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INTRODUCTION

The Gaston County Board of Education contracted with the
Learning Institute of North Carolina (LINC) to evaluate their
‘_ESEA Title 111 project, "The Establishment of Regional Centers for
Early Childhood Staff Development." Preparation of this final
‘eva1uation,report for the 1971-72 fiscal year was performed by.tINC.
Numeroﬁs sources were used for the descriptive-narrative sections -of
_ this report; most of the sources were obtained from literature sub-
mitted to LINC by the co-director responsible for the operation of
the project. Wherever possible, information obtained from on-site
visits, from correspondence and te1ephone discussfons was 1n¢1uded.

The format for this report was suggested in the booklet.

Preparing Evaluation Reports--A Guide for PuthOrs, pub115hed by the

American Institute of Research. '
The report was written by Ms, Suzanne Triplett, and edited
by Ms. Marya Young. Ms. Triplett and Mr. Steve Schultz did the

data processing analysis.




SUMMARY

In 1969, the North Carolina General Assembly appropriated -
$1 million for the establishment of the first state—suppofted kinder-
'garten programs in North Carolina. Two classrooms were set up in
efght schools, one tocated in each of the state'sAeight'educational
districts. State guidelines stated that the program would (a) estab-
1ish kindergartens, (b) provide teacher education, (e) involve parents,
{d) coordinate with other agencies. (e) evaluate the 1nstruct1onal
program and. (f) dlsseminate 1nformat10n concerning the proJect. In
the summer of 1969, the Learning Institute of North Caro11na (LINC)
sponsored 2 month-long Ear y Childhood-Education Study Conference -
at the Eliott Pearson Chi%d‘Study Center, Tufts University, for ad-

ministrative 1eadersh1p from various interested school sysfems, uni-

versities, and the Department of Public Instruction in North Carolina., -

In September of that year, a two week workshop was held in Greensboro
for teams of perdons (princtpals. kindergarten teachers and assistants,
supervisors, and superintendents) from each of the eight schools |
pahticipaf;:g in fhe.original pilot program.- Upon completion of the
workshops, these persons returned to their ‘local schools for two

months of on-site planning and preparation. Children firsf eritered

the centers in early December, 1969. In 1970-71, ten additional cen-
ters were selected, making a total of eighteen state-supported kin-
dergarten centers in North Carolina. Again, training was held for

all eighteen schools; Teams of principals, teachers from grades K-3

)

and assistant teauhers. special education personnel. and supervisors




came together for one month at two locations -- one in Eastern and
another in Western North Carolina. The focus was not only Q\;he

i er

years. In 1971, the General Assembly continued support of the p>b<

kindergarten, but on the influence kindergarten has on the pr

gram and increased their commitment to Early Childhood Education‘by\\\
appropriating $4 1/2 million. Thirty-six new schools were selected -;\x
making a total of 54 early childhood centers. Due to this dramatic
increase in number of schools, additional funds were sought for éon-
tinuing the staff development effort. To give adequate support to
the new schools, there were established eight regional'staff deQelop-
ment centers -- one to be located at a school in each of the educa-
tional districts. EPDA supported the‘Eastern centers, and the Ruther-
for County ESEA Title 111, "The Establishment of Regional Centers for |
Early Childhood Staff DaVelopment" project supported the four WeS£ern
ones. Regional Early Childhood Education Coordinators were hired to
diréct‘a summef training institute at the Staff Deve]opment Center
gite, or at a college or university, and to provide follow-up assis-
tance throughout the year to the schools within their'resﬁective
districts.* - A state coordinator of Early Childhood Education Staff
Development was attached to Llﬁci

_Beg{n;ing Jﬁ1y 1, 1972, many significant changes occurred
vwhich affectéd the opefation of this project, either directly or
indirectly. For example, stemming from a recommendation by the pro-
ject decision-makers, a state early childhood education Steering

Committee was appointed jointly by Dr. A. Craig Phillips, State

*See the 1072 "Final Evaluation Report for the Establishment of
ne~ional Centers for Early Childhood Staff Development” “for
FRICcussions concerning the 1971-72 program.

IToxt Provided by ERI




Superintendent of Public Instruction, and Dr. Ricﬁard S. Ray, Execu-
tive Director of the Learning Ins;itute bf North Carolina, to help
coordinate the various aSpects‘of the state's early chitdhood education
program. The Steering Committee is cbmposed of SDPI and LiNC repre-
sentatives, a regional early childhood eductation cdodfhator, a princi-
pal, a superintendent representing Yocal education agencies, and rep-,
resentatives from colleges, universities and parent groups.  The
responsibilities of the committee have included th§ fo]}owingzﬂ to
review énd critique the programmatic;'inétructfoﬁa1 and staff develoﬁ-
- ment aspects of the early childhood program; to disseminate appropriate
~ information to the various media} and to advise the Early Childhood
Education Division (SDPI) on programmatic, 1nsfruct10na1 and staff
deVélopment issues. »
This project, ESEA Title III, "The Estab!ishmentvof Regional
‘Centérs for Early Childhood Staff Development," was renegotiated with
the USOE Project Officer to change the fiscal responsibility from
Rutherford County in the eighth district to Gaston County in the
sixth district, at the request of the Rutherford County School Board.
No program modifications are related to fhe change of fiscal agents.
On the recommendation of the United States O;fice of Educa-
tion, the’Special Education component of the project was rewritten
for this the second year (1972-73) of the project.. The new Speciél
Education component incorporates a special education coordinator to
1) work with the regional coordinators for staff development during
the summer training institutes and follow-up activities and 2) direct
the special education activities 1n the model center specializing in
© _ integration of developmentally handicapped children into the

ERIC

regular classroom.
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Twenty new centers were added to the program in 1972, bringing

the total to 72 caenters in 74 school districts across the state.

Each coordinator served eight to ten schools within his/her district,

with a total of 40 schools located in the Western area. Approximatély

400 persons came as teams from these 40 schools to the summer insti-

tutes held in each of the four districts during the summer of 1972,
Some major emphases of these institutes were team comhunications. the
basic theory underlying early chj1dhood development, and 1nnovdt10ns
in curriculum. Opne of the'stronge§t points of the training program
was the opportunity to set up an informal classroom so that part1ci-
pants could implement the concepts of 1nd1v1duqlized instruction with
children, inclgding exceptional children 1ntegfated into the-regular
classroom. The Special Education Coord1nator and special education
}esource teachers were on hand during the summer, as well as during
the school year, to work with these children and to lend expertise to
the regular classroom teacher. | |
The North Carolina Early Childhood Education program has been
modeled after the British Infant-School approach in-which children

_Ieéfn by doing. The teacher's careful observation and contihuous

guidance allow the chiid to progress at his/her own pace and in his/
her own‘unique way of learning. Since many of these'c1assés are
mu]ti-aged,‘bIder children can assist the younger children énd by so
doing, reinforce their own learning. With this flexible, more indi-
vidualized program, parents, ac well as persons from social services,
mental health, and other community agencies, observe and participate
in the classroom with chi]dren{ Parents, schooﬁ staff, and community

1]

5oencies are also involved in local advisory councils in each district

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

RJS% in a Western Advisory Council which includes persons from &ll
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four of the districts. | ‘

One of this project's prime goals 1s to develop a team satrit"
across the»state for the support of Qigh quality programs for young
children. Not only.have parents and community agencies beén-invo]ved,
but, fromthe outset, a special relationship has developed among par-
ticipating schcol systems, co]]eges and un1ver51t1es, SDPI1 and LINC
Universities have g1ven course cred1t for the summer programs, housed
participants, and provided consultants and student teachers. The
State Department of Public Instruction and LINC have provided coordi-
nation, secured funding, provided personnel for ssmmer 1nst1tUte
staffs, and prov1ded technica] assistance throughout the year. - Schools;;
too, truly have deve]oped teams -~ principals, as well as teachers, |
are very much invoived with children.. Teachers plan together, visit
other schools, attend workshops,.and bring back new ideas for the
entire staff. The follow-up activities have beeh spearheaded by the
four Regional Early Childhood Education Coordinators. Evaluation of
the project is another key element. ' J

The most significant change that occurred during the 1972-73
project year was action taken by tﬁe 1973 General Assembly to make
state-supported kindergarteﬁ programs available to all five-year-old
children in North Carolina by 1978. This legislation* has many im-
plications for this‘project, some of wﬁicﬁ'are discussed below.

1) Approximately 600 new schools wi}]ahave a kindergaften
classroom (23-26 childrenr, a teacher and a teaéhgr assistant) during
the 1973-74 school year. Therefore, 1973 summer%t(aining institutes

will involve approximately 2,500 K-3 teachers and gbgcher,assistants,
| | , | \\
See "Standards, Policies and Guidelines for Implementation of

[}ﬂ;;<iwdergarten-Ear!y Childhood Education in North Carolina" in

knnandiy



and about 600 principals. |

' 2) As a result of the substantial increase 1n4humbers o?:staff,,
to be trained and schools to be coordinated, the role_of the staff
devélopment coordinator haé\sipandéﬁ beyond just staff deve1opmeh£
responsibiliities. The SDPI has recognized this evolution of the coor-
dinator's role by re-naming the position"Regiona1 Early Childhood

-Education Coordinator', ({This report will yse the new nomenclature.)

3) The coordinator’s position has been institutionalized, as
evidenced by the creation of a job desqript1on by the State nepart¥
ment;~~The‘four Eastern coordinator posifions previously furided by

EPDA funds will be‘incorporated into the SUPI's ﬂivision of €arly
‘Childhood Education staff supported by state funds, It 1s projeéted
that the four Western cbordinatof posittons witl de similarly assimt-
EFted next year when the Title III project fs completed.

| 4) The role of the project director is also changing and will
be redefined during the third project year to refléct the new role.

| 5) The state assessment and evaluation efforts, which began
with the opening of the ariginal kindergaften Centers. are currentty
beling studied by the SDPI. '

» The fol]oWing‘1972173 evaluatian of the ESEA, Title 111 project,
"The Establishment of Regional Centevs for farly Child Staff llevelope
ment," fs divided into five sections based on the rroject's perfor-
mance object1vesi-- Overall Project Objacttves for One Year, Project
Maragement Staff, Staff Deve]opmeht Component, Student Component, qnd
Special Education Component. The management fbr this project includes

\\the two co-directors, Bernard Schein and John Goff, and the four
© onal Early Childhood Education Coordinators: Altha Manning,




Nstrict U;_Nancy Hefony, District VI3 Hap Wit1s ame*‘ Niatrint VI,
and Pn! Kimzew, h.:..:ct VIII. The staff for thia orndeet ave the
part1c1pants in tho snpmny instituto§ at the Tour Hcstnrn districts,
~and the students are the approximately 3,4C0 kindergarten students
served by the State Kindergarten/Early Childhoodt Education Proqram,
tThe data used for the student nbjeetives are the’ pra- and‘
post-test data for all of the five-year-old children testeﬂ hrovghout
North Carolina. This testing was done as a‘bart of the statzbi:c
k1ndergarten assessmont and financed by state funds, but the ﬁost\rej
sults are d1rect3y re]ated to tho chjectives of the project. N,
Evaluation results have been internalized hy the program
decis1on makers (SOPI, LINC, and LEAs) and the regional coordinators
throughout the year. The eva1ua£or has worked continucusly with the
project staff to exhedite changes indicated by the e§a1uatiun. Test
fesdlts are continuously utilized as they become available and are y
needed to insure that apprépriqte changes are‘%ade to meet the neceds
of the individuals involved -- projéct staff, teachcrs, teacher assis-
tants, principals and/or children, The”broject evaluatien 1§'ma1nly
process-oriented and; to a4great exteht, the prcbgss will he dictated
by the changes in the state program for next year. Therefere,‘hecahse
of the continual evaluatibn'and.the evaluation 1n the state's progranm,
this evaluation report reflects on1y a few evaluator conclusions
and recommendations based on data presented. The data have been cfthor
analyzed concurrently with the project, or they will be ana1yzed by

the appropridte project staff and SDbI early childhoed educaticn.per-

sonnel in preparation for next year's program

QO DavTﬂ‘thgsiey served as the coordinater in District VII
~RIC>ugh October, 1972; Son Williams, headmaster of Goring Prrmary

=T9T1 En918ndy F11159 the position frem §he fipss of Aprid ynt)




CHAPTER I

OVERALL PROJECT OBJECTIVES
FOR ONE YEAR (1972-73) -

. The juidelines used in writing the 1972—73 broject
proposal required that overall project objectives for one year
be identified. and supported by componént sets that include (1) .
the product objective, and its (2) operational process objeqt1ve
and (3) management,process‘objective. The three progr;m com-
ponents -~ Staff Deve]opmeﬁt‘Componeht. Student Component and
Special Education Component -- cdmp1ement the project's overall
one-year opjectives; therefore, in preparing tﬁis repbrt. the
- presentation and d15cus§1on of data analyses and results for the
individual objectives k111 be reported within their respective
component sections. \(Refer to Chapter III for the Staff Develop-
ment Component; to Chaptgr IV for the Student Component; and to
Chapter V for the Special E%ucatioﬁ Component.)

To provide the reader with a view of the scope of project
objectives, each objective is stated below and "keyed" by page
number reference to its discussion as a component objective. It
shoi1d be noted that the component objectives are numbered to
‘ corresbond to the overall objectives: e.9., overa]1‘object1ve
1.1 will be referéenced by page numﬁer to the staff develcpment.
objective 1.1'(product'object1ve). Accordingly, the process
objectives have corresponding fdentificatfon: e.g., 1.1a

(operational process) and 1.1b (management procass).




The overall project objectives for 1972-73 are as

" sfollows:

(1) Staff Gevelopment

eses w

(1.1) By July 1, 1973, K-3 teachers receiving instruction
- in staff development during the summer of 1972 will
shovi a significant (,05) positive change in Subject
Matter Emphasis, Student freedom, Specialization,
Empathy, Student-Regulated Classroom and Student
Involverent, as evidenced by the pre-post scores on
Lthe LINC Teacher Beliefs Survey, administered to a
randofily selected sample of participants. (page 78)

(132) By July 1, 1973, K-3 teachers designated to receive
- ~training in the 1972 summer institutes for the first
© time will demdnstrate a significan{ (.05) change in
their use of Intra-Class Grouping Techniques, Multi-.-
Media Teaching, Differentiating Assignments, and
‘Promotion of Self-Direction in Learning, as evidenced
by the LINC Classroom Observation Scale administered _
by outside observers in May 1972 and May 1973, (page 88)

w

(1.3) By July 1, 1973, the principals who attend the 1972
summer jhstitute will demonstrate local leadership,
as evidenced by a significant (.05) positive fncrease
in theirf activities in leadership roles as percefved
by their respective K-3 teachers. A survey to deter-

—mine this perception will be administered pre and post.
L (page 92) ,

E

(1.4) By July 1, 1973, persons participating in the 1972 )
summer ifhstitutes will demonstrate a significant (.05)
positive growth in their attitude toward school team
relationships, as evidenced by their scores on selected
-subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire or an ap-

) propriate instrument administered pre and post. (page 95)

\
(2) Students

(2.1) By:Jduly 1, 1973, 5-year-old students receiving instruc-
tion from tea¥hers who participated in training programs
conducted by the Regional Centers will gain 1.4 months
in mental age for each month of kindergarten enroll-
ment, as measured by the Draw-A-Man Test to ‘be given
in the Fall of 1972 and in the Spring of 1973 by the

Q glassroom teacher., {page 107) .




(2.2) By July 1, 1973 5-year-old students (inc1ud1n0
developmentally handicapped) recefving instruction
from teachers who participated in trainiag programs
conducted by the Reg1ona1 Centers for their educa-
tioral development will increase, as demonstrated by
an increase in their mean scores on the TOBE (Test
of Basic Experiences) to ranking at least 25 per-
centiies higher when the scores of the fall of 1972
and the Spring of 1973 are compared. (page 109)

(2.3) By July 1, 1973, 5-year-old students (including
devélopmentally handicapped) receiving instruction
from teachers who participated in training programs
conducted by the Regional Centers will demonstrate a
statistically significant (.05) positive change on
1) the Social Behavior subscale, 2) the Extroversion/
Infroversion subscale, and 3) the Task Orientation
subscale of the Teacher Rating of Pupil Behavior Scale
'to be administered in the Fall of 1972 and the Spring
of 1973 by the classroom teacher. {page 111

(2.4) By July 1, 1973, students aged 6 through 8 who were
taught as 5-year olds by teachers who participated in
“staff development will score significantly (.05) higher
on each subscaie of the Metropolitan Achievement Test
than students aged 6 through 8 who were not taught as
5-year 0lds but who were tested as control students.
The Metropolitan Achievement Test will be administered
in the Spring of the school year. (page 115)

(2.5) By July 1, 1973, students (including developmentally
handicapped) aged 6 through 8 who were taught as
5-year olds by teachers who participated in staff
developmeni will score significantly (.05) higher on
the Extroversion, Task Orientation and Positive Social
Behavior subscales of the Classroom Behavior Inventory
than students aged 6 through 8 who _were not taught as
5-year olds but who were tested as“control students.
The Classroom Behavior Inventory will be administered
in the Spring and Fall of the school year by the
classroom teacher. {page 116)

(3) Special Education

(3.1) By July 1, 1973, the K-3 teachers participating in
staff. development during the 1972 summer institutes
will demonstrate a significantly (.05) more positive
attitude toward developmentally handicapped children,
as evidenced by an attitude survey adm1n1sterod pre

mi nnet (manp 111
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(3.2) 3y July Y, 1973, the K-3 teachers in the‘center

(3.3)

(3.4)

specializing in the integration of developmentally
handicapped children into the regular classroom, .

“who participated in staff development during the

1972 summer institutes, will demonstrate the effective
use of resource personnel for the developmentally ,
handicapped child, as evidenced by the activity log

of the special education consultant and on-site
observations of the project director. (page 127)

By July 1, 1973, the K-3 teachers from the center
specializing in the integration of developmentally
handicapped children into the ragular classroom, who
partiripate in staff deovelopment, will demonstrate
the integration of all children into the regular
cltassroom, as evidenced by a report of no exclusion
of developmentally handicapped children from regular
o special education classrooms. (page 127)

[Since a major objective of this project is to avoid
the exclusion of developmentally handicapped children

"~ from the regular classroom, we feel that the objectives

relating to Students (see 2.1-2.7 above) are reasonable
objectives for the Special Education Component. Please
note that developmentally handicapped children are
specifically stated as being in the population to which
the objectives refer. The reader may assume the accomp-
lishment of Student objectives, both normal and develop-
mentally handicapped students, as criteria for judging
the project. A comparison will be made of the children
in the center specializing in the integration of develop-
mentally handicapped children into the regular classroom
with a self-contained classroom (control).] :
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CHAPTER 11
. PRGJECT MANAGEMENT STAFF

The purposes of this chapfer are to identify and describe
those positions of managemeht-levsl personnel funded through this
project, and to determine the fulfillment of the performance objec-
sfves dealing with theﬁ¥ duties and responsibilities. Betause of
the thorough nature of the obJectivei, the most detailed discussions

" of the positions will be included in the answers to the objectives.
The project management staff is diVided into four divisians, éqch'”

of which is discussed below.

1. Project Director

As the state early childhood staff development coordinator,
the project director is responsible for directing all of the manage-
ment functions of th1s'pfoject (;.g., evaluation, audit, hiring dnd
coordination of the staff, timeT;ine activities, acting as liaison
for Gaston County, LINC, SDPI and USOE, etc.). Further, the ovefall
administration and coordination of summer trafning institutes and
the follow-up activities in the eastern and wéstern districts are
major responsibilities in this position. The project director is
also chasged with providing on-site technical assistance to the staff
development coordinators by organizing follow-up regional study con-
ferences, assisting in the summer institutes, and makinb observationa’
visits to representative éar)y childhood schools. The projecp direc-
tor must also plan and conduct monthl} coordinators' meetings‘and

o y -
ERICstatewide meetings for the project school staffs«

IToxt Provided by ERI
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The 1972-73 ESEA Title III project director was Bernard
Schein. Fifty percent {50%) of the funding for this position is
allocated from ESEA Title III sources, and the remaining 50% is re-
ceived through LINC from other funding saurces. This system.of
shared funding allews the project director to serve as the coordinator
of early childhood stéff development activities on a statewide basis.
[It should be noted here that staff development activities in the
four western North Carolina educational districts are fdnded through
ESEA Title III, while the activities in the four eastern districts
are supported through EPDA funds.]

In the interests of efficient and expeditious statewide
operation of the project, a special arrangement was made with Gaston
County to house the project director in the Durham offices of the
Learning Institdte of North Carolina, where he is a member of LINC's
staff of early childhood eaucation specialists.

[

. ¢. Regional Early Childhood Education Coordinators

At the hext»]evel of proJect management'are the Regional
Early Childhood Education Coordinators. The coordiﬁators supported
by this project are 1ocated in North Carolina Educationa] Districts
V, VI, VII and VIII. (See Figure 1 for a North Carolina map showing
the boundaries of the four western districts.) The coordinators --
for whom vifa information is provided in Appendix A -~ and: their

respective districts are:

District 1 . Velma Smith
District 11 George Hodges
District III Marshall Brooks
“District 1V - Larry Marker
X *District V Altha Manning i
Q . ¥ ‘:4

ERIC: -
cicione fundad thranan ESER Title TH
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Figure 1
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*District VI Nancy Hefner | o
*District VII Con Williams (As of April 1973)**
*District VIII Bob Kimzey.

The regional coordinators are deeply involved in the complex
business of incorporating five—year501ds into the schools and of
effecting change in the K-3 programs for the éntire state. Even ~
though coordination of staff development from superintendent to teaéh-
er assistant 1s a fundamental part of their job descriﬁtion. 1t does
not represent the entire scope of thefr responsibilities as the
program expands from a pilot study effort to a statewide éarly phde?:
hood education program. Table } deséribes the duties of the_early
childhood regional coordinators, as stated by James Jenkins, the
Director of Kindergarten/Early Ch11dhood Education at the State
Department of Public Instruction.

Intra-district responsibilities include planning and directing
regional summer training institutes for the K-3 teaching'teams***-
from the new early childhood centers, serving as staff members %or
the Principa]s‘ Conference, training new persdnne1’1n student assess=
ment, ;ﬁd organizing on~-site visits to the project centers every two
months.. The western coordinators produced a report evaluating their

' summér institutes and distributed monthly newsletters within their
districts and to the eastern coordinators. [Some specific examples

of staff development activities of the coordinators include:

*Positions funded through ESEA Title III.

**See discussion concerning the coordinator for District VII on
page .

***Example: A team may consist of the kindergarten teachers and teach-
er assistants, first-, second- and third-grade teacher repre-
O sentatives, the special education teacher and/or librarian, the
ERICprincipal, and possibly an elementary supervisor representing
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TABLE 1
DUTIES OF EARLY CHILDHOOD REGIONAL COORDINATORS

To plan with regional coordinators and othsr state

department personnel, policies and programs which affect,
state and district K/ECE activities. Specific responsi-
bilities include advising and giving technical assistance

on budgetary matters on a statewide basis; planning and
scheduling statewide summer institutes, workshops, and
conferences; working with representatives from other diwieions
and state agencies to promote compatibility in programs which
affect young children.

Examples:

| Carcer Eduratmon, 'AMA, Special Education

To work with regional coordinators and the Director of the
K/ECE Division to plan and administer fiscal and program
components of statewide summer institutes, workshops, and
conferences.

To contribute to the policies governing the operation of the -
state K/ECE program. ‘

Examples

et e————

' Drawing up guldellnes for subm1531on to the State
| Board of Education. Making recommendations con-
cerning evaluation of the K/ECE program.

To develop and implement programs for young children by

planning, organizing, coordinating and/or directing services

which include: An orientation of school systems to the state

K/ECE Program; advising school systems on budgetary and pro-
grammatic concerns relative to their administration of the

K/ECE Program; assisting school systems in planning and implementing
institutes and follow-up; providing technical assistance to
individual teachers.

To plan and administer fiscal and program components of regional
summer institutes, workshops ar-éonfercnces.

To promote open channels of'communication among individuals
involved and/or concerned with developing programs of K/ECE
through: coordinating inter-school visitation and follow-up,
sponsoring conferences for LEA leadership personnel; and,
offering technical assistance to local school personnel for
working with parents.
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TABLE 1 cont'd 17

To disserninate information to the public and educators through:
the new nedia; newsletters; and meetings with local P. T. A.
and e¢ivic proups.

To bring togunher-5ther support agencies at the state and
regional level Lo prevent duplication of effort and to promote

the sharing of ideas that are beneficial to children.

To wstablish rclavionshipa with institutions of higher learning
in order o rromote compatibility between early childhood per-~
sonne} training programs and the K/ECE program.

To estabiizh rolationships with institutions of higher education
for the purpose of shared use of facilitles and human resources

h

and to cooprrate in research and development projects.

Exeamples:

—————in 4 i o, &) - ——n . AW et o

Shard use of facilities, resources and cooperative projects

B i 1

1. location of Institutes and other meetings
2. TInstitutions of higher education using Staff Development
Centers and schools with the state EC program for workshops
locations, and community meetings
3. Institutions of higher education use state program teachers
to conduct workshops ‘
iy, Staff Development goordinators give lectures, seminars and
workshops in early childhood training cources held in Insti-
tions of higher education
5. Staff Development Coordinator assist in establishment of {
Teacher Centers located at Institution of higher education [
6. Staff Development Coordinator assist local school system
in establishing relationships with EC personnel at Insti-

tution of higher education for local -staff development
activities. : . ’

7. 5taff Development Coorcinator assist institution of higher
education in planning and implementing changes in EC teacher
| training curriculum
« 8. Higher education Institution use state EC programs for their ‘L
intern programs ‘ :
Starf Development Coordinator work with Higher Education -
Jnstitution personnel in developing and implementing a model
~educational program for mainstreaming special education children.
10. Higher Kducation Institutes use state EC programs for research
in designing their teacher training programs

0
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Mr, Kimzey (VIII) produced a slide-tape on the role of the special
education resource teacher. Ms. Siviter {(Special E£ducation Coord1~ g
nator) is currently preparing a slide-tape presentation featurin;

the Polkville Elementary School kindergarten program. Each of the
western coordinators has taken slides (in relation to the objectives
of this project) that will be combined for a comprehensive slide-tape
presentation on the programmatic aspects of this project. Ms. Manning
(V) produced an information builetin for distribution to the adbisory
council and the schools in her district.] Also, the western regionaI
coordinators worked with their respective district advisory councils
and served on the Western North Carolina Stajf Development Advisory
Council. _

As outlined above, the majority of the responsibilities of
the individual regional coordinator are Tnvolved with. act1vit1es
within h1s/her district; but, the coordinators undertake notable
extensions of these act1v1t1es : For example: (a) The eight regional
coordinators. with the assistance of the project director and eatly
childhood personnel from LINC and SPDI, conducted a statewide
Principals' Conference in July 1972 for the principals of the 79
Schoois invo]ved’in therstate early childhood program. (b) Every
month, the coordinators attended a meeting conducted by the project
oirector for the purpose of consolidating the ongoing activities in
the eight regional districts and SDPI and LINC. During this year of
the project, these monthly meetings have assomed larger perspectives.
than before: tbesides providing the opportunity to share, discuss
and evaluate, these meetings have been used to plan for the statewide
expansion of the early childhood education program. (ﬁefer to the

O
AR\(:ntroduction" for the discussion of the legislative actions con-
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Some pertinent activities undertaken and accomplished in
the monthly coordinators"meetings were: (a) writing guidelines
(presented in Appendix B) for the state early childhood education ®
program; (b) preparing budget proposals for individual schools to
implement future staff development activities and evaluations; (c)
developing a proposal to present to the Steering Committee concerning
revision of the early childhood education evaiuqtion and research
design; {d) devising the form for submission to the State Superin-
tendent‘of Public Instruction of yeariy plans by the LEA upon ac-
_ceptance of a kindergarten center; and (e) effec§1ng the mechanism
for the staff development‘of approximately ZJQOO teachers égd;doo\
principals new to the program as of September 1973,

in-addition to these substantial supplemental activities,
each coordinator participates in inter-district workshops, principals’
and/or supervisors' meetings, discussion groups and, in the western
districts, the Western North Caroliné Staff Developmen; Advisory Council

To illustrate the scope of a coordinator's schedule, the _ |
following excerpts from the activity log 6f'the District VI coordi-
nator (Nancy Hefner) provide an overview of;continuous activitiesr

undertaken in addition to those prescribed in the project objectivés.

10/2/72 North Brook (#46) PTA Prbgram
1074772 Albemarle City Workshop

10/3-4/73 Gill Walsh worked with me at North Albemarle Elementary (#42).
On the afternoon of 10/3 a discussion on science and the
natural environment was held with the kindergarten personnel-
and the supervisor. On 10/4 Gi11 and 1 rearranged a tradi-
tional classroom, setting up interest centers, and held
discussion groups on how the child-centered classroom would
be used and materials available. 69 teachers and adminis-
trators from the Albemarle City School System participated.

E[{I(j 10/5/72 Gi11 Walsh worked with me at Winecoff Elem. (#44). Observations

WS TS 1040 606 GlaRaraoms and @ diacussion netd Wit toe




10/13-14/72
10/18/72

10/19/72
10/20/72
10/24/72

10/30/72

Kkk

11/2/72

11/6/72
n/1/12

11/8-9/72

- 11/8/72

V1/9/72

11/10/72

11/16/72

11/17/72
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NCKA Teacher-Made Materials Workshop, total 124 participants.

Bernie Schein and Suzanne Triplett visited Woodhill Elem.
(#6). An afternoon discussion was held with three sixth
grade teachers concerning methods of opening their environ-
ments and providing more individualized activities.

Suzanne Triplett visited Polkville Elem. (#69) to observe
and critique the kindergarten environment.

University Day planning meeting with UNC/Charlotte
representatives.

Ruth Woodson and a State Department Interr visited Polkville
Elem. (#69) to observe and critique the kindergarten program.

Bob Kimzey worked in the Clear Creek (#45) K-1 environments,
concentrating on the area of Language Experience Approach to
Reading. An afternoon discussion was held with the personnel.

A1l schools except Unionville Elem. and North Albemarle Elem.
participated in the District Study Conference. Slides of the
1972 Summer Institute were followed by small group discussions
in which participants were asked to evaluate the Institute in
retrospect, suggest changes for the future, and discuss prob-
lems of the school year. Evaluations of the Institute were
very much 1ike those done previously.

w

Betty Siviter worked at North Brook #2 (#46) with K-3 teachers.

Betty Siviter worked at Noodhi]l Elementary (#6) with the
resource teachers.

Betty Siviter worked with K-3 teachers at Unionville Elem.
(#70). On the afternoon of 11/9 she held a discussion’ work-
shop with Unionville and Wadesboro (#56) K teachers, assistants
and principals. .

Bob Jones served as a consultant at Woodhi11.Elem. (#6) and

cgp$¥cted an afternoon workshop dealing with communication
skills.

- Open classroom workshop at Mt. Pleasant Elementary, 37

participants.

Worked at North Canton E1ementary, Canton, N. C., with two
first grade teachers. Betty Siviter conducted workshops on
exceptional children for participants of the Cabarrus County
Summer Workshop and Wifecoff Elementary (#44).

Charlotte Barnes worked with K-3 teaché}s at Wadesboro
Central (#56) and held an afternoon discussion period.

Charlotte Barnes worked with K-3 teachers at Unionville
Elem. (#70) and held an afternoon discussion period.



11/27/72 Bob Kimzey met with‘K-l arents of Clear Creek Elem.
(#45) to discuss the program and answer questions,

11/28-29/72 Materials, candle-making and weaying workshop at Hampton'
School, Greensboro, 50 participants.

11/30/72 Bernie Schein and Suzanne Triplett worked with 3 sixth

—ex grade teachers at Woodhill Elem. (#6).

12/1/72 Beie Schein and Suzanne Triplett from LINC worked wi th
me serving as consultants. to sixth grade teachers at Wood-
hill (#6). We each worked in a sixth grade classroom helping
children move from textbook-oriented learning to activity-
based learning. The day was evaluated with the teachers in
an afternoon discussion period. i

12/5/72 John Ogle from the SDPI served as a consultant for cluster

: math workshops held at Woodhill. A1l schools with State
K/EC programs within the Sixth Education District and Title
I personnel with the Kings Mountain, Cleveland County, Unfon
County and Charlatte/Mecklenburg School systems were served.
John reviewed and extended learnings begun in the 1972 Summer
Institute.

12/7/72 “The principal, one K teacher and one assistant from Polkville
\ '(#69? and two K teachers from Unfonville (#70) went with me
to observe at Proctor Kindergarten, Rutherford County Schools.
An afternoon discussion was held. The teachers and principal
of Proctor and the County Title 1 personnel were there to
discuss their program and answer questions.

12/8/72 Classroom observation and critique at Woodhill (#6). Bob
‘P Kimzey, and a principal and teacher from'his district, also
observed this situation and were part of the afternoon dis-

cussion.
*kk

. 1/3/73 John Ogle conducted two workshops in which participants
. from throughout the.Sixth District were clustered by schools.
Participants made math materials foriébeir interest centers.

1/4/73 Winecoff (§44) was featured on WSOC-TV Channel 9 news, and
on a Cabarrus County local’radio station January 19,

1/5/73 Title I Reading Project Committee Meeting.-

1/1/73 Teacher-Made Materials Workshop, Statesville City Schools,
30 part1c1pants.

1/15/73 Evaluation and Long Range Planning Conference
1724773 Meeting with UNC/Charlotte personnel

1/25/73 Teacher-Made Materials Workshop, Statesville City Schools,
31 participants..

HTHTT Mrinainn in M Fm |||ni\mlnn PR Toni o




1/24/73

1/29/73

1/31/73

Rk

2/1/13

2/2/13 -

2/5/73

2/6/73

2/1/73
2/8/73
2/8-9-10/73

2/26/73‘

2/21/73

R kk

31/73

3/5-6/73
3/6/13

Ohservation and critique with K teachers at Central (#56).
Principal has been 111 great part of this year, and the K
trachers have received 1ittle ongning supervision and
encouragement; therefore, the program 1s rather dormant.

Met with upper elementary teachers and reading specialist °
at Uoodhill {#6) to evaluate and plan reading programs.
Children are now being worked with in environment rather
than in reading room, )

Teacher-Made Materials Workshop, UNC/Charlotte student
teachers, 87 participants and 6 University Representatives.

Kindergarten teacher and one assistant from Polkville (#69) .
and two kindergarten assistants from Unionville (#70) ob-
served with me at Proctor Kindergarten in the Rutherford
County Schools. A very helpful discussion period with the
principal and teachers of Proctor followed the observations.

Betty Siviter worked with resource teachers at Hoﬁdh}l] (#6).

Status Committee meeting. Betty Siviter worked with fhe~
resource teachers at Winecoff (#44).

Betty Siviter and I worked with the K-1 teachers at Clear
Creek (#45). John Ogle and Bob Jones conducted math work-
shops at Winecoff for teachers in the Cabarrus County School
System, 135 participants. ,

Betty Siviter and G111 Walsh worked with K-1 teachers at
Henry Grove (#9) and conducted an afternoon workshop in
recordkeeping.

Gill Walsh worked at Henry Grove and conducted an afiernoon
workshop in math. Betty Siviter worked with K-3 teachers at
Central (#56). ‘ )

Three very successful days of Dulcimer-Making Workshops for
schools throughout this district and some in the sixth dis-
trict. "

Met with kindergarten supervisor of Kings Mountain City
Schools. , "

22
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Met with two Assistant Superintendents of Charlotte/Mecklenburg
System. Also met with UNC/Charlotte Early Childhood personnel.

Worked at Polkville {#69) with Kindergarten and resource
center personnel.

Child observation and critique with teachers at Woodhill,

6111 Waish woqked at Hehry Grove (#9? with K-3 teachers.
.



3/7/73

3/8/73

- 3/15/73

3/20/73

321173

3/23/73
3/26/73

3/28/73

3/29/73

3/30/73

*k%k

4/2/73

4/4/73

4/5/73
8/17/73

4/18/73

4/26/73

v

Joint meeting between College Representatives and
principals df K/EC centers in.Sixth Education District,
Gill Walsh, Jim Jenkins and Andy Phillips helped with
the program, 18- particvpated

Servad as Consultant to Céntenary Methodist Church,
Winston meeting with teachers, director school board and
parents, 100 participated.

Attended Alpha Time workshop

Visited Gardner—Nebb College to discuss possible Institute
plans. John Ogle conducted math workshops at Winecoff (#44)
for 120 4-6 teachers of the Cabarrus County School system.

Three members of the Woodhil1 Advisory Council visited
Polkville (#69) with the coordinator. Met with Superintendent,
Assistant Superintendent, Director of Instruction, Director
of Sp?c1al Services and Title I Director of Shelby City
Schools.

Western Coordinators' Workday.

Met with Assistant Superintendent of Cabarrus County and
Winecoff principal to make additional summer workshop plans.

Guideline Committee Meeing. .

Met with Administrative Assistant for School Operation and
three supervisors of the Charlotte/Meck}enburg School
Systein to plan their summer Institute.

Science workshop by Altha Manning for a11 K-3 personne1
at North Brook {#46).

Served as consultant for math materials workshop for 8th
education district, 65 participants.,

Bernie Schein and Suzanne Triplett from LINC and 1 observed
and discussed the program with 3 sixth grade teachers from
Woodhill (#46).

Worked in traditional first grade class in Albemarle (#42)
to help set up interest centers and individualize instruction.

Betty Siviter worked with K¥3 teacher at Centrél (#56).

Visitation to primary classes at Woodhill (#6} and afternoon
group qgscuss1on with Gill Walsh,

GiN Halsh visited elementary classes at Woodhil1 and held
afternoon discussion with teachers.

Visitation and afternoon discussion to plan for next year

T T nnunanony aed mndnning o0 Dol el
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*kk
5/1-2/73 Worked on Institute plans.

v

“ 5/3/73 . Mestern North Carolina Advisory Council meeting.
5/1/73 G111 Walsh worked with K personnel at Unionville (#70).
5/3/73 Gill Walsh worked with 3rd grade teachers at Henry Grove (£9)..

Teacher observations at Unionville. Worked with Superinten-
- dent and finance personnel on budget; worked with principal

and K personnel on program plans and equipment and supply.
reeds. .

5/8/173 New principal for Henry Grove (#9) observed with me at

4 « Clear Creek (#45); discussed program with teachers and

principal; I met with Stanley County personnel who vere
also ebserving there to discuss program possibilities for
1973-74; afterwards met with Clear Creek K-2 personnel
and principal to discuss and plan program for 1973-74,

5/9/173 Observed K-3 personnel at Central (#56); met with all
personnel after school.”

N
5/11/73 Worked with Cleveland County Superintendent planning school
rennovations for new EC programs. Attended meeting with
Michael Tracy at Polkville.

5/23/73 Met with Mr. Hart, Jessie Register, Ed Tyson and teachers
. to finalize plans for Cabarrus County Summer Horkshop.

5/24/73 Two K teachers and two first arade teachers; from Central
(#56) observed with me at Polkville (#69) ahd met with
teachers and principal to discuss program operation end
1mp11cat1ons for their program.

District VII: A special discussion is included here in order

to appropriately describe the circumstances that occurred in District
VII during fhe 1972-73 project year. Dr. David Kingsley served as the
regional coordinator for the district through the summer of 1972 and
until the following October coordinators' meeting, after which he
resigned. A1thoudh Dr. Kingsley did conduct a Summer Training Institute
for the new centers in District VII, a Summer Institute Report was not
prepared for submissicn to the evaluator. However, an acceptable
diséussion summarizing District VII activities from August through

q:R\(:tober was submitted by Dr. Kingsley. A replacement was not avail-

(.
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Don Ni]]iaﬁs, headmastef at Goring Primary School in Oxfordshire,
England, was hppointed @o complete the year and é;nduct the 1973 summer
training program for District VII staff.

In the interim between the resignation of Dr, Kingsley and the
assignment of Mr. Williams, the three western regiona} staff development
coordinators, the special ‘education coordinator, and the SDPI and LINC
early ch11dhooa specialists conducted'appropriate‘activities upon re-
quest from individuals involved in the project. Sincé these aqtivities

!

were not handled from a central source, the inclusion of detailed dis-

-”cus§1ohs\or evaluation are not feasible within the confines of the

report.

3. Couﬁcfls

a. District Advisory Couhci]s:

For the past two years of operation (1971-72 and 1972-73),
this project has been committed to generating the active involve-
ment of parents, college and university persons, and community
agency representatives., Accordingly, during the first year of
ESEA funding, district advisory councils were formed in each of
the four weétern districts to review, evaluate and make recommen-
dations to the regional boordihator concerning the program,

The membership of the distriét advisory councils has been made
up exclusively of representatives from the four communities served
by the schools at which the.offices of the four western coordina-
tors were housed. Thé%efore, the term "District Advisory Councils"”
1s misleading in that they have not had representation from the

Tcother communities with early childhood centers within the districts.

STt v vionene et T | |
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Parent-Teacher Associations and principals of the centers to
encourage them to assume the role prescribed for the district
advisory councils. Principa]s particulayly are being urbed to
share the appropriatejleadership roles in these groups and to
serve as liaisons between the PTA groups and the regional coordi-
nators.

The scope of the early childhood education program has
broadened from the original 16 kindergarten classrooms at the
beginning of the project fgur years ago, to more than 650 kinder-
garten classrooms in 1973-74, making 1t necessary that the cer-
dinators assume many new responsibiffties and relinéuish some of .
the original duties. 1In liné with this expansion of the program,
the coordinators in Districts VII and VIII are no longer houSed‘at
early childhood centers but in their respective State Regional

- Education Offices 1dcated}in counties where\f;;ir disirict advisory
councils are not based.

Al g} the aboVe-stgted changes have generated the recommenda-
tion that the district advisory councils ;s originally formed be
dropped for the final yeér of the project and reb]aced by organizing

and commissioning local PTA groups to serve in the advisory capacity.

b. The Western North Carolina Staff Development Advisory Council:

The WNCSDAC retains two major goals: - (1) to share inforration
across districts, and (2) to assist in the dissemination of infor-
ﬁation cohcerning the project. It is hoped that the'representation
of »~ 1iaison from each PTA and incr2ased emphasis on Tocal leader-
ship will expand the membership of the WNCSDAC, which has heretofore

O

-RJCeen composed of representatives from the somewhat parochial

A ruiToxt provided by ER
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c. Steering Committee:

To fulfill this project's commitment to secure greater
involvement ¢of local leadership and college and‘university early
Ehildhood education stéffs in the effort; to coordinate the
eastern and western regional programs, the project decision
makers, LINC and SDPI, established the state Early Childhood
Education Staff Development Steering Committee, This Steering
Committee was appointed in the summer of 1972 by State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, A. Craig'Ph1111ps,'and the Executive
Director of LINC, Richard S. Ray, jointly. It is composed of re-
presentatives of the Department of Public Instruétion, LINC, |
teacher training institutions, local school distric;s and regional
staff deve1opment coordinators. The overall pdrpose‘of the Steer-
ing Committee is_to direcf current early childhood staff develop-

ment activities and chart future directions.
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PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

1. PROJECT DIRECTOR

Objective 1.1

By July 1, 1973, the project director will serve as
coordinating agent for all the management functions

and all staff development by the overall administration
of the summer institutes and the follow-up activities,
as evidenced by the report of the project director's
activities,

The objecti&e assigns three major respdnsibilitieé to the
prcject director to be documented in ;hé_ProJeCt Director's Activity
Log, submitted monthly. Within the 1972-73'f15ca1 year of the project,
Phyllis Jack serfed as project director until mid-August 1972, The
1972 Summer Institute Reports and the Principals' Conference Repokt
§ubmitted by the coordinators provide adequate evidence of her acti-
vities during June, July and August 1972. (It should be noted that
through special arrangement with the USOE Title III Pfoject Officer,
5ohe of this year'é activities actually commenced during June 1972.)

Bernard Schein assumed’the responsibilities of project director -
during August 1972; therefore, no activity report was submitted for
August and Sepfember, during which time he familiarized himself with
the project, met his staff and visited some of the project schools.
The ProjgctJDirector‘s Activity Logs for October through June 1973

;are on fi}efwith the evaluator.
| | -The three major responsibilities of the position of project
‘director and appropriate evidence of fulfillment of these duties‘

as outlined by Objective 1.1 follow.

a. All Management Functions .

1) .Evaluation Activities: LINC's Research and Evaluation

TMm e st oo i 11 ||
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immediate information and assistance in utilizing the evaluattion
results to effect prbgrammatic changes wherever necessary. The
project evaluation wa§ closely coordinated within the guidelines
of the State kindergarten research and evaluation désign, also

conducted by the LINC Research ?nd Evaluation Team.

2) Audit Activities: Pre-audit activities for the project

were completed undef the direction of Dr. Hugh 1. Peck by the
Institute for the Development of Education Auditing (1DEA), based
_1ﬁ Arlington, Virginia, in continuation of their services as
auditing agency for the preceding year (1971-72). 1In January’
1973, however, it was determined by the project director that
Dr. Peck's previous affiliation as a LINC staff member and his
participation in the initial development of the evaluation re-
search design constituted grounds for disqualifying IDEA as an
independent auditing agency as defined in the USOE guidelines.
On the USOE Project Officer's recommendatioﬂ. the project con-
tracted on a consultant basis with the educational auditing firm
of Alfred J. Morin and Associates, based in Washington, D, C.; to
com§1ete the audit activities for the 1972-73 year of the project.
Mr. Morin and his associate, Howard Lesnick, made an on-site |
visit to the project on April 6, 1973. This team completed an
ahdit of the Interim Evaluation Report prepared by ;he LINC
evaluator, Suzanne Triplett, and submitted their report to the
project director in ?ebruarf‘1973. The evaluator responded to
\ the report,'and submitted both the Interim Audft Repdrt and her 5,
Project E961dator'§ Reply Report to USOE on April is, 1973.

Mr. Lesnick made another visit to the project site on June
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status of the objectives with Ms. Triplett.

3)‘ Time-Line: The project director is responsible for
coordinating all of the activities of the project, such as the
Steering Committee meetings, the summer institutes, the princi-
pals' conferences, the month1y coordihators' meetings, and the
WNCSDAC meetings. Table 2 presents the major events in the

1972-73 schedule as coordinated by the project director.

4) Hiring of Staff:v The changes in project staff at the
end of the 1971-72 project year were: (a) Phyllis Jack was re-
placed as project director by Bernard Sche n. {b) The District
V coordinator position was vacated by Jean Watson, and Altha
Manning was hired to assdme this position. Staffing changes
during thé 1972;73 project year occurred only for District VII,

‘ “with the“rép1acement of David Kingsley in April 1973 by Don
Williams. |

§) Liaison between Gaston County, LINC, SDPI and USOE:

The project difector_has submitted to the appropriate persons
fbur Quarterly Reports dated September '1972, December 1972, March
1973 and June 1973. These reports are on file with the project

evaluator,

b. Overall Administration of the Summer Institutes*
The following 1ist identifies the districts, dates and
numbers of participants at the 1972 Summer Early Childhood Staff

*Evidence 1s provided tn the Summer Institute Reports from Districts
E lCand VIII, '‘and from the minutes of the September 11-14, 1972,
,mBg;Erdinators meeting.




TABLE 2

TIME LINE FOR

NORTH CAROLINA EARLY CHILDHOOD STATE-~WIDE
STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

MONTH DATE

March, 1972

10

15~17

April, 1972 18

25-26

29

May, 1972

11

15-30

ITEM

Planning Committees for
formulation of directions
for summer braining

Orientation Site visits to

. new centers by coordinators,

LINC, SDPI

Quarterly Report submitted to
USOE

Initial planning session for
summer training with staff
development coordinators, LINC,
SDPI

Meeting with total project 1‘
personnel (superintendents,
principals, universities,

coordinators, LINC, SDPI)} for

review of project status and
future directions

Meeting of staff development
Coordinators, LINC and SDPI
for feedback on assessment
surveys and in-depth planning
of principals' conference

Continuation Proposal submitted
to USOE

Practicum Training visits for
new schools in currently operating

- ones

North Carolina We:'ern Advisory
Council Meeting for revievw of
current year and plans formulated

 for 1972-73.

(1) Coordinators' on-site visits
to new schools; (2) administration
of Classroom Observation Scale; (3)
Classroom Observation Seale (pre);
(4) Teacher Beliefs Survey (Post)



TABLE 2 cont'd

MONTH

May, 1972

June, 1972

July, 1972

3

July, 1972

August.

DATE
22-23

30

18-30
30

10-21
17-22

23-28

28

31 -
August 11

31 -
August 11

2-11
(also 6/5~ 6)

7-18§
7-18
7-18

32
ITEM

Meeting of coordinators, LINC,
SDPX Staff for finalization of
summer plans (Review of organi7ation,
staff, matelials, consultants)

(1) Coordinators' Report to
Project Director on Follow-up
activities and site visits; (2)
Post Assessment of pupils to
Evaluation Team; (3) Site visit
and activities report of District
Advisory Councils and Western
North Carolina Staff Development
Advisory Council

Summer Institute* District VIIT
(1} Site visit and activity
reports to Co-Directors from
Western North Carolina Staff
Development Advisory Council;

(2) Site visit and activity
of District Advisory Council;

Summer Institute* District VI

Planning week for principalé'
conference

Principals' Conference

Mid-summer Evaluation of Principals'
Conference and Institutes Completed
Summer Institute* District IV

Summer Institute* District II

Summer Institute? District vix

Summer Institute*District V
Summer Institute* District I

Summer Institute* Districts II & IV
(Chadbourne)



MONTH DATE
August, 1972 14-25

September, 1972

10

11-14

18-22
Cctober, 1972 2

10

10-12

19

13-14
15

November, 1972

2-3

10

o 13

33
ITEM

Summer Institute* Pistrict IIX:

Quaxterly District Advisory Council
Meeting (West) X

(1) Summer Institute Reports;

(2) pPrincipals' Conference Report;
(3) Proposed budget summary/
Expenditure Report for Federal
Funds

Steering Committee Meeting
Project Director Activity

Report Staff Development Coordinators

and Special Education lLog

Staff Development Coordinators
Meeting (LINC, SDPI for overall
evaluation of summer training)

North Carolina State Kindérgartgn
Assessment Battery ‘

Steering Committee Meeting

Project Director Activity Reporé,
Staff Development Coordinatoxs
and Special Education Log ’

Staff Development Coordinatora
Meeting

Executive Committee of i
western North Carolina Staff
Develogirent Advisory CounciL

JCKA, #Fayetteville, N.C.

Repor# ¥h Pre-Assessment of
Children to Project Staff

District Advisory Council Meeting
{West)

Conference on Exceptional Children,
Raleigh

SteeriﬂQ. Committee Meeting

Project Qirector Activity Report,
Staff Development Coordinators and
Special Education Log %

Westerft North Carolina staff
DeveIOﬁment Advisory Council



TABLE 2 cont'd

MONTH DATE
December, 1972 10
12-13
,‘,‘
14
January, 1973 10
15-19
February, 1973 1l
7
10
13-14

March, 1973;

10

12-13

15

34
ITEM

(1) Project Director Activity
Report (2) Staff Development
Coordinator and Special Education
Activity lLog

»

Staff Developmeht Coordinators
Meeting

Steering Committee Meeting

(1) Project Director's Activity
Report (2) Staff Development
Coordinator and Special Education
Activity Log

staff Develépment Coordinator's
mid-year Planning and Evaluation
Conference

Initial plans for revision of propos
Steering Committee Meeting
(1) Project Director Activity

Report (2) Staff Development
Coordinator and Sgecial Education

~Activity Log

~ Staff Development Coordinators' Meet

District Advisory Council Meeting
(West) '

W-N-C-S-D=A~C
(1) Project Director Activity Repdrt

(2) staff Development Coordinator an
Special Education Activity Log

Staff Development Coordinators'
Mee?ing

Conmpletion of plans for Revision of
Proposals :
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MONTH DATE ITEM
Ap:il, 1973 10 ‘ (1) Project Director Activity Report

(2) staff Development Coordinator &
Special Education Activity Log

10-11 Staff Development Coordinator
Meeting

16 Steering Committee Meeting
29 Continuation Proposal for USOE

May, 1973 Post for 1973 (COS & TBS) Pre for
1974 (COS) ‘ '

7 Steering Committee Meeting

7-11 N.C. State Kindergarten Assessment
Battery

10 (1) Project Director Activity Repbrt
(2) staff Development Coordinator
and Special Education Activity Log

11 W-N-C~-S-D-A-C
14-18 : Steering Committee Meeting
15 (1) Anhual Principalé' Report

(2) Slides of all activities

29 "pre audit report

* 1. Pre-testing

TBS !
Principals' Leadership Survey
Purdue Teacher Opionnaire
Student Profile Questionnaire

Post-testing
Student Profile Questionnaire (post) N
*k June 30, 1972, Principals' Leadership Survey

On-Site Visit Report
Activity Log Formats
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Development Institutes conducted in the four western districts.

-(1972) NUMBER OF
DISTRICT COORDINATOR DATE PARTXCIPANTS
v Altha Manning " | August 7-18 65 ,
VI Nancy Hefner July 10-21 93
vil. David Kingsley June 5-6
August 2-11 _ 85
VIII Bob Kimzey =~ | June 18-30 ;96

c. Follow-Up Activities

The follow-up activities undertakeh.by the project director
in Districts V, VI and VIII are documented in the respective
coordinators' Activity Logs and the Project Director's Activity
Report. These data are presented in answer to-the objectives in
the Staff Development Component (Chapter IV) and the Special.
Education Coordinator section of this chapter. The Special Edu-
cation Coordinator's Activity Log documeﬁts her activities through-
out the year; these activities are summarized in the Special Edu-
cation Coordinator section of this chapter and in the Specfal " _
Education Component (Chapter V). The project director was avail-
able to assist the regional coordinators, upon their invitation
only, whenever they determined a need for his services either at

a specific center or within the districts.

The project evaluator accepts the above-stated activities as
evideﬁée of fulfiliment of the identified responsibilities in Objec-
tive 1.1.

Q L *
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Objective 1.2

By July 1, 1973, the project director will provide
on-site technical assistance to staff development
coordinators by follow-up regional study conferences,
assessment of ongoing activities to be provided once

a month, assistance with summer institutes, and obser-
vational visits to representative project schools.
This will be evidenced by an activity report kept by .
the project director.

Thé objective states four responsibilities of the'project
director. Ev1dénce of fulfillment of each of these responsibilities
1s discussed below. ’

a. 0On-site Technical Assistance to Coordinators by Follow-up
‘Regional Study Conferences

A summary of the Project Directorfs Activity Logs indicates
that he participased in each district's activities, but that
reg1onél study conferences were conducted in only-two districts:
District V (November 28-29, 1972), and District VIII (April 25.
1973).

b, Assessment of Ongoing Activities to Be Provided Once a Month

A portion of each monthly coord1nétors' meeting was devoted
to a discussion of ongoing activities in tHe individual districts.
The project director responded to each doordinator's discussion
of his/hen activities. The evaluator jas present ét all of the

open discussions, except for the February meeting. (Refer to

Table 4, page 44, for the dates of the monthly meetings.) :

c. Assistance with Summer Institutes

The Summer Institute Reports indicate that Phyllis Jack
(1971-72 project director) paft1c1pated in the summer training
fnstitutes in Districts V, VI and VIII. (No. report is available
£]{j: for District VII). Ms. Jack conducted one or more workshops in
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Institute Reports present discussions and evaluation of these

workshops.

d. QObservational Visits to Representative Project Schools

Mr. Schein visited schools in each of the four western
educational districts. In most instances, the coordinator sel-
ected the schools to be visited by the project director, and
made these selections on the basis of need. The following list*
presents the names of two schools in each of the western districts

and the dates they were visited by the project director.

DATES OF PERSONS ACCOMPANYING THE
DISTRICT | SCHOOL 7 VISIT - PROJECT DIRECTOR
v Hampton Elementary 2/28/73 Altha Manning, Coordinator
School Julius Fulmore, Principal
------------------------------------- el W WY

Saxapahaw Elementary 3/08/73 Suzanne Triplett, Evaluator
School / Howard Lesnick, Auditor
Al Morin, Auditor

‘ \VI Woodhill Elementary 10718772 | Nancy Hefner, Coordinator
School Syzanne Triplett, Evaluator
------------------------------------- s 0 s e N YD N S T TR R W S .
Polkville Elementary Betty Siviter, Special
School ' 4/03/73 . Education Coordinator

Suzanne Triplett, Evaluvator

VII Mountain View Bob Kimzey, Coordinator

Elementary School 11/01/72 | Annette Greene, N.C. Title
II1 Representative, SOPI

Suzanne Triplett, Evaluator

VIII Forest City Elemen-~ Bob Kimzey, Coordinator
tary School 10/19/72
Sylva Elementary : Bob Kimzey, Coordinator

School , 4/04/73 | Suzanne Triplett, Evaluator

‘th11st contains only a representative sample of schools visited.

f
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The above discussion of Cbhbjective 1.2 indicates that alil
of the responsibilitics delineated by the ohjective were completed,

with the exception of the regional study conference requirement.
. L]
Regional study conference: were conducted by the project ‘director in

only two of the four districts; therefore, Objective 1.2 as stated was

not aftained.

Grjietive 1.3

By Jduly 1, 1973, the project director wil) serve as
facilitator of ongoing activities of WNCSDAC and will
organize staff development for the administrative pro-
ject staff by the planning, facilitation and executiun
of monthly coordinators’ meetings and the coordination
of statewide meetings planned for the project Schools,

as evidenced by the dates, locations and agendas for /
these meetings.

Objective 1.3 outlines three responsibilities of the project

director, each of which is discussed below.

a. Facilitate the Ongoing Activities of the Western North
Carolina Staff Deveiopinert Advisory Council

The WNCSDAC met on the following dates: HNovember 13, 1972,
January 25, 1973, and May 3, 1973. The minutes of these meetings

are on file with the evaluator.

b. Plan, Facilitate and Execute the Monthly Coordinators’
Meetings

The dates and lTocations of the coordinators' meetings are

presented in the discussion of Objective 2.2, page 44,

c. Coordinate Statewide Meetings for theAProject Scheools

A statewide meeting of principa1§ from participating schools
was conducted in Asheville, North Carolina, on July 23-28, 1972,
FRIC under the direction of Phyllis Jack.
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Evidence of fulfillment of'the requiréments for Objective 1.3

is presented above, and is accepted as such by the project evaluator.

* * *

‘Objective 1.4

Bﬁ July 1, 1973, the project director will serve as

the 1iaison between project persgnnel and USOE, so that
project objectives can be implemeénted within the speci-
fied time. This will be evidenced by documentation of
written communications between the director, project
staff and USOE.

Objective 1.4 specifies that the project director will serve
as liaison between project personnel and USOE to expedite the imple-
mentation of*project objectives. The USOE Project Officer between
September and December 1972 was Miriam Carliner. Major communications
between the .project director and Ms. Carliner concerned replacing théﬂ
auditing agency, accepting the resignation of the District VII coor-
dinator, and hiring hiS successor, and discussing the evaluation pro-
cedures. All questioqs concerning USOE as presented by Ms. Carliner
were resolved.

Nancy Taylor, who had acted as the Project Officer during the
first year of operation and waéi therefore, very familiar with the
project, was reassigned to this capacity beginhing the first of the
year {(1973). Mr. Schein (Project Director), Ms. Triplett (Project
Evaluator), and JJLn Hawes (LINC's Acting Director for Programs) met
with Ms. Taylor in KWashington, D. C. on March 30, 1973, to discuss
the continuation proposal. [Also in attendance at this meeting was
Kay Henry, who had negotiated with Joseph Tilmon for the 1973-74
funding at a meeting in Atlanta on April 17, )923, at which Mr. Schein,
Ms. Triplett and John Goff (Project Fiscal Officer; Gaston County)
were present. At this latter meeting, the funding level for the .

Q
“RIC)ject was cut to $139,000 for the 1973-74 year of operation.] A1l

A ruiToxt provided by ER
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discussions with “s. Taylor have been satisfactory, and her immediate
respoase to il issies vas rece jved. \

uuar{nrly Reports have been submittéd to USOE'on the dates
reported in the discussion for Objective 1.1 {page 30). The Interim
Evaluation Répert was submitted on January 31; 1973. The interim
Audit Report arnd tho Project Evaluator's Reply Report to the Interim
Audit Report were submitted to USOE on April 16, 1973.

Due L. the late change of project officers at USOE‘and to thev
great delay in audit activities due to the transition betweeﬁ aud1tihg
agencies, the aiterations of this year's objectives were.verified in

\te1ephone conversation with Ms., Taylor on April 16, 1973; the approved:
changes were submitted in writing to USOE on the same day. A1l changes
were identified as necessary by October 31, 1972, except for some

minor wordings? but proper procedures for verifying the changes were
delayed until %he auditors had sufficient time to familiarize them- .

selves with the project.

2. STAFF DEVELOPMENT COORDINATQRS*

— - o e

Objective 2.1

By July 1, 1873, the coordinators will have assisted
in the statewide coordination of staff development, as
evidenced by their membership in at least one coordi-
nation committee and their attendance at monthly coor-
dinators' meetings.

Objective 2.1 states basically that the coordinators will

have assisted in the statewide coordination of staff development.

— - e o e

*The terms "Staff Development Coordinator", "Coordinator" and "Regional
Early Childhood Coordinator" are used intérchangeably throughoutf this
~port; but with the continued efforts to institutionalize the r0si-
[}{U:on. the correct title for the position is currently Regional [Larly
ammm § 1dhood Coordicacar., . :




(This project rofors only to the western coordinators (Distrfcts v,
VI, VIT and ¥1Il), but the evidence for fulfillment will be presented
with all eiant coordinétors represented, with further evidence pro-
Qided for tne project pirector, special education coordinator and
project evaluator.] This objective refers to "statewide" coordination
which requires the joint efforts of the above-named persons and the
early childhood edugation staf?é from SOPI and LINC. Others who are .
notable as r2-oular attendees at the menthly meetings and for serving
on one or more committees include: Gill Walsh (British Consultant in
. Early Childhoou Education, LINC), James Jenkins {Director, Early
Childhood Education, SDPI), John Hawes (Acting Director for Progfams,
LINC), and Charlotte Barnes, Ruth Woodson and Una Mae Lemmon {(from
Mr. Jenkins' staff, SDPI).
. Evidence for attainment of Objective 2.1 1is presented in
Table 3 (A Partial Listing of the Working Committees for the Early
Childhood Staff Development Program) and Table 4 (1972-73 Attendance

Record for the Staff Development Coordinators' Meetings), presented

on the following pages.

Objective 2.2 ’

By July 1, 1973, the coordinators will coordinate staff
developrent activities in their respective districts as
evidenced by planning and directing institute progranms,
serving as staff members at the Principals’'Conference,
coordinating the training of new personnel in student
assessment, and organizing on-site visitations at least
every two months. The activities will be evidenced by
the coord1nators activity logs.

Objective 2.2 refers to the coordination of staff development
activities within the distr1cts, and 1ists four major staff develop-

ment activities for which the coordinators are responsible. The

E£§4;0w1ng discussion of these resronsib111t1es is rTTTiniif mi



TABLE 3

A PARTIAL LISTING OF T™E
WORKING COMMITIEES
FOR THE EARLY CHILDHOOD STAFF.[EVELOPMENT PROGRAM

COMMITTEE : : : ‘1 MEMBERS
-

1. Orgénizatfon for Legislative

Support L Jenk1ns** and Marker*
2. Current Status- ' Trip!ett°(contact person) and
: Kimzey*

3. ldentification of Early Childhood ~
Education Consultants Sivitert+, Kimzey* and Hefner*

4, Long-Range Planning Strategies Brooks*, Schein®, Jenk1ns**, Smith*

5. Names and locations of Colleges and
Universities Involved in Each District

Barnes**

[ T, IO 8

6. Consultants' Time and Invoivement Tﬁ Woodson**, Marker* and Walsh®

A

b

RS
G Tk

7. Frank Porier Graham Study Triplett®, Lemmoni*, Schein®, Brooks*

8. Evaluation Siviter?, Kimzey*, Hefner*, Lemmon**

aﬁqkﬁreene**
\
9. District Budget , »Marker* “and Schein®
10. Colle?e Credit and Cert1f1cac1on
Renewa T Lemmon**, Marker* and Schein®
11, Tutoring Programs, Title I Hefnér* aﬁd Kimzey*-
.12, Staff Development : Hodges*, Barnes** and Schein®
13. Teacher Training . Walsh® (contact person}, Barnes**
Manning* and Hodges* ‘
14. Training for Administration Schein® (contact person), Marker*
£ and S1v1ter
. . et o) ~
15. Early Childhood Education Status Brooks* (contact person), Hefner*,

Lenmon** Greene** and Smifh*

O “Staff Development Coord{ﬁaic}é
-RJICSpecial Education Coordinator

R Ay A—
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TABLE 4

1972-73 ATTENDANCE RECORD FOR THE
STAFF DEVELOPMENT COORDINATORS' MEETINGS

4.4' !

|
. STAFF DEVELOPMENT COORDINATORS |
tEastern Educational.Region Western Educational Region
| I1 Il IV v VIi*  VII* VIII*! Special
DRTE | : Education*
. ol
September 11-14 || ¢ v v v v v J v i v
]
)
october 10-12 {l v ¥ YN | N N N
]
. i |
]
November 15-18 || v VA T A A B
{Met with Project Director at || NAEYC Meeting in Atlanta.)!
Decemder 12-13 | v Y N A L
. i ]
January 15-19 N v v v v v X v i ‘J
|
February 13-14 v v v v v v X v i V.
]
. } R
March 12-13 v v v v v v X v i v
) i
:
April 10-11 v Y v v v v v ViV
. ) ]
- 'r 1
May 14-18 |} V v v v Y v Y Vi
’ 4
C i
June 10-11 v v Vv N v v Y iV
1
NOTE: The Project Director was in attendance at all of the ahove meetings.

3-14 meeting.

The Project Evaluator was ﬁ:resent at all of the above meetings, with the
exception of the February

*Positions funded through ESEA Title III.
**Refer to page 24 for discussion concerning the Staff Development Coordinator

for District VII.
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AL
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‘:EA

iv the western region conducted

fopoent Summer Institute, as

is preported in

“the table below.

Salim Roadeny/Forest Park School,
censlorn

O L T T L L L

didversity of North Caro?wna,
htrsottﬂ

R T T I LR Y TR S i e Sy

Eaat Harpor
Leroir

Elemontary School

B R e T T X A ) T Esese o -

b ch

avn Carclina University,
u!hnﬁte,

4 e ———

Lo nferencdd:

A et i 8 Y

1672-73 was held at the Univer-

in Ashevilla during the week of July 23-28

cnordihators*, the special
¢irector (Phyllis Jack), the
staffs, and 5 British

The following chart

shoy the workshap teaming of coordinators and British

tyict YY) was hospitalized during the conference
not able to actively

participate in the Princi-



[T RO AYOR/RRITYSH TSI Y™ Yo
|_DISTETE 'E'f o R s BRUTE LONETLTANY

V Em“‘ ha Nlnn1rg :  NA

v } Nanev Hafrer Olive Xeddiav/lavvy Marker
"__"V{xwu'?*"“}QQAEJnQZYZ} Dor Nilliaums*/Peter Mansfield*

Vi1 i Rob Himzey Velma Smith/Marshall Brooks

*British Consultant

c. Training of Hew Personnel in Student Assessment

The Summer Institute Reports provide evidence that "Assessment
Workshops" were offered and conducted by the project evaluator for
all new k1nuerqdrren teachers in Districts V, VI and VIIT Summer
Institutes. Workshop descriptions and»eva1uation are availab]é
in the Sumnmer Institute Reports on file with the evaluator,

The coordjnators‘ Monthly Activity Logs provide evidence of
contihuing stéff deve]opment‘in the area of tollow-up assessment
and diagnostic activities throughout the year. For example, from
Altha Manning's Activity LPg: "WO;kShOPS consfsting of either
assessment techniques (f;?‘examp1e, how to use data from tests to
plan activities and experiences), or of general team planning for
more effeciive use of centers, or both" were conducted at the

following schocls during August and September:

PERSTHS SEPVED fNurber Indiceted)
R S R
T g.) g ' 'g ' _‘é: |%):f; "' -3?%: .. : g’m
L7 B | ¢ t S ore 3 [} ~— r— .
SCHOOL DRTE | g2icg r §180E1 531 £ | 35| Total
ST w >i o, fa 4 | 2 llf-- LA« ] N [7aR o8] L L] %LJ o7
; : ' T v
Jones (£66)* 9/25 bl 2 2 ; : 5
- T i 1 ¥
Porter-Grahan (37) | 9/20 301 0 50 30 30530 1 | 69
- i — N " 4 s
! o S
Franklinville (30)[8/29 L O A A : ' 8
: N T T T T — .
Pinnacle (68)* - |9/15 Py 12 2 : : 6
\ o : G Bt et
-ERIC | | ototas | s i 4 i 13 i 9 i 3 i 53 i 1 | 88
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d. gg;§lggwjj§itations at_Least Every Two Months

Table & (Number of Monthly Visits to Centers) presents evidence
of the coordinator's accomplishmedt of this responsibility. On- A
site visitations were scheduled to begin in September and continue
until May for a total of nine months. The evaluator accepted,
thefefore, four on-site visits per center as fulfillment of this
part of Objective 2.2. It should be noted that every center in
Districts V and VI was visited a minimum of four times, with the
exception of Moss Street in District VI. (The two workshops
conducted at Unionville Elementary School in District VI during
November are considered on-site visits for this discussion.) th
all of the schools in District VIII were visited four times, in-
cluding: C]axtoq, Steoch, Micaville, and Bryson City. However,
all of the schoofs were either visited or invited to regional.

S

meetings every two months by the coordinator.

The above discuséions do not present evidence acceptable to
the project evaluator regarding the attainment of the require-

ments for Objective 2.2,

Objective 2.3

By Juty 1, 1973, the coordinators will evaluate the
project, document and disseminate information regard-
ing the district staff development activities as evi-
denced by their reports to the project director.

The discussions below report the evidence of fulfillment of
Objective 2.3, according to the responsibilities outlined in the ob-

Jective.
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a, Ewalwafo the Froject

The coo-diators pyrawwticed varicaws methads for carrying out
this respeus.Lisity. Frobably the noest meaningful evaluative
activity i~ 1 .iiurn Lo procran adaptatibns and changes was the
discussion s 3sion with the projgect_dirvector at each‘month1y
meeting. f{uriny these sessions, the coordinators would relate
the activiti.: and/or probleins encountered in staff development
éctivitius Pooormerate disoyssion by and suggestions from the
other coorcinaters and from the project director, the project
evaluator, uae SUPIL personnel, and other experts who were constantly
informed of eygicnal activities.

The coordinstors conducted evaluations of fﬁgir Staff Develop-

‘

ment Summer institutes, which include participant evaluations of
each workshoy, of the first week (in residence) and of the second
week (in individual schools). A1l of these evaluations are sum-
marized ﬁn tire Summer Institute Reports. Appendix B contains the
Summary of inhv First Week Evaluation for District VI. (Samples of

the Summer institute evaluaticn instruments are presented in

PR
3 €4
(A

‘. . <

Append%x C.)
One of {le major evaluation efforts for the project year was the
preparatio. of a veport concerning changes recommended in the state
kindergartca eveluation design, submitted by the coordinators on
the Evaluation Cowmittee. The preliminary report was approved by
the coordinators as a group, from which a final report was prepared
and submittied to the North Caroline Early Childhood Education
Steering Comnittee., (SceAppendix [ for a copy of fhé final report
by this conmrttpc, whose members include coord1nators Hefner and

I:Rkﬁjkimzey, the 1IN0 project eva]uator, Suzanne Triplett, and Una Mae

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Lemmon from SGPI. ¢

A Management Review of the project was provided by the North
Carolina State Title III Office. The reviewers' comments are in
Appendix L.

Coordinators in Districts V and VI conducted on-site evaluation
activities with théir respective advisory councils, as evidenced by
the On-Site Visitation Sheets. (See Appendix f for a copy of the
On-Site Visitatinn,Shggj-ierm.)

Each of the coordinatofé conducted child observations at
selected centers. Also, they observed selected classrooms using

the LINC Classrooin Observation Scale for use in the evaluation of

the project.

b. Document Information Regarding the District Staff Development
Kct1v1 ties

A1l major documentation products are on file with the evaluator,
They include {1) summer institute reports, (2) monthly activity
logs, (3) stides of center activities, (4) a slide-tape presenta-
tion on “"The Learning Disabilities Resource Teacher" (District
YIII), and (5) copies of all committee repdrts and proposals.

C. D1sseminate Info:mat1on Regarding the District Staff Deve]op-
ment Activities

Dissemination activities fall inio three major categories:
(1) the distribution of monthly regional newsletters to all pro-
gram personnel within respective districts; (2) the collection of

numerous newspaper articles* conce.ning individual centers or the

p _ - : : Ve

*See Appendix G for a copy of.an article written by Tom 0'Kelley in
' Maintenance Beacon, a newspaper published by the North Carolina
]:R\()11c Schools Maintenance Association, Raleigh.
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. }

re

ovarall kindergarten program; and (3) occasional appearances on

. !
television* to discuss the early childhood education program.

* * *

Objective 2.4
By July 1, 1973, the staff development coordinators
will coordinate the district advisory councils, as

evidenced by a minimum of two site visitation reports

per year and the minutes of four meetings during each
year, ‘

Objective 7.4 stipulates that the coordinators will supervise
the coordination of the district advisory councils. = Evidence 6¥5attain-
mént of this cbjective includes {1) two site visitation réports ber
yéar {data preserted in Table 6), and (2) the minutes of four council
meetings dur{%g thé’year. {The dates of the council meetings are pre-
sented in Table 7. The minutes are on file with the evaluator and have

‘beeﬁ'summa%ized quarterly in the project director's Quarterly Reports
to USOE.) |

Tﬁe reqhirements of this 6bjective were not met even though
all. of the councils met & minimum of four ;1mes and Districts V and VI
had a minimum of two site visits.

fh%s objective has been changed for the third year of the
projett: the change is refiected in this report in the discussion

under .the subﬁéading "Councits." [Refer to page 25.]

v

L “ ¥

*For example, a -30-minute information-btased program for parents on
&'TVi/Charlotte on June 6, 1973, featuring Nancy Hefrner (D1str1ct V1
[j{}:ordlnator) and E11zabeth Rando1 h {(Title I D1rector y Julia Saunder§

St i Snerinnand fan Lt (i




TABLE 6

SITE VISITATIONS BY
DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCILS

DISTRICT : NUMBER OF VISITS
v 3
..................... N LR G R e L L PP PP
VI 2

[Refer to discussion of
VI District VII activities
on page 24.,] :

TABLE 7
DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETINGS

DISTRICT DATES OF MEETINGS

v - - September 28, 1972
Decembey 6, 1972
February 21, 1973

o . e A W we e e e Y B M W SR M e e hm ) s R Em R MR B NS R M TR R W MR M e S ML M N G G R e ST S M S e M S M M W M

VI* . August 14, 1972
November 6, 1972
April 2, 1973
May 21, 1973

fen @ M S W B M W S M A S we ey S B G WSS AR Ne SR M NG M M ML S W G e G A R S BN G M W M em TP M M W e em M MM W A

VII . [Refer to discussion of District VII
activities on page 24,]

R R R I I I N R R R I A R O R

, October 19, 1972 February 5, 1973
ERIC vinr " November 30, 1972 March 15, 1973




3. COUNCILS
- Thic proje¢t had been committed to generating active
perticipation in early childhood‘éducatioh‘on the part of parents,
college and university peréoﬁne] and community égencies. The district
advisory council concept was developed to impliement this commitmeﬁt.
However, the systenm 1nstitpted for selecting council members tended to
limit the membership to representatives only from the communities
where coordinators were based. This has nol allowed the advisory coun=-
cil to reflect the involvement of the majority of communities being
served by the project. Therefore, increased efforts are being made
by‘the coordinators to elect persons from PTA groups across the dis-
tricts to make up the membership of the WNCSDAC. The council retains
_ its two major goals: (1) to share information across districts, and

(2) to assist in the dissemination of information concerning the

project.

Objective 3.1

By July 1, 1973, the Western North Carolina Staff
Development Advisory Council will share information
across districts and assist in the dissemination of
information concerning the project, as evidenced by

the minutes of a minimum of three meetings and the
presentation of copies of a minimum of three news-
letters to the project director and evaluation agency. '

Objective 3.1 assigns two }esponsib11ities to the Western
North Carolina Staff Deve1opﬁent Advisory Council: (1) to share
information across districts and (2) to assist in the dissemination of
1nfofmat16n concerning the project. The attainment of this objectivé’
is evidenced by the minutes of three meetings {November 13, 1972;
‘January 25, 1973; and May 3, 1973) on file with the evaluator and
v marized by the project Birector in his Quarterly Reports to USOE,

< m e negeters Tn AN heE nn aeran 10 e gar i




production of a newsletter; therefore, the council, the coordinators

and the project director made arrangements to include all council
SN
announcements in the monthly regional newsletters produced by the

coordinators. The newsletters are on file with the evaluator and
were incliuded in the appendices of the project director's Quarterly

Reports.

Objective 3.2

By July 1, 1973, members of each of the four district
advisory councils will have made a minimum of two
on-site visits to project schools in order to review,
evaluate and make recommendations, as evidenced by a
report of their findings and recommendations presented
to the project director,

Objective 3.2 states that the district advisory councils will
make a minimum of two on-site visits to project schools in order te
}(1) review, (2) evaluete and (3) make recommendations. As was stated
in Objective 2.4 on page 52, on-site visits were made by the councils
in Districts V and VI. The District V councils visited Frank Porter-
Graham-Lincoln Elementary School, Saxapahaw E£lementary Schoo1,>and
Fdrest Park Elementary School. The District VI council visited Polk-
ville Elehentary School and Winecoff Elementary School. The on-site
visitors completed the visitation evaluation form, compiled their
reactions and discussed the visits with other members of the councﬂs£
and the coordinators. On-Site Visit Reports, containing summaries of
findings and recommendations, were then presented to the project di-
rector. Table 8 pfesentu'an actual repoft as received by the project
director. [The name of the center involved has been omitted.]
Hovwever, since oniy two of the four western district advisory

rn&ncils made the required site visitations, the requirements of

Eﬁ&g;:t1ve 3.2 were not comr]eted.



TABLE 8
OBSTAVATIC! GUIDE
FOR |
DISTRICT FIVE EARLY CHILDHCOD(K=3) CHTIRS

' 1
School s _ 2l 7|73
Y S S e
Classroon(s) LK_“ ! L.’l\i
‘ 1 / 3} ‘.-;I
Observer(s) R fif $3h2}54

(J s

u, ' -«owﬂvfu

! /):1"-‘ !/o ’ﬁ'SchJ{

‘1, Staff Organization

/-* a, Self contained (cne teacnﬂr and/or teacher aid/area)

L~ by Leqnlng(a or more_ teachers and,/or eides, ares)

k L
C, uher(e,mlain) /< S i"; A N

ok - —

2. Grouping of Gh{ldren
) L/; ~, Self contained/aga-grade level
L~ %, Ability groﬁping
¢, lulti~aging{on basis othar than ability)

¢, Cthar{axplain)

2, Doveloomantally handiceanned children wrere in the regular

e
S

L
classroom P separated from other children /1 _,

3. (poasroon Arrangement
a, Cnair snd desk structures provide major focus for activities

1> hs A variety of interest - learning ceqtors serve as ths major
Tocus for learning activities

c, How many centers are distinguishable?

d, Other arrangement(oxplain)

1l
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b, Learning Activitles \
_L”<~ ~e Children were participating inm ¢ voeriety of activitias
(¢ifferent childr:r wore doing different things at the-
sana tima),

)~ b, Adults(parents, teachers, aidos, voluntoors, ate.) vere
~vrzre of tho children's ~cetivitics,

ce ‘dults nrovided assistznco to children's centar activities,
d, Skill sroupings arce the onl& or major learning activities

e. Large eroup and/or total closs activities are dominent (all
childran doing the s~me thing most of the time),

! £, Small groun srctivitiss ~re dominant
7. Individual lerrming activities dominant
17 he Lorge, small group ond individuzl ~ctivities ars present
i, Activitias demircntad by tézcher
Je Arz oprortunitices available for the children to explere,

- mepinulate, create and exporiment with materials?
Tos ilo

e ire cantar activitics uszd 2s 2 roveard after children finich
their Mwrork!,

1, List the nctivities you obsorvad

e
Fﬂ?ﬂsr: U/r5'94 “jx? 8 o
: ) .
| PN .. ' s}.,. b '
. . ‘ i a !
v ET gt Lo Ko

1~~~ r. Y25 the childran's work displayed?

L-" n, 'as their work avidence that tho classrcom sllowed for
crentivity, individuality, ond d2fferent developmental levels?

- 5. Physical focilitiss

. g : S
L~"a, tre the faeilities adocuste ~nd suitrble for young children? \\
(Right sizs furniture, amount of space, kind of furniture,.
lighting, access to toilet facilities ond out of -doors),
h, Is optimum use boing made of fzcilities?

e

i

L’ ¢, W28 the classroom attroctive?
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6. Classroom/school atmosphare
" 4, Doas tho classroom suam inviting to the children?
L~ b, Do the children seom relaxed and free Irom strain?
__’-L::: ¢, T .he children appesar to feel free to approadh the texcher?

__ do Is the group predominantly passive (1)

hetive (2)

7. Summary

Comments (you may include what you would consider to be strengths
and/or wasknesses nlso sugcastions for improvement, Use the back
of nrze if nocessary),
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73, the feur district advisory councils
will have ascicted 1n disse~ipa®ion of ir“armation
concesning *re prnjant, as evidancod by the rennrt

of a o i un of throe discussicn grouns dnd a minimum

00 o s e srtantes af wheeh copics will be

-fnrwa?ﬁed oouhe progeat diveciar,

[n accoerd witr the vesponsibility delineated in Objective 3.3,
the district advisory councils (in Districts V, VI and VIII*) have
assisted in discemirating information conce;ning the project.

The evalugtui acknowliedyes Tu]f!llmentqof this objective on
the basis of corpiiance with the requivenents of the objective. Each
district (v, VI, VII* and VIII) submicted evidence, usually in.the
minutes of the council meetings, of a minimum of both tﬁree discussion
grdups and of four newspaper articles cancerning the project, However,

the evaluator perceives‘that the intent of the objective is obscured
by the desire to furnish evidence of attainment.

The intent o7 the project designers was that the district

“advisory councils be actively invo]ﬁed in project decisions and acti-
vities. As previously discussed on page 25, the membership of the
councils had to be nodified to meét the negds of the project as‘the
magnitude of the proaram grew beyond origiﬁa1 expectations.. Hehée.
it is recommended** tnat this and other objectives related to the
distriﬁt advisory councils be dropped, and the intended functions be

inen to local PTAs.

*No minutes are available from District VII.

**It should be noted that the evaluator works as part of the project
O aff and that this, and other recommendations, are continuously
£1{U:corporated intc the program design.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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2.4

1973. the four district advisory councils
w111 ady se in planning and 1wo1emenfat1on of goals
and assistin evaluation, as’ evidenced by the minutes

of a minium of four meetings with their respective
coordinators.,

Again, a5 witn Objective 3.3, the evaluator reluctantly
acknowledges fulfillment of Objective 3.4 on the basis of presentation
of the proper data -- the minutes of a minimum of four meetings.

(See Table 7 tur the dates of the council meetings.) Nevertheless,

[o%

it is obvious, from both the minutes and the evaluator's observations,
that the district advisory éounciis play, for the most part, only a ..
nominal role in planning and implementing the goasls of the program,
There is stronger indication that the councils do e§a1uate
program activities -- i.e., the on-site .visit evaluation forms (see
Table 8). But at this time, their evaluations appear to have had

imperceptible effect on the program,

& .
* * *

4. SPECIAL EDUCATION COORDINATOR

Objective 4.1

D o

By July 1, 1973, the special education coordinator

will have coord1nated the special education component

for the four western districts. This will be evidenced

-y the participation of this coordinator as a staff

. member at each of the summer institutes and by follow-

up workshops held in each district during_the year,

The following discussion presents the evidence of attainment
of Objective 4.1, according to the responsibilities as stated therein:
the special education coordinator will have coordinated the special

. education component of this project for the four western districts.

According to the Summer Institute Reports submitted by the

ER\(:rdinat,rs (for Districts V, VI and VIIl) and the calendar of
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activities subaitzcd by the speciel education conrvdinator (Betty
Stviter), tui- cvavdinator participated as a staff member at each of
the summer v (v gy, anciuding the Listrict VI institute.

Also . Cros veavainatsr conducted follow-up werkshops in each
of the fouwr rosier disirics , as documented by the summation of the
appropriate activitres froew her monthly loegs presented in Table 9,
The calerdsy s aciivity logs are on file with the evaluator.

A *

Objucuive 4.2

By Juily 1, 1973, the special education coordinator
will have served as a resocurce person in special edu-
cation during the school ycar at the center speciali-/
zing in the integration of developmentally handicapped
childrer into the reqular classroom, as evidenced by
an art1v1tv log kept during the school year.

Objective 4.2 specifies that the special cducg@ion coordinator
will have served as ¢ special education resource person at the center

specializing in the integration of developmentally handicapped children

into the requiar ciassroom -- inp t- - case, Polkville Elementary Schooli
o The special education coordine or, Betty Siviter, was housed !
at Polkville Elementary School and censidered an integral part of the
‘school team. Ms. Siviter participated in school meetings and planning
and/or training sessions as appropriate for a regular staff m: .bers.

She worked closely with the school's principal, Leo Treece, and with
Reta Vollbract, the special education teacher.assigned to the school,

in establishing the role of the special education teacher as a resource
for all of the teschers and for children with special prdblemé.

Ms. Vollbract's classroem tecame a resource room for teachers and

children alike, and a place whero children could go with individual

The foliowing outline of the Polkville E]ementarr School



Table 9

) Record of Activities
of Special Education Coordinator
in the Four Western Education Districts
(excluding activities at Polkville Elementary)

September 1872

Stratford: [I] met with classes of student~teachers.,
Most of the students are going to England to work in the British
Infant Schools during January. Since most of the girls were from
North Carolina, they wevre interested in North Carolina Early Child-
hood programs and their summer institutes. Other faculty members
attended. ‘

District VIl: Follow-up mebtlng—-Lake Junaluska (Septem-
ber 7 and 8, for Bob Kimzey).

October 1972 f

Hendersonville: I worked in classrooms and met with facul=-
ty after school. They plan to do some multi-aging this year. We
discussed "The Open Library" and how it should function as a re-~
source roomn, We discussed getting the mountain crafts into the
classrooms.

Green Creek: Organization problem--wall was not removed,
so children were changing classes. Teachers and principal unhappy
because they cannot implement program as they had planned, Worked
in both rooms during the day and met with teachers (k-1) after
school.

Mt, View: Worked in all classrooms (k-3). Workshop after
school on "The Teacher's!' Role in a Child-Centered Classroom." Bob
Jones from Appalachian was also present. Spent a lot of tlme with
the Resource ‘Teacher who ,is working in the classrooms.

November 1972

Northbrook: Worked in classrooms. Met with teachers after
school for discussions and film on learning styles. Small stitchery
workshop and left materials enough for all teachers to begin stitch-
ery in rooms. uced rnore parent involvement.

Woodhill: wWorked with Special FEducation Teacher. I did
demonstration-teaching in one classroom with four exceptional chil-
dren. Special-Ed Teacher and classroom teacher observed. Re-ar-
ranged Resource Room into centers.

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Unienville: worked in classreeoms (k) and with exceptional
children (1) in lst grade, Met with kindergarten teachers after
school. Talked individveally with eight teachers about planning for
individuals. DPuarent involvement good in kindergarten, but not in
grades 1-3, sStitchery workshop.

Forest Jitys: Worked in both k-1 classes. Met with teachers
after schoeol. hildren reguested lots of resource people (community).
We also looked and repianned centers in one room. Shared some new
ideas.

Unionville and Wadesboro;. Workshop given on learning styles,
the changing vole of the teacher, and stitchery. School is indi-
vidualizing math program through all grades (Unionville).

Winecoff-Concord Workshop: Three workshop given during
the day {(about 60 in cach group). Learning styles discussed, ex-
ceptional children in the classroom, and stitchexy display shown.
One session with k-3 teachers, another 4-6, and another for 7-8 tea-
chers. Slides shown and discussion followed for each arovp. About
14 schools represented. Role of Resource Teacher discussed, too!

District V Workshop: Hampton Elementary---worked in re-
source room with Nancy Hefner, I did bookmaking and tie and dye,
and discussed (informally) learning styles. Iad one small group
discussion on the exceptional child in the classroom. Talked infor-
'mally with individuals, '

December 1972

Forest City: Worked with Exceptional Children's Teacher
in her room most of the day. We planned with the principal for
her to visit and work in the rooms ©f all her students the week
after Christmas. This will help communication with other teachers
and she will also see her students in another setting,

January 1973

Sparta: Worked in kinderqgarten classes for one day and
worked in Special Fducation classes the second day. Held a work-
shop on secaond day for k-3 teachers and Special Fducation teachers.
Several supervisors attended. A craft table with raterials-and
books was displayed for those interested. The workshop was about
the Resource Teacher approach and on Learning Lags. *Sparta has
an éntire building for exceptional children (three or four classes).
They admit that only five or six are really retarded--they say that
the others test that way because they are "culturally deprived".
Anyone (who 1s) too slow or a problem goes over to that building.
The programs were not jindividualized--the whole class does about

ERIC
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the same thi:nn at buo same Lime,  The childrven have little contact
with other chilires in the schioel, I asked them to consider the
Resource Tenaier anpreach oy next year arnd I also asked Ron Aus-:
denmore to visit tl¢ scheol., The principal is aware of the prob-
lem. He wiuld cecl svpport fron his Spacial Fducation Supervisor
and I did no ool s or hewo,

Cotawio. L oie Ll sogeral kKL oclasses, but spent. two days
helping Lxev\*lu“«L Chitdren ond their teacher. We fixed the room
into centaers and beeran individualizing the pregrvam, Theé teacher
(coach) was loario: Lo Fobiivary and another coach was taking his
place. ‘Very ii1ctis learning was taking place-~lots of boredom and
misbehavior. 7o oo ioa) arrenced for one girl to move cut. I
talked also o bol gvonks about movig to the Resource approach
nexy vear. Lo Oros o dusakien Supervisor gives very little help
to the schoo i,

Mo caanono M, Viiew:  Worked in classrooms with Resource
Teacher, Classroors had improved since earlier visit and Resource
Teacher adjusting Lo chanqge,

Kings rounraein:  Visited and worked in some rooms., Work-
shop after schoo! on Tearning Disabilitiles (Lags). Heautiful pro-
gram for exceptional ahﬂldapx. Classroom teachers (State program)
work beautifully @ith 21! children.

Roxboroe: Worked all dav in Special Fducation trailer
with children ond met with the teacher and principal aftfer school.
Very authoritarian rnorm—-—-little c¢ontact with other children--little
creativity shownr by teacher or children--just mounds of memo-sheets,
Teacher and T listoed Tots ol 1deas to try.

Met wit' two superintendents and talked with them about
the program an. naving toward a Rescurce-Teacher approach,

*They expregsed a need for a workshop at the Principal's
Conference on Exceptional Children and the Resource-Teacher ap-
proach.

February 1973
. Forest City, Vaceahiil, Winecoff, Polkville, and Sylva---
worked all cav with tracher{s). of exceptional children in Resource
Rooms and clssorevrs,  Zhared with thenn new ideas and technilques.,
Also met with each principal,

Clear Crccek: Wworked in rooins and Nancy and I met with
teachers after school.

Rulticrford County: Workshep with all Spec1al Education
Teachers after schcol (cupervisor attended, too).

Western Carolinra: Bookmaking workshop for student-teachers

Q" Bob. .

ERIC

m;;ﬁﬁ Cleveland Countys [Mot withl Ekecachers k-3. Showed slides
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) March 1572
Piansy o 3OS0~ Visor el o soms, shared ideas witl teacher,
worked with a iow ziodon Speant most of day working in Special
Education Resouroo xoom with stwdentls and teacher., She needs to plan
more witi: indiviadual cohlbiidren and fix her room into centers. She
would like tablas, o0, ‘ : ‘

Forest vark:  3/6/73-- Visited rooms, worked with students
(Sp.Ed.) ani rhared wdeas with teachars.  Spent most of day with
\\\ Resource Toarcicy,  Che el

woald Vike hola. T felt she has a good begin-
ning--voiks in cozoncoe voom and in classroom, but has had no help
from local Gpecand ducation Sfupervisovs all year in planning and
operating . veso;orse noom.  3ha has dons her best--would like to

come to oo oinniauace,. Jcunty obilce observed her one day and they .
vere upset with prosran{do not wisiyto o resource program). - Yet,
they had never hoooed her plan on work ia her new program, She has
great rappo:rt witn Leachers and ohittidran. Needs support.

Moss Stracits 3/6/73-- Werked in four rgoms. Kindergarten
program very weok.  Ms. Cbhleman (2nd ard 3rd asdde teacher) has a
very good <ihel oiaxsioeon! One of the best I have seen in North
Carolina.

Jones doloal . 3/9/72~- Vigited all classrooms, shared
ideas, worked worh sovoral studests., Met with k-1 staff.  Good be-
ginning yeasr: Lnoiten by one teacher who leads aroup~ hung up on
skills and szhocoles’  Doos not see play and learning s one. Shared
ideas and foelirgs -houh programn and yet I felt that she did not
listen. I evern woried with students (demo) and showed work 'pro--
duced, ., tine will! telll ’ :

.

Wastern Regional Center, Canton, N.C.: Bockmaking=- two
sessions with emal %

1 groeps. Intreduction and Evaluation sessions
were held witl both groups. Teacrgre mede books--gewed pages,
-~ bound booxks. Jdeslgned covers {(black vrinting and spray bay),etc.
8 H )
p :

Student-tcacters froe Wostern

April 1372 &

Contrai-woai eh-nn; Vasited colaserooms and held workshop
,after school,  Coo cotivity  descriptior.

Ruthovford o
P :

. Helred Turherieord Co. write Title IV-B
proposal (amelia Wilriw-Spocial Fduwceiion Director, and May Morris-
L.D. teacher).

» ‘

May 1973

Evaication Zomalttoe. fsr the Elkin Project (May 3). Wrote the
Elkin Proposal with Carrie Kirkman (May 7).

) e . ‘ —
B T(j - Met witn Mancy, Bob and Xindevrgarten teachers from Polkville
Monroeg(MAy 241, : : ‘ ' e

[Aruitox: providea by exc |8
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;dxih e .c.:L~Lu3
. S entey G in the
Integracicn o Dovercpmental handicapped Children

l"u.

Sgptember 1472

ry . .

’ Ll M;x; i oo 2t Polkville, I have worked
almost eves viay L emoong o and speni time talking with the
teacher. - o . S T '
' HETER rmlkville, we have discussed

" S, i hnlipnrs. o We now have a file .
in the offica ;ulnw Gommo poleysn Inamegl. and their areas
of irterest. - soofomy thme RD0 s ot wes spent getting to know
PolkV1llo nlrnvwlg?y Saheol. ,

.. my role

S wade Ms. Smith, the Special Ed-.
Ccunty, One class was chosen as the
oo wldans, :

. Fal J&b( RTINS S
ucation Suyerzxsyv Eov
control class. Aa mat

October 1972

P (),i/f{ Ll

the day in/%~ ]

and in smajl q.

with faCuyty-a'
! /

i Polkville, I work part of
with teachers (individually
d s2valuate children. Talked

r.‘rca l senier

. . i

, ﬁWé mv&}»heg*nﬂ;n”
ment program at Polkville.
o . 4

program and a parental involve-
Jeen Ldpnt1flpd for my program.-—

_ © The testing program for ,x:oerohal Children at Polkville.
and Fallston iz behind my schedul:n, ,AL,¢t‘takL - time to develop these
tests. . Have not received the 4crvop011qdn Test yet. o . :

' Workshog dates are set ‘and § feel good about these so far.:
Teachers seem aniou Lo learn more about mainstreaming the excep-
tlonal chlldlcw. Rosnurce progeae at Polkville is developing.

November 1972 - ' .

Polkvilie: 1] worked in kindergarten and third grade
-classroom. Twe workahops were given afrer school where movies were
shown and discussions f{ollowed. (I} wo*Led.with Resource Teacher.

esien™ aiven to teachers 4-~6 at Polk-

' "Indisidustining s
ville. ’ . . . -
"Motor" activities who have children with co-
Jordination problems. Ideas , : .rs who have children who are
Q : ready for fortal reading, math, and writing exercises.




Table 10 cont'A .
Whan at Polkville, [ make wyvself available to teachers and
work in rooms when time allows I kool my professional books to the
teacher' loungs and teachsos ara roading them now. , ,
Tast Lnj program begun at Pslkville and) Pallston. '
Ron Ausdinmnore, of tha State Department oF E\ceptlonal Chil-
dren, met with me S0 cue davs o ba derotn cests. for cial, emotlonal,,
self-concept, «ic., growth. . :
[T have! begun ios and 31ide of Windergarten activities and
changes at Polhvill:. :
- ' "v —— '
December 1i97: ' ‘ : e
Polkville: (11 worked. in kindorrwrten classroom and also in .
one third-grade room. Set up a room nadl o 3rd grade classroom for
students. to work in. Tested k=3 cwﬂcz.'unal hlldren.
’ Failstons -~ (1] testod onc Tucopti unal Chaldren s class and
also-helped in ro _
January 1973 T ®
o . » . : . ¢
Polkville: [I] did some work i# €1&35rooms, met with K
teachers several timos, and spent two tull days with the Resource _
' T - / . ’ /
: P R, - //
writing HLf]e VI-B proposal for Polk— T
The Resource {
: /
/

[I] spernt +twa day
ir the area of Learniiw Disabilities,
Teacher would like to-help these children in their rooms and do .some
workshops for teacher-training of reqular (Polkville) classroom tea~-
Bducaticn teachers in, Cleveland County. This ,

Teacher.

ville School.

-chers and 10 .Special =Ed

would aloo present ‘the Resdurce-Teacher apploach

pLLLV,oal of Po*;71¢la.8chool; is ginihg Monday
on indlvidualizing instruc-

proaram)
anotfya visited me for a
and Gas-

1

a recoxrd

o Leo Treece,-
afternoon sessions (with
tion to all his staff. .
¢ .+ Two Day Care "eachers from Chatt (s _
week. They went to Polkville, Monroe, Charlotte, Davidson,
tonia to look at programs for infants o Flvc ~year-olds. They liked
what was happ@n*ng at Polkville best. : . . T :
(1] mnf with (1evelrad County %Upcrvasor of Exceptlonal
Chlldren and set up two. dates, one with county staff ardd one for a |
workshop~w¢th PT@VPland County teachers k-3, ' J
. February 1973 T : ' '
Polkville: 1[I} met with féculty?aﬁafshared'observatlons.
with principal. Central-~work in .all rooms.and

nd lots of time
gg;g;l and I had workohop after school
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Table 10 con'

Clevaeland Jounty staft: Showvd Polkville Klnde*qarten

Slides, talked about oven oducakion, and also talked about the Re-
source Program zit Poihville, Made a fow requests (tables, chairs,
and cubbices) tor 2nd and Frd grades and was told that al)l monies

are going for new High School library---no funds available for Polk-

ville., Staff{ ¢njoved program,

March'19{§

Polkvitiv: [T} worked ecach day with kindergarten teachers
and Special Educ.tios Rezource Teacher,

Wroto--Projecic (EAD (Icarnlng Environment for All Disabil-~

ities) for Cleveland County Title VI-B. The State Department Excep-
tional Children Division anprovcd and we will get funded if they get
their money. WwWill send copy when available.,

. . ‘- ’J . ’
Met with Cleveland County Special Education Director three
. times, ; :

Y

“April 1973

Polkville: Bernie, Suzanne, and I hald a workshop after
‘school on "Open Edutation". Bernie talked on_the philoscphy of open
education and then we had a ‘discussion with faculty. Questions con+,
tinued for an entire week‘aftcr Bernie and Suzanne left.

Planned post-testing program and ready to begin in May.

Met with k-1 tedchers at Polkville to order materials for
mu}tl age class.

May 1973 A

Polkville: Mike Tracy (Unlvorsuty of Indiana in B]nom:ngton)‘
came to Polkville for two davs and met with teachers. His workshop
consisted of discussions and talks pertaining to humanizing education,

family involwvement, and the exceptional child in the open class-

room. I assisted in the workshops.

Mike spent one day with me, evaluating my program and making
suggestions for next year.

He provided research lnformatlon on two other projects: Pro-
ject Prime and indiana Early Childhood Program.

~ . »

LY

Much of my fima at -Rolkville has beecn spent in the kinder-
garten setting and in' planning fo® k-1 next year.
Testing-»finishcd the post—tésting‘fbi Ppikville-Fallston
ectl N :

4
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program. Teacdera gre discourayad froa labeling children. Thus,
parents are ot informed that 4 child has a "iearning disability",
unless it is severo or is thought to require medical attention., Al
parents are invited to participate in the workshops and discussion
groups concerning child development topics, and they are encouraged to
meet the individual needs of children without thne imposition of pre-
conceived expectations of acnievement.

In-effect, this program considers good early childhood education
to encompass the special needs of every child without isolating certain
ones frdm the yroup for exclusive 1nstructdon. The teacher provides
appropriate learning activities for each-child, and is supported by the
}resource staff -~ special education teacﬁer, librariar, etc. In some
fnstahces, there are resources beybnd the reqular teams, i.e., parents,

—

reddfng teachers, social workers and commdnity agenciesg-but all assis-
tance is integrated ifto the regular cfassroom activities of the
ch11dren.

This year is the first year that this component has been an
active part of the project: Most of the activities supported by this
objective (4.3) have been informal, therefore, and have involved many
individual and small group discussicns vith parents. Parents have been
invited into classrdoms to observe and/or work with the children --
their own child and cthers.

The special education coordinator has been involved with the
development of these support systems necessary for successful inclusion
of spec1al education Lhwldren 1nto the regular classrcoms. However, es
corroboration of achievement of this objective, several such discussions

are mentioned in her activity logs. 1In addition, the fo]lowing descripif

- from the March activity log de]ineate< 2 specxfwc vorkshop conducted
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by this coordinator.
Farch 1973

Polkville: 3/1/73 -- Parent Workshop: (K) Parents and teachers
came to the <lascroom one cvening from 7:00-9:20. Slides were shown -
of the program; informal discussions on child development occurred
during the siides. Kindergarten teachers demonstrated how 12
"teacher-made games" wore made and used. Parents chose several
games to moke two of -~ one to take home and nne to leave at school.
Raw materials were provided bv me. Refreshments were available.

Other teachers attended. Paremts loved it, and would like to have
another. Teachers cof other grades would Vike to have parent workshops.
Parents conversed with each other in centers and made rany learning

games. Books on teacher-made materials were available and lots took
ideas home with them.

This data is accepted as evidence of attainment of Objective 4.3.

* * *

Objective 4.4

e

By July 1, 1973, the special education coordinator
will develop cooperative relationships with local
agencies to serve as additional resources to all
children including handicapped, as evidenced by a
report of all meetings with these agencies and a
listing of services performed. '

The responsibility delineated in 05ject§ve 4.4 refevs to the
development of cooperative relationships with local agencies to serve
as additionalyresou;ces to children in the'program. As with Objective
4.3, this objective has been interpreted by the project stéff as it
pertains to Polkville Elementary School and not to al project schools.

The list below némes the local agencies with which the special
education coordinator has:developed mufﬁal retationships fbr imb]ement-
ing this aspect of the program: E

] Cleveland “ounty Schools: home-bound teacher, speech teachdt”

2. Department Social Services
3.. Department of Mental Health
g.

Health Department (Cleveland County)
N.C. School for the Deaf (Morganton, N.C.)




The 1ist is recognized by the evaluator as confirmation of the
fulfillment of Objective 4.4.

* * *

L4

73
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CHAPTER 111
STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

‘The Staff Development Componént of this project is concerned
with five major yoals, as presented below:

1) Effect positive teacher bel1efs about children and
learning (Objective 1.1} ‘

2) Alter teacher practices to methods concordant with

the)current best child development theories (Objective

1.2

3) Promote instructional leadership as well as management
ski1ls for principals (Objective 1.3);

4) Enhance positive attitudes toward schooT\xeam relation-
ships (Objective 1.4); and .

5) Instruct teachers in the diagnosis of individual neceads
of children (Objective 1.5),

The target population for this component includes al) of the
kindergarten teachers and teacher-assistants, the first through third
grade teachers (and occasionally fourth through sixth grade teacheks),
resource teachers (special education and/or reading teachers, and/or
librarians), school principals, and early childhood education and/or
elementary supervisors from the schools with stéte-supported kinderocarten
classrooms*, There were forty (40) early childhood centers (each con-
taining two kindergarten classrooms) in the four western districts
during this year of the project.

For the purposes of this discussion, the staff development
activities will be considered either {1) summer institute training, or

(2) follow-up training/assistance. The Western Regi..el tarly Childhood

- *A kindergarten classroom consists of a teacher, a teacher- ass1stant
: and '23 children. Most of the schools were funded for a “center"
+» two kindergarten classrooms, with two teachers, two teacher-
QI:R\(Hstants and 46 children. AN

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Coordinators™ av: ravsanaihis “ar alf narly childboed s4+07 “raining

within their vespostive Meatricts,  Resource persons avaitiobia Tov
consultation art rzcichnrae uith staff training include:

Pubhlic Instruction, Farly Childhood

. ko, firontar

~Chasioalta Povnon, Deagven Consultant
=Rtk Yeadron, Poesvany Snnsultant
-to e boreon, Peraran Consultant
-Eiteen iilier, Progrem Consul tant

2) Uther specialized consnltants from the State Department:

-reading, art, music, special education, Title I,
math, science, ¢fc. :

3) Learning Institute of North Carolina: ;

-Bernard Schein, ESEA Title III Early Childhood
Staff Development Dircctor

-Gi1l Walsh, British Consultant in Early Chw]dhood
Education

-Suzanne Triplett, Early Childhood Educat1on
Evaluaticn Consultant

-John Hawes, Actiig Director for Prograns

4) Title III Special Education Coordinator, Betty Siviter

5) Experienced trained staffs from state- supported early
ch11dhood centors

In addftion, five British consultants were employed for phe summer
training institutes,

The summer training efforts consisted of a residential summer
institute in each district for the leadership teams from schools which
were inaugurating caviy childhond centers, and 3 Pfincipa]s' Conference
for principals from all schools in the program. Follow-up activities
are varied, ranging in scope from simp]eyextensibns of the summer
training to regional study conferences.

Numbers quoted in this report should be interpreted cautiously,

&°2e discussion on page ?% concerning the staff development activities .

[R\() D1str1ct VIT.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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as they are often misleading. For example, it is recorded that Nancy
Hefner (District VI Coordinator) worked with approximateiy 1,869 persons
during follow-up training activities. (See Table 11.) It should be
noted that many of these pgrsons were children or parents of students,
and that the same person may have been counted two, three or six’times
in different activities.‘ The numbers are reported because, interpreted
properly, they are sigqificgnt -« {f for no other reason than that they
reveal the magnitud. of the coordinators' tasks. However, the impaét

of the project should not be assessed from these data alo;e.

It is impossible, within the restraints of this evaluation, to
quantify the impact that the trained leadership teams have on the séaffs
of their schoois, or their impact even on the school system, when they
retdrﬁ in the fall. For instance, many scthI systems conducted train-
ing-programs for theif early childﬁood staffs during the summer of 1973.
Again, many school districts have planned and are implementing institutes
patterned after énd coordinated with the state early childhood education
vstaff development efforts: e.g., Char]dtte/Mecklenburg, wihston-Salem/
Forsyth, Buncombe County, Cabarrus County, to name a few. Western
Carolina Uﬂiversity, with the assistancé of Robert Kimzey (Dfstrict VIII
Coordinator),will execute an institute for school districts that desire
extended services but are unable to finance their own.

This chapter seeks to define the staff development activities
of the project and to answer the objectives relating to such activities.
There are five product objectives re]ating to the goals of the component,
as stated~}revious]y. Each product objective has both an operational-
process and a managemeﬁt'pfocess objective. Thé objectivés of

each triad set will be discussed together in the same order as they

O

» in the "Establishment of Regional Centers for Early Childhood
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TABLE 1

RECORD OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO CENTERS BY
THt STAFF DIVELOPMENT COCRDINATOR

DISTRICT VI

NUMBERS OF PERSONS SERYED AT CENTER
9 £ gt
[ =] = ‘_>_
22l . o |2 o
31 21 5| wleot =l e £l 2w
Elsl 2l 5lES 8| 21Sa s
. i: vl S|l n & ¢ | © wg gg &-,
Center E1 8 ¢8558 5|2|Ec8/58 5
No. | School Name alal &Ll a]H]|EISESL| S || T0TAL
North Albemarle
42 £lementary School 21917317 25 2 118
: Henry Grove Primary ,
. 9 School : 11215 127] 9 44
5 Central Elementary
56 School . : 314 (1513 N - 26
Winecoff E1eﬁentary :
f 44 | School 311145115 |1 114 (1 N
Clear Creeck Elementary ‘ o '
45 Schoot 615 1718 _ n 47
Polkville Elementary ,
69 School 112 (7 126 {14 |54 7 AR
North Brook No. 2 ‘ ,
46 School 2 1116 (52 13 po7 2 183,
. Unionville Elementary | .
70 School 111V {3 116 ] 23
Woodhill Elementary 1R
) School 8 182 |10 43 1274 7 424
Other , 1 [13 |51 56117 |40 |88 | 430 | 2 {15 || s22
L.
TOTALS 9 131 [102 (915} 92 [203 |131 {303 | N 6 |46 1869




Staff Deve1ODMQnt“ propoesat,

STAFY DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT OBJECTIVLS

Objective 1.1 :

By July 1, 1973, the K-3 teachers participating in
the 1972 summer institutes will show a significant
(.05) positive change in all subscales of the LINC
Teacher bBeliefs Survey, as evidenced by their pre-
post scores.

The objective stipulates that the K-3 teachers participating

v1n the 1972 summer institutes will show a significant positive change

in all subscales of the LINC Teacher Beliefs Survey as evidenced by
their pre- post scores. Therefore, the appropriate first step is to
identify the popu1at1on for the obJect1ve ‘This project, funded through
ESEA Title III, is d1vected toward the staff deve]opment functions of
only the four western educational districts. However, as reviewed in
the 1ntrodupt1on. early chi]dhood education §téff development is a
state-widg mission. Even as the western districts executed four resi-
dential sﬁmmer institutes, the eastern districts also planned and execu-
ted four comparable summer institutes. The state early childhood educa-
tion evalﬁation design was drawn to eliminate any division between the
east and west, and it coincides with the design set forth by this
project. Objective 1.1 is, therefore, applicable for the participants
of the eight regional institutes.

The data presented below will be inclusive of all summer
institute participants. The objective pertains to K-3 teachers. The
pre-test dats is for all participants -- teachers, téacher assj;tants.
supervisors and principals. When the pre-test data were collected at
registration prior to each institute, it was discovered that the answer

[}{}:ets were ambiguous in regard to 1dent1fy1ng participants. Some




¢ ' /

partidipaqf§’compiatud the sheets correctly, but many did not. In
'dna1yzinglfhe data, 1t was imposswb1e_to differenxiate'the teachers
with any'certainty: hence,'the pre-test data represents the responses
of all participants (N = 621). i

The post-test vas administered on a’1arxeiy of occasions and
in different ways to determine, if possible, (1) the effects of time
on the changes demonsirated by the participants, and. (2) the corretation
of beliefs of teachers and their respectiverteacher assjgtants; The
discussion of the results below is a pre?imﬁnary review., It is anti-
cipated that these data will be utilized in‘the rext year for exploration
of various guestions relating to early childhood education including
staff development. Some .possible quéstions are:

‘1) ¥hat is the offect of teacher beliefs on the
achicvement scores of their students? <

2} Is therc a correlation between beliefs of teachers
ana their assistants? and achievement scores of .
black chiidren? of white children? ’

3) Does a relationship exist between teacher beliefs
and "degrees of openness" of classrooms?

The first post-test data presented below are derived from
instruments administered immedfﬁtg]y fo]?oﬁing the residengiairweek of
the summer institutes (N =5C. ), thaszadministe;ed to‘ail participants
who were still in residence at the end o%-the weék in Districts I.:}I,
IT1, IV and V. Dissprict VIi randomly selected one-thfrd (1/3) of the
participants for pre-hdministration and again for~ﬁost-testing during
the summer institute. Df?%rict; VI and VII{ elected not to post-test

at that time,

*

As noted carlier, the answer sheets were inadeqdate fob jiden-

tifying individuals or groups. Hehce, the data are for:all Qarticfpauts.

N e i

O bsequently, the answer sheets were revised -- see Appendix C for-the

s »
r

s .
i e ot
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. <
answer Sheet that was déve]oped for the combined instruments used in
this componnﬁr -+ and the Teafher Beliefs Survey was administered
(N = 753 at tre end of the school year (thexidst week in April and
thé(first wéek«én May).

“A random]ylse1ected group (N = 41) of first through third
grade teachéns was given the test book.e t, an answver sheet, directions
and a pre-adlirossed stanped envelope, and asked to take the test and
return both it and the answer éheet‘to the L}NC Research and Evaluation
division, Nine, or 21.9%, of the teachers actually completed and re- -
turned the answer sheet., Taking into consideration the fact that the .
vinstruments were delivered and explained to the teachers by the evalu-
ator, the percentdge of return is too 10h<}o have valtidity, but the .
data are pgesented-pelow for the reader$ information. No principals
or supervisaors were‘inc]uded in the se1ecﬁidn. - \

In addition to the above sample, ever;'kindergaftgn teacher
(N = 42) new to the program in,1972-73 was asked to reSp6Bd to the
Teacher Beliefs Survgy at the end of the ;chobi year. (It should be
noted that several ofkthe teachers 1in thig sampf%lwere K-17, K§gxor
K-3 teachers.) For the purposes of this discussion, they are not

identified,) Thirty-two, or 76.2%, of the kindergarten téachers re-

40) fiew to the program

4

spondad. Likewise, the teqcher assistants (N
and participdting in staff deye\oﬁment activities were asked to take
the survey in the spring. There was an 85-d§rcent response.. .[/
‘\~3: A description of each of the six subscales of the Téaché;\\
Beliefs Survey as interpreted by Dr. David Kingsley in his unpublished

/

doctoral dissertation follows:

~p
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SCALE DESCRIPTIONS

Scale One: Student-Centéered Educative Process {Student Involve-
ment in Planning)*

This scale indi~ates the educator's attitude toward a com-
bination of two ways wh ch a teacher may use to facilitate student
learning. First, the tecacher may try to meet the social-emotional
needs of nis students. This is partially accomplished by showing a
personal interest in the student. The second aspect of this scale
is that of pupil participation., This "participation usually takes
the form of having a voice in the choice of problems for study, and
giving students a part in lesson planning. Although the goal in
this factor is a student-contered educatlve process, the items stress
teacher initiation. ,

A bhigh score on this scale 1nd1cates that a teacher is in
agreement with pupil part1c1pat1on in choosing the curriculum content
and the approach to be used in the study. This teacher would feel
that an important part of the educative process would be in meeting
the non-intellectual needs of the student, an objective which would
require the teacher to take a personal interest in each student.

Scale Two: Subject-Matter Emphasis (Emphasis‘on Squeét-Matter
Content) -

The items in scale two are representative of the view that
a student is in school to learn a certain predetermined course of
study. Two questions state that "the backbone of the school curric-
ulum is subject matter, (and that) learning is essentially a process
of increasing one's store of information." A bhigh score on this
scale indicates the educator believes that the teachaer's job is to
teach facts and specific skills, It is a strictly academic point of
view which would assert that the mastery of a field of knowledge is
its own reward, and that a primary objective of teaching is secing
that this mastery is obtained. \\\

Scale Three: Teacher Direction (Student- Regu]ated vs. Teacher-
: Requlated C]assrooms)( |

~ This factor emphasizes teacher control of the total class-
room. It stresses supervision, discipline, standing firm, keeping
pupils busy, a firm hand by the teacher, and hard work. A high score
on this scale would be -indicative of an attitude of firm control and
careful organization on the part of the teacher, who is.personally
guiding and directing the total classroom process. It would indi-
cate that the educator takes the attwtude that. . dwsc1p11ne and control
are an important part of teaching.

Scale Four: Teacher Empathy

Teacher Empathy dedls with the attitude of the educator to-
*d the closeness of the teacher's relationship with his students.

e
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An atmosphere filled witn love and the teacher's ability to ceoe the
world as the student seds it arc seen as being important asvecrs of
teacher empathy. The teacher's poesarality is also a signifi ant °*
factor in his ability to relate to punils., A high score on th s
scale indicat~s the educator takes the attitude that it 1is importani
to be able to empathize with the student, and understand his puoint
of view.  ile would agrec that an envirvonment filled with Jove s
helpful in discovering student interests and facilitating learninag.

Scale Five: Student Self-Direction {Student Ffreedom and Autonomy
in Lecrning)

Scale five brings together ideas about attitudes, order,
pupil initiative,and across-the-school! routine. The importnace of
attitude learning is velated to an environment in which papils can
make choices and set their own pace. This factor is det nitely
pupil-centerad with the pupil doing the acting and the teacher men-
tioned only twice over the nine ttems. /A tcacher with a high score
on this factor would ayree that ¢cross-the-school routine would tend
to restrict the learning which comes from student self-direction,
Agreement with these items would also mean a belief that there is
too much emphasis on keeping order in the classroom and the attitude
that profitable Jcarning can take place when students are allowed
to exercise their own initiative.’

Scale Six: Subject-Matter Integration (Specialization vs. Inte-
gration of Disciplines) .

Subject-matter integration is not on]y the rélating of the
different tfields of study, one to the other, but also relating the
fields ‘of study to what the s$tudent has experienced of the world
outside the classroom. This facter related integration toc hard work

on the part of the teacher. A high score on this scale would indi-
cate a teacher would agree tha*t "the basic function of educ. fion is -
fulfilled only when pupils...understend the general signifrcance of

the material they have learned” (item 79). The task of rula g
the -subjects to the outside world is primarily a teacher responsi-
bility according to the items in this scale.

P
e

T
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The qata presented in Tahle 12 indicate that:

1} the kindergyarten teachers made significant positive change
on theee of the six subscaies when re-tested at the end of
‘the year,

2) when tested at the end of the year, no significant positive
changes were made by the kindergarten teacher assistants on
any subscaies. Their scores were, however, significantly
lTower than their respective teachers on five of the six
subsca]ns)

3) the tr sechors. grades 1-3 (Note the small sample size.), made
no significant positive gains when retested at the end of.
the year.

4) summer institute particinants made significant positive gains
only only one subscale when retested at the end of the

supmer institutes.

(Note: The Teacher Beliefs Survey scoring procédure is cur-
rently being modified to reflect recently developed statistical and
computer techniques by Dr. W.G. Katzenmeyer, Professor of Educational
Research, Dukec University, Dr David Kingsley, North Carolina Advance-

ment School, and the evaluator. The data from all early chfldhood
education administrations of the Teacher Beliefs Survey will then be

reanalyzed to reflect the more nearly accdrate scofing. The* adjusted
scores for the above data will then be utilized by the evaluator to- .
gether with the other instruments from this project and from the
State kindergarten assessgment evaluation for the "Fourth Annual Kin-
dergarten Lvaluation Report”, s;heduled>for-presentation to the
_Statg Board of Education duhing Hovember, 1273. The evaluator will
‘ammend‘this report at that time to reflect the 6onc1usions‘and‘
recommendations applicable to this project.) ‘

The data presented in Table 12 do not indicéte sufficient

positive changes to meet the requirements of Objective 1.1.
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Objective 1.7.a

The new -3 teoackers wil) reflect charoes in attitude
toward the areas of Subject Motter Frprasic, €tident
Freedom, Speciclization, Fopathy, Stuwient-Pegulated
Classroom and Student Involvement, during the schnol \
year. GbLvidence will be provided by an outside «buer-

ver's classroor observaticns and a positive.reading on

the Semantic Differential subscale of the (lassroom

Observation Scale.

Objective 1.1.a relates directly to the preceding objective
(Objective 1.1). The Classroom Observation Scale is analyzed in
the discussion of Objective 1.2, and consequently, the instrument,
administration or sanipling procedures will not be discussed at this
time to avoid replication. In answer to and in fulfiliment of Ob-
jective 1.1.a, the means and»standard deviations on the Semantic
Differential subscale items are recorded on Table 13,with those in-
dicating positive readings on the right side of the graph., (It
should be nsoted that only the Spring 1973 observations were required

by this objective.)
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TABLE 13
Climate Scales
of the
Semantic Differential Subscale
Characteristic, ] 2 3 -4 5 /) 6 ) Characteristic
TE%@HER \ |

Aloof 2 ; Responsive

Nonﬁnderstanding Understanding

!Harsh Kindly

Erratic - Steady

Evading ’ L K RRIRRe : Responsible

Disorganized e g‘ Systematic

Dull Stimulating

. i ::

Stereotvped Qi Original.

| Student
, | ' I : Positive Social

Social Hostility o Behavior
. {Negative Task-oriented . Positive Task-
- | Behavior . oriented Behavi

Uncooperative . Cooperative

Unresponsive Responsive

Uninterested ' & Interested

Discontented Contented

Restricted . | qﬁ | Open

Hostile : Friendly

Relaxed

Tense

"\

*Responses lying within the shaded areas of the chart are interpreted
as positive responses, in accord with the philosophies of the program.

Q
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Objective 1,1.b ‘
The staff development coordinator will plan and executc
the summer institute and follow-up workshonrs designed to

enhance those corcepts underlying the Teacher Beliefs

Survey. The submission of the summer institute report

and the content of follow-up workshops will show attain-

ment.

The philosophies underlying the early childhood education
progr&m in North Carolina are reflected in the beliefs measured by
the Teacher Beliefs Survey. These same philosophies are espoused by
the Early Childhood Staff Development team, i.e., Regional Early

Childhood Coordinatorﬁ, SOPI and LINC. Specifically, referring to

~the subscale descriptions on page 81, the program is disposed to the

furtherance of these ideals:

1) Teachers will place less emphasis on subject matter content
and will integrate the subjects as apprcpriate for the needs
of 1nd1v1dua1 children.

2) Teachers will-allow and encourage freedom in their classroom
which will permit individual children to fulfill their needs
at the1r specific rates and in their 1nd1v1dua1 patterns.

3) Teachers will 1ntegrate the d1$c1p]1nes and will not isolate
specific areas or skills for . drill, ‘

4) Teachers will be empathetic with the chi 9ren and their needs.

5) Teachers will provide for child-centered, as opposed to teacher-
centered, classrooms.

6) Teacheks will intrust much of the responsibility for planning
learning activities to the individual children.
Consequeﬁt]y, the intent of Objective 1.1.b is fundamental
to all staff development activities. -In response to the objéctive,
thé Coordinators submitted Summer Institute Reports and monthly .

activity logs. Fulfillment of the objective is acknowledged on the

basis of workshops heid in each of the western -ist~icts on topics

such as the integrated day, individualizing instru:tion, and child

1 t.

S * * *



88

< ctwve . ,
. By JuTy T, “r§73 new K-3 teachers who have recefved train-
inq 1n staff deve]opment will demonstrate a significant
(.05) positive change in their use of Intra-Class Grouping,
Multi-dMedia Teaching, Differentiating Assignments, and
Promotion of Self-Cirection in Learning, as evidenced by the
LINC Classroom Chservation Scale administered by outside
observers in May, 1972 and May, 1973.

| |

Objective 1.2 states that "...new $—3 teachers who have re-
ceived training in statf development wil].L.LINC Classroom Observa-
tion Scale..."; hence, following the format established in the dis-
cussioh of Objective 1.1, the population and sampling procedures wil)
be identified first.

The objective does not specify a random selection of the new
K-3 teachers; however, a random selection was made for the pre-(May
1972) and the post-(April-Hay. 1973) observations because of two
major factors: 1) the lack of funds for obéerving all participating
teachers, and 2) the effort to observe, randoml},lin both eastern
and western dfstricts.* The teachers for the pre»obgervations were
selected by randomly selecting schools to be observed from the twenty
(20) schools that were to be new to the program in Fall 1972, and
then randomly selecting first through third grade teachers (N=52.)
to be observed. (The new schools for the p;Ogram were not announced
until late April 1972; pre-observations were necessary before the
end of the 1972 school year; teachers had not been assigned to their
succeeding year's position; therefore, the selections were made from
a11 grade 1-3 teachers within a selected schoo]. Many teachers were
observed in May 1972‘that did not attend the summer institutes.)

The post-observation sample was selected from the teachers attending

*Funds from other than Titie III supplomented this evaluation
o 1d supported all evaluation activities in the eastern distr1cts.
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.the summer institutes. A1l kindergarten teache%s (N=42.), man} of
whom teach K-1, K.2, or K-3, were included in thié sample. Then,
grade 1-3 teachers (MN=52.,) were randomly selected from the teachers
who attended surmmer institutes in randomly selected schools. |
The evaluator, or her trained designee, observed the teachers/

classrooms. It should be noted that not all observations were
completed. The instructions to the ohservers were: |

1) Observé before lunch; by 11:00 if possible.

2) Observe the kindergarten teachers First; preferably between
8:30 and 10:00.

3) A1l observations in a school must be completed in one day.

4) Notify the school as to which day you will observe, but not
as to which teachers/classrooms will be observed.

5) If a teacher is absent, or can't be observed, do not substi-
tute. ‘

Occasionally, teachers were unavailable, but the sample is
adequate for our research. Vo
| The subscale titles are self-explanatory, but, for the benefit
of the reader, the instrument is included in Appendix C. The sub-
scales are 1) Intra-Class Grouping, 2) Multi-Media Teaching, 3) Dif-
ferentiating Assignments, and 4) Promotion of Self—Direction in
Learning. ! ‘

The data are presented in Table 14 and are accepted as evi-

dence of attainment of Objective 1.2.

ok * *

.4

ers attending will incorporate the "open
echniques in their own cfhssrooms as evidenced
opservers' classroom observation and the higher
‘gn the Classroom Observation Scale.

e
post-scores
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Agafn, as with the Teacher Beliefs Survey.'the factors
measured by the Classroom Observation Scale are inherent in the
philosophies of the early childhood education program.

In response to Objective 1.1.a, the tota) mean écores for

the pre- and post-observations are submitted as evidence. There

are considerably higher post-scores than pre-scores, in attainment

of Objective 1.2.a. -

Objective 1.2.b

The staff development coordinators will organize the
staff development training program around the open
classroom concept. This includes the summer institutes
and follow-up training, This will be evidenced by sub-
mission of the summer institute report giving the con-
tent of the training workshops and a report of the
cohtent of follow-up activities.

The coordinators organized the summer staff development
training program around the open classroom concept, as evidenced by
' their”Sumqér institute reports. The following 11st presents the
topics of the workshops available to participants at one Summer In-

stitute‘(District V).

lg "The Open School and its Implications for American Education"
2) "British Primary Schools"
3) "Classroom Arrangement"
4) "Art Experiences”

5; "Mathematics"

6) "Play and Learning"

7) "Use of the Environment"

8; “Langquage Experience"

9) "Cooking and Nutrition"

0) "Music"

1) "Physical Education"

2) "Assessment" - -

3) "Creative Writing"

4; "Classroom Management and Record Keeping"
5) "Slide and Film Making with Children"

6) "Developmental Needs of Children”
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The activity logs submitted by the coordinators provide
adequate evidence that follow-up activities were also organized
around the open classroom concept. . (See discussion concerning sum-
mation of activity logs presented in Chapters 1 and 2.)

Objective 1.2.b is judged fuifilied‘by the evaluator,

* * *

Objective 1.3 .
By July 1, 1973, the principals attending staff development
institutes will provide local leadership as evidenced by a
significant (.05) positive increase in their activities in
leadership roles as perceived by their respective 'K-3
teachers. A survey to determine this perception will be
made pre and post. '

Objective 1.3 states that principals attending the summér
institutes will show a positive increase in their leadership abili-
ties. Evidence for attainment of this objective was provided by
a significant positive increese in their activitieéuin ieadership
roles as perceived by their respective K-3 teachers, |

| Selected items of the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire {See com=-
plete discussion in Objective 1.4, page 95.) were used to measure the
perceptions of the K-3 teachers. The items identified as pertaining
to this objective were: 1, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26,
32, and 33. (See Table 17, page 97, for item analysis.) There were
significant (.05) positive increases on ai]‘items except item 24
,nhich perteins to the importance of teachers' meetings. The respon-
dents on the post-test did not apﬁear to feel qnf more pesit;vely
toward the imnertance of teachers' meetings then the pre~testﬁespon-
dents. | |

~The gains were sufficient on the other items for attainment

Q@ Objective 1.3,
ERIC

. ) i
it b



Objective 1.3.a
pr1nu1pJTE dttend1ng the staff development institutes
W111 4se techniques in instructional and community leader-
ship. Attajament will be evidenced by their involvement
in teacher workshops during the summer and during the year,
and an arnual principal's report summarizing parent activ-
ities and commudity agency involvement.
Objective 1.3.a states that the principals identified in the
prececing objeétive (Objective 1.3) will use techriques in instruc-
‘tiona1 ard community jeadership. Attainment was wmeasured by their
involvement in teacher workshohs during the summer and the school
~year., The Workshop Attendance sheets on fi{e with the evaluator
support this porticn ¢f the objective. They indicate that the prin-
cipals did, indeed, attend the workshops. However, another measure
required by the objective is a principal's report summarizing parent
activities and community agency involveément. Table 1% presents this
report from William M. Hampton Elementary School* o which J.A. Ful-
more is the principal. Seventy-nine (79) principals were involved
in the progqram., Reports were received from only 27 {35%) principals,
a very low return! Also, in reviewing the data, the evaluator
found that tne responses submitted by the principals were inconsis-
tent with other data. For example, one school visited by the eval-
uator on five occasions ard by the project director twice (both
jdentified as LINC representatives) reported no visits by LINC rep-
resentatives. Therefore, thé evaluator judges this data tc be in-
adequate for evaluation pruposes. If a similar report is to be used

in the future, it should be sent to the principals from James Jenkins,

the State Director of Early Chtldhood Education, to insure a more .

O legional tarly ChiTdhood Education Coordinator, Altha Manning,
. [R\,is housed at William M. Hampton Elementary School.
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accurate accounting., Thes report was, for some orincivals, the only
visible contact with the oroject, thereby, leaving principals to in-
terpret its valuc on timited knowledge of the association of the
project and the ztate program.

By ofininatina the principals’' reports, tie evaluator hises
the attainment of the requivements of this objective cn't5e Atren-
dance records aleng, wh-ect do not proyide any»evﬂdente ot tachntaues
utitized. . Obiective 1.3.2 has not been attained becauce of 5nade~

quate instrumentation.

Objective 1.3.b

e project director and district coordinators will plan
and conduct a principal's conference which erphasizes the
principal’s leadership in instruction, e¢nd development
and attainment of project goals. Evidence of the attain-
ment of this objective will be ‘the presentatior of a
copy of the Principals' Conference Report to the evalua-
tion agency.

This ot jective -requires that the hroject director and the
coordinators plan and conduct a principals' conference. A copy of

the Principals’ Lonference Report on file with the evaluator is

accepted as evidence of fulfillment of Objective 1.3.b.

* R *

jective 4 :
By July T—'T373 persons participating in the 1972 summer
1nsc1‘atea will demonstrate a significant (.05) positive
growth in ineir attitude toward school team relationships
as evidenced by their scores on selected subscales of the
Purdue University Opinionnaive or an appropriate instru-
ment administered pre and polt.

Objective 1.4 states that "...persons participating in the
1972 summer institutes will demonstrate a significant positive

I:R\(pwth in their attitude toward school team relationships...”
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The post-test samplie (N=44.) had

had a mean raw score of

i0.78,

the Teacher Rapnprnvrt with Prin-

with

the Rapport awong Teacnhers subscale.

meanr raw scores and standard devia-

tions of 68.62. 9. .45, and 47.30, 6.66 on the same subscales, respec-

-
jge]
-

tively. (Sea Tatl

changes on hcth subscales.

TABLE 16

Mean Raw Scores for Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire

a

Teacher Rapport with Principal

Rapport among Teachers

Tables 17 and 18, Teacher Rabport

here were significantly (.05} positive

Pre {N=191)

Post (M

H

44)

X

r N —
V X

58.70

o
14

ﬁ7.73_ £3.62

e

11.03 47.30

40.78

among Teachers, respectively, present an item analysis of the two

subscales. It may be observed that there were

significant (.05)

1Dositive changes cr 31 of the 34 items. The evaluator judges that

LS
ERIC; ject " .
iHﬁﬁﬁb\]ectwe 1.4 has been attained.
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with Principals and Rapport
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Pleasant. oo it i e e e

My school principal unucr:tdnie ond recog-

. nizes good teaching Proaedur™ i iensveesans

The lines and metlocs of ces
between teachers-and the prin
school are well developod and

ynication
fpal in our
maintained. .

My principal shows a veal interest din my
dePArLMEN e eevosarranesronsnssscassaraocas

Our principal promotes a secnse of belong-
ing among the teachers in our school..oces

My principal is concerned with the prob-
lems of the faculty and haudles these
problems sympathetically..useieiiveascensas

I do not hesitate to discuss any school
problem with my principal.veiiiieeceiennan

My principal acts as thouph he is inter-—
ested in me and my problemS.iiiveiescences

My school principal supervises rather than
"snoopervises" the teachers in ovr school.

Teachers' meetings as now conducted by our
principal waste time and energy of the staff..
"y principal has a reasonable understand-

ing of the problems connected with my
teaching assignment....c.eeevieocnnassosas

I feel that my work is judged fairly by
my principal.icceiieceinecraccancenancnans

My priuncipal tries to make me feel comfor-
‘table when he visits my classesicieennenss

My principal makes effective use of the in-
dividual teacher's capacity and talent....

Teachers feel free to go to the principal
about problems of personal ad group welfare. ...

The responses to the underlined items have been adjusted so that the positive
responggg are always to the right of the graph.

LS
[ERJ!:ficant at the .05 level.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE
CRAPPORT AKONG TEACHTRS

TR

/

- OPINIONNALRE ITEMS

'm No.
There is a great dcal of pripivg, arpguing,

taking sides and {cuding arnong our trachers.

Senerally, teachers {n cur school do not
take advantage of one anotholee cveeaeesonss
The tecachers in our school cooperate with
each other to achieve cow~on, perseonal
and professionu] ObJeetivis,eiiivirsesssnas
v
Experienced faculty menbers accept new and
younger members a8 Cel loium e v oo a e
The compatency of the (vachers In our schoot
compares {avorably with tuat of teachers in
dther schools with which 7 o familiav.....

Jur teaching staff iy conpenial to work
4ith...l.llil.llllll)l'..lllllll.'l...l....'l
fy teaching associates arc well ‘prepared
Eor t.}l(.fir -iobsllltlll..?llll.ll‘....llllll.
Our school faculty has a tendency

to form into cliques

L L I R R R B RN ST SN S S

The teachers in our schosl work well
together

fhe cooperativeness of teachers in our
school helps vake oy work enjovable.ee.. ...
Fhe teachers in our schocl have a desiy-
tble influence on the valucs and attitudes
d thedir studenls.iiieieineriiirnenrnnnenns

Jther teachers in our scheol are appreci-
i.tivc Of my work....................‘;....--
the teachers with whoa 1 wo'k have high

drofessional ethics . usiesieienrrnreennnnes
The teachers in our school show a great

Jeal of initiative and creativity in their
teaching aSSigﬂTi.’C.‘\ILS..-.-...---n.u-o--no-on

D-1

vy e - o

p- o4

~el ot

a8
pre: N=191
post: N= 44
RESPONSES AND WRIGHTS
AN
N
PD-2 PA>§>
SR A AN
L] S

B

-4

|

The responses to the underlired items have been adjusted so that the positive

it - o g e o e

responses are always to the right of the greph.

Significant at the .05 lovel.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e s

+

N
—
b

I




99
Objective 1.4.a :
The school staff will develep closer working reationships
with their colleaques and the principal during the school
yeir,  Attainnent will be evidenced by the coordinator's
increcsingly move positive rating through a narrative re-
pert after ap-site visits during the year to randomlty
selecuad soioofs,
Accerding te the requirenent: established by the objective,
the respeciive schoetr staffs in randomly selected schools will
... developn closer relationships with their colleaques and their

principal aurira tve <rhanl year " The schools that were randemly

selected (from tne 29 new centers) are listed below:

District V: Jones Elementary School
Helena Elementary School
District Y1 Polkville Elementary School
Unionville Elementary School
District YIIIL: Burnsville Elementary Schocl |
Murphy Elementary School* 7

Iy
o

»
The coordinators' reports in the activity logs do indicate

that tearm relationships are better; however, the evaluatlor cautions
~that this type of evaluation technique is open to guestion. The qus
were not designed to show these tvpes of changes. However, the eval-
uator's critique of the school team relationships with the respective
coordinators also indicates that pesitive changes have occurred. On
the pasis of the Jogs and the critiques, the evafuatnr judges that
the requirements for Objective 1.4.a arec fulfilled.

Tk * %

Objective 1.4.0 <

The staif dcvelopment cocrdinators will organize the
summer institutes in such a manner that at least three
{3) werbers of cach school team will be working teogether
during the institute., Attendance records will provide
evidence.,

) — - - §
JERi(jne of the kindergarten teachers at Murphy Elementary School was

mem eplaced in wid-year, requiring additional efforts frow the staff.
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The attendance vecords from the workshops conducted during
the surmer dnstitutes indicate that at Veast three members of each
school team perticipeted together in one or more workshops in ful-
fillment of Objective 1.48.h0, |

& * *

Objective 1.5 |

Dy Ocvober 1y 1972, new teachers receiving instruction

in ostaff development during the summer of 1972 will

Gegnatrate an dpcreased ability to diagnose +ne in-

‘dividual needs of kindergarten students. Usinc a sim-

ulatinn of student profiles developed Ky LINC, the

teachers will be able teo improve the accuracy of their

diagnoses by 257 when the results of the simuletion

given at the beginning of the training prograw .« o

compared with those given at Lhe end of the summer pro-

gram,

Objective 1.5 stipulates that the new kinderga)ten teachers
will "...demoanstrate an increased ability to diagnose the individual
needs of xindergarten students."

The evaluator, or her trained designee, conducted one or
two workshops on test administration, scoring and diagnosis for
each of the western summer institutes. Each workshop was ailotted
one and one-half hours. Administration of the Student Profile
Questionnaire designafed as the measurement instrument takes a min-
1muﬁ of twenty minutes; therefcre, a pre-post test adninistrat{on
consumed in excess of one-third {(1/3) of the total tivne allotted
for the workshop. The evaluator judoes that this amount of time
was inappropriate and chose to administer only the post-test. With
a post-test administration, the criterion established {a 257 1n-
crease in accuracy of diagnosis) by the objective is inappropriate.
O~fective 1.5 is, therefore, not attained.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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(Note: Of the teachers taking the Student Profile Question-

naire (N=32.), all of the respondents?scored 85%, ov more, on the

post-administration of the instrument.)

* * *

Objective 1.5.a |

The new teachers will utilize effect1ve1v the techniques
for test administration and test analysis. Effective
utilizaiten will-be determined by the teachers' admin-
istration of the student assessment hattery and subse-
quent drawing of individual profile sheets. The work-

shop leader will check the profile sheets for 90%
accuracy.

The objective states that the new teachers will correctly

administer and analyze the kindergarten test battery. The eva]uator

certifies, on the basis of student profile sheets submitted to her,

e
e

that the profile sheets (See Figure 2 for a sample'brofi1e sheet.)

were compieted with a minimum of 90% accuracy. (Twelve [12] of the

20 new schools submitted profile sheets.)

Requirements for Objective 1.5.a have been fulfilied.

% * *

Objective 1.5.b '
The 31str1ct staff development coordinator will p]anﬁand
organize the student diagnostic session for thegnew

teachers, as evidenced by its inclusion in the surmer
institute report. :

The summer institute reports provide evidence that diagnostic

workshops were provided for participants of the summer training in-

stitutes.

This is adequate evidence of attainment of Objective 1.5.b.

~.
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Chapter 1V

Student Component*

The Student Component of this project is concerﬁed“wigh
three areus of studenﬁ growth: mgnt51 age, achievement, énd class-
room behavior, The target pop:fations are five-year-old children
rgceiving instruction from teachers who participated in !972-73
staff development activities and six- and seven-year -old children
who were taughtdas five-year-olds by teachers who had participated
in staff develogment activities. All three growth areas are exam-
ined for the f{ve-year-o1ds, while only achievement and c¢lassroom
behavior are reviewed for the six- and seven-year-olds.

| ~Note: The objectives (2.4 and 2.5) specify "...students aged
6 through 8 ..," however, this eva1uation?report will deal
exclusively with six and 5even-year-o]ds. Prior to the state
assessment which provided the data for this component, ar-
rangements were made by an early ch;ﬁdhood education doctoral
student with the respective schoo]_pistricts for testing the
eight-year-old children with a different battery of tests.
The evaluator considered both the battery and procedures used
inappropriate for providing valid data within the context of

this evaluation, and therefore eliminated the eight-year-old

children from this year's study.

*The student component is primarily supported by state and local
funds, but it is included in the project evaluation because of
the ¢ ‘rect relationship between the staff development activities
provi 'ed by the project and the gains made by the students of

of~achers involved in the staff development.

-103-
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“he © "'~ - discussions are based on the Ndrth Carolina
‘K‘nff‘anten’f;a'nat*on which has para]leled the pilot program
since its ‘ncept’on in 1969, The design, instrumentation, and ad-
ministration are, therefore, in accord with the state kindergarten/
early childhood education guidelines adopted by the State Board of
- Education, Tﬁé evaluating agent since 1969 has been the Learning
Institute of North Carolina.

Appendix H presents an exéerpt tak;n from the "North Car-
olina Public Schools™, a quarterly publication of the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction, and is a review of evaluation results
for the first three years of the kindergarten/early Eﬁi]dhood pro-
gram. It should be rnoted that the results are consistently positive
and that the 1972-73 results reported in this chapter refiect this
cbntinuing trend. (A more‘thorough analysis of the 1972-73 data:

. 1s scheduled for presentation to the State Board of Education in

November 1973. Readers may request a copy of that report from the

Learning Institute of North Carolina at that time.)

Populations:

Five-year-otd children: Ouring the 1972-73 school session,

there were 74 kindergarten/ early childhood education centers lo-

cated in 79 schools in North Carolina. (This reflects an increase
of 20 centers over the previous year.) Each center accomodated 46
five-year-old children (23 per classroom) for a total state enroll-
ment of 3,404 children. Each child was given a battery of assess-

ment instrumentsﬁ of which three (the Draw-A-Man test, the Test of

-

*A complete discussion of the 1972-73 analysis relating to the
kindergarten assessment battery will be published by LINC after
&resentation 0f these results to the State Board of f£ducation.

ERIC
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Basic Experiences--TOBE: 1language and mathematics, and theuc1éss~
sroom Behavior Inventory) relgteltd the ijgctives‘of this project,
?he pre-tests were administeréd by‘ihé classroon teacher; |
during the last two weeks of Septgmbér and the first two weeks oF
October, 1972. A1 five-year-olds registered in the program were
désigﬂated to receive the tests. Test results for 3,123, or 92%,
were received by the evaluator. . (For the purposes of this evalua-
tionfbthe eastern and western regional schools will-nnt be divided:
state-wide results will be presented.) The post-testing was com-
pletgdfin mid-May 1973 with a sample of 1,610 five-yfar-o1ds,whose
teachers receivedhtraining in the 1972 summer institutes, from the
20 centers né; to the program in 1972-73, and from an édditional
15 centers whose teachers received training prior to the 1972 sum-
mer(}nstftutes. The tests were administered by the classroom
" teachers and submitted to LINC for analysis. (Note'that all tea-
‘-chens and teacher-assistants in the program have received training
in test admfnistratﬁdn. scoring, and interpretation from the eval-
‘uator or her designee.) Test results for 1573 children, or 98¢,

I
were submitted for analysis.

£

Six- and seven-year-old éhildren: %he six-year-olds in-
cluded in this study werenrahdome selected by center from the
54 centers included in last year‘g kindergarten/early childhood
program. Each six-year-old had attended 5 kindergartgn class
taught by a teacher and teacher-assistant who had participated in
staff deve1obment activities. Fifteen (15) schools
were selected, each with 46 eligible six-year-olds, for a total of

© ) children. Tests were returned to LINC for 474, or 69%. No




/
7
i

tests'yere received from ! selected éenter

The seven-year-old children were a]éo randomly selected by
center. These centers were selected from the 18 that participateu
in the program in 1970-71. Al1l of  the children had been tested as
six-year~olds in 1971-72 and taught as five-year-olds by teachers
who had received kindergarten/early childhood education staff
development training. (Staff development training for these teach-
ers was not funded through ESEA Title III, however, but was spone-
sored and conducted by the Learning Institute of North Carolina.)

Nine (9) séhools;were sélected, each of which had 46 five-
year-o1ds in the 1970-71 program, for a total of 414 five-year-olds.

Test results were returned to LINC for 246, or 59%, of these children

who are now seven- years old.

It may be noted that the attrition rate for both six-
and seven-year-o0ld children is rather high. There is no indication,

however, that this is due to other'than normal -factors, i.e.,
moving, changiné schools witﬁin districts; changing teachers, étc
The age- approprxate Metropo]wtan Achievement Tests and the
>C1assroom Behavior Inventory were administered by the classroom
teachers during the first two weeks in May. Teachers were given
written instructicns on administration and scoring of the instru-
mehts by the evaluator. The MATs were machine-scored by Harcourt,
Brace and Jovanovich and the Classroom Behavior Inventories were
hand-scored by the teachers. All analyses were conductéd by the

evaluator,
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STUDENT COMPONENT OBJECTIVES

’

Objective 2.1

By July 1, 1973, 5-year-old students receiving instruction
from teachers who participated in staff development activ-
ities will gain 1.4 months in mental age for each month
enrolled in the early:childhood program, as measured by
the Draw-A-Man Test to be given in the Fall of 1972 and in
the Spring of 1973 by the classroom teacher.

The Draw-A-Man Test was administered to the sample of five-
year-0ld children delineated in Objective»2;1. The Julia Vane Kin-
dergarten Test method* was emp1oyed’in the analyses for determining
mental age changes.

The mean raw score for the children (N=3079) on the pre«
test was 9.85 with a standard deviation of 4.82. The score is
equivalent to a menta?kage of 5 years, 6 months; This was approxi-
mately the same as the average chronological age for these students
of 5 years, 4 months. (Comparisons with previous years' results
are possible from the discusgion in Appendix H.)

The mean raw score on the post-test (N=1556) was 14.76 with
a standard deviation of 5.31, equivalent to a mental age of 6
years; 7 months. The chronological age for the students at the
time of post-testing was 6 years, 1 month. The mental age actually
increased 1.6 months for every one month in the program as measured
by the Draw-A4Maq Test scored by the Vane method.

The requirements for Objective 2.1 were fulfilled.

*See Julia Vane, "The Vane KindergaktenfTest“, Journal of Consul-
Qting Psychology, Monograph Series #2, 1968,
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Objective 2.1.a :

he teacnhers will provide representative curricuium
activities designed tc assist children in expanding
their awareness of the structure of their environment
and themselves. A randomly seiected number of class-
room observations will be made by the staff develop-
ment cooirdinators. Evidence will be presented by doc-
umentation in the form of slides of classroom activities
to the project director. :

Objective 2.13% is a process objective accompanying Objec-
tive 2.1 and is interprgted by the evaluator as a mechanisﬁ for
both evaluation and documentétion of classroom processes., The
coordinators are the appropriate evaluators of classroom practices.
They are both the instructors of the classroom teachers and the
facilitators of current practices in early childhood education.

In addition, they are often aware of the practices of specific
teachers in individual classrooms.

The number of observations was not randomly selected.

~Coordinators* were asked to observe a minimum of five classrooms.
In every case, this number wasyéxceeded. The slides have been
viewed Ly the coordinators, the project director,; and the project
evaluator for purpcses of mutual cr1tiéze and evaluation.** The
slides have also been used during the year and during the summer

training institutes for information, as examplies of desirable

teaching practices, and for documentation and public relations

*There were no slides submitted for District VII. See the dis-
cussion on page 24,
**1t should be noted that the slides are currently being reviewed
by the project director and the evaluatcr for a documentary
slide tape presentation for the State Board of Education. Ideal-
0y, the presentation will be disseminated to other decision-
ERICrakers at the state and local levels, to parents, and to teachers
armmmd, nyolved in or entering the program,
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purposes, amon¢ other fhings.
| The evaluator considers the slides adequate evidence of
the fulfillment of Objective 2.1.a.
* * . *

Objective 2.1.b

The staff development coordinator will plan and conduct
the summer institute with an emphasis on teacher-made
manipulative materials for children. At least two

such workshops will be held. Attainment will be meas-
ured by a copy of the Institute Report filed with the
project director.

Objective 2.1.b stipulates that two workshops emphasizing
teacher-made materials for children will be included in each of
the summer institutes. The Summer Institute Reports submitted tq
the projéct director (see page 24 for a discussion of District
VII) pfesent evidence that workshops approupriate to the fulfill-
ment of requirements for Objective 2.1.b were conducted at each
institute (Districts V, VI, and VIII).

* * *

Objective 2.2 4 : '

By July 1, 1973, 5-year~-old students receiving instruce-
tion from teachers who participated in staff development
will increase their performance on the Test of Basic
Experiences to a ranking of at least 25 percentiles
higher when the scores of the Fall of 1972 and the
Spring of 1973 are compared.

The Test of Basié Experiences (TOBE), Level K, from the
California Test Bureau of McGraw-Hil}l (De] Monte Research Park in
Monterey, California) was used to test students' (sample described
in introductory paragraphs of this chapter) knowledge of subject

matter in language and mathematics.




110

A mean raw score of 17.18 points was computed fcr the
TOBE-Language on the pre-test (N=3075.). Compared to national
norms, this score lies in the 40th percentile. On the TOBE-Mafhe-
" matics pre-test, responding students {N=3067.) had a‘mean score of

17.25 points, which corresponds to the 36th percentile {nationa?l

norms).
TOBE
Language : Mathematics
Pre Post ' Pre Post |
=3075 [ N=1564 N=3067 N=15
Mean Raw Scores: 17.18 23.02 17.25 22.30
Percentile Rank: 40th 81st 36th 13rd

On the post-fests, the mean raw score on the language
test (N=1564.) was 23.02, or 81st percentile, and on the mathematics |
test (N=1563.), 22.30, or 73rd percentile. The data indicate that |
the five-year-olds ranked 41 percentiles higher in language at the
end of the year, and 37 percentiles higher in mathematips, in ful-

fillment of the requirements of Objective 2.2.

Objective 2. 2.a

The teachers will utilize teohn1ques and teach concepts
which help each child increase his/her achievement in
language and mathematics. A randomly selected number of
classroom observations will be made by staff development
coordinators. Evidence will be presented by documenta-
tion in the form of slides of language and math activi-
ties to the progect director.

The discussion of Objective 2.1.a, page 108, is ‘equally

applicable to Objective 2.2.a.

O

After reviewing the slides, the evaluator judges that
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ddequate evidence of language énd mathematics activities was pre-

sented for fulfillment of the requirements of Objective 2.2.a.

* * *

Objective 2.2.b

The staff development coordinator will plan and operat:
the two-week summeyr institute with a minimum of two
workshops on individualized-instruction and basic
achievement concepts. The report of the institute wiii
be filed with the project director one week before the
institute begins. ‘

Objective 2.2.b states that two workshops on fndividualized
“instruction and Basic achievement concepts will be included in
. each of the summer institutes. The Summer Institute Reports sub-
mitted to the project director (see page Zﬂ for a discussion of
District VII) present evidence that appropriate workshops were
conducted at:each of the institutes (Districts V, VI, and VIII)
for attainment of Objective 2.2.b.

' * *"*'

Objective 2.3

By July 1, 1973, 5-year-old students receiving instruction
from teachers who participated in staff development will
demonstrate a statistically significant (.05) positive
change on the 1) Social Behavior, 2) Extro-Introversion,
and 3) Task Orientation subscales of the Classroor 3ehav-
ior Inventory, to be administered in the fFall of 1¢72

and in the Spring of 1973 by the classroom teacher.

The Classroom Behavior Inventory, formulated by farl S.
Schaefer and Ray Aaronson of the ﬁationa] Institute of Mental
Health, is being used io measure behrvior.change in the affective
domain. The twelve subscales of the inventory are included with-

in three factors:

O
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Factor 1. Introversion/Extroversion

~-Verbal E£xpressiveness
--Gregariousness
-=S0cial Withdrawal
--Self-Consciousness

Factor 2. Positive Social Behavior

~-Kindness
~--Considerateness
--Irritability
~-Resentfulness

Factor 3. TYask Orientation

--Perseverance
--Concentration.
--Hyperactivity
-=-Distractability
Each item of the subscales is evaluated using a four-point
scale from 4--very frequently-- to l--very infrequently. The
score for Factor 1, called Introversion/Extroversion, is obtained
by subtracting the total for "Introversion" from the total for
"Extroversion." (Notice that it is possible to obtain a minus
score for any of the Factors.) Scores for Factors 2 and 3 are
obtained by an identical method.
The ?oliowing table presents the data for each of the fac-

tors for the five-year-old children (N pre=3,092; N post=1569.)

for whom data were submitted;

Table 19

Classroom Behavior Inventory

Fre Post

N=3007 N=T5

| 59
Introversion/Extroversion . .
‘Social Behavior 4,24 - 4,58
Task Orientation 1.46 2.58%*

*Statiztically significant at .05 level,
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gigggiﬁLL“«;ﬂgyoversion/Extruversion On the pre-observa-
tion, the five-yecar-nlds had a mean raw score of 3.02 ard on the
post-observation, a mean raw score of 4.13} This factor has a
range from 9 to -9 points; hence, the increase indicates an incli-
nation toward more extroverted behavior. The objective states
that there will be a statistically significant (.05) positive gain.
The data indicate that this gain has been achieved.

Factor 2: Social Behavior The five-year-ol“ children re-

ceived a mean raw score of 4.24 (pre-observation] »n tne scale

that ranges from 9 to -9 points. The mean raw score on the post-

observation was 4.58, an inCﬁease of 0.24 raw score units. The

objective stipulates a statistically significant {.05) positive
_ N

change. The rate of change on Factor 2 was not sufficient for at-

tainment of the objective.

Factor 3: Task Orientation Again, the range is/from 9 to
-9 points. In the Fa]i, the five-year-olds scored a mean of 1.46
points. The mean réw)score for the Spring observations was 2.58,
for aﬁ increase of 1.12 units.’ The expected and achieved gain

was statistically significant-{.05).

It may be ndted that on all subscales the pre-observation
scores were positive and that there was a statistically signifi-
cant (.05) positive change on the Intro-Extroversion and the Task
Orientation subscales from pre- to post-observatibns for partial

fulfillment of Objective 2.3.
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WO,HJ.b jective ¢.3.4

@ teacrers will develop an open, friendly and relaxed
classroaecr cracsphere that will enhance positive social
behavior on tie vart of the children. Attainment will
be measurcd by an increasingly positive score on the =
Semantic Differential subscale on the Classroom Obser-
vation Scale adiministered by outside observers in May,
1972 and May, 1973,

The Semantic Differential subscale of the Classroom Obser-
vation Scale was included in the discussion of the Classroom Obser-
vation Scale feor Objective 1.2, page 88.

Table 20 presents the mean scores for each item for the May
1972 and the May 1973 observations. It may be observed that the
scores for the May 1973 observations are ;onsistent1y more positive
than the scores from the May 1972 observations, thereby providing

evidence of fulfiliient of the requirements of Objective 2.3.a.

TABLE <0
Climate Scales of the
Semantic Differential Subscale

of the _
Classroom Behavior Inventory*

Negative ‘ Pesitive
Teacher o : _— S
g 28I TTT3E 78
Student L » ; e ;
b 13 21 128 36
Classroom S T )
3T 7 TG e g

t . pre

----- post

[]iﬂ:e Table 13 for comp]ete item analysis of the three Climate Scales.
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Objective 2.3.b

e statt development coordinator will provide at least
two workshops during the summer institute on the "open
classroom." Attainment will be evidenced by the report
of the institute on file with the project director,

Objective 2.3.b stipulates that a minimum of two workshops
on the “open classroom" will be provided during each of the summer
institutes. The Summer Institute Reports submitted to the project
director (see page 24 for a discussion of District VII) provide
evidence that appropriate workshops were conducted at each'of the

institutes (District V, VI, and VIII) in attainment of Objective
2.30b'

Objective 2.4 :

By July 1, 1973, students. aged 6 through 8 who were taught
as five year olds by teachers who participated in Staff
Development will score significantly (.058 higher on the
Metropolitan Achievement Test than students aged 6 through
8 who were not taught - as five year olds but who were
tested as control students. The Metropolitan will be
administered in the Spring of the school year.

(Data from the control students have been delayed duving the
scoring process. Therefore, a discussion of Objective 2.4 will be
submitted to the vroject director in an addendum to this report by

October 15, 1973.)

Objective 2.4.a

The K-3 teachers will utilize techniques of individualized
instruction to teach each child basic concepts which help
satisfy his/her interests. A randomly selected number of
classroom observations will be made by staff development
coordinators. Evidence will be presented by documentation
in the form of slides. of related activities to the project
director.

The discussion of Objective 2.1.a, page 108, is equally
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applicable to this objective.

After reviewing the slides, the evaluator judges that appro-

priate techniques were employed, in fulfillment of the requirements

of Objective 2.4.a.

Objective 2.4.b
The staff development coordinator will provide a minimum
of two follow-up workshops on individualized instruction.

The plans and dates for the workshops will be filed with
the project director.

- Objective 2.4.b states that a minimum of two follow-up
workshops on individualized instruction will be conducted through-
outvthe year. The coordinators' activity logs furnish adequafe

evidence that these workshops were provjded for the teachérs. The

evaluator judges Objective 2.4.b attained.
* * *

Objective 2.5 -

By July, T, 1973, students aged 6 through 8 who were
taught as five-year-olds by teachers who participated
in staff development will score significantly (.05)
‘higher on the Extroversion, Task Orientation, and Pos-
itive Social Behavior subscales of the Classroom Be-
havior Inventory than students aged 6 through 8 who
were not taught as five-year-olds but who were tested
as control students. The Classroom Behavior Inventory
will be administered in the Fall by the classroom
teachers. :

(Discussion of Objective 2.5 will be delayed so that it
might accompany the discussion of Objective 2.4 in the addendum

to the project director. [See Objective 2.4, page 115.])

* * *
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Objectivee.5.a

The K-3 teachers will develop an "open classroom" atmos-~
phere that will enhance positive behavior on the part

of the children. Attainment will be measured by an in-
creasingly positive score®on the Semantic Differential
subscale on the Classroom Observation Scale administered
by the coordinators in May, 1972 and May, 1973.

(See the discussion of Objective 2.3.a on page 114.)
The ev%&uator judges this objective to be fulfilled.

* * *

Objective 2.5.b o
The staff deveiopment coordinator will plan and conduct

at least two follow-up workshops during the school year
on the "open ciassroom." Attainment will be evidenced

by the date and location of the workshops filed with

the project director.

Objective 2.5.b states that a minimum of two follow-up work-
shops on the open cltassroom will be conducted during the school
year. The activity logs of the coordinators,linc1uding both dates
and locations of the workshops, furnish adequate evidence that these
workshops were provided. The‘requirements for Objective 2.5.b have

been fulfilled.
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CHAPTER V
SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENT

The State of North Carolina recognized the need for educa-

tional change and has taken steps to meet this need through the

~ kindergarten/early chﬁldhoOd program, An en1ightened\p1an for
statewide kindergartens has been desjgned which speaks to the
developmental tevel of the preschool chf1d'and provides continuity -
1nte the primary years by utilizing the K-3 open c]assfoom concept
of education. It is ffrmly belieeed that all children, including
those who have developmental hahdicaps*. can best be served within
the framework of this approach to education.

It has been recoynized that notqgnly were the needs of
some handicapped children not being met in the typical segregated,
self-continued special education programs, butia1so that such'pro-
grams possibly maintained or produced'handicapping conditions in
children. To deal with this problem, cooperative efforts have
been established among the Stale Department’s Divieion of Excep-
‘tional Children, the University of North Caro1fna/Chapé1 Hill, and
this project to encourage‘and assist project sehoo1s in developing

innovative resource services -for children. With such services, the

*The developmentally handicapped child is eight or under, has one-
third or greater deficiency in two or more of the following specific
areas of development: perceptual development, gross motor develop-
ment, fine motor development, receptive language development, ex-
pressive language development and conceptual ‘development. (Dr.
David Lillie, Professor of Special Education, University of North
Carolina/Chapel Hill.) Operationally: moreithan 1.5 standard
deviations below national norm of three of the following five tests:
Draw-A-Man, Test of Basic Experience (Language and Mathematics),
t8~ Caldwell Preschool Inventory, and/or thE‘Stanford Achievement

ERIC*-
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needs of children with special learning problems can be met with-

o

out taking the drastic step of labeling the children as "handi-
capped" and ass1gn1ng them to segregated clussrooms §
‘ lIt is believed that these ch11dren, wtth the exception of
the severely handicapped, can clearly be served within the bounds
o? the open g}assroom. This commitment inc1ude§'both the preven-
pion>and remediation of educatiohel handicaps in children and the.
avoidance of inappropriate placement of cthdren in special classcs.
’ Ddrihg the first year of the project, in order to fulfill |
thjs commitment, several part-time personnel were employed -- one
group‘for summer training and a different group for foilow—up work
‘during the scheool year. The project decision-makers fe?t that some
fregmentation of project objectives. in this aspect of the program
occurred as a result of the hiring of two separate groubs of indi-
viduals and the loss of time for peréonne] while traveling great
distences to render services. .

In order‘to alleviate these problems, Betty Siviter, a
coordinator in the field of specfa] education with capabilities in
psychology, child development and community relationships, was
employed on a full-time basis. Her responsibilities commenced
with the planning stages of summer training. Since the four {nsti—
tutes-and the principals' conference were staggered at intervals

throughout the summer, Ms. Siviter was available to serve as a
staff leader in each of the western regional training sessions.
Through demonstrations, workshops and small-group d1scuss1ons w1th

‘the parHiCIpants, she emphas zed strateg1es for meeting the needs

]:R\(hand1capped children within the framework of open, multi-aged
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c\ifsrooms. The content of this training focused&gn a{titudes and
expectatiéns regarding the handicapped child, observational skills,
prevention and remediation of educationai handicaps, social rela-
tionships among children, child advocacy concepts, child development,
and utilizatioh of resources éhd family-school relationships,

Thé philosophies of the Nogﬁh Carolina early childhood
education program assert that the regular classroom teacher can
effectively provide meaningful leérning experiences for the develop-
mentally handicapped child. Therefore, the speciga education coor-
diantor spent much of her time assisting teachers. In addition,
the coordinator assisted special education teachers in finding in-
novative ways té support the deve]obmenta11y handicapped child and
“his/her teacher within the regular c1a§sroom. Thus, the primary
targets for the special education coordinator in summer training
were both the regular c1§ssrbom teachers and the special education
teachers and supefvisérs. A

During fo!low-up training, the coordinator spent two weeks
per.month in the four educational districts and provided staff
development Apportunities in the form of district (all schools) or
cluster {two or more schouols) workshops and on-site technical as-
sistance for individual schools. Services to project schools were
coordihated by the staff development coordinator within each dis-
trict, | ‘
| The remainder of Ms. Siviter's time (appromimately one-
ha1f) Qaé spent at Polkville Elementary School, a center which
‘;pecializes in the integration of developmentally handicapped

“hildren into the regular classroom, Priority was given to this
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s5chool to allow ampie ovpportunity for the development of inncvalive
mechanisms to promote successful imp1ementatioﬁ of the objectives
as Stated fp this component. 'P01§v111e Elementary Schoo! Qas, there-
fore, able to serve &s a model, g¢giving leadership to other project
schools within this area.

Responsibilities of the special education coordinator to
this school included fhe following activities: systematic, con-
tinuous consultation to the regﬁ]ar and special educatian teachers
and the administrators {principal, special education supervisor);
assistance to all personnel in adjusting the open classroom environ-
ment to meet the needs of the developmentally handicapped child;
and in-service training for project teachers in the areas of child
assessment, remediat{on tecrniques, and materials and med{a, etc.,
through demonstrations with children and discussion groups.

Furtherrore, Ms. Siviter assisted in the development of
activities for parents, including both discussion groups with the
regular classroom and the special education teachers, and workshops
which explored relevant topics through the means of discussion
groups and action-oriented methods such as role-playing problem
situations, learning new child-centered activities, and makirg ma-
terials for use in the home.

. finally, the special education coordinator develcoed co-
cperative relationships with local agencies to serve as additional
resources for the developmentally handicapped child within the
school setting. |

(Note: One major aspect of the Special Education component
that is not reflected in this report is a vesearch effort on the
part of the special education coordinator and LINC to study the ef-

fects of two different instructional environments on children with
special problems. The classrooms at Polkville Elementary School
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were identified as one environment -- mainstreaming developmentally
handicapped children into open regular classrooms. A self-contained
special -educatian ctassroom in a companion school within the same
school district and with a similar population was used for the
second environment. The data for this study are currently being

analyzed and a report of the results is projected for the latter
part of October.)
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Special fducation Component Objectives

Objective 1.1

By July T, 1973, all of the K-3 teachers participating
in staff development during the 1972 summer institutes
will demonstrate a significantly (.05) more positive
attitude toward developmentally handicapped children as
evidenced by an attitude survey administered pre and
post. -

Objective 1.1 states that K-3 teachers parti:.ipating in
staff develcpment will demonstrate more positive attitudes toward
developmentally handicapped children. The project decision-makers
indicated definite program and instructional philosophies in regard
to developmentally handicapped children, wiqh the “mainstreaming” of
children with special problems back into the regular classroom as-
serted as the major goal., However, the stress upon the "regﬁlar
classroom” was modified to "open regular classroom."” Appropriate
1n§trumentation for measuring this objective was not available,
Therefore, an instrument Was, dgve]oped to reflect the. program and
instructional philosophies. The data submitted as evidence of at-
tainment of this object%ve was used as background infofmation in
the instrument design. /

"The original instrument was designed with the assistance of
the project director, the regional coordinators and the special
education coordinator. They weve asked to review and respond to
potential items for the instrument. Reflecting their critiques and
suggestions, the instrument was qesigned for administration to the
participants at the first 1972 summer institute (Districi VIII).

The responses to the items were anal}sed and those for which

[]iﬁ:sriminatory quality was questionable were eliminated or rewritten.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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"The Special Education Coordinator analyzed the concepts measured by
the instrument in her workshops and Hiscussions with teachers, tea-
cher assistants, principals, special education teachgrs and super-
Qisors. Comments and sugqgestions derived from these discussions
‘were incorporated inio the revised instrument which was then admin-
istered to the participants of the second summer institute (District
VI). Again, the revision proc;ss occcurred, and the final form was
written,

~This fhird and final form became the "Teacher Attitude
Survey toward the Integration of the Developmentally Handicapped
Child into the Regular Classroom" (see.Section 3 of the revised
'E;rry Childhood Suvvey in Appendix C). The results of its adminis-
tratioy during the other 1972 summer institutes are presented in
response to this objective.’ :

The pre-test sample (N=-232.) includes all of the partici-
" pants of the summer institutes conducted outside of Districts VI and
VIII, or in District V. Partféipant'responsés for Districts VI and
VIII were not applicable to the final form. ODistrict V participants
did not participate in the administration of this iﬁgtrument during
their preliminary testing.

The post-test sample (N= 82 .) has been described in the
introductory paragraphs of Chaéter III on respondents to the Teacher
Beliefs Survey, the Classroom Observation Scale and the Purdue Tea-
cher QOpinionnaire.

An item-analysis is évailab]e from the project evaldator.
The instrument responses continue to un@grgq analysis for possible
revision of specific items. An instrumé%t report will be submitted

to the;project decision-makers at a later date.}
©
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The mean raw score for the pre-test samﬁle was 72.60 (stan;

dard deviation: 10.05) and 39.50 for the post-test sample, with a

standard deviation of 11.88. The change is significant at the .05

level, in fulfillmen: of Objective 1.1.

Objective 1.1.a

The k-3 teachers will reflect changes in attitude toward
the acceptance of the developmentally handicapped child
into the normal classooom situation by providing oppor-
tunities for children to relate to developmentally han-
dicapped. children in their own classrooms.. Evidence will
be provided by a minimum of 12 small group discussions
(teacher and children) on child related problems as re-
ported to the evaluator in an end-of-the-year report by
the teachers.

Objective 1.1.a was achieved. The evaluator accepts the

following description of the group discussions by the teachers in

the center specializing in the integration of developmentally han-

dicapped children into the regular classroom as evidence of fulfill-~

ment.,

'we (teachers) felt that since self-discipline is one goal
of a "child centered" classroom, the chi1dren should play a part
in decision-making on classroom behavior, |

The children were organized into four discusﬁion groups. An
adult was present in each group. Whenever a c]assrbom pfoblem'de-
veloped, the groups met to}he1p find_a solution. A "child" was
never considered the problam--"behavior" was examined.

Each problem was presented by the adult to the children, who
then reconwénded ways of solving it. The small grbups were much
more comfortaﬁle than the group-at-large had been: there was morg
interaction among the childreh and all had the opportunity to both

express personal feelings and respond to the discussion,

-

S22 4
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Topics presented for group discussion are listed below:

Cafeteria behavior

Behavior in small group discussions
Ciean up

Use of centers

Care of materials and equipment
Safety in the gym and outside
Fighting '
Running inside the classroom
Respect for one another

Sharing

Respect for each other's work and possessions
Behavior on field trips

P
- OO N WD

—
~y

As a resuit ot the discussion:sessions, changes in behavior
were evidenced by the children. They became more aware of their
responsibilities in the classroom and towards each other.. The
children's respect for and acceptance of each other's differences

has helped to provide a warm learning environment.'

* * *

Objective 1.1.b

The staff development coordinators will organize and plan
institutes and follow-up workshops involving the special
education coordinator in training the classroom teachers
to work with developmentally handicapped children, as
well as with normal children. Fulfillment will be evi-
denced by the report of the special education coordina-
tor's insolvement in-the summery institute report-and
follow-up activities during the school year.

The Special ‘Education Coordinator's activities in the summer
~institutes are evidenced in the summer institute reports submitted
to the project director and tﬁe project evaluator by the regional
coordinators. Tables 9 and 10, pages 62 and 68, summarizing the
Special Education Coordinator's activities (presented in Chapter IT)
are accepted as evidence of follow-up workshops in training the
ctassroom teachers to work with developmentally handicapped children.

Objective 1.1.b has been attained..

* * *
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Objective 1.2
By July 1, 1973, the K-3 teachers in the center speciali-
“zing in the integration of developmentally handicapped

children into the reguiar classroom who participated in

staff development during the 1972 summer institute will

utilize the special education coordinator in their class-

room work and will exhihit a better understanding of in-

tegration of developmentally handicapped children with

normal children. Evidence will be provided by the spe-

cial education coordinator's activity log and by no ex-

~clusions of developmentally -handicapped children from

the regulsr to special education classrooms.

Table 10, page 6&, which summarizes the Special Education
Coordinator's activities at the center specializing in the integration
of developmentally handicapped children, is accepted as evidence of
fu]fi11@ent of the requirements specified in this objective which~
relates to the use of the Special Education Coordinator in the class-
room by the teachers of the center. i’

The second part of the objective states that the teachers
will "exhibit a better understanding of the integration of develop-
mentally handicapped children with normal children” as evidenced bty
", .., no exclusions of developmentally handicapped children from the
regular to special education classrooms." After several on-site
visits to the center and discussions with the K-3 teachers, the spe-
cial education resource teacher, ﬁs. Reta Volbract, and the princi-
pal, the evaluator judges that there were no exclusions from the
regular classroom to the special education classroom.

Objective 1.2 was attained.




Objective 1.2.a |
The K~3 teachers in the center specializing in integration
of develcprientally handicapped children into the regular
classroom who paerticipated in the 1972 summer institute
will gain understanding for making use of special education
and resource persons and will demonstrate techniques for
incorporating the developmentally handicapped child into
the norral classroom. Attainment will be evidenced by
on-site vbservations made by the staff development coordi-
naters and special education coordinator and by the activ-
ity log of the special education coordinator submitted to
the projicct director,

Objective 1.2.a specifies that the K-3 teachers at Polkville

H

Elementary School will "...gain understanding for making use of

special educaetion and resource persons and will demonstrate techniques

. S~

for incorporatinrg the deve'npmentall: rdicapped child into the nor-
mel classroom." fvidence of asitair. t nroyided throygh on-site
visits and critiques by the special education .ordinator, the Dis-

trict VI regional coordinator, the project director and the project
evaluator. The evaiuator concludes from these critiques and obser-.

vations that the objicctive has beer fulfilled.
* + *

)

Objective 1.2.b

The special education coordinator will organize and plan
staff development antivities to train the classroom tea-
chers to work with normal as well as developmentally han-
dicapped children., Fulfillment will be evidenced by the
report of the special education coordinator's activities
at the center during the school year.

Table 10, page 68, presents the summary of the Special
education coordinator's activities at the center and is accepted as

evidence of fulfillment of Objective 1.2.b.
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“Objective 2.1 .
By July o, developmentally handicapped 5-yezar-old
students receiving instruction from teachers in the center
specialicing in the integration of developmentatly handi-
capped children into the regular classrocom who par ici-
pated in wtaff development will increase their pe ormance
on the Test of Basic Experiences to a ranking of at least
25 percentiles higher when the scores of the Fall of 1972
and the Spring of 1973 are compared.

'—T .} I’l 3 .

Tablelt pregents the chronological age; the Draw-A-Man test
scores and menta? aqge equiva!eﬁt {(pre and post); and the TOBE lan-
guage and nmathruwerics, rre and post scores for the five-year-old
children within the center who were identified by the teachers and
the special education coordinator as children with special learning
problems--developmentally handicapped.

As may be c¢bserved from the data presented in the table,
four of the six children gained at least 25 percentile un?ts on the
TOBE: Language test and three of the six children gained at least
25 percentile units on the TOBE: Mathematics test. Therefore, it
may be concluded frem the available data that th.o objective was not
attained. tHowever, the evaluator.cautions that the strict measure-
ment of fulfillment of the objective should not diminish the signif-
jcance of the gains by thesd individua\ children. As no control
group of five-year-oid children in self-contained special‘education
classrooms was available for this study, there is no real basis for
comparison. [t should be noted that these children are in continu-
ous-progress, open classroon learning environments. Evaluation of
their progress during the next s:hool year will be more significant.

The evaluater commends tace progress of these children.
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b]ect1vc 2.1.2
The teachors wil) utilize techniques and teach concepts
which help cach developmentally handicapped child increase
his/her achievement in language and mathematics. Classroom
observations will be made by the special education coordi-
nator. Gtvidence will be presented by documentation in
the form of slides of lanqguage and math activities to the

project director,

The special education coordinator documented the activities
in the kindergarten classroom at Polkville E!ementary School from
fts inception in Scotember, 1972, until the end of the school year
in May, 1973 by means of slides. - The slides have been compiled
into a slide presentation which was,utilized in the 1973 summer
training institutes by the special education coordinator and the
regional coordinators from Districts VI and VIII. A script is being
prepared by the special education coordinator and the teachers from
the center to accompany the siides for dissémination and training
purposes.
| After roviewing the slides with the project director, tée
evaluator concludes that Objective 2.1.6 has been fuifi11ed.

¥ * * *

Objective 2.1.b

The staff deveiopment coordinators will plan and vperate
the two-vweek summer institutes with a minimum of two
workshops on individualized instruction and basic achieve-
ment concepts. The Report of the Summer Institute will

be filed with the project director one week prior to the
commencerient of the institute.

The Summer Institute Reports on file with the project._
director and the project evaluator provide evidence thati a minimum
of two workshops on individualized instruction an pasic achievement
concepts were included in each summer institute's program, in ful-

fillment of Objective 2.1.b.
Q
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Objective 2.2 '

By JuTy 1, T4973, developmentaliy handicapped K-3 children
receiving instruction from teachers in the center special-
izing in the intedration of developmentally handicapped
childrer inty the regular classroom who participated in
the staff development will demonstrate a statistically
significant (.05) positive change on the 1) Social Be-
havior subscale, 2§ the Extro-Introversion subscale, and
3) the Task Orientation subscale of the Classroom Behav-
ior Inventory to be administered in the Fall of 1972 and
in the Spring of 1973 by the classroom teachers.

The sample vsed for measurement of this cbjective was iden-
tified in Ubjective 2.1, page 129 of this chapter. The table below
presents the pre/post change scoves for the six children identifiéd
as developmentally handicabped on the three subscales of the Class-
room Behavior Inventory and designates those children for whom

significant {.05) positive changes were,evidenced on srecific sub-

scales.

Change Scores on the Classroom Behavior Inventory*

~ Extroversion/ ‘

ID Introversion Social Behavior Task Orientation
MAB A ] -5 + 1

REB =1 0 + 3

RTL =5 0 + 6 ]
REC +5 -5 + 4

RDW - 2 - 1 + 3

BKJ -9 -2 -1

*Refer to Table 21, page 139, for additional information.
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ObJect1v0 2.2.a

The K-3 teachers will develop an "open classroom" atmos-
phere that will enhance positive hehavior on the part of
the developmentally handicapped children. Attainment
will be measured by an increasingly positive score on

the Semantic Differential subscale of the Classroom Ob-
servation Scale administered by outside observers in May,
1972 and May, 1973.

This objective has been interpreted by the evaluator to in-
clude all K-3 teachers in the program. Therefore, the data presented
for Objective 2.3.a, page 114, is accepted as evidence of attainment.

of Objective 2.7.a:

ObJect1ve 2.2.b

The staff deveiopment coordznator will provide at least
two workshops during the summer institute and two follow-
up workshops during the school year on the "open class-
room," Attainment will be evidenced by the date and lo-
cation of the workshops filed with the project director.

Objective 2.2.b states that a minimum of tWo‘follow-up
workshops on the open classroom will be conducted. The activity ]ogs
of the coordinators, including both dates and }6cations of the work-
shops, furnish evidence that these workshops wére provided. The

requirements of Objective 2.2.b have been fulfilled.




APPENDIX A

VITAE INFORMATION

Altha Manning - District V
Nancy Hefner - District VI
Bob Kimzey - District VIII

- Bernard Schein --- Project Director
Suzanﬁe Triplett --- Projec; Evaluator
Betty Siviter - Special Education

Coordinator




135

RESUME
ALTHA F. MANNING

Staff Nevelopment Coordinator

Residence: 120 Biltmore Avenue '
High Point, North Carolina Telephone: 883-0440

Birth Date: August 23, 1939 Birth Place: Bradenton, Florida
Marital Status: Married

Education:

B.A. 1961  Florida A & M, Tallahassee
: Major: Sociology Minor: Biology

. M.S, 1971 ITlinois Institute of Technology, Chicago

Further study UNC-G, UNC-Chapel Hill, and Duke University
Areas: History and Education

Major Field of Interest: Childhood Socialization

Teaching Experience:

1961-66 Senior and Junior High School teacher of Social
Studies at Howard High School in Ocala, Florida.

1363-66 Served as Social Studies Department Head and
curriculum committee chairman, and one year as
part-time counselor, in school above.

1966-67 Teacher of Sociology for high school seniors at
! " Miami Senior High School and advisor to the
lower house of the Student Council Voluntcer
director of youth activities for a branch cf the
YWCA.

1967-68 Teacher at Merrick~Moore School in Social Studies
: areas. Also, served as yearbook advisor. Oe-
signed a program for the school which would inte-
grate the social studies with other subjects and/
or interest areas as well as integrate the entire
curriculum,
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Professional Experience:

1968~69

1969-70

Resource Specialist with LINC's Project Change,
The purpose of the project was to identify tea-
chers in about 13 school systems who would

be willing to try a different approach to the
teaching of social studies, language, and the
humanities. The emphasis was on integrating the
three areas, use of multi-media, team teaching,
and student-centered learning. [n addition, a
school was selected for summer on-site training
Many of the practices which were found to be
successful during the year as well as others.
were compiled, organized, and implemented in this
summer school training session with teachers,
administrators, and pupitls.

Resource Speciaiist on the central LINC staff.
Major responsibilities during this period were
planning and conducting training sessions for-
teachers, etc., who worked with migrant children,
and coordinating on-site follow-up and evaluation
of programs and training. Other responsibilities
included working with the pilot kindergarten pro-
gram in staff development and evaluation, and
other teacher training efforts.

Special Experience in Field of Interest:

Summer
50

1972-73

Publications:

1971

_Study/tour counselor on Europeén cultures trip

to Denmark and other parts of Western Europe in
connection with Foreign Language League of Salt
Lake City and the Danish International Student
Committee.

As Staff Development Coordinator of District
Five's Early Childhood Education Centers, gained
more experiences in working with educators on all
levels. Most important, learned to better re-
late,in alternative styles, child development
(socialization) to adult socialization in regard
to the process of effecting change 1in educators.

Change, edited by Sylvia Wilkinson.
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VITA

NANCY QUINN HEFNER

Title:. Early Childhood Sstaff Development Coordinator, Sixth
Education District (North Carolina) '

Residence: 6 Pleasant Lane Drive .
Newton, North Carolina 28658 . Telephone: (704) 464-6555

Birth Date: March 8, 1943 Birth Place: Montgomery, Alabama

Marital Status: Married

Educational Background:

B.S. 1965 Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama.
Major: Early Childhood & Sociology

M.Ed. 1969 University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill.
Major: Early Childhood Education & Sociology.

Advanced . Present Appalachian State University, Boone, North
Studies’ Car>iina,

Major Field of Interest: Early Childhood Education

|

Professional Experience:

August 1965- C.S.1.P. Teacher Aide; Instructional Aide to

February 1966 three primary classes; Newton-Conover School
System, North Carolina.

February 1966- Teacher, lst grade; Newton-Conover School

June 1966 _ System, North Carolina.

August 1566- ' Teacher, Special Reading; Newton-Conover

June 1967 School System; North Carolina. . , .

5

August 1967~ Teacher, Kindergarten; Head Teacher' bf Staff

June 1968 of ten; Catawba County School System, North
Carolina.

June 1968- ' Supervisor, Kindergarten; Catawba County

November 1971 School System, North Carolina.

1969-1970 Adult Education Instructor; Western Piedmont

Community College.
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December 1971~ Early Childhood Staff Development Coordinator,
Present Sixth Educational District (North Carolina);
‘ The Learning Institute of North Carolina,
Durham.

Special Experience in Field of Interest:

1972-73 Have conducted workshops in the area of Teacher-Made
. Materials for Early Childhood Education; Early
Childhood Staff Development Coordinator.

Meémberships in Related Organizations:

-Gaston County As-oclation of Educators

~-North Caroclina Association of Educators

-National Association of Educators

~Gaston County Association of Childhood Education
~Association of Childhood Education International

-North Carolina Kindergarten Association

~National Association for the Education of Young Children
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RESUM
Cooxdinaten
Robert T. Kimzey, Jv. Special Consultant
-Glenn Hecights ¥arly Childhood Education
Chapel 11ill, ’ State Department of Public
North Carolina 27514 ’ Instruction _

Telephone (919) 942-5013 - Raleigh,’ '
. Ncrth Carolina 27602

Personal—

Place and Date of Rirth: Transylvania County, North Carolina
April 21, 1934,

Married \pril 1959 to the former Margaret Webb Keels of MeColl, South Carolina.
Two children: "Elizabeth, 8 in Apiril, 1971 and Bod, 5 in August 1971..

Fducation--
Public Schools of Brevard, Morth Carolina,

Uﬁdergraduate, ;
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Graduated 1956,
B.A. Degres in Econ¢mics., -

Graduate School, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Graduated 1963.
Haster of- kuucnt1cn Dbﬁfce, Secondary Educatlon

Graduate School, Univer51t) of North Carollna at Chapel Hill.
Advanced Gridunte Work in Pubdlic School Administration.

Craduate School, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill:. Craduated 1959,
Hagter of hducat1on Degrea, Early (dildhood Fducatien. o

Yeaching Experience--

%

'Scclal Studies Teacher, Ciiy B FRillips Junior High School, Chapsl Hill,
North Carolina, 1663-150

Teacher for Iive Year 01d Claks, The Cumwvnlty Cburch Chapel HilY,
North Carolina, 1961~1953

Instructor, Preject Prometheus, Southern Oregen Collcve, Ashland Oregon,
Suzrmer 1967.

Teacher in Three, Four srd Five Year 01d Classes, The Durham Education
Jmprovement Program, 19:2-1%69,

Al<inistrative and Supervisory Experience-—

Coordinator, Chopel Hill Pre-Zchool, Swimer 1464,

O

Principal, North Caro {na School of the Arts, Winston-Salen, 1965-1963.




-2- ' . -
= - 140
Divector, Burke County, Noith Caroliuna, Desegrogation Institute, 1966-196-.

Head Start Clustcr Trainer, Eastern North Carolina, Head Start Regional—
Training Olfltc, Greensboro, North Carol:na, Summner 1969

Director, Chapel Hill Independent School, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 1969-1970.

Migrant Program Evaluator, Eastern North Catolina, Learning Institute of
~ North Carolina, Durhan, North Carolina, Summer 1970,

Special Consultant, Early Ch11dhood Education, State Department of Pubdlic
Instruction, Raleigh, North Carolina, 1970-1971. '

Hiscellaneous Experience-—
' c e T
Agsistant to the President, Southern Friction Materials Company, Charlotte,
~ North Carolina, 1956-1957.

U.S. Army, Japan and Korea, Honorably Discharged, 1957-1959.

Printing Salesman, Packege Products-Comp;ny;’Charlottq, North Carolina, 1959-1951

Cuest Speaker in College Courses, SpeAPer at Civic and Professional Meetings,
Workshop Lezder in Schools end Collcges, Summer Work in the U.S. Forest
Service and Camp Counselor. :

e,
.

Referenceg—-

Mr. Jamss W. Jenkins, Early Childhood Education, State Department of Public
Instruction, Raleigh, North Carolina.

Dr. Richard Ray, Director, The Leatning Institute of North Carollna, Durham,
North Carolina.

Mr. Daniel H. Jollitt, Law Profeagon, University of North Carolina, Chapel Rill,
North Carollna

Mr. David H Saith, Director cf Commumity Dc\elopaent The Urban Coalition,
Winston-Salem, North Carolima.

Mr. John L. Johnson, Directer of Title I and forrer Superinteadent of Schools,
Burke County, Morganton, North Carolina.
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VITA

BERNARD SCHEIN

Title: State Staff Development Coordinator, Early Childhood
Education

Home Residence: 321 W. Trinity Avenue | '
Durham, North Carolina Telephone: (919) 682~7316

Birth Date: October 10, 19{4 Birth Place: Charleston, South Carolin

Marital Status: Married

Educational Background:

Ed. M. 1971 Harvard Education School Cambridge, Massachusetts
Major: Educational Leadershlp.

B.A. 1966 Newberry College, New Berry, South Carolina.
" Major: Sociology.

30 quarter Present Georgia Southern Graduate School of Education,
hours Statesboro, Georgia. Major: Administration and
Supervision, . ‘

tiajor Field of Inﬁerest: Educational Leadership in Schools

"Professional Experience/Sggp}§lﬁ§gpe;i¢9ce in Field of Interest:

6/66~7/63 Teaching Principal, Yemassee Elementary School,
Yemassee, South Carolina (Hampton County), Grades
1-8. During this time, served as Area Superin-
tendent of Yemassee and Fennel Elementary Schools.

9/68-7/70 Teaching Principal, Port Royal Eiemehtary School,
Port Royal, South Carolina (Beaufort County)},
Grades 1-6.

Summer 1970 Consultant for Cepartment of Desegregation at

the University of South Carollna, Columbia. Worked
with teachers and principals in human relations
and in identifying problem areas in preparation
for school integration.

Surmer 1971 Superviscr, Riverton Elementary Experimental
Summer School (Individualized Instruction, Multi-
age Grouping, Non- gradedness), Clarksdale,
Mississippis,

8/71-6/72 Principal, Riverton Intermediate School, Clarks-
dale, Mississippi. This involved changing a
traditional junior high to one operating on open
education principles. (See attached Newsweek
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8/72-)
Present

-Publications:

Spring 1970

11/70

érticle, May 8, 1972, regarding the program.)

State Staff Development Coordinator for Early
Childhood Education, The Learning Institute of

North Carolina, Durham. Responsible as project
director for the state-supported kindergarten
program, Involves coordination of program activities
throughout the state (including staff development
training seminars and workshops, individual and group
meetings with classroom teachers, etc.)

"Black Studies in Port Royal Elementary School,"
south Carolina Education Journal, Columbia, S. C.

"Giving Children a Choice," Mississippi Educationa
Advance. ‘

TR 2
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 VITA

SUZANNE ELAINE TRIPLETT

Program Consultant in Learning Foundations and Individualized
Instruction

Residence: Apartment 19-D, Colonial Apartments
Durham, North Carolina 27707 Telephone: 919/489-7548

Birth Date: August 8, 1944 Birth Place: North Wilkesboro, N, C,

Marital Status: Single

Educational Backyground:

B.S. 1965 Appalachian State University, Boone, N.C.
- Major: Biology

Ed.D. Duke University, Durham, N. C,

Candidate Major: Educational Research

Major Field of Interest: Educational Research

Professic® 1 Experience:

1968-70 _Chairman of cormittee to establish a Brevard
.County curriculum guide for sex education for
junior high students, and chairman of committee
for a tobacco education curriculum guide for
Brevard County, Florida. Also, coordinator and
liaison for sex education and drug education i§~
Brevard County. (Duties included: previewing
all materials available to us, discussing com-
mercially-prepared programs with company repre-
sentatives; representing the county at public
meetings, on the radio, etc.; answering questions
on county policy, etc.)

1969 Coordinator for Sex Education and Drug Education
Summer “in Brevard County, Brevard County School Board,
Titusville, Florida. ;

1970-71 Director-at-Large in charge of North Carolina/
South Carolina Expansion, and Director of
Learning Foundations of Raleigh: Supplemental
Learning Services, Inc., Greensboro, N\\C.
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SUZANNE ELAINE TRIPLETT
Page 2

Teaching Experience:

1965-67 Biology and Physical Science Teacher, Southeast
. Guilford High School, Guilford County, N. C.

1967~68 Physical Science Teacher, Jackson Junior High
School, Greensbhoro, N, C.

1968-70 Biology and Physical Science Teacher, Roosevelt
Junior High School, Cocoa Beach, Florida.

Researcn Experience:

1971~ Program Consultant in Learning Foundations and
'Present Individualized Instruction, Research and Evalua-

tion Team, Learning Institute of North Carolina,
Durham, N, C,.

Publications:

Major Contributor to:

1971 The North Carolina Learning Abilities Development
Center, Learning Institute of North Carolina, Durha:

1972 The Establishment of Regional Centers for Early
Childhood Staff Development: Continuation Progosal,
Learning Institute of North Carolina, Durham.

Author:of:

1972 Final Evaluation Report for Year-Round School
Project: Buncombe County ESEA Title 111, Learning
Institute of North Carolina, Durham,

1972 Final Evaluation Report, Sampson County ESEA Title IIT

(August 15) Project: A Model tor Developing Leadership in
, Rural Schools, Learning Institute of North
‘Carolina, Durham. 5

1972 Final Evaluation Report, Burke County ESEA Title III
(August 15) Project: Environmental Ecological Education,
Learning Institute of North Carolina, Durham.

1972 Final Evaluation Report, Haywood County ESEA Title
(August 15) II1 Project: Preventive Correction of Reading
. Casualties, Learning Institute of North Carolina,
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SUZANNE ELAINE TRIPLETT

Page 3

1972

1972

1972
(Cctober)

Special Skills:

Final Evaluation Report for the Establishment
of Regional Centers foxr Early Childhood Staff
Development: 1971-72, Learning Institute of

North Carolina, Durham.

"Inventory of Teacher Attitudes Toward Handi-
capped Children."

Third Annual Evaluation, 1971-72, North
Carolina State-Supported Early Childhood
Demonstration Centers, Learning Institute of
North Carolina, Durham.

~-Conmputer programmer (FORTRAN)

--USQE-Approved Educational Program Auditor
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BETTY HART SIVITER

Kindergarten/Early Childhood Exceptional Children Coordinator

Residence: 931 Hampton Street #5 Telephone: 482-3264
Shelby, North Carolina 28150 .

Birth Date: March 2, 1941 Birth Place: Danville, Virginia
Marita]AStatus: Single

Education:
A.A. - 1961 Stratford College, Danville, Va.
Major: Liberal Arts
B.A. 1964 St. Andrew's Presbyterian College,

Laurinburg, N.C. Major: Elementary Ed.

Further summer University of North Carolina/Chapel Hill
Study 69-70 Area: gqraduate study in Special Education

summer Western Carolina University, Cullowhee, N.C.
1972 Area: Kindergarten/Early Childhood

Professional Experience:

1964-67 Fourth grade and Head Start teacher, Aberdeen
Elementary School, Aberdeen, N.C. (Moore County
Schools)

1967~68 Fifth grade teacher, Grove Park School, Danville,
~Va. (Danville City Schools)

)
‘*»

1968-69 Fifth grade teacher, Southern Pines Elementary
| School, Southern Pines, N.C. (Moore County Schools)

1969-72 Itinerant Resource Teacher for exceptional children
‘ (demo teaching and staff development), Moore
County Schools

Special Experience in Field of Interest:

1970-72 Key role in the institution of Project C.A.-R.E,
( a child advocacy model pilot project) and ‘

Resource Teacher for project--Pinehurst Middle
School
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Special Experience, cont'd: .

1970-71 Teacher (demno) for emotionally disturbed children
at Sandhills Mental Health Center on Wednesday
afternoons

1972-73 Kindergarten/Ear1y'Childhood Coordinator for
Exceptional Children (workshops and Exceptional
Children Study)

Publications:

1971 assisted -- "Project C.A.-R.E."

1973 Project LEAD, Cleveland County Schools

Membership in Profess'ional Organizations:
American Association of University Women
Alpha Delta Kappa
North Carolina Kindergarten Association
North Carolina Association of Educators
Classroom Teachers Association

Honors:

1972 "Woman of the Year Award", Danville, Va.
Special Training:

Arts and Crafts
Early Childhood

P
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SUMMARY OF FIRST NEEK EVALUATTONS

DISTRICT VI
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FIRST WEER "VALUATTQI

Number of Institutes attended (average)

Porticipants circled numbers frem 1l(not at all) to 6(significantly) in
response to the followring items. Each ltem also requested explanatians.
Those made most frequently are summarizesd hers,

1,

2,

3e

Lo

Te

The institute has provided activities that have caused changes in
ry attltude toward the child, the classroam, or school in gensral.

Explain: The institute has provided activities that have caused changes
in ry attitude torard the child, the classroom, or school in general
rating 3.h (average)

Information nmost balusble, had several ideas about classroum reinforced
by institute, individualized teaching, improved method of teaching,
lecarmned by cdoing

The institute iras successful in preparing me for my teaching position
this fell, Ratinz L. ,

Dxplanation: Being involved in prozram was very helpfulj new ideasj -
yes; still question; child's importance; reretitions; next week to +
be help?ul.

I wwrould be 1rilling to have a daveloprmentally handicapped child in my
open clagsroem. Rating L.0

Ixplanati n: Mot feasible until teachers have a chance to really
get involved in the first year ECE 'rozram; no experience with

. handicapped children; more experiencs needad; need help twrith preparaticn,

The arrangenments for meals and living accornedaticns were: Ratingng.ZS.

Txplanation: Living canditicns were great; arrangements for meals
terrible; tima element mada difficilt to mest; very good.

The University involverment in the institute was: Rating L.7

Explﬁnat*dﬂ University sent compatent individuais to assist with
prog: a3 nead mores .

Compared to other in-service training experiknces, I would rate this
insbitute: Rating 1.95

Explanation: liore elaborates *raining; well-planned; wide variety;
informative and helpful; evvrermhasized; first learned one another
before teachin tovetber.

The Resourcs CentarS‘were effoctive in helping me plan for P!rricn1nm .
ideas and curriculum materials Rating 5,0 '

Explanation: Enjoyedflearning experience; nade new material; variety
of opportunities; gocd idzas; meaningful; time shortage; artractivity
gicat, ’ .



I, Pleagy rank in nriority ordar the pafts of this Zarly Childhood
- Institute that have influenced you nost,.

3 Exhibits andfor demonstrations 01 materials 0 53 33

I The consultants @ 68,23

Resource Centers O 51 135
Othor (including the staff) To becoma a cohesive team

TI.. Please urite vhat you fe»i are thz o8t interesting thing that you
have learnad from this institute, Rating ’

1,
2.
3,

11.
12,
12,

i,

Materials for language arts and language experience #
Yorking with child as an individual (open classroom setting)*
Resource ideas

Record keening #

Classroom Organization»

Hand-on Activities

Demonstration ¢n creative uriting

Work and planning #

Revanped teaching technique

llacrama, tie dying

leeded information given - useful

Depth exploration

Assisting teachers with questions they had

School grouys sharing ideas and manerials

% Most frequently mentioned

I1T, Recommandations:

Children should be involved
Less lecture end more activity
More organized--start on time
Schaduled breaks
Irplementetion will ba the test

150



APPENDIX C

WORKSHOP DESCRIPTION
~ WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS

PURDUE TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE
| (Section 2 of Early Childhood Survey)

TEACHER ATTITUDE SURVEY TOWARD THE INTEGRATION
OF DEVELOPMENTALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
INTO THE REGULAR CLASSROOM
(Section 3 of Early Childhood Survey)

TEACHER BELIEFS SURVEY
(Section Y of Early Childhood Survey)

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SCALE



"Name of Institute:

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION
(To be completed by Activity Leader)

152

Date:

Name of Activity:

Name of Activity Leader:

II.

II.

‘l.

List 2 or 3 major objectives of this activity:

Briefly descrlibe activity format:

General impressions:
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ACTIVITY EVALUATION SHEET -
Name of Instituie: Dater .
Name of Acrivirs Time of Activity:
Mama o Activity fromiors
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‘HE LEARNING INST_‘ITUT'E OF NORTH CAROLINA

1006  AMOND AVENUE ® DURMAM, NORTH CAROLINA 272701 ® TELEPHONEI 319-883=48211

EARLY CHILDHOOD STAFF SURVEY

DO KOT WRITE OR MARK ON THIS BOOKLET

-

NOTE TO THE EXAMINEE:

»tts Survey is used for research purposes only in tha investigation of
ceacher beliefs about the teaching-learning process: It is NOT used for
the evaluation of individuals. THERE ARE NO RIGHT ANSWERS. Your responses
should reflect what you usually think or how you usually feel about the
statements. i

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE EXAMINEE:

| 1. This survey is machine scored. It 3, Using the answer sheet, respond to
will be necessary for you to use a each statement according to the fol-
No. 2 lead PENCIL. lowing six-point scale:
2. Fill in the information blanks and SA = Strongly Agree
: grids on the answer sheet before re- A = Agree
sponding to the statemants on this MA = Mildly Agree
survey. MD = Mildly Disagree
EXAMPLE: 1In the small boxes below D = Digsagree
the section labeled '"Last Name” print 8D = Strongly Disagree
as nany letters of your last name as
space allows. Use one box for each In responding to each statement,
lett2¢. Do the same for your first decide whether you agree or disagree.
naze. Print your middle initial under Then mark the response that best
! "MI". Then in the column bnlow each identifies the degree of your agree-
boit, f111 in the space for the letter ment or disagreement. If this is
you put at the top of the column., Be " hard for you to determine, mark
sure that there 1s one and only one efther nildly agree or mildly dis-
~rvack in each column. Do not £1ill in agree. Work as rapidly as you can.
any space in the columns below the Start as soon as you are glven’
boxes which you have left blank. L instructions.
THANK YOU,

3/73

.
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Z o‘ha areas of knowledge.

.n: assential function of junior high school courses lies in their prapari.;
surils for later coursges.

5. Loz reachevr's ability to see the world as each of his/her students see2 (¢
{3 2n absolute must if he/she is to have any success at all in teaching.

6. Pupils respect teachers who staad firm on their convictions.

7. Ir plauning their work teachers should rely heavily on the knowledge and
:kills pupils have acquired outside the classroom.

8. The structure of a fleld of knowledge is iatrinsically interesting to pupiis
a1t 1s clearly taught.

9, Pupils do their best work when they know emxactly what to expect from day to day.

itcerest of good df%cipline pupile who repeatedly disrupt the class

10. In hie
be se«erelj punished.,

u:t

11. Pupils gain a sense of belonging when the teacher encourages friendships
antong pupils in the roowm.

12, Children need aud‘should have more supervision and discipline than they
usudally get.

13. There is too great an emphasis on keeping order in the classroom.

14, The erffectivena2ss of the teacher depends entirely on the amount of personal
interest he/she can invest in the progress of each pupil.

15, The teacher who organizes the material“and presents it to pupils in a
forceful way gets the best results.,

16, The overall plan of education suffers when teachers depart substantially
from the subject outlined,

17. A properly motivated group of mature students might>1earn more in a
serester's time if they were left entirely to their own resources than 1if
they had a teacher to guide then.

*izachaer Beliefs Survey (TBS)-Form 1, adapted by David Kingsley, for the officizl
w32 of the Learning Institute of North Carolina, 1971. Adapted from ''Dimensions
)ElTpa\hpc Baliefs about the Teaching Process,” Wehling, Leale J., and Charters,

[:R\f: » Jr., AREA Journal, January, 1969.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27.

28,

29,

30,
31,
32,
33,
34,

35.

36.

Page 2 156

Pupils learn best when permitted to set their own pace in doing the work.

The teacher assures optimum learning conditions by giving top prilotity iv
the social-emotional needs of pupils.

The effectlveness of teaching is enhanced when the teacher has the abili:
to see the world as each pupll sees {t.

Pupils respect teachers who expect them to work hard in school,

Time to choose freely their own activity during the school day is a must
for pupil morale.

Nothing captures students' interest in school work as quickly ag gllovwing
then to wrestle with problems of their own choosiug.

Pupils learn effiéiently the essentials of a subject when every member of
the class moves simultaneously through carefully planned lesson sequences.

The pupil's knowledge 1s best developed when teachers interrelate facts

and figures from many different subject fields. .

Pupil failure is averted when mastery of subject matter is the prime requisite
for promotion.

Teaching of specific gkills and factual subject mattet i8 the most important
function of the school.

The goals of education should be directed by children's interests and needs
as vell as by the larger demands of society.

A firm‘hand by the teacher promotes emotional security for pupils.

Crading pupils separately on achievement and citizenship assures that teachers
will insist on mastery of subject matter as well as good behavior.

Pupils frequently learn much more under their own initiative than they do
under teacher direction.

Teachers who like pupils will usually encourage pupil initiation and
partlcipation in planning lessons.

The backbone of the school curriculum is subject matter; activities are
useful mainly to facilitate the learning of subject matter.

Teachers who do not like pupils will usually decide on and plan lessons
alone rather than use pupil participation.

The curriculum consists of subject matter to be learned and akills to be
acquired.

Group activity teaches children to think and plan together, independent of

.direct supervision by the teacher.

In teaching it is quite essentigl to cover the material in the courae of
study.
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53,

Slil
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Page 3

Tne deey lntezes s wilsh puplls somecises duve alap in ane subjact zan be
.luabla to them, but only 1f wzachers oo vnad L4 b :0adening thele pax—
spectives across sut ject matter buundatics.

Th= c0mpletion of any worthwhile task 12 iucuticn raquires hard work on
the part of pupils, :

Actoss-the-school routine imposes a consiszency in classroom procedure
wnich tends to restrict 1mportant averuds dor learning.

The attitudes learned by a student are of cen the most important ra 1t of
a lesson or unit,

Learning»is essentially a process of increasing one's store of informacicn
ot varicus flelds of knowledge.

Puplls must be kept busy or they soon get into trouble,

The most important thing a teacher can do to set the stage for learning is
to discover the interests of students.

Students who misbehave or do not learn are ganerally children who need wmors
love.

fefoi2 pupils are encouraged to exercise independent thought chey should be
thoroughly grounded in the facts and knowladge about the subject.

When given a choice of activity, pupils generally select what is best
for then.

The basic function of education is fulfilled only when pupils are led to
understand the general significance of the material they have learned,

Pupils gain more satisfaction from doing a difficult task well than any
other achievement,

I

Children should be given more freedom in the classroom than they usually get,

The pupil's impreasion of the teacher's personality greatly influences what
tie/she learus.

Teachers must set definite items aside to show pupils the relationships
hetween their subtject and the overall goal of education,

Teachars increase their chances of dlrecting the work into productive
channels by having pupils participate in the planning.

Teachers wust always be prepared to explain to pupils interrelationships
anong varipus elements of the overall curriculum,

The use of sarcasm by the teacher can accomplisk nothing but emotional harm
for the pupil.

Pupils master the essentlals of a subject only when extensive plans ave
nade for accommodating individual differences {v pupils.

167
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57. Pupils never really understand a subject until they can relate what thay
have learned to the broader prohlems »¢ tne world,

53. Good rapport with pupils is maintainea oy the teacher who always fiuds
time to help individuals with special problems.

53. DNothing stimulates a puplil to apply hia/nersélf more diligkntly than a

warn, personal interest In his/her progress shown by the teacher.

THE PURDUE TEACHER OPINIONNAIREX*: The following thirty-four statements are
designad to provide you the opportunity to express your opinions about your work v
as a teacher and about various school problems in your particular school situatlion,

There are no right or wrong responses, so0 do not hesitate to mark the statements
frankly.

650, ‘‘he work of individual faculty members 1is appreciated and commended by
our principal,

61. Teachers feel free to criticize administrative policy at faculty meetings
callad by our principal.

62. Our principal shows favoritism in his/her velations with the teachers in
cur school,

63. My principal makes a real effort to maintaln c¢lose contact with the faculty.

64, Our principal's leadership in faculty meetings challznges and stimulates
our professional growth.

65, Thare Is a great deal of griping, argulng, taking sides and feuding among
our teachers. ‘

§5. Cenerally, teachers In our school do not take advantage of one another.

67. The teachers in ocur school cooperate with each other to achieve cormon
personal and professional objectives.

68. Txperienced.faculty m2mbers accept new and younger members as colleagues.
69. My principal makes my work easier and more pleasant,
70. My school principal understands and recognizes good teaching provedures.

71, The lines and methods of communication between teachers ard thz principal
in our school are well developed and maintained,

72, My principal shows a real Interest in my department.

*%The Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire, prepared by Ralph R. Bentley and Averno M.
Rempel. Copyright 1967, Puxrdue Research Foundation. Reprinted by the Learuning
Instituce of North Carolina with the permission of the Purdue Research Founda-
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Cur principal promotes a sense of belonzing among the teachers in ocur
school.,
The competency of the teachers 1n our schoul compares favorably with thatc
of the teachers in other schools with which I am familiar.
: -
Our teaching staff is congenial to work with.
My teaching associates are well prepared for their jobs.
Our school faculty has a tendency to form into cliques.

Tne teachers 1n our school work well together.

My principal is concerped with the problems of the faculty and handles
chese problems sympathetically,

i do not hesitate to discuss any school problem with my principal.
My principal® acts as though he is interested in me and my problems,

My school principal supervises rather than "snoopervises" the teachers in
our school. ‘

Teachers' meetings as now conducted by our principal waste the time and
energy of the staff.

My principal has a reasonable understanding of the problems connected with
my teaching assigument.

1 feel that my work 1is judged fairly by my principal,

The cooperativeness of teachers iIn our school helps make my work more
enjoyable. -

The teachers in our school have a desirable iufluence oan thz values and
attitudes of- their students.,

Other teachers in our school are appreciative of my work.

The teachers with whom I work have high professionalkethics.

The teachers in our school show a great deal of initiative and creativity .
in their teaching assignments,

My principal tries to make me feel comfortable when he visits my classes.

My principals makes effective use of the individual teachev's capacity
and talent,

Teachers feel free to go to the principal about problems of personal and
group welfare.
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IMVENTORY OF TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD HANDICAPPED CHILDRENA®*: The following
tventy~-five statements are designed to sample t2acher opinions about teachers
aind theic relationships with developmentally handicapped children. Since there
i{s no agreement as to what these relationships should ba, there are no right
or wrong answers. Please give us your individual feelings sbout the statemeni:z.

%4, Developmentally handicapped students cannot be trusted as readily as other
students, ‘

95. Students who cannot perform academically according to the schooi and/or
classroom standards should be segregated from the normal group and put
into special classes. Lo

96. Developmentally handicapped students tend to be lesa interested in learning
than other students.

97. Aggressive students require the teacher's attention more than quiet ones,

98. A teacher seldom finds working wjth developmentally handicapped students as
rewarding as working with other students,

99, Developmentally handicappedbstudents usually need wmore personal attention
and supervision than do other children.

100. Dbevelopmentally handicapped students require more patience from the teacher
than do other students.

101. Developmentally handicapped students are as able to aselect their -own
topics for themes and reports as are other children.
~

102, Pupils who fail to complete their lessons should be kept from participating
in outdoor activities in order to make up the assignment.

103. Teachers are sometimes the cause of the difficult behavioral problems in
their classes.

104. <Classroom teachers can seldom counteract the effects of a socially deprived
home environment.

105. Parents of developmentally handicapped students usually are not interested
in their child's school progress as evidenced by their lack of involvement
in parent-school organizations and parent-teacher conferences.

106. Dpevelopmentally handicapped students usually are not as mature in their
social relationships as others in the same class.

107. Teachers usually have a few students who are unable to perform according to
his/her expectations.

108. A teacher should not be expected to chznge his/her general class expectations
for developmentally handicapped students.

***In\autory of Ieaeher Attitudes toward Handicapped Children, prepared by Suzanne
riplett. Copyright pending, The Learning Institute of North Carolina, Durham.
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Page 7

109. Teachers trained to work especially with d evelopuentally haandicapped
students are good sources of infofmation for regular classroom teachers
who nust deal with developmentally hand{capped students in their own
classroons.

110, [f a child's parents are unable to manage him/her, the child § teacher
should not be expected to handle him/her at school.

111, Increased freedom in the classroom only creates confusion for the
developmentally handicapped pupil,

112, A teacher should not be expected to become involved with a student's
problems that stem from emotional deprivation at home.

113, Develobmentally handicapped students have a natural tendency to be unruly.
114, Assigning additional work is occasionally an effectivé weans of punishmert.,

115. A teacher should not tolerate the use of improper ¢r slang expressions by
N his/her students.
116. Developmentally handicapped students receiving ald from a special
‘ education teacher should be separated from other students for the necesu.:
work,

117. Pupils with speech problems should ba encouraged to recite as often as
other pupils. .

118, Students who cannot perform behaviorally according to the school and/or
classroon (standards should be segregated from the normal group and put
into special classes. i

Pages 162 and 163 of original- document
contain FQrm flo, 0033, copyrighted 1973
by Gemisch, and is not available for
reproduction at this_ time,
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N \ . LINC CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SCALE

Teacher's Name

Teacher Code_ Grade Level

"~ (If multiage, give grades combined or ages.]

Date of Observation_

Check as appropriate:” 1=PRE L 2=P0OST

District : Center Number

School Name
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USE-OF MULTI-MEDIA IﬁACHING

Reference materials are available 4n classroom for use by both

teacher and pupiis. (E.g.: encyclopedias, dictionaries, world

atlases, supplementary texts, supp]ementary bcoks, etc. )

A B %o D E
0 types 1 type 2 type; 3 ‘types 4 or more types

[Def1n1t1on "by both teacher and’ pupw]s“‘#- Ne rea11ze that thws is a
value j judgment, but make your best judgment. .E.g., 1f ‘the vegcord
player is on the top of a:cabinet, closed, it cnuid probably be assumed
that this vas not available for use by, f]rst grade: students; or, if the

encyclopedias are in a cabinet on the top shelf, it would also berques-:
. tionab?e whether f1 rsf graders could get them when needed. ]

Maps, charts,: g]obes and other models are available in the
c]assroom for use by both teacher ard pup1Ts

A 8 c v D E

0 typas T type 7 types 3 types \4 or more types

fbefinition: "models” -- This can be a c1oﬁk, a skeleton, tﬁérmometer, etc. ]

’ L3

Teacher-made macterials such as charts, games, and othér.aids, are
available for use by both teacher and pupils. (Note: this does
not include student work.)

A 8 c__ D LB
J typas 1 tyee 2 types 3 types 4 or-more types

Newspapers, magazines, catalogues} telephone directories, etc.,
are availatle in classrcom for use by both teacher and pupils.
A B . C D g
0 types _ T type 2 types 3 types 4 or rore types

Pupils' wor% is on display.

A B C D , E

r 0 displays T display 2 displays 3 displays 4 or more displays
. §

“~ .

- 1 .
ﬂudiv—visualkmaterials are available in the classroom for use

by both teacher and pupils. . , ot
o B Cc D g
0 types ¢V type 2 types 3 types 4 or more types
N 3 | 4 | '
[Definition: faudio-visual materials” -- By this we mean physical equipment,

such as fﬁ]mstrips, 1€ film, tape recorder, record player, etc.]

4
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. . "USE OF INTRA-CLASS GROUPING*

* N

I1 The physical arrangement of the room a1lows for varying kinds
of activity.

A N ¢ D 3
] type ¢ types 3 types 4 types > or more types
[Definition: "varying kinds of adtivity” -- individual, partner, small

groups (3-4), large groups (more than 4 but less than entire class),
entire class; examples would be a rug area for reading groups or
relaxed reading, two desks together for partner work,-a‘table or
desks pushed together to form a table-like arrangemert chairs in
circle or sem1 -circle, etc.]

12 Groupings charge.

A c . E
0"change " T change "7 changes
{De‘1n1txon “groupings-change" -- By this is meant that the actua!

construction cf the groups changes; €.g., 3 children in one group -
mix with 6 children in another group forming two new groups, indi-
vidual \ork changes tc small group and large group work, etc.

I3 Pupils help each other with Wark.

. A ‘ B C D E .
L 0-107 - T 21-30% T-40% .mcre than 407 .
of class \ of the class

14 Teacher maintains check on progress of class by moving amang

groups.
R L}
A 8 N C 0 £
0-20., 21-407 41-60% 61-807 more than 807 of
groups reachred greups reached
A

I5 Pupits move freely about the room.

1

o A B c D £
0-10- 11-757 16-207 21-25% more than Z5%
of class ' ‘ of the class

*A group may consist of as few as one or as many as the whole
class.
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DIFFERENTIATING ASSIGNMENTS

‘D1 Pupils have individual assignments.

. A B C . D £
0-205 21-40% 41-607% 61-80% g0-100%
of class | of class

[Definftion: "individual assignments" -- We don't really expect that '

each individual will have a different assignment, but rather that
the assignment will ve tailored to the individual; evidence of this
would be individual folders, individual cards, contracts, etc.]

D2 Pupils use materials at different levels of difficulty,

A : B8 c D E
1-2 levels 3-4 Tevels 5-6 levels 7-8 Tevels ~ 9 or more
' levels
[Definition: "levels" -~ This does not necessarily imply that

students are in 9 or more books, but rather that they are at
9 or more levels within differing books; e.g., one student on
page 2 in a given book and another student on page 50 in the
same book wculd count as two levels,)

D3 Pupils receive individual assistance from teacher or aide.

A B C 0 E
0-105% =207 21-30% 31-40% more than 40%
of class” of the class

D4 Pupils do enrichment (broadening, horizontal) work.

A N B C D B
0-10% AY-187 16-20% 21-25% more than 25%
of class of the class
[Definitipn: “enrichment" -- This implies that the students are doing

work on their own levels which will broaden their knowledge at these
levels rather than extend them into more difficult work; contrast
with accelerate.] ‘

D5 Pupil participation is active and purposeful as indicated by
pupil involvement in work.

A B C 0

; E
0-207 “21-4C% 21-60% e1-80%" g1-100%
of class of class
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PROHOTIQN OF [HDEPENDENCE FROM DIRECT SUPERVISION IN LEARNING

S1  Groups, independent of direct supervision {ID53), are employed.
‘ A B C
~ 0 groups 1 group

D
2 groups

3 groups

, E
4 or more
groups
[Definition: "IDS" -- This indicates that the teacher is not sitting or
_ standing directly with the pupils and directing their every move; an
example of directly supervised activities would be a reading group,]

S2 Pupils not involved in directly supervised activities move
freely amony groups.
A B c D E
0-20°, 21-407 41607 61-80% 81-100%
iDS pupils IDS pupils
S3 Pupils invoived in IDS activities work individua]iy and/or
independently in groups.
A B £ D‘ E
0-20% ¢1-30" G1-607 6 1-807% g1-T100%
IDS pupils ’

IDS pupils
{Oefinition: With this staterment we are tryinc to get at whether the
students are actually cdoing meaningful activities without the
teache or are they "goofing off."]

S4 When pupiic rfinish one task, they proceed to another
teacher direction.

task without

A 3 C b B
0-20% of those 21-407 3T-60° 61-800 G1-1007 cf
Finishing those finishing
S8 Pupils sear 21

2id
a

from rrore than one scurce {e.
dictionaries,

¢., cther textbooks,
ncyclopedias, ete.).
A B R D E___
o-105 11-20° 21-30 31-40% 417 or more
I0S oupils 10§ pupils
S6

Teacher 15 aware of what is going on in [DS grou

g $, a5 evidenced
by observer questions at end of activity (periodg

A B C D : £
0-20% 21-4C5 41-607 61-80%
IBS groups

81-1007
IDS groups
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CLIMATE SCALES

Circle one number on each dimension of each

scale,
Teacher
L. Aloof 1 2 3 4 ‘Responsive
2. Nonunderstanding 1 2 3 4 Understanding
3. Harsh 1 2 3 4 ~ Kindly
4. Brratic 1 2 3 4 Steady
5. Evading 1 2 3 4 " Responsible
d. Disorganized 1 2 3 4 Systematic
7. Dull, 1 2 3 4 Stimulating
3., Sterecotyped 1 2 3 4 Original ‘
Student

1. Social Hostility 1 2 3 4 Positive Social

: Behavior
2. Negative Task-oriented 1 2 3 4 Positive Task-oriented

Behavior - Behavior
3. Uncooperative 1 2 3 4 Cooperative
4., Unresponsive 1 2 3 4 Responsive
5, Uninterested 1 2 3 4 Intarested
5. Discontented 1 2 3 4 Contented
Classroom

1. Restrictéd 1 2 3 4 Open
2._Hosti1e ‘ 1 2 3 4 Friendly
3. Tense 1 2 3 4 Relaxed
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The present evaluation/assessment component of" the North’
Carolina Kindergarten/Early Childhood Educatioﬂ program,'%avfng
provided data on academic achievement and the benefits of kinder-
garten éxperience, shou]d be e%panded to encompass the total Early
Childhood program. The Klndergarten/Earlv Ch11dhood Staff Develop-
ment Coordinators, members of the Kindergarten/Ear1y Childhood
staff from the State Department of Public Instruction, and repre-
sentatives from the Learn1ng Instltute of Horth Carolina recommend
the following for inclusion 1nto the regearch and development
design: ‘.

1. One percent (1%) of the\iqta] kindergarten budget

“

should be appropriated for continued research and development.

~

The Coordinaters recognize that the federstnguidelineé on budget
expenditures for program é&aidation recommend a minimum of &% and
a maximum of 107, that industry reportedly spends 107 for rescarch
alcne; and that during tne First four years of thé pra2sent nragram
nhe state appropriated 2.2-2.5° for research and déVe[obﬁent.

2. The final research and development dasign is to &

approved by the Morth Carolina Xindergarten/Eariy Cnildhood

steering Committee and to be submittsd to the ilorth Carolina State

board of Education,” 7The design is to be "certified" by the Steer-
G

ing Committec as appropriiate for the program.

3. The research and development design is to be so

constructed as to solicit bids from several research and develop-

ment agencies.

*According to the Chamber of Commerce's figures on the Research
Triangle Park, the money spent for research varies between 8% and
13% of gross company budget, depending on the nature of the company
and the need within the organization for a research team.
EKC o




4. In the Stafe Board of Education’'s contract agreement

with the research and development agency(ies), the Director of

Kindergarten/Early Childhood Education under the Superintendent

of Public Instruction, will be responsible for the administrative

yegpgﬂfibilify of the research and development program.

-

5. The assessment battery* should be continued for a

statistically-representative number of randomly selected centers

~and compared to the state dormé for_the instruments. )

6. The data that has beén collected on North Carolina's

5-year olds is to be used to compute norms for the State on all

relevant variables for comparisons in the future. The norms could

be validated and/or updated every three years.

7. The focus for program research and development should

be placed on the child-centered (open) classroom ds compared to

the subject-centered. (traditional) classroom. The philosophies

oi tne torth Caroliha findergarten/Early Childhoqh program advocate
the nild-centered ¢ <ept of educaticon, but a rgview of the avail-
able 1fteratufc indicates that there is a dearth’of research in the
field re1$£ed to the effects of the "open" c]assroom. The Coor-
dinators suggest that the state early chi]dhoodfprogram is a
ready-made ldboratory for such research and tﬁa£ the research, if
ungertdken carefully, would comprise a major tool for program
improvement as it expands. By 1979, when all 85,000 5-year olds

in North Carolina will be enrolled in kindergarten, the early
childhood staff should be able to support its philosophies with

research based on the state program. .

. *The Coordinators do not feel tied to the existing instrumentation
in the assessment battery; however, for the present, we are not
recommending any changes. It is anticipated that as more appropriate

IERiCinst¥uments become available, they will be recommended for considerati

IToxt Provided by ERI



174

<

8. The Coordinators foresee that the research design

will _be changing constantly over the next five years to meet the

continuing needs of the program and/or staff as the program evolves.

Therefore, since both the program and the research are in a state
of flux, the Coordinators racommend thav the data collection system
be made easier and more efficient. Data informat{on for sfudents,
-teachers, teacher-aides, principals and school systems is necessary
for the continued evaluation. Researchers froﬁ the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction, the Leérning Institute of North
Carolina, colleges and universities, and other research facilities
reed to be consulted as to what data collection requirements exist,
and how the co]]gction end storage of necessary data can be accomp-
lished efficiently. (The Coocdinators are working under the
assumption that all dat» currently available is or wil) be appro-
priztely stored so as to be immediately accessible.)

9. The rollowing areas should be given tep priority in

research activities planned for next year, and the research should

raiisct the effect of the "degrees of openness" of a classrcom on

tha different areas: "

Areas of interest
Attitude toward school
Fititude toward teachers
Competition

Covperation

Creativity
Decision-making ability
Independence
Problem=-s50lving skiils
Responsibility
Scholastic achievement
Self-concept
Self-motivation

Social interaction with peers,

R LTI OMMO O @

(It should be noted that some of these areas might be combined in

O various ways, but not at the risk of exclusion of one or more of

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. ’
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the areas.]

10. A study comparing exceptional children in the,opén

environment to those in the self-contained classroom should be

made. This would include the fourteen points previously mentioned.

11. An evaluation of children from the upper primary.

level (3rd grade) {s recommended to determine achievement com-

parisons from the traditional and open classrooms. This study

should include children: who have had no kindéqgartén experience -

and are in a trac'tional classroom; who did attend kindergarten

and are in a traditional classroom; who have no kindergarten ex-

perience and who are in an open classroom; and who have kindergarten
‘ )

experience and are in an open classroom.

12, Adjustments to the traditional environment on the

elementary level after involvement in an open primary program

should be studied. Subjects both with and without kindergarten

experience should be used in this evaluation.

13. The research and development design should reflect

ine effects of staff development on the program. The attitudinal

. study of téachers, teacher-aides and prihcipa]s in the! program
should be continued. It is felt, hdwever, that the forms currently
being employed could be combined to provide a thorough, yet brief,
instrument for this use. (This recommendation does not preclude
the inclusion of more apbropriate instruments as they become
available.) Observation appears to be the best method for indi-
cating what 15 going on in the classroom and iis use should be
extended in the evaluation. Care must be exercised to ensure that
changes in teachers and in their ctassrooms can be related to

changes that occur in the children in those classrooms. The




design must also be flexible enough to accommodate'iye changes

that occur in staff development activities.

14, The attitudes of parents should be studied. An
evaluation of their reactions to the various aspects of the
program would be entirely appropriate and prerequisite to a

complete understanding of the impact of the program.

(gv\..
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Frank Porter Grabam-Ghild Development Centlei,

of the.Child Cavalopment Resasreh Instityts

L4

| . ' April 19, 1973 0 % ¢
? A ’ . - \" T )
\ :
. \ ; /’ //’ '
\ ; . . p N
o iy b .
s, Aunette Green ) ° , \ !
Consultant, ESEA TLtle III - . AT .
-~ State Department of Public Instruction RN B
©  Raleigh;\orth Carolina A ’
I/ - / ‘
Dear Anuedte: .VC; .
. . ¥ .
it was good to be with you again at the recent Title III.review - ‘s/;é”
of the Staff Developmant Program. The following represent my corments

on.that Title IIL review: ' As was agreed, I will'give the majority
of my cormments on the issue.of program evaluation.

) . & . Py e
The committee was most concerned about the degree to which tvé- v :

evaluation reports -available to the public have geemed to be in- '
fluenced by qhat'political effect the reported results might hava,
They arg particularly concerned that reports predented- to and cir- B LT
culated to professionals seem to Le different in substance and |
cmphasls than the report delivered to the state legislninre. 1In a :
total review of the situation it seemed quite clear that the deci- oS

" stons rcleted to presentation of data siere made by policy makers .
rathar than the evaluator, but thifcar call into serious- question
the cradibility of the entire effort.’ This would be too bad because
feu projects have spent this much time, energy and genuine effort
In the attempt to state clearly apd objectively vhat 11 is that they
were accomplishing. Part of the groblem also involves the very
limited resources given to the evaluation effort, with a single
staff member responsible for one of the key aspects of the program

. ltgelf, in terms of professional and publin justification.

s

We¢ applaud the attempts to broaden the evaluation plan for -
‘next year. Instead of merely settling for chauges.in teacher attitude,
actual dhanges in teacher behavior will be collected and tha€ would
be a much more solid and more impressive result to establish. Also,
it would be most useful to focus more attention: on the exckptional
children 3n the program by 1dentifying them as such, and Kreaking
out their particular performance and response to the program., This
would require a similar ¢ analysis as has béen tone by sex, race:
or social class, and thes. results on the handicdpped have many
important policy implications., .

' N 3
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Mss Aanette Green g ‘ 2 : April 19, 1973

‘ -

The committee would recormend the establishment of a separate
‘professional evaluation board to oversee the total evaluation plan
of the project. This board would be composed of well knowa or
distingdulshed people in the field of educatlonal evaluation within
“"aud outside the scene of MNorth Carolina and would provide the kind
of sophigticated technical expertise that would bring stronp
cradibllity to the evaluation effort. This group should probably
meet twice a year, once’to help with.the development of the plan &f
action in terms of an evaluation program and once later on in the

year to réview and certify the presentation of the results of the
evaluation plan, '

oot

T conjunction with the previous rbcomm;ndatidns we would
+ recommend that careful attempt be made to separate the formative
and surmative evaluation efforts related to the project. Ag" long
as the evaluatdon that i3 desired is formative in nature, that ig
"« devoted entirely towarda) the collection of information that will
," lead to improvement of the program, then there ig a great advantage
in having such information collected by the project staff themselves.
However, whenever there are summative evaluation data to be collected,
where the decision 1s to be made as to whether the program is worthy
or not, then such data collection cannot remaip in the hands of the
copmitted project staff without seriously impairing the credibility
of tho report itself. In other words, a summative evaluation should .
probably be done by people outside of project itself or, at the very
least, should have such 6bvious and careful controls over potential
biaa that no reasonable person could railse the igsue.

The committee consldered these recommendations to be extremely
important and worthy of careful consideratlon by the steering committes.
The reports of positive results have been easily and genarally accepted -
vithout serlous question because of the general positive attitude and
emotional climate currently surrounding the early childhood program,
However such a climate cannot be expected to maintain itself forever
and when the weather changes it i3 extremély important that the eval-
tation program ag it 13 now presented will not be able to stand up }
under hostile scrutiny and that serious and sustalned effort to im-
prove it is required. '

In addition to.the abovg points, I just want to veview some of
»the other major pointe namely the importance of knowing needed man-
power requlrements for early childhood for the State of North Cavolina,
and the development of a technical dssistance team instead of a single
lonely ataff development coordinator together with the organization

! ™~
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of a broad talent pool that would be available to respond to a
wide Variety of technical assistance recuests from local school
distcicts, That together with the execution of the specifal educa-

tinn evaluation program should provide even higher quality to an
nlready impressive program.

' Q&:ﬁdially yaurs, -
~
. é;Egi;nuzcu
James™J, Callagher, Diredtor '

*

-

JIGinih

-

Dictated by Dr. Gallagher but signed in his absenca

'
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GASTON COUNTY
MANAGEMENT REVIEW

’April 18, 1973'
Evaluator 1

Recommendations for Your Consideration

It is recommended that increased attention be given to the documentation

of the gdins of handicapped children in open education. This type of documen= |
tation is necessary if we are to continue to recommend the use of special

. M
education resource teachers in open education, This documentation is probably
1

[}

already available in the raw data from the evaluations of the kindergarten

program,

Four model programs of resqupce tcachers in open clagsrooms should be

. ldentified -- one in each of the fowr western regions. These would provide

e

an impetus for the development of additioral such programs.
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OBSERVATION GUIDE
FOR

DISTRICT FIVE EARLY CHILDHOOD(K-3) CENTERS

School i T ‘ Date

Classroom(s)

Observer(s)

1. Staff Organization
a. Self contained (one teacher and/or teacher aid/area

b. Teaming (2 or more teachers and/or aides/area)

. C. Other (explain)
2. Grouping of Children
a. Self contained/age-grade level
b. Ability grouping

¢c. Multi-aging (on basis other than ability}

d. Other {explain)

e. Developmentaily handicapped children were in the regular
classroom B separated from other children

3. Classroom Arrangement

— e

a. Chair and desk structures provide major focus for activities ’ ,

b. A variety of interest - learning centers serve'as‘fhé major
focus for learning activities ; -

P

¢. How many centers are distinguishable?

d. Other arrangement {explain)
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4. Learning Activities
a. Children were participating in a variety of activities
(different children were doing different things at the
same time).

" b, Adults (parents, teachers, aides, volunteers, etc.) were
aware of the chil? 's activities.

c. Adults provided assistance to children's center activities.
d. Skill groupings are the only or major learning activities.

e. Large group and/or total class activities are dominant (al
children doing the same thing most of 'the time).

f. Small group activities are dominant. |

. Individual learning activities dominant.

h. Large, small group and individual activities are present.

i. Activities dominated by teacher.

J. Are opportunities available for the children to explore,
manipulate, create and experiment with materials?

Yes No

k. Are center activities used as a reward after children finish
their "work"?

1. List the activities you observed:

m. ¥Was the children's work displayed?

B ]

n. Was their work evidence that the classroom allowed for creativity,
individuality, and different developmental levels? .
5. Physical Facilities

a. Are the facilities adequate and suitable for young children?
(Right size furniture, amount of space, kind of furniture,

lighting, access to toilet facilities and out of doors.)
b. Is optimum use being made of facilities?

‘¢c. Was the classroom attractive?
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6. C]assroomyschool atmosphere
. Does the classroom seem inviting to the children?
____b. Do the children seem relaxed and free from stra1n?
—__¢. Do the children appear to feel free to approach the teacher?

d. Is the group predominately passive (1) active (2)

7. Summary

Comments {you may include what you would consider to be strengths and/or
weaknesses--also, suggestions for improvement. Use the back of the page
if necessary).

-
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By Tom O'Kelley -
How would you like to be a
kindergarten teacher with 43 .
fiveand six-year-oldsin a single
room? As all parents know, this -
is a most active age and the
prospects of maintaining any
semblance of order with this,
many confined for four hours a
day seems slim indeed.
However, it is being done at
Polkville Elementary in
Clevetand County. Not only is
order being maintained, but a

.wonderful learningenvironment

was ‘evident when this writer
visited the kindergarten at
Poltkville last week.

Before visiting the classroom,
I talked with Charlie Beam,
Maintenance Supervisor for

"Cleveland County Schools, and

learned a little about the
situation -at Polkville. 1 must
admit that the thing that im-

‘| pressed me most was the size of

theclass. Forty-three seemed to

.be an impossible number. When -

Charlie and | walked into the

‘classroom, however, I was
‘pleasantly surprised. There was
‘activity galore but supervised
‘aclivily. There were several

small groups ranging from as
few as three or four to as many
as seven or eight per group.
These groups werfe éngaged in
activities that varied from
painting at an easel to ¢cooking
rabbit stew — with just a little
hetp from their teacher (ac-
luaily, | think it was chicken).
The activities were so well
nrganized as to give the im-.
pression of a much smaller
number than | was expecting.
W»iter counting heads 1 found

FCharlie’s figure of _43.to be ..

lecura te.

{$7300.00' plus labor. This in-

May, 1973~ THE MAINTENANCE Bmcth —-Pageﬁve
Cleveland Kindergarten —
- . Big Success

! i

rY !

" - i .
”‘1&. » . R e T

A situation- -such-ag 't;hml “most f;numm. They have two !;

doesn’t just happen; instead, it
is made possible by a group of
professionals that are well:
cquipped and dedicated to the ‘
oducation of our children.’ - .

The first step in providing |
such an attractive climate for
learning, as'is evident in the |
pictures above, is the facility '
itsell. In the case of Polkville, |
this was accomplished by .
Charlie Beam's crew.

After receiving guidance
{rom Mrs. Nancy Hefner, Staf(
Development Coordinator from
Gastonia, and Mr. Marvin |
Johnson. Consulting Architect !
with the i Division of School
Planning, Charlie and his ¢rew -
renovated an old Ag shop that |
was no longer needed since !
Polkville is now an elementary
school. They were able todo this
for the surprisingly low cost of

e ——

cluded a full bathroom, carpet
and a stove along with all the
other furnishing you would
expect to find in a kindergarten:
classroom. The facility is more
than adequate and a most at-
tractive- and comfortable set-
ing for these children to begin
their years of formal learning.
The final ingredient needed
for sdccess in such an endeavor
is a group of teachers that are
enthusiastic in giving of
themselves so that the children
may receive a firm foundation
upon which to build. In this area -
the children at Polkville are

teachers and twoteacher’s aides |
that are, 1 would imagine, !
second to none. All arey
dedieated tothe task of teaching +
these youngsters and from my |
brief obsecrvations and my -
discussions  with  their
associates seem to be genuinely
concerned for the welfare of :
; |
each ‘and everyone of their
children. |
As everyone knows, kin-
dergartens in the public schools
in North Carolina are still in
their infancy and viewed by
many as-in the experimentaig
stages. If this be the case, the
experiment at Polkville is a
resounding success.
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i aducation begins.

Formal evaluation was conducted by the Learning Institute of
North Carolina, and consisted of a comparison between two
applications of the test instruments below:

1. Qraw-A-Man Test; This instrument is employed to assess the child’s

i perceptuat/motor intellactual abilities.

2. Test of Basic Expatiences: This instrumant assassas the child's mast-
tery of certain concepts and skills acquired during the years befors formal
it avaluates tha studant's "concaptunl hackground.” .

a. lLanguaga: deals with such basic fanguage concepts &1 vocabulery,
sentence structure, verb tense, sound-symbaol relationships and letter
recognition, and contains items partaining to listening skills and
perception of symbols as the carriers of mesning.

b. Mathematics: attempts td determine a child's mastery of funds-
mental mathematical concepts and the tarms associsted with them,
and ability to ses relationships batween abjects sand quantlmlw
1erms,

3. Stanford Achievement Test: This instrument is designed to measure.
the development of a child’s cognitive abilities. It aids In the assessment of
the pupil's background and helps estsblish the banlmo where instruc-
tional expenencasjn schoo! may best begin.

4, Classroom Behdvior Inventory: This instrument measurss behavior

. change in the affective domain. It deals with the cisssroom tescher’s cbser-

vations of individyal chitdren. The CBI investigates three non<cognitive
areas on a four-point sca’e from "very frequently” to “very infrequently”
on the following factors:, a) Extroversion vs. Introversion: b) Positive vs.
Negative Social Behavior; and ¢} Positive vs. Negative Task Orientation,

The pre-test sample for the 1371.72 An;iua! Evalustion of the

 North Carolina State-Supported Kindergarten/Early Childhood

was composed of the 2,286 five-year-cld children' who were
administered the pre-test battery by their classrdom teachers
before October 15, 1971. The teachers also administered the
post-test battery in May, The post-test sample was applied to 711
children in 16 centers randomly selected from ths 54
participating centers. Some 277 six-year-old children, who ware
enrolled as kindergartensrs the preceeding year, were also
randomly selected by centers for inclusion in the evaluation.

There is no way to count the number of teachers and students
who are influenced indirectly by the kindergarten/early
childhood activities. There is evidence that indicates that entire
schools, 2nd entire school systems, are atfected by our small cors
of advocates for childcentered instruction.

-

1




Conclusions

1. Oraw-A-Man Test: It may be concluded, based on the data
from the pre- and post-test administrations of the Oraw-A-Man
Test, that chitdren involved in the North Carolina kindergarten
program will gain approximately two months in mental age for
evary on2 month of involvement in the program. The available
data also indicates that ghildren are making larger yearly gains as
the program progresses. There ara two factors contributing 1o this
conclusion: {1) greater sophistication in administering tha test

- due ta batter instruction during the summer institutes from LINC
| staff; and (2) better overall staft development via the summer
institutes and follow-up training sessions.

Tha following table presents the ravy score and mental age data
from the administration of the Draw-A-Man Test for the three
years (1959-70, 1970-21 and 1971-72) of tha Morth Carolina
State-Supported Kindergarten/Earty Childhood Program.

1 T PRE _POST ] GAIN
YEAR Raw  “antal |Raw  Mencal | Baw  Mental
Score R Score  Age Score  Age
1963.70 8.3% byr-2mo. 11.5 Syr-11mo.[ 3.2 9 months
16701 7.9 5yr-imo. 13.5 6yr-4mo. |66 15 months
;1187172 193 Syr-4mo, 15.7 _Byr-10mo. b_ﬁ'&_ﬂjg_m_o_glh_s___

*Administer:d in Oecember

2, Test of Basic Experiences/Language. Five-year-old children
who participated in the MNorth Carolina kindergarten program for
tha 1971-72 school year progressed from a mean raw score af
16.0 (32nd parcentile) on tha TOBE language section at the
baginning of the year to a mean raw score of 22.0 (74th
percentile) on the post-test, for a g3in uf 42 persaitile points.

3. Tesz of Basic Experiencas/iMathematics. The participating
fivayaar-olds advanted from 2 mean raw score of 16.5 (32nd
percentile) on tha TOBE: flathematics pre-test tn a posttast
score of 21.4 (BGth percentile), .indicating an increass of 34
perc2ntile points,

LANGUAGE L L

i T TTRE LRGSR
YEAR [ “Mean Parcgnme “Mean Parcentile | - ’Percenh\s

| | Eaquivatent _ Eauivalent|  Equivatant
156270 | 15.3* 23th | 207 Bath 35 points

[ 1970-71 [ 143 23rd 20.5 63rd 40 paints
1973.72 16 o __ 2nd 220  74th | 42po0mis

'1909 70 pre-tast admmnstered in D-’\.embar

MATHEMATICS _ .

I R - - D 2 A R <1
YEAR “Mean Percentile | Mean Percentiiz| | -Parcenmia
e b Equivalenty  Equivalsng  Equivaient
19623-70 16.8 33:d 204 53th 35 points
1970-71 | 15.1 24th 20.2 §53th 32 points

_1971.72 ,_LB-!Q___._G?DQJ 23 o6t | Zdpais

4, Stanford Achievement Test: The six-year-old children who
attended a State-supported Kindergarten as five-year olds scored
on or abgve the grade level equivalant of the national norm
~==4 ~n four {paragraph meaning, vacabulary, ward study skills

EKCumehc} of the six subtests of the Stanford Achievemant

Test. The six-year-old sample scored only one month below the
national norm on the two remaining subtests {word reading and
spelling). Tu - six-year-old sample scored two months above ths
national norm on the vocabulary subtast.

5. Classroom Behavior Inventory: There were significant (at
the .001 level) positive changes on all thres subtests of tha CBI
for the participating five-year-old students. It may be concluded,
thersfors, that children who participate in the kindergarten/early
chidhood program: a) show more extroverted hehavior at the
end of the year than at the beginning; b) appear to he more
considerate and tolerant of others at the time of post-testing than
at the time of 'pre-testing; and ¢} appear to completa more
initiated tasks at the end of the year than at the beginning. The
mean raw scores on the CBI for the six-year-old sample indicate

that the changes produced by the kindergarten experience were-

maintained through the first grade.

Draw-A-Man: Gainsin Mental Age Relative
to Gains in Chronological Aga for
" the Three Years of the North Caralina
Kindergarten/Earty Childhood Program

<
1
e —aemea

MONTHS
-
1
it

»
1

-

5 YRS

11

CHRONOLOGICAL AGE |

o
1

MONTHS
L
i

1969.70° 197071

e Chronological 44 Mantal

1974.72

Age \ ] Ags

e

*Onty 5 months of kindéilrgar-zen ctassas this first year,
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STAUDARDS, POLICIES AlD GUIDELIVES-
FOR DPLEMENTATION OF KINDIERGARTEN-EARLY CHILDHOOD ERUCATION IN NORTH CAROLIMA

Adoptad by the State Board of Education June 1, 1973

In accovdance with the provisions of Article 45, Chapter 115 of the (.naral Statute§
af NorthICaraiina, aad upon'the recoﬁmendation of the Stata Scperintandent of Public Instruc-
ti;;, the followine standards,-policies, and guidelines are hereby adoptad by ths State Board
of Education for the irplementation of Kindergarten-Early Childhood Bducation progranms,
I. PURPOSES
“A.  Develop and implement an educational program.involving‘fiva—year—olds ag an
intagral part of effe ctive educational programs for young children, ages 5-8.
S, Provida effective servicas inm screening, diagnosing, and corracting any
deficiencies';nd handicaps whicﬁ‘prohibit normal growth and-developmen;.
C.: Create an environment in which personalized learning in a continuous progress
_prozram 1s successful for evary child. |
‘D. Davalop effective training progrars for professional and para-professional
pars onnal.
E. Dlreculy involva parents ‘in the devalopment aad i*olemeatatzon of such programs
F. Provida ror intar—acency (regional agencies,.health,.and social services)

' collaboration and . cooperation in serving the needs of yocng children.

G. Develop appropriate’ evaluation programs.

, H. Disseminaté informatxon about tha program.-k ‘
_i‘;f 11 | AD\iI‘IISTRATIVE m.mowsarps, RnSPO\ISIBII.ITIES, -AYD mcmfnss( |
k: A.~To be eliOible for financiai support from the S;ate, thq‘yrogram must be
| ',administered and supervised by a couaty or city board ofgeducation. ;
’B;'f"Beoinning with the schOOl year 1978 79, in accordance Q;tn the provisions of ; ":.
‘C S§. 115-358, any child who haa passed the fifth annlve*sary of his birth on

or before October fifteenth of the year in which he enrqlls shall be eligible

for enrollment in kindergarten." (Article 45, Cha;terxiLS)
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C. For sthool year 1973-7A,.e#ch~adminis:ra:ive-uni; ﬁili ba-alléca:ad;sgfficiqnt
resources to operaﬁe §.minimum-o£ two kindetg#rten.clasaes.éonposgd of 23
_childranjif poésible, with a m;;imum~whi§h conf&rma-tb the class siza lagisg-

‘lation (26 maximm), Each subsequent year, beginning with 1974=75, cach adatnistra-
tive unit will receive sufficient funds for at lesst ons additional claas;untii its

/ eligible children are enrollad, provided tha funds.ars available.

b; Each administrative unit shall submit a plan for th§ opdration of a Kindergartan=

Early Childhood pfosran‘tc~tha-8tate Superintendsnt. Tha ?laﬁ should include
provisions for the following: - '
(1) 0rgaﬁizati9u of tha program, ages 53-8 )
(2) Process fo§~aelactins,participints,
(3) -Locgtions of centers
(4) Plans for providing staff development

(5) Evaluation procedures p | : : oo

Those administrative uni?s which do do§ elect to pgr?ieigi;g in thﬁ-pfbgfah
‘should notify the State Superintendent by July 1, 1975, énd each subsaquent
yéar thereafter aud relinquish theiz ﬁyn@s'to;belre;alloc;ted.

E. Experimental studies suggest that there éhould be at least two kin&érg;rten
claéaes within a primaxy school, |

?. The langth of day for fivs-year~olds shall ba comparabla ‘to tho,length of day for o

! six—, sevenr, and eight—year-olds. ‘Any excsption to this ahould bc reouasted in

r“;writins to the State Suparintendant for approval by thu Sta:a Board of Education'if;

1_f“f'f;G;n‘The compulsory atcendance 1aw doas not apply to fivr<yeat~olds. B

IIx _ SELECTTON OF CHILDREN R Sl B o

- Hk:A{k Appropriate criteria and procadures shall ba establishad by 1ocsi boarda of
education before the selection of children baegins. TheAfollowing facto:q should.

be considered:

The local boards of education shall ideatify all eligibla fiva-year-old

e te % .. 8. an .. .. 0w . . " s B . @8 s .o aa » - -« a & & o
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: C, 'Each teacher employed in the kindergarten program should hold as a. minimum a,f[j::

ii7~,an early cnildhood certificate,’they should be working toward same at the rateh;w&i

= 3- 194

"2. When selecting children, local boards of education should consider the
availability and location of facilities, the number of eligible children,
the transportation system available, appropriate birthdate groupings,

aad other pertinent educational data.

3. A total of 20 to 26 five-year;old children should be selected for each
class allocated.
4, The selection of children shall be made in a non-discriminatory manner.
5. All eligible five-year—old children shall be included in the selection process
rather than only those who make application.
6. Selection shall not be made on a first-come, first-served basis,
7. An attempt shall be made to select each class group heterogeneonsly.
8. Every means possible should be used to announce that kindergarten will be
available in selected schools.
9. !The selection of children must be in accordance with the Civil Rights Act and
ESEA Title I Regulations and Program Directives.
10. AExceptional children should be included-in the selection‘process.
STAFFING |
A, A teacher‘and a teacher assistant (aide) shall be egployed full-tine for each class

B, Kindergarten teachers shall be employed under the same terms and conditions as

other;full~time»State-allotted'teachers.
3 iprimary certificate or an early childhood certificace.i If they do not hold

5fof six or more semester hours per year.‘

D. One teacher assistant (aide) to work with each kindergarten teacher shall meet
local board standards and be compensated'according to local board policy and
within available funds.

Teachers and aides shall be expected to attend appropriate institutes and other
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F. Eoployment of ieachera and teacher aldes sholl be in accordance with the Civil

Rights Act. |
V. SCHOOL FACILITIES .

A. The kindergaztan program siculd be houaed ae part. of a primary or elementary school.

B. Each administrative unit should provide toilets and storage space that are easily
accessible. Classxooms with 1200 to 1500 square feet, thelr own restroom facilities
aad work counters with wash basins are recormeaded in accordance with guidelines of
tha .Division of Scheel Planning.

C. The Division of School Planning should ba involved.in major remcvations of

kindergdrten rooms, . _

D. Adequaté and well-equipped outdoor areas should be provided.

VI. RESEARCH, EVALU‘AT’ION AND STAFF D;wm.omm_

Contiﬁuing taaearch, evaluation, and staff dcvelopmcat'are integral parts of the
Kindergarten-Early Childhood Program, . ’ o ' L
A, The State Agcncy will establish.an ad hoc advisory cozmittce to assist in determinin

the types of research and cvaiuation that shouidgbecome‘a4part of the K~ECE Progranm.
B. The State Agency shall coordinate, in cooperation with-local administfative units,
"appropriate research and development aspects to continue the improvement of programﬁ
'C; Other research efforts should be. coordinated by the- State Department of Public
Instruction. (Thiq 1nc1odes universities, foundations, non-profit organizations{;i
and individuals) k' ' R

7_:}D;d Local unit administrators should maka provision for staff members to participate‘?i

c \in K*“CE staff developmcnt activities condtctad under the direction of the State

=partment of Public Instruction and/or local staff development programs The '

1

Division of Early Childhood Education, State Depattment of Public Instruction, -

"will cooperate with administrative units in organizing and condocting workshops

for administrators, teachers, and aldes. Announcenments of such gtaff developmeﬁt‘
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E. All research and evaluation conducted by the State Dapartment o?\{gblic Instructio

will be coordinated by the Division of Resaarchn in cooperation with\(&f Division

of Early Childhood Edueation. \\\
VII. SUPPORT SERVICES | | ' | \\ :
Comprehensiva support services requiring the participation of available healt£>\
social services, and psychological sexvice aganeier. sheuld be a part of every "\\

AN
rkindergarten program.

A. A system of permanent records shall be established initially for every child,
and sych'records-shall become a part of the scheel records system. |

B. During4the first year of entry into the pubiic:scheols,'health and,paychological»
screening shall be utilized (school . health setvicea, sehool psychological services,
school social services) to' insure proper individualized progran developmant.

C. Should difficulties interfering with sound educational/social developmnnt of any
child be encountered, proper referral (cooparative interagency programs and school
based services) for action should be carried out immediately;'

D. All support services within the school (cafeteria, library,’etc.)shouid<be
made available to pa:tieipants on the same basis as for all other students.

ViII. ADMINISTRATIVE AND>CONSULTANT SERVICES
The implementation of these guidelines i3 under the direction of the Stete Boafd
of Education through the Department of Public: Insttuction ‘and its Division of. Kindergarte
'ii_fEarly Childhood Education. |
"TITLE I, r:sm

e A} Administrative uaits which establish one or more kindargarten classes with

ieTitle I funds and -one or more kindergarten classes with State andlor 1ocal
funds must comply,with Pederal regulations and_program directives relative
s  to supplanting and comparability. In such instances, State-funded kindergarken

Q programs must, as a minimum, serve proportionate!numbers of-students living in

project areas and non-project areas.
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The parceat ol five~year-old children, residing in the Title I project areas,

to be servad by the State kindergarcen program shall be at least equal to the
parcent that these children represent of the total five-year-old population in
the local administrative unit. |

After such provisions are’made, Title I funde can be utilized to provide Title I
kindergarten programs,

School administrative units which do not elect to particitate in the State-funded

kindergarten program may not fund kindergarten programs from Title I sources.

X. FISCAL AFFAIRS

A,

¢+, Within the ADM allocation, provisions shall be made to provide funds-tot a

A county and city board of educarion, subject to the approval of the State

A sum total of $12,293,784 will be allocated to.the 152 administrative units
for the purpose of operating and administering kindergartens. This allocation
will be based on the Average Daily Membership for the bast continuous three
out of the first four school months of pupils in the first grade for fiscal

year 1972-73,

“minimum of two kindergarcen classes ia each administrative unit. Based on tne.

ADM allocation and tha proviso of a minimum of two classes in each adminiattative |
unit, a detail of the approved allocation to eaoh unit is attached. The funds
tequired for two classes are allotted on a standard budget of $17,942,30 per

class in accordance with the Standard Budget attached and mada a part of this

dotument byrreference thereto.'

i

"TBQArd of Education, may elect not to establish and maintain a kindergarten Lot

‘a:‘program.i In this situation, within the discretion of the State Board of

D.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Education, the funds mhy be allocated to 3 county or city board of education‘—‘d
which will operate a kindergarten.

Funds allocated to the adainistrative units which remain after meeting require-

[:R\f: nents of Sections II-C and X-B, may be supplemented by local' funds and/or
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1f local or other fu.ds are not available for supplenenting Stdte funds in
order to establish an additicnal standard class, the local unit shall advise
the Controller, State Board of Education, of the anount ofASt$te funds unused
under the adopted standards :ontained hereia in.order chat the allocation of
these funds can be withdrawm by the amount remaining. The funds returned from
the various units will be available to the State Board of Educdtion for
re-allocation, in its discretion, for the operation of additional kindergarten

classes on the basis of criteria to be developed and recommended by the State

Superintendent and approved by the Board.

XA separate allocation, over and above the ADM allocation, will be mada_at

the rate of §156 per annum for Hospitalization Insurance and $36 per annum for
Disability Insurance for each eliglble full-time teacher and alde.

A separaté allocavion, over and above the ADM allocation, will oe nade at the
rate of $250 por annum for each kindergarten teacher who has either an A-13

or a G-14 Certificate Rating. |

Each unit will submit two copies of a proposed budget ‘to the Department of
éoﬁlié Insttﬁotion, Division of Kindergarten~8arlyyChildhoodrﬁducation‘for»
approval. The budget.should include the total proposed expend;tures'for the
total numbar of classes and students to,be,served in aocordanceawith the

standards providdd in Sections II—C and XAB. Upon approval by the Department_;n

: 1,‘of Public Instruction, one copy of the approved budget shall be transmitted an

1 -
to the State Board of Education, Division of Auditing and Accouq;in%

Td
i
¥
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forming an orlentatlon and in-service traiaing program. 1In order to provide

, to che State:Loard of. Education. and traosmit this vouch°r to the Controller
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Trausfér of funds withia the standard budgét may be allowed upon request by
the units and approval by the State Department of Public Instruction, Division
of Xindergartun-Early Childhood Zducation, except for funds allotted for
Hospitalization and Disability Insurance. A copy of approved budget revisions
shall be transmitted to the State Board of Edgcation, Division of Aﬁditing

and Accounting. |

The Stgte Department of Public Instruction shall hava responsibility for
perférming an evaluation and aésessment of the Kindergatﬁen Program. 1In oréer |
to provide‘funds for financing this service a: the State level, the State
Superintendent shall secure approval of the State Board of Fducation of the.
arount . The Controller will advisa each adninistrative unit of its pro=-rata
share of cost, Each ééﬁinistfative unit will draw a voucher for the invoiced
amount, payable to the State Board of Education, and transmit this voucher to .
the Controller for deposit to the credit of the State Treasurer.

The State Department of Public Instruction shall have responsibility for per-

funds for financing this service at the State level, the State Superintendent.
shall secure approval of the State Board of Education of the azount, The
.Controllef wiéifgdvisa each adainistrative unit of,its pro—rata share of cost.

Zach administrative unit will draw a. voucher for the invoiced amount, payable '} 

!

~for deposit to the credit of the State Treasurer.~

 State-1eve1 budgets for the use of funds referréd to in Sections J and K above,

‘both as to requirements and oscimated receipts, shall be approved by the Board,

subject to the approval of the Budget Division of the Departmant of Administration
\

\

\
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KINUERGARTEN PROGRAM
1973-74

PROPOSED BUDGET FOR ONE CLASS OF 23 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN
¥

Standard Budget for One Class

672.01 Salaries and Wages $ 12,875.00
a) Kindergarten teachers (1 @ $9,515)

b) Non-Professional (1 @ $3,360)

672.02 Matching Retirement - | 1,152.00
672.03 Matching Social Security 753.00
672.0% Employer's Hospitalization cost $156 per

full-time employee (allocated separately at
a later date)

672.05 Employer's Wage Continuation cost @ $36.00
(to be allocated separately at a later date)

- 672.06 Instructional Materials 1,120.00
(books, paper, toys, classroou supnlies, '
nanipulative materials and equipment)

672.07 Travel | | 352.30

672.08 Orientation and In-servica Training and - : 755.00
Consultaat Services
(Worksheps for kindergarten teachers
continuing in-service training for K-3
teachers, subsistance and parental
conferences.)

fQ 672,09 o ; ' o  Evaluation and Assassment ",?"‘l‘ i '  ~“ o  ':107.00

4° 672;10,’f~ o Tranaportation ($36 00 per. pupil) o L ;g7 ; 828 00,;£i

Total- . s 17,942, 30'1 }

——




Please file your plan below and subgit to the Departmant of Public Instruction, Division
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JORTH CAROLINA SCHOOL SYSTEMS PLAN FOR OPERATION OF KINDERGARTEN DURING 1973-74

(Refareace - Ar icle 45 - Ch. 115)

' Kindergarten-Early Childhood Education prior to July 1, 1973.

1.

Do you have gpace to operate kindergarten during 1973-747 Yes No

(If no, your funds will be allocated to another school gystem which has space.)
Please 1ist the school(s) in which yod plan to locate State-supported kindergzarten
classes. (or attach)

Name of School : No. ofAClaua:'

e —————
B e Y

Do you plaé to inplement kindargarten as an integral part of your primary program?

s e

Yes . } No ,
‘ &

If no, please explain:

(D) Hovsed as part of a pripéry séhoql - ’ | (3) Other

;(2) Nulti-aga grouping

If yes, please check methods below which are applicable to your plah:

)

ki seven-, and - eight-year—oldq? Yes U Mo ; If no, your requaat for Lo

3~ff; deviation should be submitted in accordance with No. 1x (F)s page 2‘ :

O

Please enclose a copy of your plan for the selection of children,

‘Hill you send a tean from each school housing a State kindergarten to a State.

" gporsored Early Childhood Institute? (A team consists of kind-rgﬁgton Pcrsonntlr

Doea the lensth of day for five~year—olda compare tc thc length of day for six- f;ff
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rica teacners, spaclal education rspreszatative, principal, and supervisor.) -
P Ty » ST : I )

‘Yas .~ No _  1If po, please attach your plan for staff development.

7. TIi additional funds bacome available beyond the initial allotment, how many
additional spaces will you have availablae for kindergartan use duriang the

1973~74 school year?

Superintandent

Adainistrative Uait




