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FOLLOW THROUGH MODELS
WORK TOGETHER: A LOOK
AT THE PROCESS

Ounng 1976-79. :wo Foifow Thrcugn

sconoom C ;:c^^e

fro 're 4.-7 ."" 2 :
tcgetter ori a
PAS to study me reasiohiri svrtrq-

sizirg two very different educavorci
modelsthe High,Scooe Cognitively
Oriented Curricuaum anc ere Univer-
sity of Kansas, Behavior Anarisis
Modeland to design a joint model
"on paper" Resu la of &re croiect
suggest that such collaoorations de-
mom Follow Through sponsors can
be very productive. During ere study,
careful attention was paid to d're

collaboration process. Some of the
observations project staff have on
this an shared in the following ex-
ample (edited) from me Final Report

of the Joint Model Study Proiect.
We hope that others in the Pc+ now
Through community contemplating
collaborative work can roan some
useful insights from the Kansas-

High/Scope experience,

The Joint Model ProjeCt

Can the advantagss of educational
models be enhanced by synthesizing
or otherwise combining more than one

model? Most model developers feel
that a "more the merrier" eclecticism
is suspect, because it violates the con-
sistency and cohenince that mark the

major contributions of comprehensive
educational models. Certainly it is easy

tO lese how models based on very dif-

ferent theoretical and methodological
assumptions could conflict rather than

support one another if used in the

same classroom.
it is not surprising, then, that the

Joint Model Study Project, the goal of

which was to conceptually synthesize
a behaviorelly-oriented and a cogni-

tive-developmentally-oriented model,

encountered a stimulating intellectual
'challenge. To some, the two models

might! aoPear incompatible in their

orientations and methods. F2r ex-

ample. in HighiScoae z!assrocrns

students are encouraged !3 'harm

=Olen arc plan tre,r wr

Belay:or Ar.43:7S3 ".7e.

].
curricuia ir :vricrs a ca.. i 3.7t;'117. :Tne
material coveredi is zezerrninec Cy. me
progress made in the previous day's

work.
The two sponsors have wer..: meir

differences to aciyantaile in forging an
educational mooei. In this Joint Moo&
the original models complement tamer
than compete witn one anotner. From
Behavior Analysis comes Me curr:ou!a
and instructional metnods retiring to
developing skills in the basic academic
aressreadirg, writing, and arittimetic;
from HighiScope comes the plan-

work-represent-evaluate sequence of
the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum.
The Joint Model complements the
High/Scope program by adding some
insvuctional procedures and materiais
that have been proven effective in
developing basic skiils. It compiements

the Behavior Analysis program by
adding a. generalized proplem-solving
tokrriculurn that is also designed to
provide a highly motivating and "pon-
t:rite" context for the application of
a broad range of skills. Althougn ini-
tially not certain that two very dif-
ferent approaches to education could
be joined together in a productive
way, the representatives of the two
model sponsors who participated in
this project now feel eager to see the
Joint Model tested in practice.

The Process; How it Actually
Happened

The first step in the process of design-
ing a Joint Model was for HighiScope
and Kansas staff to familiarize them-
selves with the essential components
of each, other's mogeis. Materials

describing the theoretical bases, class-
room procedures and training pro-
cedures of each model were ex-
changed. High/Scope arranged for

some of the Behavior Analysis r31-f to

observe ii re Higi Scope Trz.l.
and Derrionstra;:on c:aisroor-.. arc ont
Kansas staff err per was aisc acee :o

bartiC:mte r 3 :rairl;r1 wor<snco

High Szcw .sas
ficd person-ie . Eacl QI

"wsrv.;:-.^ ^ ^7 7" . 37

anc .17

As a side bener, eacn grouo -curo
that explaining their ororarri tr;
of anotner mocel enacied :nen to
further define ano ctari fLir

selves the euentlais of their owr
models.

Another primary focus or ea-:v
work in the project was 'to ican::,.
similarities between the two rnoriais.
Using the "working papers" each

group had prepared, Kansas ana

High/Scope raff met to outiine

similarities in classroom practices,

expectations for cnildren, teacners,

trainer: and Support personnel, train-
ing techniques, etc.

Data collection was another pnase
of, .Joint Model DeVelopment. New
child outcome and consumer satis-
faction data were coiiected at one field
site using the Karlin model and an-
other using me High/Scope Model,
The results confirmed, to some extent,

the assumption that the Benavior
Analysis Model is highly effective in
producing student achievement, and
that High/Scope students are rote
likely to excell in measures of written
productive language than on standard-
ized achievement tests. The results also

confirmed that each of trie 'first
generation" models is highly successiul

'in producing student satisfaction in
school.



Another major steo in the process
was for staff of each model to proauce
a proposal for how tney nought tne
Joint Model should be desired. These

Peri were excnanced arc st...idied.
Foliowing Mts. a '4:35 "aid in
Wh.c the 706: 73 ; ant
objectives ter a..;.: an= :en-
titled tla Passive technoogies heeded
to achieve these goals. rhe following
steps were used:

1. The group drafted the following
statement of probiems to be solved by
the Joint Model. specifically the
problems of children in need of com-
pensatory education.

o Children don't gain sufficient basic
academic skills: reading, math, and
language arts.

o Children don't gain sufficient
problem-solving skills.
o Children don't gain sufficient
bility to apply skills to real-life situa-
tionv both academic and problem-
solving skills.
o Children don't pin a sufficient
iense that they are nrsponsibie for
their actions and have control of their

o Children don't gain the capacity to
wort end plan effpctively with others.
o Children don't develop a broad
tangs of interests and skills.
o Parents are not sufficiently involved
end do not have sufficient impact on
their children's education.

2. A statement of the objectives for a

Joint Model (which is a corollary of
the statement of the problems) waS

developed. This statement was fairly
general in nature.

3. Next the group identified a pool
of suocassful practices and techniques
from each model that might be used
by the Joint Model. The criterion for
"succsuful" was support by data if
possible. (Some .initial findings from
the field sites were useful here).

4. From the cool of techniques and
practices identmed in sup 3. the

;group identified tne practices and
technologies tn3: ou test be used
to reacn tre ociern-ves ne Joint
Model deveiscez r r:e.o 2.

E. ;1 tne
practims aro -..ev.^:cues azcva. a more
precise imminent of goals was

develcped. These goals, witn some
exceptions, were stated in sucn a way
that progress in attaining them couid
be readily rneuured.

Participants at the meeting also
dratted a preliminary statement of tne
components of the Joint Model, wnich
included some ')Ibut riot extensivel
sPeCifice on the clastsroom program
and the behaviors expected of chil-
dren, teachers and trainers. In pre-
paring this statement; the group
developed a general outline for edu-
cational models which may be useful
to others involved in model formula-
tion. Thu outline included the follow-
ing main headings:

1. lnstructiohal Model
A. Prihcipal Goals for Students
B. Theory Base; Phress Assump-

tions
C.--Wiriculum (Subject) Areas
D. Clauroom Arrangement
E. Daily Routine
F. Staffing Pattern

G. Role of Teacher and Other Class-
room Adilts

H. alfriCUlurft Materials
I. Student Progress Monitoring

Procedunts
J. Motivation Systems
K. Accommodation to Individual

Differences
L. Inevuctional Team's Planning

Procedures
M. Methods for Assuring Cress-

grade Continuity
N. Parent Involvement and Home

Learning

Delivtry Skstem
A. Training
A Duafity Control



Once the basic eiements of the
Joint lkit:Joill wens d?kren, attention
tenet: to the measures wnicn
used to assess t're atta!hrrierrt :r ct
MoCel =co-.
thir.. -or
aec:ped r.nst Nas

essentially a new ce. t as ,rroor-
tent to measure tre decree o! !moie-
mentation during tne inal rno.ernen-
bstion phase,

,Tne next phases of :re work were
directly tied to th;.; decision. Ater
preliminary data coi'ection 'N3S com-
plete, further discussions were neld
to determine ways to measure !mole-
mentation and prbgress rt Curricuturn
areas, as well as to decide wnat furrier
analyses 9f data rn:gnt e done. rne
important asoect cf work in re-
lation to the process of model oeveloo-
ment was that me drouowho so far
had avoided discussion of theoretical
issueswas confronted with a suo-
stantive theoretinl issue in reiation
to the progress measurement system.
ISee Recommencations 1 and 7 be-
low.) Aldiougn this specific issue was
not totally resolved at this ooint, staff
did feel that it was more useful to dis-
cuss the issue in relation to the specific
technology to be used than it would
have been to raise the issue earlier.

Recommendations for
Succeseful Collaboration

The following are .some recommenda-
tions which we feel our exoenences
suggest to those contemplating model
collaboration.

1, Avoid initial discussions of tne reia-
tve merits of diffrent theoretical
orientations. Sucr. issues can :le Tore
eifecz.vek, dealt ontri etr vwnen Ce

teorn-.-cl,es oe
err:, e.;.,
77' 5 1

to Co ,aoc-r.:-:
rnoce!s -.7.acreti
cal oases. .See recommenoation

2:Provide for more in-depth under-
standing of the models through oarti-
ciprtion in workshoos anoior obser-
vation in classrooms. Funds snouid ze
allocated for a staff memoer from essin
model to particioate in worksnops
given by the other and to coserye in
model classrooms.

3. Provide funds for meetings on a
more frequent, regular basis. =ace-r.o-
fees discussion is irnoortant for resolv-
ing issues, especially tnoso related to
theoretical UnCerpinrtirgs of practice.
For example, the issue of measuring
child progress (other than reading and
mathematics) was left unresolved be-
cause it was too difficult and sensitive
to discuss by tileor.one or in wriiing,
It is an issue that requires face-to-face
discussion, and there simply was not
enough money or time to resolve the
issue to everyone's satisfaction. A
three-day meeting on a bi-monthlv
schedule is suggested. This frequency
may not be necessary for ail collabori-
tons.

4. Follow a defined sequence of tasks.
A meeting to generate the goals and
objectives should be held before
writing the working papers designed to
conceptualize a joint model. Remain-
ing meetings could then be used for
component specification, specification
of expected behaviors of actors, and
issue resolution. Review by the staff
of each model as in recommendation 7
should occur on a regular basis after
the working papers are exchanged.

5. Provide tunas for materials rievel-
cpment. Resc.,ur..on of .;eiera: .Tr:o-
lems ceoenCeo i t ceve ocr--ert n.
a:rric.u:urn -nater;a.s 'Dr u3e .n -icent
Mcdei c.atSrdO,

Consioe- in...I:omen:et:1n
evatuat;cr.s.
ary otner; :oiidrar sin
nvited to irnpiernerr. a ";o.n:
it is recommended that vai.zat.or
the first veer concent7ate or r11:1.
mentstion. We nave la ar*set: rrarn 03St
evaluations that to measure outcomes
oefore evattng tne ceoree of r'f13,!-
mentation can De rnisievImg. it '.vouict
also provide an oonortun *v stud,:
from an empirical standoomt, now me
change proess taices olace. Measure-
ment of procre:s towaro iil imote-
lientation couid he user; as 1/4.rrrc.it:ve
data in the initiai ohases of me study.
When there ts evidence of imalemen
atom outcome data won as cnilc
achievement measures couid be used.

7. Review model specifications care-
fully. Once the initial soeO;fications of
the joint model are esuoiished, they
should be thoroughly and inoepen-
dently reviewed with particular em-
phasis on how the modal works: .how
the specifications relate .to the goals
of the new model, if the goals are
stated in a manner that affords assess-
ment, and if the expe'dtations of
teachers and students are realistic
(i.e., to review the merits of the new
model in relation to the theoretical
bases of the original models).
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The Joint Model: Pur oses

A basic rationale for educational models is that an inte-
grated coherent and systematic approach to curriculum goals and
methods at a particular level will give students and teachers
a useful consistency and explicitness:

Models can claelfy the procedures and criteria for de-
termining,and revising learning goals, sequences, and
related expectations, criteria and requirements.

Models can clarify procedures and criteria for determining
and revising teaching and learning methods.

Models can help to clarify the relationship between goals
andmethods, on the one hand, and resource allocation on
the other. Just what is needed in terms of staff, money,
facilities: materials, equipment, etc. to accomplish a
specific result.

Models can explicitly provide alternative approaches to
school learning that treat the instructional process
differently from conventional methods.

Models can explicitly address such issues as:

- individual differences in interests, ability, and
background (of students and teaclfers)

relationship of learning goals and methods across
classes in a single grade and from grade to grade

source of motivation for learning

Models can utilize a specific research and theory base
4 and can contribute heuristically to new investigations.

Can these advantages of educational models be enhanced by
synthesizing or otherwise combining more than one model? Most
model developers feel that a "more the merrier" eclecticism is
suspect, because it violates the consistency and coherence that

. mark the major contribution of comprehensive educational models.
Certainly it is easy to see how models based on very different
theoretical and methodologicar assumptions could conflict rather
than support one another if used in the same classroom.

It is not surprising, then, that the Joint Model Study Project,
the goal of which was to conceptually synthesize a behaviorally-
oriented and a cognitive-developmentally-oriented model, encoun-
tered a stimulating intellectual challenge. Although initially
not certain that two very different approaches to education could

2



be joined together in a productive way, the representatives of
the two model sponsors who participated in this project now
feel eager to see the joint model tested in practice. This
section of the final report summarizes the conception of a Joint
Model that was developed by the Joint Model Study Project.

As it emerged from the Joint Model Study Project, we feel
that a joint model implemented in a school environment can effec-
tively address the following problems for low-income children:

1) Children'don't gain sufficient basic academic skills:
reading, math, and language arts.

2) Children don't gain sufficient problem solving skills.

3) Children don't gain sufficient ability to apply skills
to real life situations: both academic and problem
solving skills.

4) Children don't gain a sufficient sense that they are
responsible for their action and have control of their
lives.

'

5) Children don't galn the capacity to work and play effec-
tively with others.

6) Children don't develop a broad range of interests and
skills

7) Parent are not sufficiently involved with, and do not have
suffic ent impact on their children's formal education.

The feat es of the Joint Model are outlined below, with
parallells to the two "first generation" models indicated.

10



The Joint Model: An Outline of Major Components

I. The Instructional Model

A. Principal Goals for Students

EH! GH/ScEd Cognitively Oriented Curriculum:

Decision-making

Self-discipline, goal selection

Cooperation OP

Skills and concepts in the arts, sciences, physical
movement.

Expression, communication, representation

Reading and decoding symbolic representations

Problem definition and problem solving

Reasoning capacity in a wide range of contexts

Spirit of inquiry, openness to knowledge and others
view points.

UNIVERSITY OFK721S-ATI Behavior Analysis Model:

High level of student achievement in the basic skills.

High level of

High level of

[JOINT MODEL 1:

Combines the above goals in the following way:

consumer satisfaction.

parent involvement.

1. a) A high level of student achievement in the basic
skills

b) Expression, communication, representation

at least a year's progress'for a year's time
in reading and math skills.

by the end of 03 the median child will be at
or above 3.9 in reading and math.

writing skills such as tested by the PLAT, will
reach criteria similar to the above.

14



2. Problem definition and problem solving, reasoning
ability as demonstrated by:

"plans"

representations

4, activity card sequence

3. Ability to apply skills to real life situations

effective use of tools, materials, peers and
adults, resources, instructions

4. Self-discipline, goal selection, decision-making,
independent study skills

task persistence

planning and contracting

self-inititition of_activities

5. Cooperation with peers and adults, openness to points
of view of others

eliminate aggression

helping behavior

cooperative,work projects

roles,in groups

6. Abilitfes related to arts, sciences, physical movement;
Spirit of Inquiry and openness to knowledge

individual iAd unique pattern of choices

real competence in some areaS

7. High level of student satisfaction with school and
own achievement.



IUNIVERSITY OF KANSAS I

B. 'Theory Base; Process Assumptions

IHIGH/F5:1 Cognitively priented Currictlum:

Developmental psychology theory base stresses that learn-
ing grows out of tne chili's 'active exploration and inquiry, mo-
tivated by cUriosity and individual interests. Stresses importance
of relating abstract repreSentation to concrete experiences and
importance of the developmental appropriateness of learning activi-

:ties and goals.. "Open-framework" seeks to stimulate and integrate
teembet and childinitiative through the

4
plan-work-represent-

evaluate cycle.

I

,Behavior Analysis

. .

Stresses basic skills mas'zery through use of sequenced
curriculum materials. Explicit work and mastery targets are set
regularly for each child. Progress ia rewarded by
"backup activities" selected by the dhild and negotiated in a
'contract" d: purchased with tokens. 'Behavioral psychology pro-
vides the ti .ory. base 'which emphaiizes-explicit positive incen-
tives-for performance, specific learniAg objectives and tasks, and'
,frequent feedback to teacher ind student on achieveients.

fJOINT MOITErl

Encourages basic skill acquisition through explicit
curriculum sequences and work targets, consolidated through ap-
plication in a wide range of conteXts via the plaw.work-represent-
evaluate.cycle. Combines curricular breadth of High/Scope model
with elements of the sequentiality of leaining activities in tile

' Kansas mddel. Uses,explicit incentives where necessary to moeivata
skill'practice and mastery, while relying more on intrinsic mo-
tivation in the initial exploration phase and final application
phase.

OM,

S.



C. Curciculum (Subject) Areas

1717717§C7El Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Language arts

Construction/crafts

Social studies

Math

Fine arts

Science

EFVERSITY OF KANSAS1 Behavior Analysis Model

Reading

Math

Handwriting

Spelling

LOINT MODEL

All of the above, with handwriting and spelling possibly
integrated with the planning and representation components
of the plan-work-represent-evaluate cycle.



',UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS'

D. Classroom Arrangement

IHIGH/SCOPEI Cognitively Oriented CurriculuM

Rooms divided into learning centers:

Language: library ,

bookmaking
newspaper office
games
printing

Sociodramatic play:

"house" area
puppet stage
Stage for plays

Math and Science:

electricity
sand table
games,center
store
photography

Construction/crafts:

Fine arts:

candle making
blocks
woodworking
batiking
macrame
sewing

art
music
movement
drama

tape recording
poetry and playwriting
reading
typing

"store"
(othe;s)

nechanical systAs
plant center
animal center
weighing and measuring

beading
weaving
pottery
cooking
(others)

film making
dance
sculpture
(other)

Behavior Analysis Model

Tables,for four zoncurrent small instructional
groups -- reading, math, handwriting, spelling.

"Back-up" area



i JO I NT MODE1

Ideally, all learning areas from each model would be
included in the Joint Model classroom layout. The actual
number and type of learning areas may vary from classroom
to classroom, according to the amount of space and facili-
ties available. A Joint Model classroom requires a minimum
of three areas -- one each for reading, arithmetic,, and
activity -caids. At certain'times an'area may serve double
Auty. For example, if all children complete their reading
plans before the end of the day, the reading area may be
transformed into another activity card center.

9



E. Daily Routine

[HIGH/SCOPEJ Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Plan

Work

Represent

Evaluate

Small-group time

Large-group time

UNIVERSIii.OF KANSAS

Morning:

Behavior Analysis Model

Sampling period -- wide array of potential backups
freely available.

First instructional period
(four concurrent groups)

Exchange time ("Back-up" activities)

. Second instructional period

Exchange time

Third instructional period

Lunch

Afternoon repeats above pattern of alternating instruction
and exchange with allowances for whole'-class activities.

mo.EL

Daily Routine

1. Arrive - Opening exercises
2. Adults and children go to centers (work stations and

other).

Children work on contracts as set at the end of the
previous day or during the previous day.

For example:

1) Reading (book and pages as agreed) 20 minutes.
2) Sewing (plan, work and represent) 1 hour.
3) Math (book and pages as agreed) 39 minutes.

+ other school activities (lunch, music, PE,
assembly)

/10



Staff and students go to learning areas as deter-
mined by student's plans and as space in the areas
allows. In some cases staff may be moved to accomo-
date increased demand in particular areas.

At the end of each child's stay in a work station a
new contract for the next.day is formulated with the

. help of the staff member supervising that station.

3. Evaluation--children and teachers scheduled activities
for the next day.



IHIGH/SCOPII

IUNIVERSITY OF KANSAS(
1

aNS2RMAILLII:

Gracies K-1: 4 adults

)J0INT MODEL1

F. Staffing Pattern

Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

1 teacher (certified)

1 aide

Behavior Analysis Model

Adult/child ratio permits target attainment

Grades 2-3:

a. lead teacher (certified)
b. paraprofessional
c. parent
d. parent

3 adults a. lead teacher (certified)
b. paraprofessional
c. parent

- reading
- math
- handwriting
- spelling

- reading
- math
- handwriting

spelling

Team Teaching: Adult/child ratio permits target attainment



IHIGH/SCOPEI

G. Role of Teacher and Other Classroom Adults:

Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

know each child

stimulate interests and activities

extend children's thinking and activities

UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS Behavior Analysis Mbdel

teach children the skills needed to progress through
curriculum materials at individual rates, and A.ccord-
ing to targets.

administer reinforcement contingent on good or im-
proved performance in order to xeep children on-task
without using coercion or threat.

PINT t'u--.717g

Adults tollow pattern of model according to nature of
subject area, time period; etc.

Teachiag adults will be trained in the use of techniques
designed to enhance progress toward model goals:

classrooM management

instructional strategies

team planning



IHIGH/SCOPE1

!JOINT MODEL(

H. Curriculum Materials

Cognitively'Oriented CUrriculum

Uses activity cards and teacher-created materials, plus
interest center resources. Does not assume use of se-
quenced workbook activities.

UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS] Behavior Analysts Model

Curriculum materials are judged for ability, to teach
basic skills. Book-and-page progress is clearly definable
for each student individually.

Would use expanded set of activity cards, plus raterials
sirdllar to those used in each "first generation" model.

14



UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS1

7

I. Student Progress Monitoring Procedures

Cognit4mely Oriented CurriculumHIGH/SCOPE

Child Observation Record:/

Teacher record of child progress, used several times
a year.

Daily planning process also notes breakthroughs and problems
.of individual children. .

Behavior Analysis Model

Continuous Progress Assessment:

Freqvent reporting of Individual child b ok-and-page
placements in curriculum materials with respect to in7
dividually-set year-end targets in aach subject. Progress
data are summarized &Weekly Individual Progress Report
charts and in classroom status summaries. "Accuracy
checks" insure content mastery.

POINT MODELS

WIPR would be,used for basic skills progress. Pro-
gress through sequences of activity cards would be moni-
tored. Measures would be created to permit closer moni-
toring of skill development in areas beyond those covered
by current WtPRs.



IUNIVERSITY OF KANSAS(

J. Motivation Systems

HIGH/SCOPE Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Intrinsic motivation is stressed. Opportunity to cdrry
out one's own plans is seen as inherently motivating. Rich
array of materials and developmentally appropriate expec-
tations minimize need for explicit and systematic reward
system.

Behavior Analysis Model

Teachers systematically reward on-task behavior. Positive
reward system creates atmosphere of encouragement, eliminates
coercion. Children exchange tokens or specific work comple-
tion for enjoyable activities of their choosing, under either
a token exchange or contract-for-reward system.

JOINT MODEL

Will use Intrinsic motivation where possible, combined
with explicit performance criteaa and work expectations.
Motivation will be taught. On-task behavior will be rein-
forced with teacher attention and praise. All curriculum
areas will contain a target-setting and progress moniOring
system that will make learning Progress and work accoMplished
visible to the student. ror example, High/Scope's activity
cards will be extended to.present clearer work targets and
evaluation.criteria to students and teachers.

A daily contract/plan by each student will set goals for
completion of basic skills materials as well as interest
center projects. Ideally, children would be allowed to select
nenuence within which they work. However, children havina
difficulty meeting targets in any curriculum area might be
required to work first in these areas.



POINT MODEL1

K. Accommodation to Individual afferences
A

IHIGH/SCOPE I Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

The plan-work-represent-evaluate sequence invites chil-
dren to select activities which,reflect their interests.
Teachers ettend the child's actions and plans, rather than
imposing a pre-sequenced set of activities. Observations
of the progress of each child permit setting of new learning
goals, to be achieved as part of the work cycle.

LUNIVERSITY OF KANSAS' Behavior Analysis Model

Its

Stresses allowing children to procend.at different (ba
carefully monitored). rates through pre-sequenced basic skills
materials. Lockstep progress is prohibited. Each child is
rewarded for progress rates that insure he will not fall
behind academically.

Children get individual attention as they work on basic
skills materials in small group clusters, and choose their
own activities during exchange periods.

Retains individualization techniques of both "first gen-
eration" models: KU individualization for skill-acquisition
activities plus aigh/Scope individualization for interest
center activities combined with more explicit progress mon-
itoring and work targeting.

17 rs
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L. Instructional Team's Planning Procedures

H GH/ScoPE Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Teachers and aides plan small group activities and in-
terest center options daily. They reVise learlarg goals
for particular children regularly, and periodicslv use
Child Observation Record.

IUNIVERSITY7E;;;;1 Behavior Analysis Model

Teaching-eteam planning sessions occur daily to examine
Current performance data and set plans forefuture instruc-
tion.

1

LIVNT M017.1 :

Will combine above kinds al planning.

18
401.)



IUNIVERSITY OF- KANSAS 1

M. Methodt- for Ass.iirim_Smsa_E3- rade Continuity

H GH/Scon Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

The same basic room and routine configuration is used
from K through 3. The Key Experiences provide a consistent
framework of goals, monitored by the Child Observation
Record.

Behavior Analysis Model

Curriclaum materials are sequential. The same series
is used throughout the Follow Through grades in a given
school.

.JOINT MODEL

Would retain consistent basid skills materials and
build on a single corpus of interest area activity cards.

19
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IHIGH/SCOPE1

4
t.

N. Parent Involvement and'Home Learnin

Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Sigh/Scope has involved parents as paid aides and has
utilized a parent coordinator. "Home teaching" has in the
past been a High/Scope Follow Throtigh component. Parents
are encouraged to visit the classroom.

IUNIVERSITY.OFTZWEI Behavior Analysis Model

Parent Invoivement: Participation by every parent in -the
educatior. of their children.

1. BASIC PlOCEDURE: Small Group Instructor-
.

Definitibn: A 4parent (relatiVe or guardian) of a cur-
rently enrolled child who is trained and
oaid to instruct a group of children during
instructional peripds under the direct
supervisi,on of the classroom teachcr.

2. BASIC PROCEDURE: A Parent Policy_Advisory Committee

Parents are a majority membership of a
Policy Advisory Committee that helps formu-
late and implement all program procedures. ,
All parents of enrolled children are mem-
bers. The PAC manages its own budget; and
it manages its own system for selecting,
hirino and training parent employees.

LOINT MODEL

The Joint Model will involve parents in all of the above.
"Homework" for chkldren will be examined as a possible
additional componat of home involvement in learning.

I.



IUNIVERSITY OF KANSAS(

A. Training

IHIGH/SCOPE1

II. Delivery System

Cognitively Oriented Curriculum

Sequenced training (inservice)

Curriculum guides

Audiovisual materihls

Activity guides for teachers

Internship weeks in Ypsilanti

High/Scope. consultants and local

Curriculum Assistants assist classroom staff

Training

1. Tihiners:

2. Trainees:

Behavior Analysis Model

District Advisor (sponsor represehtative)
w/Staff Trainer (local project)

Teachers', ParaprofesSionalt, Parents.

4

3. 'Training seqeunce in Pemonstration and Training Class-
roOm.

a) practicum*
14 observation
c) feedback
d) in-service
e) certification

4. Certification Areas

a) teacher.4student Interactions (instructional criteria)
b) curriculum progress of students
c) non-instrudtional classrooM activities (exchange

criteria)
4

Jo I NT MODEL( es,

Would use resources from each of the above as applied to
relevant components.

s-

2 1
U



I H I GH/SCOP E I

'JOINT MODEL1

B. Quality Control

,Cogniti4ely Oriented Curriculum'

High/Scope has developed the PLAT (Productive Language
Assessment Tasks), as a student outcome measure and the
Implementation-Checklist for process monitorin5, by field
'consultants and curriculum assistants.

1UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS( Behavior Analysis Model

Kansas hts used the WRAT and other standardized achieve-
,

ment testd to monitor-project success at field sites. The
criterion has been that students function at grade level or
better in reading, math, spelling and handwriting, or make
annual gains of at least one year.

KU uses the Annual Consumer Evaluation (ACE) to evaluate
attainment of the goal of high consumer satisfaction on the
part.of children, teachers, parents, administzators,

-

Model "recognition" or implementation is monitored by
field consultants.

The PLAT, WRAT, MAT (Primary 2 reading comprehension)
battery.uséd for the Joint Model Study Project data collec-
tion would be applicadle to the Joint Model at second and
third grade levels. Zhe MAT Primer and Primary 1 levels
might be used for K and First Grade quality control.

Implementation checklists would be developed.

The ACE would be used to evaluate consumer satisfaction
of children, parents, teachers, administrators.

2 2
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Part Two

THE JOINT MODEL: ITS

IMPLEMENTATION AND MEASUREMENT

by Steve Ganz

Ann Branden

Daniel Schulte
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It has previously been proposed that initial research on the
Joint Model Project focus upon the process and outcomes Of imple-
mentation. The model's proposed implementation will.be monitored
in.three kindergarten classrooms. One of these is currently a
Behavior Analysis classroom and two are currently High/Scope class-
rooms.

The PUrposes of this sectilon are:

1. ,To review the importance of noting and interpreting
differences in the implementation of the Joint Model;

2. To present the critical components of thb Joint Model
to be'implemented;

3. To identify and predict possible differences in the
implementation of the Joint Model between Behavior
Analysis and High/Scope sites;

To specify the measurement of the Joint'Model's components
as they are implemented.

There are reasons to expect the Joint Model to be implemented
differently in different classrooms. First, some variation in imple-
mentation is to be expected, and is desirable. It has been proposed
(February meeting of the Joint Model sponsors) that teachers be
involved ih detailed decisions on implementation of the model. This
is desirable because each classroom has unique needs and problems,
as well as ensuring that teachers have an interest in the success of
the Joint Model and its implementation. Second, although the Joint
Model is intended to be a unitary educational system, it is realistic
to expect variations in the actual implementation to retlect the
previous orientations of the classrooms in which it is implemented.
puch differences should occur particularly if the Joint Model is
implemented in the middle of the school year, so that both the in-
strpctional team and the children are changing from their accustomed
routines.

It is important to\monitor the implementations of the Joint
Model, and to note differences in the model as it is implemented at
different sites. It will be useful to attempt to anticipate possible
areas of difficulty in implementation within a given classroom. In
this way particular difficulties might be altogether a4oided, or if
difficulties do occur, those persons involved will be better prepared
to recognize and plan to provide additional training to correct the
situation. It is also important for the researcher, to predict a
pattern and rationale for implementation differences in order to
avoid an entirely post hoc analysis of the program's implementation.
Finally, it is important to note differences in implementation that
reflect successful variations of the Joint Model.

Before discussing differences in implemegtation of the Joint
Model, several components of the model need specification. These
aspects include curriculum, classroom layout, daily routine, and
exepplary teacher ane student behaviors. The description of these
components which follows id a synthesis of documents and discussion
between A. Branden, D. Schulte, and S. Ganz relating to prior Joint

24 tj



Model sponsor meetings, and the future needs of the model.

Curriculum

Reading and Math will be taught in a manner adapted from the
Behavior Analysis Follow Through classroom. A Cognitive Curriculum
will employ activity cards embodying cognitive "key experiences" as
prescribed by High/Scope. These activities will take the form of
the "plan-do-represent-evaluate" sequence as adapted from the High/
Scope classroom. Student progress in all curriculum areas will be
monitored on a continuous basis..

Classroom Layout

The Joint Model classroom is conceived as having study centers
reflecting the three aspects of the curriculum. One center will be
for Reading,'one for Math, and there will be several for the Cognitive
curriculum. These latter centers will include facilities for.carrying
out the entire plan-do-represent-evaluate sequence.

The Daily Routine

The daily routine consists primarily of two types of activities;
curriculum sessions and time budgeting sessions. During time budget-
ing sessions children will negotiate with teachers and.then record
the amount of time (and progress) they plan to devote to each ,of the
three areas of ,the curriculum. This planning is done on the basis
Of the child's interests and prior progress in each curriculum area.
If a child makes insufficient progress in one area, he may be required
to contract a certain amount of time or progrcss in that area before
contracting work in other activities. It has been proposed that
young children will'spend time in each of the three areas each day,
while older children may wish to concentrite Upon a task more intensely,
doing perhaps only one or two activities per day (given sufficient
progress in other areas). The time of these time budgeting sessions
may be varied to suit aspects of a classroom's routine, but it has
been suggested that the ideal time for this activity is at the end
of the school day so that children) may evaluate their day's progress
and have thlr next day's plan ready to follbw at the start of the
next day's ass.

Teacher Behaviors

Three main classes of teacher behavior& can be identified;
behavioral management, instruction strategies, and implementation
documentation.

Behavioral Management. The Joint Model classroom concept re-
quires children to be self-motivating and give their full attention
to their studies. The following teacher behaviors are designed to
support these ends.

1. Explicitiaectations. The teacher's expectations for
student behavior are to be explicit. A list of classroom
rules or pictorial reminders for behavior may be posted.

2. Minimal use of extrinsic reinforcement. Contingent teacher
attention and praise are to be the dominant form of encour-
agement.

25,



3. On-task reinforcement. Teacher praise and attention is
liberally given to children explicitly for appropriate
learning behaviors in all curriculum areas. Disruptiye
behavior is generally to be ignored until it becomeS se-
vere.. There will be no coercion or corporal punishment.

-4. Time-out; If disruptive behavior becomes a problem the
aiiiiiFive child is separated from the rest of the class
far a short time. Upon his return, attention and praise
'are immediately given for his on-task behaviot.

Instructional strategies. These instruction strategies were
chosen to maximally involve each child in the curriculum and to fos-
ter individualized study and interests.

1. Individuaiized instruction. Each child's progress in
Reading, Math, and Activity Cards is individually paced.
During instruction each child should receive individualized
assistance and encouragement.

2. Extension iuestions. Teachers will ask questions designed
to help children better understand, or complement their
perspective on problems which they are consiftring.

3. Team ylanning. The instruction team meets to disCuss in-
dividual children's cognitive development, behavior prob-
lems, and curricular progress, as well as to plan activities
and to discuss their own instructional techniques.

Teachin children to pl:n. Teachers help children set week-
ly and a y'targets an goals to meet.

5. Attention to cognitive development. During the plan-do-
represent-evaluate sequences teachers observe behavior and
infer the level of cognitive development for each child.
Using this knowledge, teachers help children to choose
appropriate but challen4iL7 activities so as to foster fur-
ther cognitive develdpment.

Implementation Documentation. As previously mentioned, teachers
are to have some involvement in the ,logistics of implementing the Joint
Model. In doing this. they will record their unique contributions to
the model, their classroom's daily activities, and their ,perceptions
and suggestions about the Joint Model's implementation.

1. Classroom innovations. Each classroom may have unique
innovations consistent with the purposes of the Joint Model.
Any innovations should be explicitly recorded and reported
to district advisors and/or staff trainer/curriculum assis-
tants.

2. Teacher's daily records. Each day the head teacher records
clase activities not related to the curriculum (such as
roll call, milk break, fire drill), as well as special cur-
ricular activi*tes (such as unusual class outings, group
projects, or ..1,-cussions).



3. Team planning_session reports. During toam planning ses-
s ons, several aspects of implementation are to be dis-
cussed. A report of each team planning session records
which topics &re discussed, as well as problems with, and
possible solutions for, the Joint Model implementation.'

Childeehaviors

Three main classes cf child behaviors may be identified. They
are time and progress monitoring, generalized learning skill activities,
and study-concomitant social behaviors.

Time and progress monitoring. Children, with the help and
guidance of teachers, schedule and monitor their learning behaviors.

1. .Contracting activities& Children will preschedule their
learning activities fbr an entire day, using the contract
during the day to remind them of their commitments.

2. Student Weekly Activity Records; Students carry these re-
cords with them and record (with the help of adults if
necessary) the time spent and progress mad in each activity
durihg the day.

Generalired learning skills. A large impetus for developing
the Joint Model was that children would benefit from acquiring gen-
eralized learning skills. The plan-do-represent-evaluate sequence
is believed to foster the development of cognitive skills and the
child's self,confidence to conceive and carry out plans.

1. Confidence in planning. Children should show increasing
confidence in their ability to complete plan-do-represent-
evaluate sequences. Increasing confidence might be observed
as a progression of simple to more complex plans made by
a child as the school term progresses. Confidence may
also be reflected by an increasing ability to plan wit'L
prdgressively less assistance from adults.

2. Cognitive development. A progression of new cognitive skills
should be present in children's learning Activities, cm-
pecially in plan-do-represent-evaluate sequences.

3. Key Experiences. Receiving guidance from teachers, children
carry out activities outlined in the activity cards. Thip
part of the curriculum will be carefully monitored to help
set future behavioral standards for achievement.

Sindy-concomitant social behaviors. The Joint Model provides
for ch ren to facilitate one another's learning experiences with
on-task social behaviors such as tutoring, or group planning.

1. Helping. Children may tutor each other in appropriate ways.

2. Questioning. Children may ask each other "extension ques-
tions" about each others projects.

,3. Group prbjects. Children may choose to ao activity card
tasks with other children or by themselves.

,



Predictions of Implementation Differences Between Classrooms

It is reasonable to predict that characteristics of the Joint
Model will be more difficult to implement within a given classroom
when those characteristics are new to that classroom. For.example,'
a former Behavior Analysis,classroom may have difficulty switching
from its tOken economy to "minimal use of extrinsic reinforcement"
as specified by the Joint Model. Similarly, a former High/Scope
classroom May have difficulty implementing the math curriculum
taken from the Behavior Analysis Model. In general, it seems prudent
to .predict possible difficulties in implementation to occur in those
components of the Joint Model most alien to that classroom. Table 1
presents a pattern of implementation difficulties predicted in the
way for BehaVior Analysis and High/Scope classrooms implementing the
.Joint Mbdel. .)

In addition tottse possible differences in implementation
reflecting difficulties in adjustment, it is reasonable to expect
other between-model differences to occur. Sevetal of the Joint Model's
.components are not derived from either th Behavior Analysis or the
High/Scope models. Still other components are derived from both,.
There may exist biases which may,affect the.implementation of these
ambiguous components such that these components are reconizably
different between Behavior Analysis and High/Scope classrooms. No
direction is hypothesized for these differences because hone is
obvious. In Table 1 the components are identified by marks in the

Irspecified differences" column.
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Joint Model Components, Sources, and Possible

Model Components' Sources

Curriculum
Reading ,

Math
Activity Cards

BA
, BA

gS

Classroom Layout

1

Curriculum centers HS, BA

) Daily goutine
' Time budgeting

Time spending

Teacher Behaviors
Behavioral danagement
Explicit expectations BA

Minimal extriniic reinforcement HS
On-task praise/attention BA,

Time-out appropriate , BA, HS

Instructional strategies
Individualized instruction HS, BA

Extension questions HS

Team planning HS, BA
.

ilanning guidance HS, BA

Cognitive development HS

Implementation/Documentation
Classroom. innovation .JM

Daily Record JM

Team P1anning Session Reports JM

Child Behaviors
4TiiT-1717577is monitoring

Contracting activities HS, BA

Activity recording JM

Generalized learning skills
Confidence in planning HS

Cognitive development HS

Key Experiences a
Study-concomitant social behavior

Helping, tutoring JM

Questioning JM

Group projects JM

HS, BA
HS, BA

TABLE 1

Implementation Differences

Between-model Differences

Difficulties Unspecified

BA . HS



Measuring the Implementation

There are three basic purposes in measuring the implementation
of the Joint Model:

1, Todescribethe extent to which the model as designed has
actually been implemented;

To measure differences within Joint Model classrooms over
tiMe;

3, To measure tmplementation differences between Joint Model
clitssroamw,

To meet theSe requirements the measurement devices mmst not change
from classroom to classroam, or over time; that is, they must be
.standard. They must reflect qualitative as well as quantitative
facets of the implementation; that is, they must be varied. Finally,
they mUst be easy to use repeatedly. In many cases those best Able
to measure the implementation will be the teachers and stUdents who
are.in the classroom every day.

The top of Table 2 presents the components Of the Joint Model
along with the devices,which may be used to measure their implemen-
tation. In some cases mgre than one device has been listed to
measure a single component. The best device for each job' has yet
to be determined, and at this point in time it seems wise not to
limit the options unnecessarily. In some cases, the devices for
measuring Joint Model components have not yet been developed.
These devices are indicated in the bottom part of Table 2. Also
in the bottom part of Table 2 are the abbreviations and full names
of devices to measure the Joint Model implementation.,



Joint Model Components and their Measurement

Model Components

Curriculum

Classroom Layout

Daily Routine

Teacher Behaviors
Behavioral management
Explicit expectations
Minimal extrinsic reinforcement
On-task praise 6 attention
Time,-out appropriate

Instructional Strategies
Indhadualized instruction
Extension questions
Team planning
Planning guidance
Cognitive development

Ipplementation/Documentation

Child Behaviors
Time & progress Monitoring
Cqntracting activities
Activity recording

Generalized learning skills
Confidence in planning
Cognitive development
Key Experiences ,

Measurement Devices"

Study-concomitant soéial behavior
Heilping, tutoring
Questioning
Group pro)ects

Abbreviations:
JMIC
TDR
SWAR

SAC
OF

CCE
ACM

OF
ITSR

lamrsemEmm.

JMIC, W1PRs

JMIC

TDR, SWAR, SAC

'JMIC
OF
OF
OF

SWAR, SAC, OF, WM'S
OF
TPSR, Mftnutet

TPSR, SAC
TPSR

TPSR, TDR

TPSR, SAC, SWAR
SWAR

CCE, SWAR, SAC
TPSR
ACM; TPSR

TPSR, OF
TPSR, OF

TDR, TPSR

Joint Model Implementation checklist (not yet developed)
Teacher's Daily Recqrd
Student Week/y Activity Record
Student Activity Contract
Observation Form
Child Consumer Evaluation
Activity'Card Metric
Child observation form (not yet developed)
Team Planning Session Record

411.
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Student Weekly Activity Record

This form, developed specifically for the Joint Model, is
intended to record how much time is spent, and how much progress is
made by each individual child, in each of three areas of the cur-
riculdm during each school day. This time and progress.information
will be especially useful in evaluating the relative ease or diffi-
culty of the various new Key ixperience activity cards. Further,
this information will assist the child and teacher in future time
and progress planning. As can be seen on the following sample,
each Student Weekly Activity Record provides on a single sheet of
paper a summary of the child's activities and progress for one
week.

Student Activity Contract

The Student Activity Contract is intended to be used in con-
junction with the Student Weekly Activity Record. Before beginnint
a week's work, each child sets goals to meet at the end of that
week. Daily targets are then set so as to meet or surpass weekly
goals. Student Activity Contracts will be negotiated between stu-
dents and teacher at"first, and when child skirl and confidence in-
crease the child may plan his activity contract more independently.
Student.Activity Contracts will provide information about children's
confidence .in planning, about study preferences, and-when combined
with information from Student Weekly Activity Records, About chil-
dren's complex abilities to.effectively carry out plans of their
own design.



Week beginning

Student name

egin

READING
end

MATO

Key
Experiences

Other

book

page

begin

end

book

page

begin

end

card N

Monday

1 2

STUDENT WEEKLY ACTIVITY RECORD

Tuesday

3 1 2 9 3

.

Wednesday Thursday

1 2 3 1 2 3

Friday

1 2 3

Summary

4

,

.

11.

4

----.

I

--

I
.

.

41.

..

.

le

.

11.

. .4 1
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Week begining
Student name

Student Activity Contract

Dailitirgets

Activity Coals for Friday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Coals met?

_

Reading
book

page

Math
book

page.

Key Experiences

Car4s

Other

4
4 t3



Teacher's Daily Record

This form rebords class activities other than individual
studying. Such activities might include the entire class, such
as during assemblies or receRses, lr noteworthy curricular activities
such as doing activity cards in groups of two or more children.
The Teacher's Daily Record also notes overall class activities pro-
gressing through the day, noting when children begin planning,
when they disperse to study centers, and when study activities are
interrupted by other activities, such as fire drills, etc.

Team Planning Session Checklist/Record

The Team Planning Session Record represents an adaptation of
Team Planning Session Checklists previously employed by Behavior
Analysis Follow Through. There are two broad purposes to the
checklist. The first purpose is to provide a framework for discus-
sion during the session. The second purpose is to record important,
aspects of the discussion. This type of recording is iptended to
provide important qualitative evidence on aspects of the model not
readily apparent te an observer paying a short visit to the Joint
Model classroom.

4 ci
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Teacher's Daily Record

Date
..

Time Activit CommentA

e

?

I

sA

A

. 35
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'Date

17

Team Planning Session Checklist/Record

Yes No

1. All team members in attendance?

2. Were the following itenm discussed?

A. Additions, corrections, questions about previous
sessions.

B. Individual Child progress in curricula.

C. Individual child social skills, behavior problems;

D. Teacher skills.

E. Joint Model implementaticm improvements.

3. Were discussions based upon concrete examples (data
or anecdote)? for,

A, Individual child progress in curricula

1. WIPR's Activity Card Metric

2. Do any individuals need more time in
particular curricula?

3. Cognitive advances. (Specify,on reverse
side.)

4. New interests applied to Key Experiences?

S. Possible group projects, interests.

6. Do any children need more help in planning?

B. Individual child social skills, behavior problems.

1. Children sharing ideas, asking questions?

2. Are children working on Acti%.rity Cards
alone or'together?

3. Any behavior problems?

C. Teacher skills

1. Methods of coping with behavior problems.

2. Extension questions.

3. Activity Cards assistance.

D. Model Implementation, improvements.

1. Problems (Specify on reverse side).

2. Improvemefits, innovations (Specify on reverse
side)
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Teacher Observation Form

The Teacher Observation Form is adapted from a limilar docu-
ment in use by Behavior Analysis Follow Through. It has been
adapted by omitting' items not relevant to the Joint Model. Added
relevant items include the occurrence of comprehension and extension
questions, and interruptions of the child process. The Joint Model
specifies that teachers ask "extension questions" intended to ex-
tend a child's perspective about a prOblem. Comprehension questions
are those that require the child to express what he already knows.
The Joint Model also specifies that the child process (plan-do-
represent-evaluate) not be interrupted by teachers. Since it was
suggested that it might be important to encourage teachers to make
contacts with children in a random manner, space was provided for
assessing the randomness of teacher contacts. However, no clear
criteria for this behaviorhavebeen identified.



I. ON-TASK OBSERVATION

Time Began

Teacher Observation

Teacher

Time Ended

Observer

Number of Children in Group

Minutes: 1 2 3

6 7 8

Total Time t

4 5

Percent On -T as k=
Number of childrin On-Task

'=
Number of children in groupX 10(min.)

2. Teaching Observation

Time Began Time Ended

Contacts:

On-Task Contact

Off-Task Contact

1

Prompt

.C.ompathension Q

ExtenOon Q

General Praise

Descriptive Praise

Disapproval

Interrupts Child
Process

Accuracy

10

Total Time

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2.1 25 26 27 28 29 30

I [1111
I 1 Hi

I

3. Summary

80% Children On-Task
100% On-Task Contacts
100% Contacts tOntain Praise
90% Prompts 6 Questions

contain Descriptive Praise
0% Disapprovals
0% Interruptions of Child

Process
Time-out (if used) is

used appropriately
Contacts appear Random

Yes No



Miscellaneous Loose Ends

There are still a number of Joint Model components to be spec-
ified, along with\devices to measure them.

Activity Cards Metrke

A short description of the Activity Card Metric as designed by
D. Shulte appears at th7 end of this paper.

Child donsumer Evaluatio

At the end of the yea the children will be acked the following.
questions:

1. How much do you lik reading?

2. How much do, you lilre ath?

3. How much do you like sc ool?

4. How happy does it make yo feel?

\
Child/Child Observation Form

Child/Child Interactions. One area discussed in the February
Joint Model meeting concerns the importance of child/child inter-

.'actions. It was agreed that the students' social development is
a goal of the Joint Model. Several strategies were discgssed, in-

cluding peer tutoring and children working together on abtivity

cards.

We have, over the past few months, discussed the problem of
observation of 'child/child interactions. The discussions resulted
in the following list of questions that must be answered if an
observation instrument is to be devised.

1. What are the desired child/child interactions?
e.g., social, instructional, other?

2. What are the precise behavioral definitions of the inter-
actions?

3. What is the specific goal of measuring child/child inter-
actions, i.e., can criteria be set so that it is clear when
the goal has been met?

4. Are there qualitative differences in interactions?

5. Can the qualitative differences be defined and criteria
for attaining desired behavior established?

6. If no criteria are established, would there be merit in
observation to ascertain the number of interactions with-

out intervention?
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Activity Card Metric

Development of the activity dard WIPR, i.e., the manner in

which the progress of the children in the learning centers can
be monitored on a regular and continuous basis has been the most
difficult area of work encountered. One proposal for this metric
has been lone which includes a rationale, method and possible
charting procedures. The proposal was a start; however, continued
work and discussion is necessary before a tentative WIPR can be

-designed. The actual utility of the procedure developed will:only
be known if and when the Joint Model can be implemented. Progress
data from a one year implementation at each grade level will be
necessary in order-to finalize the metric.
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A Metric for Monitorin Ke Experiences

One component of the Behavior Analysis Follow Through (B.A.F.T.)
program is the system designed to monitor child progress. One ele-
ment of the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum is the acquisition,
through various activities, of "key experiences," which contribute
to the development of essential abilities in the children. The
purpose of this paper is to propose a way to monitor the presentation
and acquisition of key experiences.

Key Experiences

"The following key experiences-hive been found to support learn-
ing and development in the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum."
(High/Scope, 1977) (See Example A)

Activity Cards

Activity cards have been proposed for use in the classroom to
provide the teacher with a management system without inhibiting
the child choice required in the High/Scope Model. (See Example B)
.Assumption: Activity cards can be constructed based on one or more
key experiences. (See Example C)

If the construction of activity cards is based on key experiences,
it would be possible to monitor key experiences by monitoring activity
cards.

Example D is a "child-carried" chart for an individual child.
It is divided into Content Areas, with the numbers across the top
corresponding with activity card numbers. Upon completion of the
plan, work, represent, evaluate sequence, an activity card is con-
sidered completed. The child can fill in, check, or star the box,

, to designate completion. Compliance with completion instructions
on the activity card is essential for quality control, i.e., to
provide a "quick and dirty" way for completion to criteria.

Example.E is a classroom chart which displays the total number
of activity cards completed and child distribution plotteot-across
weeks. In the example, 10 children completed one activity card in
.the first week. In the second week, five children completed two
cards, and five had still completed one, and so on

It is possible to tell how well the class is progressing, how
well a child is progressing, if the following are done.

1) Determine the appropriate number of key experiences to be
presented during a year.

2) Observe the following metric.



Number of Activity Cards Completed

(% of way through the school year) (number targeted/year)

For example: If a child is 50%'of the way through the
school year, and there are 100 activity
cards to be Presented that year, and
a child has.completed 50 activity cards,
the results are as follows:

50
(.561(100)

mti

If the resultant number is 1.00, the child is directly on
targe-t. If the number is greater than 1.00, the child ii\ahead of
schedble, and if the number is less than 1.00, the child iehind
schedule.

Conditions on the Use'of the Metric

1) It may be necessary to "weight" the activity cards, because
they probably will not be of equal duration.

2) Data will need to be collected to determine how.to set
yearly goals realistically.-

3) Until the tboye two points are confronted, the metric
must not be used as an accountability system.

4) /t does not matter if activity cards are presented se-
\ Ailentially or not; The metric works the same.

I

Computer\ Assiitance

The systata is designed to.inCluda the aid of a compt.ter. The
key experiences provided by each activity card could be entered into
the program: At the end'of a designated iSeriod of time, e.g., meekly
or bi-weekly, a teacher .gbuld simply. enter the activiti cardi mu-
plated using some desigriated code. The computer'would then tell
her by child what key-experiences have been" accoMplished. This
method proVides at least three advantages: 1.

1) the record keeping for the teacher is kept at a. minimum;

2) allows the possible option'of a child entering the cards
completed; and

3) could provide the instructional team with information for
planning in a fairly rapid manner.
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If computer time6were uWed, thelfollowing reports could be
generated.

Target information by:

1) By child

a) yearly target

b) by content area

c) key experiences

2) By classroom

a) yearly target

b) by cOntent area

c) by key experiences



Example A

FOR THE ELEMENTARY GFADES

KEY EXPERIENCES
K - 5

The following key experiences have been found to Pt2pport
learning and development in the Cognitively Oriented CurricuLum.
They are general types or actiyities and processes which broaden
and strengthen children's emerging abilities. It is a goal of
the curriculum to provide these experiences for children within
the framework of a developmental, generative approach to educa-
tion.

Adults use the key experiences as guidelines for daily
planning and teaching. They may be used to provide a focus for
a small group activity, or they may be emphasized throughout the
day as children initiate their own acf-4vities. Thn key experi-
ences are described in detail in teachur's guides and illustrated
in audio-visual training material.

Children !:,nnefit most from experiences that match their
, developmental capacities. Key experiences most appropriate for
preoperational children are followed by P, for transitional chil-
dren by T, and for concrete operational Ehildren by C. Those
key expeRences with no level indication can be of binefit to
children at different stages of development, assuming the many
variables cf the particular situation are well matched to the
individual.

(D 1977 High/Scope Educational Pesearch Foundation
600 North River Street

Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197
(313) 48502000



The key experiences are grouped within the three major.
-areas of curriculum focus: the Modes of Learning, Relationship
Areas and Content Areas.

MODES OF LEARNING
Action
Planning
Working
Evaluating
Social Znteractions

Representation
Language
Speaking and
Listening

Writing
Reading

4

RETATIONSHIP AREAS
Classification
Seriation
Number and Measurement.
Space
Time
Capsality

CONTENT AREAS
Art IP

Play and Drama
Construction
Sewing
Music
Movement
Media
Social Studies
Science

Key Experiences - page 2
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RELATIONSHIP AREAS

Classification

1. Describing many attributes of objects.
2. Finding and saying how objects are identical, similar

and different.
3. Sorting objects and then resorting them using different

criteria.
4. Dichotomizing objects. (T)

5. Identifying a set and one of its subsets; recognizing
that the whole is greater than a part. (C)

6. Sorting items into groups and subgroups. (C)

7. Organizing information using lists, charts, graphs,
etc. (C)

8. , Making generalizations and drawing conclusions. (C)

Seriation

1. Comparing two or more objects using a single criteria;
sorting objects into two groups based on a particular
criteria.

2. Ordering items in a systematic way. (T) (C)

3. Inserting additional items in an ordered series. (T) (C)

4. Identifying two bx more ordere'd differences between items.
(C)

5. Seriating objects using two or' more criteria simultaneously.
(C)

Number and Measurement (Length, Area, Weight, Volume, Time)

1. Comparing objects or groups of objects.
2. .Estimating a size or amount and then measuring or

counting. Counting by 2's, 3's, 5's, c. (T)

Choosing units of measurement. Using the unit by lining
many up, or by rdpeating jUst one. (T) (C)

4. Adding,,LUbtracting,'multiplying or dividing with objects,
groups of objects, or measurements of objects. (C)

5. Dividin4 unitS into sub-units. (C)

6. Inventing methods for solving math problems. (C)

7. Using standard methods and tools for measuring and
calculating. (C)

8. Representing math information by talking, writing or
using symbols, especially when reporting experiences.

Key Experiences - page 6

)
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/ Example 8

Drama ( __Sample Activity Cards
Activity 604

Title: Soundtracks

Grade's

How do you suppose the sounds you heal: on television, on the
radio, or in movies are made? Who decides which sounds to use?
Do they ever make mistakes?

You need a tape-recorder for this activity. First, find out how
to use it and see what unusual sounds you can make. Then:

Decide what to Make a sound track for. It could be:

a news broadcast

a spooky story

',a visit to a mysterious island

a dance

Make up the sounds.
#

Write down the order of sounds.'and how long they should last.

Make the sound track,

Play it for friends,

What comes between the sounds.

ii



PIAN

Name Date

Activity:

Materiali:

Steps:

What could your soundtrack be about?

What special sound effects do you want to include?

/"S.

50
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REPRESENTATION

Name Date

4

Make a time line that shows each of your sound effects, when they
occur and-how long they last.



o'

REPRESENTATION

Name Date

Write an advertisement about your sound track show (like what you
might r,ead in the T.V. Guide).



IF YOU FINISH EARLY

Make pictures to gcr with the soundtrack.

Think of ways to act it out.

Plan some more soundtracks so that you can have a whole show.

11
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Activity 113

Title: Spooky Story

Grade

Close your eyes for a minute. Pretend you are home in bed.

What is'happening in the basement in the middle of the night?
S.

Can you hear it?

Write a spooky story about what you hear and hat yqu think
-is down there. Add pictures po the story. T rn off the
lights and read it to the class.-



PLAN

Name Date

What will you do?

How will you make it spooky?

List ten creepy things that might be there.:

1. 6.

2. 7.

3. 8.

4. 9.

s. 10.

Pick four words you will use in your story:

creaking suddenly discover

crash scared false

quiet thought repeat
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REPRESENTATION

Name Date

Draw the creepy things on the left. Write the sounds they make
on the right. See if your friends can match them.



4

Lamle C

An Activity Card Based on

a Key EXperience

Activity 200

Key E\ Classificatice

Title: Alikes and Differences

Sometimes a group of things are very much alike, and at the same time,
very much different. For example, playtng cards can be grouped many
different ways.

Take a deck of playing cards, and separate the red cards from the
taack cards. Find two other ways to grnur the cards. Make a poster
hcw groups are alike anCdifferent.
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Plan

What will you do?

Date

How many ways can you group the cards?

List 4 ways cards can be alike.

List 4 ways cards can be different.



Representaticm.

Date

dgw the groups of car& on the left. Draw a card on the right
that would fit in the group. Rearrange the right column, end see if your
friends can match them, correctly, with the groups in the left column.
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THE PROCESS OF DESIGNING A JOINT MODEL

Why a High/Scope-Behavior Analysis Joint Model?

The Joint Model represents a concerted effort by the sponsors of
two existing Follow Through models to combine distinctly (Afferent ap-
proaches to primary education. These approaches are an applied behav-
ioral' approach as practiced by Behavior Analysis Follow Through at The
University of Kansas, and a Piagetian-cognitive approach as practiced
by High/Scope Educational Research.Foundation. At first the idea of
combining these aproaches might seal impractical. The two models some-
times apprear incompatible in their orientations and methods. For

example, High/Scope classrooms are characterized by allowing maximun
student choice of activity within a regularized daily schedule. Behav-

ior Analysis classrooms, on the other hand, are more structured and utir
lized carefully sequenced, bas:ic skills curricula in which a darts ac-
tivity (the material covered) is determined by the progress made in the
previous day's work. The two sponsors have used their differences to
advaptage in forging an educational model. In this Joint Model the
origlAal.models complement rather than compete with one another.

The Joint Model incorporates elements of the two models that not
only complement one another but will lead to improved child performance.
From Behavior Analysis comes the curricula and instructional methods
relating to developing skills in the basic academic areas--reading,
writing, and arithmetic; from High/Scope comes the plan, work, represent,
evaluate sequence.of the Cognitively Oriented Curri.culum. This aspect

of the cognitive curriculum is emboi .41 in activity cards designed to
develop-generalized problem-solvitg ibilities; these key experiences
are intended to be applicable in real life situations. The Joint Model
complements the High/Scope program by adding sbme instructional proce-
dures and materials that have been proven effective in developing basic
skills. It complements'the Behavior Analysis program by adding a gener-
alized problem-solving curriculum that is also designed to build ,a spirit
of self-reliance in learning in'the chileren.

The Process

The Joint Model Study Project was dtsigned to study the feasibility
of a collab6ration of two existing educational models. The outcome of

the study is twofold:

1. The formation of a new educational Model, which is described in
detail in another section of this report.

2. The knowledge gained from careful attention to the process required
to produce the new model. This knowledge is shared with the hope
that it will prove to be an aide to others who may be planning Sim-
ilar collaboratioils in the future.

This section is presented in three parts: 1) a description of the
procedures th.q were used to accomplish the formt4on of the model, 2)
a,series ot recrAmended steps that would facilitate the process, and 3)
a discussion of issues that remain to be resolved.
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THE PROCESS: HOW IT ACTUALLY HAPPENED.

The first meeting of the Joint Model Study Project was t the An-

nual Sponsor Conference in Ypsilanti, Michigan in October of 978. It

was agreed that materials describing the,theoretical bases, c assroom
procedures and trlining procedures of each model would be exc anged.
This exchange took place in a timely manner to allow the participants
from each model an oportunity to study the materials before the btxt
meeting. Each model prepared a "working paper" outlining the gals and
essential components of their model for use at Ole November meeting.

\

The next meeting was held at the High/Scope Foundation in November
of 1978. The primary focus of this meeting was teaching each other about
the essential components of the respective models. A second focus was
to identify similarities between the models. The identification process
included similarities between classroom practices, expectations of the

children, teachers, trainers and other support personnel, etc., and train-
ing techniques. The Behavior Analysis staff also had an opportunity to
observe in the High/Scope Training and Demonstration Classroom. It should

be noted at this point that the necessity of explaining the essential
components'of a model to staff from another model produces the side
benefit of promoting greater clarification and delineation of essential
components.

In addition to the successful completion of the above foci, the
initial work on the Spring, 1979 data collection was accomplished includ-
ing the identification of the measures to be used and three of the four
instruments to be included in the battery. A description of this phase

of the project is contained elsewhere in this report.

The next step in the process was for the staff of each model to
produce a "working paper," i.e., a proposal, containing a description
of how they thought the Joint Model should be designed. These papers
were exchanged and studied in preparation for the meeting held at The
University oqansas in February, 1979.

The meeting at Kansas was designed to generate goals and objectives
for a Joint Model and to identify possible technologies to achieve the
goals. The following steps wefe employed:

1. Statement of the prciblem(s). The group generated a statement of
problems to be solved by the use of the Joint Model, specifically
the problems ,f children imneed of compensatory education.

2. Statement of the objectives. A statement of the objectives for a
Joint Model, which is a corollary of the statement of the problem,
was generated. The statement was fairly general in nature.

3. Identification of successful practices and techniques. Next the

group identified a pool of successful practices and techniques from

each podel that might\be employed by the Joint Model. (Preliminary

work had been done on'this step during the first meeting at which
we identified similarities in practices and expectations.) The cri-

terion for "successful" was support by data if possible.
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4. Identification of practices and techniques to be applied. From the

pool of UChniques and practices identified in step 3, the group

then identified the practices and technologies that could best be
used to reach the stated objectives of the Joint Model.

S. Statement of goals. In the process of identifying practices and
techniques to be used to reach stated objectives, a statement of

more precise goals evolved. These goals, with some exceptions, were
stated in such a manner that they could be readily measured so prog-
ress toward their attainment could be ascertained.

One product of the meeting in Kansas was a prelimihary 'statement of

the components of the Joint Model. Although this statement contained

some specifics within the components, time constraints precluded the

delineation of specific behaviors expected of the children, the teachers,

and the trainers.

--"---.)

Time was allotted at this meeting for further planning of the Spring,

79 data collection that was dpne in conjunction with the project. At

is meeting, plans were finalized concerning the selection criteria

for subjects and sites, and the analyses to be performed.

The group also discussed what measures might be used to assess the

attainment of Joint Model goals in the event of an opportunity for imple-

mentation. It was decided that since the Joint Model was essentially

a new model, it was important to measure the degree of implementation

during the initial implementation phase. Several of the proposed mea-

sures for an implementation study of the Joint Model are found else-

where in this paper.

The next phase of work was directly tied to the decisions made at

the Kansas meeting. The primary task was to produce proposals concern-
ing the measurement of progress in curriculum areas and measurement of

implementation. These documents were exchanged and sterlied in prepara-

tion for the next meeting. The meeting was held at the High/Scope

Foundation in July, 1979, after the preliminary analyses of the data,

collected during the Spring of 1979, were completed. The primary topics

of discussion at this meeting concerned the progress measures in the

curriculum areas and further analyses of the data that might be done.

The discussion of progess measures at this meeting centered around

a proposed progress measure for the activity card curriculum. (rhe

proposal is another section of the report.) The important aspect of the

discuision in relation to process is that the group, who had so con-

sciously avoided any discussion of theoretical issues, was.confronted

with a substantive theoretical issue related to the progress measure-

ment system. (see Recommendation #2 and #3 below). Although the spe-

cific issue was not totally resolved at the meeting, the theoretical

discussion was appropriately delayed until confronted in conjunction '

with a specific technology to be employed. The alternatives would be:

1) to discuss theoretical issues in a context of more general method-

ologies which could result in a situation in which no resolution would
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be effecte: or 2) to entirely avoid theoretical issues which could
result in aL eventual erruption of such an issue during implementation,
causing disruption of the implementation.

RECOMMENDATIONS. HOW IT SHOULD BE DONE.

Although a great deal of work was accomplished on the Joint Model
Study Project, there were some tasks that were not completed to the'
satisfaction of all participants. This was due however, to circumstances
beyond our control rather than to a lack of hard work. There simply was

not enough time to resolve every important issue.

The *Zollowing al recommendations to those contemplating mod 1
collaboration. Some tnresolved issues are discussed following thfi
recommendations.

1. Avoid initial discussions of the relative merits of differing theo-

retical orientations. During the initial meetings of the Joint
Model Study Project, such discussions were avoided. This was ini-
tially helpful; however, we woon discovered that some important
issues were left unresolved because of this. As indicated above,
such discussions are, however, mere pertinent when designing spe-
cific technologies to be employed, e.g., progress measures. This
recommendation is most'relevant to collaborations between class-
room models with widely divergent theoretical bases. (See recommen-

dation #7.)

2. Provide for more in-depth understanding of the models thiough par-
ticipation in workshops and/or observation in classrooms. A staff
member of the Behavior Analysis Model participated in,a training
workshop presented by the High/Scope Model for their field personnel.
This opportunity resulted in a better understanding of the High/Scope
Model, and subsequently facilitated preparation of "working papers"
concerning the Joint Model and discussion at the meeting. The task
could be approached from both points-of-view to facilitate a synthe-
sis of materials and discussions. Funds should be allocated for a
staff member from eath model to participate in workshops given by
the other and to observe in model classrooms.

3. Provide funds for meetings on a more frequent, regular basis. The

process of the Joint Model Study Project would have been facilitated
had there been funds for meetings on a more frequent, regular basis.
Face-to-face discussion is important for resolving issues, especially
those related to theoretical underpinnings of practice. For example,

the issue of measuring child progress (other than reading and math-
ematics) was left unresolved because it was too difficult and sen-
sitive to discuss by telephone or in writing. It is an issue that
requires face-to-face discussion, and there simply we not enough

money or time to resolve the issue to everyone's satisfaction. A

three-day meeting on a bi-monthly schedule is suggested. This fre-

quencey may not be necessary for all collaborations.

1".1
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4. Order of tasks. A meeting to generate the goals and objectives and
identify tethnologies to be used to meet the objectives should be
held-prior to writing the working papers designed to conceptualize a
"joint" model. Remaining maetings could then be used for component
specification, specification of expected behaviors of actors, and
issue resolution. Review by the staff of each model as in recommen-
dation #7 should occur on a regular basis after the working papers
are exchanged.

S. Provide funds for materials development. Resolution of several
problems depended on the development of curriculum materials for
use in Joint Model classrooms. The development of materials would
have progressed more smoothly and the issues could have been resolved
if funds for developing these materials had been available.

It should be noted in reference to recommendations #2, #3, and #S
that the lack of resources was a result of several factors. First,

the availabe funds were limited. Second, the need for additional
funds became apparent after the project was underway. Some of the
steps that should have been included in the process were not appar-
ent when the initial proposal wa., written. Hopefully, the recounting
of the process and the recommendations given will help others to

----Nair-future collaborations______

6. Evaluation of a collaboration. In the event that this (or:any other)
collaboration should be invited to implement the "Joint Mo4e1," it
is recommended.that evaluation for the first year concentrate on
implementation. We have learned from past evaluations thail to mea-
sure outcomes before evaluating the degree of implementation can
be misleading. It would also provide an opportunity to study, from
an empirical'standpoint; how the change process takes place. Mea-
surement of progress toward full implementation could be used as
formative data in the initial phases of the study. When there is
evideme of iwplementation, outcome data such as child achievement
measures could be used.

7. Review of model specification. Once the initial specifications of
the model are established, they should be thoroughly and indepen-
dently reviewed with particular emphasis on how the model works:
how the specifications relate to the goals of the new model, if the
goals are stated in a manner that affords assessment, and if the
expectations of teachers and students are realistic (i.e., to review
the.merits of the new.model in relation to the theoretical bases of
the original models). This techique was employed by the Behavior
Analysis Model, resulting in the discovery of several issues that
remain to be resolved. These issues are represented in the follow-
ing section as examples of the types of issues upon which our re-
view process has focutbd, and more importantly, to serve.as an out-
line for future work towards completion of the Joint Model.
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ISSUES NEEDING FURTHER ATTENTION

Several issues need additional discussion and clarification before
the Joint Model is implemented. These issues relate to teacher proce-
dures, revising upward the basic skills achievement goals, time/progress
contracting procedures, the activity card curriculum, the possibility
of including a professional observer in each Joint Model classroom, the
treatment and analysis of data obtained during implementation, and sup-
port system requirements. The purpose of presenting these issues is to
identify areas that will need further development, and to suggest direc-
tions in which those developments might move.

Teacher procedures

The areas needing further specification include the use of extension
questions, cognitive development guidelines, the use of monitoring data
in the team planning session, activity planning guidance, the use of
attention and praise, and teacher training.

Extension questions. Guidelines need to be developed to allow teach-
ers to know how and when to ask extension questions most effectively.
For example, extension questions should be thought-provoking but not
confusing. This means custom-tailoring questions to specific children.
Since the appropriate use of extension questions is a complex skill,
perhaps teachers experienced in their use could run a workshop for the
benefit of those not familiar with their use.

Cognitive development guidelines. The guidelines for assessing
cognitive growth might be made explicit. This could be done by means
of a cognitve development checklist. Further, the guidelines might

-relate specific behaviors to cognitive functions. If and when such
guidelines are developed, teachers will require training in their use.

Use of data in team planning sessions Weekly activity records,
contracts, progfess reports, and other materials (e.g., cognitive check-
jists) documenting each student's behavior and progress should be used
in team planning sessions. Teachers will probably need training in
how to interpret data from these sources to the best advantage.

Planning guidance. Teachers must be given guideltnes for determin-
ing, or helping students to determine, students' progress targets. They
must also be given clear methods and goals for negotiating the contracts
to meet these specified targets. (rhe section on time/progress bargain-
ing below elaborates on this point.) Further, there should be logical,
functional connections between short-range goals and long-range goals.

Use of attention and praise. A strong case can be made fcw using
teacher attention and praise to reinforce "progress" in addition to "on-
task" behavior. Reinforcing on-task behavior is effective in helping
children learn to attend to their studies, and to reduce (off7task)
behavior that is incompatible with studying. However, for children
that are not habitually "off-task", teacher attention and praise strictl
for on-task behavior is unneccessary and may even be counter-productive
to the goals of the Joint Model. Once a child is "on-task", teacher



attention and praise should be given for progress. If the emphasis of

teacher attention and praise is not shifted to progress, it is possible

that unproductive on-task behavior will be reinforced. If we wish to

promote productive on-task behavior, or progress, we whould do so direct-

ly. One way to do this is to give teacher attention and praise contingent

upon progress through the curriculuk.

Teacher trainip.k Teacher training is important to the integrfty

of the Joint Model. Concrete arrangements for teacher training work-
shops, manuals, and other channels of cummunication should be made. In

order to implement training, expected behaviors must be made explicit.

Upward revision of basic skills achievement goals.

It has been strongly argued by individuals at Behavior Analysis
Follow Through that the goal of having "no child more than. one year be-
hind" (average for that grade) is inappropriate. This goal is also in-
compatible with the previously stated goal of "at least a year's progress

for a year's time." The goal should be revised to have all children at

or above grade level.

Time/progress bargaining

Recall that in the progress management system outlined in the imp)-:
mentation paper students are allowed to schedule or contract their own

progress in each subject. A student making insufficient progress in a

subject would be required to contract progress in that subject before
contracting progress in other subjects.

Individuals at Behavior Analysis Follow Through have identified
several potential problems with this time/progress bargaiuing procedure.

The following conditions combine to cause serious reservations concern-

ing the time/progress bargaining system.

1. The system may be incompatible with a stated principle of the JOint

Model, namely that there will be minimal use of extrinsic reinforce-

ment. The system constitutes a use of extrinsic reinforcement which

may or may not be considered as "minimal".

2. A more serious potential problem is the possibility that required

contracts may become punishing.

In order to minimize,any punishing effects, and secondarily, to be

consistent with the principles of the Joint Model, the sponsors of the Joint

Joint are faced with the problem of either altering the current time/

progress bargaining arrangement, or developing a new progress management

system.

Is there an acceptable method of progress management other than

time/progress contracting? The question was asked at Behavior Analysis
Follow Through, but no one came up with a viable alternative. All agreed

that the contracting procedure is preferable to assigning work. It is

still possible that alternatives do exist, but until they are recognized

it would be best to proceed under the assumption that the Joint Model

will use some type of contracting procedure.
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The next question is how can the contracting procedure be adapted

to minimize punishing effects on study behavior. One variation of the

procedure would be to contract time and not progress within an area of

the curriculum. A child's confidence in his own planDing ability might'
suffer if a contract for progress is not completed within the time agreed

upon. For this reason it may be preferable to contract for time. This

slight change in the contracting procedure may help to reduce aversive

aspects of the contracting procedure.

According to empirical work by Premack (1965), a more probable (pre-
ferred) behavior can increase the probability of a preceding less pre-

. ferred behavior. It is possible to use this formula to keep the con-
tracting procedure from being aversive. By taking initial observations
of the probabilities of engaging in each area of the curriculum, a child's

set of probabilities for participating in those areas may be computed.

Then by sequencing contracted activities during the day, starting with
least preferred and progressing to most preferred, the less preferred
activities should be facilitated. In this way less preferred activities

may become'progressively more preferred. This situation might attenuate

some of the punishing properties of the bargaining system..

The activity card 'curriculum

This part of the Joint Model curriculum is being developed by High/

Scope. Hopefully, the curriculum will provide answers to the following

questions.

1. What cognitive skills should students have at the end of Kindergar-

ten, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grades?

2. What are the component skills, developed by completing activity cards,

prerequisite to achieving the above goals.

3. Will these component skills, and the activity cards be logically
sequenced?

Professional observers

It has been suggested that the paperwork involved in monitoring

classroom activities and progress may jeopardize the project by over-

loading the teaching staff. An interesting.and potentially useful
suggestion to solve this problem is to attach a art of full-time pro-

Ifessional observer to each classroom. This obse ver could help with

keeping records and also take "almost anthropolIog cal records of the

process and incidents" in the classroom. This idea is particularly
attractive since objective data on how the class functions is usually
obtained by staff trainers or district advisors only once or twice a

month. The cost of such an addition to the classroom has not been

estimated.

Treatment and analysis of implementation data

An important project to be undertaken is the development of specific

research questions. The particulars of data collection, treatment, and

73%
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analysis will also need specification before the Joint Model is imple-

mented.

Parent involvement

The issue of parent involvement has as yet received little attention.
Means of parent involvement, both within and outside the classroom, need

development. Parent involvement measures.developed at Behavior Analysis
Follow Through may be easily adapted to assessing the degree of parent
involvement in the Joint Model.

74 E;()
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SUMMARY

Data were collected in spring 1979 on student outcome and satisfaction
variables for third-graders at Chicago (High/Scope) and Waukegan, Illinois
(University of Kansas) Follow Through sites. The purpose of data collection
was to determine whether the two models resulted in different outc3me varia-
ble profiles, with the expectation that this information would be useful in
future efforts to further specify the Joint.Model curriculuMx

Overall, major findings can be summarized by saying that there are
differences in profiles of the oiltcome variables measured. These relative
profile comparisons use, as vlference points for each sponsor, the other
model's'outcome scores. Children in the High/Scope curriculum performed
relatively higher on measures Of productive language competence (the

) Story'Writing Task of the Productive Language Assessment Tasks), when com-
pared to their performance qm measures of word decoding, spelling and
math (Wide Range Achfevement Test) and on a measure of reading comprehension
Ithe.Reading Comprehension subscale of the Metropolitan Achievement Test,
Metro '78 version). Children in the Behavior Analysis curriculum performed
relatively higher on these WRAT and MAT variables,scompared to their per-
formance on the PLAT.

Although a direct contrast of outcome variable levels for the two sites
and sponsors was not an objective of the data collection efforts, thetraw
outcome variable levels are of interest and are presented in Appendix 1.
The design used for this research does not permit separation of components
of .yariation in child outcomes attributable to curriculum model from
components attributable to other site and school-level effects.

Data were also collected on student satisfaction with school and
\)school-related topicg; adNyses showed better than two-thirds of the students
at both sites responding that they liked school "a lot" and were happY 1 .

there. No statistically significant differences in response levels between
sites occurred. The high frequency of positive responses at both sites
suggests that the Joint Model might also be expected to achieve high levels
of consumer satisfaction.

A number of other analyses of the data collect'd were conducted. In

li.particular, exploratory analysls examined_ within-site differences in patterns
1" of performance on some of the outcome-measures. The results point to the

possibility of subject-by-model interactive effects, and suggest areas for
additional investigation during the implementation of the Joint Model.

In future Joint Model curriculum development and implementation efforts,
out work will benefit from findings that support the notion that curricular
emphases can affect outcome variable profiles.
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I I

PURPOSE OF JOINT MODEL DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

The overall prpose of both data collection and analysis.was to
determine whether the two models produced different outcome profiles in
third graders at the end of their last school year in the Follow Through
program.

42

Data were collected in Spring 1979 on student outcome and satisfaction
measures at sites forboth the High/Scope and University of Kansas Follow"

Through sponsor models. Sites for data collection were selected from among

the best-implemented exemplars of the sponsor models, using as criteria

demographic similarity and (for logistical purposes) physical proximity.
The Chicago site was selected to represent the High/Scope Foundation's
Cognitively Oriented Curriculum; Waukegan, Illinois represented the University
of Kansas' Behavior Analysis Model.

Four areas for outcome measurement in the Joint Model project were

selected. Traditional academic'achievement was assessed by the Wide Range

Achievement Test (Jastak and Jastak, 1971). Expressive and representational

skills were measured by means of the.Productive Language Assessment Tasks''

Story Writing Task (PLAT-SWT) (Bond et al., 1976; Kittel et al., 1978)..

Reading comprehension was measured through the use of the Reading Comprehension

subscale of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Metro '78 version (The Psy-

chological Corporation, 1978). A fourth and final area of outcome assess-

ment was that of student satisfaction with school and s.chool subjects, for

which information was collected through the administration for a brief

questionnaire.
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III

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Instruments and Vlariables in the Sprin 1979 Data Collectibn

The instrumAts used in Spring 1979 outcome aksessments at the Chicago
(High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum model) and Waukegan (Univer-
sity of Kansas Behavior Analysis model) sites were the following:

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)(Jastak and Jastak, 1965);

The Metropolitan Achievement Test, Metro '78 version, Primary
2 level, Reading Comprehension subscale (MAT)(The Psychological
Corporation, 1978);

The Story.Writing Task of the Productive Language Assessment
Tasks (PLAT-SWT)(Bond et al., 1976; Kittel et al., 1978); and

Four questions asked of the students about their satisfaction
with school and with school-related subjects.

The major variables used 'in outcome analyies were the following:

WRAT:

Reading subtett raw score (number correct);

Spelling subtest raw score (number correct);

Math subtest raw score (number correct);

MAT:

Reading Comprehension subscale raw score (number correct);

PLAT-SWT:

Fluency (total number of words in the text);

Adherence to Conventions (scaled ratings for spelling,
punctuation and usage);

Cohesion (scaled ratings of sentenCe structure);

Dramatic Structure (scaled ratings of overall story construction).
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Narrative Elaboration (scaled ratings for the presence of
stylistic story elements such as s'urprise or humor);

Title/Story Relationship (scaled rating for the presence or
absence of any meaningful link between the story theme and
its.title); and

Holistic Entertainment Value (scaled rating for the extent to
which the rater enjoyed,reading the story).

For complete definitions of the PLAT-SWT summary variables and of the
scoring procedures used to create them, see Kittel et al., 1978.

The four questions asked of the students concerning their satisfac-
tion with school were:

How much do you like reading?

How much do you like math?

How much do you like school?

How happy does it make you feel?

Allowable response categories for these questions were: "a lot," "some,"

and "not at all."

Descriptions of the Samples

The Waukegan site included only one school, Carman Elementary. There

are three Follow Through third grade classes at Carman. Rosters returned
for the classes listed a total of 78 available children, of whom 34 were
excluded for Spring 1979 testing. Children were excluded for the following
reasons: not meeting Follow Through economic gutdelines (13); having
repeated a grade (9); and not having'had at least three continuous years
in' the program (14). These figures add up to more than the total,number of
third graders excluded because some children were excluded for more than

one reason. Forty-four third graders were considered eligible for testing
for the Waukegan site.

The Chicago site includes two schools: Howland and Lathrop, located
geographically within a few blocks of one another. Both schools use an
ungraded classroom system, in which children at the first, second and third
grade levels are attended together. There were six Follow Through ;ass-
rooms at Howland and the same number at Lathrop'. Rosters returned from
these 12 classrooms listed d total of 42 third graders. All children in the
rosters were stipulrlfed to meet Follow Through program guidelines. Children
repeating grades and those with less than three continuous years in the
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Oogram were eliminated from the rosters before these were returned from the
site, in spite of requests that this not be done. For this reason, there
is no formal assessment available of the size or composition of the sample
population from which the Chicago site children tested were drawn; no
children were excluded from the roster list received.

In total, 86 children from both sites were selected for testing and
interviewing.

Testing Procedures

The various outcome measures were administered by staff from both
sponsors. Overall testing coordination was provided by a research
assistant from the High/Scope Foundation, who also administered both the
PLAT-SWT and the MAT Reading Comprehension instrument at both sites.
The WRAT was administered at both sites by trained staff from the Waukegan
model with extensive prior experience with the instrument. The High/Scope
research assistant was specially trained at Foundation headquarters in
Ypsilanti on administration procedures for the MAT and PLAT; her training
included supervised testing of children at the third grade level in
Ypsilanti.

The WRAT tests include group and individually administered sections:
the spelling subtest is group-administered, while the math and reading sub-
tests are indivieually administered. Immediately after individual WRAT
tests were concluded, the children were asked the four consumer satisfac-
tion questions. The MAT Reading Comprehension subscale was administered
individually, while the PLAT-SWT instrument was administered to small groups
of six or fewer children. Although WRAT test administration occurred at
different times from the administration of MAT and SWT instruments, the
span of time involved was less than eight days. In all cases, children
were removed from their regular classes for testing, and taken to different
rooms.

'Despite the occurrence of some natural scheduling conflicts, testing
proceeded in general in an orderly manner. The cooperation of teaching
and administrative staff at both sites was entirely satisfactory.

Testing took place during the following periods in May 1979:

WAukegan Chicago

MAT/PLAT-SWT: May 7-11 May 14-18

WRAT: May 14-15 May 22

84
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Methods of Data Summarization and Analysis

In order to compare outcome variable profiles for the two sites, scores
for each child on all variables (except the answers to the interview
questions on student satisfaction) were transformed to a common metric with--"
mean of zero and standard deviation of 1 for the entire Joint Model Spring
1979 sample, for each variable. Given the absence of national-norm
reference data for the PLAT-SWT, or of independent information specifying
the relationship between PLAT and WIRAT levels for other comparable samples
of children, this 4,s the only procedure that could be utilized to establish
a comparable metric for each WRAT end PLAT variable. The advantage of this
procedure is that it permits exploration of profile similarities without
reference to absolute variable levels; its main disadvantage is its total
lack of generalizability to other student populations. Another consequence
of this procedure, given samples of approximately the same size for each
site, is that the outcome variable profiles will be approximate mirror
images of each other, reflected across the zero line; this is an inevitable
artifact of the procedure used to generate the profiles and of the fact
that there are only two groups of approximately the same sample size involved.

Analytic methods used with this and other study data included the compu-
tation e descriptive statistics for each site sample, and the comparison of
site samples using tests for differences in both central tendency and disper-
sion. Central tendency tests used were both parametric (t,F tests) and non-
parametric (xF, Mann-Whitney U, median test); dispersion tests were para-
metric (F-test). Z transformations were used in order to test differences
between Pearson correlation coefficients. Other, more exploratory analyses
used a combination of discriminant function and hierarchical clustering
p(rocedures. Throughout analyses, a = .01 levels were employed to test for

statistical significance.
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PRINCIPAL STUDY FINDINGS: THE U.APARABILITY OF SITE OUTCOME VARIABLE PROFILES

Figure 1 presents the relative oitcome variable mean level profiles
for the samples of stkidents at both the Waukegan and Chicago sites.
Inspection of the fivre permits us to reach a number of conclusions with
respect to the major study hypotheses:

1) There are outcome variable profile differences between the two sites.
If the profiles of outcome variables were the same for both sites,
the bar charts would be parallel in height all across the chart;
although there is rough parallelism in bar heights in traditional
academic areas such as reading and reading comprehension, spelling
and math (MAT and WRAT tests), this is not the case in the'area of
productive language assessment (PLAT-SWT).

2) Differences between the two sites are smaller (using a common metric
across all the outcome variables based on site mean levels as
dispersions about an overall sample mean) for the PLAT measures
than for the WRAT and MAT measures.

3) Of the eleven variables presented in the figure, eight show differ-
ences between the two sites of sufficient magnitude to reach
statistical significance at the .01 level or better. Significant

differences occur in a.common direction, with Waukegan third-graders
showing higher scores than Chicago third-graders. Differences be-

tween site means for these eight variables range from three-fourths
of a standard deviation to one-and-one-half standard deviations.

The raw score data on which the outcome profiles of Figure 1 are based
is presented as a series of tables in Appendix 1.

8 6



rrigure I

Profiles of Chicago (H/S FT) and Waukegan (BAFT) Site Mean Outcome Variable Levels
for Third Graders in Spring 1979 Joint Model Testing

WRAT PLAT SWT

cu

+.2

-1 +.1

Overall

Sample
Mean

-.2

-.3

-.4

-.9

-.6

-.7

93 Note:

''f

na0

n=38

Ir44

n=38

cu

u_

c0
4' .1.- 4-1
> 4-1r- (0
4-> i. i10 0 c

U.1.-
S. (0 ..- (0 4'
4:1 r-.. 4-1 4-1 ii i. >,i.

4-- CI) = 4-) 4-) 0
".11' 6 4-1 4-) C0 C m 2 N V/ 0I

Trer".
.4.1 r--
.r- CD

. Nomp.......-
',.

3 1

^ . ' 4 ,

ne44

n=41

no44
n=41 n=41

Differences
between groups
statistically
significant,
p < .01

n=41

so.

044 0
CU 0

..-
=

CL w
>.0 C-0 0<

..""

044
n=41

0

0

n=40

Differences
between groups

not statistically
significant

= Waukegan

. Chicago

bar heights for each variable correspond to site sample means expressed as s.d. units from ovLrall
sample mean,



9

Although interpretation of the findings is simple, the ascription of
causal statements to them is less straightforward. The design used in the
study does not premit the separation of variance components in the child
outcome variables into portions attributable to curriculum model and por-
tions attributable to other site and school-level effects. This might have
been possible with a modified design, for instance, in which children from
non-Follow Through schools at each of the sites were also tested; funds were
not available for implementation of such design variants.

It is simply not possible to ensure, givep the research design and
the kinds of data resources permitted us to collect, that the samples of
students exiting the third grade in the spring of 1979 from two schools
in inner-city Chicago will be just like those graduating from. Waukegan that
year, in terms of background and prior experiences, except for the curricular
approach under which they studied. Soae possible sources of variation, whose
extent and impact simply cannot be evaluated, are: socioeconomic and other
demographic characteristics of the study samples; characteristics of the two .

school systtms; and levels and styles of implementation of the two sponsor
models at'eith site.

The finding most useful to later curriculum implementation efforts is,
however, that of differences in relative outcome variable profiles. The
possibility that this difference can be related to curricular, emphases is
supported by the fact that there is some correspondence between major curricu-
lar notions and the relatiVe outcome profiles; and this would seem to suggest
that program elements can .be merged in the Joint Model so as to maximize the
impact of both sponsor models.

88
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OTHER STUDY FINDINGS: STUDENT SATISFACTION,
WITHIN-SITE VARIABILITY, AND OTHER BETWEEN-SITE ANALYSES

A number of other analytic approaches to the outcome data collected.for
this study were attempted, in addition to the inspection of overall outcome
profiles presented in the previous section. The present section of the
report summarizes the findings for student satisfaction data and reports
briefly on' other analyses of between and within-site variability conducted

on the outcpre measures.

Comparison of Student SatisfactiPn Levels

The four questions on satisfaction with school topics, and on happiness
and satisfaction with school, were asked of all students immediately
after taking the WRAT. Table 1 summarizes the percentage of students at
each site responding in each category. Differeoces between sites were
tested by x2jsing the raw frequencies; none of the response frequencies
were signifftintly different. Differences in response levels were also
tested for aggregate data in all possible ways"(aggregating, for instance,
'a lot' and 'some' response frequencies and contrasting 'some or better' and
'not at all' response frequencies for both sites), and no differences between
sites were significant when tested in this fashion. Tests for trend simi-
:arity in response frequencies across the four questions were conducted by
summing together the x2 values for each question and adding their degrees
of freedom; no stgnificant differences between site frequency levels were
found. Findings were that data were not significantly different by site,
and were confirmed using Kolmpgorov-Smirnov nonparametric ordinal tests
(Blalock, 1960, pp. 203-205), which failed to show differences between sites
on any of the four student satisfaction questions (all values shdwed

,p > .30).

Better than two-thirds of students at both sites responded that they
liked school 'a lot' and were happy with it (percentage range:. 70-80%).
The percentages of students responding that they did not like the topics or
school with a !not at all' ranged from 0 to 11%. In summary, students at
both sites in general stated that they liked reading, math and school, and
that they were happy with school. The possibility of such.favorable response
levels being in part due to the fact of their being asked these questilos in
a school setting cannot be ignored. In any case, however, there is no sign
that students differed between sites in their response styles to these four
questions.

89
tri%
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Table 1

Student Consumer Satisfaction
(Percentage of respondents by response category)

Not at
N A Lot Some All

1. How much do you,
like reading?

Waukegan 44 80% 14% 7%

Chicago 38 82% 11% 8%

2. How much dC you
like math?

Waukegan 44 70% 18% 11%

Chicago 38 76% 21% 2%

3. How much do you
like school?

Waukegan 44 77% 18% 4%

Chicago 37 89% 11% 0%

4. How happy does it
make you feel?

Waukegan 44 68% 27% 4%

Chicago 37 78% 16% 6%

NOTE: Some percentages do not total to 100%, due to rounding
errors.
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Summary of Other rindings

A number of analyses were conducted in addition to the comparison of
overall outcome profiles; they serve to provide additional information about
the performance of third graders in the two samples. These .analyses included:

analyses of within-site variability; inspection of site-level variable inter-
correlation patterns; and comparison of between-site differences in levels of
dispersion.

Analyses of within-site variability for the PLAT-SWT data suggest that
there might be distinctive groupings of children within each site, sharing
common response patterns for the productive language outcome variables. A
variety of exploratory analytic techniques were employed; since they are com-
plex and their results are at this point only exploratory, the findings were
not included in the present report; they are available from-the senior author
on request. Confirmation of such patterning could enrich each model's under-
standing of its own processes and their impact on participating children, as
well as providing grounds for assessment of the impact of Joint Model activities.

Other analyses conducted failed to show differences between site samples
on variable intercorrelation levels or on levels of within-site variation in
outcome variable dispersion levels.
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APPENDIX 1

SUMMARY OF RAW OUTCOME WAIABLE SCORES FOR BOTH SITES

Although it was not the purpose of the present research en-
deavor to compare overall outcome levels for Waukegan (BAFT) and'
Chicago (H/SFT) third graders tested in Spring 1979, the data
used in performing the above analysis are here made available
in terms of descriptive statistics. Data presented in what
follows summarize the PLAT-SWT variables, the WRAT subtest raw
score totals, and the MAT Reading Comprehension raw and
transformed scores.



mar SUMMARY VARIABLES

Tablel provides e4scriptive statistics for'the seven PLAT/SWT
summary variables, giving both values for the overall sample
and for each of the two sponsor sites.; Values for tests
of differences between mean levels are also presented.
There are significant differences between sponsor sites for
five of the seven SWT variables; all of them favor the Behavior
Analysis site. Grade three children tested at Waukegan wrote
longer stories than did children at the two Chicago schools
(variable FLUENCY: Waukegan, mean 128, s.d. 59; Chicago, mean
72, s.d. 40; t=5.00, pl;.001). The stories of Waukegan children
were coded as having higher levels of dramatic structuring
than were those of Chicago children (Waukegan, mean 31.1, s.d.
16.8; Chicago, mean 20.3, s.d. 15.8; t=4.52, p<.001); they also
showed higher levels for the summary variable Narrative Elaboration
(Waukegan mean 19.7, s.d. 8.1; Chicago mean 12.3, s.d. 7.5; t=4.52,
p..001), and a higher rating was assigned by the coder to the
holistic entertainment value of the Waukegan than the Chicago
stories on the average (Waukegan mean 4.5, s.d. 1.6; Chicago
mean 3.2, s.d. 1.7; t=3.32, pc.01). For the Title/Story Relation
variable, all of the Waukegan children'scored positive, while
36 of 41 Chicago children scored positive; the difference in levels
is significant (byletest,le1=5.76, 1 d.f.; .02). Although
differences in standard deviation levels between groups on
some lf the variables, and the fact that variable interrelations
mean that the tests are not mutually independent, may diminish
the actual significance levels of the data, the trend of SWT
summary variables is unquestionable. Two variables, Adherence
to Conventions and Cohesion, showed no statistically
significant differences between sponsor groups.
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Descriptive Statistics for PLAT-OWT Summary Var al) es

1. FLUENCY (range-open)

ii s.d. Range Median Avg. Rankn

c
BA 44 128 59 38-300 111 56

H/S 41. 72 40 23.-204 62 29

ALL 85'

t = 5.001 83 d.f.; p..001
u = 332.50; p< .001

101 58 23-300 86 OM GM

Median test, p:.001

2. ADHERENCE TO CONVENTIONS (ranges 5-45)

Irs

n i s.d. Range Median 4 at Ceiling Avg. Rank

BA 44 32.2 7.0 8-45 33 2.3 46.

H/S 41 30.6 7.2 17-45 30' 2.4 40a
1

(.4 ALL 85 31.4 7.1 8-45 31 2.4 ....-

.t = .67, 83 d.f.; p:*.20
u = 777.5; p = .27
Median test, p = .30

3. COHESION (range: 9-81)

n i s.d. Range Median 4 at Ceiling Avg. Rank

39

46

BA 44 55.5 13.3 25-81 55 2.3

H/S 40 58.9 13,2 23-81 63 2.5

TOTAL 84 57.1 13.3 23-81 61 2.4

t = -1.16, 82 d.f.,
u = 733; p = .186
Median test, p = .189
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Table 1 (continued)

4. DRAMATIC STRUCTURE (range: 6-54)
_

n i s.d. Range Median % at Floor % at Ceiling Avg. Rank

BA

H/S

TOTAL

44

41

85

31.1

20.3

25.9

18.8

15.8

17.1

6-54

6-54

6-54

39

10

22

13.6

29.3

21.2

9.1

2.4

50

35

t = 4.52, 83 d.f., 1)4.1..001
u = 578.5, p = .004
Median test, p = .003

5. NARRATIVE ELABORATION (range: 5-45)

1.
1A

nA

H/S

TOTAL

44

41

85

s.d. Range Median % at Floor Avg. Rank

19.7

12.3

16.1

8.1

7.5

8.7

5-37

5-34

5-37

19.5

10

15

2.3

22.0'

11.8

54

32

__

t = 4.38, 83 d.f., pcc.001
u = 438.5, p.c.001
Median test, p<.001
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

6. TITLE/STORY RELATIONSHIP (range: 1,9)

"1"
no rel.

BA 44
H/S 41

TOTAL....85

44
36
80

9.0
8.02
8.52 1.88

U= 792, p= .0176
Wian test, p= .0228
X4= 6.70, 1 d.f.; p=.017

7. HOLISTIC ENTERTAINMENT VALUE (ran e: 1-7)

n s

BA 44 4.5 14
vs 41 3.2 1.7

TOTAL...85 3.9 1.8

t= 3.32
Ual 553,
Median

Range % at Floor % at Ceiling Median
1-7 9.1 11.4 5

1-7 26.8 4.2. 3

1-7 17.1 8.2 5

, 83 d.f., p<.01
p=.001
test,°p.001

Avg. Rank
51
34



'WRAT SUMMARY VARIABLES

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics for the three WRAT
subtest raw score totals. Between-site differences are consistent
for all three subtests: Waukegan children score higher than
Chicago third graders. On the average, Waukegan third graders
responded correctly to 63 items in the Reading sub-test, while
Chicago third graders responded 'correctly .to 48 items. For the
Spelling subtest, Waukegan children Showed a mean of 40 correct
responses while Chicago children had a mean of 32.correct
responses. The Math subtest gave average values of 30 correct
responses for Waukegan, and 27 correct responses for Chicago.
Ln all cases, the difference between means corresponds to between
1.5 and 2 standard deviation units. Differences between means
are significant at p c.001 for all three subtests. Comparison V
,tif mean and median values for\each subtest display no indications
of skewness in the variable distributions. Standard deviation
levels for all three subtest variables are comparable for both
sites, with no suggestion of differences in within-site
dispersion levels.



,

CABLE 2 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FUR HIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST

1. READING SUBTEST (RANGg 0-WO)

(kAW SCORES BY SUBTEST)

N MINIMUM MAXIMUM MEAN STD DEV MEDIAN

WAUKEGAN 43 42 85 63.163 8.9998 62 1.66*
CHICAGO 311 33 80 '47.684 9.1389 46

S.

2. SPELLING SUBTEST (RANGE 0-65)
,*"

1

wAUKEhAN 43 28 53 '40.318 5;1298 41 789e
..

CHICAGO 38. 16 43 31.8'42 4.6004 32

3. MATH SUBTEST (RANGE 0-59)

WAUKEGAN 44 26 36 30.250 2.0812 30 6.27e

CHICAGO 38 21 32 27.026 2.5093 27
.

*p c .601
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MAT SUMMARY VARIABLES

The four MAT variables coded are perfectly interrelated,
since the last three (the scaled score, the grade equivalent
and the Instructional Reading Level) are just rescaled versions
of the number of items correctly responded to. Table 3 compares
the two sponsor sites for these variables. As with the PLAT
SWT datax.the difference in number of items correct (and in
other variables) strongly favors the Waukegan site. On the
average, Waukegan third graders emerging from the Behavior
Analysis curriculum responded correctly to 40.6 items,
whill the Chicago (High/Scope) third graders responded
correctly to 25.9 items. The difference is not.only significant
statistidally (t=7.43, p(.001); but is _clearly educationally
meaningfulover one and-one-half standard deviations, corresponding
,to nearly 1.5 years in both grade equivalents and the MAT Metro
'78 Instructional Reading Level assessment. Figure 1 presents
the distribution of the number of correct responses for both
_groups.



'TABLE 3. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR FOUR MAT READING COMPREHENSION
SUBSCALE VAAIABLES.

1.

N Minimum Maximum Mean

Number of Items Correct (range: 0-54)

S.D. Median

Waukegan 43 21. 54 40.58 8.33 41 743*
Chicago 41 5 51 25.85 9.59 25

2. Scaled Score

Waukegan 43 561 774 658.95 48.15
Chicago 41 440 711 477.41 47.48

3. Grade Equivalent

Wauke4an 43 2.1 8.9 3.60 1.57
Chicago 41 1.3 5.5 2.33 0.64

4. Instructional Reading Level

Waukegan 43 1 5 2.93 0.94
Chicago 41 0 4 1.51 0.78

* p<.01
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FIGURE 1. METROPOLITAN (METRO 78) READING
COMPREHENSION SUBTEST RAW SCORES

..ND ON. eNINS. .INE MEP MOW e ..mo law amp el moo sMo OM 4WD NM =1 .MO

BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS
4IM glIND S 4111 I=M S oNM IMP 4=0 Ma =0

5 10 15 20 25 30, 35 40 45 50

Number Correct

OD IM 4IIN MP

HIGH/SCOPE

MOO M

I
ummlIMMOM mom..

M M.M.MMIIMMEM NMOOMOMMOM
MOMOMMEMOSOMMOOMEMITOMEN

EMOMMOMMOMMEMOMOVIMMMMI MOM
................. MOO. MMOOMI.....

MR OM OM OD

n e.d. Median
BA 43 40.6 8.3 41
H/8 41 25.9 9.6 25
TOTAL 84 33.3 9.0 33.5
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Part Five

H":72H .ZOPE -UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS JOINT MODEL

PROJECT: IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

;
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HIGH/SCOPE - UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS JOINT MODEL
PROJECT: IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

Introduction

, The High/Scope - Kansas Joint Model.project was first conceived in
1977 in response to an OE challenge for Follo4Through sponsors to show
they could "werk together." The challenge wad pursued by Dave Weikart and
Don Bushell during an ensuing conversation. A plan for joint model develop-
ment was/formalized in a proposal option submitted to OE early in 1970.
Later that year, the option was revised and became a proposal which was
funded for a year's work beginning in October, 1978.

\

OurOg this first contract (feasibility) year, progress toward the
formulati n of a Joint Model combining elements of the High/Scope Cognitively
Oriented C rriculum and the University of Kansat Behavior Analysis Curriculum
has been s bstantial.* So.far, the High/Scope and Kansas teams have ided-
tified the educational problems to be.addressed by the Joint Model, haVe
drafted program objectives to address these problems, and have identified
program components to achieve the objectives. These are.!,documented in the

working papers and reports of the project. In addition, possible instruments
have been identified for a program evaluation battery at the third-grade .

level. A preliminary data collection using these instruments was undertaken
at existing High/Scope and Kansas Follow Through sites. ,

.

'.

Progress to date on the Joint Mbdel has resulted-in an educational
model synthesizing successful elements (both High/Scope and the University
of Kansas have J.D.R.P.-validated field Sites) of the two operational models.
From the Behavior Analysis program has come a system for managing children's
progress through sequenced materials. In the Joint Model this management
system would be-related to- all curriCulum content. From the Cognitively
Oriented Curriculum comes the cycle of Planning/Working/Representation/
Evaluation for learning center activities in art, construction, etce, and
writing, A truly'collaborative product has-bron a 'unique operational. routine ,

for the Joint Model which allows maximum chOice and responsibility for the
child while retaining management of well-defined learning targets. In this

system, children move freely (following self-generated, but negotiated
schedules) among 4arious learning centers in reeding, mathematics, art,
construction, sewing, cooking, and music (or other) centers, Children
negotiate schedules based on learning targets prescribed by the management
system. Only when children are failing to meet these targets within their
selfpgenerated schedules is thei freedom of choice restricted.

* See High/Scope Educational Res rch Fandation, Joint Model Study
Project Progress Report #5, February 19, 1979, DHEW Contraci #
306786486
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Goals of the First Im lemen ation iears 1979-80

During 1979-80 the project would:

1. Specify the curriculum objectives and materials of the Joint
Model (grades K-3).

2. Develop a management system for monitoring student progress,
defining and adjusting expectations about student work, as
well tis summarizing student achievement.

Implement a prototype version of the Joint Model in one
Kindergarten classroom in Waukegan, Illinois now using the
Behavior Analysis Model, and two Kindergarten classrooms in
Chicago, now using the High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum.

Monitor the implemertation process in these classrooms in
order to fine tune the model and improve the dissemination
procedures.

Assesi student achievement,levels in the pilot classrOoms at
both sites, as judged by teacher-collected and tester-collected
data.

95
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Work Plan, Products and
Resource Requirements

Goal 1: Specification of curriculum objectives,
materials, and activities

Task 1.1: Specify curriculum areas in which Joint Model learning
sequences will be available for grades K-3. Completion date:
October 15, 1979.

Task,1.2: RevIew existing learning.sequences (including commercial
materials) from each of the two Follow Through models to determine
suitability for inclusion in Joint Model (Kindergarten) end select
these sequences. Revise entry and exit criteria for learning
activities trhough cross-sponsor discussion. Completion date:
November 30, 1979.

Task 1.3: Specify learning sequences for grades 1-3. Completion
date: August 15, 1980

Goal 2: Develop Student Progress.Management-
System

Task 2.1: Specify overall characteristics and operation of the progress
management system, grades 1(-3. Completion date: November 15, 1979.

Task 2.2: Develop/review weekly Individ al Progress Report formats for
each curriculum sequence (K level). Completion date: December 15,
1979.

Task 2.3: Establish recording and reporting procedures for student
progress date (K level). 'Completion date: Uecember 15, 1979

Task 2.4: Develop WIPRs and recording/reporting procedures for grades
1-3. Completion date: Ngust 15, 1980.

11 6
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Goal 3: Implement Pilot Version/of Joint
Model at K Level at Two/Sites

Task 3.1: Prepare Orientation for field site staff. Completion
date: October 30, 1979.

Task 3.2: Introduction and orientation for field site personnel.
Completion date: November 15, 1979

Task 3.3: Cross-site visits by teachers and curriculum assistants
(Waukegan - Chicago) to observe single-sponsor model Kindergartens
of the other sponsor. Completion date: November 30, 1979.

-

Task 3.4: Prepare training materials for site personnel. Completion
date: November 30, 1979.

Task 3.5: Inservice seminar for Waukegan and Chicago Joint Model
staff. Completion date: December 15, 1979

Task 3.6: Begin operation of one Kindergarten Joint Model class in
Waukegan and two in Chicago. Completion date: January 7, 1980.

Task 3.7: Monthly curriculum meetings involving Waulegan and Chicagc
teachers, trainers, and sponsor field representatives. Completion
dates:

January 31, 1980

February 29, 1980 ,

March 312,1980

April 30, 1980

May 31, 1980

June 15, 1980

At these monthly sessions the following will be ac(mplished:

a. Review of implementation progress and problems from teacher's
perspective.

b. Curriculum assistant and field representative feedback to
teachers and one another (including review of implementation
data).

c. Review of child progress data.

d. Recommendations for revisions of the model.

V*-
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e. New implementation goals for"the coming months.

Each of the above will be documented and reported to OE as well
as the sponsors.

I

Goal 4: Monitor Implementation to Fine Tune
Model and Dissemination Procedures

Task 4.1: Adapt Implementation instrument from Behavior Analysis
Implementation Record, High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum
Implementation Checklist, and High/Scope Classroom Assessment
Record. Completion date: November 15, 1979

Task 4.2: Field Representatives dccument monthly curriculum meetings
in Illinois (see task 3.7) Completion date: 10 dayi after monthly
meeting.

Task 4.3: Local trainers and field consultants observe classes using
the implementation instrument developed in Task 4.1.

a. Baseline on single-sponsor classes K-3 in Waukegan and
Chicago. Completion date: December 109.1979

b. Monthly observation of Joint Model Kindergartens beginning
of Joint Model in January, 1980.

c. Monthly reporting of implementation data to teachers, and
curriculum staff.

Task 4.4: Use of implementation data in considering changes in model.
(see Task 3.7).

Task 4.5: A consumer satisfaction survey will be filled out by parents
(as in the current Joint Model Study phase) and analyzed by the
sponsor. Completion'date: August 15, 1980.

Goal 5: Assetsment of Student Achievement Levels
in the Joint Model,

Task 5.1: Weekly child progress is summarized on WIPR forms by teachers
for individual children, and summarized for class as a whole. Data
are reported to curriculum staff. Completion date: each week during
January-June, 1980. (WIPR data are also used to adjust work require-
ments for each child)
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Task 5.2: Child prOgress on learning sequences is summarized at end of
school year and included in final report. (WIPR data summarized)
Completion date: July 20, 1980

Task 5.3: Local district end-of-year testing results analyzed to reveal
model effects on summative achievement measures. Single-sponsor
Kindergarten children compared to Joint Mbdel students on the WRAT
in Waukegan, the CTBS in Chicago. These results will be included
in the final report. Completion date: August 15, 1980

Reporting

A final report would be submitted to USOE by October 30, 1980.

Quarterly Progress Reports woulebe submitted on December 31, 1979;
March 31, 1980; June 30, 1980; and September 30, 1980.
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THE' UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS LAWRENCE, KANSAS 66045

FOLLOW THROUGH-DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT-913-864-4447

August 27, 1979

Mr. Bernie Banet
High/Scope Foundation
600 N. River Street
Ypsilanti, MI 48197

Dear Bernie:
/7

Thank you for the invitation to continue to work on
the Jo:.nt Model Project in conjunction with the High/
Scope Foundation. We believe that the work we have accom-
plished over the past year represents important gains in
several respeCts.

First, we are convinced that a Joint Model, which
will truly be a new educational model', is possible. Even
though the philosophies of the Behavior Analysis and High
Scope Models are in many respects at different ends of a
continuum, we are working to solve the same problems and
thus have many similarities. The combining of important,
and proven components ot each model_into a new and hope-.
fully viable solution to the problems found in educating
Follow Through-eligible children hasto a great extent been
done during the past year.

Second, through the process of formulating a joint
model, the Behavior Analysis staff has taken the oppor-
tunity to more closely inspect and define the components
of the Behavior Analysis Model. Although this may not
have been a goal of the joint model, it certainly has been
an important side-benefit.

Third, ,the data collection associated with the project
has given us some important information. Although the Be-
havior Analysis children scored significantly higher on
the achievement measures, the High/Scope children scored
better on the consumer evaluation. It is important that
children achieve in school, but it is equally important
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Bernie Banet -2- August 27, 1979

that they develop a strong positive attitude toward educa-
tion that will serve them in a life-long capacity. It is
also important to be aware that the results of a siwilar
test battery,administered to children in a joint model (if
implemented) is an empirical question. The results of the
current data collection cannot necessarily be generalized
to a population that would be in a Joint model.

.The Behavior Analysis Model feels that because impor-
tant gains have been made. during the past year, continued
work on the Joint Model Project is important. We are Very
enthusiastic about continuing to work with the High/Scope_
Foundation on this Project.

We appreciate the opportunity that the past year has
provided, and sincerely hope we have the opportunity to go
forward with this project. If further information is needed
for the proposal, please contact us at 913/864-4447.

EAk:of

cc: Dave Weikart
Ann Branden
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ciu Ian put 1ic Sctool
Community_Unit School District No. 60. Lake Co:atty....Illinois

- OR. DON T. TORRESON. Superintendent

Dr. Gene Ramp
Project Adyiaot
'Dept. of Human DevelOpment
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS

Lawrence, Kansas 66044

Dear Gene:

Mk HARRY S. KINN
AMMO. hv Somivonme Serv.cso

LINCOLN CINTIR
FOR EDUCATIONAL SERVICSS
MI NORM SNIRIDAN FON)
tvAultIOAN ILLINOIS MR

(3)7 334.11001

August 10, 1979

May this letter serve, to encourage your staff to seek funding
to pursue and implement a Behavior Analysis-High Scope Joint Model.

Waukegan would be interested in further discussion regarding
consideration of the Joint Model at our Follow Through site.

. HSB/sjf
Cc: M. Stivers
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AMPS W. 1,11
OW lot lopodoloodoot of IOWA

BOARD. OF EDUCATION
City of Chkeeo

OffICI O DUINUCT NNIMIN
MU kWh Nome Amos

Moog% Wools 110123

Tolophooe 82434229

JOUPN P. HANNON
Oosorol Sopoektosoloof of Schools

,
-August 6, 1979

Dr. David P. Weikert
President - Sponior
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
600 North River Street
Ypsilanti, Michigam 48197

r

Dear Dr. Weikert:

A meeting was conducted in flicago on July 18, 1979 at which
the proposal for the Chicago 7 Waukegan area was reviewed.

After careful consideration, the Chicaso Follow Through dite
(Howland - Lathrop) 'and Dr. Joseph W. Lee, District Nineteen
Superintendent,-heartedly approve the model plan as presented by
High/Sccpe.

Our site administrators fully support ,the'proposal and will.
bcgin its implementation in September, 1979.

JWL:pn

Cordially,

frt.'

Joseph W. Lee

cc: Dr. Charles Hohmann
Mr. Sam Hannibal
Mrs. Velma Tho4as
Mrs. Evangeline Glover
Mrs. Anita Moore
Mr. Louis Swanson
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