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e West Virginia Legislature passed a bill to establish ang
» &

¥

fund a statewide Early Childhood Education Program (ECEP). One of the
objectives of the program was that of replacing the independent %indergarten

progras.

ED122957 ° -

.During°the 1971-72 school year Mencer Count& established 12 Early Chiidp
hood Education;éenters (in existing elementary schooti buildings) which accom-

» \\ ! ’
, \\\ modated 474 children who were five years of “age. Asba_rgles;shjldren enter

when they are six years p]d.\
! ! ) e

the first grade in-West Virginia's public schoo
Parents were to send their chil&ren to the centers' n a voluntary basis; i.e.,

the-statewide ECEP was not compulsory. The children. ere to attend a one-half

13 day session each day of a five-day week. §

_ For the 19?2 73 school year the student enro]lment grew to 829; while
ajn 19?5 76 over 1, 000 students swere participating in the ECEP prggram with

aore than 20 centers in existence. Parental 1nvo]vement along with program

/ QC) 01entat1on and classroom activity are important. components of the program

'} Statement of Purpose. . The purpose of this paper was to present an eva]-

uat%on gesign for assessing the Mercer County s ECEP. Due to the. newness of
the | regram and to the-neglect on the part of the State Department of Education~—=—
~~~~~ to pro 1de sufficient gu1del1nes for evaluation, Mercer County has not begun.

~10 ut111%€ any formal type of evaluation toward determining whether or not what

is expecteg to happen in its ECEP has happened or is happenlng:’/Thus, an
L . 4 ’ I -~ .
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_in part, by the purpose of the evaluation.

kY

Lﬁ -
intent of this paper was to provide a general framework;for evaluation of

the ECEP which accommodates all empirical questions regarding the effectiveness
N ?

of the program designed to accomplish specific objectives.

[

Qog]s of the Program.

Briefly listed below are the broad goals of the
program: |

1. To elop the ch11d S positive se]f concept as‘demonstrated by his

social* and.emdtional reactions to 51tuations

2. To increase his world of people and experiences. . K
3. To'develop his emotional stability.. p

~
~
s

4.‘ To enhance-his growth in self-reliance and self-direction. ~

‘of life.

6. . To develop his skills and competencies in communication and social

'relationships;

7., To help him think lggically as he so]ves\prob]ems related to his
éxperiences.
8. To increase his competency and skill in physical cgordination.

9. To develop his appreciation for the aesthetic.

Collection of Data.

The time schedule for collecting data is determined,
In general, one of the following
three“procedures can be used to describe any given eva]uation data collection
time schedule as ““?“be applied to ECEP:

1. Data collected at one point if times This schedule allows a cohparison

of the eva]uation modeT expectation and the program at a specified point in time.

w 2

5. To assist him in understanding and appreciating our démocratic way\\\\\q,

N

N\
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2. Data collected at tﬁo’poiéts in time, as exemplified by the classical
pre- and hbst-test,gqhedu]e. This schedule allows an analysis of cﬂange and a
. compatison of’the observed change’ aqg the expected change, as defined by the
model. = _ ‘ e ~ “

3. ‘Longitudineg eva]uapid s, generally, cdﬁ]ect data q? Qg{tical points
over a long period of time (i.e., more than a year). This schedule allows an
5na1ysis of éhangé,-és in 2'abeve, but withta greater degree of SOphistication:
s ’

w

. ‘%)‘..

R Criteria 'and Instrumentation. Evaluation, even the most casual, matches

chservation to a mode] and makes a judgment regarding thé exacéness of fit be-
tweén the two. The mode] may be clearly defined or it may be loosely def1ned
anq, in fact, take on a def1n1tion as a resu]t of the evaluation process
‘(Provus, 1971).. In eiyher case, it is necessarymto decide yhat prpgram vari-
ables gre to be used-¥BHQEScrjbe and define Eﬁe model and the program. .These~
variables or objecti#es-sE:,Ihe criieria which ma} be used in the eva]uhtion
of the ECGEP. The fo]1ow1ng are examp]es of .variables which may be used to des-
cribe models and programs: s |

-

1. Expected outcomes_in tenﬁéﬁath;jjidren's behavior change or learning
v L - - ’ . -

'dhd devé]opment, as 1ﬁd1cated in pregr objeépives‘
2. Implementation of program procedures, incTuﬂiggj I S
A. staff behaviors (teachers, aides,. etc.) )
- B. Materials and equipment available and ways uti]ized.
'C. Natupe and arrangements of physical space and plant.
3. Extent and.quality of parent and community involvement,

The ECEP_evafuation‘may use many types of instruments to collect data. Instru-




ments should be apvapriately related to, the variablee.gi.e.{"criteria) which S
define the model and ECEP. The ECEP evaluation may seiect inétrunsnts of the.
e b fd]]owing jeneral types' . ) ﬁ ‘T -
1. Instruments for use in ﬂetermining the progress of the chi]dren (cog-
* <nitive, affective -and perceptual-motor domains) o R
'A Standardized tests {group or individual) 1nc1ud1ng achievement
deve]opmenta] intelligence, and readiness tests.
>~ B. Teacher constructed tests. y
| €. Observations by staff, parents, chi]dren: specialists and others.
D. Interviews and questionnaires (inciuding sel f-reporting question-
.<hx . naire¢) completed by staff, chi]dren, parents, and specialists.
E. Children's”products. ,
2. Instruments for use in- determining the effectiveness of the learning
environment. . o . -
. A. Observation of organization of the physical piant and space.
B. Observations and qqestionnaires regarding the use of materials
and equipment. | ] * } '

3. Instvuments for use in determining the effectiveness of staff be-

havidptu) | ’ Q}\ ‘jr\\

A. Observations. 'y ¢
. - B. Interviews. T
C. Questionnaires.

D. Rating scales,
'
)_ 4. Instruments for use in determining the quantity and quaTity of parent
involvement ‘

5
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A. Interviews.
B. Questionnaires.
C. Observations. ‘ ¢

5.  Instruments for use 1n determining the quantity and qualit} of

v community involvement.

e .

A. Interviews.
B. Questionnaires.

C. Observatiofis. :
. . & s
Analysis of ECEP Objectives. Prior to going into the specifics of an .

Sberational model for ECEP evaluation, the program obﬁectives should be
/ . - ' . 3
explicated. Following are two i]}u@trations which tend to lend an under- ‘
. ‘, . ’
. standing to the objectiveslof early childhood education;

4
T )

’ School readiness

Custodial T - Program ,
Socialization : objectives .
Edﬁcqtiqpal . (examples)
‘ Y . x 4 -
Perceptual- ) _ - ' o Intermediate
motor . Interpersonal Language — : objecqtvea
T i . : Y : (examples)
’ L . ’ ] Instructional
Labkling Discrimation Classification ——— objectives
N . (examples)

{(Analysis of objectives of individual programs)




ed

Content

Art

Music -—2-—-=torm

Culé_;.lral pluraliem

Self-knowledge

L -
. u'l:';' - “" ] ] ‘J
‘%ﬁ.‘ . f e N
L | .
. . . ' ’ - I Py
R ' Cognitive «————% Affective €———>Psychomotor
4 N .3
% g: Problem solving -- Achievement.motivation -- ‘Running ’
Fd .
Process Créativity, —————— Pers:tste‘nce { Balénci'ng |
(Means, o .
procedures, Language -—————=-=— Delay of gratification - Talking
methodology) o~ '
i " Reading =---——=--—— Intra-personal ———-- ——— Wril:i{fg
. Interpersonal .
- . 5 .
’ , Self-actualization
Autonomy Products
. (Performence,
. Adjustment ends, goals,
v ) object(lv;)
< y. -
F' Mathematics —----— Morality _ '
L} e
Science --—-—--—} Religion .
A . Social stqdies ——— Ethnic pride a

f.

i -

(Analysis of intermediate objectiﬁks -- represéntative)

Gﬁnerating Alternat{ves.

Stuffiebeam (1971) notes that altdrnatives may

be defined in two ways, either explicitly or implicitly, by statiqy‘a rule.

, which could be used to generate aII possible relevant aTternatives. =Decis1on,

makers must exercise Judgments in determining how many alternatives should be

-

generated for consideratﬁon and what level of resources 3hould be expended in

generating them.

~ )
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Decision-making. Decision-making, accofding:to Stufflebeam, includes

four stages 1.) Becom{ng‘awane that a deciston 1s needed, 2.) Designing the

™

situation, 3 ). Choos1ing among a]ternatiues and 4.) Acting upon the chosen

alternative.

The decisiopﬂmaking process must be kept in mind throughout the}eva]hatioﬁ‘
B 8

of thelEéEP. . Planning decisions sbould be viewsd as oecdrring in general sek-

* tings, while structuring, implementing, and recycling decisions ehould be viewed-.

as occurring in spee1fic homeostatic, idcremental, or neomobiTistic settings. -

v

An ECEP Evaluation Model. Following on page 8 is a model which illustrates

the ch1ef components needed for evaluat1ng the ECEP. This writersdogs not pur-

port that\the model 1s. incTusiye. Other areeis of the ECEP, e.g., phﬂkal space

utitization, could be inciuded in’ the model However, the madel does Anclude

%
the essential components mh1cﬁ are needed for an empirical evaluation. %Depen-

dent upon the nature of the educational program befhg evaluated, the components
. '

. ‘it
e,

It should be noted that the eva]uation of the ECEP has 1o be an ongo1ng

vary from one evaluation to another.

process It w111 be more formative than summat1ve evaluat1on/,/ﬂeverthe1ess.

"since no formal evaluation has been‘Hone thus far with the ECEP. summative

results for the 1971-72 and 1972-73-school years Wil represent a starting
point for the evaluation procedures. . It cannot be over emphasized that gec1sion-
making has to be taken into serious consideration at the beginning of ‘the evalu-

- P

ative process. , .
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GOALS

AN ECEP EVALUATION MODEL

- OATA COLLECTION)

DECISION 1

-_g

T

CRITERIA ALTERNATIVE —
Student - Affective Classroom Behavior « .01 level of signif- 1. Correlate with- 1. Use fn future
’ Inventory (CBI) icance on most of 12 - other scores measurement,
- subscales. Pre-post tognitive). 2. Oiscard:
B test design. 2. Eliminate test. items.
Cognitive ITlinois Test of Score of 60 months 1.. Comparison between 1. Formative.
§ Psycholinguistic or more. subtests. , . Summative.
: AbiTities (ITPA) Pre-post test design. 2. Give another test. ~ 2. Favorable.
N . : _ o Unfavorable.
Psychomggor Gesell Developmental National average for 1: More teaching in 1. Formative.’
Designs (GOD) 5-year old. Pre- psychomator. 2. Summative.
' . .post test design. 2. Unsupérvised physi- 1. Favorable.
- ' ? ological -play. 2. Unfavorable.
Learning Effective Use Qbservation 75% constructive - 1. Eliminate. 1. Favorable.
Materials Questionnaire utilization 2. Combine material. 2. Unfayorable.
3. Revise material. ° 1. Formative.
. 2. Summative.
Faculty Excellent Observation 85% expectation - . 1. Alter approach. " 1. Retain.
. teaching - Questionnaire " T 2. Revise curriculum. 2. Replace.
performance Rating scale . ' |
a — _ ‘ _
Parental Participation Qbservation 70% of parents 1. Increase publicity. 1. Favorable.
Involvement and under- Questionnaire 2. Program orientation. 2. Unfavorable.
) standing ' . - :
LIRS - -
N * .

]
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e
Political Implications. Due to the fact that the ECEP is a state-funded

project, it <is inevitable'that certain political pressures from the local
school board and State Department of Education will be inferred upon the
"evaluators-of the program. Many times certain administrators want a "rosy™
presentation of_their programs rather than an objective, real assessment.
*Thus, an outside consultant (evaluator) should play the role of conducting

the eva]uation or evaluating the evaluation.

Conclusion. Teachers responsible for the learning experiences of children
will evaluate each cnild in terms of his.progress toward specific objegtives.
Students, too, will make Judgments~about_ﬁhat“theyihave Tearned and the extent
to which they have accomplished that which thEy gbect to attain. Parents wi]ﬂ
evaluate tﬁeloutcomes of the program in tepms of what they think their children
are or are not achieving. g ‘

) To pérfpnm the necessary functions, the evaluation program at all 1eveis of
the ECEP must: | T | _
1.. Be consistent with the objectives bf the program. o z
] 2. Be as comprehensive in;scope as are tne oajectiues of the pro;ram.
3. Be sufficiently diagnostic to distinguish various levels of perfonmance'

. _ !
or mastery.attained and describe the strengths and weaknesses in the processes

as well as in the product of the performance. o

.4. Have validity, the capacity of the-évid€nce to describe what it was de-~
signed to describe. (Validity mnst'take precedence over econpmy of time, ease
of apministration etc.) ’

5, Organize the evidence secured from different instruments and on different

10
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-aSPects of the evaluation program into a total pattern <- a meaningful por-

" trait of individuals and groups, separate entities and coordinated wholes.

6. Bg’a continuous process and an integral part of the deve]opm;ﬁt and
improvement of the ECEP. e

Eva]uation at any ]eve] and by any category of penp]e is thUs conceived
as an 1ntr1cate and complex beginning with the formulation of objectives
iIt 1nv0]ves decisions about the ﬁeéns of securing evidence on the achievement

of these obJectives, the process of 1nterpretat10n of meanings of the evidence

and Judgments about the strengths and neaknesses of participants and partici-

" pation in the pgogram components. The end result is decisions about the needed

changes and improvements in the program.

4 .
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