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The UnLVersity of Hinnesota Researob, Develepmeng and Demonstration )

»

Center inf”ducilion of Handicapped Ch{ldten has been establlshed to

1

- concentrate on interventign st;ategies and materials whlch deveIOp and °
: , 8’

\, improve languageland communication skills in yoﬂng handlcapped chlldren.

¥

3, e Fhe long tetm objeetive of the Center is to improve the language "

"

and communicanion abilities.of handfcapped children by/means of iden~-

-~ [ (r, o

tification of liﬂghistically and potentially linguistically Band&capped*ﬁ
children aevelopment an& avaluation of intervention strategies with =~

young hanﬁliapped childnen and dlgsemi&ation of findlngs and products .
e 4

. of benéfit ﬁogyopng handicapﬁed childrqgi
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?, . Summaéive Evaluation of the Money Unit of the
. C e . N o

[ Mbney, Méasurement andvTime Pr’agram1 .

, - v i' . . & ’.v %

?atricge H. Krus, * %ﬁ'thﬁ L. Thurlow, James E. Turnure, Arthg§’M: Taylor2

* (Cronbach, 1963). Most attempts at evaluation have aﬂcepted this

+

_tween ?jar@atﬁve? evaluation and "summative" evaluation, Formative

L K University of MinnESOta AR C
' ; ‘}" ” . ; ) .

2 ! ’E

use of\igfdrmation;to-make ‘detisions about an educ§tional program
7 = ;

. \

definitian, although many have chosen to expand upen it, or to deiimit
o ™
At (cf,, Dershimer 1968) Scriven 41967) has made, a distinctlon be-

] v
.

% . i

. N - ¢
evaluation i that which occurs during the development of \instructional

’

materia;s. OnééEf its major purposes is ‘to identify ways in which. -
EER d '

the instruction can be’ improved as it is being developed, Summative
. - '

- . ] . ‘a?‘é tf P
evaluation refers to the ass~ssment of the "final" instructional.

J - .
' s
. . 1

product.in a.fleld-test situationi_ Its'major purpoéeiis to' evaluate

Is

the effectiveness of ‘the- product in the classroom. . :
( . ‘
-Over the past two years instructibnal méterials prcduce& by the .

-

Vocabgif;? Devélopment Preject of the University of Minnesota's Research
Develgpmiht and;DEmonstration Center have been subjected to both‘fcrmetive

and‘summative evaluations, Ihe matérials, referred to as'?he Money,
ea-r*-f’
&
Measgrement and Time Program, were?developei for educéble mentally
e .
retanﬂed (EMR) children, 'As each unit in tﬁe:Program was béing developed,

. ¢ h -0 ’ &
1t Undervent an extengiveformative evaluation process (cf,., Krus,

oA 3
-t -

Thﬁrigy,'Turnure, Tayigr, & Howe, 1974). Revisions of ;ll units were
¥ . - '

' made on the basis of the féedback from the formative evaluations Th

-

Evaluation in-education generally refers to "the collection and gg

"qo

J.:“ki'

-
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crdéi to prepare them for use- in a lafge-scale field- test. The

R Y
summative evaluatign of the units occurred during this field-teét.

F] "w .

i' [ 4
0¥ the Money Unit, one of the five' units in the Money, Measurement -

.

and Time Program. Formative evaluation of the Money Unit took place s

. ; ‘é
-5

1

: over a period of one and one-half years, and produced S%rev;seﬂ unit

which -geemed to be extfemeiy effective for EMR children (Thurlow, Krus,

. »

Howe, iaglor, &‘Turnure, 13?4); Ihe gur?ose of the summative eYaluation

of the Money Unit wa§ to test the effectiveness of the revised unit

'

snd its useability in the ciassroom wiien inQeractions between Projeet ,

- . i &S .

.
=

dpersqgnel ﬁnd field—test participantékwere minimal,

. . &
. ) . . - —
The Money; Measuriment and Time'Prqggam ¢ . -

.

The Mopey, Heasurement and Time Program (Thurlow Taylar & Turnure,

1973) 1is, an instruct oﬁ;I‘pgpgram designed specifically for young educa-

*

tionally handicapped leai'ne:a,a The Program includes five units: 1)
Money, 2) Measurement of Length 3) Measutement of Weiéht, Z) Time with

the Cloc? and 5) Time with the Calenddr. Systematic instrﬁction is .

¥ i

provided in” these areas, without requkring that the children have read—

s 4 ¢ »

ing or ccmputatiena{ﬂskilis. Further information about the specific
. . -

instrﬁctional units in the Pregram is available in the Teacher's\

° «a

Introducation to the Program (Thurlow, Taylor & Turnute, 1973).

- . ¢
» -

“The Money, Measurement and T:Lma Program was developed from basic

-

‘

'

: learning strategies research, such as research on mental imagery and
% . .

LY

verbal elaboration. It represents one of the first attempts to trans-

s L -

late these recently deyveloped areas of experimentafgresearch into an
. M % .

.~ 3
instructional program for EMR children.

, ’ N ! o
. The prr!sent pape;\il. a descrlption o‘?E thie sunmati‘\ze evaluatipn g j

i
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_ The general aims of the Money, Measurement and Time Program were

to develop vocabulary and related skills, and furthermore, to promote

general language development and the development of effective learning
f Vd
strsteg*es. Several specific goals of the Program included 1) an .

‘»

improved understanding of the critical vocabulary, and thereby better

und&rstanding of the general area of instruction (money, measurement,
or time), 2) the development of beginning skills“in the -particular area

¥

of instruction, with an emphasis on usz of these skills in every-day

4 3

situations,  3) an increase in general language development, especially

-

expressive communication, and 4) the use of effecient learning and memozy

strategies in any area of instruction.

Money Unit ',

! > (S -' \ ' R il
The Money Unit is the largest of the five imstructional upits in
r . o> : . .
the Heney, Meagurement, and Time Program. It was developed jointly

by educational praotitioners and educational,researchers to provide = . -
BR chi 1dren with an understanding of money and its functions. The

_ Unit was first produced in a pilot—test form and, as staged previcusly,

-

+ ' L

Lnderwent -xtensive fermative evaluation and revision (Thuriow, Krus, fg;

a

ml",
,‘.W

'ﬁ{\ﬁi

' Howe', Tayior, & Turnure, 1974) The revised form wa$ employed in the * .

x'

' field~test and sabjected to summative evaiuation. Ie is the reviged .

7 1

form which.1s described here, %

The Money Unit consists of four books of instruction that begin
by developing a general awareness of the function and-u;és of money.
The booka then proceed to teach the recognition of the Fiffegent

kinds ogéU.S‘ money, their relative values, and their exact values.

. f . ’
Because thé Program is designed to provide instruction that could be

‘ ¥ .
’ L]

*ﬂll»;_, -

dk
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, Lo&
applicable to every-day situations, tra}ning in ccung%yg money and

*

making change is included in the instruction, as well as practical

applications in store situations. Childreﬁ %ay begin instruction

7

B . s
at various entry points depending on their.ﬁgginninggskills. In-
e

dividually administered assess?ent instruments aréﬁp?ovidé% Jor

, S e
initial diagnostic placemegt and for determining<finagl &chievement.

' %
The instructional content of the four books of the Money Unit was

written to stress the gradual and closely structured development of

b s
both money vocabulaéy and money sk111;& The four books in the Money
~ %

" Unit generally represent progressive levels of inst}uction, frqp’the

lowest to the most advanced. Certain behaﬁiaral objectives must be
mastered before children may progress from one book of ins§5ﬁciﬂon
ta the next book. Thus, depending upon- the ability of the children,
each book of instruction cam take from two weeks to several months to
complete, ' - .
Each book in the Money Unit is composed of lessons which contain
instruction related to one or more vocabulary words. Each lesson is
assnciatéd with specific purposes and pehaﬁibral cbjectives, -The‘
lessons within a book are}garﬁfuli; ordered with behavioral objectives
in one lesson being requisite for adequate performance in 1atér‘le§éons.
A lesson, which often requires several periods of instruction, includes
three major components: 1) pre-aztivities which i;troduce the concepts
or review the meauning of necessary prerequisite concepts, 2) tapex

presentations which deveiop the meaning of vocabulary words and the

relations between words, and 3) post-activities which review and rein-
¥

"force the concepts and relaticns established in the tape presentation.

-
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The Summatiye Evaluation Plan | 5 %g
?u‘- i - - * R . i%’& .
Becabéa\cf time ‘and budget restrictions, the desired field-testy
Dec: g $ ;
) % - Eﬁ
al

plan, in which classes would be allowed tc spend at least one year
. - e T
progressing th{ough the instruction in the Honey(EEi;, could not be
. : - B -

¥

implemented. . Instead, the field-test of the Money Unit was gombined

) _ g
_with the field-test of the Time with the Clock Unit.! This meant

that, except for a few classes, instruction in the Money Unit was ;
. ' " \ ’ .
stopped gftef three to fOur months so that the ééeld—test of the. Time

kS

with the Clock Unit coulé be started in the same claszfs. In “the

[ ' . [ !

few exceptional cases, classes” continued with the Money Unit instruction

v . ‘ "o .
until the end of the year (i.e.,;a total instructional per*:d of four
% > -
to five months), without receiviug instruction in any'other unit. A
' 's'*i\ - 7
similar plan was used to test the Measurement of Length and Measurement

N

of Weight Units, L

-

s

a 3

N

Method )

s

Decign

. For the suﬁmatiye evaluation of the Money Unit, a two factor
v |

design (Treatmént~x Cdmmunityj was emplayeé. ,The major factor of

’

interest was the inmstructional treatment; factor. The thtee treatments
in the present design were: 1) Experimental, 2) Hawthorne, and 3)

Control.

=

, The Expe%}mental treatment group represented those classés re-

celving the Money instructional program.” These classes did not re~ !
ceive any supplemental money instruction.

The Hawthorne tréatment group consisted of clagses receiving in-

* i

struction in the Measurement of Length Unit from the Money, Measurement

\and Time Program. The Hawthorne group was inéiu&€6 in the design as one

2
[
N

“w

‘uw

b
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type of control. Gains on the Money tests by this grqup would repre-

gent changes in performance one could expect from the "novelty" of a

new program in the classroom, ‘Interactions with testers, "learning-to- °

«

learn,'" and several other related factecrs. To conclude .that the Money g‘

Y

Unit instruction itself coﬁ%ribuged éignificéﬁtly to performance in-

creases, one must discover that the Experimental group performed -

i

significantly better‘than the Hawthorne!céntrol group.

The Control treatment group represented those classes where teaché%s
were left® on their own, either to teach or to not teach money concepts.
When thesé teachers chose to teach money, they were allowed to use any
materials available to them,(e.g., published materials, teacher-

devefbped materials, etc.), but they were not "allowed to use the Money

Unit~from the Money, Measurement and Time Program.
. a * .‘
The second fattor in the design was that of‘yommunity location

% i
(urban,' rural, or suburban). Urban communities'{ncluded three of the

A
.

four major cities in Minnesota. Suburban communities were classified

as those whick immediately adjoined these cities, and which were called
| . : N . B
"suburbs'" by the communities themselves. Rural communities included

5

those not covered by the above classification systems. 1t should be

L) .
"

pointid oug, however, that‘the communitiesg layeled as ‘'rural' for'this'
investigation may be somewhat different fram_ﬁhe usual.cohception of
"rural'. For instance, there were two collegeé i§ one of the rural
communities, and one in anothér. Also, it was noted that many academic
and professional people lived in gome of the "rural' areas and éommuted

to work in a nearby urban community. Communities categorized in this

S .
- manner, however, concurred with the cdtegorization scheme of the Minn-

egota .Department of Educatidn.
# . }
3
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Subjects . r .. e
The ﬁopulation employed for field-testing during the summative

evaluation was elémentary school-aged eduéabgg mentally retarded chil-

"dren., Of the 23 classes employed during the presepted field-test,
. A

eight classes (2 urban; 3 yural, and 3 suburban) were chosen to be
fn the Experimehtal treatment (i.e., they féceLVed instraction from’
the Money Unit), eight classes (2 urban, 3 rural, and 3 suburban)

were included in the Hawthorne control treatment (i.e., they received

°

instruction in the Measurement of Length Unit), and sevei classes

s

(2 urban, 2 rural, and 3 suburban) wére inciuded in the éontrol
trea%ment (1,e., they recieved instgtction from any source other .
than the Money Unit, if the teacher chose to giQe it to them),
Assignment of the classes to tréatmentg_was made ‘so that the lower
functioning classes wére included in the Hawthorne group. This was
done so that some classes would enter the instruction at the beginning
of the Measurment of Length Unit, which was considered to provide
instruction on especilally low-level cogcepts.

Overall, there were 71 children (15 urban, 31 rural, and 25
suburban) in ;he dxpérimental group, 69 (16 urban, 24 rural, ané\29
suburban) in the Hawthorne group, and 70 (16 urban, 23 rural, and
31 Subﬁ}ban) in the Control group. It should be noted, however, that
the gpecific numbers of children for whom data from gpecific tests

were available varied due to testing procedures (see below) and

absenteeism.




A summary of the children's 1Qs, mental ages (MAs) and chrono-
logical ages (CAs) in the three treatment groups is presented in Table
1, along with the resulgs of a one-way factorial analysis on each
measure. Again, it should be noted that the number of subjecés some-
times varied with the measure due to incomplete test data. Clearly,
the three groups did differ significantly in IQ level and MA level.

A Newman~Keuls test for differences between the IQ means indicated that
the Control group had a significantly kigher IQ than the Hawthorne
group (g : ,01) and that the Experimental group also had a significantly‘
higher IQ than the Hawthorne group (p < .05). The Experimental and
Control groups did not differ. A Newman-Keuls test on the MA means
similarly revealed that both the Control {p < .01) and Experimental
(p. < .05) groups had higher MAs than the Hawthorme group. The Experi-
mental and Contrcl groups did net diffeg‘gignificantlyi

b Table 2 presents the IQ, MA, and CA data arranged according to
community loggtién. One-way factorial analyses revealed a significant
effect of community location for each measure., Nowman-Keuls tests for
differences iIindicated that children in both the rural and urban communi-
ties had significantly higher mean CAs and MAs than those in the subur-
ban community (all ps < .01), with the rurals also significantly
higher than the urbans in terms of MA level (p < .01). In terms of
mean IQs, the suburban (p < .0l1) and the rural (p < .05) communities

were higher than the urban community.

Tests

Two criterion-referenced tests were administered to the <hildren

o




A

-

Experimental

IQ
X 72.3
) 8.1
Range 47-89
n ' 71
MA {menths)
X 77.1
Sh 10.6
Range 47-105
n 71
CA(months)
X 106.5
5b 13.6
Range 81-136
Th 71

Tablg 1
{

IQ, MA, and CA

Hawthorne Control
, 63.7 74 .8
9.7 9.4
47-89 56-93

64 64
69.6 78.3
14.8 14.5
40-108 55~118

65 64

LY

99.3 104.0
21.8 19.3
63-145 75-142

69 70

Comparisons Between the Three Treatment Groups on

- 010 1 o ot R S o A i A U D 8 s ot N e i 6 A Lk . B4R S8 A R Y e e T A e Pt e A R 7 S o i P T e v e A% S e B T oA ot i O

i

{(p < .001)

5.32
(p. < .005)

2,70
(ns)




=
o)

>4l

5D

. Rarge

M4 (mouths)

b4

g

Table 2

~ Comparisons Between the Three Community

Locations on I1Q, MA, and CA

¢ Urban

£
v

68.4
9.6
47-85

44

75.8

Fay:

12.5

50-103

44 -

78-144 .

Rural

71.7
8.4
; £9-88

76

81.4
13.3
40-118

-76

12,6
16.8
78~145

78

Suburban

74.1
9.6
47-93

79

58.8
12.5
43-105

80

90.7
14.3
63-121

85

1+

5.59

(p < .005)

19,00

(p < .00L)
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to determine the effectiveness of the Money Unit instruction. Each
test was alministerad as a pretest, and at the same time, to deter-
mine the pla -~ - - of a class within tu~ sequence of instruction. The
same tests w..2 administered as pusttests after Experimental group
instruction in the Unit was stopp=zd.

The Yoney Skills Test was a twenty item test designed to determine

the child's functional und2rstanding of money and money skills. Tt
congisted of five subtests which evaluated siills ranging from simple
recognition to counting money. The test was administered to all children
(e§cept, of course, those who were absent, etc.).

Tha Money Fxpressive Test was a twenty item test désigned primarily

to evaluifg the child's ability to utilize specific vocabulary words.
it consi;ted of four subtests which corresponded to the four in-
structional books of rhe Money Unit. This test was administered to
only one-half of the children in each class in the present field~test.
Administration was made randomly. The decision to reduce thé data on
this test was made in light of the excessive testing burdens put upon
the classrooms and children participating in the fleld-test.

A Cognitive Abilities Test (Thorndike, Hagern, & Lorge, 1968) was
also administered to the children particpating in the preseﬁt field~test.
Since this test was employed to evaluate the child's general improvement.
in non-content-specific areas of cognitive functioning after a full year

of instruction in the Money, Measurement and Time Program, the results

.

of this test will not be described here.

Procedure
Tne field~test of the Money Unit was conducted over a period of

three to five months. The goal of this field-test was to assess the
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Unit under relatively "normal’ classroom conditions, with minimal
interaction between Project personnel and field~teat participants.

8efore instruction was started, children in each class were pre-
tested on the Money Unit tests (Skills and Expressive) and the Cognitive
Abilities Test. Then, each teacher in the Experimental treatment group
attended a brief in-service training session designed to introduce the
Money, Measurement and Time Program, the fleld-te~t plan, and specifi-
cally, the Money Unit. Interactions with the classes stopped at this
point (except for "comment cards" returned to Project Directors when
the teachers felt comments were necessary), until posttesting time

After instruction ended, classes were posttested on the
Money Unit tests. (The Cognitive Abilities Test was administered at che
end of the year.) At tris poeint, Experimental teachers were requested to
complete a detailed questionnaire on their reactions to the Uhit, and
to the Program in general. Control teachers were also asked to describe
any instruction related to money that they had used during the same period.

Approximately two meonths after Money Unit instruction had been
stopped, a rundom sample of children who had recefved the instruction
were retested on the Monmey Skills Test and the Money Expressive Test,
The purpose of this retesting was to obtain a measure of content reten-

~{on,

Results
The amount of data collected during the sumnative evaluation of
the Money Unit was massive., The major sources of effectiveness data

were the results of the pretesting and the posttesting. Because of
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absenteeism, testing procedures, school schedules, e.c., only a limited
number of the children participating . in the field-test received both
the pretests and the posttests for the Money Unit. In order to bene-
fit from the larger n's of the total sample receiving thé instruction,
it was decided that all pretest data and all posttest data would be

4

.analyzed, even though exactly the same children were not in each sample..

These results are presented in two sections: 1) Pretest comparisons,
and 2) Posttest comparisons. Althcugh based on a reduced sample size,
the pretest to posttest c¢omparisons prasented next in the Results
section are probably mést }eliable. These reflect the.daca of just those
children who were pretested and posttested én the same measure.

Data relating to the performances of the three trestment groups
on individual teat items will ;lso be presented, These data not only
provide further effectiveness informatidﬁ, but aiso have the potential
for identifving possible!areas where revision of the instructigp should
be undértaken. ) ¢

The Results secticn will conclude with three adﬁitisnal set; of

results. These results deal with: 1) Community location cdmparisons,

2) Retentioaﬂgindings, and 3) Feedback from teacher emaluatiéns. v

Pretest Comparisons

In order to compare the posttest results of the three treatment
groups (and so, assess the effectiveness of the Money Unit), the pre-
test scores on the two Money Tests must first be compared to show that ~
there were no differences between the thvee treatment groups befere
instruction. Table 3 presents the means and standard deviations of

the prefest scores on the Money Skills and Money Expressive tests,
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Table 3
Conmparisons of Three Treatment Groups on

Money Skills and Money Expressive Pretests

\

Money Skills Test (20 items)

Experimental Hawthorne Control E F
— — !
% 4.56 276 4.53 7 2.3
i
"4 3D 4.61 4.26 5.00 ;' (ns)
a 71 3 45 g .
H
Loney Expreasi%e Test (20 items)
‘ \ Experimental Hawthorne Control g F
N % 9.19 5.30 7.82 | 4.59
El i
sD 3.87 4.21 4.92 % ( < .01)
, n 36 00 - 34 % "
o
X \
. ,
-~ e -
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and the results of a one«wa;*anova for each test.

There were no significant differences bgtyecn the treatment Rroups
on the Money Skills pretest, However, there were significant di{ffer=
ences on the Money Expressive pretést, where the Haythorne group sub-
jects scored significantly below t%e other two groups {(Newmam~Keuls
test, p <.05). The low scores 0§ the Hawthorne subjects perﬁaps re-
flect their iower mean IQ:and MA levels. There was no statistical

differencé between the Experimental group and the Control‘group on

either pretest. The finding of a significant difference between the.

Hawthorne group and the Experimental and Control groués on the Expressive:

test necessarily restricts the conclusions which can be drawn from
{ .
posttest differences on the Money Expressive Test.

Postteat Comparisons .

e

The means and standard deviations of the posttest scores on the
ﬁoney.Skills and Money Expressive testé, and the results of a one-way
anova for each test a?e presented in Table’4. Analys%s of variance
techniques and follnwiup tests applied to these posttést scores showed
that the Experimental ércup scored significantly higher o# botﬁ Money
tests than the other two groups. Contrasts between the groups indicated
the same pattern of results. Specifically, the Experimental group
scored significgﬁily higher than the Hawthorne group (t = 4.i, p <-001)
and the Control group (t = 2.1; p < .05) when taken separately or when
compared to the average of the two groups (t = 4.0, p < .001). Algo,

there were no signiflcant differences between the Hawthorne group and the

L™
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+ Table 4
Comparisons of Three Treatment®Groups on '
, ¢
. "Money Skills and Money Expressive Posttests
. {
) Meney Skills Test (20 items) S &
N ' ‘ ' % ‘.’] }i‘{
Experimental Hawthorné Control 5 F .
7 , o ]
’ - 10,63 v 5,24 © 7,77 I 9.63
i
S~ 9D 4.94 6.36 6.72 D (p <._.001)
& . WV ! 2
A n 70 * 29 3 N
" s i 5 A
£ .
- [ %F»-.
h -~ £ %g ¥
. N 3
SR - : 7
Money Expressive Test (20 items) L ‘
. ; . t
- erimental Hawthorne P Control E F
I .
. By X 13.43 7.42 . 9.90° | 20.08
. oa : K 3
R . Ty H
; SD 3.92 * 5.00.- ¢ 5.39 (@< %001)
5 ' 1 '
n 70! 3, 31 i
/ #
& 7/
o
{
, - g ‘
- .
N J ‘
he 2 - . - ‘i . F
r N !
n‘ ‘""; v
g;? t ; N H
’f', . ' f; (
o T e *
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Control group (t = 1,5).

. y .
The results of the Money Skills posttest thus seem to clearly .

indicate the effectiveness of the Money Unit, since no differences

»

bi 3

existed between groupr on the test at pretest time. The posttest

results from the Expressive test must be écnside;ed more garefully)

5however, since pretest differences did exist. *Clearly, however, the

13

Money Expressive posgttest differendes-are of a greater magnitude and

f : £ Y
‘,include a difference between Exferﬁ%gqﬁals and Controls which was,

=

N

{
not found on the pretest.

. s s
.
\ e

Pretest to Postrest Comparisons s ~ SR B

4 .
In order- to avoid some of the limitations of analyzing all pre- - .

test and all posttest data separately, without recognizing that alla

children were fiot both pretested and posttested, a repeated measures

B

analysis of variance for each Money test was conducted. For~these
analyses, the only subjects used were thoSe for' whom both pretest and
& . ’

posttest‘data were available. ,0f course, this procedure resulted in

S

a significant decrease in the numberzof children assessed. Consequently,
M \

the means and standard deviations» (see Tables 5 and 6) are also some-

what different than those presented in Tables 3 and 4.
r . _—
The.two~way repeated measures anakysis of variance of the Money

Skills data revealed significant differences between the treéatment groups,

between pretests- and posttests, and a signifitant trsatment by.test
' .

Pt

interaction (see Tsble 3). The pretest to posttast. achievement levels
*

* for each txeéatment group are presented: in Figure 1. “Posthoc comparisons

i

» L
of "the Money Skills means showed that while the pretest scores of the

B } * /‘ '

et

il
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Table 5 .

. Pretest to Posttest Comparison of Subjects

Receiving both Pre and Post Money Skilis Tests’

4

P

MongzﬁSkills‘Performanceg

Experimental Hawthorne
X 4.73  10.64 2.96  4.46
SD 4,65 4,99 4,37 5.62
¥ n 64 64 24 24
:TwOaway Repeated Measures AROVA
Sourc: of Variance af LMS
Between Ss 115 ‘»
Treatment 2 280.18
Ervor ' :113 SQ.QO g
Within $s 116 -
Tests (Pre, Post) ) 896.28
Treat. ¥ Test 2 4 124.25
Errc; 113 ) YS-‘H)"§

© 173,70

Control
' Pre Post
5.43 6.93
5.76 " 6.45
28

{r

3,59

24,80

i

I

e

< .005

< ,001

< * Q.O 1




Figure 1. Mean achievement level on the Money Skills \pretest and posttest for each tre
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achievement level on the Money Skills pretest and posttest for each treatment group.
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three groups were not significantly different, the posttest score

for the Eiﬁerimental group was significantly higher than either the
Control or the Hawthorne group. The interaction was explained by the
large pretest to posttest change in the Experimental group.

The two-way repeated measures analysis of variance of the Money
Expressive data revealed the same signicantédifferences as for the
Money Skills test (see Table 6), The pretest to posttest achievement
levels for each treatment group on the Money Expressive Test are pre-
sented in Figure 2. Posthoc comparisons on these means again showed
no pretest differences, but a strong statistical difference between
the Experimental group and the Hawthorne group was found at poéttest.

The difference from pretest to posttest was significant for the. _

Experimental group only.

-

Item Analyses
The Money Skills and Expressive tests were criterion referenced

tests, with items directly related to the behavio;al objectives of the
instruction., Table 7 presents the ﬁretest and posttest percent
cérrect figures by tést items for the Experimental treatment group
on the two Money tests, The Experimental group has been subdivided into
four gréups which received diffaring ‘amounts of Money inséruction.

. In this table, the items from the two té;ts have been integrated and
grouped according to where instr;ction related to the items appears
ir the Unif. | l

" Observation of Table 7 indicates that for almost every item, the

Experimental subgroups show a marked increase in pretest to posttest

.performance when they had received the relevant instruction. Almost

—

\ all of the children knew the definition of a penny, and most recognized
’ k)

and labeled the other common coins.
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Table 6

Pretest to Posttest Comparisons of Subjects

Receiving both Pre and Post Money Expressive Tests

L3

E

Money Expressive Performances

erimental Hawthorne Control
Pre  Post Pre Post Pre  Post
X 9.09  14.33 4.60  5.70 8.42  9.83
SD 3.92 3.39 4,81  4.30 5.37  5.62
n 33 33 10 10 24 24

) {
Two-way Repeated Measure's ANOVA

Source of Variance daf M5 F
Between Ss 66 ’ - -
Treatment 2 347.96 9.42 p < .001
Error 646 36.94 |- - )
Within Ss 67 - - |
Tests {(Pre,Post) 1 354.66 86.93 p < .001
Treat, X Test 2 64.48 15.80 P < .001
Error 64 4,08 | -




Figure 2. Mean achievement level on the Money Expressive pretest and posttést for each |
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+ Table 7
Percent Experfimentals Responding Correctly on Individual Items
¢ by Vhere Instruction was Stoppad

Pre Bk 2 Bk 3 Bk 3 Bk 4
test L7 L7 End End
Beginning to Book 2, lesson 7 Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

' * + mnascribes tradinz situation 58 - 75375 85| 40 83 57 100
States '‘monev' whan related to store 69 — 75167 76} 60 94 |78 85
Selects pictures of =oney 7 0 0 0 33] 16 56 8 26
States "save' in response to definition 42 - s0) 50 67120 72|50 78
Labels a nickel 67 S0 30 | 54 90 53 94 92 89
States "peany” in response to defimition 64 - 75167 90} 4c 100 |78 100
States "dizme’ in response to definition 42 - 50} 4 76} 20 83 )57 99
Selacts dime as coin that buys most 31 25 251 27 62|32 83 )3 70
Selects pictures of half doilar 44 0 50} 27 951 58 94 |56 100
Totxl numbers zoins known 23 - S0} 42795} 40 94 | 50 85

" Orders § coins by value 23 o0 25} 16 33} 37 83 26 T4
Selects coins buying more mickel 24 25 0 g 48141 32 72 )32 67

ENDED .
J INSTRUCTION
Book 2, Lesson 7 to Bodk 3, Lesson 7
T .

Describes why fake bill not real 67 - 50§ 58 67} 70 83|64 74
States "pill" labeling 20 dollar 64 - 25) 58 86] 60 83 )71 96
Selects picture of 5 dollar bill 45 25 50} 27 95( 63 94 |52 92
States "fifty dollar bill" 320 25 5] 3 71} 42 83| 36 39
Labels shopper as "customer" 3 - 50 © [ 0 50 7 33
Labels a cash register 33 - so} 17 &3] 20 83] 57 85
Describes relative buying of quarter 58 - 715150 7176} 50 871 81
States penny as "one cent" K\ 54 so 75| 41 761 63 100 |-60 8L
Reads 5¢ ~ B1 - 75§ 75 i) 80 89} 8 92
Changes nickel for 5 pannies . 26 o 25| 14 331 32 83 36 63
Responds “change' to definition/5¢ \8 - 25 ¢ 10} 20 5 7 3G
States "d.ae" is 10 pennies . 1% o 50 g 43| 10 89 ) 24 59

: States "quarrer" is "25 cents” 13 0 25 0 191 16 ¥ 24 81
States "SO pennles in half dollar” 14 0 0 4 24| 16 12} 28 70
States "50 cent pleca" 28 - 0o} 17 104 46 72 28 78

ENDED
INSTRUCTION

ook 3, Lesson 7 to Book 3, End

s
_  States doilar is "100 cents” 9 0 of 4 1] 10 561 12 59
. Reads $2 so | - of 42 67] 3 e} 71 74
Regads 52.30 . 31 - 0 17 28 26 72 50 63
States 10 dgllar bill = 2 fives 6 0 o 0 5| 16 33 4 26
Correct count - 5 nickels 11 Y 0 4 4] 16 61| 16 56
Counts cumbanations of colans (20¢} 17 0 ) 4 14} 21 56, 28 33
* Counts 0ills and coins (5332) 10 ¢ 0 4 of 10 33% 16 26
! Counts Sl bill and coins $%2.3%) 7 0 ¢ 0 5 5 221 16 22
ENDED
IKSTRUCTION
Book 3, End to Book 4, End .

Labels price tag 33 - 50 | &2 24 20 44 35 56
Srates that cash is zoney 8 - 5o Yoz 701 30 56§ 50 78
Labels 'chack” 3 - 50 133 487 30 721 50 81
5tates "change’ to definition 33 - 0133 10l 46 5014 28 44

Makes chauge lI¢ from quarzec ¢ g 4] 0 ¢ 0 [ 0 4 \

ExgED
IHSTRUCTION
4




One group of Experimental subjects ended instruction at Book 2,
lLesson 7, the first grouping of items. Yet in the second grouping,
they showed improvemeatéon items covering instruction they had not
received. This phenomenon is also evident in the next two Experimental
subgroups who did not complete all of the instruction. Such findings
imply that the instruction results in gome generalized transfer,
facilitation, or learning-to-learn factor. In other words, instruction
on even part of the content of the Money Unit resulted in the acquisi-~
tion of additional objectlves.

Table 8 presents the same breakdown of test items as Table 7,
but presents the percentages of Experimental, Hawthorme, and Control
subjects reaponding correctly tc each item. In addition, for the Exper-
imental group, it distinguishes between the percentages for thcse who
received the inatruction and those who did not. Clearly, when the
performance of those children who received the instruction in the Money
Unit is compared with that of children who did not receive instruction
{Hawthornes, Controls, and Experimentals who did not receive instruction),
differences are evident.

In general, Table 8 also reveals that the Coantrol subjects tended
to perform betrter than the Hawthorne subjects. Due to the confounding
from MA and IQ characteriscrics of the subjects (i.e., Hawthormes were
significantly lower on these two measures than the other two groups),
it {s difficulr to determine whether or not any actual "Hawthorne"
effects occurred In the present study. However, there was transfer in
the Experimental group, where instruction in one part of the Money Unit

resulted in better performance on objectives from material not vet

.

Nl
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Table 8
Per Cent Responding Correctly in Each Treatment Group

on Individual Items

Experimentals Experimentsls  Experimantals Hawthorne  Control

Overall Receiving Hot Keceiving
Ingtruction Instruction
Beginning to Book 2, Lessoa 7
Describes trading situation 90 90 - 42 48
Srates "'money’ when related to store 84 8% - 711 . 74
Selects pictures of money 34 ) 34 - 10 26
States ''save" in response to definition ' 71 - 42 64
Labels a nickel 88 88 . - 62 B 71
States "penny" in response to definition 96 96 - 52 . 64
States “dime" in response to definition 8L 81 - 35 58
Selects dime as coia that buys most 68 68 - 31 ~ 42
Selects pictures of half dollar 34 94 - as ¥ 68
Total numbers coins koncwn 88 £8 - 39 64
Ordera 5 colns by value 61 61 - 28 35
Selects colns buying more nickel 51 51 . - 24 39
Book 2, Lesson 7 to Book 3, Lesson 7
. {N=65) (Lim4)
Describes why fake bill not real 73 74 50 52 61
States "bill" labeling 20 dollszr 86 89 25 61 64
Selects plcture of 5 dollar bill 91 94 50 45 77
States "fifty dollar bill" 81 2 75 41 74
Labels shopper as “customex" 28 27 .50 0 3
Labels & cash register 78 80 50 32 42
Describes relative buying of quarter 78 79 75 48 77
States penny as "one cent' 84 85 75 41 55
Reads 5 ¢ 84 85 .75 61 71
Changes nickel for 5 pennies 57 59 25 24 1
Responds “cnange" to definition/5¢ 28 29 25 3 13
States "dime" {s 10 pennies 7% 71 50 24 39
States “'quarter” is '25 cents" 58 61 25 21 29
States "530 pennies in half dolirar" 53 38 0 14 26
States '"50 cent piece” 31 54 0 . 16 12
Book 3, Lesson 7 te Book 3, End
{H=45) (N=25) .
States dollar iz "100 centa” 41 58 12 17 29
Reads $2 84 63 56 29 48
Reads §2,30 51 &7 24 22 45
States 10 dollar bill = 2 fives 20 2% 4 21 26
Correct count ~ 5 nickels 41 58 12 21 26
Counts combinations of coins (20&) k31 42 12 24 39
Ceunts bills and coins ($2,32) 18 29 0 16 . 16
Counta $1 bill and coins {§2.35) i6 22 & 10 19
Book 3, End to Book 4, End
4=373 {N=43}
Labels price tag 43 k13 a5 13 15
States that cash is money 68 75 63 58 55
Labels “check" 67 81 58 48 52
States "change" o definition 33 4% 26 10 26
Makes change 12¢ from gquarter 3 4 2 14 23
! * &
F-4 i

ERIC
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presented. Such a finding would indicate that there are potential
transfer or learning~-to-learn effeuts from the instructien in the

Money, Measurement and Time Program. .

Community Location Comparisomns

During the stage of formative evaluation, the Money Unit was ..

written by teachers who had taught in arAurban community and was pilot-

A

tested with urban EMR childrén. 7To check the general effectiveness

of the Money Unit for different types of communities, comparisons of
results by lecation were -made.
Table 9 presents the Mﬁnéy Skills posttest performance data for

the three treatment groups' when further defined in terms of community

location. Results of the one-way analysis of variance carried out on

.each treatment group are also presented. Similar data for the Money

Expressive Test are presented in Table 10.

Generally, the ru;al chiidren scored higher tﬁan their suburban
and urban counterpartes. This difference was significant for Experi-
mentals and Controls on the Skille test and for Controls on the Expressive
test. Thess differences.may be due to the different ability levels of
children placed in special\class in these communities, and very likely is
related to the MA and CA differences found between groups. The Monéy Unit
appears to have been partlcularly efficacious for the suburban children.
If it can be assumed that the scores of the Control and Hawthorne groups
are those that the Experimentals would have achieved without instrugtion,

then the suburban Experimentals tripled their knowlesdge of money skills

and more than doubled their expressive ability. For the urban children,

ra
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Comparisons of Money Skills Posttest Data for the Three

4

Experimential
X
SD

n

Wl

¢

Hawthorng‘
¢ X
SD
- n

Control

X
" 5D
n

o

~

"\ Table 9

i

Urban Rural
8.9 12.4
) 5.2 5.0

16 29
(.8 8.5
4.7 8.2

o \

5 11
7.0 13.3
7.5 6.0

6 12

P

s,

B

Community Locations in each Treatment Group

Suburban

‘9,7
4.3

25

2.7

3.8

3.1

ot
o

13

o e ol M i . i S s o s e e . e e o
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|+

3.31

(p < .035)

2.76

(ns)
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Table 10

Comparisons of Money Expressive

the Three Commumity Locations in each Treatment Group

T
Wy,

Urban

Experimental

X 12.3

Sb 4.2

n

Hawthcrne_
X 6.2

SD 4.0

n

Control
8.5

k]

3SD 5.3

4 “# &
. . ‘
4
Posttest Data for
)
|
Rural Suburban F
L-
13.7 B.7 <1
3.7 4,2 (ns8)
29 36
8.0 7.7 <1
4,90 6.6 {ns)
10 12
|
13.4 6.9 b= 6,31
4.9 4,1 (P.< .01)
12 13

L
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.the Experimental group scored better than the other two groups,

€9

3

’ pgiticularly in the expressive area. In the rural communities, whe;e

,ﬁ’ ((.\

*all of the groups appear to have better money skills and expressive

p =
€

abfﬁities, the Experimental subjects scored much better than the N

Hawthorne, but not statistically different from the Control§.

v
¥
+

detention

> A . 5.
M ¥ A
One of -the aims of the developers of the Money, Unilt was to pro-

ouce materials whicn would result in relatively "permanent" increases

in tne MR child's ability to talk about and deal with moneys  Te”
- ] 1)

, ' Y
test for leng term retention, the Mecney Skills and kLxpressive tebts. .
. : A e

=

L) 3
were readministered to Experimental subjects two months after in-

struction in the Money Unit had been stopped.

o

Forty-six children in tae Experimental treatment group were

‘*"-

given tue retention test. These caildren were from the five classes

in which instruction in the Money Unit was stopped. (The cnildren in

the tnree pxperimental classes that continued instruction tnrough the
E—

end of the ydar were not glven retention testing.)
Both the posttest and long term retention data are presented in
Table 11. These data indicated tnat after two months, the kxpr-imental
chiidren had not forgotten what they had learned about money. In fact,
their mean scores had actually increased, although the increases were
not statistically significant. What is significar: is the fact that
the EMR youngsters, exposed to the Money Unit for onnly a few months, had
more than doubled their knowledge of money skills and vocabulary and

had retained this knowledge as long as two months.

s &
40

2

w

wiie

o,




o . " Table 11 . ,

PR ]
t

Money Sk%}ls and Expfessive Test Scores for Experimental

Subjects at posttesting and Two Months Later (Retention)

T

A

-

=

. ) . " Posttegt Retention
v ﬁo;ey Skills Test (20 iﬁgms) '
"X , o 10.6 11.2
SD | 4.9 5.2
n ' 70 ' ié
‘“ Mone:,; Expregsive Test (20 items)
X : 13.4 14,6 .-
- SD 4.0 3.3 . <

P

n 70 46

~/
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Teacher Evaluation of the Money Unit

\\i All of the Experimental group teachers answerad a questiongq}re
about the Money Unit. (See Appendix 1 for a copy of the questiopnaire.)
The'number of years of teaching experience these teéchers had varied
from one to 25, with a mean of 7,2 years an; a standard deviation of

6.7 years. The number of years teéching handicapped children ranged
from less than one year up to 18 years (§'=-5.4 years, SD = 5.4). All
teachers were certified in special education. |

On the evaluafion %orm;, thg teachers indicated that the mean
preparation time for each teaching period was about 15 minutes. The
average length of each teaching period was 25 minutes, and the unit was
generally taught every day of the week. The room arrangement preferred
by most teachers was oneéghere the teacher, tape recorder, and book
were in the center, with the children on the flocor around them.

All of the teachers enjoyed using the Money Unit and would use it
rather than another money instruétional package when they teach money
again., Most of the teachers (70%) felt thg haterials offered
moXe diversity than $o§% other materials and none raported getting tired
of teachiﬁg with the materials, In ;eneral, all of ché‘teachers thought
the Money Unit was more useable, effective, and enloyable than other
commercial materials they had used. Seventy per cent of the teachers
felt that all of the concepts covered in the Money Uni§ were important
to children in the long rum, and the rest of the teachérs reported that

most of the concepts were necessary. All teachers felt the children

would remember the more important money corcepts a vear from the time

LN
s

fy
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they learned them. All of the teachers reported that the materials were

either "effective' or "very effective.” They thought that 90 Z of

the children wére more interested in the instruction in the Money Unit
than! they had been in other instruction.

i .The teachers did make some recommendations on theilr evaluation

forms. Whilé 80 ¥ felt that the Unit was complete as it is, 20%

h (3
/ requested more instruction at the end of the Unit (i.e., {ingtruc-

s
s

¢ dealim® with counting money and with making change). Most of -
the teacheri requested that tests of the children's progress be inserted
s into the instruction at the end of key lessons or at the end of each

- book.

@

Other teacher reactions to the instruction and a summary of the

51:3’ t 1
data are available in Appepdix 2,

Summary

*

The summative evaluation of the Morey Unit described in the present
paper served to document the effectiveness of the Unig for EMR children,
and its useability in the c3§§srcam. The field-test of the Money Unit

y S
demonstrated that the Unit did, in fact,‘aighificantly increase rthe EMR
child's knowledge of maney.skills ;nd vocabulary, This increase was
greater than that obtained by eith;; 2 Control group or’a Hawthorme ;%ntrol
group.

The effectiveness of the instruction in the Money Unit was supported

b? the pretest aﬂd posttest gains, by the performance levels of individual

tems, and by the retention data. The data from rerention testing is of

-

S
-
~l
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foremost important gince they indicaté that the EMR children who had

‘received the Money Unit completely retained the skills and vocabulary

after an interval of two months. \\

€

Analyses of community iocatisn effects indicated rhat the Unit was

' highly effective in rural and suburban communities, as well as, in the

urban communities (the settfng in which the materials were developed,
-

pillot-tested, and revised). The finding that *he rural Cbntrols performed -

{
- ‘ !
significantly better than their urban and suburban counterparts suggested

that these Contrcl teachers might be engaging in special procedures or

using special materials to teach money concepts to their children. When
the Control teacheérs were asked to describe the money instruction they

had used, if any, all fesponded’ that they had taught money. Ail teacheré

w1 \

indicated that they had used materials they had develéped themselves in
addition to some worksheets and manipulable waterials from published
curriculums. 3Six of the teachers gave an estimate of the total number

of days they had spent on money instruction. The three suburbsam teachers

averaged 11 days, the two urban teachers averaged 9 days, and the one

rural teacher taught money for 32 days during the year (the other rural

5

teacher indicated that instruction was given»individually‘so that chiidren

-

gpent "as much time as they needed" receiving money instruction).
The useability of the Money Unit was alsc documented as a result

of the present summative evaluation. All of the teachers who used the

Money Unit indicated that they liked it and would prefer using 1t to -

. - p '
other instructlional materials. Most of the teachers thought the materials

\
offered more diversity than mpst other matarié{§, and were more useable, -

S .
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effective and enjoyable than other commerical materials they had used
before. Also, the teachers f%lt that the concepts covered in the Money
Uniit were iééortant and necessary in the long run.

The Money Unit presents money skills and vocabqlary which have been
identified as important to the normal developﬁent of any child, especially
the young EMR child (cf., Kolstoe, 1970; Nuffield, 1963; Peterson, 1973).
The pretest data from the present.field-test and from the formative
evaluation of the Money Unit (cf., Thurlow, Krus, Howe, Taylor, and
Turnure, 1974) indicated that these money concepts, while important for
all children ta learn,are particularly difficult for‘retarded children
to master without instruction. The ;ummativé evaléa;ion of the Money
Unit has demonstrated its effectlveness and useability in the classroc., l
and has verified the belief tﬁé} the Money Unit fulfills an dmportant

3 .

~
need in the education of the young EMR child.

5
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Footnotes

e

—
The summative evaluaticn of the Momey Unit was an extensive

et
*

T
b

ndeavor .1ich could not have succeed without the help and

(Do

cooperarion of many individuals. Appreciation is extended to all

school sy#Fems participating in the fleld-test, and especially to

kA
AR

the teschers who gllowed & great deal of testing and who responded

willingly to all requests made of them. Special thanks are due

3

to Jonl Blumenfeld Troup, who scheduled and completed all testing,

and who formed the major link between the Project and the teachers

aylor is now Supervisor of Programs for the Mentally

=
5

Retsrded in the St. Paul Public School=System. Hie address is:

Specisl Zducation Department, MR Progrgm, St. Paul Public Schools, .
£ ? -

==}

360 Colbosw=, St. Paul, Hinnesocta 55103.
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Unit Evaluation ~ & -~

1. Where did you start teaching in the Money Unit? Book Lesson
2. VWhere did you stop teaching in the Money Unit? Bock Lesson

1. Please indicate:
&. The average preparation time for each teaching pericd: minutes
b. 1he average length of each teachirg period: minutes
¢. The average number of teaching periods per five day week:

4. Please indicate the percentage of time in which instruction was given to:

Whole class Z
Small groups A

Individuals %

1. How did you feel about using the Money Unit?
I enjoyed it very much
I thought it was alright
I would rather use something else next time

2. Have you uged any other commercial materials or math texts to teach
money concepts? A YES HC
If YES, what did you use”?

a. If given a choice of materials to.use to teach money:

I would prefer to use this Money Unit rather than cthers

I would use either this Money Unit or other momey
materials; wouldn't matter

I would prefer to supplement this Money Unit with other
materials

I would prefer to use other materials all together

b, Compared to other commercial materials, was the Money Unit

More useable? . YES KO
Hore effective? YES __NO
More enjoyable? YES NO

o ——

-

3. ~Did you get tired of teaching with these materials?
Yes, the repetiveness was boring
—___ Sometimes, but the repetiveness is necessary
to teach my students
No, these materilals offer more diversity than most

o
G
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4. How important do you think the concepts covered in the Money Unit are to the
children in the long run?

All concepts are essential

Moat concepts are necsssary

Concepts are good, - << not necessary

Moar concepts are not needed

5. Do you think the children will remember the wore important money concepts
a year from now? YES NO

6. How effective were the materials:

Very effective

Eftective

Could have been more effective
Not very effective at all

|

7. How interested were the children in the Money instruction?
______ More Interested than usual
About as interested as in other instruction
Noc very interested

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Please rate the following aspects of the Money Unit in terms of their appropriate-
neass (or, completeness), for you as the teacher. Rate each item from 1 to 5, with
1 being the least appropriate (or, complete) ard . being the most appra?riatecgor,
complete). &

&, D
P~y Z
Pad &
Q &
£ ~,
Q Q
5 &
i S

&. Inservice trainiog

b. Teacher's Ed*tions, in general

¢. Introductory pages to Teacher's Editions

d. Directions to teacher irn lsssons

&, Pre-activities

f. Lesson Organizers

2. Secripts accompanying tape presentations

h. Post-activities

1. Worksheets

i. Transparencies

¥
i
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Please rate the following aspects of the Money Unit in terms of their
effectiveness, enjoyability, interest, and attemtion-focusing ability,
for the children in your classroom. Rate each item from 1 to 5, with
1 being the least effective (enjoyable, interesting, or attention-focusing)
and 5 being the most effective (enjoyable, interesting, or attention-

focusing).

of &
L7
i 8 s
g & g
W/ & &
L
1
a. Introductory lesson (for preparation)
b. Mr. Money
¢. Pre-activities
d. Tape recordings
A
.
e. Worksheets
£, Transparencies
g. Art work in books, worksheets, etc.
h, Post-activities for review
i. Post-activities to expand concepts
§. Post-activities to build skills
Did you have any problems with the pre-testing and/or
‘ YES NO

post-testing of tae unit?
f YES, what were the problems?

Where dic the pre~test results suggest that you start
teaching the Money Unit? Book_ Lesson

Did you agree with the rfcommended starting point? YES __ NO

Did you teach all the lessons between the points at
which you started and stopped instruction? YES
If NO, what did you skip?

ted
e
]

At what mental age would you recommend that children
could start in the Money Unit? —
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6. Are there any children for whom you feel the Money Unit is not appropriate?

7. How long do you think it would take your children to complete the entire
Mecney Unit?

§. How long do you think it would take your children to cover the same content
as presented in the Money Unit, without the use of the program?

9. Which of the following teacher-administered assessment devices Would you
l1ike to see added to the Teacher's Editions to evaluate the children's
progress?

Lesson tests
Book tests
_____Unit tests
___ ilone

1. Look at the sequence of the entire Money Unit, Is there any
way you would change the sequence? N YES NO
If YES, how?

2, How do you feel about the completeness of the Money dnit?
Needs more instruction at the beginning
Needs more instruction at the end
e Unit 1s complete as it is

Frequently, when a new program of instruction is introduced into a classroom,
other individuals see and react to the materials. Please rate the reactions of
any of the following individuals to the Money materials, on a scale of 1 to 5
(1 = negative reaction; 5 = positive reaction).

Principal

Parents .

Regular classroom teachers

Aldes

o Others

i

Please indicate:
a. Number of years of teaching experience (include all teaching
except student teaching)
b. Number of years teaching educationally tandicapped children
¢. Are you certified In special education? YES NO

If you have the time and the inclination, are there any suggesticns about the
testing or the materlals you would like to share with us?

Is there anything else you would like to tell us?

Er
o,
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And, a FEW more genrral questions . . . . .
These questions have "popped'up as a result of some comments we have received.

 Please let us know how you feel. ‘

Do you think the Money, Measurement and Time Program should be modified into a
program of individualized instfuction?

1.. Did you like using the Big Picture Book? Please note any suggestions
you have for making the Big Picture Book more useable and/or more affective.

2, Did you like the children to-have their own texts? Pleass note any
suggestiohs you have for making the Children's Picture Books more useable and/or
more effective.

F

3

3. How do you think the student texts should be supplied to the classroom?

Only in the form of Big Picture Books

Only in the form of individual Children's Picture Books.

In both forms, with both being used during the same
tape presentation

In both forms, with the teacher selecting the form to be
used during a given tape presentation ‘

In one form for certain books and the other form for other
books {i.e., as it is now)

4. What do you think would be the most effective and useful way to-inform the
teacher of the content of the tape presentations?
Complete script (i.e., as 1s)
Summary of script
No script at all

Please describe the room arrangement you nsed during the tape presentations f{e.g.,
children on floor around tape player, chfidren at desks with to-e player in freat
of room, etc.). Draw a diagram 1f this will clarify your responcc.

Pon ¥
S
w-‘
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Is there any other room arrangement you think would be best for optimizing the
effectiveness of the tape presentations?

S

what do you feel would be the best way to introduce a unit in the Money, Measurement
and Time Program to a teacher planning te use it in the classroom?

Inservice training session

Written document describing unit flow, books, etc.

Both inservice training and written document

The Teacher's Introduction to the Money, Measurement and Time Program was designed
to familiarize the teacher with the total program. FPlease briefly describe your
reactions to the Teacher's Introduction and any recommendations you have for =

improving it.
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Teacher Evaluations of the Money Unit.
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A. Teacher Characteristics

1. Number of years of teaching experience _
(all teaching except student teaching): X = 6,7 years
8D = 7,2
Range: 1-25

T

2. Number of years teaching educationally _
handicapped children: X = 5.4 years
SD = 5.4
Range: (0-18
3. All 10 teachers are certified in special education.
B. Teaching Characteristics

1., Average preparation time for each teaching

period: X = 15.2 minutes
SD = 8.6
Range: 5-30 minutes
2. Average length of each teaching period: X = 25.0 minutes
Sh = 6.2

Range: 15-20 minutes

3. Average number of teaching periocds per _
five day week: X=4.,9
SD = 2.0
Range: 3-10

4. Room arrangements (asked of only 4 teachers):
a. '"Children on floor around tape player with book on chart
stand in front of them."
b. "Children on floor."

XX XXX
X X

X X
tape recorder, x

X
and book over
back of chair —] ] X - teacher

¢. "Children would sit con floor around me and the big
picture book."

ffape] Be]

X b9
X pA

X b3
XX XX
Kids

£

All on floor

NOTE: None of the teachers asked felt any other room arrange-
ment would be more appropriate.

- ey
(K
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C. General Reacticns to the Money Unit

1. Item:
R
2, Item:
!
FOTE:_
3. Item:
4. Item:
5 Item:

"How did you feelabout using' the Money Unit?"

100 "I enjoyed it very much"
0% "I thought it was all right”
0% "I would rather use something else next time."

"Did you get . tired of teaching with these materials?”
2,
02 '"Yes, the repetiveness was boring.’ '
_50% '"Sometimes, but the rebetiveness is necassary- ;
to teach my students"
702 '"No, these materials offer more diversity
than most" #

L]
3

Two teachers marked both,the second and third choices,
one indicating that second cheice was appropriate

for her younger group and third choice for . her advanced
group. Another teacher indicated that even if she
sometimes b%came bored, the children never did.

"How important do you. think thergigcepts covered in
the ﬁbney Unit ate to the childrfn in the long run?"
705 "All conceﬁta are essential"

307 '™Most concepts are necessary"

0% !Comcepts are good, but not necessary?
— . i
0% '"Most concepts are not needed;

-

Do you think the children will remember the more
important money concepts a year from now?'

100% Yes - 0Z No

e

"low effective were theﬁmaterials?"
60% '"Very effective”
40% "Effective"
0Z '"Could have been more effactive’”
0% "Not very effective at all"

"How interested were the children in the Money dinstruction?”

90% 'Morz interested than usual” ;
107 MAbout as inrerested az in other instruction”
0% '"Not very interasted’

N

< g
e
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Answers to Specific Questions

1.

When asked to name other materials the teachers had used to
teach money, the following were noted:

Houghton Mifflin (3 teachers mentloned this text)
Silver Burdett (Book 1
Money Sense
Individually written unics
District sheets
, Manfpulative devices -
' Continental Press (commercial dittoa)

M /

0f the, six teachers who indicated‘they had used other materials
to;teach mouey, the following reactions were given:

NOTE:

832 "I would prefer to use this Money Unit rather’
than others"
0% "I would use this Money Unit or other money
materials; wouldn't matter”
33% "I"would prefer to Supplement this Money Anle
with other materials"
0Z "I wouild prefer to use other materials all to-
gether" :
One teacher marked both the first and the thlrd choices.
No explanation was given,

When asked to compare the Money Unit to other commercial &g}er—
{ala they had used, the Money Unit was rated as:

ftem:

Item:

AEe:

NOTE:

More usable? lOGi Yes 0% No
More effective? 100X Yes 0% No
More enjoyable? 100%Z Yes 0% No

YAt what mental age would you recommend that children
could start in the Money Unit?"

{7 responses} X = 5,0
SD = 0.8
Range = 4-6
7
"Look at the sequence of the entire Money Unit. 1Is
there any way you would change the sequence?”

0% Yes 100% ©No
"How do you feel about the completeness of the Money
Unit?"

__0% "Needs more instruction at the beginning”
20% "Needs more instruction at the end"
80% "Unit is complete as 1t is"”

One teacher indicated she sould like more tapes desal-

ing with "counting various coing’..
i




é
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£
When asked to rate the reactions of other "ifidividuals to the
Money materials, the following were given:
(Rating 1s on scale of 1 to 5 from most negative regaction to
most positive) . — "

)

4.4 Principal (n=5)
4.8 Parents {n=7
4.8 Regular classroom teachers (n=7)
5.0 Aldes (n=6) .

5.0 Others (n=2) :

-

ftem: "Which of the following teacher—administered devices

would ycu like to see added to the Teacher's Editions
to evaluate the children's progress?”

402 Lesson'tests
70X Book tests

_60Z Unit Eeqts
0Z None

NOTE: Most teachers responded more than once. Orne teacher
} not marking a specific choice indicated that there
., should be tests:after "every few'" lessons.
-
Item: "Are there any children for whom you feel the Money
Unit is not appropriate?"

Responses;:

"I feel that some childfen in my room were not
ready for"

"All children get something of value from most of
the Unit but last part of {Book IV is too difficult
for all but a few."”

"I believe Books 1 & 2 are appropriate for any
child, but Books 3 & 4 should only be taught

to those who understand mumbers 1-100."

"No" (teachers) )

"Some could not handle it in a group situation.'
“Yes, after the exact value of the coins."

"No, I felt all my children needed the unit."
"Those that have no interest in learning money."

1

(2N

Item: '"How long do you think it would take your children to
complete the entire Money Unit?" (a) "How iong do you
think it would take your children to cover the same con-
tent as presented in the Money Unit, without the use
of -the program?’ (b)

. (@ (b)
4 months NR
16 weeks ?
3~4 months 1 year
6 months a lot longer

4 months; some shorter will vary 2-6 months
f\ -
?ég
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{a) (cont.) (b) (cont.)
Couldn't complete because - NR
of ability levels .
2 years (because of "With a comparable buildup
math ability) of skill 1t should be
, ‘ . Py equal."
' 1 full year "It would be hard to say"
about 3 months "A lot longer to cover

' content and understand
: it - 6 months”
4-6 months "Forever!"

< E. Teacher Reactions to Specific Aspects of Money Unit (mean rating
on scale of 1 to 5, from negative to positive; the number in paren-—
theses is the n) - ,

Appropriateness Completeness ' Average

<

1. In-service training 3.9 (8) 3.7 (9) 3.8
2. Teacher's Editions, general 5.0 (9) 5.0 (10) 5.0
3. Introductory pages 4,3 (10) 4.4 (10) 4.4
4. Directions to teacher in
lessons 4.7 (10) 5.0 () 4.8
5. Pre-Activities 4.8 (10) 4.7 (9) 4.8
6. Lesson Organizers 4.7 (10) 4.7 (9) 4.7
7. Scripts for tapes 4.9 (10) 4.9 (9) 4.9
; 8. Posg-Activities 4,7 (10) 4.2 (9) 4.5
" 9. Worksheets 4.2 (10) 4.3 (9) 4.2
16. Transparencies 4,5 (10) 4.2 (9 4.4

F. Children Reactions to Specific Aspects of Money Unit (mean rating by
teacher on scale of 1 to 5, from negative to positive} all 10 teacnerv
responded to every item).

LN

Effective- Enjoy~ Interest Attention Average

ness ability . Focusing
1. Introdé&tory Lesson 4.8 4.8 4,7 4,7 4.8
2. Mr. Money 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9
3. Pre~Adtivitiesg 4.7 44 4.5 4.6 4.6
4. Tapesi 4.8 A9 4.6 Z.é 4.7
5. Worksheats 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.1
8. Transparencies 4.0 3.9 3.8 4,0 3.9
7. Art Work 4.1 4.2 4,1 4.0 4.1
8. Post Acts: Review 4.8 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.6
9. Post Acte: Expand 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.3 4ok
Q 10. Post Acts: Skills 4.5 6.5 7 4 hod 4.4
S5
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. Specific Questions about Materials in generzl {as!
p

Did you like using the Big Picture Book?"

100Z Yes 0%Z No

"Did you like the children to have their own texts?"

337 Vv s 667 No (3 responses, one teacher did
not use them)

Specific Comments:

'One large teacher bouk for all to focus upon seems more
reasonahle for young and distractible children."
the big picture much better than the individual
books., Much easier to hold classes attention th
big looks; didon't use individual books."
it would be helpful if it [Big Picture Book] could stand
up without . alding {t."

ke

o] Tear - Tay

2. lte How do you think the student ter's should be supplied
to the classroom?"

0% "Only in the form of Big Picture Books."

0% "Only in the form of individual Children's Picture
Books"

25% "In both forms, with both being used during the
game tape presentation”

50%_ "In both forms, with the teacher selecting the
form to be used during a given tape presentation."

25% "In one form for certain books and the other
form for other bocks (i.e., as it is now)"

b, item: 'What do you think would be the most effective and
useful way to inform the teacher of the content of
the tape presentations?”

1007 Coumplere script (as it 1is)
0% Summary of seript
0% ¥o seript at ali
w. Item: "Do you think the Money, Measurement and Time Program
o should be modified into =2 program of individualized

instr ction?" (1 no response)

!%geSvf
"No, teacher can individualize herself as she sees
, fit -~ the children need some whole group instruc-
tion."

"Yes. The beginning works fine in a gro p, but when
the money counting begins - it almost has to be
completely one to one.”

oy
LR

3
' K
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5. TItem: '"What do you feel would be the best way to introduce
& unit in the Money, Measurement and Time Program to a
teacher planning to use it in the classroom?”

25%  In~-service training
0%Z Written document describing unit flow, books, etc.
7°%  Both in-service training and written document.

H. Teacher Comments (ones not specifically elicted by queationnaire)

1. "™ eliminated some post-activities that were too difficult
(counting by 5's for example) - I went ahead and taught value

of half dollar."”

2. 'l loved ceaching the unit and hope to do it again - I think I
could do better next time but felt very comfortable teaching it,
I can hardly wait to start weasurement.” ’

3. 'More tapes for post-activities. Childrem enjoy them and learn
from them. This has been an enjoyable experience of practical
value to the youngsters. I appreciate very much the opportunity
of using these materials and I extend my thanks for being
allowed to keep them.

"I realize my comments have not been specific, but the unit
is so vomplete it is difficult to pinpoint spots whare it could
be improved. However, I believe more tapes would be --lpiul.

"The coins on the worksheet are not clearly picti .ed and
there was often confusion between the nickel and quarter as
children worked on them.

"Unit tests as parts were completed would also be helpful.”

4. "I would recommend that the children have concepts of the
numbers 1-10C before starting this program.”

5. "It was an absolute pleasure to teach this unit! Everything

was all together and ~ organized. I didn't have to search

anywhere for supplementary materials, like I usuclly do!"

"I knew this unit really worked when a mother mentioned at
conferences that 'Now he asks for doilars. He used to ask for
nickels and dimes!' Hatl"

7. "T 1s very pleased with the entire money unit. I ouly wish
I _ould have finished it this year. The class wes very
enthusiastic about "Mr. Money.' It was a time during the day
that they looked forward to.

"I felt they (children) learned and retained most of the
concepts presented. I am looking forward to the resuits of rhe
post-tests."

o

8. "I think some provision must be made for individual differences.”
9. "It was very hard for my students to recognize coins on the

worksheets. It would be nice to have pictures of actial coins
instead of illustrations."

10. "My children lost interest after a month or so because of the
same pattern followed in the lessons. The idea of giving each
student his own workbook restored interest.!
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"ITo start Honey Unit, the children] must have some number
ability - and interest in money."

"1 found the program easy to comprehend. The problems that
came up had nothing to do with your program content - But
rather with students time to do activities. We do much inte-
gration sc there was no chance to do the unit daily.”

"I really enjoyed the organization of the lessons and the
children loved Mr. Money." ,

"Add more worksheets. The kids enjoy the unit -- money 1is

& highly motivating subject, 'they really liked Mr. Money

and the pictures. The organization is great! I never could
have taught such a chorough unit. My kid's parents have even
mide positive remarks about their children’s progress.”




Y

(=]

o

FOHNTCAL REPORTS

Unfversity of “lunesota Research, Development anc Demoustration
Center in Faucation of Handicapped Crildren

(floce of publication shown in parenthu.es vhere applicavle)

nTo~, MO Thatlew, tumure & A Taylov. Summa

. - ztive evaluation of the Time with the Clock Uait of the Money,
M arenvat aed Tim Program. Rescardh Report #73. October 1974.
fran, M Vrl w7 tttaure & A Tayler. Summative evaluation of the Heasuremenl of Welght Unit of the ™aney,
Mesureront cmd Tt brogran, Research Beport #72. October 1974.

1o, ot Dariow, o luinure & A, Tiylo¢, Sumnative evaluation of the Xeasurement of length Unit of the Money,
VoS uToneni

s oda
wrd e Program.  Research Report #71.  October 1974,

Krua, ™ Tharlew, {. Ininure & Ao Tavier. Surrmtive evaluation of the Money Unit of the Honey, Measureme t,
ot Lo Progran. deseasle Twport #7000 October 1874,

Fru., M nL."ln'w T turnure, A, Taylor & R. Howe. The formstive evaluation desisn of the Vocabulary Cevelop-
mest Project Uccasfonal faper #31. Octodber 1874,

Koy r"’ew, J Horrobin, L. Wangsnwess & J, Svansen, The severe n.ture of verbal learning defiegits in preschont
jown's Syndvere (ronpoloid) children. Research Repurt #39. August 1974,

Rivgel Reliability cf chilaren's sorting strateglies using alternste forms of the SORTS *eut, Research Report
ahK August 1974,

“i.0vr, D unrea, & M. J. Harlow., Post-secondary programs for the deaf IY1. Interval view. Reszsrch feport

(oY)
Rt A seizthar=tic =~el for the benmrvioral classificalion ot envirenments. (ccasicnal Paper 29 July 1974,
srus, w Bart & P_. Alrasian, Orvdering theory ané metheds, Ocoaslonal Papar #28. July 1%.4.

colatd & 4 Chitodeau  Selective attention of {wpulsive and reflsctive childrem., Kescarch Report £66. Julvy
=

B. Best & 7, Moores. The acquisition of sign languaze in deaf children of deaf parents: Preprecs
search Report #65. June 1974,

ta to predict intellecrusl and educational fuactiondng lengitudina’ly
ry #64, Juna 1974,

.

st Aoy 1 b s dnhudldual difforens o tn wevalueacing cumpensatory education progrems. (Occaslunal Paper £2

sor ol Gaeorale of

~gre 0 dn the regulation of venavier. Resesvch Report 63, June 197,
Buiu~., J- h’yndﬁr‘, & J. Turnure. A sesantic-relational-concepts based theorv of languageescquisition as
3p taed tu Down's Syndrovte childres. Isplicerfon for # lanpuage enhancement progtasts, Research Reputt §82.
May 1974,

Mooves, 4, hariow, & &, Fisher Post-sscondsry programs for_the deaf: 17, External vims. Research Report
#nl. Marh lv74, :

Miures, ¥ darTiow, & s. Planzr. Post-secendary programs for the deaf. I, Intr roduction and d cwegvies  Rescaren
feport #00 March 1974, -

=

hrus. Synopalz of hasiu_theory and technigues of order analvzis, Occasicnal Paper #26. April 1.4

Samuclu, J. 3plroff & n. Sinper Effect of pictures and contextusl conditions on learning fo read. ‘twasional
Paper #2%  March 1974

Tavior, ¥ Thurlow & J. Turnure. Elaborstion as sm instructionel techmiguz in the vocabulary davelopzent of
PR children. Research Report §5 March 1974, .

Sulwm & J. Turnure. The .alveérsality of self-gepevated varbal medisrors as s means of enharcing semary pros
cemses Research Report 258, January 1374,

L tosrwdn, attor uf programs for hearinz izpaired children: Rep .1 of 1872-73

v
7. (ecerber

a

valu
973,

Moores, . ¥elss, & B

Research Report €5 1
Tarnure & ¥ charlesworth, D, Moores, J. Ryndcra, ¥. Horrobia, §. Saruels, & R, Woznisk. Azerfcan Psychol-gical
Assoclation Sympostun Papers, Occssioual Paper ?24 Dsece..,bér %73, .

Butum. Interrugative typis of pareutsl speech to langusge learning -haldren, a lnzulstic universall? Research
Report £56.  Lecember 1973,

Xrus  An outline of the hastc concepts of ovder anszlyais., Jecaslonsl Paper #23. Februsry 1974.

£rus.  Orde _analyais: A fortram program for generalizable mulridimensional snalysis of binary data metrice
Occasional VFaper 222 Noverber 1973.

3srt  The pseudo-problem of 10, Occazional Paper #21. Ocrober 1973,

Tursere & X. Thurlow. Veibs! elaboration sad the sphanceasat of lappuase sbilitlse in ths penially vetarded®
The yole of intsrrogative sentence-forma. Occaslionsl Faper £20. Ocrober 1573,




[ Sy [ te IR Y Yo tory basod experaaent woprogram tor terching poor readers b pee b
. 1o Coareh beport #ar. Septenher 1973
' \ ' ! P YR I O ool wntal trerds the generation vd arrlicoation of o actative e

' oo T by R g e ser e wed diinddren lne SORTS test  Research Report #av Ampest s,
: P oy RN G wo gt fonef specithe reteroaee In the Magufotdc systen of a deaf ontle ot
. T R S A S PR WI TS i SV
" R oo At o tree Pramewors o cogeitive stroctures. Occasienal Paper 719, June a97d
P [ . oo Ty e oty Tarly language Beveloprept 1&1Lit‘n((’)7all\%§‘i(y of rebuses vod olpns
cade ol e I e T4
hd e, T arae batroas ot orenrin, response, respens:s latemey skd ot imulus Jhotce in v.hhdrcn LRl [RSrR T
5 . 5 TEDRRUNRE, SSIARLIE CELRLS, T are
e oo tabomgy ot #y! May 1973,
: Hooaameel o o el wto aclodty, readiny and mental retardition. Oceasional Paper F17. May 1873,
' o Lo b, %ebarionerops arong T, boarnteg abtlity, end jn’gs}ilng achivienent _ Occasional Paper vl
w, oA,
s, Ny Buaae b et e et 1y .,..‘i(tv(nll Tinpolata, envirinme t qi;:m}".a‘;_ _and__-l‘gwr"e. Sy wirone “"LQ&G}H} e oL e
Voreis Vit hesearch Repord W1, iy 1973,
TL AT ot L S ln A mastery based edparireatal progras for teaching mentally reterds d_hildren word
fovo e Y reaning nvmprgh&'n%lun wkille through vse of hy nthesis/test procedures xesearch Report 190,
R v Ak sle_tarougn nse of ! Lhnesas/tent Prote ity
Moy ety
feoow et Toe procena of cogattive struoture_cor Researcn Report §49. April 1973,
wl 3.0 Cle stttartory development in deal + lanzuage and cognitive developrent. Orcasfu il
J inent LA iLive Bf Ve
crer 415, April 197}
S0 R0 Ry o0, A Tawlor, & F Duaner The effects of t ning In the use of_grouping strate on the learning and
we el oL An the use Ol Brouping strat ni:
Ty capralities of young iyRﬁini_lﬁ_r_t N, R search Report #4%., April 1973
G3. F. uoca s Y Thriow Ime jatercy of {orwird a' | ba socfatien responses {n an elaboratio task.

Re earch Report #47 Mar.h 1973,

R R Ricael & A aavier. strategles in the classreun

wceasional Paper #l4 March 1673,

for young handicapped chaldren

el
-t
[}

. Occasional Paper §13. Febraary 1
P 7

w5, 0 ¥oores. 1y _chilithuod specfal educatrizn for the

Y, R, ®ivy Y AT T aveen aof :nvvu“m} -:ﬂh;_vw%__t’:;r A.:m.m negt rn‘mm}‘rrfn‘.z ”';“‘”1_"‘? booeda it o
sty e e e b ey ctar e ot Hen, Rescarch Repert Ahbe o Rere v 473

“ Yoo et i bate o v deratons I wtiltzing mothers as _tutors. of their very viung retard led or potearial L
tefarae 1o phiren woasional ?’:qn v 412, lanuary 1973,

44 g Brofuinke, 7V, ks & 1, Crasg. q”LiP_l_:iC\. ptarce c. mildl y_retard fed \xfﬁi‘}szr_iiirpf}qr_(e rooms and vrgatar
cla s s Bonears a Cepart #48S, Jaruary 1973

e 0 Toemee & ' lhurlow.  Too e Flects ol
Bueovarch Reporsy #94, tanuary 197
ot teatal retrddency s fa press)

of interrogat
3 Study

(x"ﬂceed

ive elq 7"3 tioms on the lear
ings of ¢t Lonad 4

V. b, wum e S s homuels Atrention apd reading achicvercnt in fiy grade_boys_and g Research Report 7

.oomber 1972 {Ton- “'“,“f,.:,iii‘,cﬂ,‘,‘EE‘LF_?}"_hi‘.é‘_‘ﬂ! 1974, f_)_b_, 9 37)

S LN ey 1, A. Tavlor, 8. Clarren, & F, Danner. Trairning educd dren tu use anso latfve

provging strateg fes tor the organization aad gv o_f vsearch ®opert E
New onter 172 -

. bowicsel, F o oDanner, & A, Davlor  Steps in gequince. | { Nildren to uas stoates
sivn tor learnlng  Developrent -{(';\().C #.. November 1972.

S3 AL e tor, Mo Dharlow, & 7 Turnure The teache’ rgran. Development
oottt #1 March 1%03

" J. Turwe B M Dnurlow. i oetierts of sfructural variarfons in elaberation on learning by normal_and PMP ohtl-
Mre Gosetron nepart Hd4. 0 Sepremofr 1970,

54 A D lon & Render Viriatiias of stv oepy training and the vocognition wemory of TMR chiidren Rewear h Hoy ot

T ETICTTILATE i P LA S0 ‘V'yn‘uli'i\:f‘drr‘:’gAlg nal, in press.)

Gh, D eeres, O Molnrvre, s kooWdctwa, Fualuation of programe tor hearing impalred ohd tdrer: Report of 1971270

rorearch Poport #3900 Septerber 1972,

57 B Rabin Follow np of appitoants b admisston to graduy
£ holy 197,

_prograns in special clucation O ¢ defonal Paper

s
b Moer ommi atden =+ some waanwered guestions and soneungeeationed ant .o rs evasional Faper #10,
Taly 1472

wd produs tton_of eff

retive elahoraticas_hy "MF O 12

Wi A, Ti ocor & S, Whitely. Overt verhaiizition and the cantly . 0T,

2 Rem acch Report #3R. June 1972. (Ametlcan Journal ofufg_r_l‘tj;_l__l_‘:l_ic_i(_"\_“v. in prens. !

.
17

H

.-




' L e oo rodt g ed (b iMrens orpandzatfonal strategies by carpling uvert grovpings,
[ ottt ] o
! Coa L I o, M Hwtherue The relation of visual and auditory_aptitudes to first grale
O e gy e rd_ard ays Resvaren Report 3o, May 1072
" [ [ : . sy a1l acguired by low readers raught in regnlar clasereons usdng lirnoal
N ' T RS Mav [u02
. L STV N bl e leotation dn cntldren | Vargations in procedures and desige. Resear~h Report #34.
ey
CL . . N . A o the e b mechiod of multfddmeasiorsl soddrg _n_f {tur s Hewearoh Repol® #313 Mareh
N
H
' AP [ETIEN PR Pty ot vardepe anstrastion and r'infl)rrgm('mwr) ‘e o the lesraing ot 3 throe-
Lo b s r by mars ty owonwal cuiideen Research Repoert #3200 March 1972
e Lh A Mrestedeoss s rentally retanded ebildren as a tuotion v o0 v erneriteotor ant
[ roears co'cpentt iyl Myrcl, 1472
T HEE IR SN 4 4 ' v cate uaar b deTheerdng odvoatlonal geradovse 1o Dawn's
L R Tyt (reov st b gt Cuacdl tor Tres, toonid Choldeon, "pec1al Nitlonal wonfer-
. Mo, e, wTL
. . s A Coae Do and nodstional f v traintng {n hild-en’s leamad Reesiron Repart 29
. (I LT oot o Caperfoeeral thETE Py chology, Inopress.)
. - ot T o hbsration phens rna tn cursery schoor children, Pewcanh Regort #2280 Ih o oeathaor
' N L 1 coLe (1_ LJ“,{, "f\w"ll__‘l“’l“_‘_ [‘._C"\ of the 1974, Fi=tu.)
Yo a0t , dirior of progy e for_hearing {npadred rnfldren Researeh
[P S Ve T
’ ' vt f Ny rming e rad Avsttigue of the rosearch 0 casd pal Paper S0 Noverher
. o . Soaaterat or o e e b e gy with Prpeoands on M ooes Ruterrs rawersiateg Twil.)
. - R T IR A AR IR A A R A 5 LRI Lenears h Report #200 N oremter 1971
4 D [ Yoor Debderasear ard toa prometdon ot tranfor of rati g o et icaTe enr allg per et
o s . Pogehor 1) flairn 1 oot uur,"‘»u:tz‘ tapid oot o T by - o
P PR Flagoratd a tradodng and wer»alization as fuotors faciliratdny rerarde!
Y S o cararlt R ey 24 Octvoer 1970, (T cinai_ ot P tsomel Parchi by, dn pres )
) f R oo e, ,oo e r ot S
- L
' . . o . IR S
. i : ! ' P Yoo A
o Coe e e S N T S A O R A TSRS VL YO S S
[ A [ B et o Meaeal vt lirey, An o presaag
" A e, Te Nt Yars, Pravails ww oor ’tl'v\ilg giaahl ftiey - Hm“.x:_u, sty Al reonmme T A
e Ty [ TN CEprweft o1 0 tone 3] tor rscepiroal Caildren Conve vt ion, Miard boson,
Lril, T
i, sl e e 0 darnan ontal elaroratfon and the orreeafon of mediatioaal rescarch. Livr lecpra of vesbold
TS S T vt Ly retatden  Peseans o Report #1900 June 1901 (el o vrfresy rRL0
‘ Lo TN 1L TNESUS )
- L e T gt ovhe s o apeehe rerardatiog twcasional Faper f8, Mav 1971
B S Maore s A tmesstigation of the pavii tioguistis funotloniag ot deaf adele ewr o Pesear- keport e My
PRI oy rpt ol Cubodren, 1970, 36 Aub-RiD )
. Lo Fooeat o Lench ooy manaal comauantration,  Oceasional Paper #7, April 1971 {Fesynote Altlrensy, 7 o
e st o W Ao, toancdl tor Laoeptioral Childret Aaan ) foavention, Mav Bea b, Aprid 3901
ot Foo T v, s Tatwen, &% Prlow,  Two stadies on verbal elaberat{on fn spectal pojonlations 1 The ottect. of
[ injir., M bvfuenoc of tracater of traring desearch Repore #17 Aprll 1471 tedy 7 R B RIS
| FEC RIS LAY IS S O S TR N I D A LR A
¥y A L ) TRy et Alternit{ves to speclal o lass placezent ¢ r edurable rentally rituded QM“"F\
o) Py i ‘aroch 1971 thovne on Ix o tienal Children, 1971, 3, 1-17 0
. R o alie coaet e edbat o of the deat fnothe sovier Untar, Oceanfonal Caper #5 Fohroary U171
[ RTIRLE FUR TR LR PN AN 377-38% )
M , i, P Martinan, A Rartiolds Uru ol w oo, appropiatencas, traraforgation snd con o anion v i
[ G Wows crih ®eport 816, rsbraary 19730 tarerican tducatfonal R scudch fauworiar on Aovieil 4o
oo et anpR o metruay 19710
- 1 o e, Vartaerdone Anporr gl s hoddsf e e leg Heqearch o port 1S Tty 147 [V
A [ A }
w3 AR A My urederstanding as 4 posslhle crvataliter o, cognltfve st \'Hn"-g. Cuoammiona s {a Taer
1% 1, (v rerman fobe o iomad Researoh Jonrnoai, P90 48T § 2 . .




