtual number present for parts of the

S .
training.' it also indicates the percent of total possible score which the.
! gain - ' . .

Dre to post test galn represents (p0551ble score = ' %). 2
) . , . N F

In orxder. to as ertaLn the pretestlplfferqnces ﬁ?lch existed across !

+ sites for kno&ledgetpf each module! a one¢-way analysis of variange was

N . 3

v : : : . ‘
run on each of the subtests of the CST, as well as for the total of ail

subtests. ,Since each subtest measures the objéctivés‘from a given module,.

5\ ¢

‘the results of this ANOVAlglVe 1nformatlon on specific content areas. 1f

,the ANOVA was significant, multlple t—tests ;ere ;erformed between 51tes

in order to determine where significant differanes occurred. Cqmplete J

ANOVA tables for these results ean be found in Zppendix G, and a discussion

of the pretest results for each module @; given below. '

\

-A. Module 1 (Instruction) -. No pretest differences were
I present across sites. |

B. Module 2 {(Working With Others) - Gallipolis, Ohio,

significantly (p <.05) outscored California, '

Pennsylvamia. This difference may be due to pre-

vious training or experiences received by the Ohio

-

P



’ o oo N
N S , ~ Table 1 7
‘ - N [, ) A
N Means, Standard Deviations, and N's for Pre and Post=Test =~
: : : ‘ " Curriculum Specific Measures Across Sites* ', N .
1 . — - : -
. . ‘ Htsvl Galli Warren Calif : - Total -
- K o . ~ N=26 4 N=12 N=13'- N=50 ‘. N=101
T : :

N T o . - 15.69 18.33 .. 16.15 - 15.50 ' 15.97
csT1 Y, | Pre . sp - 5,20  6.36 “16.54 Y 15.70 ... 5.72
Instruction ® 25.77° . 30.33 25.000 25,28 .  25.97.

1 44 1tems ‘ Post  gp 7.69 7.94 T 507 - ' 6.72 7.00
R . C % gain T 23 - 27" 20 22, 23
: ) | "X a.sl 6.50° , .4.23 _ 3.78 4.43
csT 2. | rre sb -3:30 (3,23 3.30 2.17 . 2.86
Working With Others|, X 13.88 - 18.00 9.85 12.34 13.09
1 27" I tems “ Post  ¢p - 5,01° 4.35 3.48 ., 4.74 “4.91
- © % gain , 34 ‘43 21 232 '3
: : — . X 17.35 ¢ 22.00 21.85 20.78 20.18
: | CST 3- ' Pre SD ° 5.67 . 0.85 2.85 2.89 4.01
- HOPE Process - R 23.12 26.08 21.31 23.44 23.40
.| 29 Items Post  sp - 3.06 ©  2.02 - 3.82 2.62 ©  3.04
o ‘ % gain, .20 14 - -2, . 9 : 11
) - —i 1.
| . J ; oo,
® - 7.58 12.42 12.92 9.3z 9.70
CST 4 bre SD . 7.38 5.85 4.21 7.03 6.83
. child Development | . % 14.88 15.25 14.38 12.70 13.78
4 Items Py Post SD 5.45 3.79 4.29 5.61 5.25
% gain 30 12 6 14 17
, { B ‘
- R 45.42 59.25 .  55.15 ' 48.46 49.82
CST | Fre SD 15.17 14.18 11.25 14.66 14.77
Subtotal - % 77.65 - 89.67 70.23,  73.76 76.19
124 Items .| Post  .gp 17.05 12.31 12.08 ™ 13.74 '15.07
; % gain 26 .+ 25 12 20 . 21
~ ¢

: ® . 4.9

CST 5 . Pre sp . ' 5.66

Materials % ‘ 39.23 46.90

101 Items T | Post  gp , 22.55 22.46

% gain _ .42

. K N C
R

' X “ ’ 59.42

CST Pre SD T 38.78

Total : 2 B . 109.77 120.66

225 Items Post  gp 28.67 30.54

‘ % gain ) 27

L, <

ERIC

ioo* Only those trainees who took both pre and post-tests' are included.



Y . . . : ' s . 2 -
droup whﬁch Qad been working as home visitors for
[ ' . P \ . ' , . ) - '
more! than @ year. 7, : . .ot .

¢ ol 3
y

C. Module 3 (HOPE Process) - Gngipolié and California l
. « . . M b ‘. . o ! v
significgntlﬁ {p <.001), outscored Huntsville, Alabama.
] ‘ . PO .7 . . S T
" Thig finding is difficult/to interpret since Gallipolis | .
- s , - L

F

had experiehce witﬁ thé HOPE' Protess and Calffé{nia ' ’
' did not; and bo _Qi these sites sgtscored a lbgatibn T .
" :(HuntEQillé) wﬂttp alsg had experience wi th the HOPE,
Process. -Tée mﬁét likely explanation‘would be thaﬁ ?hef‘
California trainees had some priér knowledée of the
HOPE Process obtained from their supervisors, which e
subséquengly igflated thei; pretest attainment.

D. Module 4 §Child‘Development) - No différences across

sites. ’ ‘ v . ' . k\_

™ s
E. Total score for all modules - A significant difference N

(p)<.05) existed across mo&ﬁ;es, with the Gallipolis

*site outscoring Hintsville. This may reflect a aif-

. ”» _ . o
ference in overall verbal ability between the two groups. ‘)

. , . Cora. ]

- 2 N

Having ascertained the pretest differenc&s across sites, the next ques-

i

tion concerns the significance of differences between pre and post-testing

for each site acré&éﬂgﬁe modules of instruction. ‘The following shows results * »

~

apf the correlated t-tests on gain scores for all sites across modules. See

appendix G for the corresponding statistical tables.

A. Module 1 (Instruction)} - All sites-showed significant

FS . .

gains {(p <.001) from pre to post—testihg on this module, -

’with’Gallipolis showing the largest gain, followed by

Hunﬁsvifle, california, and Warren County. . s

)

i



.
.

. and Warren County in that order.

» . :
to difterences in

—

‘ : . SR
P " . v .

; A 3
Module. 2} (Rorking With 'Others) - All sites showed

i r .. ' ‘ : *

. ‘ [ N
significant gains (p.<.001) from pre to post-testing

/ ST ‘
on this'module again with Gallipolis showing the
. R . F "

largest’gain,;fdlldWed by Huntsville,
) 3 " B

t ‘.‘ At
Cali%ornia,

.

PR ) L, . .
Module 3 (HOPE Process} - Huntsville, Gallipolis, and
.l te pary i

,Califprﬁia showed significant gains (p <.001)- on this '

module, while Warren County did not. Thistay,be dle N

teaching style or order.of presenta-’

L) »

tion at.-this site. 'Subjective impressions of an
’
evaluator at this'site indicated that the group- 5.

seemed disinterested or distracted during much df
. ot '
this sesgion. T . '

) . v,
MOd&lg 4 (Child Development) - This module showsd *

4 v

signifiéaﬁt‘gains.in Huntsville (p <.001) and Cali-

“fornia‘(p <.01) and failed to show any gains at the

.other two sites. One reason for this may be that

{ . P 4

‘the test items measuring this module covered material

\
. '
which was not presented in a consistent style across
ks

the four training‘sites;.'The training éechniques L
used in Huntsville and California are'those whicﬁ
should be included in the revised métg;ials.

Module 5 (Materials) - This module was given at all
sites, but a decision.was maée that evaludtion withiq

training did not cover the material and that test

" items should be added to the CST to cover this module.



e

- . . .
¢ /

Therefore, only one site (California)’has‘pre and - o : '

post;test scores available. The galns Were sxgn1f1¥

) ¢ N
Cr ‘ cant at' this slte (p <, 001), and At can be assumed /

that ‘the method of teacﬁing used in this ¢ase. was
Lo e . ‘ ,

. Co < effective.i . - cty ¢. L ' ﬁ g . j -

r}

an ana1y51s of covarlance (ANGOVA) was performed on the post test ‘scores,

uSLng the pretest as the covarlate. Slnce pre and post -test Scoxes on Module

9 (Matorlals) were avallable from only one 51te, as we explalned /ve, these
\11 +

scores were not included in the ANCOVA. The field test sites were/the 1nde-

g { <
L v 3

pendent varlable and the CST and MTAI were consldered as the: dependent varl-

ﬁables. The followlng description summarlzes the results of the ANCOVA for each

’
1

- vaﬁdable. Complete ANCOVA tables can be found in Appendix G. -

A. Module 1 (Instruction) - A significant difference existed

, . across sites (p <.085) on'poet—tests. The mean scores for
eachtsite ranked-as'follows: Gallipolis, Hgntsville,\warfen

: SN County, California. - . v , ’

B 7.
g . K .

1
B. Module 2 (WOrklng With® Others) - A s1gn1flcant difference

]

existed across sites (p <.001) on post-test after covariahce.
L] \ .
H

+The S1tes mean scores ranked as follows: -Galllpolis, Hunts-

ville, cCalifotnia, Warren Gounty.

C.” Module 3 (HOPE Process) - A significant difference existed
* 5 <, .

. - ; § , » )

across grgups (p <.001) with mean scoreé for sites ranking

A i f

Gallipolis, California, Warren County, and Huntsville. !

-

i . . \
'D. Module 4 (Child Development) - No differences existed across
sites. This finding‘feplicatee the results of the ANOVA

on pretest scores; where no differences -were found. .

L3




E.'ﬁCST'Total “ A significant difference existed across sites

’
. .

“on the fotal sgfrepof the CSﬁ”(p <,01).

'déllipolis, Warxen Coﬁnty, Huntsville, and

»

aé fOIIOWS:

. R .
. “ >

California. This ranklng suggests that practxce in’

teachlng had;po effect on: the attainment of the s1tes,

since*Hpntsv1lle and Gallipolis Were‘concurrently taught‘ .
- - ’ ¢ . .

 first, fol%éwed by Warren County, and then California,:

-

.
W ’ . .

If pragctice in teaching had a large effect on attainment’
E) X \‘ . * ) . .

. ’

- .. across groups, we wouldTeXpect the ranking at sites on Y

! T . . P - '.§
attainment'torbe the reverse of the sequence of teach-

1

.

~ing (i,e:, Ca;ifgrnia'woﬁlaﬂraﬁk first, and’ Huntsville .

. z K - . e . '

' The. sites ranked .~

19

.and Gallipdlis would rank last).
Ve ' .

. »

ability and/or motivation.

i

The Qroup at Gallipolis -

may have outsco}ed theix‘peers because of'highe}‘verbAI

~

This-is further confirmed by

‘ﬁ /

the relat1ve1y hlgher standlnq of Gallipolls oq the pre-

test.

Ay

1

X

Table 2

A

CST Data Results Summary Table

Table 2 summarizes the results of these analyses.

.

Pre vs.

[

. . Pretest Post-fes; Post
CST Subtest/Module’ ANOVA ANCOVA t-Test
N .
CST 1 .Instructi4n No diff. Sig. Qiff. Sig. gains at all 4 sites
C38T 2 Working.With Cthers Sig. diff. Sig. diff. ‘Sig. gains at'all 4 sites
CST 3 HOPE Process sig. Aiff. Sig. diff. Sig. gains at' 3 sitaes :
CST 4 Helping Our Children Sig. diff No diff. §ig. gains at 2 gites
Grow and Develop . . ) .
CST 5 Matefiate N.A.* N.A. .Sig. gains at only site
- - v
' . ¢ .
CST Total Sig. diff. Sig. diff " Sig. gains at all 4 sites
' . R . .

Y
s

: 3 .
*Not Applicable ~
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~ Analysis of Results of the MTAI . .
; Thé?Minnesota Teacher‘Attitude Inventory was given on a pre and poét-

[

test basis to all trainees’ to ascertaln the ex1stence of any changes 1n

\
attltude toward chlldren and teachlng. In effect, the MTAI was a measure

of secondary effects of tralnlng. Table 3 suﬁmarizes the results of the
v g o

£ -
- ’

/  MTAL across SLtes.

. ’ e , ' ’ .
. ] . B N R i R .

o ; ‘Table 3
MTAI Pre and Post—@est Means and Standard Dev1at10ns .
‘ by Sites and Total Sample S '
: [
- ) . » | Htsvl | Galli warren | Calif Total
: 2 | N=21 . N=12 N=12 N=36 - N=81
N Cel . .
: ‘ % | 39.52 24.25 | 42.83 29.24 36.76
Pretest sp | 39.09 | 39.00 34.04 35.51 46.61
- = YO | 42.19 | 32,75 | 36.50 39.69 38.84
, FostrTeste ' sp | 42.46 43.59 43.32 32,79 | 37.85

: . . Y .
NO pre or post-test differences existed acrosg groups for the MTAI and

L3

no significant gaina wére foudd for any individual site.or for all sites

;combined. Thus , nd deasurable‘changes in attigude took place as a result

of training and all Sites Weré.equiva}ent'in their attitude toward children
. and’teaching. A bidnificant éréduct moment (r) correlation »f r = .45
existed‘beéween post CST tests (qu.'l-4i and the'post'MTAI gcores, indicating
that individuals’ who scored highly on the CST tended to have the highest

:

scores on the MTAI.

Analysis of Results of the TEQ

During the training session the trainees were presented with a Training
> ' ’ » . ’ !

Module Questionnaire to rate cach component of instruction. The dataion the

»

Q . : - 4
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items 'Uf the TMQ by modu&es'and across modules are presented in Table 4.

B

Appendix H contains tables of‘percentage responses of trainees on ‘the items
of the TMQ for modules by sites and across sites.

Across sites the trainees felt that the modules were "very interesting". »

f

The mean percentages of ;ésponses for this item showed Module 5 (Materials) ¢
to be the most interestiﬁg (84.6%) and Module 1 (Instruction),to be the

least interesting.(7l.4§). oo
Most of the trainées found the modules to be "fairly simple"” with ‘the

.

_exception of Module 5 (Materiais). :ihis module was ranked "very easy““by
most (57.8%), - - | o

The méjority of traine;s rankéd the-modules as being "very usefﬁl".
Module 5 (Materials) réceived the highest-percentage’ (71.5%) and Mgdule 3
(HOPE Eroéess) gééei§éd the‘lowest percentage (62.5%W ; P

The traineés felt that gge'modules Qere "very well presenteé“ with‘the
exception'oﬁ ﬂodule 1 (Instnuction)[,which most of tge trainégs felt was -

N

"adequate". A greater percentage of traine%E'(d.ﬁ%) felt that Module 3
. ‘1 i} )

(HOPE Process) was "boorly done" which nmay have influenced their, opinion

- 1

of the module's usefulness, as recorded above. The presentations may have
been rated as "pcorly done" because little structure was provided by the

Y I . . . :’_"
trainers and most work was done on an individual basis by the trainees. *

.

The majority of the trainees felt that they could go gn to, the next
module. Of those trainees who wished to retake a module, the highest pér-

cenéage occurred for.Module 3 (HOPE Process - 29.7%) and the lowest percentage
. . . T i

occurgsd for Modu}e‘z {Child Develop@ent -21.1%),

Iﬁ regard tO'{ength of seqment of training, most of the trainees félt

‘tﬁat thq}tiheg{nter;al was about righ% with the highest pe;cent of résponses

» ¢ v ‘ , .



. Table 4

Percentage Responses of Trainees on the Items of- the
Tralnlng Module .Questionnaire (TMQ) by Modules

"and Across Modules h
} L *ACTOSS
. TMQ Item Response - . I WO HP | Ch M Modules/Sites
"A. 1. Boring - . 2,52 2.26 2:55 1.75  1.47 2.09
2. - ALl right ' " 26.05 19.77 25.00 25.44 .13.97 20.586
‘3. 1Interesting 71.43 77.97 .72.45 72.81 84 .56 ° 7734 <
, : ' ' . r .
, B. 1. Complicated 16.22 13.04. 16.04 10.62 3.00- o v10.92
‘ 2. Fairly simple 49.55 55.43 57.75 61.95-40.90 ~  '52.10
’ . . 3. Very easy _ 34.23 21.52 26.20 27.43 56.00 36,97
C. 1. Uuseless . 1,67 1.73 3.00 o0.88 " 1.54 ©  1.95
. 2. Of some help - 32,50 30.06 34:50 34.51 26.93 27.59 .
N . 3. . Very useful : ~+ 65.83 68.71 62.50 64.60 71.54 ' 70.45
¢ . ’ 1
. | ' -
D. 1. Poorly done © - o0.83 d.00 4.79 0.000 0.76 1.62,
2 o ' -~ 52,07 26.44 46.71 38.05" 22.90 29.90 T
3. Very wdll done .~~~ ."° 47.11 73.56 48.50 61.95 76.33 68.48 .
E. 1. I wisi I were home *15.05 17.36 14.84 °13.33 19.33 17.14
i 2. I could go on . 60.02 58.33 55.48 65.56 57.14 57.06
3. I could take. it over 24,73 24.31 29.68. 21.11 23,53 ©25.80 -
F. 1. Wasn't enough time  20.37 16.09 14.04 18.92 33.33 ©19.13 . -
. 2.¢PLength about right . 70.37 77.01 78.65 71.17 $8.14 . 73 25
3. Too long, ', s 9.26. 6.90 7. 3¢ 9.91 -8.¢3 }//
G.” 1. Many things not covered = _ 32.14. 32.93 '42.37 43.40 35.16 .
2. Few things ot covered - 47.32 38,92  42.37 37.74 43,63 4Q.9 '\
. 3. Covered everything = - 20.54 28.14 15.25 18.87 24.22% 21031,
. . ~ . . .::
L] . hs 1"’ .
#*Mddule Code: Instrivction (1), WOrklng With Others (WO), HOPE Process (MP), Chxld
- Development (CD), and Materlals (M) . o
! . . .
’ ' o o )
L !
i * ‘
. »
. rd
\ of
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. ocdhrring for Module 3 (HOPE ‘Process - 78.7%) and the lowest. percentage
occurring for Module 5-(Materials - 58,13, For Module 5, 33.3% of the

trainees felt that not gfough time was devoted to materials.

.

- Most of the trainees felt that there werc some or many things that they
. . ' .
fe needed to krow about the content area of the modules. .The highest percentage
b .

felt that they needed to know more about Module 3 (HOPE Process - 85.7%),

e
¢

.while the smallest percentage of trainees felt‘that they needed to know

~

more about Module 2 (Working With Others - 71.9%); ’ . '
Analysis of the TMQ data with respect to sites and modules indicated
- that the trainees, inggeneral, felt that the training materials were fairly

&~

-simple but yet interesting. Not only did the trainees feel that the materials
L - A )
-, were generally very well done, but also that the materials would be ;,very useful

o

in fulfilling thetr role-as home visitors. Most trainees, however, did"

. v . .
express a desixe to move on to.the next topic even. though many indicated

-

I3

that there were still things that they needed to know about the topics.
A%

Nearly three-fourths of the trainees indicated that the training sessions

were of an appropriate length.

:

Analysis of Results of the PTQ

s -
.Analysis of the data obtained from the Pdst Training Questionnaire

(Appendix E). indicated that the trainees felt that Module 3  (HOPE Précess)

was most directly-related to what they needed to know as a home visitor.*

4

Modfle .1 (Instruction) and Module 2{Working with -others) were second and

.

third in being considered most directly related to the job requircments.

*The apparent contradi~tion between this finding and the M) cuestion
dealing with usefulness may be explained by the fact that much of this module
was self-taught and difficult to comprehend. This is to sdy, the home visitbrs
felt that the content was most relevant, but that the style of presentation was
inadequate.
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The trainees indicated that ali,modules were understdbd eq&élly well ‘except
for‘the Child Development (Moddle 4) médule, which was understood least. The

/ traineces also indicated that they believed they would use the HOPE Process

x ..‘ ¢
(Module 3) module very'soon in fulfilling their role as home visitors, but -

¥

" that the Community Survey component of the Working With Others modul® (Module °

. 2) would not be of any use in the near future. When asked to rate the overall

quality of the training program, nearly three-fourths (72.7%) rated the train-

ing as good and nearly one- fourth (24.5%) razed the tralnlng as excellent,;

“

(Actual figures for the PTQ may be found in Appendix I.)

Evaluation Sugmqu
The analyses of thg data %ollecéed'at the four train%ng sites indicate .
overall that the t?ainee; dié learn from the instruction as measured by the
CST. Even thqugh the training materials were qf a’prototypic nature, 'in our
judgmént_tﬁe detrimental effects (if any) of the materials being in an ipitial

state of development were apparently 6verwhelmingly otﬁéet by the‘eagerness

£y

of the trainees and the content per se.

A Curriculum Specific Measure- (CST) was created to measure the effective-

|
I

ness of the training in te;ms of achievement of specific program objectives.
Each instructiornal module included ijectiveé which were measured on thé CST,
as well as objectives which were assessed during training.. fhe objeétives
éor each module were translated into test items and weré gJouped‘into sub-
v : . , .
tests on the CST. These subtests included items on Instruction, Working
With Others, the HOPE Process, Aelpiﬁg Our ¢hildren Grow and Develop, and’
Materials. A total scoré for all modules was also computed. '

The CST was administered on a pre and post-test basis at four training

sites and three series of analyses were performed on the resulting data.




\

, First, an analysis of variance on pretest scores was performed to ascertain

'

if differences existed across sites. Second, t-tests were performed within

' sites to measure cHange from pre to‘postitesting.‘ And, third, an ahalysis

of covapiance‘ﬁas performed across sites using pﬁetest scores as the covariate
to detexrmine differences at the end of the training.

4

The Gallipolis Site scbred'higher on the CST pre and post-test than did

} .
» . 4 i, . . " a il e v
fayoring that site. Generally, all groups showed significant gains in knowl-

the nther sitesf which may reflect a differenqe ?h verbal ability or knowledge
edge of éﬁe content of't;aining frgm pre to posﬁ;testinga Two modgies (thosg~sh
’dea}ing with,the HOPE Process and Child Development) faiied to show statié-
tically signif%cant.gains §t all siges and shoulé bé'emphasizedﬁmor; peavil?

iﬁ future revision of the training méterials, . The results of the analyses
indicate that the materials weré effechiQé in reaching a number of the‘Objec—
tives' included in tfaining, and that the training package is effective Qith

a variety of tyées pf home Visitors and programs, .

A questionnaire (TMQ) was administered after each trainipg session to
elicit opinions - about the various modules. Across modules (écross sites,
also) the modal descriétqrs were majority descriptors except for the last
one in the following list. The descriptors whic¢h received the most frequent
respoﬁses were: interesting, fairly simplé, very useful, ver; well done,
the trainee would like to qo on to the next presentaéion, theAlength was
about right,. there are a few things which the trainees needs to knoy.

The module on Instruction differed from the average in that it was cate-
gorized as "fairly simple" and that tho.preseﬁtgtion wdsifO.K.“’instead of

"very well .done". Thé module on the HOPE Process differed from the average

in that it failed to achieve a majority response of '"very well done" on the
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L)

presentations. The Materials module was reported as "very easy" instead of

‘"fa}rly simple”. The module on Child Developnent was viewed as leaving "a

lot to krnow" father than leqving just a "few things to know". The ﬁodule
on Workiny With chers did not differ from thé average for thé other modules .
in the modal or @ajoéity descripto;s.
A measure of attitude towards children (MTAI} was also administered on
a pre and post training basis, which showed no significané cﬁange in atti-
tudes taking place aé any of the four training sites. -
Finally, a Post Training Questionnaire (PTQ) was created to elicit
information about the total training program. Althongh specific individuals
felt certain topics Were not adequately covered or other topics were irrele-
vant, most of the traxnees felt that the materlals were satxsfactory and
needed only some fev131on.
In view of the analyses Lohducted on attainment of knowledge and changes
in attitude, the‘followiné general recommendations can be madg:
1. \Modulgs_3 (HOPE Process) and 4 (Child Development) need to
be given more emphasis. during traiging.
2. Module 2 (Working With Others) needs tc be made more rele-

vant to the experiences of home visitors in their professional

capacity.
3. More interaction should bé‘present between the traiper(s) and

the trainees during the presentation of the HOPE Process

(Module 3) ' .

K

4. The CST should be revxsed in llght of changes in program '
~content and should be shortened to facilitate evaluatlon
5. The MTAI should be deleted as a summative evaluation instru-
ment, and should not be included as a part of the training

L I

package.
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.

The TMQ should be revised from its‘general format and
bé.designéd,specificaily for each training session.
Responsés should also be made more specific.

fhe'PlQ should be revised to provide‘mOSe useful

14
information for evaluation.

’

P
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;" Outline of

) “Home Visitor's and Parent's Notebooks

s
g

Home Visitor's Notekock
Sections

Introduction

Materials

Instructional Techniques
Interaction

Child Development
In-Service )

Resources

‘Activities L
Home Visitor's Guide
Parent's Guide . R
Group Experience Guides

- Parent's Notebook
Sections:

Introduction -

" Cchild Development
Parent's Guide
Activities
Resources

o . \
Q ’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“cutline of
HOPE Training Modules

Introductory Module:

Components:

1, Hello, I am ; who are ‘ ?

2. Home Visitor Behaviors Test
3. Introduction to Evaluation.
¥ 4. . The Educational BOM
f}s. _ Pretest
6.f How to Use the Home Visitor's Notebook
Module I‘— Instruccional Techniques
Compon;nté: |
1. 1Introduction to Teaching and Learning
2. Developing Questioning Skills
3. fhuilding Better‘Listening Techniques
Module II - Working With Others . LA
Components: ) 4
1. Developing Respect *
2. Developing Ef fective Communication Skills
3. Developing Problep-Solving skills
4. Developing Self-Awareness
: ' 5. Conducting a Community Survey ' :
‘ Modgle III - HOPE Process
Components:
1. What is HOPE?

2. What a Home Visitor Does,

3. Preparation‘for the First Visit to the Home




Y ¢ ‘ : 4551" .
;(Ib % e .

‘ ) [ 3

4. parents as Teachers df Their Children
S. Appropriate and Lﬁapéropriate Behaviors of Home Visitors”
6. Plénning Homé‘visits |
Module 1V - child Develop;r;ent' : ¢
iCo%ponénts: .
1. Cﬂ;rgcieristics of ‘Children ; .
2. Rbilities of Chi&dreh
3. Child Growth and beveiopment ' EA.
Mbdule Vv - Materiéls t |
Components: .
1. Intfoduction to Materials
2. Learning to'Use Materials Found in the Home.
‘3. learning to Use Free Materials
4, Learning to Use Purchasea_Materialé
5. Learning to Use the Parent's Notebook
Concluding Module:
Components:

1. Post-Test

2. Evaluation (by Trainees) of Training

. e

32
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List of Planned
Inservicde Training Modules

Modules: . ..
I. Planﬂing betweéﬁ H.V., G.E.L.; F.D.
IIf ‘Teachingvby moéeling
I11. Teaching By demonstration
1v. Teaéhing by d;scovery
v. Teaching by tgiling‘
VI. Teaching by dialogue
VII. "“Regression in service of the ego"
VIII. Simplebheélth problems of 3-, 4;, 5-yeér-olds
IX. Techniqﬁes of diécipline
X. Techniqhes of communication ‘ '
Xi. Cognitive developmént of children
XII Psychémotor development of children
XIII. Affective development of children
XIV. Behavior modification

, R . . L .
XV. Setting up an effective instructional environment .

XVI. Good mental health practices for the home

> 4

.

ERIC . -
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. Curriculum Specific Test -7
> v } ! ’ . "

| L]

Instructions for HOPE Training Test <,

"

- * * R N C
The followihg  test is designed to measure the things you will learn from

the HOPE'Tnaininngackage.‘ You will take “the test twice, once,before training

and once after its completion.  When you first take the test, you aréd not
expected to know the answers-to many of the questlons. 4You are taking the
test the first time so we will knéw how much you know about the HOPE Program
before we start.. If you cannot answer any of the questlons, that's fine. In
any casc, answer to the best of your ability both times you take the test.

\\\Answer each questlon on the test sheet 1tse1f, and be sure to put your
name *on the top of the first sheet, Some questions will ask you to write
conplete answers, while others will ask you to select! answers which are cor-

°rect or to mark a statement true or false. IFf _you have any questlons, please
ask one of your instructors.:

1. To the best of your .ability, deYine the word “question".

2.- List one reason for using open questions.

. .
b ,
-
”~

3. List one reason for using closed questions.

4. From the following list of words or phrases, selegt those which commonly
begin ogeﬂ questions and place a mark in the appropriate space provided
beside each. Then select those which commonly begln closed questions

t

and place a mark in the appropriate space. \
Closed : Open
in your opinien

which

could you

o~

why do you agree : .
where did you

would yeu

what do yoﬁ think about

did »

why

O — —

ERIC

. K .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . .
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Sf “Rewrite each of the following closed questions into open format (you\need
" not amswer the guestions).
A. What is the best way to bake a pineapple upside-down cake? *
' B. When did Johnny first &tart to talk?

3

. . Does Susy fell well?

6. From the follwoi;g list of questions, select those which call for an
unlimited response and place a mark in the appropriate space. Then
identify those which call for a limited response and place a mark in
the appropriate space beside the word or phrase.

Unlimited Limited

What is.....?

What .can you say abo;t....?
Tell me about...

What do you know about....?
When did you...:?

Is there....?

What should you....?

What about...

7. Describe two ways to encourage learners to respond to questions. .

8. List ten words - phrases which can be used for positive reinforcement
of a correct response to a question.

-



9.

i
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Define, to the best of your ability, the wd;d "teaching".

I

10. Define, to the best of your ability, the word "learning".

11.

From the follwoing list, circle four answers which best describe the
cues used by an.effective listener.

.

(o2 U s BN SOV I NP )

Relaxed, nonchalant attitude
Smiling

Staring at the floor

Nodding head yes °

Looking other person in the eye
Gesturing with your hands

12. In the space below define the following ways that you can respond to
remarks which encourage the learner to answer. :

A.

B.

C.

Reward/punish - s :

Extending information -~

Redirect the fesponse -

v

T

13. To the best of your ability, list four techniques that demonstrate
respect.

14.

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The following list of questions are those which you might ask yourseif
after a telephone interview regarding a community survey. Circle the
three guestions which are the most important.

O s W N

.

.

I

Did I ask the name cf the party I spoke to?
Did I introduce myself clearly?

Was 1 pleasant? ,

Was the telephone connection adequate?

Did I state my purpose in calling?

Nid the other party like me?

Did I make myself clear by asking guestions
"where”, "how many", or "what"?

k]

which began with “who",
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In order to effectively show information about a community resource,

. 15.

q’ a number of important questions must be answered. In the space below,
list nine of the most important questions which you can ask about a
community resource.

;
\
16. All communication can be divided into three basic parts. List these
parts below.

17. Effective speakinq:involves a number of basic techniques or principles.

List three of these principles below.
i
.

18. Communication between two individuals is influenced not only by content
(what you say) but by other factors as well. List five (5) nonverbal
techniques that effect communication.

w
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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20.

21.

22.

23.

40

What is thé major goal of the‘ﬁOPE program? (Circle your answer.)

To
To
.To
To

.
¢
‘

[NV S o

make children better
improve children's social responsibility
improve the parent-child interaction

make parents better

What are the major purposes of the television program? * (Cirgle 2 answers.)

To
To
To
To
To

(SRR OV S

keep children occupied

‘be a "text book" for parents, children, and staff
make learning fun and easily available

provide an alternative to Sesame Street

give children an advantage in school _

What are the main purposes of the home visit? (Circle 4 answers.)

To
To
To
To
to
To
To
To

s Lo DO

~ O
« e

sustain interest in the program . I
provide information for local social aqenc1es

provide companionship for lonely parents

provide related TV materials and assist the parent in learning
teach the child

observe and discuss the needs of each child with the parent
enlist the parent's partlclpatlon in the education of the Chlld
teach the child social interaction in group settings

Which of the following are the main purposes of the group session?
(Circle 3 answers.)

provide for distribution of home materials

accustom cifildren to meeting new people

help children to work and play together

provide an hour's\"free” time for the mother

acquaint children with an atmosphere that is more like school

than home

1. To
2. To
3. To
4. To
5. To
oo the

following statements describe the process through which the HOPE

materials are interrelated? (Answer true or false.)

True

True

False 1. Through the use of materials for parents, children,
and staff, based upon a common curriculum

Fale 2. Through the use of information and suggestions for
perents, children, and staff about how the program
can be changed to fit the individual needs and
abilities of children
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25,

26..

ERIC
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which of the following correctly describe the responsibilities of the

home visitor? (Circle 5 answers:) c v

1. Serve as the primary instructor of the child )

2. Demonstrate through modeling certain basic techniques that are
effective in teachér/learner interactions :

3. Sustaln the child's interest and involvement

4. Interpret the objectives of the TV lessons, and a551st1ng the parent
in selecting an appropriate learning experience ‘from the guide that
serves the needs of the 'individual child

5. View the daily television léssons with the child

6. Provide and 'interpret basic resource material to the parent, e.g.,
Parents’ Guide, child activity‘materials, and other resources as

. needed v

7. Provide appropriat: data to elther materlals production team, unit
team, or the evaluation staff

8. Serve 4s a resource to the parent in obtaining and prov1d1ng infor-

mation about available community resources that may be used for
special needs the child or family may hdve, and if necessary, pro-
viding assistance in obtaining these services

’

Which of the following statements: describe the responsibilities of the
parents involved in the HOPE program? (Circle 5 answers.)

oW N
e e e e s

~ O

Serve as primary instructor of the chilg

Locate and utilize community resources for the child

Participate in group training sessions

Interpret her goals and aspirations for the child tolthe home visitor
Provide information to the home visitor about the child's interests
and progress observed throughout the week

Prepare the children for high level reading skills

Participate with the child in daily follow-up activities

Provide information for continuing improvement of materials and
program operation

Circle four answers which best describe the steps in planning a home visit.

(983

w

Obtain information on the upcoming television programs :
Secure advice of group session leader and other home visitors during
weekly conference

Obtain direction from field director

Use both formal and informal records of home visits as sources of
information .

Have a planning session by telephone with the parent

Consider the interests, abilities, previous activities, and progress
made of both the cnild and the parent

Study Parents' Gulde dand Home Visitor's Guide carcfully




3

27. Which of the following statements best describes the purpose of the
weekly planning conference? (Circle one.)

1. The purpose of the weekly conference is to obtain explicit directions
from supervisory staff on the next week's activities. ‘
2. The purpose of the weekly planning conference of the field team is
to share experiences, observations, ideas, and reactions with
co-workers that will.be helpful in planning for the weekly home
visits and group sessions. ' -

28. " List two types of home visit records and state the purpose of each.

29-54. Use the following words and phrases‘to éccurately £ill in the chart below.

Tea party : 10. Can Communicate 18. Controls body

1.

2. Becomes independent 1l. Group games 19. Protection from the elements
3., Trust 12. Running games 20, Finger plays

4. Uses scissors 13. Sing songs 21. Talked to

5. Fond . 14. Grows physically 22.. Acts out nursery rhymes

6. Allowed to talk 15. Read stories 23. Develops language

7. Grows socially 16. Throws ball 24. Plays store

8. Shelter ‘ 17. Makes friends

‘9, Chore ’

Child Development Chart
Characteristics Needs Abilities Activif{es

N\

,‘
|
!

!

e,
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55. In the space below, list four categories of materials used in home
visitation. '

v

1.

-

e
(%4

56, Now, list three reasons for using each category of materials. .

K Cateqgory l: A.

Category 2: A.

Category 3: A.

Il

Category 4: A,

. <

e}

O

ERIC | -

A i1 7ext provided vy eric ‘3
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'57. For each of your four categories above, list five items that could be
. included in each category and list two uses for each

Item Uses
=== N
Category 1: A, _ a. '
\ i ~ N b. Ay
B. a.
b.
C. a.
. b.
D. a.
b.
E. a.
b.
Category 2: A. a.
b.
B. as
b. '
c. a.
N *
. . b.
D. a.
b.
]
E. a.
b.
~N
Category 3: A, . a.
b.
B. a
- ~ ‘
b.
C. A
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D. a.
: b.
E. a.
b.
Category 4: A, a.
b. |
B. a.
b.
. C. ¢ a.
b.
D. a. B
b.
E. a.
b.

In the space below, list 10 free materials which you can obtain and
indicate where each might be obtained.

i
Material Source

1. A,
Z B.
3 C.
q. D.
5 E.
6 F.
7. G.
8. H.
9. I.

10. > J'
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. \ . . . .
From the list below, select those five criteria which are most important
for buying children's toys.\ Underline the letter of the five most
important criteria. \\

a. Was it advertised widely? \\

b. Could it have more than one‘use?

c. 1Is it plastic? \

d. Does it enlist the partlclpatlon of the Chlld?
e. Is it safe to use?

f. Is its design attractive?

g Does it enable the child to develop physically?
h. 1Is it inexpensive?

i Does it have small detachable parts?
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£

Post-Training Questionnaire

E]

A major factor in determining the future success of this training program
is your opinion of the materials which yqu have received. .The following ques~
tionnaire will help us to understand youf reactions to the training, so please
answer each question-.as honestly and coﬁpletely as possible. Since it is not
necessary to place your name on this sheet, feel free to express yourself on
anything which concerns you.

&

Which part

Which part
to know as

Which part
-~

Which part

\

§hich part

Which part

nedr future?

of the training did you find most directly related to what

.you need to kriow as a home visitor?

of the tralnlng did you find 1éast related to what you need
a home visitor? . . . '

.' P

of the training did you understand best?
did you-understand least?

of the training do you believe you will be able to use soon?
/

of the training do you feel will not be of any use in the

-

t

Did you feel that the time taken for training was:

too long

a.
b. about right

c. too short

What do you think you still need from training that we did not supply?

What would you leave out that we included?

Why?

Overall, how would you rate the quality of this training? (Circle one.)

poor

-d
14

-

. okay, but needs much change

1
2
3. good, needs some change
4

excellent, needs no change
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Training Period #

N Training Module Questionnaire .
L : .

Please cirle the number of the word which you feel best describes

. the block of training time which you have just completed. - Be as honest
_ as possible in your answers (you need not put your name on the sheet).-

A. Tge period of training which I have just taken was:

1. boring: : ! 2.' all right ‘ 3.'-interesting
?.J This period of training wéé: . |
1. coﬁpligated | 2. vfairly simple 3. very easy

C. I -expect the content of this training pericd to be:

1. useless - 2. of some help in 3. very useful
. my work

D. The presentation itself (other.than the materials) was:
1. poorly done 2. O.X.: : 3. very well done

v

E. Right now I wish:

1. I were home 2. 1 could go on to 3. I could take this
' . the next block of time over

presentation again *

F. As far as the time taken for training is concerned:

1. There really wasn't enough time to cover everyﬁh{ng
2. The length was about right v

3. The training took too long
G.. Now that this period of training is over:
1. There are still a lot of things in this area which I need to know

2. There are a few things which I need to know
3. The training has covered everything I need to know about the subject
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Table Gl

Analysis of Variasnce Table for Pretest ANOVA

Mean Square af F-test Significance
CsT 1:
Among Groups 26.83 3! 0.80 -
Within Groups 33.24 97
CST 2:
Among Groups 25.59/ 3 3.32 .05
Within Groups 7.71 97
CST 3
Among Groups 100.87 3 7.42 .00l
Within Groups 13.59 97
CST 4
Among Groups 116.01 3 2.58 -
Within Groups 45.04 97
CST Total 1
Among Groups 677.30 3 3.28 .05
Within Groups 206.26 97
MTAI Raw:
Among -Groups 830.21 3 0.37 -

Within Groups 2,252.10 78
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. .

Summary of Results on t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test

- (Huntsville)
Difference SE af t-test Significance
csT 1 ' -10.07 1.82 50 -5.54 .001
CST 2 ' " - 9.08 1.18 50 -7.72 .001
csT 3 - 5.77 1.26 50 -4.56 .001
CST 4 - 7.31 1.80 50 -4.06 .001
CST Total 1 4.48 50 -7.20 .001
MTAI Raw 12.60 40 -0.21 --
) )
*
‘Table G3
Summary of Results on, t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test
{Gallipolis)
Difference SE at t~test Significance
CcsT 1 -12.00 2.94 22 ~-4,09 . 002
cST 2 ' -11.50 1.56 22 -7.35 ,001
CST 3, .- 4,08 0.63 22 -6.45 .001
CST 4 - 2,83 2.01 22 -1.41 -
CST Total 1 -30.42 5.42 22 -5.61) 01
MTAI Raw - 8.50 16.89 22 -0.50 --

)



, \ )

Table G4 r~

Summary of Results on t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test
{(Warren Co.)

Difference SE daf t-test Signifiicance

CST 1 - 8.85 2.30 24 -3.86 .001

CST 2 f - 5.62 1.33 24 -4.22 .001

CST 3 0.54 1.32 24 0.41 --

CST 4 - 1.46 1.67 24 -0.88 . -

CST Total 1 ~15.08 4.58 24 -3.29 .01
 MTAI Raw 6.33 15.91 22 0.40 - --

z
Table G5
Summary of Results on t-tests between Pre and Post-Test
(Pennsylvania) ’
:
Difference SE df t-test tsiénificance
- t

CcST 1 - 9.78 1.25 98 - 7.85 .001

CST 2 - 8.56 0.70 a8 -12.17 .001

TST 3 - 2.6h 0.55 98 - 4.82 " .00l

CsT 4 - 3.38 1.27 98 - 2.66 .01

CST Total 1 -25.30 2.84 98 - 8.90 " .00l

CST S -41.94 3.31 938 -12.68 .001

CST Total 2 -61.24 6.98 98 - 8.77 ~.001

MTAI Raw - 2.42 10.928 71 - 0.22 -




Table G6

7 Summary of Results on t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test
for All Sites

Difference  SE af t-test significanpce
cst 1 ¥ ~10.00 0.90 200 -11.06 ,“ .001
cBr 2 - 8.66 - 0.57 200 ~15.26 .001
CST 3 © _ 322 0.50 200 - 6.40 .001
CST 4 - 4.08 0.86 200 - 4.73 .001
CST Total 1 -26.38 2.11 ° 200  -12.50 .001

MTAI Raw - 2.08 6.70 161 - 0.31 -~




Table G7

Summary of Results on CST for Post-Test ANCOVA
for All Sites (CST 1)

Source af  Sum of Mean F Prob,é
' Squares Square Value

Regression 4 5,362.12 1,340.53 33.22 0.0001
Site 3 312.12 104.04 2.58 0.0538
Pre-Post 1 5,050.00 5,050.00 125.17 .0.0001

_Error © 197 7,947.70 - 40.34 |

Corrected Total 201 13,309.82

. 14

Table G8 L

Summary of: Results on CST for Post-Test ANCOVA

\ for All Sites (CST: 2)
' .
3
Source - - df Suym of Mean F Prob.F
\ Squares Square Value
Regression 4 4,226.47 1,056.62 .73.80, 0.0001
Site ’ 3 436.24 145.41 10.16 0.0001
Pre-Post 1 3,790.22 3,790.22 264.72 - 0.0001
Error 197 2,280.65 14,32

Corrected Total 201 7,047.12

- —x




Table G9

Summary of Results on CST “for Post-Test ANCOVA , |
for All Sites (CST 3)

’

Sotirce daf Sum of Mean F | Prob.F
' Squares Square Value -
Regression T4 . 782. 42 195.60 16.77 0.0001
site , 3 - 259.52 86.51 7.42: 0.0002
Pre-Post 1 522.90 522.90 44.84 0.0001
Ervor 197 2,297.43 11.66 '
Corrected Total 201 3,079.85
. . .
Table G110

Summary of Results on CST for Post-Test ANCOVA .
for All Sites {(CST 4)

Source df Sum of Mean F .-~ Prob.F
Squares Square Value

Regression 4 1,107.49 276.87 7.54 0.0001

Site 3 267.18 89.06 2.42 0.0657

Pre-Post 1 840.32 840.32 = 22.88 0.0001

Error 197 7,235.12 36.73

Corrected Total 201 8,342.61




Table Gl1l

Summary of Results on CsT for Post-Test ANCOVA
for All Sites (CST Total 1)

f -
Source df Sum of - Mean F Prob.F
: Squares Square Value
Regression 4 38,754.92 9,688.73 4¢.16 0.0001
Site 3 3,621.77 1,207.26 5.75% 0.0012
Pre-Post 1 35,133.15 35,133.15 167.39 0.0001
Error 197 41, 349,06 209.89
Corrected Total 201 80,103.98
Table Gl2
Summary of Results on Cé& for Post~-Test ANCCOVA N
for All Sites (MTAI Raw)
Source . df Sum of Mean F Prob.F
Squares Square Value
Regression 4 4,168.41 1,042.10 0.74 0.5676
Site 3 2,850.89° 950. 30 0.68 0.5715
Pre~Post . 1 1,317.52 1,317.52 0.94 0.6641
Exror 158 222,096.44 1,405.67
Corrected Total 162 = 226,264.85

——
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‘Summary Data
for
“ Post-Training Questionnaire \

The following information is taken from the PTQ and is presented across =
sites. Due to the nature of the data ({essentially non-quantitativg), analysis -~
on a site-by-site basis was not realistic (in terms of interpretations of
verbal responses as a function of frequency of elicitations per site). There
were 110 trainees responding.to the PTQ, although all did not, respond to each

and every item. Only most frequent responses are listed for each of the items
of the PIY).

Item la. Which part of the training did you find most dlrectly related
. to what you need to know as a home visitor?
There were 124 responses tallied for this item. 7Table Ila -
presents frequencies per component {and module) for those
receiving the most tallies,

€ -
4 Table Ila

Module/Component ‘ Freguency

1. Introductory Exercises 1
{ gl

2. HOPE Process ‘ 43

a. Planning Home Visits 27

b. Appropriatevand Inappropriate 7

Behavior
c¢. Parents as Teachers

—

-

(84

3. Materials . 14
4. Instruction ; | 26
a. Questioning 14
b. Listening -9
5. Working With Others < 22
a. Respect 12
6. -Helping Children Grow and 4
Develop
7. All Related 14

Item 1b. Which part of the training did you find least related to what
you need to know as a home visitor?

There were 73 responsecs tallled for ths item. Table I1b
presents data for Item 1b.




Table Ilb

Area . Frequency
. .
Role-Play.ng a Home Visitor - 8
Community Survey 8
TV Programs : “5.,, ———— )
Testing e S 3
Everythiné Important : 36

Itern 2: Which part of the training]did you understand best?

There were 92 responses tallied for this item. Table 12 presents
data for Item 2.

Table 12
Module/Component N Frequency
1. Introductory Exercises 1
2. HOFE Process 19
a. Planning Home Visits 14
. . . ,
3. Materials 18
| 4. Instruction © 20
a. Teaching and Jearning 8
b. Listening 6
c. Questioning 6
5. Working With Others 16
&, Respect 6
b. Effective Communication 4
¢. Community Survey 3
6. Helping Children Grow and © '
- Develop
a. ¢Child Growth and 5
Development
7. All Understood . 12 -
B

Item 3: Which part>did you understand least?

There werc 50 responses tallied for this item. Table I3 presents
data for Item 3. ' ' :




Item

Table I3

Module/Component

Introductory Exercises
a. Testing

HOPE Process

a. Planning Home Visits

b. What is HOPE?

c. Preparation for First Visit

d. Appropriate and Inappropriate
Behavior

Materials

Instruction
a. Questioning

Working With Others
a. Respect

Helping Children Grow and Develop
a. Characteristics of Children

Understood Everything

-

Which part of the %“raining do you believe you will be able to

use soon?

There were 106 responses tallied for this item,

data for Item 4.
\

! Table 14

/

Mcdule/Component

Introductory Exercises

HOPE Process
a. Plannihg Home Visits

Materials

Instruction
a. Questioning

Working With Others

a. Respect

b. Community Survey

c. Effective Communication

Helping Children Grow and Develop

All-Parts -

Fregu#ng!

4
3

10
3
2
2
2

2

11
10

10
6

6
' 4

13

Freguencz
1
31
26
17
11
6
‘21
9
5
4
1

25

Table I4 presents
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Item 5 Which part of the training do you feel will not be of any use in
the near future?

l~/\ There were 80 responses tallied for this item. Table I5 presents
data for Item S.

Table IS
HModule/Component Frequency
1. Introductory Exercises 0
2. HOPE Process . 4
L
3. Materials 1
4., Instruction ‘ 0
5. Working With Others 10
a. Community Survey 8
6. Helping Children Grow and Develop 0
7. The Part About the TV Program 4
8. All Useful 60 !

Item 6: Did you feel that the time taken for training was: (a) too long,
{b) about right, (c} too short.

There were 109 responses tallied for this item. Table I6 presents
data for Item 6.

\ Tabie 16
Site < ’

California |Huntsville Kittanning* ]| Warren | Gallipolis Total
roo Long ‘ ‘6 ' 4 0 2 2 ; ;4
phout Right 31 21 5 8 8 73
Loo Short 14 1 2 1 0 18
Other ) 1. 1 0’ 2 4
otal - 51 27 8 11 12 109

*A subgroup of the California group.
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Item 7:

Item 8:

Item 9:

71

What do you think you still need from training that we did not
supply?

There were 70 responses tallied for this item. There were 21
responses indicating that all areas of training had been covered.
Six (6) responded that more time should be spend on planning
methods. fTwelve (12) responded that more contact with a real
live home visitor including the problems associated with being

a home visitor and making home visits should be included. Six
{6) felt more time should be spend on child development.

What would'you leave out that we included? Why?

Thére were 79 responses tallied for this item. Forty-eight
(48) responses indicated that nothing should be left out of
the training program, Ten (10) indicated that role playing
activities should be reduced or eliminated because it was
in many cases a waste of time. Four (4) indicated that the
community survey should be eliminated because there was
usually someone with responsibilities for this task. Three
(3) indicated that some videotapes/filmstrips should be
deleted while three (3) also indicated that tests and
questionnaires should be eliminated.

Overall, how would you rate the quality of this training?
(Circle.oné.)

{(a) poor, (b) okay, but needs much change, (¢} good, needs
some change, (d) excellent, needs no change

All 110 trainees responded to this item.
data for Item 9,

Table 17 presents

i f !

Table 17

Gite

Kittanning* | Gallipolis ]| Warren jHuntsville [California |Total

Poor

0 ‘ 0 0 0 4] 0

Ok ay

0 0 0 0 0 0

Good

4 11 8 23 34 80

Excellent 3 ' 1 -4 4 15 27

No Response | 1 o | o 0 | 2 3

1 Total

A

8 /’/ 12 12 27 51

110

A subgrouphqf’the,ca tormia yroup
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General Comments: There were 23 general comments. Thirteen (13) indicated

that the training was great. Another 10 responses dealt with the pre-post

test, pacing and length of training, and lack of integration of training
sessions.
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List of Available Publications
on the HOPE Process
by the
Research and Evaluation Division

Available Evaluation Reports

School Year 1968-69

1. Evaluation Report: Early Childhood Education Program, 1969 Field Test:
Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., March,
1970. ED 041 626 ) '

" School Year 1969-70

4

2. Evaluation Report: innULShlldhood Education Pgé;;am 1969-~-70 Field Test.
Charleston, W, Va. Appalachia Educational /Laboratory, Inc., May,
1971, (Authors: Charles Bertram, Deagelia Pena, Brainard Hines)

3. Evaluaﬁigp Report: Early Childhood Education Program, 1969-70 Field Test,
Summary Report., Charleston, W, Va,: Appalachia-Educaticnal Laboratory,
Inc., May, 1971. ED 052 837

4. Demographic and Socio-Economic Data of the Beckley, West Virginia Area and
’ 1968-70 Development Costs of the Early Childhood Education Field Study.
Technical Report No, 1. ‘Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational
Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971. ED 052 832 (Author: Charles Bertram)

5. Analysis of Intelligence Scores. Technical Report No. 2. Charleston, W. Va,:
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971, ED 052 838
{(Author: Brainard Hines)

6, Attainment of Cognitive Objectives. Technical Report No. 3.  Charleston,
W. Va,. Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971,
ED 052 833 (Author: Brainard Hines) '

- 1. Detalled}Analxgls of La_guage Developmentcof Preschool Children In ECE Program,
‘Techryical Report No. 4. Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Labora-
tory, Inc., February, 1971. ED 052 834 (Author: Brainard Hines)

8. Analysis of Visual Perception of Children in the Early childhood Education
: Program {Results of the Marianne Frostig Developmental Test of Visgual
Perception) . Technical Report No, 5. Charleston, W, Va.: Appalachia
Educational Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971. ED 052 839 (Author: ‘
Braxnard Hines) -

9. Factor Analysis of the Early childhood Education Test Data. Technical Report

No. 6. Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachiia Educational Laboratory, Inc.,
February, 1971. ED 052 840 (Author: Deagelia Pena)

.}
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/
/

10. Social Skills Development in the Early Childhood Education Project. Technical
Report No. 7. Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc.,
February, 1971. ED 052 835 (Authors: Deagelia Pena and George Miller)

11. Results of Parent and Student Reaction Questionnaire. Technical Report No. 8.
Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory . Inc., January, 1971.
ED 052 836 {(Author: Brainard Hines)

12. Analysis of Children's Reactions. to AEL's Preschool Television Program. Tech-
nical Report No. 9. cCharleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory,
Inc., December, 1970. ED 052 841. (Author: George Mil¥er)

13. A Comparison of Parents' Attitudes Toward AEL's "Around ‘the Bend" and Other
Children's Television Programs. Technical Report No. 10, Charleston, W, Va.:
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., DecemBer, 1970. ED 052 842
(Author: Charles Bertram) :

School Year 1970-71

14, sSummative Evaluation of the Appalachia Preschool Education Program. Charleston,
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