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Proface

The reason for developing EMIS is simple. The cbild development field,
and other related social service delivery sysiens have made great strides
forward, but in many cases ir ignoraace of related areas, EMIS is a tool,

a comprehiensive tool to amalyze all avenues involved in a social service
delivery system. In crder to analyze a system totally, I propoie that an
ecological approach must ke implenzated to analyze 3ll patterns of interaction,
EMIS ig based on five years of ecolojical researchy it is concernad with the

141

theory of the group, the theory of interactionsz of children in day care. We
are concerned theoretically with the temporal and spatial characteristics
of interactional patterns in groups. We are concerned with information
processing in groups, in analyzing interactional patterns both verbally,
socially and motorically. EMIS hopefully will make a con*ribution in the
fields of child development theory, evaluation reseazch and cybernetics.
This is the first I feel of many revisions of this system. This first
edition is rather pragmatically oriented, with further revisions becomning
more and more theoretical,
Please excuse the form in which this book is being presented. I realize
that at times it hecomes rather cumbersome, but this was necessary because
of printing costs. We tried to pfcduce it as cheaply as possible so that it
would be readily available to all who wanted a copy. The cost of this publication
enly covers it's printing cost and all revenues are re-circulated to print more

copies.
Richard J. Fiene

William J. Cardiff
Melvin R. Littles -
12/25/75
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CHAPTER 1

Upon reviewing all the relevant research literature
In chlld development/chnild care, and the use of evalua-
tion systems (computerized or nanaccmputérizgd) in social
policy decisions, we found a definite lack of sound research
in the above and more critically in how it relates to the
ecology of the child. There has been some research into
Management Information Systems at a survey level (Schriber
and Cohen, 1973) but even these researchers point their
finger at the paucity of findings in this area. Since that
time the hiatus has continued. Along with this fact has
been the difficulty in establishing viable measures of a
child's ecological system (home, community, school, etc,)
although presently through Project Right Start (Taylor and
Milliones, 1975), effective measures are begiﬁﬁiﬂg to be
obtained.

The scope or mission of this E.M.I.5. is to f£ill this
gap that has existed in the fleld of child development.
This article will be an introduction to what we have devel-
oped which we feel can be used as a tool to making sen-
sible social policy decisions based on all the facts, and
not mere intuitiggs; and it wili provide us with a series

of ecological measurement tools and a baseline of
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data to conduct nafturalistic studies in child development in a
highly controlled condition. This system in 1fs present form
can be computerized and we feel confident that such a system
could be used either on a reglonal, state or national level to

collect meaningful data in making deécisions about child care/

il

child development arrangements. The system has the capabllity of

i

adoption to group day care centers, family day care homes, infor-
mation and referral programs, maternal/child health programs
and, with certain minor revisions, to 2 host of other simllar

child development programs.

73

The unique aspect of the system is the fact that it is nof

L

I

viewed as an end in itself (too many evaluation systems are looked
upon in this regard), but rather as a means to an end. The [ield
of child development has so much data from so many sources that

it staggers the imagination of assembling it in any meaningful
fashion. It has to be put together, however, if we are going to
dééide where we've heen and wheré we need to go. That is the
purpose of this system, to help us_dezide what has been done [n
child development in the State of Penns ylvania, what are the

and questions in child development and how are

¥

critical issue
we going to get answers. Usually evaluation systems answer the
£

rst two gments above, but do nof address themselves totally

o
fae

|

to the last segment. The EMIS will address itself totally to
this last segment.

Some of the issues this system will address will be ag follows:

9



to develop an effective measurement tool for Piaget's theory of
cognitive development; adult-child, chiiﬁéchild, and adult-adult
interactions will be looked at more closely; a theoretical and
actual cost analysis coefficient based on a price tag, number of
children involved and thelr developmental increments will be
developed; the peer group as a strategy for early intervention;
evolution of the peer group in the first five years of 1life;
information and referral programs alone as versus I & R in day
care settings~-which is more cost effective-~these and other
ecological measures will be used and decisions will be made based

upon these hard core data.

HISTORICAL PERGPECTIVE

The Evaluation and Monitoring project is the housing agent
for the EMIS, which is being funded through Appalachian Régiaﬂal
Commission dollars (202-D) in the State of Pennsylvania. The
task of the project is to monitor, evaluate and, where needed,
provide technical assistance to 26 projects located in approxi-
mately 70 sites. The ARC Code states that funds are to be used
for demonstration programs which are engaged in innovative
approaches in child development. The ARC region was to become a
national labgratory where new experimental approaches to child
development could be tested. From a position paper (ARC, 1975) .
it is rather evident thatthis goal has been reached and surpassed
in many areas. As of this writing, scome states within the ARC

region are beginning to put together some forms of evaluation

10
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ystems. The authors have been called in to do some consulting

i)
oy

regarding the EMIS (tlashville, Tenn., 1975). However, as of this
date a system capable of providing data to assist in making social

policy decisions does not exist. Enter the EMIS,
THE BEGINNING

The task before us was to pull things together for the State
of Pennsylvania regarding child development programs funded by
the Appalachian Regional Commission. Our concern was for quality
care by making programs accountable fop services provided. With
the initiation of the ENIS there were scne real demonstrable
programs, but these programs were few and far in-between. We
therefore set our sights on improving care for children across
all our projects. Custodial ecr-—e wasn't good enough for the
children. Now don't take me wrong, the fault did not 1lie totally
with the programs themselves. T would have to say that many of

the provlems that were identified should have been rec tified at

41

the state level. However, before the advent of the EMIS there
was no way of detecting problems quickly and at an early stape
either at the state, regional or local level.

The first step in any evaluation system 1s to get out into
the field, and this is exactly what we did to ascertain what
exactly was going on. Five months worth of travel ing to see
all of our programs, all of their components, providing technical

assistance where necessary, patting on the back and slapping of

11
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fingers where needed, even some defunding where things had gotten
out of hand. Our baseline was established with this lnitial set
of visits. They were called Site Poview Team (SRT) visits.
Obviously, they were problem probing vislts, finéiﬂz where programs
had gone astray, where they needed help and where %they should be
going and wanted to go and how could we, at the state level,
help them get there. '
One problem that appeared in 20 of the 26 projects was the
difficulty of compiling data in a meaningful fashion. When one
is trying to computerize any type of system, it is necessary to
standardize data. As the data existed in its disarray, it would
have been totally impossible to plug the projects into the EMIS.
Therefore, we played the role of systems analyst and worked with
the project on standardizing their data. What is critical here
in helping them put their data together was the fact that in
collecting the information it be useful to us at the state level,
but 1t also be useful to the individual projects. We did not
want them collecting meaningless statistics for us. It should
be said at this point that our form of evaluation was useful not
only to us but at all times we included the projects in it so
that they could be evaluating their own progress. In other words,
we are engaging in formative as well as summative evaluation.
Whatever forms we developed with them, these forms would help the
project to evaluate thelr own program as we monitored the program

from the state level.

12
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The time that we did spend in the office In tpe [irst five
_months was concerned with the types of data sent teo us in the

form of reports, summaries and proposals. Some of the materials
received were of a rather lengthy nature, between 26@-300 pages
for continuation proposals. Again for the sake of clarity, we
decided on a means for standardizing all incoming data. We devel-
oped a hypothetical proposal and budget, stanclérciiged statistical
data sheets, standardized monthly reports. Now all proposals
would follow a similar format within a 15 page limit. This helped
not only us at the state level in getting proposals through the
governmental maze, but also made it easier flor project direc tors
in writing their continuations. We are now in the process of
developing an initial hypothetical grant proposal which again
should make it easier for project directors in writing proposals
for ARC Fuﬁding, An analogy would be along the 1ines of writing -
an open-ended essay on a topic as versus a multiple choice and
fill-in type test. Obviously in the latter the instructor has
greater control and there 1s less amblguity in responding to
questions. _

Another form of standardization was through the use of ehild
development profiles., VWe found that many projects were all over
the ballpark when it came to identifying critlcal areas of a
child's development. Therefore, we helped projects get-it-together
in this area. Some pr‘ajéctts were using thelr own home-made forms
(some were rather sophisticated), others used standarddzed child

development profiles and still others were collecting IQ scores.

13



Another avenue 1§ being pursued by the senior author in trying

to develop an ecological based profile with sonme projects who
requested help in this area. An attempt willl be made to look

at 1ts efficacy in regards to child development by running uni-
varilate aﬁd multi-variate analysis with more standardized measure-

ment instruments.
PRESENT STATUS

It 1s hoped that with the above baseline data, which is
now coming into our office, that appropriate ecological based
studies will be developed by and through the Governor's Office
to evaluate various domains within child development. As I
alluded to earlier, certain questions would be answered through
Ehe use of EMIS. Other questions also of national importance
regarding early childhood education will be answered.

Some very important questions raised by Fein and Clarke-

Stewart in thelr book Day Care in Context will be answered, such

as:
(1) How do day care programs differ from one another with
respect to intentlon and implementation (Group, Family, In-Home,
etc.)?
(2) How do these differences influence communities, families
and children?
(3) How can the relations between "inputs" and "outputs"
be interpreted?
(4) What should children be dolng and experiencing; that
ls, what 1s the relation between what happens to children and their

development?

14



(5) How can these desired activities or experiences be
promoted in a day care setting?

(6) To what extent do programs provide them and how much
do the outcomes conform to our expectations?

By no means will we be able to answer all of the above
thoroughly, but hopefully we will be able to begin to answer
parts of the above questions.

Presently we are engaged in a good deal of data analysis
in trying to put together everything that our projects have been

s0 kind to send us.
THE FUTURE

m Again we can only hope because as too often happens in

the human resources field,
| many ideas get shot down.

So we go on hoping that we will be able to influence social
servants, political leaders with the hard facts. I feel conlident
that we can. This is a first attempt at a rather grand plan,
but even if we are only recognized and believed iﬁ by 10% of
all government, it is a first step. Because up until this point
we have been relying too heavily on gut-level feelings and not
on hard core data. One cannot sell county commissioners, the
feds or state government on gut-level feelings. You must show
how many people have been employed because of your program who

would be on welfare If they did not have the program to place

15




their child. As Bettye Caldwell (1970) has stated, money is
tight and for the ne+«: few years, which appears to be turning
into a decade, we are going to have to be accountable for every
cent we spend.

The EMIS is a tool to do just that. It is capable of
putting it all together, the whole picture for our politf al
leaders. Facts and rigures don't lie and once they have the
total picture in front of them, we'll all know what will work
and what will not work in child development. This article is
only an introduction, we are in the process of putting together
the system in monograph form in its totality, and once it is
available, I think everyone will see its utility for adoption by

other states and regions.

16



. v Flow Sheet—overview of I. M1.S. This is a basic sche-
matic for evaluating and monitoring child 10
development projects with possible com-

r\ puterization capabilities.

ECOLOGICAL MONITORING INFORMATION SYSTEM

REFUNDING

y: .

HYPOTHETICAL |
PROPOSAL

FINAL EVALUAT.
REPORT

#1

JUSTIFICATION

FLOW

r ) | SHEETS
. FOLLOW-UP '

SRT

INITIAL : 'SRT 7
T EVALUATION —= RECOMMENDATIONS

FUNCTIONAL

EXPERIMENTAL . RESEARCH
DATA SHEETS - DATA

- [

STANDARDIZED |, | VALIDATION |, 7 CHILD DEVELOP,
DATA [~ OF DATA ) PROFILES |

COLLECTION
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This section is totally concerned with our comn-
unication at the state level with other states explaining
EMIS. Some of the materials appear later on in the
manual; I included them Ee:e as an introduction for
those of you who would like to get a brief overview
without reading the whole manual.

A further explanation will be found later in
the text. For a brief explanation of the forms in
this introduction, read the following letter which

accompanied all forms sent to other state agencies.,

18
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COMMONWEALTH OF PEMNNSYLVAN|A
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

OFFICE FOR HUMAN NESOURGES
500 STATE STREET BLOY.

NI, CORNER THIED & STATL STRLETS
HARRISOURG, PA. 1710

Dear
This is in response to a letter from who asked us

to send you some information regarding Lhe development of our system.

Enclosed you will find the following items:

(1) Overall flow sheet

(2) Hypothetical proposal

(3) Sample back-up data letters
(1) Flow sheets -

(3) Overall System:

(6) Graph of:

A. 8RT visitations
B. Unit cost analysisg

Bafore I begin explainirg the above, let me also say that we arc

in the process of developing an ovarall research strategy which will

be in the form of unified naturalistic studies across all day care pro-

grams employing a two-between and one-within mixed analysis of variance.
This is presently being formulated by . All of the above will

be computerized on a Data Text or SPSS system.  Also, let me premise all
of the above with the fact that we provide teachnienl assistance as well

as evaluating and monitorinyg ARC programs. This fact will help to clav-
ify how many of the forms are used. : '

(1) Overall flow sheet - this is an overview to the system that
we are attempting to develop. We identifv the nced through the project
and then have the project develop a data base. This is done wiith our
low sheets that levelops on our SAT's. Thesc [low sheots
help the projects to collect data and obtain meaningfnl statistics
both at a group and individual level. The hvpothetical proposal is a
standardized form to be used by all projects when applying for refund-
ing. All data will be incorporatec within this hypothetical propo=al,

Once this is done, an SRT will occur and recemmendations aro macle both

19
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page two

verbally and in writing to the particular program. These are followed
up by back-up letters to obtain other pertinent data. Then a follow-
up SRT is done to see how well the initial SPT recommendations have been
satisfied. Upon completion of this SRT, a final evaluation will be done
determining eligibility for refunding.

(2) Hypothetical Proposal - in developing any computerized or
reszarch design, it is necessary to standardize the incoming data in
some ma2pningful manner. This was our firs: step. We created statis-
tical forms that would unify the data so that it can easily be compared.

7 (3) Sample back-up data letters - after completing an SRT, many
times other data are found to be of interest. ‘hen this occurs, a
back-up letter is in order so that we can obtaina this other pertinent
data. '

(4) TFlow sheets - this is a very individual process that can only
be completed while on the SRT visit. This is tailored to the needs of
the particular project being evaluated. Azain, these forms are util-
ized in order to cut down on variation across projects so that at the
State level we can standardize the data without losing the individual =
~nature of the statistics. This latter fact is of the utmost importance
to tne projects, they are dealing with the indiwviduals. We at the State
level do not want the projects to compile reaningless statistics for
us. The stats must be meaningful to us in Harrisburg and also meaning-
ful*to the individual projects. .

(5) Overall system - this is the overall schematic that ties the
whole system together. This is where all data olugs into. All of our
projecis plug into this system. This system has the capability of
teing computerized. UNow, one can see why the hvpothetical proposal and
the flow sheets had to be developed. The 2nalysis of this system will
be broken up into the following analyses: multi-variate strategy will
be emploved where there are configurational changes in the data base.
Wien these configurational changes are sigrificant, a linear diserimin-
ant functional analysis will be used. Depending on these results, either
a nixed or hierarchial analysis of variance will be used to look at |
specific variables which have been selected in advance.

(8) Graphs - SRT's - straightforward frequency count across months.

Unit cost analysis is an effective measure that can be used to gain
an overview of which programs are extremely expensive.

I hope that the above makes sense to you; keep in mind that this

20



 is just an overview and there are manv offshoots from the nwverall Sys-
tem. Il you have any questions regarding this system in fhe future.
s’ Please do not hesitate to contact us at

Hope to hear irom you soon.

Sincerely,

AT

21
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Mora zmphasis on galning co=
s

A. The C.A.C. will have at least four T 2
year w1th onz of theses being a big nama grzeup bdzaef
s E 4

1) o - commitment of $5,200
2) a=2n Streel - comaitm22t 2 510,000
) s Rug MEg. - commitmaat ¢ 52,000

] 's Fish Cannery - co—it=aat of $1,500.

Vearba tributions are presently >2ing obtained £rom other sources.
Letters of commitmant have been obtaizzZ ca tha abgvei A copr of all
letters of commitmeat will be seat ta £ ot vpon conple-
tion of the solicitation drive, which

State Act 5% will provide $12,02) Z2z local match. . Title XIX screen-—
ings will produca $10,200 fees for lo to be usel this year. The
EPSDT screenings have already bazn es=:z that will
guarantee this figure.

V.  COXCLUSTOM

As can bz scen, the overall project has ba:n zzrzially accepiz2 bv the com-
rmunity and its component parts are in operatiex. Iz is hoped that through the
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ADDENDU

- The number 7 exhibit is a schematic of an experimental flow
sheet developed by Mr. Fiene. He found that the child develop=-
ment profiles and standardized data that were collected in the

field only answered some of the questions we have about children.

What is needed is an ecological (naturalistic) evaluation tool
to assess what thé children are doing all day.

" Through preliminary analysis it was found that children in
our projects spend approximately 73% of their day engaged in a
form of structured free play. Once this was ascertained, an
evaluation tool was developed. This evaluation tool appears to
be a very effective device when used in a day care setting for
preschaalers'(see'Fiene, 1972).%* Some changes would be necessary
if it'were to be used with infants and toddlers. '

Essentially it does the following: the teacher or the evalu-
ator can obtain the amount of social interaction of one child
with his peers and his teachers. Also, the amount of time actu-
ally engaged in particular activity areas and with particular
tors (objects). It also gives us a measure for transitional
times and the relationship of the amount of movement to language
production and social interactions. :

This evaluation tool is in the process of being standardized
for preschool day care programs. Again, if there are any ques-

tions regarding this form or any of the other forms, please don't ~

hesitate to call me at (717) 783-1921,

b2
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" Exhibit 3

.. Back up Letters

L

Deax

Thls latter regazds the compiling of susmary statistics accomfing
to our cenversation during the Site gaview Team (SRL) Vialt. I spoke
with your Classrocm Supervisor about compiling statistics from youx
"child Develorment Evaluation” form. oOnly on thoae items circled, please
supply me with total flgures on these categorles by agz. Alao, along
with those flgures, could you please aupply me with the following total
figures acrogs all centers and honea: ;

Family Day Care lomes_

Tétal Enrollment

Group Day Care Centers

Age Breakdown 0o-15__ . ™

B

walting Lizt 0 - 15

Number of referrals made: Te whom _ ~ numher_

Where referrals were mada:

To whon: B o . lumbears

43




HoWw 3any clionts are engaged in treatment programs:

Hurmbera: o ~ hgency:

-

In doing any evaluation of a projsct, it i3 always necessary to cb-
tain some summary statlstlcs, The abova atatistics are a crltical com-
ponent of our developing an overall system for the State ARC projects.

If you have any questions, please don't hesltate to call me at
T80T 92

Sincerely,

54
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Exhibit 4

- ;’ FléwISheetg

Laar

Enclosed pleasa find the flow-gheat we talked abou: at our las:
reating that I was going to develop for you. The form is dzvalopsd accord-
ing to the rneeds that I asssusaed during our S2Y visi:. oOf coursa, tha form
itself may need revision once you try to apply it to your program. This
iz scmathing thakt you can only assess, Please do not hasltata to call ma
if thare are any problems.

Pleasae nota {ora for nuaberlng:

1. TFntee here the initial date that contact is mada and the pat-
iant becones part of the case load.

2. Child'a age I = Infant (0 = 15), T = Toddler (15 - 35),
P = Preachooler (37 +)

3. Small (p) irdlicates premature infant.
4. This (x) means a reforral was made to a nmedical unit.
5. This (x) means treatmant of this particular patlent was begun,

6. Thla (x) means troeatmoent of this par*i:ula: patlient has
terainatad.

7. ELnter hera the termination date when all referrals, vialts ard
traatoents ara complated on thls particular patiert == e.g. Jamaeus Maztls.
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Y

Tho othar advantage 0f this form braldes Eae fact that Lt records
patients on an individual basis =~ L3 the fact thas aroup data can be
obtalned ak any poiat by just ﬂdding dovwn the coluwans. (Sz2e botten of
raga.) - - .

In paklng the quarterly reporta o tha advisory board, and to avoid
any overlap of data across the quarterzs, color-coda tie daka —— 2.4,
first guarter -- rad; secord cuirter —- blua; third — graeny and fourth
quaartar -— oranges. You wankt £o Daxe sure, you ars oot raporting the
statistics mora tq&n once to the advisory board.

Again, 1f you encountsr any problams pleasa don't hesliats to
contact na,

LT PP
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Exhibit 7--EXPERIMENTAL CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROFI]
To analyze movement and language occurrences by preschool ehildrerﬂ.
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The last atrachmant is indicativa of tne typs of siatistics that we ?ii
obtainimg_gh:augh our evaluation sysras, Tor evazple, thar graph tells us Eﬁi
the ma2an (X) unic cost for all our day care prograns is $3731.13. Tt alse tell

d n

us tha daviation of each Program.frox this mean. Depending on how great the dal
ation froam thz mean could detetmina the ra-funding of a pPrograma. Another way of%,
Putting this is, if the progran becomas too Costly then we won't re-fund it. As ¥
one can see, this ig exactly what happenad with two Projects-~Ed-Mad and Fulton
Co. They ware not pProviding the Sérvices as stated ip their proposal. Their vait
cost skyrocketed and becaze prohibitively eZpeasive to fund. Opce these two pro-
jegts are reaoved, on2 can sea that the unit cost across all Projects drops con- 7
siderably to a pean (X) of $2935.36. This is an effactive device to use jin iden-
tifyiag probable problaz areas.

P

obtain

o
H\
(413
L
o

With the system that ye avae developing, at any time ye will be g
any and all of the following cate

Ages of children served 'y all 0.A.'g

Sex of children sarved by 411 0.A.'s

Race of childrex served by all 0.A.'s ;

Numbar of childran ia group vs. fanily day care centers across all 0.4.'s
according to backgrouad, race, sex and job descrintions. :

Total number of ‘ceaters in all 0.A."s. How z2nr are Eroup centers. How
many are family day care hones. '

What are the staff/child ratios/age zioup azross ali 0.A.75?

How many classrooms aras there pir cenrer,
We'll be able to fignd out how many prozrams are:
Piagetian
Traditional
Behavioral Analysis _ . . ere
Montessori '

We'll even be able to find out how mos: childran are spending the besttar:
part of each day. . .

Are we Paying centers to git children ia froat of a Iv?
Are the children getting outdoors daily?

With iaformation and referral projects wa will be able to obtain the follow-
ing data:

A

Case losa caseworkar; par county

E

iy
]
s

Total pu=“ar of casag
Nuaber of home visits
Bunber of home visits/couaty
Number of home visits/=onth
uober of homa visits/caseworta-
Where all the referrals are being -zda

Are they medical?
Are they dental?
Are they psychalogical?
How rany patients are receiving treatoens?

70
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Wthere are they receiving the treatment?

=
=

Is it medizal?
Is it dental? ete.

Above are only a sample of the type of retrizvahle data
from the evaluation system we are presently developing.

71
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CHAPTER 2
Theoretical Foundation and Research Backing

Obviously, EMIS did not develop over night. It.is the result of five years of
- research into the ecology of the child. What follows is an explanation of now EMIS
| evolved and why it evolved and the research and data leading up to it's creation.
What I would like to do here is work backwards, beginning with my most recent
_summary of my work and research and then move in time to my previous research.
I initially got involved in this phenomena called ecological research and evaluation
when I did an initial survey of day care neads in Suffolk County, Long Island, N.Y.
This was done with the single purpose of identifying what centers could be used as
possible iesearch sites., Thes= data were collected and with them sertain other obser=-
vations were made, In all programs I observed, either a Piagetian, Montessorian, or
Rereiter--Engleman approach, there was a certain commonality, i.e. the teacher-child
interaction. I don't care how much a director told me how closely he followed a par=
ticular theory, in all cases, bard none--the teacher-child interaction was the critical
variable for all program success.

I then observed in some of the better projrams in the country, which supposedly
adhered to one of the above mentioned theories. Again I observed the same commonality
across all centers, with regard to the teacher-child interaction.

I, therefore, set a goal for myself of looking at this adult-child interaction
a little more scientifically. T engaged upon a strategy I called Individualized
Instruction, which 1s actually a misnomer and should be called an ecological orient-
ation to curriculum development, However, the above title appears in some af‘my pub-
lished articles (Fiene, 1972, 1973) and unpublished (Fiene, 1971). The purpose of the
approach was to look at the child-adult interaction; what was going -on there? The I.I.P.
approach I felt was the best way to look at this. I began with preschoolers (3-5) at
a Lorng Island school and started to find some very interesting things about their
intEféctiaﬁs. I then switched my attentlon to a demonstration center using my tech-
niques and found a problem using my criteria for adult-child interaction when it involved

integrating toddlers into a preschool programn. It was then decided to look at this

problem closer in designing an I.I.P. for toddlers. As far as I know this was the
O irst attempt at such an approach. 55
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At this point, two pilot studies were conducted to look at the total
interaction that was occurring in the respective centers., These two
studies used an ecological approach as my curricular emphasis did above,
These two pilot studies were then used to form a thesis around the necess-
ity of language production as an important indicator of child growth in
a day care setting., What was the nature of the verbalization produced
by the children and how was this influenced by the verbal interaction
with adults? This experiment was conducted in three various settings to
measure this thesis: group day care, family day care, and in the home.

Definite differences were found and it appeared that the necessary
first steps for quantifying the ecological envirorment of young children
had begun, I then took my approach to a larger scale. My ecological
experience began to become more and more scientific. One looked at the
evaluations of such interaction from 0-4 years of age both verbally and
o/ socially. Another comparzl verbal interactions between adults and children
in an experimental and naturalistic situation. And one looked at the effect
of group size on verbal and social interaction. And a pilot study observ-
ation was done to look at the interaction of objects-adults and peers on
the child. This needs follow-up at this point.

All of these studies are obtaining vital information on the child in
his own day care environment--how he interacts verbally and socially and
what affects this interaction. Now let me turn to some of these studies
specifically. What follows is a summary of all my ecological research to
date,

[ would like to report on some ex.eriments that I hawve completed in
the child care field of a naturalistin format. The_studiﬁg involve the
effect of group size on language production} the evglution of the peer
group regarding its language and social adjustments) some comments on
73




adult, child, and peer talk in day carej the effect of group size
and object.placement on interactional p;tterns of adults and toddlersj and
' the relationship between language and movement in day care.

I would also like to share some thoughts about group size, horizontal
and vertical grouping and intervention strategies.

let me begin with a study which cofpared children's interactions and
competencies in experimental and natu:aiigtic conditions, I had always
felt that when we experimented with children in laboratories it was very
different from experimenting with children in their natural ecology. In
analyzing protocols of children's speech in an experimental condition,
I was finding that the speech patterns and sophistication of language
was very different from what I observed in their everyday environments.
I, therefore, had the children observed in their naturalistic nursery
school environment. On initial analysis of the data, differences sign-
ificant at the p<.0% level were found regarding sophistication of verbalé
izations produced. With tﬁe experimental situation, we found the child
producing many more simple sentences, more of a restricted code, But
place this child back in Eis everyday settingg énd we find him producing
many more complex verbalizatigﬂs. What is found in the laboratory
cannot be generalized to everyday life ?f a child, (Fiene, 1974) We need
to find out more of what is happening déy in and day out for these kids
and not isolated events that the children never have been in before and
probably never will be in again. (See Graph #3 ) In other words, we need
to explore the child's day care ecology. We must use to our best advantage
the natural setting in which a child finds himself or herself. Let's
analyze more closely what actually exists out there now.

This discussion will revolve arounu a few themes, one, being the
setting the child finds himself inj two, the effect of movement on language

production; three, the influence of the peer group. The latter theme

ERIC a
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grew out of my observations from the Infant Care Program at the University
of North Carolina and the Child Development Center at the State University
of New York at Stony.Brc "k, Having observed children in groups over ex-
tended éericds of time, their interactional patterns were not of the
typical group variety. These children were spending the first four

years of their life in a day care environment within the same group of
childrepr. They were more like siblings, very clanish. In fact they

were so closely knit, it was difficult for adults to keep coatrol of

the classroom (more of this latter). I feel that this is one of the most
underresearched areas of concern, that of tﬁe peer group. We mﬁst look at
the influence of the peer group on its members in more detail., They are
learning from each other! (See Graph #2), Children in the language domain
are learning most of their speech from adults Qp to about two years of age
in a day care Séﬁfiﬂ§¢ After that point, the children are learning as
much language from their peers as from adults.

I have data (Fiene, 197%a) which seems to indicate that children
spend most of their early years (3%) talking‘with adults in basically
simple senﬁences. There 1s a transition time at about three to fcur’yeérs
of age where the children are engaging in as many simple as complex sen-
tence structures. “rom about four and a half years and above, two things
happen: children use predominantly more complex sentence structures and
engage in more conversations with their peers than with adults. Maybe
a possible source ¢f iﬁterventiaﬂ‘is through the use of the peer group
with vertical grouping, something the British Infant Schools have been
doing for quite some time rather successfully. In fécf, the "Little Red
Schoolhouse" used this concept for so many years before thevexperts came
along and wanted to try something different=horizontal grouping, and this
was regarded as a great milestone to handle the large influx of children
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into center city schools. We know where this concept has gane;

What happens when we increase group size in a c¢lassroom and how
do we handle increases? As we increase group size, keeping the ratio
of staff/children the same, communication nets break down. But in what
fashion? From a study done by this author (197%b), data indicates that comm=-
unication breaks down between adults, adults communicating with children.and
children with adults. But peer talk doesn't brecr ‘uwn. No differences
were found in peer talk as group size was increased. So it isn't the kids
who are affected but the adults. But how can we help the adults to handle
this more easily? One way isrte maintain a man to mééndefange with ratios
leys than‘5i1, a zone defense from 5-1 to 10-1, and back to a man to man
defense with a 10-14-ratio. (By zone defense I mean assigning adults to
activity areas. Man to maﬁ refers to assigning adults to particular groups
of children.)

What effect does arrangement of activity areas have on adult-child
interaction? In a pilot study, (Fiene, 1974) activity areas were either
present or not with the introduction of additional children to a cne-to-one
design. With activity areas present, the introduction of children did not
affect adult-to-child interactions greatly. However, introduction of add-
itional children within a clas<room without actlvity areas greatly
affected the adult-to-child interactions. This experiment was .onducted
with 12-18 months old Ss. (See Graph #1)

The last study I would like to describe (Fiene, 1975¢) involves
movement and language. A relationship was found in a previous pilot study
(Fiene, 1973) with the amount of verbalizations produced and movement
between and within activity areas in a day care settirg. The more highly
verbal children had a tendency to move more within areas than betweenj the
less verbal children moved between areas more. The present study looks at

restrictions imposed on Ss and their verbal output. Data indicate that

_ the more restrictive an environment, the less verbalizations produceds
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ihe more freedom to move, the more verbalizations. For further -study

is the relationship between physical development and language, locus
af'ccn£:ol and restrictions on movement in the infant/toddler age range,

I am hypothesizing that the more restrictive an environment on an infant

or toddler (12-18) the more external locus of control the child has.. The
more freedom an infant or toddler hss the greater internal locus of control
will be the case. The more of an external locus of control the less
verbalizing the child does, the more internal locus of control the more

verbalizing the child will engage in.
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This graph depicts what occurs in an
ecological setting when activity areas are
introduced into a day care setting to the
soclal ir*~raction and activity levels of

12«18 ¢, o Ja,
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. The following graph deéists the amount of
talking a Subject (S) do2s with hisApeers and with
surrounding adults. From the studies described in
the summary, it is evident that children talk more
and learn most of theif=laﬁguage from sdults from
birth to about two years of age. After that point,
the peer graﬁp begins to assert itselfw. Ss are
learning language Ergm their peers as w2ll as from

adults.
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Verbalizations
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This graph Js the schematlc of the first
study explained in the summary. This
study involves the differences found
setween a naturalistic and an experimental
sltuation in th ee conditions: dramatic
play, Blocks and cognitive games. Total
verballzations and the complexity of
verbalizations were greater 1n the
~naturalistic as ver:  the experimental

tuation.
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Verbalizarions

Graph #3

2= . SEEms =i ms fmmmm e s o= = aae . .

Children's verbalizations in three conditions i
either a naturalistic or experimental setting

60 k EVlﬁExp sim ver é_ggin
LV, -Exp comp ver o ——
o 2
EVl
- NVl‘Nag sim ver O=-—0
. NV_-Nit comp ver b——a
50 2
1 = D.P.
Conditions 2 = Nlocks
A0 1 3 = Cog Games
4
thﬁk
) N
N
\
30
NVl QK ~
N ~
x
N i
20 , S
"2 !\\ | i
D
~
=0
B 1 B T

Conditions

0
o

66




This study rep 'ts on the effects of group size on the verbal

interaction of peers and adults in a day care environment.
Prescott (1971, 72) ard Risley (1972, 73) in attempting to quantify
various levels of interactlons of toth children and adults in various
1y care se2ttings, this study is a specific endeavor in analyzing more
clisely the effects of the size of a group of children ard adults upon
i1ts own members. This study, is more closely an outgrowth of othasr
-studies conducted by this author (Fiene, 1972, 1973a,b, 1974) in wnich

analyses were employed to ascertain what changes would occur in rates

effects caused by group and family day care settings, age, sex and adult-
child ratios, it was pretty certain that verbal interchanges were
influerted in a simificant way by the total number of children and adults
fourd within a group setting. |
Complcxity of verbalizations was the dependent variable in this

* study, as it had been in all previous stulics. The ratiomale for this,
based upon the author's experience in workinz in a number of quality day
care centers, is that level of conplex verballzations and total varbul
out,put (beine high) are effective irvlicators of whal constitutes mood,

quality intcractions between adults and chilirzn.  This assunption
81
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has a base 1n research circles with other researchers (Gordon, 1969)
who have been mzasuring the effectliveness of various day care environ-
ments.

Verbalizations are broken down into simple and complex stages.
This breakdowm is based upon McMeill's (1970) Classification of
Senterice Structures. According to Mc Neill, a child's speech at age
three can be categorized by particular sentence patterns that correspord
to basic grammatical relations of two types: the first contalns
sentences with a noun and verb, or a main verb and object. 'he secord
consists of a head noun, modifier, main verb and object. These

N ¢classifications provide criteria for categorizing the verbalirz-.lor .
the children made in the various settings.

Two areas of corcern are to be aralyzed within this study; one,
what effect does group size, with maintaining adult to child ratios
constant, have on verbal interchanges between adults ard children;
two, how are verbal interchanges (linguistic pragmatics) influenced by

the activity areas that a child or adult firds himself in.




DESIGN

SubjJects:

Thirty (30), three (3) year olds within a self-contained classroom
with three full time teachers. The classroom was part of a private ,
for , »flt, day care center in the Greater Greensboro, North Carolina
area. The classrcom contained five (5) activity areas. Subjects (Ss)
were matched on verbal cutput accordirng to baseline data, This was
to control for talkative irdividuals being over-loaded in one particular
group cordition. There were three groups of ten (10) children assigned
to o1~ adult. These tern (10) s stayed with this particular teacher

when verbal recordings were made.

Materials:

Each ovserver was equipped with a stop watch and record pad for

tabulating verbal interchanges.

Procedure:

“dteroa reliability coefficient was extablished which was .90 or
avove, batseline data were obtained. On the grourds of this baselir-
S5 vere assigned to particular groups whic: consisted of 10 Ss arrd -

tzacher. Once this was accomplished, there were five corrlitions that the



children and teachers find themselves in. These were as follows:

e e e

Corditions Groups

10-1 A,B,C,
20-2 A+B
20-2 B+C
20--2 AC

30-3 A+B4C

Fach S was observed for U0 minutes, 10 minutes in rou
the above possible five conditions. For example, S#l who was
assigned to Group A would be observed in a 10-1 Cordition once,
a 20-2 cordition twice ard a 28-3 cordition once.

The observations took elght (8) wesks to ccmplete. In th's
time span, Ss experienced all possible conditions in order to
controll for all possible biasing of combirations of teachers and

childeren,.

Although I fourd only one result that proved significant,
- many of the other data had sane very signigicant trerds. In the

followirg grapns, some of these data with their trends are reported.
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STATISTICAL INFERENTIAL ANALYSIS

The configuration is that of a three-fa~tor dazsign, where factor
one consists of ‘wree treatment groups, factor wo consists of five

activity areas, ard factor three consists of tuo observers.

. Ordinarily such a data configuration (matrix) would be anélyzeﬂ
using one of the ccnmonly available three-way mixed design ANOVA computer
programs, but certain problems prevented such a stfaighé forward
approach. First, initiai scores for the three treatment groups were
different, in spite of the fact that Ss were irdividually assigned
to groups. Secord, treatm~nt grcups were of unequal sizes. Third,
data were missing from cells. A strategy to overcome these compli-
cations was arrived at through combined use of the General Liﬂear
Model (Cohen, 1958) ard recent multiple regression computer programs

(Fox ard Guire, 1972).
Graph #4

Complexity of verbalizations is broken down into Simple (VI).
and Complex (V2) verbalizations., This is graphed across group size.
The simple verbalizations decrea.e as group size increases. This
result is consistent with our predictions. However, in looking at
the compleg verbalizations the same relationship does not occur.

The complex verbalizations decrcase for the 20-2 cordition but then
increzse in the 30-3 cordltion. This result is not consistent
with ary of my predictions. I then broke the verbalizations dowm a

71
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1*ttle differently .n orler to analyze this result.

Graph #5

Verbalizations were divided into adult ard peer talk in this
graph. The acdult verbalizations ddd decrease as the group size in-
creased. However, in looking at the peer verbalizations there is a
decline when the size of the group increased from 10-1 to 20-2 but
when the group increased from the 20-2 cordition to the 30-3 condition,

the verbalization level increased.

Graph #6

This graph breaks dovm verbalization levels weording to complexity,
adult or peer talk, ard size of the group. Again the same relationships
appear where the adult talk drops off significantly (p<.05) oard
the peer talk initially drops off" tut then irr-gses in the 30-3
cordition. These data support the data tha’t wore represented in the

first two graghs.



Graph #4
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Discussions:

This study had some technical as well as some design flaws,
which are presently being corrected in a lars> ~rd more
controlled study. However, there a»« = e v o interesting
trends that can be drawn from this scucy, One very interesting
firding is the definite decline in verbal output ard complexity
in adult talk as group size is increased; this same relationship
doesn't hold for the peer talk. Is there some form of egocentric
language that the children are engaging in which is not influen. d

" . by exterral control? In past studies (Fiene, 1973) verbaliza-
tlons were rot broken down into peer ard adult talk. Mo
changes in adult or peer talk were expected; they would vary in
the same manner. 7Dut now there appears tc be differences in
this variation. I would have predicted just the opposite
effecﬁ with the adult talk not varying and the peer group varying.
This result, even without looking at the influence of got*:rs+-
areas has implications for the educatioral arema.

It has always been assuncd in th: past. that large groups
have deliterious effect’ on peer interactions. The trerd in
this study doesn't appear to paint the same picture. It is
the teachers (adults) who are more affected by varying group
size. Ue must not assume here that the children are essentially

— uniffected. If they are mot influenzed initially by group size,




they will eventually because of the decline in the ability of
the teaéchers to comminicate effectively. As the teachers try
to get controll of the room, they will be placing more
restrictions on the children both socially ard verbally. In
other words, total levels of verbalizations will decline in
the classroom. At this point, because of the teruous nature _
of ‘thé data, I am mot making the above statement unequivocally
until I obtain the appropriate levels of éignji‘lcame to make
s'ich an inferential statement.

This study along with its replication should bLe read with
its parent study (Asher, et al, 1975) which amalyzes the teacher
behaviors in more detail. Both studies, take a critlcal look
at day care envirorments and ask some very pertinent questions.
These are only the begimning in a series of studies to be
completed by the above authors in order to begin to quantify

day care envirorments.
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The following graphs S-1l, break down the verb-
alizations produced by Ss in various activity areas
and 3lso show the direction of the verbalization.
These data are all from the study just described
involving groun size. The graphs show how the peer
verbalization is so much greater in the quiet or
reading corner. The majority of the adult verbal-
izatlons are in the cognitive ganes area, These two>
results are the direct effect of the enlarged group
slze, Usually dramatic play is 3 high elicitor
of verbalization with peers., But as size increases,
that is not the case. Tho children verbalize most in
the free-play area which is what has ozcurred in the
quiet area. It is less structured hecause the
teachers could 1ot keep coatrol. Notice the little
verbalizing by adults, The teachers gravitate to
the cognitive gaes area as size increases, because
it is the on» area with the greatest de2al of structure
with least attention by adults, This is why the
verbalizaticns are so high here. Usually a cog-
nitive games or quiet area is a good elicitor of
verbalization for adults, but not as high as it is

here.
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Graph #9
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Graph #11
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The [followlng study reports on a further analysls of
verbal Interactions In famlly and group day care centers.

This study 1s the precursor for the group size study.

There are many theorles concerning preschool education
and the varilous approaches to curriculum development.
Thre= baslec approaches to curriculumn develiopment clted
by Swenson (1972) are: cognitive (e.g. Welkart, 1969),
soclo~emotional (e.z. Evans, 1971), and language development
(e.g. Evans, 1971). The primary assumption underlying language
based c@r?ieula 1s that language development 1s the foundation
of all learning, since without command of words, a child
not only has a hard time communicating, but he or she
has a hard time thinking (Swenson, 1972). There are
currently a number of language based programs in use,
such as: the Tucson Early Education Model (1970),
Berelter-Engelmann Structural Pedagogy (1969), and the
early incervention programs of Karnes (1969), Palmer
(1970), Gordon (1969) and Levenstein (1970). The Bereiter-
Englemann Language curriculum is composed of an integrated
set of basic concepts, sentence forms and preséntati@n
strategies. It 1s recognized by Bereiter-Engelmann that
academlec success requ ires a functional repertoire of

basic concepts and language skills (Evans, 1971).
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Some research (Ervin, 1964) has indicated that lan-
guage 1s acquired through modeling (modeling from adults,
in particular parents). Two assumptions need to be made
here: (1) that the environment for a child in learn~
ing his language is the home enviromment with both parents
present providing the child with adequate language model~
ing (Lt is assumed that the parents are loving, stable
ind ividuals concerned about the welfare of their child),
Data from parent trainlpg projects (Levenstein, 1970Q)
provides support for this assumption. (2) Also an assumpt-
ion 1s made that when a child leaves his héée“and enters
an enviromment similar to his home that tha{%e:bslizatian
levels/language production will be equivale%t in both
settings (Sale, 1973). Uith these above assumptions, if
a child does model the speech of his parents then learn-
ing environments most closely resembling the fiome environ-
ment will be best for the child's language development.
Therefore, possibly a "Cooperative" where the child's
mother is present for part of the day or s "Famlly Day
Care Center" in which a caregiver in the mother's commu-
nity would be taking care of the children in their own
neighborhood in a house vexy similar to the children's
own home would be most conducive to the child's language

development.
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However, if children learn language through modeling

from peers, then what would be a conducive environment

for their language development (Grotberg, 1971)7
Erababiy a larger center with highly verbal children
interacting greatly would be more appropriate. To some
extent these two premises will be assessed in this study;
that ia, the proposal is directed‘at the question of
whether children verbalize at a more sophisticated level
in one of the following enviromments: a Group Day Care

It 1is perhaps important to first describe the stage
of language development of a three year old, the likely
recipient of day care. According to lMcNeill (1970) a
child's speech at age three can be categorized by parti-
cular sentence patterns that correspond to basic grammati=
cal relations of two types: the first contains sentences

with a noun and verb or a main verb and object. The

7
second consists of a head noun, modifier, main verb and

object. Thege classifications provide criteria for cate-

gorizing the verbalizations the children will be making
in the various enviromments.

In a recent study Cazden (1966) found that children
in the age range 36-40 months old were producing utter-

ances that were approximately 3.60 morphemes in length,
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1t was further found that the level of noun phrases were
more developed in an object position than in a subject
p@siticﬁ, This effect along with Mcleill's sentence
patterns provided the hasis of analysis of verbalizations
and sentence structures in this study.

A pilot study using these criteria has been conduct-
ed (Fliene, 1972b)., The subjects were five wale and five
female children 36 to 50 months of age attending a day
care center with approximately 25 children. Verbaliza-
tions were categorized by simple (e.g. I gdj or complex
(e.g. 1 will go but not now). In a design like Lelaurin
and Risley (1972) ten children were observed in bcth Group
and Family Day Care settings. For a month, the group
was in the Group Day Care Center (population approximately
25 children) in which observations of verbalizing during
activities were taken. During a second month following
the division of the children into several Family Day Care
Centers (each center with a populacion of five children),
the group was observed while engaging in similar activities.
Results suggested that the children produced more
sophiaticated sentence structures (i.e, there were more
complex than simp;e gsentences produced) in the Family
Day Care Centers than in_the Group Day Care Centers.

However, there were many problems with these data:
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the sample was too swall. The children were matched only
for IQ, not for other relevant va:iabies. The age range
%as too wide, and the staff were not trained for the type
of verbal interactions with subjects.

This experiment carried out in a natural se;tiug
studied the types of verbalizations that 36~40 month old
children made in three different custodial settings-—-
Family Day Ca.c Ceuters, Group Day Care Centers, and Home
environments. The following predictions were made: £irst,
that children verbalize more in a Family Day Care Center
than in a Group Day Care Center; and second, that the
nature of the verbalizations produced by the children in
the Family}ﬂay Care Centers 1is maré gophisticated than
the verbalizations produced in the Group Day Care Centers,
The latter being operationalized in terms of sentence

complexity.
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METHOD
Subjecta:

Subjects were 48 Caucasian children, 36~40 months of
age, attending Day Care Centers at least six hours daily.

Eight children, four males .and four females, were select=-
3

ed from two large Group Day Care Centers (N=16). Four

children, two males and two females, were selected from
2
four Family Day Care Centers (N=16), Sixteen children,

eight males and eight females, were selected from 16
3
Homes (all single child families). The latter group

acted as the control group.

1 Large Group Day Care Center-- a typical Nursery School or
Day Care Center with a population of about 45 children.
The 16 Ss used for this experiment were selected from
the total population of 90 children from the two Group
Day Care Centers,

2 Family Day Care Center=--neighborhood mother who acts as a
caregiver for her oun children and usually 3~4 of her
neighbor's children. ~

3 The homes were selected by the observers who were familiar
with the local area that the centers and homes were located.
However, none of the observers knew the parents personally
who were selected for the in-home group., This home group
was complled through friends of the observers vho knew of
people who were one child families with the particular child
in the age range that was needed for the study
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Subjects were matched for age, sex, race, IQ
(Bayley Scales of Intelligence was uaedé). See Table 1
for results of matching. Staff, programs, and content
vére matched in homes and centers for type of structured
day, scheduling, and planned activities, All the centers
were nursery school programs with equal emphasis on all

curriculum areas--encouraging a well rounded child (this

wvas also the emphasis of the homes).

Insert Table 1

Materidals:

Each observer had a stop watch and each observer
team consisting of two observers had a tapedeck and a

wireless microphone.

4 The author conducted the Bayley's, They vere given to
the Ss when they vere between the ages of 24-28 months,
There was a total sample of 110 subjects that the 48
Ss were selected from, It was extremely difficult
matching the children on all of the above criteria
because of the size of the sample. Therefore the Sa
were matched as closely as possible, as can be seen
in Table 1.
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Setting:

The centers and homes were in the Brentwood, Bay
Shéfe, and Islip Townshipse located in the South-Central
portion of Long Island, New York. These were low to
middle income areas with a high concentration of Spanish
speaking adulcs.

In each home and center there were well-def ined
activity areas with distinct boundaries as depicted in
Graph #12(1f the homes did not have the well=-def ined areas;
the author helped to set such areas up by providing the
appropriate equipment for the areas and the necessary
dividers Eof the room). These activity areas vere a
cognitive games area, 2 hlocks area, an art area, a free

play area, and a dramatic play area. The centers and

Insert Graph #12

——— i e iy Sy i

homes were matched as closely as possible for the loca-
tions of activity areas. That is, the cognitive games

area was always adjacent to the dramatic play area. The
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blocks area was always adjacent to or across from thé
dramatic play area. The art area was always adjacent
to the blocks area. The free play arza was always
outdoors (See Graph#12). Activity areas vere delineat-
ed on the following criteria: Blouiks srea--za area that
contained any éype of building toys (ééaczar sets, unit
blocks, hollow blocks); Art area--contained crayons,
coloring books, easils, collage materials (felt, paper,
scissors); Cognitive games area-—-contained puzzles,
manipulative small muscle toys; Dramatic play area--
contained dolls, carriages, dress-up materials; Free
play area=--contained outdoor equipment and large muscle
equipment. Activity areas were broken off from each
other by waist high (adult) shelves or toy cabinets.

In all the centers and homes, all activity areas were
emphasized equally (i.e. children spent an equal amount

of time in all areas).
Recordings:

Three trained observer teams were used through the
duration of the experiment. These observer teams record-
ed the verbalizations made by a child only if the cﬁild

were actually in a particular activity area engaging in
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an activity when verbalizing (i.a-iehild had to be
playing~-picking up a toy, reading a book, ‘dressing up,
pushing a toy, or pulling a toy-- the child had to be
acting on some object within a particular activity area).

The observers recordings wvere entered on a observation

record sheet
TSNS . If the child :were verbalizing but mot
in an activity area, or moving from activity area to
activity area, or going to the bathroom (i.e. the child
was not acting on some object within an activity area);
this type of behavior was classified as "extraneous'
behavior on a record sheet and no recordings were taken.
Subjeé;s were free to move from activity area to
activity area whenever they wished and were allowed to
bring toys from activity area to activity area; however,

their verbalizations were not recorded.
Procedure:

The observers who did the recordings are preschool
5
teachers , Three are females, three are males, Observer

teams were one male and one female observer,

5 The observers were: Tonl Vaccarro, Andrew Clay,
Stephen Wilson, Ruth Mayer, Josephine Caferelo, and
Joan Consaine,



Training of obaserver teams was conducted four weeks
in advance to collecting the data for this study, Train-
ing consisted of having the observer teame use praetiee'
children in Day Care Centers that were not part of the
project. Centers were chosen whereg;he day care environ-
ment was very similar to what the absétver teams would
encounter in the actual project. The observer teams were
1ﬁstructed to take down everything that the child said
during a particular recording gession,

The observer teams entered a center participating
in the project two weeks prior to the collection of data
so that the observer teams could work with the subjects
in helping them adjust to wearing a wireless microphone
and to having the observers in the centers and homes.

As shown in Graph #12 the observers were located on the
periphery of the room. The observers were free to move
along the periphery of the room within the homes or
centers in order to hear the children clearly. The
observer teams spent 40 minutes in the morning between
10:00 A.if,-=11:00 A}, and 40 minutes in the afternoon
between 1330 P.M.==2:30 P!, in the centers and homes,
These times were selected for the staff interacted with
the children as little as possible during this tiwme,

There was no large group play, the childrén were engaged



in solitary play and it was much easier recording the
children's speech.

The observer teams spent the 40 minutes in the
centers as follows: for the first ten ninutes; first,
the observer team would synchronize their stop watches
such that each observer started observing at precisely

the same time, Then the observers taok longhand recozd-

ings and taperecordings

independent of each other of a subject.

The particular subjzct was gelected ir advance. If this
subject were absent, there was a makerup day at the end
of the three weeks. Subjects' whereabouts when verbal-
izing (verbalizations were simple (V1) or complex (V2)--
see Table 2 for McNeill's claasification of sentence
structures) was recorded andltimedg For example, four

minutes in cognitive games area playing with manipulative

Insert Table 2

toys, 30 seconds verbalizing--20 V1 and 10 V2 verballza-
tions; extraneous behavior in moving from area to area.

Phree minutes in dramatic play area in dressing up and

07
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Table 2

tlclleill's Classification of Sentence Structures

- Sentence ~ CORRESPONDING
CATEGORY STRUCTURE GNRAATICAL RELATIONS

P+l “modifier, head roun
Simple T modifier, head noun,
Verbalization subject, predicate
(vl Vil nain verl, ohject

YV subject, oredicate

P+l madifier, head noun
[T+P+11 subject, predicate,
modifier, head noun
V+D+N main verb, object,
N\’ e mo@ifier, hoad nc
rodifier, l.ead noun
V+N+N nain verh, obhject,
Coriplex modifier, haad noun
Verbalization PHT+V suhject preldicate,
(v2) modifier, head noun
N+ subject, precdicate,
_ nodifier, hecad noun
AEAEERS i main verb, object, subject
predicate
MTHUI41T . suhiect, predicate,
i  nmodifier, head noun
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playing with carriages, two miputes vgr@glizinge—éﬂ Vi
and 35 V2 verbalizations; extraneous behavior in going

to the bathroom., Four minutes in cognitive games area
playing with the manipulative toys, one and half minutes
verbalizing=-15 V1 and 10 V2 verbalizations. Total time
of 10 minutes in activity areas, four minutes verbalizing
-=75 V1 and 55 V2 verbalizations made by Subject 1. For
Subject 1 this was his first individual recording session.

There would be eight more recording sessions identical to

the above

In the next ten ninute individual subject recording
_session, the observer team would again synchronize their
stop watches, then they took longhand recardings and
taperecordings independent of each other of a second
subject.. This second subject was selected in advance,
Procedure used with first subject was used with the
second, third, and fourth subjects in order to finish
out the 40 minutes of recordings. The total time for
verbalizing for esch subject over the three weeks was
90 minutes, All the observer teams recorded in all the
cepters and homes go that the 90 minutes recorded of each
subject was 30 minutes of observer teamd, 30 minutes of

obgerver teamf, and 30 minutes of observer team § @M

116



| In the homes there was a change in procedure., Homes
were selected which were in close proximity to each other
g0 that it was easy for an observer team!ta take tﬁeir
recordings in one home and then move over to another home
easily. The individual subject recording sessions were
20 minutes fathét than 10 minutes long of each chiidi

The total recording sessipns were 40 minutes, The record-
dng séééi@ns were identical to the procedure used in the
centers. The only difference is that .each individual
subject recording sesslon was 20 minutes rather than 10
minutes. The total time for verbalizing was 80 mim:tes
for each subject in the homes over the three week period.
| Reliability was calculated by each observer team
after each 40 mimute recording session. Reliability was
calculaced by taking the number of agreements between the
two observers of an observer team for a particular area
and f@f;that particular recording session on the number
of V1 aﬁd V2 verbalizationa produced by a subject. Then
this fiéure was divided by the number of agreements and
disagre%ments between tha two observers for that same
area aﬁé recording session on the number of V1 and V2
v;:balizatians produced by the subject.

Reliability average were as follows: for observer.



1

teamd, observer teamfi and observer ﬁeam'ifaspactive!

ly% .96, .92, and .94 for the dramatic play area; .98,
.97, and .90 for the cognitive games area: .97, .95, ané .
.91 for the free play area; .96, .93, and .89 for the '~

blocks area; and .97, .96, and .93 for the art area.

18
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RESULTS

The principal analyses of the data were concerned
with: (a) whether the subjects verbalized more in the
Pamily Day Care Centers than in the Group Day Care Centers;
(b} whether the V1 and V2 verbalization levels produced
by the subjects were significantly different in the Family
and Group Day Care Centers.

To analyze the verbalization levels produced by
subjects within tne centersz and homes, the data was
plotted as depicted in Graph #13, Graphff13shows that the
total verbalizations produced by the subjects in the

A Family Day Care Centers were significantly higher than
the verbalizations produced by the subjects in the Group

Day Care Centers and the Homes.

Table 3 using a mixed design analysis of variance (llyers,

1972) shows that the children in the Family Day Care
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Centers were significantly different from the children
in the Group Day Care Centers and the Homes with respect
to the total verbalizations produced by the subjects

(F=4.02, df=2, p(.05).

Graph #14 illustrated how the rate of verbalizing
differed in the Family and Group Day Care Centers, and
the Homes on a cummulative basis. The subjects in the
Family Day Care Centers had the highest rate of verbali=-
zations per minute (7.89); followed by the Homes (7.49
verbalizations/minute); and lastly by the Group Day Care

Centers (6.51 verbalizations/minute).

How the rate of verbalizations differed in the Family and
Group Day Care Centers, and the Homes on a day to day
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Table 3

Analysis of Vafiaﬂece for the study of Centers (Family
pay Care Centers, Group Day Care Centers, and Homes) ;

activity areas (cognitive games, art, blocks, dramatic
play, and free play); and observer teams=-« /A3 and ¥ .

| ' —
. , | ,
SOURCE df l M5 F
: S e 1 e — !
- ‘ : —
| | !
| Centers (M) ' 2 ; 4701.98 4,02¢%
| Activity Axeas (E)l 4 1 1585.20 5.47%%k
i ,
Ckeexvers (Q) i 2 ! 11.69 0.89
Subjects (5) 47
s(A) 45 1170.41
AXB 8 779.96 2.60%*
S(A)B I lao 289.98 !
! AXC 4 45,22 0.67
i
{ , | ,
| 5(A)C g 90 68.04
|
B XC 8 72.94 0.24
z
| AXBXC | 16 60.46 0.20
|
| s@mBxcC 360 299,00
l
_ N R i
*n .05
w*p ¢.01
*ahp ¢, 001
6 Myers, Jerome L., Fundamentals of Experimental Design,

Second edition, Allyn and Bacon, Boston, 1972, pps 219-
221, Analysis of Variance, one between- and two within-
subjects variables.
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Day Care Centers had the highest mean of verbalizations
per day (651.20) ; folloved by the Homes (619.30 verbaliza-
tions/day) i and jastly by the Group pay Care Centers

(540.80 verbalizations/day) .

Graphs Hl4 andH 15 clearly demonstrate that the highest
rates of verbalizing'g:curred in the Fémily pay Care
centers, followed by the Homes and Group Day Care Centers-
However, the large gap petween the vérbaligaticns in the
Family Day Care Centers and the Homes that exists in
Graph #13cccuzred pecause the total time spent in the
Homes recording for the three weeks was only 1280 minutes
while in the Family and Group Day Care Centers it was
1440 minutes of recording. Using the Homes' rate of
verbalizations (7.49 verbalizations/minute) for 1440
minutes, there would not be as large & gap which exists
between the Family Day Care Centers and the Homes .

Greph H#13would show ﬁﬁe Family Day Care Centers and the
Homes much closer together in total verbalizations with

the Group Day Care Center significantly lower.
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in Graph#l5 the Family and Group Day Care Centers
and the Homes are all increasing or decreasing together
in their levels of verbalizations on certain days (six .4, .-
days--day 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 15). For instance,on the eigth
eigth day both the Family and Group Day Care Centers anc
the Homes are all decreasing to very low verbalization
levels. The reason for this is that there was no free
play outdoors because it rained on that particular day.
The lecss of this activity area (free play), which was the
second highest activi:y area in eliciting verbalizations

from the children, did affect the total verhalizations

indicated that the children were confined indoors for
part or all of the day because of poor weather. The
children were then spending more time in activity areas
that did not yield as high verbalization levels as the
free play area. The high points usually indicated a
recovery with the children engaging in free play on the
following days.

Another way of presenting the data in Graph#l5 is to
lock at the amount of verbalizing that occurred in the
activity areas over the total three weeks period of data
gathering. Graph#16 shows that the variability occurred

amongst the activity areas because the least amount of



verbalizing during the three weeks was done in the block
areas, followed by art, cognitive games areas which were
evsentially the same, with the most verbalizing in the

dramatic play and free play areas in all the centers and

homes. Therafore, ifrthe children were indoors and could
not use tinz2 free play activity area, there would be a
lower level of total verbalizations for éhat day in all
the centers and homes. This occurred because the subjects
had to spend more time in the blocks, art, and cognitive
games areas, which were significantly lower than the free
play and dramatic play areas in eliciting verbalizations.
Table 3 ghows how activity area were significantly differ-
ent in the total verbalizations produced by subjects
F=5.47, df=4, p «.001).

The other part of the analysis was whether the V1
and V2 verbalizations differed in the Family and Group
Day Care Centers, and the Homes. In Table 4, an analysis
was done using t-tests to find significant differences

between means of V1 and V2 verbalizations produced by
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subjects in the Family and Group Day Care Centers.
Table 4 shows that significantly more V2 verbalizations
were made by subjects than V1 verbalizations in the

Family Day Care Centers (t=4.43, p<.05).

Insert Table 4

Also, there were significantly more V2 verbalizations
made by subjects in the Family Day Care Centers than V2
verbalizations made by subjects in the Group Day Care
Centers (t=5.67, p<.05). However, there were significant~
ly more V1 and V2 verbalizations made by subjects in the
Group Day Care Centers (t=3.61, p <.10). These results
explain how the interaction of centers and activity
areas were significant. The Family Day Care Centers had
significantly more verbalizations than the Group Day Care
Centers because of the greater number of V2 verbalizations
produced by the subjects. Therefore, the subjects that
were in a particular activity area in the Family Day Care
Centers produced more verbalizations than the subjects
in an equivalent activity area in the Group Day Care
Centers, because signigicantly more V2 verbalizations
129
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Table 4
L]
€omparlison of V2 and V1 verhalizations pro-
duced by subjects in Family and Group Day
Care Centers using t-test for differences
between means

12 v1 tediff’

' Family Day
Care Centers

Group Day
Care Centers 3g1z 5783 3.61*

s ——  —
t-Aiff’ 5.67%%!  3.01%
]

* n{.l10
** p .05

7 Hays, William L., Statistics for Psycholoaists,
Holt, Rinehar%, and Winston, Mew York, 1963,
pos 320-322, T-distribution to test hypotheses
ahout differences

ok
‘ﬁ:"

113




= ok

were produced by the subjects in the Family Day Care

~ Centers. Table 3 shows how the interaction of activity

areas and centers vere significantly different in the
total verbalizaéiéns produced by subjects (F=2,69, df=8,

p<.0l).

[
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DISCUSSION

From previous pilot studies (Fiene, 1972a,b) it was
suggested that children verbalize at different levels of
complexity and at different rates when they are in diff-.. .
erent activity areas, This study has clearly demonstra-
ted that children verbalize at different levels and com-
Plexities when experiencing different types of custodial
environments (i.e. Family Day Care Center, Home environ=-
ment, and Group Day Care Center) as well as supporting
the previous finding. The interaction of activity areas
with centers was also significant. For example, the dra-
matic play area elicits more complex verbalizations in the
Family Day Care Center than in the Group Day Care Center.
The Family Day Care Center appears to be producing an
environment that is more conducive for communicating ver-
bally at the child's level than the Group Day Care Center.
The child is verbalizing more and at a more sophisticated
level in all activity areas in the Family Day Care Center.

Keeping the sample used in this stﬁdy in mind, some
of these statements should be qualified. The Family and

Group Day Care Centers that were part of this sample



should be considered aba&e aysrage in the staff education-
al background (90% af‘the teachers in the centers had ['.7.. '«
B.A.'s or above), the equipment used was of a high quality
(SRA, Montessori), and the centers themselves were spa--.
gidus and . attractive. These centers were chosen because
of willingness of the directors of the centers to

conduct research. 1In the Family Day Care Centers observed,
generally there was a closer child-adult inter-personal
relationship. In the Group Day Care Center, the adults.
had more of a condescending attitude towards the children
and usually felt the children were more unruly than the
reports I received frem the adults in the Family Day Care
Centers about their children.

These attitudes of the adults (teachers) in the two
day care settings seemed to be influencing the types of
verbalizations the adults and children were having. The
teachers in the Grauﬁ Day Care Center were usually en=.a.:.
gaged in a question and answer form of verbalizing with
the children, and in the form of commands given to the
children. The children need only respond with a couple .. -
of words when conversing with the teachers. The teacgers,
bééause of the size of the group in the Group Day Care -..: -

Centers, had relatively little time to spend verbalizing



with individual children. The adults (teachers) in the
Family Day Ca;é Cenﬁers, because of the small gize of the
center, had more time to spend verbalizing with indivi-
dual children in "meaningful" passages for greater dura-~’
tions.

An implication is that the particular environments
influenced the character of the adult-child verbal inter-
actions which in the case of the Family Day éare Centers
éauSéd more verbalizations to be elicited by the subjects.
These verbalizations being at a more sophisticated level.
In the Group Day Care Centers, the teachers and children
just were not verbalizing as much because of pressures
incurred by the curriculum, parent expectations of child-
ren's progress, and sheer numbéf of children (solutions
will be discussed later).

Returning to the fact that children verhalize at
different levels of complexity and at different rates
when cxperiencing different activity areas, there are
several implications which must be discussed. In review=

BB of Graph #16 it is evi-

ing the data BN
dent that all the activity areas located in the Family
Day Care Centers have higher verbalizations levels be-~

cause of the greater number of V2 verbalizations pro-



duced by the subjects. This explains why the verbaliza-
tion levels are different in the activity areas across
the centers; it does not explain how the activity areas
within a particular center differs in verbalization levels.
A possible explanation is that the play patterns engaged
in by Ss in the various activity areas are more conducive
or facilitative to verbalizing. For instance, the play
patterns in the Dramatic Play area were very conducive

to children verbalizing. The children both in the Family
and Group Day Care Settings engaged in a great deal of
social behavier (playing house, doctor) which requires a
great deal of verbalizing for it to be successful. In
contrast, the blocks area had relatively little verbali=~
izing done in both the Family and Group Day Care Settings.
The nature of this activity area, where each child works
alone with relatively little social interaction, is that
little verbalizing occurs. The cagniti&e games and art
areas vere similar to the biasks area with little ver-
balizing because the children were engaged in an act-
ivity by themselves, The free play area was more like
the dramatic play area because of the availability to
socialize and communicate each others neads,

The interaction of activity areas and centers seem=
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ed to occur because the subjects in the Family Day Care
Centers produced more V2 verbalizations across all act-
ivity areas; and the subjects were eliciting different
rates of verbalizations in the activity areas. For
example, the dramatic play area is a high elicitor of
verbalizations. This activity area in a Family Day Care
Center, which appears to be a more conducive environment
for verbalizing, will elicit a great number of verbaliza-
tions from its subjects. In contrast, a blocks area
which was a low elicitor of verbalizations, placed within
a Group Day Care Center, which seems not to be as con-
ducive an environment for verbalizing, will elicit very
few verbalizations.

This is an important point because when a high ver=-
al producing activity area (e.g. dramatic play) is with-
in a Family Day Care Center, the great number of verbal-
izations procduced by its subjects causes the high output
of V2 verbalizations. The data clearly indicates that
learning environments which are facilitative inuﬁrcducs
ing verbalizations (e.g. dramatic play, and a Family Day
Care Center) will have a more likely chance of producing
sophisticated sentence structures (V2 verbalizations).

When a low verbal producing activity area (e.g.blocks)
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ig within a Group Day Care Center, the smaller number
of verbalizations produced by its subjects causes the
low output of VZ verbalizations. The data indicates

that learning environments which are not facilitative

in producing verbalizations (e.g. blocks and a Group

[ ]

ay Care Center) will not produce many sophisticated
sentence structures (V2 verbalizations)., It appears
that volume of verbalizations produced correlates highly
with the complexity of verbalizations produced. The
greater the volume, the higher the complexity.

In loocking at all the data for the interaction of
centers and activity areas, it appears that the centers
have more of an effect on the verbalizations preoduced
in the activity areas, it appears that the centers
have more of an effect on the verbalizations produced
in the activity areas. The reason for this is that
centers have kiases (e.g. teacher preference for cognitive
development) that are going to affect all the activity
areas. The activity areas are made to fit the biases
of the center rather than the center fitting the activi-
ty areas,

Ifg@ne is to assume’ that a high level of verbaiigai
tions is a goal of pre-school learning environments,
then how can Group Day Care Centers be more of a facil~

itator of producing verbalizations? Certainly the size
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of many Group Day Care Centers can be decreased which:
will permit a lower adult to child ratio. Definitely
not more than five children to one adult should be main-
tained in order for this to be effective. This would
give the adult more time to spend verbalizing with ind=
ividual children. Another method to increase verbaliza-
tions is to alter play patterns. For instance, in a
cognitive games area, thsh is not a very high elicitor
of verbalizations, when a child is partaking in an act-
ivity an adult could begin talking to the child about
what he/she is playing with rather than leaving the

- child to play by himself. Also, in very large centers,
where it is not feasible to cut down its enrollment,
another form of éltering play patterns could be used.
With older children, four and five years old, a contin-
gency system (can be modified for younger children) can
be used where a child must verbalize with adults in going
from activity area to activity area. (the adults are sta-
tioned at every activity area). The child is only re-
warded for the production afﬂsaphistieatéd sentence
structures, These suggestions may work in some day care
learning environments, but definitely not in all, Only

an individually prescribed curriculum-gezred for the needs
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of each individual center will be appropriate.




This study analyzes the relationship between movement
and language production in a day care setting.

In a paper (Fiene, 1971) it was pointed out that
:éiatively little research has been done on the "Tradi=
tional Nursery School” program (Evans, 1971). In look-
ing at most programs (experimental) such as Bereiter-
Engelmann (1969), Karnes (1969) and Palmer (1969) there
is a great body of research that goes along with it.
However, in "Traditional Nursery School" settings,
the program exists but without the great body of research.
It was also pointed out that Family Day Care Homes
suffer the same malady. When one considers the fact
that 85% of the children in the United States (DCCDCR,
1971) are enrolled in the above two centers ("Traditional
Nursery Schools" and Family Day Care Homes) one becomes
somewhat alarmed,

Besides the fact that 85% of the children in the
nation are either in a Traditional Nursery School or a
Family Day Care Center, the Gthef reason for investigating
these programs is that they are about the closest we
can be removed from an uncontrolled, non=laboratory
gsetting., Also the programs do not vary much across the

nation (Fiene, 1971). A Traditional Nursery School



emphasizes the whole child using art, music, cognitive
games, dramatic play, free play and blocks to help
develop the child, Family Day Care Settings are basically
custodial in their caring of children. Both types of
programs have similar emphases in supplying the child
with an environment as comfortable and liking as the
child's own home,

In this study, two variables were loocked at: (1)
the time spent verbalizing by Ss to other children in
a group (Traditional Nursery School) and Family Day Care
Home (Center); (2) time was also Eaken on the movement
of each child between activity areas. Time was kept
by two observers using stop-watches on all the Ss.
There has been research done by the Brandts' (1970)
which indicates that there is a rausal or at 1eas€ a
slight correlation between movement and the other types
of development (language, cognition, etc.).

My hypotheses were: (1) there would be more ver-
balizations and more movement in the Family Day Care
Setting; (2) there would be less movement and less ver=

balizations in the Group Day Care Settings.

141

124



METHOD
Subjects:

Ten subjects, five males and five females between
the ages of 28 and 54 months. All were vhite children
attending day care centers all day (Traditional Nursery
School curriculum stressed). Three males and two females
were randomly selected from a Family Day Care Center,
The same was done in a Group Day Care Center., The
population of the Family Day Care Center was 10. The
population of the Group Day Care Center was 45,

The Group and Family Day Care Centers were matched
for a Traditional Nu%sery Settings emphasizing essentially

custodial care of children. .
Materials:

Each observer had two stop watches to record the

time spent in movement and verbalizing.
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The two centerswere in the Islip Township located
in the South=Central protion of Long Island, New York.
These were low to middle income areas,

In both centers there were well-defined activity
areas, These activity areas were a cognitive games
area, a blocks area, an art area, a free play area, amd
a dramatic play area. Activity areas were delineated on

ocks area=-An area that con-

[

the féilawinq criteria: B
.tained any type of building toys (erector sets, unit

' blocks, hollow blocks); art area--contained crayons,
coloring blocks. easils, collage materials (felt, paper,
scissors); cognitive games--contained puzzles, manipula=-
tive small muscle toys; dramatic play area--contained
dolls, carriages, dress-up materials; fres play area--
contained ocutdoor equipment and large muscle equipment.
Activity areas were broken off from each other by waist
high (adult height shelves or toy cabinetsz). In both
centers, all activity areas were emphasized equally
(i.e. children spent an equal amount of time in all

areas).



Recordings:

The trained observers would only start the stap¥
watch for verbalizations (in their right hand) if tﬁe
child were actually in a particular activity area engag-
ing in an activity when gezbalising (i,e. child had to
be playing=--picking up a toy, reading a book, dressing
up, pushing a toy, etec.). If the child were verbalizing
but not in an activity area, or moving from area to area,

the stop-watch for verbalizations was not started, The

in their left~hand if the child were moving from activity

area to activity area.
Progedure:

The observers who did the recordings were pre-
school teachers., One male, one female. Training of
cbservers ﬁas-agne week in advance to the actual
collecting of the data for the study.

The observers were located on the periphery of

the room, they were free to move along the periphery
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of the centers in order to get a better view of the
children, The observers spent 20 minutes in the morn=

ing between 10:00-10:30 in the centers. These times

were selected for the staff interaeted with the child-

ren as little as possible during this time. There was

ne large group play, the children were engaged in solitary
play with their peers.

The ébserve:s would spend their 20 minutes of each
day as follows: They would enter one of éhs centers,
synchronize their stop-watches so that each observer
started observing at precisely the same tiﬁé.“ Only the
timings were kept on each of the ten Ss as they berbali-
zed and moved within the centers. Forty minutes of obser-
vations were obtained for each S. There was a total of
400 minutes of observations for all the Ss. The obser-
vations were done over a two week period, Four 10 min=
ute sessions per subject.

Reliability was calculated for the two observers
for each 10 minute observation session. Reliability
was calculated by the observers where if thev were with-

in .0 seconds of each other for their timings obtained
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on their stop-watches, the observation was considered
valid, This averaged out to about .91 as a reliability

check for the observers for each session.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The Ss showed a significant trend in the Family
Day Care Center to do more moving and verbalizing with-
in activity areas and less movement between areas, than

the Ss in the Group Day Care Center., (t = 1.76, p<.l0;

t = 2,03, p<.10). There was no signifiéant difference
bétWééﬂ‘timé spent in movement in the activity areas

and verbalizing in activity areas in either the Group
‘or Family Day Care Centers. Although there was less
movement between activity areas in the Family Day Care
Center than the Group Day Care Center this did not prove

significant, however a trend did exist there. (See

Graph #17.)




Graph # 17

Total Number of Minutes Recorded by Observers.
of Ss cither moving or Verbalizing in the Family and
Group Day Care Center
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In analyzing the data in Graph#l7 4t ig evident
that the Ss in the Family Day Care Center were highly
mobile and flexible within their various activity areas.
These Ss were also verbalizing at a higher level with
cach other in easﬁ of the activity areas. The level
of distraction was low. Thié is siqnifiéd by the
low level of time spent in moving from activity area
to activity area. The Ss in the Group Davy Care Center’
appeared to be greatly distracted or at least more dis-
tracted than the Sg in the Family Day Care Center.

This is shown by the higher-lcvel cf time spent in
moving from activity area to activity area.

This study shows some trends which were produced
by -the above custodial day care environments. The
Family Day Care Center appears to be providing an en=-
virorment which allows more time for verbalizing. The
Group Day Care Center appears not to have as effective
an environment for producing verbalizations. Of course
I am not generalizing these statements to the multitude
of centers that exist before substantial data can be

obtained.
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A question which still has to be answered concerns
the quality of care provided by Family and Group Day
Care Centers, This has to be answercd more fully using
appropriate criteria. If one uses the number of distrac-
tions or the amount of verbalizing vitih the less dis-
tractions, than which enviromment will provide the
quality of care?

This question of verbalizations has to be analyzed
more fully in looking at the nature of these verbaliza-
tions. Distractions can be good or bad depending on
their timing., However, the amount of verbalizing would
appear to be pesitively correlated with intellsc¢tual
development, The more verbal a child, the more intelli-

gent, the more he/she communicates to his/her peers (Gorxdon,

1972},



This study was the first in the series of analyzing
the child's ecology by specifically analyzing verbal
interactions between Ss in Family and Group day care.
There has Been great de-bate over what types of
verbal behavior are characteristic of quality care,
Ira Gordon (1972) has pointed out that high intellective
potential 13 readily observable by the volume of time
peers spend talking to each other. If we accept this
premise than we would state that a quality program
would have a great deal of verbalizing between peers.
Another facet of this argusment is whether the volume
of verbalizations 1s more important than the quality of
verbalizations, Is complexity more important than sheer
volume?
Tvo assumptions are being made in this study:
(1) Complexity of verbalizatlons is more important
then quantity of verbalizations; (2) the quanlity of
care is directly related to the occurrence of the
complexity of verbalizations. The higher the  occurr=—
ence of complex verbalizations the more desireable the

care,
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It has Eeen shown that trends towards more ver-
balizing in a Family Day Care Center than in a Group
Day Care Center have been established (Viene, 1972},
However, one aspect of the mature of this volume of
verbalizations is the character of these verbalizations,
Are they long or shor: sentences? Shere volume isn't
as important as the complexity or sophisticatlon of
these sentences. Are the subjects within the Family

7 Day Care Centers producing just more sentences or are
they producing more complex sentences?

L am predicting that: (1) Ss in the Family Day
Cree Cenier will precuce more complex verbalizations;
(2) Ss in the Group May {are Center will produce more

simple verhalizarions than complex verbalizations




Subjects:

Ten Sas, five males and five fzmales bvetween the
ages of 28 and 54 months. All were white children
attending day care centers full time (8 hrs/day).
Three males and two females were randomly selected

from a famlly day care center, The same was done

ir. a Group -i»y care center. The Group and Family day
care cenfetrs were r:. .i:-J for a traditional nursery
settings emphasiziny cas-iitlally custodial care of

children.,

Materials:

Fazh obaervar had two stop watches tou record the
tlme spmant in M-V ay vargus N-V-A soenten:as or verbali-

zatlons.
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The two centers were in the Islip township located
in the South-Central portion aflicng Islznd, New York.
These were low to middle income areas.
In both centers there ware well defined activity
areas. These activity areas vere a cognitive games area,
N a blocks area, an art area, a free play areca, and a
dvamatlic play area. Activity areas were delineated on
the following criteria: Blocks area--an area that con-
tetned anvv type of Qu{ldiﬁg toys (erector sets, unit
blocks, hollow blo«ks - azt area-=-contained crayons,
colordng blocks, easils. collage materials (fel:, paper,
ycissors); cognitive games area--contained p;zéiés, mani-
palative small muscle toys; dramatic play gfeaﬁﬁcaﬁtained
dalls,:garriagas, ﬂféﬁsiup materials; free play area--
contained outdoor equirment and large muscle equipment.
Actlviry areas wewre brcken off from eesch other by waist
high (adult height shelves or top cabinets), Ia both
centers, all activity areas werz emphasized equally
(L.e, children speat an equal amount of time in all areas).

‘ 153

138




The verbalizations were recorded as either H-V
(noun-verb or simple verbalizations) or N-V=A (moun-
verb-adverb or noun or complex verbalizations), The
stop-watches would be started simultaneocusly for the
observer. If tlhe verbalizations were a simple vesbhali~
zatlons, the obLserver would stop one stop watch at the
completion of the verbalization and record the time
verbalizing. If the verbalizations were a complex
verbalizations, the observer would let both stop-watches
run until the completion of the verbalizations, then

record the time of the complex verbalization.

The olservers who did the recordings were preschool
teachers. One malz, one female. Training of observers
was done one week in advance to the actually csllecténg
of the data far rhe study,

The observers were located on tha periphery of the

rocm, they vere free to move alonp the periphery of the
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centers in order to get a better view of the children

and to hear thelchild;en better for verbalizations,

The obgervers spent 20 minutes in the morning between
10:00-10:30 in the centers, These times were selected

for the staff interacted with the children as little as
pcsaibléAduring this time. There was no large group play,
the cnlldren were engaged in solitary play or group play
without adult intervention,

The observers would spend their 29 minutes of each
day as follows: they would enter one of the centers,
synchronize their stop watches so that each observer
started observing at precisely the same time, Only the
timings were keps on each of the ten Ss as they verbalized
within the center: Yorty minutes of observations were
obtaiued for each 4. There was a total of 400 minutes
of obsersations L= all 83, The observations were done
over a two weel peiind, Four ten mloute sessions were
taken on a2zch subizat,

Rellabilliy w722 calculated for the two observers
for each ten wmiw:iz observation session. Teliability
wag calﬁulaEEQ.by i.he observera vhers 1f they were

wlithin 30 seconds of each other for theilr timings



obtained on their stop~vatches, the observation was
considered valid. This averaged out to a ,95 reliability

check for each session.

As can be seen in Graph#18, the Ss were producing
more N-V-A (complex sentence structures) in the Family
Day Care Centers (t=1.96, p<.10), In the Group Day Care
Center (see Graph H19, the Ss produced more =V than N-V-A

sentence structures (t-2.01, p<.10}.
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Insert Graph # 18

There were some inherent problems with this study
vhich probably caused the low significance levels. The
maaner nf recordiug times through the use of the stop-
vatches was difficult and cumbersoma. Trying to coordinate
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Graph # 18
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t=tests computed on number of verbali-
zations produced by Ss in Family Day Care Centers
on N-V'and N-V-A sentence structures

N-V-A 2026

t-test 1.96%
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Graph # 19

t-tests computed on lumber of Verbali-
zations produced by Ss in Group Day Carc Centers
on N-V and N-V-A sentence structures

Number of Verbalizations

-V 1936
N-V-A 1677
t-test 2.01%

* p{;lo
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your hands for simple as versus complex verbalizations
made it extremely difficult on the observers. The problem
of anticipation in trying to figure out when a child was
talking and just moving his lips made for difficulties

on ohservations,

In future studies, [ would recommend caﬁﬂting the
frequency that a verbalization occurred rather than its
duration, Thislwauld provide a more valid means of
recording.

This concludess the construction of the theoretical
base for EMIS. The following three chapters are concerned
with what EMIS is doing right now: How it woarks and more im-

portantly what it hag produced,

£5Y
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CHAPTER 3

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA, REGIONAL MODEL, BASELINE

In looking ét the demographic data it 1s self-evident
that child dévelspmént services, 1n particular, day care
gervices are direly needed in the State. Here are some summary
statistics. There are presently U455, 244 children under five
years of age. Of that figure, 113, 017 children are in some
form of c¢child care arrangement. Ec@n@mieally, there are
| 302, 470 families who make under 3$5,000/year; 631, 798 make

less than $10,000/year.

Presently, there are 67,678 women in the labor force
with children under five, There are an additional 337,202
women with children under five,and how many of these women
would like to return to wrrk but can'* because ﬁhey don't
have child care pramisians?

These flgures are definitely a strong indicator of the
need, or at least the potential need f@r.child care services

in the skate.
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20, Forest 4,9% | 4,884 1 L 4 2,461 . 2,468 31 310 576
'21'FGIES7 o7l 005 5 W4 5% 5430 %0 | 8¢ | L%
e 000 | BT % | B 1000 1873 260 | 300 | 8,8
Rimiter | WO0| % % | % o lm| 528 | 4 | 46
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29, Luzern W) | M08 186 457 161,000 |16L06L | 2362 | 19,40 | 3,87
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COUNTIES Total | Vhite | Black | Cther| PMale | Female | Children 0-84,939 85,00-
e Under S 5,99
% Northumberland 99,190 96,985 140 | 5]  46,668] 52,322, 7,308 6,890 | 21,24
a1 Perry 26,610 28,546 B By 1414 14420 2410 1,42 | 3,3
34, Pike 1,08 11,762 7 01 57 6,087 g8 M | 1,20
W Potter | 16,395 16,309 B 5] 8,045 8,350 | 1,465 1,147 | 1,9%
alSchuylkill | 160,089 199,623| 309 157 76,19| 83,894 | 11,090 10,81 | 20,00 °

41,Snyder 29,29 29,082 157 N 1448 14811 2,412 Lm7 | 3,166

42, Somerset 6,03 75,044 112 BL| 37,08 38979 6,037 5307 | 8,483 !

43,50l livan 5%l 507 1B 9 0,07 2,985 463 8 A/
a4,Susquetanna | 34,544 34,0010 40 17,008 17,341 [ 3,016, 2,019 | 3,801
45, Tioga 9,690 39,58 7 62 19,0090 20,442 | 3,30 2,38 | 4,340
46, Union 28,608 07,780, 14 89| 14,923 13,680 | 2,006 1,219 | 2,504
41, Venango 62,959 61,685 393 0,020 12,080 4,806 3,11 | 6,68
48, Yarzen 68 4,548 T 6| 23,190 4492 | 3,878 2,068 | 4,760
49, Washington | 210,87 202,97| 7,662 0| 102,370] 108,506 | 15,299 : 11,030 | 23,665
50, Wayne 2,91 29,287 318 26| 14,804 14777 2,206 | 1,98 | 3,23
5. Westnoreland | 376,93 370,261 6,092 582 162,700 194,205 | 29,867 | 19,739 | 40,097
52, yoning 0080 1908 7| 1| qa| 92| 179! Lan | 2,0
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C [ Aonual Fani Ty TncomE“l?:?'Husband?'WLe Tafi1Tes<1970" Carisis |Fenalé Headed ’FamlliesiIQTD’Census
PENNSYLVANTA | $10,000-|$15,000- $25,000 Total Homen with Women with  [Total |Women with [Homen with
COUNTIES 514,999 924,999 or more 1 children |children undep children  (children under
| under 6 yrs{6 yrs, and in under 6 yrsy6 yrs, and in
o e b Mlabor fores | | 1ahor force
LAllegheny | 119,980 167,101 21,133 352,631[ 84,819 12,6 . |49,370]10,2% 13,444
2,Amstrong 4,097 | 1,470 B | 17,935 4,350 692 1,688 430 155
JaBeaver 16,704 | 6,677 | 1,101 | 48,8001 12,237 2,001 5,029| 1,226 445
4,Bedford 2,353 | 769 1 284 {10,001 2,703 690 08 M ] %
5.8lair B6L4 1 3,112 | 3T | 30,635 7,74 | 2,064 3,82| 856 38
§,Bradford 3,71 | 1,407 | 7 |12,662 3,876 11,098 1,8 80 ) 193
T,Butler 0,115 | 3,411 | 589" | 28,523 8,468 | 1,412 2,308] 0% ¢ 22
BuCanbris 1,76 | 4,27 | 1,006 | 40,180 9,780 | 1,58 4,97 94 . M8
9.Caneron 639 | 229 4 ' 1,6 454 15 19 5 %
10,Cazhon 3,157 | 985 | 109 . 11,884| 2,706 A 1,442 213 %
11,Centre 5,4 | 2,003 | TS0 119,598 6,150 | 1,86 L7, %828
12,Clarion 1,859 | 75 | 123 | 8,38l 2,23 141 ) 155 .. %
13.Clearfield | 4,006 | 1,254 | 231 16,665 4,664 | 1,058 2,011 496 " . 26

b 14.Clinton 2,0% | 702 | 109 8,634 2,115 700 B73) A5 103

R 115, Colubis 1,604 | 990 | 213 12,664] 3,290 96 L322 2 189

" 16 Crawfond o508 | 2,000 | %6 18,33 5,001 | 1,308 L7383} 421 i 160
17,51k 2,51 | M6 | 128 ‘8326 2,59 1 9l W 92
16.Erie 18,921 | 8,066 | 2,075 i57_oa4 16,91 3,67 6,28/ 1,76 784
19 Fayette 7,505 | 0,467 | 404 134,345| 8,662 11,182 4,891,002 30
20, Forest 30| 109 | 15 | 1164 30 4 g 13 ) 7
21, Fulton 501 | 169 | 46 | 2,53 713 21 %70 89 o8l
22,Greene 1,854 | 567 | 83 | 7,93 1,823 308 L0, Il
23.Huntingdon | 2,08 | 618 | 120 | 8,58| 2,237 i 63 L0y LT
24, Indiana 4,00 | 1,142 | 406 | 17,046| 4,823 1 683 L5l %l 1
B Jefferson | 2,460 | 75 | 161 10,113 2,2% 5% 1,080, 20 i 8
26, Juniata 99 | 25 | 31 | 4,040 1,00 i %54 B9, 9 47
. Lackawanna | 14,855 | 6,007 | 1,465 150,%62(12,04 ;2,743 8,541 70 ¢ %0
28 Lavrence 450 | 2,615 | 494 [24,30] 5,768 640 0,891 61l ¢ 198
29, Luzerne 21,795 | 7,808 | 2,085 |76,283]17,703 4,487 12,1481 1,547 | 691
30, Lyconing 7,800 | 9,742 | 515 | 25,618] 6,09 2,067 063|161 W
3 Mekean 3,519 | 1,055 | 29 [11,9%6] 3,109 - 88 Lan| an |1
P lercer 9,423 | 3,781 | 754 28,590 7,127 1,282 w42l M1 | 35
33 MFflin 2,089 | 9T | 23 10,685 3,07 1 70 L0 A3 ) 1M 166

65 Melonroe 523 1,30 | 21 0471 g8 Tl L,043] 20 | 13 !
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- " Amual Fanily Income--1969| Husband/Wife Families-1970 Censusf Female Headed Fami ligs=1970 Censug
PENNSYLVANTA | $10,0004 $15,0004 §25,000 {Total | Wonen with {Women with | Total |Women with [Women with
i COUNTIES 514,999 | $24,999 | or moxe children |children under children  |children nder |
' under 6 yrs{6 yrs, and in under 6 yrs46 yrs. and in
b abor force , ~ {labor force
%.Northumberland 5,550 | 1,411 | 270 23,87 5,653 [ L6401 ] 3,06 613 [ 00
37, Perry 1,746 | 672 | 155 | 6,806f 1,959 585 B35 | 112 80
B.Pike 799 | 0| 76 | 3,014 640 157 51 9 16
139,Potter 675 | 26 | T6 | 352 1,213 U7 291 65 2
A0,Schuylkill | 9,186 | 2,491 | 453 36,542 8,564 1,941 5,343 (882 396
141 Snyder 1,687 | 560 | 10§ 6,29 1,734 568 90| 149 %0
‘42.Sﬁm815ét 4,03 | 1,741 | 44 [17,679 4,532 844 1,192 1 306 103
ASullivan 3% 1281 28 | L4 37 B4 94 26 10
daSusquehanna | 2,128 | 768 | 166 | T 2,22 612 7| 1% T
6, Tloga

i

2007 | 833 | 136 | 8,713 2,50 663 4| 240 118
fUndon 7 L6000 § T L1288 | 5,607 1,597 428 92| 141 94
ATVenango 1 3,720 | 1,351 215 |13,694 3,631 665 1,374 | 269 83
Barren 3,563 | 1,004 {318 (10,54 3,033 919 1,017 1 308 159
49, Mashington 14,286 | 5,749 1,046 |49,187 12,125 11,91 5,300 | 1,189 319
50, Nayne 156 | 557190 | 6,617 1,762 485 667|102 1l
SlMestnoreland 29,046 112,17 2,132 |68,811) 2,4% | 3,724 8,011 | 1,609 06 o
Quoning 1 1,298 | 394 | 60 | 4,457 1,399 ) T N ;T %

LT L

, |
Total~ i '

52 Counties F97,205 171,953 142,885{1,326,633 337,202 i‘67,678 159,504 133,116 13,121
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[ e Ny “Sehoal Envolinent{Kindesgarten Envollment|Day Care Program’ Enrigllngnt=shge0<5==""
PENNSYIVANIA | 3470 Censvs 1970 Cersus - [Title 1V-A-~1974-75 Mot Title IV-A--1973
COWTIES | Total 'Public Prlvate {Total Public Pﬂvate {Total Title IVAlNat Title V-A
|l Allegheny | 7,208 12,529 [4,679  [22,51518,507 . 3,918 [3,814 1,800 | 2,004
2. Armstrong 84 67 17 1_075 1062; 13 23 45 168
J:Beaver 483 ¢ 210 | 23 3,0, 2,95 | 82 240 45 195
4.Bedford B 2 6 199; 1l 8 AV 24 |
9.Blair 24 1 104 | 160 1, 988 11,9301 - 58 212 130 142
6,Bradford 02 % | 52 10?0 1,064i 6 | 21 . 23 18
7.Butler 123 | 64 | 59 L,a75(1,08 237 | 12 % mn
‘8,Canbria B0 g 16 2,42312,2051 218 | 35 200 115
9.Cameron 0} 0 0 %) %] 0 0t 0 0 ,
10.Carbon .} 541 80 1 4 8] 680 28 16 : 16 0 Q
W.lentre 1 500 | 185 | 31§ L6o7 11,6671 0 | 149 10 29 .
Clarien. ;A 0 | 2 07 26 U 5 0 53
W Clearfleld | 21 R 0 1,037 15,0871 0 0 0 0 é
14,Clinton | 105 | 8 o %0 G4 8161 18 18 W 103 | |
15.Columbia % 02 0 4 | | M 0 120 80 10 = !
16, Cranford 00 ) 6 | 47 {LM4L,37TF T | 319 i 185 134
o S I A T O R 0 i
o 18.Erie 91 ¢ 332 ; %69 4,38 14,146 1 182 822 430 392 \
19.Fayette ! 1881 15 | 7 2,648 [2,5191 69 | 13 ' 85 50
20, Forest 0l 0 0 55 %) 0 0+ 0 0
2L, Fulton (R B I A A I o
22,0reene 48, 4 0 020 2y 0 | 26 125 6l
23Huntingdon 1+ 61 1 34 ¢ 2 66| €0] 6 |16 - 7 68
24, Indiana 1211 84 | 4 8631 B 9 .10 M
28, Jefferson 0 10 : 0 64 64| 0. 3 | 0 3
26, Juniata S8 00 %5 | 25| 0 200 12
27, lackawanna |~ 467 | 202 . 25 3,544 (3,300 | 235 | 953 | 848 105
28, lawrence @ 141 86 | 38 1,201 1,080 17 ntoo0 27
Dlwerne | 45| A5 | 20 | 4,494 14,0891 05 | 44 37 4
Wilyooring | W8 I o2 o000 L% R | 89| % | T
3L, ek A 15 | % 03| 8H| 8 | WM | 0 5
32, ercer 357 1 162 | 198 1,937 1,782 185 ) 135 1 80 55 | i
WG 51 89 1 19 B3 M| B 0.1 0 0 3 ;
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PEMISYLUANIA  |Mursery School Enrollment Kinderqarten Envollnent Day Case Progran Envollnent--Age 0-5 |
COUNTIES 1970 Census 11970 Censug Title V-A--19%-75  Not Title IV =A-=J973
e Dotel 7 ublzc ‘Erlvate Total Publlc Pr1vate Total __ |Title IV-A ot Title VA -
%.dorthumberland| 61 | 34 FE W TR 730 B R B N B (I
37 Derry 0] o0 0 noB| U 14 0 . U
38.Dike 34 3l 13 134 0 0 0 0
39, Potter | 0] 0 5 169 169 0 0 0 0
40.5chuylki1l 118 | 86 212,000 2,016 | 84 | 288 255 3
41.Snyder VXY 9 1 39 3B 0 59 2 39
42,Somerset 119 | 89 301 887 - 86l 2 | 95 105 110
43,Sullivan 0f 0 0 b im0 8o,

4. Susquehanna | 29 | 21 8L 1) %) 9N | LR
43, Tioga 67 | 36 i 49 | 4921 6 16] 148 13
46, Union 60 | 54 6 ¢ 3| M| 0 60 0 60
47.Venango 129 | 67 62 | 70 | 95| 3B | w7 160 127 .
48, Warren B 1 30 48 ¥ 04 29 18 0 78
49,Washington 432 | 21 156 "2,745 12,686 © 59 | 395 105 290

b 9 Hayne 611 3 64 1 468 | 462. 6 | 83 ! M

B W lestnoreland | 767 | 256 812 14,797 14,043 5 754 | 312 % Mm
52, Wyoming 69 | 43 6 ¢ 1921 1%2¢ 0 ] %6 360 b
L 'f b )
| Total-- R ‘

32 Counties {14,547 | 6,178 | 8,369 182,073 175,008 7,065 |12,005 | 6,419 5,586
i
|
|
o
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. by Care Pr in. EnrallmemasAgeOB wp
PENNSYLUNIA [ Infants and loddlers | Preschoolers | | |
COUNTIES Total | Title IViNot Titld Total [Title IV|Not Titlel Homes |Centers) read | Othex !
bl e Y e Lo | L st
T Mlegrery | 20| | 18 | EET | L8 | 1,80 | 45 | L39 | Lo |13
2,Amstrong 4 0 42 126 0 126 0 108 60 v
J.Beaver 12 0 12 163 0 183 20 9 76 0
4,Bedford b 0| 6 1 0 18] 10 14 0 0
5.Blair yil 2 2% 2l % 16 | @ 107 50 43
6,Bradford 2 0 2 116 100 16 4 114 9] 0
7.Butler 0 0 b 7 2 1 6 13 0 0
8,Canbria 10 4 b 131 2 109 4 0 29 %
9,Cameron 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10,Caxbon 0 0 0 42 42 0 0 16 17 %
11,Centre 6 0 6 49 2 8| 1 59 2 o
19,Clarion 0 0 0 b1 4 53 0 0 83 4 |
13.0learficld | 0 R 0| 0 0| 0 0y o 0
14,Clinton 4 2 2 119 1 101 B piy 95 0
o 15.Colunbis l 0 i (il i 69 | 3l 4l 0 0 |
o 16.Crawford 0 0 0 144 10 134 0 48 B6 0
© ek 0 o | o 0 0 0| o0 o 0] 0]
18.Erie 15 0 15 643 266 g | 18 503 42 | 136
10, Fayette 0 0 0 52 2 G 50 0 0|
21, Fulton 10 S0l g0 g 0 | U 0|
2.Greeng ( 0 0 109 2 il 0 40 68 0 |
2. Huntingdon | 4 4 0 2 4 g | 0 % | 4| 41
24.Indiana 26 0 2% 145 0 145 60 B N L
25, Jeffetson 0 0 0 3 0 i 0 0 3 0
%, Juniata 2 0 2 10 0 10 0 12 0 0
27,Lackawanna | 42 34 8 412 319 97 | 62 233 | 148 4
28, Lanrence 16 10 6 48 2 Nl 0 o 0 L]
B, luzerne | 19 7 12 307 267 B[ 2 297 0, 0
0.Lycoming - | 10 b 4 109 40 69 2 5 32 L)
31, McKean 18 2 16 42 4 3 P 29 0 6
30, Mercer 0 0 0 9% 43 59 0 69 13 F 16|
178 qgetn | o | o o f o oy of o | of of oiT
i34 Honpoe 4 0 4 N 0 ni| %0 0 0
et |2 | oo d ] el wl® ol 0l
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YIVANIA | Infants and Toddlers | — Preschoolers |
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314 36 278 8 178 104
75 4 71 12 69 a
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ANNUAL REPORT

The open nature of the Appalachian ccde has provided for easy adaptation
in each of the thirteen states. Pennsylvania has chosen to fund a wide variety of
programs in the Appalachian Child Development Program which employ several models
for delivery of camprehensive services. The following list includes all services
provided directly by programs funded by Section 202 of the ~ppalachian Code,
specifically in the Child Develomment family:

Information and Referral Services

Menatal Care
Medical, Educational, social, Mutricion and Delivery

Postnatal Care for Mothers
Medical, Educational, S~cial Qutreach Services,
Nutrition
Sickle Cell Anemia Screening
Mothers and Children
Perliatric Health Services
Medical Screening and Treatment
Speech, Hearing and Vision Screening
Infant Stimulation
Dental Screening and Treatment

Parent Educatiui ard Pre-Birth Classes

Special Education for Mentally and Physically
Handicapped Children
Center Day Care
Family Day Care
Hame Visitars in Early Childheod Education
Training and Education
High School Preparatory Courses
Cullege lLevel Courses
On the Job Training
Referral to Cawpetency Certific: zion
"his report was taken from the 1974-75 ARC report for the Governor's Office.
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The service network includes such resources as:
Local 4-C Camittees (Coammunity Coordinated Child Care
202 Health Planning Councils
local Developmment Districts
314B Camprehensive Health Planning Agencies
For Fiscal ear 1974-1975, the following clusters of services are budgete
to provide comr ~2hensive services to the specified number of consumers:

Screening and .atreach Services

(Froject Neme) (Children/Femi lies
Northern Tier CAA Early Childhood Project 350
Comunicaticns Screening of Preschool Children 7,200

High Fisk Project of Blair Hame Mursing Agency ' 600

Notheast Pennsylvania ' 800
Altoona Hospital Social Services Project ' 8,090

Bedford 4-C Infomaticn and Referral Project 1,037
18,077

Camprehensive Day Care, Fanily Day Care, and Infant-Toddler.Care

(Project Name) : (Children Served)

Children's Services of Tiojya County 125
Bradford County Child Development Program 126
Sullivan County Child Develomment Program 49
Columbia County Day Care, Inc. 155
Carbon Zounty Child Development Program 60
Luzerne Infant-Toddler Program 30
Mifflin Ceinty Child Develomment Center 125
Huntingdon County Model Child Develomment Program 63
Blair County Area Day Care 78
Cambria County Child Develomment Center 200
Northview Heights Infant Care Project 30
Allegheny Ed.-Med. Center Infant Care Project : , 20
Schuylkill County Child Develcgment Program 90
Burrell Township Rencvation (Parent Child Center) 30
Blair Courity Area Day Care Expansion 60
Fulton County Child Develomment Program 84
Luzerne County Teen Aged Parents Program 17

,,,,, 1,335




Family Planning Services

(PRpject Name) (Wamen Served)
Family Planning of Western PE...nsylvagia 3,800
Huntingdon-Bedford Family Planning 1,300
Coluntia-tMontour Family Planning . 500
»t County Family Planning 200

5,800

o
e
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Child Develogment serviges in the Camonwealth are provided through State
agencies and reqgional nEc:hamSRE Only the Appalachian Child Development Projects
receive state, regional and local review by interagency camittees with consumer
input through local 4-C (Camunity Coordinated Child Care) Comittees. Specific
local projects have successfully demonstrated the feasibility and practicality of
providing camprehensive services through a single entry way approach. The Cambria
Coun - Child Levelomment Program, for é{ar@le, danonstrates this kind of approach
by uniting a variety of services into one facility in a remote area of the county.

.,E,y the nature of Pennsylvania's large geographic span and mountainoas
terrain, regionalization is an impartant concept in delivering any servicas to its
residents. State, regi:énal ard local boadies need to be established for the pgrpase‘
of ¢ rrying out an effective survice delivery system. |

The Governor has directed the Crmmonwealth Child Develomment Cannittee,
fun?ed in part by ARC, to bring all proy. as for children todether.

The delivery system has been examined more closely through the establish-
ment of an inter-agency task force initiating a state Office of ChJJ.ci éevel@pnent.
It has been faurd that a re-evaluation of the present system is in c:rder Through
the use of ARC funds, Appalachian services have been expanded and intermingled to
best utilize the very limited resources of the regions, while tapping otherwise
inaccessible Federal dollars. B

Services in areas where Appalachian projects operate, have broadened -he
scope In terms of camprehensiveness.  Aencies engaged in specific services are
mare aware of the need for coordination and planning as a result of the Appalachian
progranm, :

Integrated provider agencies are located in variocus portions of the

Appalachian part of the state. The Cambria County Child Develomment Center is an
15
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ARC-funded project cawprising programs for all needs of children zero to the fifth
year including dental care, physical therapy, medical attention, nutrition, education
ard outreach services.

The United Services Mgency of Northeastern Pennsylvania is a unique center
hausing all public agency-sponsored éragfams in Wilkes-Barre. An ARC Infant-Toddler
Center and Pre-School is located within the center, which this year includes a Teen-
age Parent. Program.

The followirg provider agerncies canprise Pennsylvan:ia's State service
network:

Pennsylvania Department ol Health

Pennsylvania Department of Education

Pennsylvania Department cf Public Welfare

Pennsylvania Department of Cammunity Affairs

Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Of this service network, 2% of the furds for state-supported progrenis . oAt bed
by ARC Child Develcpment furds. Cf)fvthe Federal total, 3% is supperted - ARC Child

Development furds.

The Camonwealth Child Develcgpment Camittee is in the process of
evaluating the success of the demonstration area's regional service delivery model.
This consisted of a regicnal staff, supplemented with county coordinators to act in
a liaison capacity with project directors, assu:,mg cocrdination of services,
training and cammunity input.

Scne exanples Of services integration in the following categories are:

(a) Personnel: In the Altoona Hospital scocial Services Pr@ject; case-

workers actually participate in the (hild Health Conference (well-
baby clinic) intake procedure. The caseworker has proven to> be a

needed addition to the Child Health Program in Blair County.
187
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(b) Facilities: Because the lack or apprused stractires in Appalachian
Pennsylvania is a majar problem, day caie centerc are fremiently l@catai\‘l
in "parent" facilities such as medic. i centers, hospitals, chnrches,

former school buildings and a united service age: . which houses all

public agencies "1 the county.

In most cases, other programmed services cperate on the same premises
and contribute their valuable and limited space % the Appalachian project.
(c) Existing Services: Because the Child Development programs offer
alternative mechanisms to present agency functions, staff are, in most
cases, less threatening to the rural family. In turn, these cutreach
services provide appropriate counseling and referral which maximizes exist-
ing programs under—-utilized by lack of visibility in the cammunity and
transportation difficulties,

Direct results of ARC Chi.d Development Services have included the

Consumer partici-

pation has increased public awareness of available services which would

not otherwise be tapped.

(d) Funds: One single example of ARC funds utilizZed to spring forth

other Federal dollars is the case of Title IV-A (far family planning and

day care services).
In Fiscal Year 1i974-75, $1,098,796 of ARC generated $4,286,242 in

Title IV-A of the Social Security Act.

Other smurces of State and Federal aid include Title XIX for early and
pericdic screening, Medical Assistance payments, Title I and Title iII of Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, Flood Recovery Monies for Pennsylvania, Department of
Camunity Affairs funds, the Neighb@rggzi Assistance Act, and State day care

&4 | o/

1
e !

appropriations.
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Ways the Child Developient Program has reduced unnecessary duplication
have been:

(a) Manpower: Divided resronsibilities for new projects with existing

services thus lowering costs for capitol expenditures, administrative

overhead and training.

(b) Services: Through State Plan Review, ciuplaicative services ih areas

of the State can be re-evaluated and dispersed more evenly throughout

tl'a rural regions. Regional Pﬁvisézy bodies (counterparts of the State

Camittee) review and camment, thus assuring maximm cammnity cocrdination.

(¢) Funds: Through proposal review at the State and regicnal level,

recommendations are made to re-align duplicative funding patterns.

Through the 4~C concept (Cammunity Coordinated Child Care), interagency

leadership channels limited rescurces to appropriate sponsars at the

local level.

A specific example of this cawplementarity exists in the Northern Tier
Early Childho&d Develomment Program which integrates the current Heacstart Program
with a new hame screening project, pooling axisting rescurces into a "continuity
approach" for y@imgste:s of Cameron, McKean, Potter and Eik Cwuntiszs.

| In a renovation project funded this year, a new fzai'y planning clinie,
well-child conference and parent-child center will ke locaten in one newly refirbished
site.

Health reimbursement:s and sl’ding fee scales have helped to make the
projects self-sufficient by the fourth year of funding, along wit ap?r@pfiate local
contoibutieons.

The (-6 popuiacion in Appalachian Pennsylvania is 559,610,

In the target arsa, Juring the cast gvglv::g mci-ths the sgpalachian Child
Develormenc Proaaram hes served: ”

9,044 children diractly B0C families dirzctly
_1,237 chiidren v referral 8,090 fa-llies py referrci

0 To
159 8,890 TOTAL
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One of the basic goals of Appalachian funding has been to provide "seed"
monies or catalysts to spring forth other funding mechanisms that would not cof wr-
wise be tapped. Mich of this can be attributed to the unique matching cap ity
of ARC monies in rural, underdeveloped portions of a state,

In summary, total program dollars spen: : .. = the iﬂcegtic:m of the
Appalachian Child Development Program are catege. . . as:

Appalachian Regional Camission _ 2.56 million

Other Federal Dollars 4.83 million

[

Incal Public Resources .58 million

TOTAL 8.97 million

C

Striped Area: Local Share
Solid Area: ARC Dollars :
White Area: Other F.deral Sources

This Federal and State experiment in program plannirg and operations has
led to local capacity building in the area of human develomment. Children have
nutriticus meals and quality child care due to the continued develommant of child
care sarvice. Maternal and child health programs are expanding their capabilities
through initial investments made real by ARC and the Child Development Program.

Other scurces have bwen discovered to absarb costs in the program's third
vear of operation Zthrcugh Appalachian staff assistance and program monitaring.

A few examples of resources tapped by local projects in the Appalachian
family:

General Revenue Sharing

United Mine Workers of America g

Amalgmmated Clothing Warkers of Emerica

Catholic Diccece

V2
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United Voo

Flood Recuvery Furds

Cepartment of Cammunity ... airs

Camnuitity Action Agencles

Mental Health/Mental Retardation ,

Day Care Appropriaticns 54 .
State Revenue Sharing 3
Neighborhood Assistance Act

Schoold

Clurches Lo a
Solicitations

Private Foundations

Flowe=r and Bake Sales

Housing and Cammunity Development Act of 1974

=
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Maternal Health Care Program of Luzerne County

Murse Midwifery Program

Objectives:

Services:

Eligibility:

Iocation of Services:

Remarks:

Provide prenatal, natal, ard post-natal care to
high-risk, medically indigent gi«. mant wanen.

Provide mothers with knowledgye of good child care
practices.

Outreach thraugh social service agencies and
schools _

Prenatal and postnetal care using a physician/
nurse mid-wife team approach

Health screening and evaluation of mother and infa
Examination of infant at 6 and 8 weeks and referra
to Child Health Conference or family physician
Reférral to medical specialists

Referral to family plannir clinic

Followup of mother ard child

High-risk, medically indigent pregnant wamen
especially teenagers,

Luzerne County (Wilkes-Barrce:) 35 mile radius of
Mercy Hospital. ’

The program is part of Maternal Health Care Servic
of Nertheast Pennsylvania which also administers a
family planning and teenage parent program. This

- program serves about 500 cases annually.

1973-74 1974-75

ARC 193,140 330,954
Local 37,966 78,362
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Objectives: 1. Provide support and counseling to patients and
fanilies during medical crisis.

2 Provide referral scrvions to pationts,
3. Provide education in the use of other cammunity

services.

Sarvices: Counseling
Information
Referral
Transpartation

Eligibility: All patients of Altoonma Hospital
ILocation of Services: Blair County (Altoona)

Funding: 197374 1974-75

ARC 82,678 96,460
Local 985 14,230

191
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Bedford County 4-C Information and Referral Program

Objectives:

Services:

Eligibility:

Location of Services:

Remarks:

Furding:

'Y

Infarm parents of services available for the
pre—schecol child.

Fefer children to needed medical services.

Provide counseling and information to parents.

Qutreach through hame visiting

Nutritio information provided to parents
Family plarning information provided to parents
Transpartation to services

Referial to other agencies

All residents of Bedfard County.
Bedford County
Children served by the program in 1973 - 997

197374 1974-75

ARC 68,267 62,436
Iocal 3,000 3,000
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Blair Caunty Hare Marsing Agency

ﬂ'
High Risk Maternal Health Project ’

Chjectives: 1. Provide hame nursing supervision te all high-risk
Eregnant wanen and their children.

2. Provide education for parenthecd claszes.

3. Provide prenatal care in clinics.

Services: Cutreach through doctors, social agencies, etc.
Hane nursing supervision during prenatal and
postnatal pericds
Hame nursing supervision for yourg children
Health and nutrition education
Prenatal classes
Child care educaticn for parents
Physical therapy, speech therapy and hememaker
services '

Referral to other services

Eligibility: All wamen ard children needing services. Medical -~
assistance and other third-party payments used ;
when available. Fee is paid ky those able to do so.

Locaticn of Services: Blair County (Hollidaysburg)

emarks: Mmber of families served in 1973-74 was apprcxi-
. mately 300.
urding: © o 1973-74 1974-75

ARC 59,482 81,958
Lxcal 224 120

bt
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Blair County Pre-school Dental Contor

Cbjectives:

Services:

Eligibility:

Iocation of Services:

T

-

Provide cemprehensive dental treatment for the
pre~school needy child.

Provide canmunity dental education pragrae to
all groups and organizations in Blair County.

Provide dental care to handicapped children.

Provide a program of preventive services and
dental health education.

Qutreach through other service agencies ard
organizations

Diagnosis and evaluation

Oral prophylaxis

Dental health education for parents
Fluoride treatment

Camprehensive dental care

All pre-school children, hardicapped children and
expectant motners. Fee is charged based on MA
fee scale. Sliding fee is charged to patients
without MA.

Blair County (Altz:@na)

Nurber of ~hildren served in 1973 - 100.
1973-74 1974-75

Title IV-A 61,573

ARC 59,223 43,710
local 240 68,028



Ganprebens ive Day Care Progrims

Deaemistrat lun

thinctives: 1. Provide for the physical, emotional and mental
devaelgment of young children,

W]

Provide fcr the care and supervisien of children
sn that fimilies can achiove cconanic solf-
sufficiency through employment,

Identify and campensate for deficiencies caused
by a disadvantaged environnent or emotional and
plysical handicaps.

[
.

4. Provide parent elducatiocn services in child
develomment and care

Services: Care and supervisicn of children for part of a
24 hour day
Fducational program designed to affect the child's
social, cognitive ard language skills
Health screening including physical exams, im-
munizations and referral for diagnosis and treatmer™
Food services and nutrition education
Parent education in child care and develcpment
Psychological testing and diagnosis
Dental examinations
Vision screening
Hearing and speech screening

Eligibility: Al young children who are residents of Appalachia.
Families who are able to do so must share in the
cost of services according to their ability to pay.

Location of Services,

Remarks and [unding: Blair County Area Day Care Center - The program
also provides family day care hames that provide day
care in the Altoona, Tyrone and rural Blair County
areas. The program serves 78 children,

_MRC__ Title ¥-A  Iocal
1973-74 523,999 $71,997 $ 1,803
1974-75 15,984 45,774 48,016

Bradford County Child Develomment Program - The
program also utilizes family day care hames. The
program is expected to serve about 239 children in
1974-75 in eleven sites throughout the county.

ARC _ Title IV-A Local _

1973-74 $36,570 $656,733 $182,341

74-75 _ . _ 36,847 478,521 180,957

Q 197475, . 36,847 19 21 80,957
A SR
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Day Caro Programs (Continued)

Cambria County Child Develcpment Center (Ebensburg)-
The progran provides a hame start and an outreach
camponent that uses a mobile van. Other services
include physical therapy for handicapped children
and a dental clinic for exams and fluoride treat-
ment. The center houses a Title I ESEA program for
children with special needs. Provides services to
about 225 children,

ARC_ Title V-3 Local
1973-74  $244, 451 E355 7501 §79 573
1974-75 119,412 251, 363 ]_23 569

Comprehensive Child Development Program of Carbon
Sounty o ' ’

A Title IV-A Lecal
1974-75 §102,874 - 511,821

Ghildren's Services of Tioga County - Provides
sarvices for about 125 children.

_ARC Title IV-a Lecal
1973-74 $59,004 $311,982 544,991
1874-75 61,296 337,650 51,253

Columbia County Day Care Program, Inc. - Also pro-
vides services through family day care hcmes.
Provides services for 120 children.

ARC Title IV-A Local

1974-75 §55,571 $ 86,500 $31,700

Fulton County Child Develogment Center - Also pro-~
vides services through family day care hames.
Coordinates activities with an industrial day care
ceniter. Provides services for 84 children.

ARC _ Title IV-A ) ]‘.cacal
1973-74 §57,827 § 76,535 -
1974-75 NA NA NA

Huntingdon County Model Child Development Program -
The program includes a sumer recreation program as
well as a Penn State, pre-school training study
class. The program provides services for about 60
children.

ARC Title V-2 local
1973-74 $34,662 $113,961 § 4,383
1974-75 28,056 57,054 16,015
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Day Care Programs (Continued) —

Mifflin County Child Develcoument Program - Services
far about 45 children, inclwding a new family day
care hane program,

ARG Title IV-A Local
1973-74 $69, 067 5 43,221 527,300
1974-75 NA NA NA

Schuylkill County Child Development Program - A
Head Start and Faniiy Pesource Frogran are incor-
porated into this program.

AR(“ Title IV-A Local
1973-74 $58,2 174,629 -
1974-75 NA MA NA

Snerset Courity - Integrating physically and
ITEI'ltElll}’ haﬂdl.fﬂf‘?@ in a normalized program.

ARC Title IV-A Local
1973-74  $105,981 $109,972 $ 300
1974-75 - NA NA

Sullivan County - The program includes farnlly day
care hames and serves about 60 cmldren in two sites.

__ARC Title IV-A Local
1973-74 $28,705 $ 99,968 § 4,950
1974-75 39,991 90,472 38,759
170 ™
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Early Child Development Progrem (Multi County)

Chjectives:

Services:

Eligibility:

Location of Services:

Remarks:

Screen and diagnose children fram 0-3 years of
age for develomental problems in thelr own hames.

Develcp a treatment procedure to correct prcblems
that are diagnosed,

Educate parents to detect signs of develogmental
problems in their children.

Health screening ard evaluation by Nurse-Social
Workers

Psychological testing

Dental examinations

Nutritional evaluaticn

Education for parents to detect ard overcame
developmental problamns in their children
Caunseling for families with children with develcp-
mental problems

Treatment resources to.correct developmental problers
Followup to insure treatment is followed
Transportation and babysitting when needed
Referral of children with prdblems

Children 0-3 years old in families served by a
related day care program.

Cameron, McKean, Potter, and Elk Counties

Program will expand to include all children fram
0-3 years old in the ccunties served once siblings
of children in the day care program are served.

1974~75
ARC 121,560

Title IV-A 67,046
Local 32,676
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Educational - Medical Infant Care Progran (Allegheny County)

hjectives:

Services:

Eligibili ty:

Location of Services:

Remarks:

Furding:

1.

Provide infant day care to children of teenage
parents attending the Educational-Medical School.

Research the camparable effectiveness and costs
of group care ard family day care for infants.

Develop child care skills of the parents involved
in the program.

Health screening and evaluation of mother ard
child

Day care for infants

Parent education in child care skills

Health care provided to the child

Health screening of all family members

Referral to family planning and other services

Teenage mothers ard their children attending the
school.

Allegheny County (Pittsburgh)

The school serves as the pregnant girls school
for the Pittsburgh School District. The program
will serve 20 children, 10 in group care and 10
in family day care,

1974-75
ARC 20, 007

Title IV-A 62,557
Local 845

ok
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Family Planning Prograns

thjectives: 1. Provide family planning services to all waten who
desire the services.

2. Reduce the chances of high-risk pregnancies.

3. Pranote fanily planning as a preventive means of
maintaining the health and total well-being of
the family unit.

Services: Health screening and evaluation

Laboratory tests including hematocrit or hemo-
globin, urinalysis for sugar and protein, pap
smear, serolegy, G.C. culture, pregnancy test
sickle cell screening

Provision of materials and counseling in their use
Scheduled visits at specified intervals depending
on method chesen

Qutreach and casefinding

Comseling for infertility services

Referral far medical and social problems and faor
pregnancy related services

Public education via media and formal classes

Followup far unkept appointments

Eligibility: All residents of Appalachia Pennsylvania Medical
assistance recipients are requested to sign forms
for Title IV-A reimbursement. Patients desirous
uncapable of paying may do so on a voluntary basis.

Eedfczr:d Ehntqucﬁ Eafnlly Planmng Prcjgrem =

also includes classes in nutrltlm, chi 1d gfcwth
and develcpment and hane management.

1973-74 1974==’75
ARC $105,400 SlOS 265
Title IV=A 32,658 32,115
Local 1,643 -
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Sanerset County Family Planning Program - The pro-
gram also includes classes in nutrition, child
growth and development, and hane management.
Estimated number of persons to be served is 360
annually.

197475
ARC §132,246
Title IV-A 15,304
Local 1,700
State 551

Colunbia-Montour Counties (Berwick, Geisinger) -
The program also includes babysetting and trans-
portation services for patients when needed.
Estimated nurber of patients served - 750 annually.

1974~75
ARC '$47,676
Local © 21,294

Family Planning of Western Pennsylvania -
Twenty~three (23) counties in Northwestern and
Southwestern Pennsylvania in 39 c¢linic sites.

1974~75
Title IV-A $522,000
ARC 58,000
Title X 2,845,400
 Local 645,400
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torthview Heights Infant Care Project (Allegheny County)

(hiectives:

Services:

Eligibility:

Location of Services:

Remarks:

Funding:

Fducation parents, especially teenage parents in
child care and development.

Provide day care for children fram 0-3 years of
age.

Health screening and evaluation of mothers and
infants _

Health screening of all family metbers

Day care for children and infants

Parent education in child care

Health care provided to the children

Referral to other agencies and resources including
family planning

Young parents and their children residing at
Northview Heights Housing Project.

Allegheny County (Pittsburgh)
The project serves 20 children and their families.
1974-75

ARC 82,490
Local 12,670
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Teenage Parent Program (Luzerne County)

Child Development Council of Northeastern Pennsylvania

Gbjectives: 1. Provide education in parenting to teenage parents.

2. Provide other educational opportunities to the
mother.

3. Ensure the proper pre and post-natal care of the
mother .

4. Ensure the care and develomment of the child,

Services: Pre-natal care provided through Maternal Health

Services of Northeast Pennsylvania

Social service caunseling and nutrition education
Post partum services at Maternal Health Services
of Northeast Pennsylvania

Child day care services so that the mother can
return to school .

Education in parenting and health care of the
infant

Eligibility: Teenage parents (mother ard father)
Iocation of Services: Luzerne County (Wilkes-Barre)

Remarks: This program is related to the Maternal Health
Care Program (Al). ’
Funding: 1974-75
ARC 11,730

Local 18,126
. Title IV=A 36,835
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Below, is a data matrx which Is partially camrpiledr

through the use of the E.M.1. S, The matrix contains de-
mographic data on all the projects funded through ARC
and represents an up-dated version of an earlier matrix.
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After providing the demographic and baseline
data o1 the Statce of Pennsylvania and the Appalachian
Regional Commission, possibly a inore theoretical
orientation would be more helsful mow. I have
included flow sheets, data collection sheots, etc. to
depict what a theoretical approach would he for do-
signing a regional model.

The first flow sheet breaks down accoxding to
months, the tasks that should be completed in de-
signing the regional model.

The following flow sheets are basically self-
explanatory in that they construct how a theoretical
cost analysis coefficient would be calculated. The
last data collection sheet helps to arganize data about
a day care program. A sheet similar to this could he
placed on a 5 x 3 index card and would e a naady way
of keeping information on a great number of prograns.

See Chapter 5, which uses a set of formulas to
calculate an actual cost analysis coafficient or unit
cost coafficient. The coefficient presented there is
for the total proyram and doers not break it down fo-
the various services provided and their influence on
the unit cost.
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THEORETICAL MODEL FOR THE "COMPUTATINH

Chart # 10
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PAST RESEARCH

PRESENT RESEARCH

RESBARCH

e . i T

DATE

RESEARCH

DATE

1, AFFILIATION WITH CENTRAL ISLIP
HOSPITAL--STUDENT NURSES FOR
COURSE WORK,

2, APPILIATED WITH FARMINDALE AND
C.ll, POST--OBSERVERS FOR COURSE
HORK,

Lo
== T

9/66-6/71

9/66-6/70

ADDITIONAL TOTES

R i

1, THERE IS A MORNING AND AN AFTERNOOM STAFF-.6 in the morning and 6 in the aLtEIl’lDDT\;
IT IS PRACTICALLY LIKE “WVING WO SEPARATE SCHOOLS,

2. YEARS IN EXISTENCE--8 years,
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CHAPTER 4

Structure and Response
In this chapter, I will structure what was done
on our SRT's and how 1nformation was structured coming into
our office. The SRT's were our qualitative analysis. See
Appendix II for additiopal criteria for evaluation. What
follows are the criteria or checklist that we used on all
our SRT's and the guidelines that programs had to mmeet
as part of our qualitative evaluation.
1. Exaaina;%an of thne evaluational aspict of the progeam inzludiaz:
a) achieveaznt of goals and obhjactiives?
b) is evaluation system built in?
¢) wnat kind of evaluation usad? "
d) how is evaluation dona? , o
e) "is evaluation shared by staff? )
£) %s evaluation sha:ed wi;h personazl cosmitiez, the hoard?
z) 1is there a nzrit systen?
h) what does thz staff think of the progzran?
i) how do the parents view the prozram?
J) do parents have an input into the evaluationanl sysitoa?
2. The medical comporant of the progranm including:
a) medical scresaing aand intake?
b) cleanliness of the facility?
c) are they programmzd for medical emsrcencices?
d) how do they care for a sick child?
e) mnedical referrals?
£) urilizarion of physicians and/or nurs2s or other agzanioa?
§) safety practicas?
h) is equipa=nt the proper size for child=on?
L) supplemezatal vitamins uued?
J)  kitchea and Food pronaratioan?
1)) densal progran ansd amans?
1) are tha ¢hildron forcod on alate?
r)  healuh and caflety ia doy a7
) firn hagzaeds?
) education of paronts on health, zafary and natvieion?
- AueAab i . i s e FalF = b oapy bogs PAae smeg =.s smel o .
;1.7 LL'h!;ZLELE‘I.‘l CF the stalf, pét}(ﬂgéi 1;?1{ crve nathars and eoe :u;‘n_d; ia
rolation ta child iliU\ZL(‘JE)i‘;‘-E—EﬁE slillls 321/’.&)." ?"."_'.L] ]1L_’1:1;‘9j_;|{" Lo, i"w( o3, Ehis
.it’lL‘lu:L—, : ‘
) staff meaticops, are they adoleiscrarive vnly or uaed Do toachjoa?
) what is the edecztional hackgrounl of tha sral? (perszoanel filu%)
c¢) abseacteeisn high or lois? - )
d)  ace parents invalved in currice e plannin;?
e)  parunt-teacher confaran ng?
O 3] [y
13
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L., Aroas ncernad with outr

co ach inz
a) tha workers and Enslr fui:tian as i:f- efecrrals
nade, transportation given and aducatios ?
b) agency to agency interaction in relazina t
c) f@llansup of peaple saan?
d) chﬂ-qgag for approachingz a new houszhold

5. Program's use of public relations incliudizg:
a) P.A.C.? '
b) advertising in paper, rzdio or TV?
c) comaunity organization talks?
d) films made?
e) rapport with parents, children, board aznd comsunity?

6. Adwministration of program to imclude:
a) planning process for continuua?
b) problem areas in budget categories e.g. stipend for day card'
hone mothers? : ..
c) developaznt of revisions, are they goi ’
in the budget and if not how much will b:
d) 4f IV-A nonias are involvad, has tha!
it affect the ARC sharea?
e) eare they going to see s=lf-sufficien
shara)
£) overstafifing patterns?
£) Wwho approves and do they use time shze:
h) kind of bookkeaping used, e.g. who sizn:
i) do thay withhold noney for two weeks
paid as worked?
j)  is there a petty cash fund?
k) by-laus of cafpafgtlén, organizaticmzl cbaft and personnel nolicias?
1) has a closa-out bzen dona?
m) what is Eha relationsghi;
Doas the exeacutive committas
to tha entire hoard? Lhas
P.A.C.?7 Are there one-thi:
board members and vhat are ti
n) what are the 5t4£g_s
t

13&::3? to tha ‘governd in3 body?
B2 ute

énd

7. Bocial Service componze
a) how does the social
b) how is the intagze
who will have that ¢
€ how valid is the
) does the social vor
¢) is the SDDLﬂl WaT
£ vhat does happana irf

O
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SAFETY HAZAFDS

éiré Plans

Fire Drills
1. prevention
2. ev§:uati@n

'

3. extingujishers

Exposed cutlets & wires
Annual inspection

First Rid Kits
Guard Rails at windows
Open walls

Chipping paint

‘\ sanded wood

NUTREITION
'#ilk (Benedict)
More than 4 heurs hot maal
Mid-mornine & afterroon rest period
one hour a day.
One hour/1/2 hour recreation period

Snacks

Staff: TMrueined fteff

Members in child development

o
Q
ERICrcnt:
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GUIDELINES
= SANITATION MONEY ?
Health Aides Fund raising
Disposable Cubps or

water fountains
Change of clothes
Cots & Blankets PP
sandboxes '
Infants' health recoxd
Vac. children kept separate
Health History forms,
Visit 1 x week
Txam 30 days prior
R.N. availakble
Daily assessment of Chiléiren
Immediate dental care
vision
Hearing
No dispensing of medication,

M.D. notes

Physical Plan -

35 sg. ft./child

Separate facility for infants

PECORDS
Health History
gtaff abs.

General infornation




EQUCATION ({cont'd)
;gansepts & Prcblem Solving
abilities for children not just
motor skills.
Contact akmulance corps
Parent ahaﬁt course
Meetings
Infant nursery
' beds 2 feet apart

no pillows

Fobin:HH & Conzent form

First Aid Program
borothy)
) First Aid Program
Ilean )

Sanitaticn: Aliscn
Eilecn
'am

Dental, Vision, Hearing: Dekkie
' Alisan
Calusta

Safety lazards, Physical: Calusta

Nutribticn:

. ~ 216
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Questions regarding programs (general)

How are ARC dollars to be picked up after third year?

Are we paying (subsidizing) fee payers?
providing local match

How many centers? homes?

Where are ARC children located?

Where are the centers located?

How many children? What Ages?

Fee == how much?

Do you have any six year olds? Are they ARC children?
Do you have any younger than three years?
Who conducts parent education?

Desecribe your parent population.
Transportation =- children to/from hone.
Food central kitchen or not.

What is your daily attendance?

What is your enrollment?

Who does planning?

Emphasis of program.

Check age appropriate toys and materilals.
Lunch == family style or not.

Five year olds —- pre-academic or not.
Illness -~ isolation, sick buy.

Menus

Ratios check.

Group size.

Transitive times




Substituten

Child Development profiles

When children arrive/When scaff arrives
Vertical/Horizontal grouping

Role of a coovrdinator

Phvsi{cal settoing

Equlpment

Activity areas

Children's records

Location of bathrooms

LLiability insurance

How are consultant's utilized
Pre-service

In-service training

Child centered

Lesson plans

Deviant children are handled.
Teacher's backgrounds
Discipline techniques

Use of television

Sleeping arrangement
Attitudinal uneasiness
Medication permission

Intake is done by caseworker

188

ERIC 218




Personnel records
Board structure
Vested interest
Bylaws
Committee structures
Contracts for use of space
Supervision hierarchy
Hiring/firing procedures
Administrative records
Evaluation of staff procedures
Identification of funding sources
Contractual agreements with family day care homes
Soclal work health
Intake procedures
Records
Write=ups
Consistency in files between main office and classrooms
Career ladder
Personnel files
Job descriptions
Appointment letters
Attendance records on all staff
Letters of commendation
Letters of termination or resignation
Overall delivery of services
Attendance records
Recording system
Relationship with CBA
Successful referrals
Number in treatment programs.

219
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10.

11,

12,

,_13|

Application for Permit.

For corporation = copy of filing receipt from Department of State, Albany
of the Certificate of Incorporation following approval by New York State
Board of Social Welfare. This may be obtained fran the attorney.

Budget on annual basis. Itemized income rnd expenses.

Floor plan of indoor and outdoor premises. Dimensions of both, Use of
rooms designated., Presentation should be clear and comprehensible.
Description of btuilding, interior and exterior consgtruction,

Local approvals - building, fire, health, zoning departments.

Copy of plan for automatic fire alarm detection system, To be submitted in
advance of installation and with approval of local fire department.

Statement of purposes and goals. Include criteria for accepting children,
type of child served, age range, duration of session, focus of program, etc.
A statement of general philosophy.

Description of program content, schedule of activities.

Staffing. Personnel policies, description of duties of each position,
staff coverage during period of operation, description of qualifications
of each category of staff (Director, Teacher, Aide, etc.) Resume of hired
staff, including name, age, education, experience, houra of work and
asgignment.

Written plan of staff development training program.

Copies of all records used. Intake or Admission sheet or registration
form, agreements with parents, medical and dental forme for children,
forng used to record attendance.

Written emergency evacuation and fire drill plans.

Description of health plan and services with evidence of physician's
review (signature),

Description of Social Services canpoliniii, applicable‘for facility in

' receipt of public funds.

Description of Education component.

Copies of menus, and statement of source of consultation en nutrition.
Include snacks as well as meals.

Statement of need in the community for the day care service, statistics
gulhored, numbers of children in need of the service, gources from which
information was uolleotad. ‘

. 190
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Here again is the hypothetical proposal which
is the first standacdized document we receive from
our prograns which plugs them into EMIS. Even if one
is not thinking in terms of an evaluation system, this

forn alone is very useful. Take a good look.

191
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QDAMUNWEAuniﬂFPENNS?LVANU;
GOVERMOR'S OFFICE
OFFICE FOR HUMAN RESOURGCES
00 STATE STREET BLUG
N, CORNER THIRD & STATE STREETS
HARIISBURG, PA, 171,

r)

Dear L e e

The purpose of this latter is to provide instruations for using tha enclosed
hypothetical proposal as a reference in filling out your own continuation proposal.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTINUATION PROPOSALS:

1. No revisions will be accepted to continuation grants in Harrisburgz after the
seventh (7th) month of continunus operation.

i

2. The continuation proposal is to be in the specific format outlined in the en-

=

\Cleaad hypothetical proposal.

3. The statistical forms (pages 3,4,5, 6,7,8,9,10) and the budget for-s (pages i,
ii,ii,div,v,vi,vii,viii, ix,x) are to be Ellled in as they are. No ravisions of these

fafms will be accepted.

4. Marratives are to be limited to: (for the past funding year)
goals and objectives satisfiod
problems identified

solutions for problems

proposed geals and objectives for the upcom
year
vantitative terms.

All of the above are to be in <

5. No continuation proposal will bhe accepted if it is over fiftecen (15) pages.
P, ‘

This includes the narrative and budget seetions,

fi. Nine (9) copies plus the original are to be submittad to larrisburg. Ouly two
scts of the appendices need to be submitted,

7. The outside cover should bLe similar to the one used with the hypothetical pro-

sosal,

4

[ o/
bo

-
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b
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Continuation Prapaawl - [nst-uctionsg
page two

-’/ 8. All new HEW forms and ARC forms are to be included in the continuation proposal
“lease xerox the originals you have been provided with.

9. Any questions about the continuation proposals should be addressed to the
appropriate project sponso’ Je will be
able to provide a .hree hour block of time for technical 2ssistance for those who
need help in writing cheir continuation., Please just call for an appointment.

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS CONTAINED WITHIN THE HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL FOR YOUR
CONTINUATION PROPOSAL

STATISTICAL FORMS:

1. On page 3, Educational or implgmentation componeat, f£ill it out accordingly

and xero:. HMake it part of your continuation proposal. The form is self-explanatory.
Just Eill in the blanks.

2. On page 4, if your daily schedule for the children will not fit here, please
use the back of the form. Under define objectives of educational program in behavioral
terms, the items wrictten in are only examples, pleasa ?upplf your own objectives for
the children enrolled in your program according to age categories. If you do not have
enough room, please use the back of the form. Xerox this form and make it part of your
continuation proposal. The other two items on this page are self-explanatory.

3. Page 5 is self-explanatory, just fill in the appropriate spaces. Xerox the
g_#bpaf portion of this page and include a sample menu. Undar % of time engaged in the
following daily activities please indicate the 7 of time for:
' ' '
0-15 months
15-36 months
36+ months

e.g. if you have 15 toddlers, how much of their day (the total group) is
taken up by outdoor play--10%, 20%, 30%. Please enter these data on the back of the
form.

4. Pages €, and the upper portion of page 8 are all self-explanatory atl just
need to be filled in. Please xerox these forms and make them part of your continuation
proposal. :

5.  _page 9, please note that the bottom portion of this page and page 10 apply
to all pfgjects and need to be filled out accordingly and xeroxed. Make this part of
your continuation proposal also. If you have other servicaes than the ones listed please
put them on the back of page 10.

{
Bo
s
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Contlnuation Proposals - Instructions

pauz throae
~~ BUDGETARY FORMS:
A hen completing the enclosed budzet forms, please refear to the lustructions mailed

to you March 7, 1975. hen preparing your proposal for submission please arrange your
budper forms in the following sequence:

1. ARC Form 3

2. Application for Federal Assistance - DParc I

3. Project approval [nformation - Pare II

4. Dudget Information - Part IT & [v

3. Assurances - Parc V .

6. Dudzet Summary
A, ltemized Budget

Hote: ARC will only pay up to 80% of the total Equipment aud Renovations custs,
20% of tha cost must be paid wirth local cash.
ash = ALl local cash must be properly documented.

Local C

Ry e | P Lh o 7?
Sincerely,
_— [ =
= ) DA

pc
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O

EP{U:‘ D94

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CuB HO. 03RO 98

APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

I,

Srafe Clearaghause lieatibier

(NONCONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS) — e — e
2. Asplizaar’s Apehiganian Na,
PART |
1. Fad;!sl Gi’r’:r"l;ﬁ' Aqiﬁéwr - o ] - 4’7. Aﬁlp“cgﬂ'rf‘ﬁﬂ'ri -
Craanitatianal Qﬁir ] ) i o T 7: i I}'-p’:nm;;lj}:-uiu;;ii T i
&;mji’nulricj’iwn Q“i:; ) | - ) - Straer Adarsis - F.ﬂ.rﬂc%u’ } - o
;;ii ;Q-.:Irr;’w:;'= 2.0, E::i o i ) Cay o Ea.miy o
c‘;"n? i ) Stara  Zip Cade Srate ) o ) 23; Q;J-
S, Descriptiva Fame o ,;;:pml“;{ - B - o . T ) -
5, Fedaral [Z;lﬂgé Ha. ) ) - 7. Fadaral Funding ;fa':u-jrn;:d -

8. Grantss Type

— Ltato, . Gauniy, c—e- City, —= —

— Other (Suecidv) S — —

9 Typw ol Aﬁéli:siiéﬁiw Request

_ — Haw Grant, ——0u . CantiAuatian, ————a— Supplement, ——— Othzr Changas (Specify)
10. Tspa of Asrisrarea -
— — Crant, —— Loan, ———— — Qihet (Specify) ) ) _ o N _ )
| 11, Poaulation Dirsctly Sareliting fram the Frajacr 13. Lerqin at Prajsct
14, Bagirning Data
2. i i o ) ) B e ) o
' 15, Datw af Azplication

with the attgchad gsswancas of Le recaive tha 3rine.

15, Tew asplizant cartities that t the bast 2f nis <nawladge 2nd balif tha dara ia this applicarion ara feue ard govrsct, and that

ha will gawply

[yped nams Titl=
Taleshons Mumber
AT£4 JUOE L L ExT
Sigronze of Auwharited Hepraisnrativs
Fur Faderal Uss 2nl;
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PART I

. PROJECT APPROVAL INFORMATICN

[f*;mﬁ}j
Does this assistance request require Stats, lecal, MName of Gaverning Body - —
regional, or athar priarity rating? Priority Rating — — _
. e Yes Mo
HE 2; *
De= his assistonce request require State, or local Hame of Agenéy ar
o ud visory, educational or health cledrances? Bo0rd e ) _ e
—_— Yes_____MNo . -rtach Dacumentation)
ltem 3.
Does this assistancs request require clearingiouse (Artach Comments)
review in accordance with OMB Circular A-957
— . Yes. Mo
Irem J
Doas this assistance raquest raquire Stats, local, Name of Apgroving Agency —— N -
regional or ather planning appraval? Date _ - - S— -
e Yes o __No
ltem 5.
|s the proposad praject covered by an approved compre- Check one: Stgte )
hensive plen? Local ]
p “Regionnl O
_Yes——— _.No LocarienofPlon ——— — I
[t 6
Will tha assistonce requesisd serve a Federal Haome of Fedaral Installation e
installatien? — Yes______Ma Federal Population benzfiting frem Prme‘:t —
from 7.
Wiil the assistance requested be on Federal land or Heme of Fed=ral lnstallation. — .
inztaliation? Lacation of Federal Lend _ o
_Yes— _.Ho Percent of Pro ect _ _ — _
lr ara 2,
W||1 e gasistance requesied have aa impact or effect See instructions for additional infarmatien 1o be
on the envirenment? Frovidsd,
—_Yes __Ha
Item 9. Humber of:
Will the gssistanca requestsd eause the displocement lndividuals —— —
of individuals, families, businesses, or farms? Families e
Susinesses .
e Yes o Ha Faras I )
It2m 10,
Is there other related assistance on this projsct pravious, Sez instruciizns for additionel infermotion ro be
peadiag, or unticipated? previded
— Yes._—— Mo
=
138
O
Nt
226




PART 1] « RUOGET INFORMATION

SECTION & - DUDGET SUMIARY

Groat Progpam, Esnmatad Unebligated Funds Haw ar Ravised Dudgel
: Federsl R NI — A ——

Funchien
¥ Calaiog a, Feduial NarF edetal Federal NoreF oieral Tatal
Asnuity ¢

SN AU NN " NN NN '} N S () N e o )

U S RN S — .

SECTION § ~ BUDGET CATEGURIES

. = Granl Pragram, Fenetion o Artivity -
=t fi U!)If",'"nC!x‘.S‘i [‘J{giﬂgugg . 2287 o e R L s £ S e s s g-;u_
9 i R o nl m

o Persanal

G i ety T e I I NN

v Tl [ P! AU KU, S—

d Lawpaest 7 N W K A, SR | —

C e _ ) I I R A

A Conyeelal L I I N

¢, Conshuchion ] T o 1

Wl ) I IR A

1 Tatdl B Chapes N T R I I R

r
!;‘ TGT‘\LS S — s s e il .S-=:::"_:: = s

TR TILEEE HIEL TR TE -2 T SR S

1, Poogre rcome § Bt f
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SECTION C - NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES

T G begn TOALCNT | (STATE 6 OTHER SOURCES | W TOTALS
o o o ' L I I
g, . )
10, —
i - - ) ] 1
17, T07ALS R | o

SECTION D - FORECASTED CASH NEEDS
7 ) ) I;Iuj |§i-!i.! Y:‘dirr -_':-I;( Ruairer ?ﬁ&_ﬂgﬁ_ﬂ_ﬂ ;‘lié;ﬂﬂ.ﬂ 7- dik q;r;:l

W et {0 ' . | s It

_H_'__ I‘im_‘:x_rmmtl

RUL I L LI ' | L L

SECTION E - BUDGET ESTINATES OF FEDERAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR BALANCE OF THE PROJECT

G Poon o FUTURE FUNDING PERIODS(YEARS)

‘;' o _ (b} FIRST fe) SECOND CWITHIRD | el OURTH

v N _

M _ i _ I .

l‘,‘“... [ | - — — N R P e _

A oAS [ | RO | L .

SECTION F - OTHER BUDGET INFORHATION
{Aniach udgitiong! Shaeti If Hacenyary)

3. DPiroc) Charai

7 Indirect Chorgen:

13: Remirks:
0
a4

PART IV FROGRAN NARRATIVE (ioch per instruction)
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PARTV
ASSURANCES
The Applicant hereby assures and cartifies that he will comply with the reguiations, policies, quidelines, and requirements
including OMB Circulars Nos. A.87, A.§5, and A-102, 25 thay relate to the application, acczptance and use of Federal funds

for this Federally assisted project. Also the Applicant assures and certfies with respect 10 the grant that:

1. It possesses legal authority to apply for tha grant; that a 4, It will comply with requirsments of the provisions

RIC
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resolution, motien or similar action has bsen duly
adoptad or passed as an official act of the applicant’s
goveriing body, autharizing tha filing of the application,
including all understandings and assurancss contained
therain, and diracting and authorizing the perion identi-
tird as the official reprasentative of the applicant to act
in connection with the application and to provide such
additional infarmation as may be raguirsd.

2. 1t will comply with Titla VI of the Civil Rights Act of

1944 (P.L. 83-352) and in accardanca with Title VI of
that Act, no persan in the United States shall, on the
ground of raca, calor, or national origin, be sxcluded
from participation in, be dsnied tha banafits of, ar be
otharwisa subjectad to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity for wnich the applicant racsives Fedaral
financial assistance and will immediaisly taka any ms=a:
sures necessary to effsctuate this sgresment,

. 1t will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 (42 USC 2600d) praohibiting employment discrimi-
nacion where (1) the primary purgesa ol a grant is to
pravide emplaymant or {2) diseriminatory amployment
practices will r2sult in unaqual treatmant of oersons whao
arz or should be benefiting from the grantaided activity,

199

231

of the Unifarm R:location Assistanca and Raal Proserty
Acquisitions Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-848) which providas
tor fair and equitable trsatment of persons displaced &5 a
result of Federal and faderally assisted programs.

. It will comply with the provisions of tha Hateh Act

which limit the zalitical activity of employaes,

. 1t will comply with thz minimum wage and maximum

haurs provisions of the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act, as thay apply 10 hospital and educational institu-
tion employ 223 of State and lacal govarnmeanis,

. 1t will establish safaguards to prohibit empioyees from

using their positions for a purposa that is or gives the
appearance of being motivated hy a desire for private
gain for themselves or others, particularly those with
whom they havs family, businass, or othar ties.

. 11 will give tha grantor z2gency or the Comprroller Gen:

eral through any authorized represantative the access 1o
gad the right to examine all records, boaks, papers, or
documents ralated to tha grant,

. It will comply with all requirements imposed by the

Federal grantor agency concarning special requirements
of law, program requiremants, and other administrative
requirements approved in uccardance with Office of
Management and Budget Circuiar No. A-102,



VII.

VIII.

CATEGORLES T Tocal | ARC | Other Federal | Total —
_Share | Share | Share | Cost
Personnel & Fringe Benafits 77 _ . _
Travel R . _ _— S — —
Equipment — R
Consumable Supplies ) i _ ﬁ —
Consulctant & Contract Services _ B I
Space — - - L I
Ocher Costs . - _
DPW Administrative Cost _ 7 _
(only when necessary)
TOTAL COST - _ _ —
COMPOSITION OF LOCAL SHARE
- — e 3 —_—
o - $ R
R - S
_ ) I
— — .
e I
R S I
S __ —

7'E:aj2§c Name

Number & Ages of Children Served

_ BUDGET SUMMARY
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CATEGORY: T | Humber
Annual of
PERSONNEL Salary | Months

LQ;heE
, of Loecal ARC Federal Total

| Time | Share | Share | Share Cost

ringe Benefits

'ringe Benefits (Rate)

Category Total




CATEGORY: _TI

_TRAVEL

Basis for

Loczal
Funds

Federal

Total

Cost

Cost Estimate - -

Funds

_TOTAL COST _

\— CATEGORY:

__ EQUIPMENT & FURNITURE

Basis for
_Cost Estimate

Local

| Funds

Federal

_Funds Funds

Other

Total

_Cost

aDd
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CATEGORY: 1V CONSUMABLE

SUPPLIES

Basis for

Ttem

Cost Estimate

Local

Funds Fu

nds

" Other

Federal

_Funds

¥

TOTAL COST

SATEGORY: V

__CONSULTANT and CONTRACT SERVICES

[tem ar Basis for

i
iature of Service ] ) _Cost Estimate

M‘Udl

‘WJ! N.l

Loeca
| _Funds |

1| aRc
Funds

~Other

Federal

_Funds

|
I

_TOTAL COST _

“

03
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CATEGORY: VI o SPACE -

. . L ) ’{éfﬁé?’ i}
Basis for Local ARC sFederal Total
Item _ Cost Estimate | Funds | Funds ! Funds | Cost
|-
T — S — ——— e s s ; — -
I i __ TOTAL COST _ N ! i L
CATEGORY: VIT - ____ OTHER COSTS -

Cther
Basis for Local ARC Federal Total

Item - ) Cost Estimate | Funds | Funds : Funds | Cost

o T T T - - —
B o ~ TOTAL coST! | )
CATEGORY: VIIT __DPY ADMINISTRATIVE COST -

| Otner
Basis for Local ARC Federal Total
Item F

Cost Estimate | Funds |[Funds ! Funds Cost__

-

TOTAL GOST_ !
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TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. Introduction; leed Assessment
II. Goals & Objectives for First Year Operation

A. Day Care/ramily Day Car« Homes
B. Information & Referral Service
C. Family Planning Clinic

D. Applies to All Projects

IIT. Program Problem Areas and Solutions
Iv. Current Proposal Coals & Objectives
v. Conclusion-

VI. Appendices:

Appendix A ~ Organizational chart

Appendix B - Personnel policies

Appendix C - Contractual agr=ements

Appendix D = tames and addresses of board members

Appendix E - Corporative by-laws '

Appendix F = Map of area to include the location of
project sites. :

Appendix G = Blank forms used in program operations

Appendix U = letters of financial commitment (local

Appendix I - Sample schedule of daily activitlies

Appendix J - Sample schadule of menus plauned

Appandix K = Research component

N
[Py
-3

2056

w



HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL FOR COORDINATED COMPREHENSIVE DAY CARE
HOMES, OUTREACH & FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAM

Y DAY CARE

=1
=
i
l—-l
.

I. INTRODUCTION: NEED ASSESSMENT

This program has bzen in operation for 7% coaths. The program was started in
order to meet the growing demand for services not otherwise provided in this rural
area. After completing a cross-sectional analysis of needs in the county, the
following lack of services was noticed: :

1. Many of the welfare recipients could not look for jobs due to the con-
straints of childrearing. .

2. Many mothers in middle income families were interested in returning to work
but wanted more than a babysitting service for their children. They expressad a
desire for preschool learning experiences. :

3. Sample IQ testing was done on the preschoolers of welfare and middle income
families which showad a slower learning process of the welfare children when com-
pared to the middle income families. .

4. TFamilies in both the welfare and middle income brackets expressed a desire

for more information regarding other services in the area especially information
concerning birth control and how to obtain birth control methods.

5. Mothers of infants and toddlers expressad a desire to return to work but
vanted a family-type learning experience for their children.

Based upon these results, a program was established consisting of four main

compeonents:

1. A day care center for children 3-6 years of age. o

2. Five family day care homes for childran ages 3 months to 3 years of age.
3. An outreach information and relerral service.

4. A family planning clinic.

II. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR FIRST YEAR OPERATION

First year's goals and objectives for each component and how they have bLz2n
or are being met. (Note: since one or two components of this program is a totally"
funded ARC project, only 4 goals and objectives for each component will be used as

examnples.)

A-1 DAY CARE CENTER. Since a planning grant had previously been awarded to
assist in findingz a locatlon for the center, stafif hiring and training to obtain
licansing, the center was ready for operation by July 1, 1974. The goals and ob=-
Jectives, therefore, concerned the actual operation 9f the center.

1.) To recruit 20 IV-A eligible children aad 10 fea paying childrean
for the center. This was accomplished through advertising, utilization of
the needs assesswent informativa by our outraeach workers and door to docr can=~
vassing by the outreach workers. The center was filled by Auzust 10, 1974.
i for group day care, conse-

quently--
2.) Workshops conceraing day car
once a wesk during July and Aupust ac

1t's about ware established
Incations throughout the
ribuzad before and after che
Tz who were against day care

th: o learning zxnerience,

worksnup., TForty-five pov cent of thosa ;
bafore tha workshop chansed their oninicn
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3.) The testing of each child enrolles in the center to ascertain a
developmental baseline :o help in the escablishment and/or adjustment of
curricula. This was done through the use of the Denver Developmental. DBased
upon test results a curriculum was estadlished having a developmentally aclectic
pnilosophy as its base. The theories used in establishing tha curriculum
were: .

a) cognitive

b) response-environment
c) learning

d) behavior modificatioen

Ity

4.) To assess the developmental progr2
day care experience. This is accomplished %
ioral objectives designed for the children =

§s o each child throughout his/her
v comparison testing of the behav-
nd actual learned responses.

A=2 FAMILY DAY CARE HOQMES., Through the needs assessment, five areas through-
ut the county were considered as ideal locations for day care homas for infants
nd toddlers. The planning grant allowed for recruitment and training of the
iy care home mothers, thereby allowing the homes to begin operation on July 1,
974.

1.) To have four children enrolled in each home. As a result of the
needs assessment, ten children were enrolleZ in the homes immediately upon
‘the beginning of opzration. The remaining ten children were finally enrolled
after three months of recruitment by the cutreach workers.

2.) Continuation of child development education for the day care home
mothers. Four-hour workshops are held everw other Saturday at the day care
center. The topics covared are based upon rhe needs expressed through ques-
tionnaires or verbally by the day care home mothers. The workshops are man-
datory; therefore, financial reimbursement for time spent was considered
appropriate.

3.) A developmental evaluation of all infants and toddlers in order to
establish their baszline motor and cognitive skills to assist in the develop-
ment of training criteria for the day care home mothers. This was accomplished
through the use of the Bayley Developmental and Cattell testinz instruments.
The resulcs were corralated and corresponding learning areas incorporated iato
the workshops for the mothers. .

4.) A daily interactioa between the dzv ‘care home mother and the parent,
discussing the behavicr of the child chat dz and what the child has learned.
Through weekly visics by the social werkar +ith the day care home mothers aud

bi-weekly visits with the parents this freguency of interaction can be insured.

O

ERIC 239
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\JItA_tecring Appiins only Lo day cate centers & homes)

1915 (Projected Figures)
Sex ' Pace Center! Fanily Total || Children to Sex Race !

Children seeved )M 1 b W0 ———LubeSereed WY FL B W0 Center Pamily Toral

(nfants 0-18 | - | || ofants 0-18_| S |

Tolllees 1636 | ) UL L] toddlers s | | ]
Prcschaalé}s - Preschoolers oo
Primary . Primary l
00 Pls i ol b0 Plus

_Tatals e UL L Totalg

Sex Race Para | Sox Race Mara

Stall Monbees | W) F By W Olfrol. | Prof i Total|| Staff Memhers | M| F: H{\J}()']QEQJHFXIEim',;HQEQ
' ! ’

Teachers | | 1 | | '

T

Mdes | | o]

Teachers

=To 3]

Mo

Mss'ts, 1 i hss'ts,
Snclal - Soeial
O ! ,

Morkers 1 i )] Workers | ]

o B I 1 E S U

totals

What are your staff-child ratios for: What are your staff-child ratios for:

infants: L infants: _

toddlerst todd lers:

preschoolers: preschoolers:

Nunber of centers in your project: Nurber of centers in your project:

Group: Group! __

Family: R f—




) 1974 o - 1975 (Projected Figures)

Number of classrooms/center: Number of classtooms/center:

Please provide me with a daily Please provide me with a daily o

schadule: schedule:

8-9. Arrival & free plav
9-9:15 Snack
9:15-9:30 Group time
9:30-10:15 Structured play
Curriculum: Would you classify your Curricalum: Yould you classify your
prozram as: program as:
Piagetian: ) Piagetian: o o
Tradicional: o Tradicional: o
Behavioral Analwvsis: Behavioral Analysis: . )
L]
tlontessori: Monte#&ori: i -
other: _ Other: ___ -
‘ (please speecify) (please gpeclfy)

Define objectives of cducational program! Define objectives of educational program

in behavioral terms: in behavioral terns:

0-12 mos: dnfant to be capable to 0-18 mos: infaant to be capable to
feed self fezd self , ‘
large nuscle courdination - larze muscle coordination =
¢linbing up ladder cliabing up ladder

stack four blocks on top of
ezch other

14-36 nos: know colorg--red, Llue, - |1 18=35 zos: %nouv colors--rad, blue,
yoellow yzllow
tollet traincd \ toilet traine:
ons nap/day “finish 4 picca puzzle
cating ar childsize table stick 8 blochs on tup of

c=ch othor
Q 4 mos plus: koow numbacs 1-10 o~
=09

ERIC
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1974

Indicate the % of time engagzed in
thz following/daily activities

Structural accivities __ #%
Nap !____i___z
Outdoor play __ 4

Free play ___ &

Transitions %

the ED1lleﬁ /da;l} EEthlh‘éS
Structural activiries %

%

Na

"

Outdoor play __ 4%
Free play _ %

Transitiions _ 7%

tlucrition: Include sample menu:

Children served/day _

Who does cooking: centralized
kitchen ~¢r not
Teacher

= s s

Who does the serving_ ¢nild

lmat age are infants put on
table foods

Nutrition: Include sample menu:
Children served/day

centralized

Who does cooking:
kitchen _or not__
) teacher

Who does the serving child

What age are infants put on
table foods )

8. OUTREACH INFORMATTION AND REFERRAL SERVICE.
planning grant, the four outreach workers were recruited and crained prior
July 1 start-up. i
1.) To inform parents of existent servicas for themselves and their
preschool child. Through the use of daily lozs the total number of families
visited and types of information sought can be discerned.
ation, 1,042 families have been visiced. The
area:
) 2) Can you tell me about family planning?
b) How can I help'my children get chair immunizations?
¢) Which doctors take the madical card?
2.) To provide refecral for preschool pars
needed by the family. Presently ten of the twalvsz
in the couaty arc being used for roferral Tha ot
religious affiliations and none of tne o =g vis
serviec useage.
3.) To coordinate raferral to the
duplization of ctfort. Throuzh bdi-
srenecy representatives, areas where
o inated whece possible. A suvvay of

ERIC ! 0
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Azain with the aid of the

praschool related az
her two are of speclifiic
i

1 appropriate

s 1s presentl

to the

In 7% moaths opar-
most frequently asked quescions

nts to the appropriate agaucies
4 ncies

itad Eit their criteria for

eliminazing

explored lﬂl ely




(a

developed. This will be studied to find out where severs duslicacion
exists and can be eliminaced.

4.) Tc provide follow-up to cases that have been referred to ensura
that sarvice has bzen rendered. Of the 1,042 families visited, 532 have
been revisited at least once. Of those revisited 417 (or 787%) went to
the agency refarred. '

(This section applies only to information & referral)

1974 1975 (Projected

(s ¥
1y
'—H
b
=
4
o
i
R

Caseload: Caseload:
Total ) ~cases for all ' Total ~__cases for zll
counties & casevorkers counties & casevorkers
County _ Caseworker ___ County_ Caseworker _ _
County _ Caseworker _ Count ___ Caseworker__ _
County i Casewcrher‘iré _ County __ _Caseworker 7
County __ Caseworker _ County _ Caseworker __ )
Home visits: Home visits:
Total:____ Total: -
Per county: Per county: |
Per caseworker: __ = - Per caseworker: _ _
Per moncth: _ Per month:
Children screened: Children screened:
Tocal - 5 Total: o
Per county: _ _ _ Per couacy:
Per case worker: _ N § Per caseworlker:
' |
Par month: . j Per montii: _
) - o { e e

ERIC 944
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1974

4;?757CR;@ja;ted”fi;g:§3),,

Children Re-screened: -
Total: o T
Children detected as abnormal: T
Total : - Pt :
Per county: . — * T
Eéfer?als: “
Total:
Hedical: _ k\\
-Dental: _ = \\\
Pediacric : ~ \"‘\\
Vision: \
Speech: o \\\'
Hearing: - \\\‘
\".
Orthopadie: o ) \\\
Neurologlcal __
Psychological: ) \\\ '
Public Health: _ Y
Day Nursery:

Treatments:
Total:

Medical:

Dental: o .
Pediutrician: o

Vision:




1974 ,, 7 1975 (Projected Iizuras)
Teeatnents: {cont,) ~ /

Hearing: o - . y

Orthopedic: ‘ ;
Neurological: ' /
Psychological: , 7/

Public Health:

Day Nursery:_

Follow-ups: __ e J;j \

¥ PLANNING CLINIC. The needs assessment established a definite desire
f service. The planning grant enabled the director to locate a facil-
t 2 nurse and aide. Appropriate training was also given
e. Consequently, the prozram bez3an operation July 1, 1974.
position from certain relizious zroups but it has not af-

i
[

L I S = PR S

1.) TIncrease access to family planning services for thuses pecpla for
whom these services were not aveilable in the past. The establishment of
the clinic plus the 250 referrals from the outreach workers has aided in ac-
complishing this goal.

2.) To establish a pregnancy and V. i
diwiduals in Eaﬁily planning natters. Th EEYiEE
training arding family plonning techniques, V. D nd various pabchal@?i:al
problens encounteraed wich utilization of differan: %1fth cuntrﬁl nethods. .
Wich the assistance of the physician a counss a3 hazen established
with 130 persons having taken advantaze of i

3.) Commuinity avareaess
lished through wecokly communit
ticles in the local paparc, mnrtw?
tion of outreach workers.

ERIC
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4.) To provide family
year of operation.
f'::litiesg

(IThis se

planning services to 300 peopla cz2ring the

To date 200 individuals hava been seen and usad che

ct;nﬂ agnl;e: only to rﬂmlly pLaﬁﬁLng Cllﬁlzg)

1972

7197; (Proje cted figures)

TiE
-
L

Caseload: Toral: e . Caseload: Total: _ _
!

County: County:

County: __ o County: e

CGEDE}’E _ . ‘(‘:DUﬁEY: e
Counselinz: ) - fgss

- ~
. e
Referral: " j;fs
'LE. y‘gx,:
Medical: i . e
a'x_,%‘ g.ﬂ’
No. of clinics: ___ e
= =,
Family Planning Edue.: B ;ff
7 ——— S
- . -
V. D. Screening o -
—————— is

=& . - ; §=§1
V. D. Treatmear _ P ~

S DL This sectien anali

23 éﬁ all pfc]ec'éi

 §iii_9éc_§§§§rdiggly.7

i 1974 7 — 1975 —
Psychological Services:
Who does it: Name: Who does it: Name: B
Dagree: Degree: 7; _ B
How ofcen: - How ofren: B
What is the purpose ) ;! Vhat is the purpose ) _

O

ERIC
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1974

1975

Healcth S=rvicas:
Who doas ic:

Mame:

Degrea: o

tlow often:

Wihat is the purpose

who does irc:

Name:

Degree:

How often:

What is the purpose

Deatral Services:
Who does it:

Nama: o o

Who does it:

Name:

Dégrae: - Degree:
How often: _ o How often: B
What is the purposs ) Vhat is the purpose .
Speech and learing Servicas
Uho does it: 1" Who does ik:
Hame : L _ Nama: .
Degree: . _ Degree: )
How ofeon: ) 3 How oftan: o
that is tha purpose What is the surpose )
e —— - _
Ocher Sarvices: |
i
5 i
Yho does 1in: |
Hou often: i
T 215
o “hat is elhe purpose: : )
ERIC 248
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ROGRAM PROBLEM AREAS AND SOLUTIONS

- 1 3
niguag ha

alVvdillds

An
izhed.
izinal
fine ¢

In
1 zocia

(
coordlnat
t

- &
with pol

caough the program nas been accepted inco the conmueaity, lack of finaneial
support is evident. A Copsumer Advisor: Counzil (CAC) has been forrmad
in policy making and fund raising. To daze, their fund raising tech-
wve netted $2,015 or L% of the program cos:z. Consequently other funding
are beiny explorad e.z. the Neighborhood .3sistance Act.

internal and excernal continuous evaluaticn of the program has heen estab-
The evaluaction criteria and questionnairas vhich vere submicted with the
proposal are still in use, although one oI thsz zrals for this year is to
he evaluaticnal instrument. Acca:d;ni to he wvaluational material, the

A‘.( ) 'Imi’

ram has showm posicive strides in the areas of informztional disbursemenc,

s, coordination of services with various azencies, developmental progress
~hoolers, infants and toodlers, and increaszs in usz of family planning
. It can also be sean that more work must be done in the areas of commun-

act, local share and inservice traininz.

terms of program management, it should be noted that several positions

1 service coordinator, 1 educational coordipmator, and 1 family day cure
tor) have been eliminated on the new budgez, This was due Lo the evalua-
these posltions caused an overstafiinz gattern. According to

of administration, although the:a ara mipor areas of disagreament
icy, overall chey are comfortable with administracive decisions.

IV, CURRENT PROPOSAL GOALS & OBJECTIVES

The

A.

Those ~oals that have not &

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

project for the coming year will:

Maintain 20 IV-A cligible and 10 fee paying children.
Continue tescing each child.

Maintain' the 20 children in the family day care homes,

Continu= the &4 hour workshops every other Saturday.

Have the outrecach workers visit 1700 familiss in 12 months.

e

Continue bi-weekly mzetings betwesan agenc”’ repcreszantatives.

Continue follow-up of all families visited.
Have the family planning clinic se2 400 nzw cliencs in 12 nonths.

rovids counseling for at least 200 ¢lients utilizing the family ullﬂﬂLﬂg

lan]

Continue the weekly public service ads on radis aad T.V. plus monthly
in the local paper.

HE

&

N et will contini: co 22 pursued. lHovever,



the evaluaction has shown several areas for chanze: (Note: again, due to the

ziza

This

V.

azcgi?lish

of this model program only two continuation goals will be used as examples.)

1. More emphasis on gaining community supjort must be given. This will be
ad Ly
= ,j -

A. During cthe first three months of the new project year thirty community
service ads will be shown over the local T.V. station. ‘

B. * At least rwo community organizations per month will be approached
for a talk on this subject.

C. The C.A.C. will become more involved in community awarenass through
participation in the annual grange fair, fund raising drives and having at
least one consumer accompany the director on each speaking engazement.

D, Over the new funding year, at least two informational articles per
menth will be placed in the local newspaps:.

2. Means for project financial self-sufficiency must be explored and expanded.
will be accomplished by:

A. The C.A.C. will have at least four fund raising drives this fiscal
year with one of these being a big name group benefit show. This should
attract peopla from the neighboring counties.

ance Act. A 501(e) (3) certi-
,000 is in the process of

B, Ucgilizacion of the Neighborhood Assi
ficate was just obtained and a proposal for $
being vricten.

5
/

t
5

Industries contacted for contributions are:

1) Hedstrom ~ commitment of $5,000

2) Bethlehen Streel - commitmear of 510,000

3) Leedon's Rug Mfg. - commitment of 52,000

4) Johnnle's Fish Cannery - commit=ment of 51,500,

Verbal contributions are presently being obtained f£rom other sources.
Letters of commitment have been obtained on the above. A copy of all
letters of commitment will be sent to you in two months or upen comple-
tion of the solicitation drive, whichaver comss first.

State Act 54 will provide $12,000 for local match., Title XIX screen—
ings will produce $10,200 fees for local share to be used this year. The
EPSDT screenings have already been established for the year that will
guarantee this figure.

CONCLUSION

As can be seen, the overall project has been partially accepted by the com-

munpity and its component parts are in operation. It is hoped that through the

290
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;s and the work o
sevvice Ln a cost-ef
ctive approach.

the C.4.C. that the project will conatinue to
1t continuation budzet reflzecs
by ARC for this progran

will in 5 efforc to provide quality services and to become self-sufficizne
oYy the end of vaar three,

O
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Along with all the child development data we
are obtaining on the Projects, w2 also have standard-
ized the fiscal information., The following forns are
ased on a wonthly basis. This is a record of actual
expendltures which gets plugged into EMiS on a menthly
basis so that w2 can compute unit costs on a monthly
as well as quartecly basis.

This information along with the data gathered
with the child development profiles and flow sheets
are put into the formulas for calculating the unit-

cost coefficient.

219
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING MONTHLY REPORT

(-

Item 1. Enter the name and complete mailing address, including
the ZIP code for the grantee organization.

Item 2. Enter the type of program, i1.e. Child Development,
Information & Referral. Number and ages of consumers
served.

Item 3. Enter the account number that appears on your Notice
of Grant Award.

Item 4. Enter the month, day, and year of the beginning and
ending dates of this project period.

Item 5. Enter the month, day, and year of the beginning and
ending dates of the period for which this report 1is
prepared,

Item 6A, Enter the balance of funds on hand from previocus

awards.

Item 6B. Enter the amount of ARC funds received from grants
management for the period covered by this report.

Item 62, Enter the amount of feesicollected during the period

v covered by this report.

Item 6D, Enter the proper figure to make any necessary adjust-
ments.

Item 6E. Enter the total amount of ARC funds (including fees)
that are available for expenditure during the period
covered by this report.

Item 7A-G Enter the actual amounts of funds expended from all
funding sources, including the percentages of funds
charged to each funding source.

. Item 8. Enter the total amount of actual expenditures from

all funding sources and place these expenditures in
their proper categories.




<. 'lype of program - numbers & ages o
STATE AGENCY _ , e I consumers

ymmonwealth Child Development Committee
ARC Child Development

Actual Monthly Expenditures

\/ ) _ ] o e
Name and Address of Grantee 3f'Gﬁaﬂt numEEF -
_ 4. Project Pericd

from through

5. Edéﬁi@ﬁ7éfh§réjéét'péfiéd covered |
this report )
from , through

7Fundsrgvailable fDPiﬁhisrpGPtiGhiQ;”pPDjégﬁAEEEiQd )

A. Balance fram Previ@us Awards |8 i
B. ARC funds awarded duriﬂg this pg?ti@n $
. Wees credited to ARC accqunt o $7d
J. Adjustments $
D thal Funds available for expéﬂditure (SA ED) o L
. ctual expenditures fcr thls p@fti@ﬁ cf project period -
i of % of % of
CATEGORIES local other ARC Total fu
share Fed., funds funds expended
.. Personnel o B ) ,
. Consultant & Contract . )
. Travel
. _Supplies e o § _ ) N o
Space i} R B T i
_Equipment . § — e §
Dgﬁgf;stts B . . .
Total Expenditures
221
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The following chart is on Working Parents which
shows the amount of monies that have heen put back into
a county through tax dollars because of day'care prograns,
I think it 1s rather evideat that it is a boost to the
sounty's- aconnay.

This tyne of informmation is dafinitely something
that a projaat wants to provide to his county comn-
issioners. Political leaders are always concerned,
especially with the stace of the ecopomy, with the
number of peopls that are employed. Day care provides
us with a double-edged sword. It not only employs the
teachers and administrators, but it helps the employ-
ment of the mothers and fathers of the children who leave
their children at the centevr. This is a very potent
wezapoa that must be pointed out to political leaders.

And let's not forget the mothecs and fathers of the

children do vote. That's political clout!
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WOREING PARENTS DATA

Chart # 1

THE AMOUNT OF INCOME PUT BACK INTO THE CCUNTY BECAUSE QF DAY CARE

LUZERNE
CAREQON
SCHULYXILL

MIFFLIN

BRADFORD
SULLIVAN

HUNTINGTON
BLAIR -
CAMBRIA

ALLEGHENY

2,898,000
52, EDD

1,600,000 cecvmc—u~~ 175(3@ 000
BQ’DDDP—ﬂ?é?égEEEE 30 DDQ

315,000

§40,000

BDMVSDD.
1,459,000

52,500

$6,181,000 $2,000,000

$ 85181500(3



Through EMIS we also wanted <o find out how
satisfied the consumers ware with the programs. As
one can see, they were rather pleased, We gathered
these data through questionnaires that were sent to
the clients! homes and were sent back to us anonymously.

Please see Appendix § for a sample of the questionnaire

~ The survey was done just a bit over 35% of all our
projects., We had a reture rate of aoout 80% of the

questionnaires.

O

ERIC ..
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Chart # 2

-’
CONSUMER QUESTIONALRE

Nurber of day care programs responding — 30%
(New form developed, first form too supg;ficial)

Numper of information and referral programs respording —71%
Percentage of negative responses for information ard referral programs —— 114

Percentage of negative responses for day care programs — 8%

Y<yes--positive rasponses

Ihfa?matian ar}digéféffg; Ern@iects ’ I\Fnﬂ‘*‘n%ati\fé responses’

s T T W[ Wieel mortoml T

yosMo | yinl viN| YINL VLN

kespgnse§ jbofytu3j2jh3i2 3411

[N
Lot
| 'H
V=
faw]
i
i
R

. Responses | 878 | 93% | 937 I I
ééVelS of '

ks ignificancel p£.001 p¢.001y pe.001 g 00} o e

Day Care Projects

Giestions |+ [ 2 [ 3 [ B L 5 g T N ] N total| % of total

ves/io | YN Y IN]YINIWINLYINLYIN L N R

Responses |22 |0 {22 {0 |22 [0 12210 127[5 {16 6 |22 | 60 | - 43z

L Rasponses | 100%| 100%] 1007 100% T73__13%_
Levels OF , ,
Significarcelp¢.001) py.001 Jo¢.001ipe.00L104 -05]pe. 10 |

P25




I think by now it has becone apparent that the
projects had a great deal of data and informnation to
K2eDd up with betwszen us at the state level, the
fed's and the lozal community. In oxder to make the
Jobh a little easier for thea and for us, I develiped
an overall flow sheet which showed when everything was
due in our office, in Waghingtéh, or in Philadelohia.

Chart # 3 is an example of such an overall flow
sheat.

The chart contains all the critical f;:ﬁs and when
they nead o be s2nt to us, Coples of this foon are
kept both in the operating agency's office as well as
in the =ztate oifice. This is done so that there will be

no confusion on anyone's part concerning when everything

is due.

The first item is when the combination proposal

is due. 901-T and A02-T are the forns froa the fed's.

state and federal level,

M
e
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Chart ¥ 3

OVERALL ORGANIZATIOMN SHEET--COPY OF EACH IS KEPT
OFFICE AND IN OPERATING AGENCY OFFICE
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CHAPTER 5

ON GOING RESEARCH AND FUTURE REPORTS

One of the stfangést criterion in
measuring any child development program
from a managem ent point of view, is 1it's
unit cost. Usually in computing any unit
cost, most managers take the total cost and
divide by the total enrollment. This
calculation in practically all cases is
What follows is a set of formulas and graphs
that were computed using weighted means.
These formulas take into account the child}s
development while in the program. These
are included in the formula as child
development increments. Also, weighted
nmeans are included in the formula regarding
the ééfvices provided the clients. All of
these éré put into the formulas along
with total cost and then a unit cost 1is
figured. A simultaneous equation approach
similar to the one used by Hu (1971) in

determining the cost effectiveness of child

€@ N



health and welfare progranms,
In the evaluations of Graph # 1, A,B, and { are finding sources.
Y is the number of clieﬁts,QZ§is the child development increment score, 2
are the superfluous unit costs provided, such as transportatisﬁ, etc.
The center line in Graph # 1 is the t tﬁ;cal coat anai§515 ca=Ef1c1ent

1 ) A+B+C
Vel oo B [ ]

are¢ the limits of acceptabilit,. Obviously there is more variability and

A#B+
computation. Equations Y=

leeway using the latter farmutas.
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Graph # 1

Using Weighted Child Development Scale
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The following chart and graph are summaries both

demographically and experimentally regarding an ecological

st 'Mregear:h*s%ﬂdy“prEEEHtivﬂéfiﬁgzcénéhﬁiedﬁ” The chart

liste all demographic data.

The graph is analyzing the amount of verbalizing
of childien with adults and peevs. This study is a
follow-up and extension to the studies done on movement
and verbalization levels reported on in Chapter 2. This
study confirms the zesults obtained thers, but with a
younger age group. As movement(random) to and from
areas{non~goal specific) decreases, verbalizations
increase. It is not only a strict relationship between
movenent and language as has been suggestad,; but the
type of movemen:. Purposeful novement stays consistent

throughout. It is zandom movement that falls off.

~ | 261
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Graph #f 2 “
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Chart # 1

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Infant/Toddler Program--Luzerne Co

Number of children - Total ' : N=107"
Number of children by age gr@u?: -
a. under 1 yr. _ .. 8
b. 1-2 yrs, 4o
c. 2-3 yrs. - 53
~d. 3-4 yrs. - 4
e. 4-5 yrs, 2
f. over 5 yrs. 0

Number of:
a. females : bs
b. males 62

Number of:

a. Blacks : 4
b. Caucasians 103
c. chers 0

Family Position:

a. Oldest 5
b. Youngest 53
c. Middle 1
d. Only y7

Number having:

a. 1 Parent in Home 43

b. 2 Parents in Home 6l

c. 1 Parent Outside Home | 16

d 2 Parents Qutside Home 0
233
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37%
50%
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2%
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Number of Siblings:

b a

e.

f.

0 7
1 39
2 8
3 11
4 3
5+ | 0

Average length of time in center

(Meaﬂ)

234

268

byg

36%

%
10%
3%
0%
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This graph breaks down the direction of verbal-
izations and the sophisticacion of #e¢ba;izaticﬁs
across activity areas. Vy stands fon simpls werbal-
izgtions and 72 sténds for complex wvervalizations.
Thesa data, in particulas the data on verbalizations and

play patterns, hels to support data from the tieorstical

Dase presented in Chapter 2.
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Graph # 3
Developmental Scheme for Language and

Cognitive Growth for Preschool Children
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The Pearson R correlations and accompanying chaxts
are a iurthec e%ﬁEﬂsiaﬁ of the ecological studies done
oa activity areas In this chart, varsisus verbal énd cog-
nitive criteria are being analyzed. Let me point out
somg of the high lights. On page 239, play by}self for
3-4 and 4-5 are significant, Play by self v.s. »nlay in
grouns at age 3 is sijnificant. Theva axre sonz very
intacvesting trends éspecially on page 238 regarding
the verbal critecia, the complex verbalizatian for 3-4
year olds and simplz vecbalization for 3-4 and 3-9 year
olds,

In planning any curriculum, these data should be
taken into considevation regarding how children verbalize
at different age ranges, and how *hey play. Planaling
for different size groups for part of the day is inm-
portant so that children can experience the various
Intaractional patterns in the groups and practice

coping skills.

a7l
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Chart f 2 CoL

PEARSON-R CORRELATIONS

Group 1--C,D.Council of N.E.Pa.

Group 2--Mifflin Co. Day Care

Group 3--Comprehensiv: ‘igy Care Program for Carbon Co.
Group 4~~Columbia Day Care

SIGNIFICANT OR

T CRITICAL R VALUE , ,
__OBSERVED R VALUE _ NOT SIGNIFICANT

__VARIABLES _ ___(at .05 significance level)

1. Simple Verbalizations
(Vl)

a. X=age

y=age

Fa L3

b. x=age 4
y=age 5

Ce X=age 3
yzage 5

= ,9500

=, 9500

= ,9500

=& 5726

+.1000

<3712

:N,!'Si
P> .03

S

NIS -

2. Complex Verbalization
(V)
3. x=age 3
y=age 4

-]

X ,9500

¥ o178

Nisi

-

3. Simple Verbalizations
Ves$. Complex Verbal-~
izations
3. age 3

x;vl
y=V2

bg ége 4
#=V,
~1
y=Vs

X ,95%00

X ,9500

+.4798

N.S.

N.S.

. Verbalization with
Pears
3. xzage 3

y=age 4

¥ 9500

*.8493

N.S.

5. Discrimination between K

large and small :

3. x=age 3 X .9500 ~,0651 N.S.
y=age 4 B

b. x=age 4 ¥ L9500 *+, 1000 p> .05
y=age 5

c. x=age 3 X 9500 -, 0651 N.S.
y=age 5

ESE

L S
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-~ ) - "CRITICAL R VALUE | SIGNIFICANT OF
_VARIABLES (at .05 significance level) __ OBSERVED R_VALUE NOT SIGNIFICA!

6. Diserimination of

Colors
b d a. x=age 3 = . 92006 *

y=age 4

+

L7866 N.S.

I+

b. x=age 4 . 9500 . ¥.3072 N.S.

y=age 5

[9)

-
y=age 5

7. Knowledge of
numbers (1-10) o

a. x=age 3 . 9500 -.9125 N.S.

y=age 4

+

b. x=age 4 ~ . 9500 ¥, 7857 N.S.
y=age

o

4 .
Ce Xiagé - -9560 i.BQl‘? . gN:S-

Y=age

K

8. Play by self 5 B )
a. x=age 3 = .9500 +,9870 p>.05
N y=age 4

I+

b. x=age 4

. 9500 *,9731 p>.05
yzage 5 :

|+

c. xzage 3 9500 *.9238 N.S.
y=age 5

9. Play in groups
a. x=age 2
yzage 5

I+

9500 -.0133 N.S.

10, Play by self v,.s.
play in groups
a, age 3
x=5elf
y:Groups

* 9940 p> .05

1
™
e}
on
]
[

b, age 5 ’ L 7
XESelf —.9500 " .4516 N.S.

v:Groups

111.Goes to toilet by
, self » ) ,
~7  a, xzage 3 X ,9500 * 8570 N.S.

y=age

FeY

E 0y« .
Y g9s00 a3  -.3333 N.S.
39 o

N

b. x=age
y-age

n




IARIARIES

"~ CRITICAL R VALUE
(at .05 significance level)

OBSERVED R VALUE

T SIGNIFICANT CR

NOT SIGNIFICANT

C. x=age 3
y=age 5

T 9500

bl!Sl

l!e Use Scissors
2. x=age 3
y=age 4

= «9500

}Jo Stack 8 blocks
a. x=age 3
y=age 4

+.7610

274
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Followiag data involves infarnatiosn and re-

ferrai programs. The summary statistics found in
Chart # 3 and # 4 are the results of the flow shects
devaloped and presentad in Chaptar 1, Remember this

s where wn took 10 forms and condensed all the Forums
into one foen., This activity helpved the projects as much
a5 1t helped us éi the state level, Some high lights
include the differential inean between initial contact
and the data of termination. 954.78 is closer to the
national average. The other data from Chart # 4 are out
of line with the national average. This fact was pointed

aut to ilie projent director.
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Chart Hz--SCAN

v Potter Cameron Elk Mchkean
Ltem _ County __ County County County  TOTAL - 4 counti
L. # of students 163 208 261 199 786 = N
2. I home visits 361 362 439 274 1,436 -~ average
3, refusals 1 3 7 26 3) -~ 5%
4. flow sheets 154 202 203 153 749 -= 957
5. AFDC recipients 42 60 40 80 222 ~-= 28%
6. progress summaries 150 195 205 113 663 == 847
7. rcreening 135 197 205 148 h85 == B87%
8. re-screening 47 47 42 49 185 == 247%
9. other screening 1 5 13 | 20 == 3%
10. abnormalities 53 38 43 22 156 -~ 20%
1l. case confere .e 26 16 20 17 105 -~ 13%
12. reports sent 9 2 16 18 45 == B
13. medical - pazsed 100 152 188 115 555 -~ 71%
P.H. 39 33 3 17 392 -~ 50
Ch. S. 0 0 0 4 4 -~ 1%
in treatment 6 4 3 5 18 -- 2%
treatment completed 1 l 3 18 23 -- 3%
14, denta’ - passed 35 60 109 113 317 == 407
P.H. 0 0 0 1 1 -- .01%
Ch. S. 0 0 0 4 4 ~= 1%
in treatment 30 1 11 20 62 == 8%
rreatment completed 23 31 0 2 56 -- 7%
15, peliatrics = in 3 -- 047
treatment 2 1 0 parent = | (parent = 1)
treatment completed 0 2 5 7 =~ 1%
16. vision~-in treatment 15 5 4 6 30 == 4%
treatment completed 6 15 7 6 34 == 4%
N’ |7. speech - in treatment 20 14 12 h 52 == 7%
treatment completed 10 3 12 5 30 -~ 47
18. hearing - in treatment 11 2 2 6 21 == 3%
treatmznc completed | 4 2 1 8 == 17
19. personal/social
in treatment 1 2 4 0 7 == 17
treatment completed 1 3 4 l 9 - 1%
20. fine motor-in treatment 6 1 2 1 16 == 1%
treatment completed 4 1 1 0 6 == 1%
2l. language-in treatment 4 4 2 1 1l == (%
treatment completed 3 3 4 0 10 -- 1%
22. gross motor-in treatment 6 5 l L 13 == 2%
treatment completed 3 l 0 0 4 == 1%
23. orthopedics=in treatment 0 1 ! | 3 == .04%
treatment completed 4 1 3 l 9 - 1%
24, neurological-in treatmt O 1 0 0 l -- .01%
treatment completed 0 1 0 0 1 == ,01%
25. psychological-in treat. O0: 0 1 5 6 == 17
treatment completed 4 2 7 5 18 == 27
26, public health=in treat. 0 5 0 2 7 = 1% -
treatment completed 44 25 3 14 86 == 11%
27, day programs - in treat 3 11 5 1 20 == 3%
treatment completed 6 9 7 1 23 -- 3%

P4z
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o 28. other referral l 0 1 3 5 - 1%
29. referral refusal 4 2 3] 8 20 ~= - 37%
30. abnormalicies conf. 4 23 21 17 95 ==~ 12%
31. follow=up .8 57 58 74 227 -= 29%
32. waiting list 0 1 g 0 10 == 1%
33. termination 108 187 208 170 673 -- 867
34, 2nd resereening 0 5 1 0 6 == 1%
315, Head Start - « 14 l4 H.S. not 41 69 -~ 9%

s5ib 6 12 listed 29 47 -- 6%
L ster Jay cara == -= - 2 2 == ,03%

Differentials between Date of Initial Contact and Date of Termination:

/ County Differential Mean (as mes .~si .n days)
1. Cameron County 55.84
2. Elk County 28,15
3. McKean County 57.21
4. Potter County _17.92
54.78
oy P
w il
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Chart # 4 v

ltem _Frear / Davidson / Marshall / Lynn/ Smith/ Hackney / Totals
N} of students 107 108 20 30 130 80 475 = N
2. initial visits made 97 108 20 30 130 a0 465 = 987
3. Bedford Co Growth & Dev. 4 5 2 0 1 0 12 = 3%
. Screening 3 13 0 0 2 5 23 = 57
5. Blair Dental Clinic 6 15 0 7 5 1 34 = 7%
6. Broad Top Med Clinic 0 l 0 1 0 0 2 = .47
7. Child Care 0 0 0 0 0 1 I = 2%
8. Transportation 4 0 0 1 3 3 11 = 2%
9. Day Care 4 l 1 3 1 2 12 = 3%
10. Exceptional Child. 3 0 0 0 1 1 5= 1%
11. Dept of Public Assist. 1 0 1 4 0 0 6 = 1%
12. Easter Seal 0 2 0 0 4 1 7 = 2%
13. Expectant Parent Class 1 0 0 0 3 2 6= 1%
14, Family Planning 28 27 2 8 26 16 107 = 23%
15. Hea. .itart 1 0 0 1 2 4 8 = 2%
16. l.egal Services 2 2 0 0 0 ] 4 = 1%
17. MH/MR 2 0 0 0 0 2 4 = 17 -
18, Nutrition Aides 0 0 0 1 0 3 4 = 1%
19. Vision 0 1) 0 0 0 0 0 = 0%
20. Opthamologist 3 0 0 0 2 3 . 8 = 2%
21, Pediatrician 48 43 3 19 27 11 151 = 32%
22. Qrchopedics 1 0 0 0 2 1 4 = 17
23, Kindergarten/
Nurseries 1 0 0 1 1 0 3= 1%
L Publ!ic Health 50 41 2 0 44 4 141 = 307
*»5. Schobl Nurse 0 0 0 0 3 3= 1%
76. Speech/Hearing 0 0 0 1 0 0 1= .2%
28. Home Nurse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 = 0%
29, 1.U. 0 0 0 0 3 0 3= 17
30, Specialists 0 0 Q 0 1 2 3=1%
31. Follow-Up 36 57 12 0 23 4l 169 = 367%
32, /} of terminations 0 30 5 0 0 0 5= 7%

Differential between Date of Intiial Contact and
Date of Termination —- average = 74.17 days




Probably the most significant Forn developued through
EMIS ways the new child develspment profile. The forom
1s self-explanatocy. The reason this form was devel-
oped was as soilaws: it appeared that the fowns the
programs were using wers tynically uselass check-lists,
Thuve was a need for a tool that would help us make
decisions for an ecclagical based curriculum, Therefora,
I daveloped thals exnecimental flow sheat orv child develan-
ment prafile.

There are two forms: the first is for the two vy

*=

old and above and the second i1s for children under t.
years of age.
The purpuse of the forms as restated ia Chaptae?,

is ty shady more ¢losely the phenom=nia of fre:-play.

The reason for this is simples most programs spend

from 50-80% of thelr day in free-play., With children
spending that much time in such a demeanor, I think
wa better get a more 2{fective handle on it. That is

th= purpose of this fo:m.

ERIC | 245
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNGY vallis
GOVERNOR'S OF¢ L7
OFFICE FOR HUMAN JESIHIRCES
500 STATE STREET 3LDG,
M.W. COHNER THIRD & S5TATE STREETS
HARRISBURG, PA, 17101

Dear

Enclosed please find the experimental child devel-
opment profile we talke. "bout. Hopefully, this in-
strument will enable you to better organize and document
exactly what is occurring in free play.

Before describing what has been entered on the form,
let me explain the various symbols and also how to ab-
breviate the notations for activity areas.

(see attached sheet)
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’ILE]
R
=3
o
O
"__ﬂ

Explanation

Talk to peer
Talk to adult
Start an activity

Behavioral occurrence

B N ¢ ¢« <

Completion of an activity

32

Movement
—_— Direction of behavior

Initiation of observa.ion

o Bi-directional

For abbreviation purposes, make eight riece puzzle = 8PP;
Easel = E; Bed = B; etc.




Now, let's take a look at the form,

First: Somewhere on the left hand side write the
name of the child, date of the observatiun and the time
of the observation.

Second: The observation be; . ..th thé!child in
t%e Reading corner, notice (@), i.itiates an activity
(®), reading a book, verbalizes to peer (W) and then
an adult (¥), completes two other books (M W), ver-

balizes three more times to adult (‘J/, V , ¥ ) then moves
out of activity area (~—»/) and goes to the cognitive
games area (/ ), does puzzle (M) puzzle (M), moves to
music area (/<) completes activity ( m ) moves to arts &
crafts (/<—) completes activity (#8) verbalizes to peer
(W, ) talks with Ann, Carol & Mike, they respond back
(V,V,V, V Vv ete), he responds (V,\, W) talks with
adult ('4',‘4{') adult (3arah) responds (V,V, V¥ ) completes

activity (H), etc.
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If there are any questions on this, please don't
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

o
[ f
e
e
3

afd
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Now that I have described the reszarch that is
currently beiny condacted through EMIS, let me turn
to the future research and try to conclude this chapter.
flith a strong base acologically, there are » number of
avenues we can fpollow., One is the following article
wiiich 1s based on a time and space continuance a la
physics. This ls included more for it's heuristic
value thay anything else. A second avenue ¢f research
tying the R.C.P, theory together with an ecological
framewaork is the I,R.T.-~Interactional Reaction Time,
which is a tine/space measurement of verbal and
social interaction of adults and children. Another
aveaue is the contirued validation of the naturalistic
research,

All of the above will be available under separate
¢overs in future monographs produced through EMIS.

Other research studies will look at the effect
of group size on vertical grouping and how the tran-
sition from home to day care setting and vice versa

affects the child's subsequent immediate interactions.

o817
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THE ROLE OF RELATIVITY IN PERCEPTION
A NEW CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR ANMNALYZ-

N ING CHILD DEVELOPMENT INCREMENTS: AN
INTRODUCTTION
Abstract

A child between birth and age eleven
takes in his world through a perceptual
’ modality. All learning through inputs/
outputs is transmitted in perceptual
terms. Piaget (1932, 1949) addresses
the issue >f perception in the developing
w’ child but only in terms of a descriptive
analysis. H;pefully within this paper,
Z will begin to explain the role of this
elusive animal. I am not the first to
see the relationship between perception
and learning. Bronbeck (1971) has an
interesting summary article on Ehé rale
of perception in physics. He uses Piaget's
theory as the basis for comparison in
laaking at perception and its relationship
to physics.
Basically the conceptual framework

-“will be discussed in terms of figure/

s and in a relative

23
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Abstract

and absolute framework. The concept can
be developed as a possible explanation
of the evolution @g thought, but T will
save this for later discussion. There
are many areas of concern here which will
be addressed in various dimensions. One
concerns the various levels a child deals
in during the preoperational level. At
what point does a child bégin to perceive
his world in the fourth dimension.

This paper will be an introduction
to a conceptualization to develop inta

a possible theory on child development

289
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Jean Plaget, a zenetic epistemologist has developed a vital
thecry of child development which describes the evolution of
thought in the chlld from infancy to adolescence. He has received

2 great deal of criticlism from various research circles in

reychology attacking his experimental methods. This paper will

not address the validity of his experimentation nor will it try

to ascertilan if the criticism of his theory 1s justlified or not.

The purpose of’ this paper is to put his theory along with a theory
espoused by Ogletree and others on Biloplasmic forces, and tie

these theories together in a meagirgful manner with those of

physics and perception, a inter-relationship sought after by

David Bohm. This is not a statement of theory but rather a conceptual
framework being put forth to better explain Piaget's theory and
Ogletree's theory as they relate to the overall theory of knowledge
and 1ts evdlution. At this point, readers should be cagniéant

of the heuristic value of this conceptual framework rather than

with its validity. The validity of the framework will Xonly stard
after a more succinct statement can be made of Plaget's and Ogletree's
research through ecological based research. |

Basically this conceptual Fframework takes two terms from the

P55 290



Special Theory of Relativity (Einsteln, 1905) and incoperates

it inco a cime/space/movement continuum on Fow children view
their world. 'The stages of development will ke izomorphic to
those of Piaget's. There will be four stages: O-lowos;
L8mos~7yrs; 7-1lyrs; and llt+yrs. Wwithin those stages, space and
time will be introduced as the child sees these concepts in a

figure-ground relationship. A formula will be introduced:

Time + Space = Movenment

However, with this formula, a la Gestalt psychological
framework, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts., The

necessary adjustment is then made for the above equation:

P
Time + Space —» Movement

In Chart # 5 starting with the first stage of development,
the infant deals with his world in absolute terms, nothing is
invariant (dnternalized or relative). This is evident in Piaget's
theory where he states (Piaget, 1932) that the child is incapable
of conceptualizing or internalizing thought. He literally thinks
out loud and is totally enveloped within immediate perception.

Between 18 mos-7 years, stage 2, the child internalizes

(invariant, relative) the concept of space. This is ecritical




because although this concept 1s internalized, time 1s not.
The way we teach children or rather the way children learn is
very different from the previous stage. He possesses object
permanence, and adult permanence, has object constancy, etc,
These are all space conceptis. What he doesn't have, however,
are the time concepts (they aren't ilnvariant, internalized).
He doesn't transfer, he doesn't have reversibiltiy. He also
does not have movement concepts internalized. He is still

egocentric, still doesn't conserve.

As he approaches stage 3, he begins to acquire time concepts
and with this some movement concepts. However,in the latter
category he is still influenced by immediate perception, MéVémEﬁt
is not totally internalized. This doesn't oceur ;ﬁtil the last
gtage, stage 4.

It is abvi@usvh@w this conceptual framework fits into Pilaget's
theory or rather how Piaget's theory fits into the conceptual
framework. But how does Ogletree's theory fit into it. In
Oglerree's theory, he is talking in terms of Energy Levels or

~- energy differentials. He relates how in education children waste

257 .
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energy through meaningless tasks. Within the conceptual framework,
don't teach absolutes In space concepts when a child has internalized
or is dealing in a relative manner with space. Behaviorists have

a bad habit of doing this. They have prove conclusively that
Piagerian tasks can be taught earlier than Piaget predicts,

but at what expense to the child's eunergy levels. Are we depleting

the child early? I think it is an unequivocal, "Yes'!
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