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ABSTRACT .
fhe Burnose of this study is to compare the effect of three
- different deqrees of child contact on studgnt learning. The researcher
fdentified the thrée levels of chi]dvcontatt ds:
1;‘ exfensive child contact
'2; minimal ‘child contact
3. no chi]d”cgntact .
~There is wide supbdrf in the education field for experiential
learning as being an effective method of teaching and learning. 'ftxkgs
therefore feit;that the mbre feal the situation, the greater the learning.
Two inSfruments were designed. One for students to test their
knowledae, their bgﬁavior toward;'ch11dren, and their reactions towards
children. The second instrument was a teacher's rating scale to gain'the
fteachers percentions ébout their students. The second instrument was de-
>sjdned to 1ncrease’thevEeliabi]ity‘df the students’ test. The ihstru-7
ments\were administered to four é]asses and their teachers in Albefta\by.
the researcher. | | |
The rééearch~deéihn was an “after—on]y”’fie]d expetiment usfng

.seventy-five'studgnts and three teaéhers in the sampie. Selected statis-'
tical tests were performed on thé data.

,J " The findings  of the study reveaied no significant differehce$
'between.the three different degrees of éﬁi]d contact. The students of fﬁe .

‘

. extensive child contact group listed their course as being their most.

w
-

favorite.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO' THE STUDY

The qomnetenee of qraduatinqutudents'in fhe 1970's js‘faoidly
- becoming a great concern. VYet few neqnle.dane ask the. question: What
competencies do younq people really need in order to survive in our future
nnor1d? The question is expreme]y difficult to answer 1arqe1y due to it
being almost impossible to predﬁct‘whaf sk?T]s‘ane knowfedqe_a younge
nerson ;i11 needvin the unknown *future. "What does one teach youth that
difects their lives towards learning and’va1ues that'result'in healthy,
‘haony, well-adjusted, andfsociale accentab]evmen'and women?" (Hnghes,
1969, p. 7) o |

The quést1on of what to teach is answered an infinite number of
times every day by ‘teachers . Teachers make content and- process  de-
cisions daily.~ But these words content and processbare for the most oart
v1qnored in 1nst1tut1onal1zed schooling. Content which is def1ned bv o
Parker andtRubwns (1966) as "the compendium of 1nformat1on which comnr1sed
the 1earn1nn material for a particular course or q1ven arade,"” (p. 1) is
~ very much '4uu’f. There-by educators in answerinq-this question say, ‘ves',
we know wi * Sk 115 and knowledqe will be requ{red in .the future. How-we |
‘learn (the’ nrocess) 1s p0551b1y more 1mportant than what we learn (the
,confent)-' |

Educat1on should be a process of 11v1nq, not a oreoarat1on for
-1fving. Leonard (1968) and Brauer (1975) contend that throughout a
student's twelve years of schoolina, he has ]1tt1e real opportunity to
bract1ce real 11fe situations. He_1s in a protective eny1ronment:to the'1
~end, with limited contact with the real world. The theoretical 1earninq

T -
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hug and jﬂ Still: “Li;ten, look", and when you qraduate - try and do.
But do students really assimilate knowledae by-the "listen, look",
approach” [y not oxperiencinq,‘doe% Tearning really take place? 0Or s
vthe experiencing, the doina, ]earn{ng? Leonard (1968)-believes that
”1earn1nq_eventua1]y involves-interéction befween the 1earner and his
environment, and its effectiveness re]ates to the frequency, variety énd

intensity of the interaction”. (p. 14) Should the -aim of educatidn be

-

to prenare: students to become'individﬁa]s and complete human beings?

[f 56, can thi§ bé_accomn]ished by regimentation, fact qathering,
‘conformity,,pattern recognition and adjuStment, whiph occurs in 6ur
.schools. ‘Perhaps this aim can better be accomplished by inv61VinQ the
learner in real life Situapjoné. o _

| The Edmonton Public School Board (1971) stated its aim in the.

following manner:
. : .
“To the end that no child is ever'a failure and
no school ever fails in its obligation to the
student, the school must be committed to, provid-
ing success exneriences, strengtheninag self-
concepts and promoting societal needs. '

Humanizing the school and personalizing instruction
begins with a profound faith in the infinite value,
dignity and worth of the individual and of his
society and a conviction that the basic purpose of
the school is. to help each child make two important
Journeys -- the first within himself, to find,

: understand and ennoble himself, the second outside

- himself, to discover and enhance his community."(p. 7)

-

:'Can thi; aim be achieved in any way other. than to make schools real

Tiving - nrocess - and not content.

Background to the Study-

Inithe spring of 1971, a group ca]led‘the«Londonderry Child

Development Society (see Appendix A) was started. They qainéd permission



to use g large o torage «loget ar "1 iaJerte Compocite thiah Serogl
. . AN

(Fdmonton, Alberta) for thear centes and opened it- doo%; as a pre-

school proqram an Svntpmbnf of 1971, Irn the ‘nrwnq Of 197" théy éqaiﬁ

approached the 4.0 . Lalerte OmDO)ICQ H]qh Sghool pr1nc1na1 thig.timé tg

discuss their desire to chomo a more 1ntve?a1 part of the commun1ty S/—
chonl, and not Just using ita space. The society waS dlrected to mysel

| nome econoric, teacher, and toqether we set out to bqi[q/afzbucSR_DG{('

»

volving around child development and narenting, but staving as clpse as

we could to the objectives af an existing home economics nrogfam: Modern -

Living 20. A research proposal<wa§fdrqfteduard submitted fordfundinb to N

.

the Alberta qovernment, Department of fducation. [(See Anpendix B) .. The
fundina subsequently came from the'Early.Childhood”Sefvices btabch.\VThg - ..

nroject, entitled, "Being and Becoming", became a reality.’

a

At the onset a basic educational decision was made. Eeihq and-

Cecoming was to be bésed on the theory of learnir by'doﬁnd exner1enc1nq

H

and involvement. Thp primary intent being to 1nvolve the 1earner in rea]

fam

:Iife cituations, not to nretend, listen’ and Took, but to- try and do.

Worth (1972) thinks 1earners should ldentlfy oroh1ems 1n rea1 ]1fe and’

use them-as learning experiences. "The .nroblems shpUld be realtrather
than counterfeit, whole rather than fraqméntal, and they should stem from °
ma jor areas of human concern." (p. 172) -

Since the expériente'of develoning the child deve]onhehg coqfse.
Beind‘and Becominq, for M.E. LaZerte Comnos i te High School had led the
researcher and the Londonderry Child Deve]ooment Society members to make

certain assympt1ons abOut the degree of child contact 1n the learning

situation, it was feli_necessary tolexamine the question of experientia]



learning more carefully and because. of the Department of Education
fundina, the researcher, also, felt some responsibility to justify -the
. choice of teaching methn< s given the course's potential to serve as a

model for similiar programs in- Alberta.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to compare the effect of three
different deqrees of child contact on student Tearning. Given the
nature of a child development course; three levels of child contact were
qdentified as possible methodological approaches:
1. nqrchi1d contact,
2. minimal child contact,
3. extensive child contact.
In attemptihg'to discover the superiotr teaching'appréach, Stone
(1972) contended,
| | "Little research has been done in the area
of child development curriculum, yet the
different teaching methods used in this area
: +o easily identified. One technique is to
usc texts, supplemented by audio-visual aids,
to present the subject matter. Another is to
bring young children into the classroom and
throt 1h .supervised observations, supnlerent
re text and audio-visual materials". (p.1)
The third technique is to use texts, audio-visual material and have real
experiences dealing with children and their families. These three
methods formed the basis for the above methological approaches and the
three research questions to‘be dealt with in this study. ’
It was assumed by the researcher that the third technique in-
volving real 1ife situations was the most effective teaching appﬁoach

and real and extensive know]edge wqu1d be assimilated by the students.

~ Further it was assumed thatkbehdvior'change could only come about by

% @
/



exneriencing, "Learning has also been recognized as something which
hanpens only whon’the person is active. That is, behavior changes ‘only -
when 1t 1s on qoing.  Therefore experience is recoqnized as the vehfc]e
for Tearning." (Woodruff, 1961, p. 86)

The offéct of three different deqrees of child contact was ex-
amined by a test constructed to assess knowledage, behavior and reactions
to children. Such data was ascertained from resnonses to the tést.qiven
.durinq the 1976 - 1977 school yeér'in three Modern Living classes in the

nrovince of Alberta.

¢ ”

Research Questions

The following questions were posed as reséarch questions:
T. Will the amount of knowledge differ significanf]y with varying
amounts of child contact? |
2. Will student behavior differ significantly with varying amounts of
chﬁ]d contact? ‘ |
3. Will reactions to children differ significantly with varying amounts

.of child contact?

..

S1qn1f1cance of the Study

Child stud1es programs are relat1ve1y rare and. new occurrences in
Canada-(note Chapter Il of th]S study). The proqrams have a varying
ranqe of effects on the students depending on. what they qa1n from them.
‘Becauge the_qoal of educat1on is to maximize this gain many educators
advocate 1nc1ud1nq child cqntact (Cobbi 1975, Jones, 1973, Coher 1975,
Kruger, 1973, Durbin, 1973, Westerberg, 1974, Hughes, 1969, Simpson,
1965, Pickett, 1966 and Liddell, J968).1ﬁ’fhese Dfoqfams; Few étudies

exist that measure the effect of child contact on‘1earning‘(Stone 1972,




Moore 1961 and Harrison, 1920). ftrom these studies, little or no resq];s
wore found to ‘,ul)‘;tdnt‘;atv:thﬁ nosition of including child contact. Tt
was, therefore, fe]t by the rescarcher that another study including
varying amounts of éhf]d contac£>wou1d be en]ighfeninq. Moreover. to
the writer's know]édqe no study has been done including extensive chj]d
contact as a var%ab]o.‘ | | |

Fow questioné fn previous studies dealt with student behavior,
ohly knowledqge. Behavior chanqe is one of the more relijable férms of
4r0c0rdinu knoWledge gainéd (Ha]] and Paolucci, 1970, Hatcher and Andrew,
1963 and Leonard, 1968). This studv will attempt to provide an opportu-
nity for students to predict their behavior in relating to children.

It is hoped that the results of this study will be infidentia]

in chobsing teaching methods in the area of Home Economics .

s

A Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study the meanings ascribed to certain

terms were as follows:

Mo Child Contact. The teaching approach involving lectures, books, films
and structured classroom work. No personal contact with chi1dreh is ex-

nerienced as part of the course work.

Minimal Child Contact. The teéchinq aoproach involving lectures, books,,
ffiﬁs, structured c]assrooh work and minimal personal contact with child-
ren {approximately 10 - 20 hoﬁrs),vmost1y‘in the form of observations.
:§q§gigg;;3gjftp§g;g£;. The teéching-anﬁfoach 1hv0191nq Tecture, books,
films and extensive personal contact thh thfldren and their families

: . < .

(at least 100 hours). This will bé.considered'the learning by doing

approach.



Learning by oing. A teachinq anproach involving direct, active contact
with the learning situation or object, not a éimu1ation of the object;

in this case, children and families.

Assumotions
_For the purnose’ of this study, it is assumed that:
1. The instrument used in this study measures learning and bhehavior.
2. Learninfg and behavjor can be measﬁred by a written tes£.

@

3. The written responses on the test reflect actual behavior.

Delimitations
* The study was delimited in several areas:
I. OnTy secondary high schools in A]berta teaching Modern.Living were
used in the samoTe. |
2. The Modern Living classes were composed of students with a normal
ranqge of academit abilities.
:%. The classes spent mbre than one half of the course fime on child
deve]opmeﬁt and parenting. |
4. The classes were in their first yeér of study in the érea 6f child
development and parenting.
Li_nli_t_@rﬁ -
There are several féctor§ which may Timit the cogc1usions drawn
~from this study. These are as followinq:
1. Sinée child development and nareétinq courses are not wide]y'téuqht
at the hiqh‘séhoo] level in the province of Alberta, the se]ecfion
of the experimental sample was very limited. Thereby themf011ow1nd

three'pr0b1ems occurred:

'



A

_I) The three different qrouns were not exnosed to exactly the same
currvicalum ((:Ontm:.‘L) |
2) The three different instructors teaching the courses stressed
different concepts. | o
3} The lenqth of time snent on the content, 5pecifiCa11y,’ch{TU
development and parenting, varied..
2. There was no control over quality or skill of feachersf

The above factors, and the solution for controlling them will be

dealt with, in depth, 1in the chanter on design of the study.

Organization of the Thesis

Chapter one of this thesis provided the reader with an 1ntrodu?
tion to the investigation. It nosed the research question and introduced

the backaround to it. The nurpose and significance of the study have

been stated. Terminology, delimitations, limftations and assumptions———

underlying the research have been outlined.

Chanter two presents a review of related literature in tﬁree

designated areas: 'child develomment courses across North America, learn- -

ing theories, and exberiential learning and its advocates.
Chapter three which describes the research design includes a
description‘of the sample, and how it was selected. Finally the des-

crintion of \the instrumentation and method of analyzing the data is also

v

discussed.

In written and table form chanter four reports the findings of
the research study based on the analysis of data. |
" Chgg;gnAﬁjve concludes with a summary of the findings, conclusions

- and recommendation% for further investigations. : y

TTTe—



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review literature Dertineqt to
the problem of deciding hetween different teaching-learnina methods. This
review was concentrated in the following.areas: Child Develooment Courses
across Horth AMorica, Learning Theories and Leafninq Exoeriencés. It is
ho]nful to cxamine previous research about different modes of learning in
order to nléce the results of this study into persmective. The section
on chi]d dévélonment éourses across North America will be dealt with in
a somewhat ‘cursory manner as it was not the researchers'’ intent to do
a surveonf all such courses offered. This section does, however, indi-
cate qgeneral methods used‘in teacﬁinq this course. |

Two schools of thouaht in Tearning theories are expanded upon.
“ince the literature isvoluminous on learning theories, thevrésearcher
%‘\h‘_““TTmTteﬁ~{hi§‘section to theories most releQant to teachinq'ch11d develobp-
| ment courses. The final section on Tearning eXDeriences discusses ex-
neriential learning and experiential 1earnina of children's behavior.
Tﬂis section 1s perhaps the most siqnﬁficantnor crucia]_to-thé main

1Y

theoretical base of this std&y.

Child Uevelopment Courses Across North America;

-Parent education programs have beeh in Amefican school systems
fdr many years, but jn theV197O’s, afnewiemphasis’was p]aced upon them.
Recoanizing thié nev interest,'the Office of Education and the dffice of
Chiid Development qunsored ; nation wide program, ca]led‘“Exp1oriaK

Childhood. "



Phe oo ject Faunched Ih/} “j« desiqgned to dacquaint students
with the processes of qrowth»und development in young children and aléo
enyage them in children's lives through reédinqs, films and work with
children at fieldsites." (Cobb, 1975, p; 1) Since the start of this
field-oriented, multimedia course,'it has been continuously field tested.

I'n both 1972 - 1973 and 1973 - 1974, over two hundred'schools and over \

four thousand students across the United States were Qva]uated. \\\

The curriculum, which "builds on a'student's own observations,"
exneriences and knowledge to increase his understanding of children”
(Jones, 1973, n. 59) is divided jinto two basic comnonents: one involving

field experiences, the other, classroom work. Within the classroom

N

section of the course, such techniques and materials as discussions, role

playing, films and booklets are used. The focus is never on teaching set

QV ‘

rules or techniques about children, hut rather 1earninq to understand'them.v

After -the initial month of t1assroém work at Teast two hours weekly are
sbeht in dai care centers, head start programs, kinderéartens, any place
where small children were to be found,

fhouqh much time was spent"with,éhildren, the most universally

nersistent comnlaint of studentslin this nrogram was the Tack Of time to

.

Duiid rese effective and continuous relationships with ch‘ﬂdrenT In
evalaa . “ooprogram, "most students in the 100 - sjté samn]e.(80 ner-.
'éent, ag: nat they could not‘have learned what they did without the
ficldsyse rrence.  They . ewed direct experience with chi]dren,'pér~
ticularly ‘ar -fac rontacts with children aroﬁnd simp]e,“eVeryday “
activitien . as 105 ¢ owerfr source of learning. Such experiences

apparently dem -~ iroted in dramat ¢ ways what children understand."

(Cotien, 1975, p. 17 =)

10
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“[xﬁ]nring Chi1Qhobd” was'the'recommended approach‘in teaching
a child development course as équested by Kruger, a snecial Drob]éms
directdr, Bureau of E1émentary andléecondaryﬂEaucation, U.S. Office of
Education. His recommendations were:\

"The use of a child development laboratory
or other field site practicum so :Zat students
can observe children's behavior amd assess the
value of different techniques used by adults in
child care activities. v
The use of films, filmstrips and audio cassettes,
which enables instructors to bring a variety of
case studies into the classroom. Encouragement
of groun discussion, which often centers around
problems expericnced by the students in their |
laboratory-assignments.. The use of such instru-
ments of observation as rating scales and check
lists to help the students analyze what is happen-
ing within situations. involving younq children,
so they will understand why certain behaviors
are exhibited and see how they mjght be modified."
(p. 7)

(

These recommendations were obtained from a. survey of existing

5

nrograms in the Uhitgd States prior to the implementation of the "Explor-

-

inq'Childhood“ program. 'Thé survey looked intb instructional methods
used in child development courses with particu]arfemphaéis on making the
nroqram'coptent meaningful,'whiph 1; a'major factor in retaining know--
1édqe. Kruaer (1973).fée]$ﬁtwo qoals should be kept in mind when- de-
iding on @he process iﬁ parenthood education, tEEV being réievancy and
'unive}sality.v |
- ATthough "Exploring Childhood" is be{nq used extens{ve1y in the

American Séhoo1 systems, thg,dhestioh still aFises as to the possibility
of other o*istinq parenthood courses,. KerckﬁOff'and'Panel (1976) addressed
'themséjﬁes to th1§ question in the Fourth Réport from fﬁéﬁ{émi1y Co- -
‘ordinator's Fami]ylLifé‘Education-PéneJ. They obta%nedrdatéf?}om fofty

of'thé United States and five‘ofvthe Canadidﬁipro?inces at a secondary

2N
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cchool level. 0f the forty-five, nineteen states or nrovinces had parent-
hood education being taught oxtonﬂively, whereas, fiffeen c]aimedvcourses
of this nature were very rarely taught. ‘Four'responses indicated no
barenthood education was ofrered in their state or province.

Specific examples of these courses wary somewhat, but all indicate

the importance of child contact and use it extens1ve1y (Durb1n, 1973,
‘westerberg, 1974, Hughes, 1969, S1mpson, 1965). The Un1ted States is very
much in the forefront .in child development and parenting courses. Canada

is juét beginning to recognize the need and thus varying amounts are
taught from prov1nce to province.

A cross- Canada survey was conducfed by the researcher in wh1ch
rosponses were e11c1ted from eight prov1nces No responses came from
Quebec and Nova Scot1a « The researcher was unah]e to 1dent1fy prov1nc1a1

,(\ supervisors in Saskatchewan and.Pr1nce Edward Island, so no survey was e

-\ .

‘mailed to these pr0v1nces Therefore, the information aoout‘ehi1d de-
,//;’J//’-""'ve10pment courses. in Canada is based on six. prov1nces British Columbia,
;\Aﬂi ' Alberta, Man1toba‘ﬁ0ntar10, Newfound1and and. New, Brunswick. o .

| Genera]]y speaking, child development courses are taught to some
deqree {n most provinces. Nene are tauqht in Newfound]and 0n1y Manitoba

©and New Brunswick haveréeparate ch11d study courses, the other provinoes
include this as a part of other courses. (i:e;‘ramily studies). From the

information acqoired, it,appears thaf Manitoba, Ontario and Alberta have o

done extensive work on family Qtudies programs. However; with the ex- !

ception of some experimental programs (in‘A1berta and Ontarjo); minimal

or no child contact is the common approach. This does, however, vary

from province to'province. ~There are some teachers (Alberta and Ontario)

utilizing the ”Exp]oring Childhood" program, developed in the United



States and mentﬁQned earlier. Child céntact does not appear to be a
predominent element in child study éourses in Canada yet.

In summary, child Coﬁtact to varying degrees, appears to be ad-
vocated in most chdendeve1ooment.courses in the Uﬁited States. This

is not, however, the case in Canada.

Learning Theories

Learn1nq theor1es exnlain how and why learning occurs.- Combs

(1959) states that thero is a vory d1st1nct difference between learning
, N
and knowing, in that mere knowledge does not require behav1or.chanqe,

‘ whéreés,'learning does. There is a difference between a Ftudent listina
¢

the charactéristic5-of toys suitable for two year olds, and student =
“purchasing toys suitable for two year olds. The former is knOwiﬁa.,the

1atter'i$ 1earning.

From the many*1ea%ninq.theories,'some'are mOre)aDo1i;ab1e o child
development courses than others. According to Hi11 (1963) generaliy,
' learning theories, fall into two groups: ‘connectionists and cognitive

theories:

"Connectionist interpretations of learning...agree
in treating learning as a matter of connections
between. st1mu]1 and responses. - A resnonse mav be
any item of ‘behavior, while a stimulus may be .any
<ensation. Connect1onist theorists typnically. : —
+,>ume that all resnonses are elicited by stimuli.
These connections are called by a variety of names,
such as habits, stimuli - response-bonds, and con-
ditioned responses. Coagnitive interpretations...
are concerned with the cognitions. (perceptions or
attitudes or beliefs) that the individual has about
his environment." (n. 27-28) -

Within both theories there is a wide range of thouaht explaining
learning. The contiquity,theoriestof Watson and Guthrie and. the reinforce--

ment theofies of Thorndike, Skinner, Miller and Hull all fall 49n the -



connectionist approach. Whereas; thé gestalt movement of Wertheimer,
.Lewin and Tolman's work all fall into the gognitive interpretations of
learning. Even though these two appear to be the main‘stream§ of thinking,
the distinctions between the two are not a]way§ clear. Inffhe following
subsections tHé two groups will be exnlained more exnlicitly.

Cognitive Learning Theory

The perceptual brocess pf the learner is stressed in fhe Coﬁnitive.
.1earnina theory.; How the learner oerﬁeives’his,envirohment is important,
not what the enyironmént really is. Hi]q§rd (1966) sUmmariéed the prin-
ciples ofvtﬁe‘coqnitivp theory..

1. The perceptua] features accord1nq to wh1ch

the nroblem is displayed to the learner are
“important conditions of learning...Hence a
learnina problem should be so structured
and presented that the essential features
are open to the inspection of-the learner.

2. The organization of knowledge should be an

" essential concern of the teacher or-educa-
tional planner. Thus the direction from
simple to complex is not from arbitrary,
meaningless parts to meaningful wholes, but
instead from simplified wholes to more com-
nlex wholes. The partwhole problem is there-
fore an organizational problem, and cannot
be dealt with. apart-from a theory of how
complexity is patterned.

3. Learning with understanding is more permanent
and more transferahle than role learning or

i learning by formula.

4. Cognitive feedback confirms correct knowledge
and corrects faulty learning. The notion is
that the Tearner tries something provisionally .
and then accepts or rejects what he does on
the basis of its consequences...cognitive
theory tends to place more emphasis upon a
kind of hynothesis testing through feedback.

. 5. Goal-setting by the learner is important as
! ~ motivation for learning and his successes "and
failures are determiners (s1c) of how he sets
“future goals.

6. Divergent. thinking, wh1ch leads tp inventive
solutions of problems or to the creation of
novel- and valued products, is to be nurtured

. along with convergen- thinking, which Teads to




logically Corhect answers.. (p. 563 - 564)
1£ would appear that classes with no chi]d,contact are based upon
" the cognitive learning theories. A]thouéh the.distinction is not that
clear to e§p1aih this. Teachers who do not use ehild eonfact as a learn-

ina experience may still use comnonents of the connectionist theory.

2

Cpgheg}jghjéﬁnkgazping_Thebry
lThe connectionists denera]]y make use of the concent of reinforcef

hent (Thofndike, Skinher, Miller)a Guthrie and Natson,-thouqh they are

considered connectionists; assume 1eahninq is dependent upon the c¢onti-

fquity of stimuli and response and do not address ihemse1ves to,punishmehtv

: anq_rewahd. Many educators make use of this theory, where a fixed end_

is determined and appropriate steps taken (stimuli) to achieve this end.

A Hilgard (1966) 1ist§ principles that are emphasized in the con-

nectionist theory.

1. The learner should be active, rather than a
passive listener or viewer. The S-R theory
.emphasizes the significance of the learner's
responses, and "learning by doing” is still

. an acceptable slogan.

2. Frequency of repetition is still important in
acquiring skill, and in bringing enough over-
learning to guarantee retention.

3. Reinforcement is imnortant; that 1s repetition

shouTd be under arrange in which desirable
‘ or correct. responses ar '
.o 4. Generalization and disc¢riminatidy sugqest the
' importance of practice in vari texts, so

Though it is Somewhat difficult to place onekind of ]earnihg.in
adne qroup and not the other, it 'was felt that courses with chi]d _contact
'make use of the connect1on1st theory, 1n that the 1earner is active.

The Re]at1onsh1970f Learning Theor1es in Teach1ng,Ch11d Devel;pment

In the teach1ng of child develOoment, both cognitive and con-

15



16
N

.

2.

nectionist learning theories are used. C]ésses‘that‘inc1ude child contact
are vased on the connectionist 1earn;nq theory.A‘6éCause,avstudenﬁ-is
actually invo]ved,with'his stimuli he Ys being constantly reinfqrced. .
This theory also enrhuraqesjﬁrequent.repetition,.ghus supportind ex-
tensive child contact as\é Jeaﬁpinq tool. ‘Courses with no child contact
are basod on %he cognitive theor;NOf\1eqrninq. In this anproach inter-
nretations, attitudes and beliefs are 6resented in an organized manﬁer.
‘The pbkcpntion of the theory is of primary importance in_this approach.

, Lrarnina thepries‘are somewhat enlightening in their relationship
to child development cou>ses.vHoWéVer, a.aroup of educafbrs advocating;A
experiential'1earninq are host 1nterestinq and more crucial to the

theoretical base of this stuay.

Experiential Learning

Advocates of Experiential Learning
. <

Student behavior and learning is changed by the experiences they

~

encounter and carry out. Hatcher (1963) stated: - \

"The use of experience has long been an

interaral nart of home making programs. ' L
In this connection, "the term refers to o
special activities carried out by class-

room groups to help them attain class goals.

Although there 1is variation in form and con-

tent, all experiences are based on the same

over-all objective: to help students Jearn

how to meet successfully the problems of , :

home, family and commumnity livina." (p. 211) : N

These experiences may be superficial or very real life. The more real-to-

life sitUationslthat are encountered, the more likely students will

remember the situation. | : | s
"A,method of feaching consistent with the conhectionfﬁt;iearninq

1‘.; N l ‘
Lheory is learning by doing. It is a teaching apnroach which usually in-

<
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volves directl active contact with the learning situation or object, not .-
. AN g
a simulation of the Qbject.
Tn Hall and Paolucci's (1970) discussion of factors contributing

to learning, they state:

"...studies indicate that if an individual F
has the opportunity to put into actual

practise that which he is learning, he is

less Tikely to forget what he has already

learned..." (p. 138) '

\

This reinforces the rééearcher's belief that child contact would lead to
4 .

more learning than no child contact. '

Lven though there are generally two schqo]s of‘Téarning theories,
there isla groun of theorists who have addressed themselves to\1éarninq,
not so much from a tight theorical base;as those discussed in the previous
section, but f;om a practical and feeling base. They generally deal .with
only two major components: learning and experiencing. The two words arev

often synonymous. ' ' . ‘ o
Silberman (1970) stated:

"What educators must realize, more over, is o
that how they teach and how they act may be v
more important than what they teach. The 4
way we do things, that is to say, shanes

values more directly and more effectively

than the way we talk ahout them." (n. 9) -

Further to this contént and process arqument, Postman and Weingartner

i

(1969) feel a classroom lesson is largely made up of two comnonents :

content and method. ' a

“The medium is the message" - implies

that the .invention of a dichotomy between
content and method is both naive and
dangerous. It implies that the critical
content of any learning experience is the
method or process through which the learning
occurs." (p. 19) :

17
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~

Parker and Rubin (1966) have some similiar and substantiating thoughts
about process and content. ~

“Process - the cluster of diverse procedures
which surround the acquisition and utilization
of knowledge - is, in fact the highest form of
content and the most apnronriate base for
curriculum change." (p. 1)

Keeping the comments on process versus content in mind the

followina statements on Tearnina are very enlightening. Woodruff (1966)

makes his. noint by saying: “Each person has to make his own concents.
The easiest way for him to make them is through directly perceiving the
thing itself, not through listening to someone else's words." (n. 65)
It would 1mp1y then'whét 1s perceived by most students in a 1eafnipg
situation is what they experience. ‘

Leonard (1968) feels that "to learn is fo change". (n. 7)
Further Be Statés:

"No environment can strongly affect a person-
unless it®”is strongly interactive. To be
interactive, the environment must be responsive,
that is, must provide relevant feedback to the
learner. For the feedback to be relevant, it
must meet the learner where he is, then program
(that is, change in appropriate steps at aobpro-

~priate-times) as he changes. The learner changes
(that is, educated) through his responses to the
environment." (p. 39)

This again would imply that learning is doing and experiencing.
Learning seems to be something that hapoeris inside us and that
nerception causes change. Hatcher and Andrews (1963) state:

"There are various explanations to account
for learning, but practically all educators
agree that the process involves mental physi-
ological changes which make it possible for
an individual to do something he could not

do previously. These changes result from
the interaction of the individual with his
~needs and interests." (p. 80)
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lHa]] and Paolucci (1970) state similar feelings: )
"Learning is chanqinq'behavior, when an in-
dividual learns he changes his way.of behaving.
Learning results in acting or thinking in a
different way than was done previously. Learning
is not something that is done to students; rather
1t is something that students do to themselves -
they change." (p. 135)
From the above statementss it is clear that exneriencing is learn-
ing, and learning is changing. If, there is no change, then, there is no
learnina. This would then support the notion that child contact is inter-
active and, therefore, change (learning) should take place. No.child
_contact is a very passive form of khow]edge qetting and should result in»

less . bahavior change occurrina.

a [xperiential Learning of Children's Behavior

Hatcher (1963) stated:

"Directed observation when carefully planned

and carried out can be beneficial as a learn-

ing technique. Through observations students

develop the ability to see things as they . .
really are, not as they often seem to be. -
Observations he]n students not only to see

but to perceive." (n. 119) -

Child contact in the form of observations and d1rect contact 1nv01v1nq

day care centers, homes , k1nderqartens is an exper1ence wh 1cby students

/

can discover more-abdut ch11dren by the way they'act"than studehts-withoutﬂ
child centact.,‘Further to this boint, Cohen (1969) .contends:

"Children communicate with us through their
eyes, the quality of their voices, their
body postures, their gestures, their mannerisms,
their smiles, their jumping up and down, their
listlessness. They show us, by the way they do
things as well as what they do, what is going on
inside them...Does a young ch1]d say, "I feel
sad, or does he hanq his head, cry or stare into
space?...When we have come to see'children's
behav1or through the eyes of its meaning to them
from the  inside out, we shall be well on our way
" to understanding them " (p. 5)
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Many educators agree that child contact is an effective way to change
students' attitudes about children.

Stone (1972)"invher study, compared two metﬁods of teaching ¢hild
developmént. One method using cﬁi]d contact was compared' to another using
no child.contact. The Betty Crocker, standardized test dealing with
knowledqe and attitudes about child development, was given to the two
‘qrouns: 352 s£udents in all. All student: rsed the same curriculum

| materials and were matched for age. Stone's (1970) findings indicated
“that the qroﬁp which had no child contact as a learning experience did
Siqnificantleretth on the test than dﬁd the group with child contact."
(p. 47) Hoyever, in Stgzé‘s (1970) discussion she contended "that
students with chi]& contact understood the acfions of children in real
situafibns more than the no child ‘contact group". (p. 48) This tyne of
Tearning might notlbe.measured Py the Betty Crocker standardized test.
Also the* students wefé not matched'accordinq to IO_or socioecqnomfc

~N.
o

background. ‘ ¢ -

Moore (1961) comnared fhe achievement scores of studentS'in'two
babysitting é]ubs. One club used'cﬁi]d contact as a learning éxoefience
| and the othe% did not. Both groups were exposed to tpe same lessons, hut
one was supblemenfed'with child contact, the other with films, anecdotal
records and similiar .experiences. Moore (1961) concluded that: |

"Playschool inversely affects Tearning
theoretical facts by girls who observe
the play school since children do not
always behave as recorded in books."
(n. 63) ©

Though -Moore contluded that knowledge of theoretical facts was not as

great for those students with'chi]d‘contact, she felt,

A ® . _.understanding the actions of children
in real situations,..., may not have been
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as qreat for those without contact." (p. 63)

In Pickett's (1966) study, forty-one teachers' opinions were
nolled and indications were that direct obeervations of children were of
nrimary imnortance in tne learning situation for secondary school
students. The purpose of her study was to develop materials to aid teach-

ers in strengthening the teaching of child develonment at the secondary

“level.

Similiarly, Liddell (1968) in her study of exfended_]earninq ex-
neriences, found that all tne exneriences were perceived by the teachers
to be "much" or "some" value in the teachina of child deve]opmenti The
sample consisted of ten home economics teachers. The extended learning
exneriences included, obseréinq children, planning experiences for
children, selecting books for children and 1istenin§ to various resource
nersons. There were fourteen extended learnina experienCe;.in all.

Harrison (1970) measured the extent to which humaniiing‘of stu;
dents can be increased by child contact. The subjects wefe eighteen °
senior high s:hool qif]g. Her resu]te showed an increase of understand—
ing of behavior an increase in eqa11tar1an1sm of mar1ta1 role exnecta-

t1ons and.a slight change in the area of self-concept towards love and

decreased dominance.

Summary
From the Titerature it can be concluded that of the child deve]op—
ment courses examined, most used child contact to vary1nq degrees.
Learning theorists support that experiencing is a most powerfu] tool in
learnina and that direct contact with the stimuli has advantaqes ovef
other methods.~ There are, however, two. schools of thought on how 1earn1ng

occurs and one .does not see the need for direct experiences, rather it



sees learning occurring through the presentation of well-defined seaments.
There is much support for experiential learning and thus child contact

.

should increase knowiedge and behavior change.
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CHAPTER I11I

DESIGN OF THE STUDY
The design of the study which is discussed in this chapter in-
~cludes: collection of the data, selection and descriptioﬁ of the sémn]é,
,method of instrumentation and validity and reliability of the instrument.

,Procedures and methods of analyzing the data are identified.

Rationale for the Method of ‘Data Collection

From the search of literature, it was appérent an instrument was
needed to measure both behavior and knowledae (Burton, 1962, Hall and
Paolucci, 1970, Wéodruff,v1961). Such gﬁ instrument was sought, but
since no appropriate one was found, the researcher constructed a-test
uéinq other researcherslinstruments as examples. A paper and nencil test
is not the hés£ way to meaéure behavior, however,‘it anpeared to‘be the
only feasiblé'approach, iRggu]ated observations, dbne numerous ti&es
would be ;_éunerior methoditb measure beHavior, but Timited time snan.‘

‘

aﬁd qeo§raph1c locations of clqsseS'did not make this a feasible a]tér:
' native; HowéVefﬁKfQ increase the re]iabf]fty of the‘instrumént, a
teacher's ratinq scale (see Appendix C) was formulated to correlate with
and honefu]]y: subs£antiaté the results of the test. | 7

A fié1d'exneriment anpeared to be the most appropriate method of.

data collection. Kerlinger (1964) states that a field experiment "is a
research study in a realistic situation in which one or more independent
variables are manipulated by the experimenter under as carefully controll-

ed conditions as the situatiph will permit." (o. 382)
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| Research Design

An Experimental design was éhosen to answer‘the research questions.
The effects of three different treatments (A Extensive Child Contact
B. Minimal Chi]d Contact and C. No Ch11d Contact) were compared to a Con-
trol Group to measure treatment effect on’ student learning, student be-
havior towards ch11dren and student att1tude towards ch1]dren

An "after - on]y“ experimenta]ldesiqn was used for data co]]ection."
Tne use ot a controT qraup provided‘base1ine data for coTparison purposes.
" The advantage of the "after-only" design over thee”pre-andenbst measutes”
~design is that learning is not infiuenced by questions in the Pre-measure .
1nstrument. The major disadvantaqé is that it is not possible to obtain
a record of knbw]edqe gained or behavior changed from the beqinninq to |
the end of the experiment. .

Most studjes consist .of three components: the sample, the tr;%tmént

and the instrument. Schematically, the three components of this'study

are represented in Table 1.

Table 1

~ Study Design

#

Experimental. Tredatment - Child Development — Teacher's . —
Groups Lo : & Parenting Test Rating Scale ' (/fi
" A Extensive Child . |

h Contact : ' voX X
B Minimal Child | ) R
Contact S X : X
C .~ No ChiTd Contact = SRR x X

D .. Contrqf e o X j
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Identifying the Sample

A very major and difficult task was to identify. home economic
classrooms in Alberta deg]ihg almost exc]usjve]y with child development
and parenting 55 well as having different teachinﬁ approaches. Such
Jinformation was solicited from both nubfic and separate boards in Edmonton
and Calgary, and the provincial supnervisor of home economics, Denantment‘
~of Education. Frbm the ahove sdurces and from the reéearcher's knowledfe
of exfstinq proqramsj.the‘fo11owinq three werevidentjf{ed and tested:

u Groun A (exténsive'chi1d contact) M.E. LaZerte CHS (Edmpnton) |

Beind and Becgminq,— Modern Living 20° -

Group B/ (minimal chi1d1qontact) Léthbridqe Co]]ebiate Institute
L(Lethbridqe) Modern LiQihd 10

Croup C (no‘chi1d contact) Lord Beaverbrook CHS (Calgary)
. | Modern Li{ing?]O | |
Group D (contrb] group) M.E. LaZerte CHS

Food Sciences 20

'm“Bécause_of the Timited number of child development courses offer-

i °

ed 1n the brovince of A]befta, the three' classrooms choosen for the sample,
dif%er\somewhat. HoWevér,‘there were enough similarities, that the re-
'searcher'fe]t they were usable. The following is a'descriptjon of each
‘qroup:

Group A The extensive child contact aroun was a Modefn Living 20
ﬂ' class. There wére 8-fema1e students involved Eanqing in age from 16 to f
~18 vears. Their Sogio-economic backdround ranqed ffom Tow to middle
class with some of the students being rural. The five credit course was
fﬁ]] year. Apnroxihate1y one-thifd of the class time was spent in an

experiential way.‘ Each student spent between ‘75 hours to 125 hours of

25
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invo]vepent.directly with children. About 25 hours was spent dealing ’
with theory.l The theorytincluded: physica],'emotional, tnte11ectua1 and
social development of pre—schoo1'ehi1dren (Birth‘to six years),‘chi1dren's'
toys, literature, clothing, art and housing. Family relationships and |
.>1nteract1ons were a]so taught.
. The experiential asoect of the course took place in a child de-
velonment center located in the schob]n'where students ¢ three
hours weekly., A]so‘the students made reqular visits to t = h “svgf,the
‘pre-schaolers. Some theory time wés snent.on what was dccur”ina n their
re]ationshﬁoé with the Dte-schoolers and their famt15es

; Groun B The m1n1ma1 ch11d contact qroup was a Modern Livina 17
c]éés. There were 16 fema]es and 1 ma]e student involved rang1ng in aqe
" from 15 to 17 years. The1r socio-economic bacquound ranged from Tow to
middle class w1th some of the students be1nq ¥ural and some’ cominq from
reserves, The five cred1t course was semestered, therefore taking on]y
one half the year. Only class time (125 hours) was soent on this course;
no student put in extra time.. As we]l,_on]y 12 out of 20 weeks of th1s
course dea]t with child development and narent1nq Each student spent
anprox1mate1y 35 hours in an exner1ent1a1 wav. About 40 hours wés spent
on theory. The theory was similar to that taudnt'by the Groun A in-
strnctor This gqroup qenera]]y followed the "Exp]or1nq Ch11dhood" course
d1scussed in Chapter II

The experiential.aspect of this group occurred in day tafe"

centers, kindergartens and e]ementary»schbo1s. There were no visitafions
and invo]venent with families. The teacher‘of this group was extremely
enthusiastic. | | |

Group C The no child contact group was a Modern Living 10 class.



¢"“/-7 .
There were 17 females and 2 TAles involved ranging in age from 15 to 16

years. Their socio—economic‘background ranged from low to middle class.
The five credit course was full year. Only class time (125 hours) was .
spent on this course: no student nut in extra time; Only 9 out of 50'
veeks of this course deait with child development and narentinq. Each
student snent approx1mate]y one hour in_dealing d1rect1y with ch11dren
About 50 hours dealt w1th theory nerta1n1nq to ch11d deve]ooment and

families. The theory was 51m11ar to qroups A and B. The exneriential

aspect of the course was one visit to a day care center

Group: D The contro1 group was two Food Sc1ence 20 classes. 'There

were 24 females and 7 males 1n¥olved ranaing in age from 15 to 18 years.

~Their socio-economic hackground ranged from Tow to middle class with some

students being rural. None of the students in this Qrouo had taken any

courses pertaining to child development and Darent1nq in high school.
Some of ‘the six un1t1es that are to be resnected in f1e1d re- -

search‘were violated. Compton (1972) states that "the 51x_unitjes are

o
necessary for correct exper1menta1 design. MWithout theﬁr observance, the

4

conclusions erm the“exper1ments are 1es$.§ecure“.' (p. 98) PRowever, she.
qoes on that ”sfnée it is snmetimes imnoésib]e or inconsistent ethical]y
to observe all six unities, one or more may be v1o]ated in an experi-
mental study”ﬂ (p. 98) Of the Six un1t1es time, place, mater1a1, pro-

cedure, personnél and mental attitude, only two nresented nroblems in this

study. Because it was difficult to find exactly the perfect groups for

the researcher's study, the unities of time and-materials are not identical.

The problem of t1me is two fold; one, not the same total of hours was®in-

vo]ved in each qroup on the subject (seeﬂTab]e 2), and,secbnd]y two

’

grouns covered the course over a full year and one group covered the
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course over a semestered half year. The problem of material did not appear

a5 serious because  qgenerally all three experimental groUpé covered much

the same material, but not identical materials.
Table 2

Time Trwolvement of Each Group

Experimental Groun Child Contact Theory
Group A - ' ~ 100 hours o 25 hours
Group B 35 hou}s : 40 hours
Group C 1 hour 50 hours
Group D . no hours ' no hours

Design of the Instrument

The objective of the'study was to compare three different teach-
ianmétﬁods in a child development and-ﬁarenting course, tq asqértain
| which would result in the greatest béhavjor change and know1ed6é reten-
.; tfon. Exisfinq tests did not~inc1Ude,s;fficient or adequate questions
nertaining esﬁecia]]y to behavior éhange. The instrumenf used was, how-

ever. the result of poolina these existing tests. A4 sample of the test

is included in Appendix D.

~Sources of test items _ A

vThree existing tests (Science Research Associates,'1970, Stone,f
1972, United Statés Department of Health, Education and welfare, 1967)
'dea1ing with child development were used. The:thi}d section pﬁ réactions
to children was taken almost entirely from the United Stafes_Denartment

of Health, Education and Welfare publication. The other two sections



wore’individna1.qncstions found from all three sources.
Panel of authorities consulted |

The first two drafts of the test were informally orétested by
'thirteen:Modern Living 20 students from M.E. LaZerte Composite High Schooi
(snring, T976). These students judoed‘nhether the nquestions were reason-
able and whethec they felt other students in Child Development counses |
should know the apnpronriate resnonses. They checked for clarity as well.
.The second draft was then submitted to a nanel of judges: three Ear]y
Childhood education teachers and two professors in Larly th1dnood Edu— .
cation, University of Aiberta. | |
Revision-of of the test

F01low1na the suqdest1ons of both students and the panel of
judges, the test was rev1sed\j3r a third time. In accordance with the
panel of judges and students, the number of items. was reduced.
Test Fqgmag |

The instrument consisted of chree sections of md]tin1evchoice
questions: one section dea]wnq w1th student know]edqe. one sect1on deal-
1nq with ‘student behavior and the Tast sect1on dea11nq with student re-
actions to children. The section on student know]edqe was graded either
riqght or wronq, there being only -one nossible connect answer. The section
nn student héhdvior had no riqht or wrong answers, on1y more and 1ess
_positive answers. Therefore it was graded on a scale of 1 to 3. A very
positive answer would receive a mark of 3, a neutral answer a mark of |
2, 'and negat1ve answer a mark of 1. The grading of this sect1on was
ddnevin consultation with the panel of judges. The final section on

the test dealing with student reactions to children was graded in a'

similar manner as section two. The answer sheet for this test can be



found in Annend1x D. 'After comp]etionhd? the instrumenc, the researcher
felt the sections were quite d1fferent and therefore not summable. In-
“luded in;the test werealso nuestions bertaining to fam11y make—uo;
farorite,suhjects, and babysitc%nq experience.
Piloting the test |

A pf]ot stuay (draft three) was done on a d oup of nineteen
Modern Living 10 students at M;E. LaZerte ComoositeLEEBh School " (fall,

197%). On the basis of the nilot, minor €F3hg6§ were made to clarify

~wording in some items. .Three items were eliminated because of an item

analysis performed on the test.

Validity of. the test

The only validity the researcher addressed herself to was contenf
validity. - The following nrecautions ensured content validity:
1. . a panel of two early chi]dhood education teachers was consulted

throuqhout the construct1on of the test:

2~ the researcher conferred w1th the te%chers of the three exoer1menta1

aroups, and they~stated they had ‘taught all that was teachable on the

test. Because only Section I oT‘;he test pertained to knowledge, this

was mainly the section to which the three experimental group teachers
addressed themse1Ves.

Pe11ab11 ty of _the test

The only formal méasure taken to assure rel1ab111ty was the con-

ducting of an item analysis on the nretest. On the basis of the item

analysis, the three items m- -tioned in Piloting the test section, were

eliminated. The researcher retained all items which had a positive dis-

%

criminating bower. No items were eliminated because of their Tevel of

'difficuity; Care was also taken in clarifying<the wording in all items.

i

8
3
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The teacher’ s rating scale was co 'ared to the student test results to
¢ . .
measure re11ab111ty of both 1nstruments

T Teacher's Ratinig S

The teacher's rating scale was designed to contribute to validity
. of the main instrument, “the Child Development and Parent1ng Test. fﬂe
teacher's ratings could have the potent1a1 to serve as evidence for, iden-
tifying the construct measured in the Child Development and Pdrenting
Tést. For example if teachers scored the same student high on the over-
all category as those who scored h1gh on all subtests, there would be
some basis for accept1ng the teacher ratings as contr1but1ng to con-
struct measurement in the student test. )

The teécher'S'rat%nglsca1e (see'Appendig_C) consisted of two
sections. In the'first section a number‘rating of 1 to 5 was_requiked
_for four categories: entﬁgsiasm, maturity, ;esponsibility énd intellec-
tual ability. The second section way the categorization of the students’
overall QUalities into three general groups: excellent, average and ’
below average. |

The scale was shown to two senior.high teachers as to whetoer 1t

was reasonable, workab]e and clear. Both felt they could do what was re-

quired on such a scale.

Collection of Data

Adm1n1strat1on of the test

The test was adm1n1stered to all four qroubs by the researcher
to ensure unity of personnel and mental attitude. The ‘teacher's rating
scale was given to the teachers of the experimentai groups by the re-

searc t~. The administration of the test and rating scale weredone at o

L
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the end of each group'’s completion of the. course.
. .
Method of Analyzing. the Data

Treatment of the data

A1l responses were coded, so information was easily obtained
from the test and transferred to computer data sheets. . After the
information was punched onto computer cards, internal accuracy checks
were made.

. A one way analysis of v;riance was computed as the major statis-
tical test. Ferguson, (1971) states, "in its simplest form the analysis
of variance is used to test the significance of the difference between
the means of a number of different populations”. (p. 208) The analvsis

of variance was therefore used in this study to comnare treatment

" effects. The-researcher attempted to control for three-conflicting

®

variables: the influence of babysitting experience, the influence of
siblings under the age’qf six years and the influence of other children
under, the age of six yéars in their 1ife. The 't' test for significant
diffefénces between means was performed on these conf]fcting variables
to-see if fhey were iﬁf]uehtja]‘ingthe statistical résu1ts. This test .
Qoufa show'if these ocutside vaf%ab1ES;had any influence oh the test‘A |
scores. An ifem analy%is Was done on Seétion I of the ﬁest to measure
each item's discriminating power. Itém analysis has two features: one,
the degree of difficult} of each item, and two,_fhe discriminating power
'of each item. .According to Glock (1976), there is an acceptable range
of discr;minating'power values. It states that any values abovg 40;40
are very good, and between +0.40 and +0.20 satisfactory and between —
+0.20 and zero poor. The item analysis was done only on Section I

because it was the only section with right and Wrong answers.
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In statistical tests the .05 level of significance was selected
as minimum broof that resh]ts obtainedlwere hOt due to~chance.

Informatipn about family make-up was collected as well as favorite
subjects in school. Total scoresjwere compared to the teacher's im-
Dressien of each student, as hoted on the teacher's rating scale. The
teachers were Fequested to categorize'each student's'err all qualities

into one of three general. grouns: excellent, average or below average.

Summary
A field exner1ment W1th an "after-only" research design was
selected to be used for this study Two ihsthuments were designed to
elicit information about the effects of di%ferent amounts of chiid contact.
The main 1nstrqmént, the Child Develebment and Parentinq Test, was di-

_vided into three sections to ascertain as much information as possible.

d

The sample included enly secondéry,‘A1befta, Modern Living
classes who had not been registeféd previously in a child development

class.
-
The Child Deve1onment and Parent1hq Test was des1oned nretest
. revised and piloted. pr1or«%o its adm1n1strat1on The Teacher s Ratlnq
Sca]e was designed and then Judqed by two h1ah schoo1 teachers prior to -
its use.

Data was collected by the“researchef adminiétering,é]] the tests

and wne results were ana]yied by selected statistical -tests.
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CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The chapter presents the data ¢ollected dur{nq the study. Data
obtained from test results of seventy-five students in four different ¥
-qrouns.are recorded in written and tabular form as a result of statisti-
cal éna1ysis., NData obtained from three teachers is recorded in written

form. A summary of major findings will conclude the chapter,

The Sample

The number of students by sex in each of the four experimental

qrbuns in the study is presented in Table 3.

Table 3

Composition of Each Experimental Group

Group ’ Female . Male . Total .
A 8 0 : 8
B 16 1 I 17
C 17 ' 2 19

D 24 7 i 31

The family maké—up of each group wa§ similar. In the extensive
child contact group sevén of the eight students had both parents and
siblings: one of(ihe eight lived with foster parents or friends. In the
minimal child contact qroub thirteen of.the-seventeen lTived with bofh‘

parents and siblinas: the other four students had single narent families

34
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of no paréntsl The no child contact qroup consisted of eighteen of the
nineteen ;tudonts having both parents, the other one had a S%nqle*parent.
Of the thirty—one students in the control group, twenty-six Tived with
“both parents and siblings: four had single parents and one 6f the students
lived with her sister-in-law. It was the researcher's conclusion that the
thrée groups were similar in family make-up.

In tabulating the favorite 5ubjects_of the three experimental
groups, it was noted that a higher'majority of the extensive child contact
aroup stated their %avorite subject was Modérn Living (seven out of the
eight students) than in the other two qroups: minimal contact qroup
(five of the seventeen studenfs) dnd‘no child contact qroub.(five of the

nineteen students).

The Student Test

Since the researcher fe]fathe three subtests were ﬁot re]aied, tﬁe
Pearson Product Moment Correlation test was conducted on each of the two
posgible pairs of subtests.’(see Table 4) A correlation fs the dearee
of refationship between two or more variaﬂ%es and- is expressed by a |
number called a correlation coefficient. .The correlation coefficient has -

a symbol 'r'.

Table 4

Pearson Correlations of Scores on SubteSts

Subtest with Subtest r

B 2 0.55
S =3 - o028
] - 3- 0.095 -




The corre1at1on tests bore
extent. The correlation of .551
2 (behavior) was 'substantial. As
test scores were not totalled int

An 1tem ana1y51s wWas nerfo
The discriminating Dower, signifi
Appendix D. Of the nineteen “item

factory and two were poor. The K

out the researcher's suspicions to some

between subtest 1 (knowledge) and sobtest

a result of the Pearson tests, the‘sub—
. : R

o an. instrument score.

rmed on the first subtest on knowTedqe.

ed as D is given beside each quest1on in

s ten were very qood seven were“sat1s—

uder - Richardson 20 test. for re11ab111ty

was perfOrmed on this subtest as well.: Glock (1975) states re11ab111ty

coefficients of 0.50 are 7cceptab

Kuder - Rlchardson 20 was 0.58 wh

strument has adequate re]wab111ty.

is given beside each quest10n in

: dwcates the proport1on of student

1e for aroun scores The re§u1taof the )

1ch1nd1cates that this part of.the 1n—
The level of d1ff1cu1ty ot each 1tem

Anpend1x . The 1eve1 of d1ff1cu1ty in-

s who answer the quest1on correct]y

Glock (1975) s tates that the ranqe of d1ff1cu1ty between forty to '

seventy percent is acceptab]e.

"Analysis of Varia

C

nce'onvSubtest-Scoresf X Do ?ﬁ&

To test for s1qn1f1cant di
‘ana]ys1s of var1ance was performe
The ana1y31§ nf vnr1ance on Subte
-Al.atn— o1 (F:4.06, df =3): A
between qroups‘1nd1(ntod‘that the
the no child contact qroun (mean
'9.55). The mean score for the ex

and for the minimal child contact

. A s

fferences between qrouos, a one wav
d on_ the data from each of the subtests

st 1 scores (know]edqe) was s1qn1f1cant

Srheffe test for s1qn1f1caum d1fference<

on]y tqn;fl(dnt d1fference ‘was between

= 12 26) and the contro] qroun (mean =
tens1ve child contact groun was 11. 63

qroup was 10 41 The above d1fferences

are shown-in Tabls'5 and»6. See Append1x r frr’ frequency d1str1but1ons

oW
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Table'5
Treatment Means on Kriow]edge

Subtest Scores -

N - ‘ . , N . . “ . )
Treatment - » ~.n . -Mean - s.d. -
A v“-‘ . i L

Extensive Child Contact -~ "8 T 11.63

Minimal Child Confact . 17 10.41

",E . k)
~ No Child Contact

197 . 12.26

~ Control "’l ' ' ;fv" .31 | 9.55 - °

2.45

3.48
- 2.54

2.64

;/4rlf

) < Table 6

Sufnmary, of thngha1ysis>of Variance for Know]edgé Scores
> . - N ' :

Source ss-T ooms. - dfF

Groups - 95.56  31.88 © 3 . 4.06
Error 557.35 . 7.85 7

~.

\’ .

0.0

After Scheffe application siqnificént differences at <
found between:. - . : -

~(a) no child contact group (meanu= 12.:26) and thoAcﬁhtrolbgroub

9.55) . :

.01 Wenea“

(mean

36a
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The ana]ymc of var1ance on subtest 2 scores (behav1
s1qn1f1cant at p * .01 (F =7, 72 df = A. Scheffe test for §;§;>f1cant

d1fferences between qroups ihdicated thal iere Sﬂgn1f1cant dtfferences
_between .the m1n1ma1 child contact qroup (mean = 24, 35)'and the contro]l
_group (mean = 20.03), as we]] as between thé no child contact groun |
"fh(mean“?é ﬁ6) and the control qroup (mean = 20.03.) The mean score for the
~-extens1ve ch11d contact grouﬁ was 23 75 The aboVe differences are shown.
-1n»Tab]e 7 and 8. See Appendix E for frequency d1str1but1ons

There wereno s1gn1f1cant d1fFerences in the qroups reactﬁon3~to

i c‘hﬂdren (o= 0.09,df =3). . ST —
,Stattstical Testafdr:Besearch 6uestions'ﬁ_bf. SR .
3 . . . @‘- ) . L

Quest1on 1

w111 the amount of know]edge d1ffer 51gn1f1cant1y w1th varywng
amounts of ch11d contact7 "‘No. | | 4
The resu]ts of ‘the one way ana]ys1s of var1ance are shown in

‘ Tab]e ﬁ As 1nd1cated .there was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n know]edge

o
R

between the qroups | The Scheffe compar1son between means was app11ed to‘
the data There were 519n1f1cant d1fferenCES (p s 01) found between the
_ ﬁ'fd*no ch1]d contact group and the contro] qroup (see Tab]e(a) therefore, |

there was some know]edqe galned about ch11d deve]opment by the no child
' contact qroup as opposed to the contro] qroup which had no exposure to
ch11d development courses '

It would appear from thts test that child contact seemed to 1nter-

o &fere w1th kn0w1edqe qa1n Th1s f1nd1ng is similar. to the results of |
e .

Moore (1961 ., who' a]so had a s1m11ar resu]t in her study compar1ng two.

o

,»: methods of teach1ng ch11d deve10pment one method us1ng ch11d contact
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Table.7
Treatment Means on Student Behavior

Subtest Scores

Treatment n Mean - s.d.
Extensive Child Contact 8 $23.75 2.38
Minimal Child Contact 17 24.35 3.59
No Child’Contact .~ 19 2316 3.50
Control 3 - 203 3.3
“w
) Table 8

. ‘Summafy'ofrthevAna1ysfs of Variance for BehaviQF Scores,

~ ey At e

Source - ss M . df F o p
Grogyp 26.11 87.04 3 7.72  0.0001
trror  800.87 1.8 71 :

o e e e e

S - 7
After Scheffé application differences at p * .01 were found between:
(a) minimal child contact group (mean = 24.35) and the control group
(mean = 20.03) '
(b) no child contact group (mean = 23.16) and the control ‘group (mean =

20.03)



A

"amounts of chi]d'contact? No.

~and other without child contact. The exp]anation'uSed there wds that

knowledge gain was inversely affected by exposure to children because
children do not always behave as recorded in books. However, the answer
to the research questién is no. There was no §ign1f1cant'difference for
the amouht of knowledge with varyihq amounts of child contact.
Nuestion 2:
~ Will the kinds of behavior differ signi’f'ican.t]'y’ with varying

amounts of child contact? No.

The results of the one way analysis of variahce are shown in ,
Table 8, As indiéated there waS’; significant difference in behavior
betweén the groups. - The Scheffé comparison between means was applied to
the data. There were significant differences (p £ .01)‘fOUnd between
the miniﬁa]ichi1d.contact gfoﬁp and the-controf group and be* > he nbd
child contéct group and the contro]tgroup (see Tabfe 8).  Thervi e there
wére some béh;vior differences between the contro) grouptand'the.tﬁo ex-
perimental groups, minimal child contact and no chde contact.

1t would appear from this fest that exposure to a child deve]ob-
ment éourSe might 1ncréa§e the chances of é more pOSitive attitude and
more positive behavior towards chi]dfen. Jowever, the answer to the
research question is no. There is no significant differeﬁce—in béhévior
with varying amounts of ‘child contact. -
Question 3: | Co

. ‘ ' s}
Will the reactions to qhi]drén differ-significantly with varying

The results of the one way analysis of variaﬁce indicated n6

significant differences between grougs in their reactions to children.

L




_Statistical Tests for Interfering Variables

-

There were three poss1ble 1nterfer1nq variables that could be
'controTTed for. They were: . ‘
1. Students who - had s1b]1ngs under the age of six years.
2. Students who babysat ch11dren under the age of six years frequently
-, {once a week or more)r
3. Stude/ts who.were 1nvoTVed'wtth other children (excluding the above
twox@ariables) under the'aoe;of Six yéars‘frequently (once a week'or.
more) . ' | “ Z
The t' test for d1fferences of means between two independent =
variables was performed on the’ data There were only four of the seventy- ,
five students who had s1b]1ngs, SO no 't' test was performed It was assum-
ed that no s1gn1f1cant d1fference ex1sted between these students because
of the numbers ;The 't test was perfqiped on the remaining two var1ab1es‘
of babys1tt1ng and 1nvoTvement with other chlldren There was no s1g—
nificant difference (p 5‘.05,’df =73, t = -0.68; t = 1. 63 t =y 53)
found between students who babysat and those that d1d not. There was a
significant d1fference (p * 05 df = 73 t*—r-2 86) between students who
were 1nvo]ved w1th other ch11dren and those that were- not exposed to other
children (note scares on the test for react1on“to ch11dren) (see TabTe QYT

‘.

[t was interesting to- note that the means of -the stdﬂents exposed to
ch11dren were h1gher on the test for react1ons to ch11dren than those un-
exposed or unlnvo]ved w1th ch1Tdren N ‘ ‘ :

A two way ana]ys1s of varqanceﬁias further app11ed to the data,
to see-. if there was’ a s1qn1f1cant d1fference between the other’ ch11dren

‘“factor and scores for each exper1menta1 group on each subtest No s1g—\

n1f1cance (p~§g.05,’df =1, F =49, df =3, F - 1.18, df = 3, F=1.76)
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, /
was found on any of the three tests. Therefore it is concluded that there -
were no interfering variables on the test scores.

Comparison of Data with Teacher's Rating Scale

Data from the test scores were compared with the 1nformati§n_from
the teacher's rating scale for the three experimental groups No teachér's
rating scale was obtained fromthe contro] group. Begause the mean score
of the three experimental groups was 58.34%, at the researcher's discre-

tion, it was decided to place all students into three groups:

excellent group - 63% or more
avefage group - 54% to 62%
below average group - | 53% or less

Using the above percentages the ti ce experimental groups'were divided

as shown in Table 10.

Table 10

Scores of Experimental Groups

Group Number of Students Obtaining
Excellent Average ~ Below Average
extensive contact 2 5 . 1
minimal contact 7 4 ) 6 -
no child contact 5 - 9 s e

In order to test the fe]iabi]ity of the studeﬁ%‘svinstkument a
comparison was done between the teacher's placement (refer to teacher's
rating scale, Appendix D) into the three'categories,df excellent, average

and be]ow»average and total test scores and inte]lecfua] abi]ity; Total

[
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test SCB<€5 wene used_because they appeared to be the only feasible,
WOrk3b1e score. }

A total thirteen students-were placed in the excellent category
by teachers; of these thirteen, seven‘obtained percentages of 63% or -
more; the other six all. had percentages in the average category (between
547 and 58%). - Of these th1rteen students, ten\were considered h1qh1y -
1nte1]1gent: two were_cons1dered slightly above average in intelligence,
and one was considered average in fnte]]igence. | 4

A total of nineteen students were placed in the avetage categdry.
by tne teachers; of these nineteen; thirteen obtained percentages be-
tweeni54i and 58%. Two students placed in the below average category

and‘four students in the excellent cateqory .0f these n1neteen students,

five were cons1dered highly 1nte]11gent, Six were cons1dered s]1qht]y 8

above average in 1nte111gence and eight were considered of average in-.

telligence. .
A tota] of twe]veastudents were placed in the be]ow average

category by - teachers; of these, all twelve received below 54%.as\a

total “test score. In rating their inte1]ectua1 ability, four students1

were considered very slow, two were considered slightly below average,

five were considered average and oné was considered slightly above average

‘in intelligence.

,It-was from the above comparisons that the researcher conc]uded :
fairly godd reliability for her instrument. It did, however, apbear
to be more Corre]ated‘with thexgeneral teacher's categorization than
uith inte]}ectual ability of the students, which the researcher felt was

positive.



Summary
The analyses indicated no significant differences between vary- ,

ing amounts of child contact and knowledge, behavior and reactions to

childrenf

Differences were found between the no child contact group and the

control group in-knowledge of child development. - As w@]], differences

were found between the minimal child contact and control groub and the

no child contact and control group in their behavior towards chi]drenn .

Theré was no significant diffgrence between those students who
had sib]ings and those that did not. The 't' test indicated no signifi;
cant differences between students who 'babysat and those thgt dqé not.
.However, there was a éignificantAdifference between scores of students
who wéré involyed with other children frequently and thosé who_were not,

in the reactions to children test. On further testing with'a two way

analysis of variance, this significance did not remain. And there was no

'sjgnificant difference between the groups and the interfering variable

of involvement with other children.

There appeared to be fairly good reliability between the two |

instruments.
o #

T
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCh
Chapter five, which presents a summary of the study, %nc]udes a
restatement of the orob]em the nrocedures used in the 1nvest1qat1on of )
the nroblem and the findings of the study. D1scuss1on and conclusions
are nresented and the chapter concludes with recommendations for further

reseprch.

Summary /
The purpose of this study, in a broad sense, was to f1nd out

K

'whether rea] Tife experiences increased 1earn1nq 'In the narrow sense,
the purpose of this reSearch was to d1scover if deqrees of child contact
_ made any d1fference to knowledge, behavior and reaction to ch1tdren.

- Three research questions were. formulated to test for siqhificaht'differa

_.ences between three exper1menta1 groups and one contro] group

Procedures Used in the Invest1gat1on

9

Three exper1menta1 groups and one'c0ntro1 grouh were souqht and_
.fOund A test was constructed to determine d1fferences in know]edge
~ behavior and.react1on to children in three ‘Modern Living- ciasses in
1976 - 77 school year. The test was adm1n1stered by the researcher to,d
’all four groups The teacher's rat1nq scale was q1ven to the three
students.‘ To test the research quest1ons, use was made of the comouterr

fec11ities at~Un1vers1ty;of Alberta. To test for 519h1f1Cance of dfffer—

qroumeeans on the. subSCore ‘results, a one way

ences betweenlt'
fanalysis of vari ce with the Scheffe app]1cat1on was Benfnged 'Further

‘analysis comSisted of t tests and two way ana]ys1s of variance for
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- knowledge. Comparisons were done between qroups on family make-up,
favorite subjects and -teacher's rating scale.

Findings of the Study

| The results of this study imply fhat there are no difference in
learning between sfudeﬁts exposed to experiential 1eafning and students
exposed to theoretical learnihq. Real life exoefiences did not increase
“the amount Teqrned, nor change their behavigr. Further, it is now éssum-
ed, that the method of teaching, with varying amounts of ¢hild contact
had 1ittle effect on khow]edge, behavior or reactions to children. In - ¥
summation, it appears that e?perientia] 1earning—was not supefior to other
forms of learning. | '

An interestind findinq¥‘however, is the indication that students
enjoy their learning experiences more with extensive chi]d coﬁtact than
with minimal or no child contact. The'extensive-chi]d contact groun

§taé%d”théir favorite subject»waé Modern‘Living in saven of the eight
cases. Neither of the other two éxperiménta] aroups favéuréd Mbdefp
Living as much.

| ~From the 't test'fof interfering variables it was also discovered
that thosestudep£s exposed to childken acﬁieved higher means sce on
the subtest, reactions to children, than fhose students uninvolve . with
chitdren, It coqu be concluded fFOm‘those Eesu]ts, thgifstudents in-

vl ’requéntiv with children are more positive towards children than

Cuninvol w h children.

Discussion .and Cont1usioqs
Ths results of this study infer some dif}ﬁculties in accepting

thenexperjential learning theory. There_were novdifferenqes between the



scores of the groups on any of the subtests, so even though the exten-

sive child contact-group spent many more hours in their learning situ-

ations. If the experiential learning theory is valid, then their scores

should have been substantiately higher than scores from the other groups.
Therefore one might consider questioning the simp]iest asshmption of the
theory being app]1cab1e for a]] kinds of learning.

There are several factors which the 1nvest1gator believes cou]d
have affected the results of this study. Perhaps the most serious
uncontrolled-for factor was the teacher variéb]e. No formal measure or
obServation was taken of these teachers. Several researchers (Brophy
and Good, 1974, Good, Bidele and Brophy, 1975, Joyce and Weil, 1972)
feel that teachers. have such a great influence that a measurement of that
1nf1uence should be included in any measure of classroom behavior. Gooq,
Biddle and Brophy (1975) feel so stronaly about this, they state:

"The main point here is that inferences
about effective teaching can only be made
when the individual teacher is monitored.
It is not enough to show that the children

exposed to a new curriculum Tearn more than
children in a control or traditional curri-

culum. Without observations of what goes. ’ .

on in the classrooms, we can only know that
children are réceivinq the experimental
curriculum as it is internreted and imole-
mented by the teachers, and this may or may
“not be what the desiqner had in mind." (p. 32)

Whether the teacher .variable had an effect on this study 1s un- . .
khown. From the researcher s Vimited contacts with the teachers it was‘

noted that the minimal child contact group teacher was very enthusiastic.

However , both the extensive chi]d contact groun and -the minimal child-
contact group were in their second year of operations. Both programs

were considered, to varying extents, experimental curriculums, so both
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these teachers would have to oe considered aboue averaée in creativity
and enthusiasm. »

Context variabTes are aspects of the learning situation and in-
clude formative experiences. pupTT properties,‘schooT and community
properties and cTassroom properties. These varjab]es may not have peen'
similar for all four groups. The formative experiences of sex, age and.
socia] oTass were similar. There may be some dif “erences in the pupil
properties of abilities, attitudes and knowledge between the groups. A
Because no teacher's‘rating scale was obtained from the‘instructor of
the controTlgroup, their intellectual ability 1is unknown,'and may differ

from the other groups These students being in.their second year of |
the1r tourse have some. obvious. 1nte1]ectua1 ab111t1es that the experi-
mental groups ma; not have in that they are in the1r f1rst year of a
course. | | | |

| The schooT and communities are aTT s1m11ar, being urban and
’Targe in size. One schooT is a commun1ty school and ‘thus coqu have

t some different pthosoph1e5'ab0ut educat1on. The cTassroom contexts did

not appear to interact with the other var1abTes

Moore. (1961, p. 65), found the use of f1Trstr1ps and other aud1o-t'-l

v1suaT a1ds assisted students in learning factual ‘nformation. The f1Tm-
strips were probably more effect1ve than observat1ons for th1s purpose

' because selected s1tuat1ons -were 1TTustrated and it was possible to

analyze them 1mmed1ateTy The f11mstr1ps coqu present 51tuat1ons that

were not eas11y presentab]e in.a real life. settlng, therefore, mage theo-

ret1ca] knowTedge coqu be ga1ned It is possible that in dea11ng with -~

real children, the1r behav1or may not aTways dep1ct typical react1ons.

thus confusing the students perceptﬂons of various situations..
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Que%t1on No 3 of the first- subtest on knowledge would be an

examp]e of the above poss1b111ty

Bab1es learn to sit, crawl and walk at
certa1n ages . wh1ch of the following is
--the most 1mportant reason for a baby's
~"ability: to.do these activities at the .
usua]’age7 T '

opportun1t1es to try things by himself
encouraqement from mother

- well developed muscles and nerves

. "seeing o]der ch11dren do these things

a0 ot

If no real ch11dren were ever encountered “the answer is reasonably ob-
v1ou$,-(c)§- However with extensive child contact a student would recoq—
nize,that,none of the four are 1ncorrect,\gnd all were poss1b1e answers. -

Anéher'(c) is. JUSt the best answer for without it the other three would

not matter' Th1s f1nd1ng is supnorted by Moore in her study, in that

;d1rect observat1ons confused factual knowledge gain.

Even thouqh exten;:;e\Work~ua§‘oone on the instrument to ensure

,re11ab111ty and validity, the poss1b111ty does exist that some very in-
';tanq1b1e d1fferences do ex1st between the qroups that were not measured

:or perhaos not measureab1e

Pecommendat1ons for Further Research

Though there appears to be 1ittle support for what the researcher

~set out to investigate, there still exists a body of evidence and -support

for including child contact in archde development course. Therefore, the '
investigator contends that more research‘is required in this area.
Further investigation might be conducted onnthe-fOT]OWing questions:
1.  Is there an instrument which can measure behavioral changes more
| accurately?

2. Do teachers have an affect on learning in a child development course?

~A3; How,can actual underétandinq of actions of children be measured?

:
f
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HISTORY OF THE LONDONDERRY CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTRE

N
TO ALL MEMBERS, PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE!

The history of the Londonderry"Chi]d Deve]opment Centre goes back
‘to a fruitful encounter between M.E. Lazerte High School and some mothers
in the surrounding area. It happened in the school year 1970/71 when thei
‘new H1gh School was des1gnated as a “conmun1ty" school for a trial per1od

of one year.

The 1nterpretation of "community" included the idea of the kchooﬁ

bui]ding serving as a meeting place for local groups. Two churches held

) serv1ces there on Sundays and the Parks .and Recreatlons Departme
. City of Edmonton, whose representat1ve had an off1ce 1n qne school, arrang-
ed book1ngs for-other activities which could take p]ace in the evenings 1n

the type of space offered.- All this was sometimes referred to as the

"comminity use" of the schoo] - It 'was only a step beyond what was already

| happening with joint use of other schools.

" A young mother in the ne1ghbourhood V1rgln1a Sauve happened to
learn of_ the commun1ty school pilot progect and became lnterested 1n it.
| She found out that the 1dea should rea]]y work in two ways;. it should
bring’ the commun1ty 1nto the schoo] and, converse]y, the schoo] 1nto the

'commun1ty. It was an attempt to break away from the concept of the school

" as a closed-in unit and to act1gely.1nvo]ve stodents in immediate 1earn]ng ‘

situations in Mecmmmiw.

Mrs.vSauve,wondered how the community could be brought into the
, school in a beneficial way As a mother at home with two snn]] ch1]dren
she felt. a need for st1mu1at1ng contact with other adu]ts She conceived
the idea of the school as a p]ace where others 11ke herse]f could meet for

interesting act1v1t1es while care was prov1ded for their ch11dren.‘ A
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survey of friends and acquaintances revealed that such a facility would
be welcomed. Further conversations w1th the school v1ce principal, Dick-

Baker, hﬁmself committed to the commun1ty schoo] concept ]ed to the

-

_acceptance by . the school of the 1dea

' In th1s way a group called M E. Lad1es was formed in January 1971.
He]p was h1red to supervise the children “in one of the schoo] S carpeted

music rooms and about twenty mothers he]d the1r f1rst meet1ng . Also

' present were chk Baker, the Parks and'Recreat1ons representat1ve Kevin

Pike, and the local commun1ty worker Leslie Be11a

It was proposed that the mothers meet once. a week at the schoo]

‘and use their time by Jo1n1ng in any of tﬁe student act1v1t1es that in-

terested them. Th1s, it was ‘hoped, would promote 1nteract1on between

,community”members and'students, To g1ye a few examp]es, mothers»m1ght'

p]ay.badminton, paint or'learn pottery orbparticipate in a-language c]ass.;

In a school that offered a>wide variety of subjects it.was theoreticany

' possxble to follow up a]most any 1nterest

- 'Some mothers began eager]y to attend c]asses,‘eventually reglster—

r'1ng off1c1a11y in courses to cont1nue the1r educat1on

Others fe]t awkward about Jo1n1ng in. In1t1a11y 1t was embarass-

ing even to enter the school w1th small ch11dren in tow, so accustomed

‘were we to v1ew1ng schoo]s as fore1gn to a]] but students and teachers

/

- For the more. t1m1d def1n1te -programs-were arranged for the week]y meet1ngs

-

The project was almost too successfu] As word of 1t spread

" more women Jo1ned and thTS meant more ch11dren to be taken care of. Con-

'fus1on was often the end resu]t

A few months after the advent of M. E Ladles, a meet]ng was ‘held

o w1th the obJect of’ d1scuss1ng commun1ty schoo] and formuTat1ng 1deas for

Bt
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further poss1b]e deve1opments Over fifty members of M.E. Ladies were
present. Among the ideas that surfaced two seemed to find support One -
was to have a city library in the school, to be.used by both school and

" community. The other was to open a day care centre in the sthoo].

| 1 was interested especially in the second, because I be11eved

”~~;--nt could be stimulated by a good pre school

that young chlldre_pg9 h
program. There see} ?ttle,tradition'of nursery gchOo]s in
Edmonton and reg isténtres were for working mothers only.. Some

e.botﬂifuPl—time and part-time programs seemed

Nl

arrangement thatiqpu
to be ‘an ideal arrangemeﬂ%‘ '

For.this reason, when a room'in the school was’offered to us for
two morn1ngs a week to institute a mothers day. outdprogram as a posstble
prelude to the suggested day care centre, I agreed to take on the respon- :
sibility for 1ts operation. | |

It was rather like jumping into,deeplwater without knowing how to
swim. As far as I was concerned, the exercise in itself was a failure, |
though it was popular with the mothers who,used 1t._tBut it was this |
.venture that 1ed to the establishment of the child development centre.

Just as jumping into deep water might conv1nce a person o the
need to take swimming 1essons, so the mothers day out program taught me o
"that good organ1zat1on was needed to create even a moderate]y good pro—
gram for children.

The faci1ities, materials and staffing"of:those firstlventures at; '
ch11d care were all quite 1nadequate One obvious difficu]ty,was that
no-one ever knew how- many ch11dren to expect - theré mtght be two or forty
- 1n spite of attempts at tak1ng book1ngs Since each mother pa1d 50

X
cents for the care, wh1ch‘went to pay ‘the child care worker, her earn1ngs C

2



would flyctuate enormously. Although High School students liked to help
when\they had free time the care could obvioosly not be adequate when the
number of children was large. Another difficalty was that children of all
ages, 1ge1uding babies, had to be catered for. In addition, there was no
money for materials and the emphasis was oh babysittihg‘rafher than pro-
-Vidjng a‘stimu]ating environment.

“,& I became more interested than ever in creating a goodqeh11dren S
»‘program, and wh11e M.E. Ladies carrled on as before, V1rg1n1a‘5auve and I
turned our attention to the planning of a five day a week, two sess1ons a.
day pre- sch001 program A full-fledged day care centre wh1ch would pro-
vide both full .and part time care and eventually 1ncorporate ‘the 1n1t1a1
programs was planned for a }ater date, |

, A/CaSua1‘1ook.at'fhe ch11a development centre today can give no
idea of the amount of Orgahizétion and number of'problems to be faced be-
fore it could exist:in its present state. As meny,of these problems ex-
isted concurrently I shall try to divide them into the important strandsl
and'deal with each separate]yﬁ o |

~Our first hurdle in deve!oping the centre was eo make sure of

having at least one,room in the school for the fo]]owfng year, 1971/72.
.The oommunity schoo] oiiot‘project was-comfng to'an end and‘Was in danger
fof belng ”dropped" by a sceptical SChoo] board 'Action hao'to~be taken to
encourage its. cont1nuance

VTrglnla Sauve and I wrote a br1ef to the school board supporting
the:commun1ty school prOJect We had to meet with members of the school ‘
' board adm1n1Strat1on pr1or to our aDpearance before the board itself.

receijved no encouragement. The representatﬁves with whom we d1scussed our

- brief Varying]y expressed gré@e doubt at mothers wantlng to leave children



mean "Yes."
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at all and a sense of dlsturbance that the community shou]d Wwish to be
involved in dec151ons concern1ng the schools. One suggested, with a hint
of disapproval that, carried to its"logical conclusion, community involve-.

ment might lead as far as citizens wishing to decide the location of lamp~ _ -

‘posts’

Our appeanance,before the boord was.no more promising. But we
received no actual negative response, s0 after o litfle while we went ahead -
with oor plans on the"assumptfon'thét if they had not sdidu"No“, they must

The”nomber of decieion; to be made af this stage was overwhelming.
Hon long should the program last? what fees shoo]d be charged? How shou]d'
the centre be publicised? What registration brocedores were needed? Hhere
would money come from for supplies and equ1pméht7 How shou]d we choose
these? who should be h1red to teach? How much shou]d a teacher be pa1d7

What age limits should be set for the children? Nhat requirements must be

‘ fulfdlled to obta1n a licence . to operate7

4

None of us had any exper1ence to help us. Our 11tt]e group con-

~ sisted of between four and six people - the number fluctuated as people

Jo1ned or Teft the group.
Luck1]y, Howard C11fford then Day Care Director for the City of

'Edmonton, was very interested in what we were attempt1ng The idea of a

commun1ty run day care centre rea]]y appealed to him. He,attended not

only the meet1ngs spec1f1ca11y'for the p]qnn1ng of the day care Centre,

but also those e@fT?yf;;s at which we evolved the basic structure of the
child development centre we have today. It was Howard who suggested the
name‘thild Development Centre. Londonderry ‘was my add1t10n since the

Londonderny Shopping Centre was soon to be bu1]t nearby. » Inc1denta11y

\

)
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this name caused some confusion because.the Junior High School is also

o

called Londonderry and a lot of our mail, especially bills for some reason,

used to be sent there by mistake. o : .

’

Howard's help was invaluable in our early groping about for:
answers to the many questions. Another helpful source of infermation was -
visits‘to Glengarry Day Care tentre»/fhe'Montessori Schools, and the

-

vUniversity Kindergarten.

Many of the decisions we made then about the organization remained*'D

in fbrce.a.surprisingly'fong‘time. The fee schedule stayed the same until
very recenf]y. The sessions still last two and a half hours, and the pro-
“gram still caters for children from two and a half years to schodi age.
The phi]Osopﬁ&;pf creative play, though made more explicit, still stands.
The registrafiﬁn form§, adapted from those of Glengarry Day Care Cenfre
are ohly just being fevised.~,And most important, pérentskéfill administer
the 9entre | | ‘ . |
Anuther fact,that m1ght surprise people now is the extreme]y Tow

amount pa1d to our flrst ‘two part-time teachers. They took on the job at

$250.00 per month.  That is one thing that has changed considerably I am

D\

happy to repoft ' _ o ’

To so]ve the problem of equipment we collected $200.00 in advance
fees. w1th this we were ab]e to at least avo1d hav1ng éh empty room when
the.f1rst_ch1]dren came. The remaining eqy1pment had to be purchased as
money became“avéi]ab]e Now that we h%;é 1nre equ{pme?t’than space to put
1t, it is amus1ng ‘to recal] a frantic Saturday morn1n;‘mék1ng stools out
of apple-juice cans to make up for the 1ack of chairs! 4 '

The program was licensed w1th the Department qfihealth and Soc1a1

¢

Deve]opnent as a day nursery, and not. with the Departme1$ of Education as

- . . ) X . . ‘
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“munity endéavour in which they would have to barticipate to ensure its

a kindergarten, because our teachers did not have Alberta teachﬁng certt4

~ .' ) . g : N

ficates. This fact became significant about two years later when we were
\ LN B .

app]y1ng for funding.

By the end of September 1971 we were ready to holg the f1rst

r‘general meeting of parents. We had c1rcu1atedapub11c1ty ‘sheets and re-

B . -

© gistered enough children to begin a morning pragram. The parents of theée

children attended in full force; eager to hear more about the program. I

S

do. not think many of them realized at first that this was entirely a com-

ysuccess A]though we stressed th1s over and over again, many were “;111

1nc11ned to view it as a service provided by ,omeone who was being paid..

This dtt1tude was the cause of some cenflict cetween board members, who

”had to work very hard in the early stcjes, and genepa1 membgps who free]y

cr1t1c15ed numerOus a%pects of the operat1on, but refused to even attend

a meet1ng to rect1fy prob]ems This was so d1stress1ng that the boagg

serlously c0ns1dered 1nterv1ew1ng all parents before they were a]]owed tof

./

reg1ster £h1]dren, and accept1ng on]y th'se who were prepared to comm1t

3

themse]ves to the shar1ng of respons1b111ty This was not done 1n the

end beeause of the great amount of time it wou]d take.

At the f}rst general meeting, however, the prevalent mood was one

Ax?.

of optiméém The few -of us who had done the ground workxwere g]ad to see

-

Eﬁfa board of d1rectors appo1nted hop1ng by this means to have the.load

' spread a ]1tt1e The const1tut1on, a s]1ght1y a1tered version of the Down

T8

‘Town Day Care Centre's const1tut1on was adopted Had we know how care--
k'fully we would be” referr1ng to this document less than a year later, we

"m1ght have spent more time work1ng on 1t

As it was, fu]] of ent§u51asm, we prepared to open the centre S

(N

Iy
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“ an abilily to speak at this stage. » _ , '

morning,program in the middle of September. That first morning was a
strange experience.. I had been so'engrossed in visions of what I wanted
the centre to be, that I on]y now realized that it was at last in existence
outside my own head where it was rather more difficult 5 control! I felt
then, that nOw 1t was.]aunched it would s1mp1y take on a 11fe completely
1ndependent of mg I was not prev1ous1y a ?(eat Jo1ner of groups and had

no particu]ar amb1t1on to become h1gh]y 1nvo]ved with one. For this reason,

l’v

'perhaps 1 #Eh consented‘to become Vice President, believing in my inno-
;'cence that ¥h1s wou]d be an absolute sinecure. I had also agreed to choose

, and.puﬁﬁhhse-equ1pment, since this interested me.

N was certainly not prepared for the deluge of problems that now
séhuc; the operation, necessitating more than minor involvement of my part.
Looking back it is easy to see that any group attempting what I now
realize was an ambitious project without any experienrce at organi::ng any-
thing, is almost bound to run into difficolties. ‘ ’ '
The fifet or was that the new board began fo fall apart. No—one
knew what to do, and individuals were hecomfng frustrated because they -

could not.carry out their jobs. .After one month, Virginia Sauve who had

-become pre51dent, res1gned Ivnow found myself pfesident, a position I

5.,' o <
had never wanted I d1d pot knOW'howito Fun a meeting and I dislike

‘ speak1ng in front of more than a few: peop]e

On the othﬁ{ hand, 1 had a firm- be11ef in what we were trying to

.ach1eve and cou]d not see the.work done so far wd%ted in a failed enter-

prise.. S0, with mixed feelings 1 set about try1ng to create order out of

‘chaos. Jobs were defined more close]y and ruffled feathers smoothed to a

I

certain extent. Ivfound>that an ability to.listen was more important than-

t

B
o”

e
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But it was impossible to achieve real calm becauée there arose a
bitter conflict between board members over the actuat children's program.
There was a high degree of ..3111usiunment among the majority which ]g%s,
to a tense relationship t~twee~ -he board and the teachers and aiséwiﬁiﬁg

board members themselves whu ..d not a]]_agree that the progra;"',' ai1ing.

Negative feelings simmered away below the surface and the atmosphere at

meetings became highly charged and very uncomfortable. ' D
- . ' . ',‘ "

On the advice of our local community worker, Leslie Bella, I called ‘th.
. . LYy

in a group dynamics,leadeh to meet with the board and teachers..‘This
. meeting was a great help. Parts of it dealt with the dynamics of holding
a meeting - such th1ngs as how to dea] with 1mposs1b]y long agendds, a

, S
vroblem that pligued me a great deal and how to ensure that everyone ex-

A~

pressed his or her true opinion on matters uder d1scuss1on, instead of ¥ 9,
_going home and telephoning me furiéus]y the next day to tell me what he .
or she Egallethought. ’
Related to this last aspect the othﬁr part, desperately needed{
by our group, dea]t with conmun1cat1on in ézhera1 In var]ous game
sifuations which were set up for-us, prob]ems of. communftatihn.that.had
been dimly perce1ved by us were brought 1nto sha;3>focus It became
4very obvious that one of our teachers was unable to funct1on.fn the type
cf cooperative effort we were attempting. This 1in turn was‘praducing"
,angeh'and frustration fn evefyone concerned.
in hetfospect it should have been quite simp1e to solve this
- problem. At the-time it has not at all easy. In aur initial ignorancé
~ we had neglected to drawvup a contract for our teachers' It was simpfy : B
assumed by them and us that they were h1red for a year But the greatest

obstacle that'a strong and voca] m1nor1ty did not agree that the attitude

v
S
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of the teacher was a problem. Attembting to change anything would ih—
eviEab]y lead to an angry clash, that might bring the whole delicate
struc£ure collapsing about our ears. I felt nothing should be done until
the end of the schqo] yeer when we would have more time to repair the
breaches. |

We cont1nued uneas11y until Apri® with frequent stormy outbursts.
Dur1ng this time I had to learn the .trick of tak1ng my phone .off the hook
to get some. peace.at dome. V

In April, when we discussed the teacher contracts for‘the fo]1ow1ng

year we faced the inevitable battle. The maJor1ty of the board VOted not

to rehire the teacher. Dissident members, angry at fhe decison, sent a

¢,".‘.

letter to all the members, accusing the board of gross mismanagement of
-the society's affairs and demand1ng a discussion of their letter at the
next general meeting, only a few days hence. The pr&ﬁram for this meeting

was already arranged, with a guest speaker to give a 5‘!?Entation.

It was at this time that we had to refer closely to our constitution

in order to proceed proper]y in organ1z1ng a special meet1ng to answer the

»

charges 1eve1]ed against the hoard The gutcome of this meeting was the
passing of a motion ratifying all of the board's actions to date. The
dissatisfied members formed their own splinter ghOup and’everyquy could
breathe again.

Dur1ng the sunmer of 1972 the board was ab1e to accomplish a 1ot

of useful work. The previous year, harh@wing'though it had been, had

taught us a good deal that was valuable for the future. _For myse]f, I had _

. . .
found it .necessary to learn.basic par11amentary procedure and had ga1ned

1ns1ght from the group dynam1cs sess1ons wh1ch made running a meeting less
like -traversing a heavily mined fme]d.

& 4
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The remaining board now formed a. very cohesive unit, ready\to
work together. As individuals we had learned a lot about pre-school edu-

cation from speakers, films and discussions at general meetings held re-

gularly through the year. ¢

Most of all, we knew the pitfalls, having experienced, I am sure,
every possible one, and were quite determined to avoid them all.

We produced a comp]eteﬁﬁﬁﬁévﬁxed'set of by-laws. Heavy reliance

on the previous ones had shown up glaring weaknesses.

We evolved a written phiiosophy, so that no-one registering in the
program would be unclear as to what it intended to do and what it did not
/intend toido. It also provided a guide for any teacher we should hirevahd
a criterion for deciding whether a teacher was, or was not fulfilling the

expectat1ohs of the society.

”*Another 1mportant document produced was the contract which laid out

77 teacher . respons1b111t1es and conditions of work
: ~ & .
A written descr1pt1on of .the qualifications required of a teacher

and a list of 1hterview questions.aimed'at discovering whether these quali-

5

fications were met was also drawn up.

The emphas{s now was always on written documemts that everyone

C .
. .could refer to.” We had discovered the usefulness of these when, as a
] <
fo]]ow up to the group dynam1cs meet1ng ear11er in the year, everyone in

bt

4%
the soc1ety h?d-part1C1pated in devising a commun1cat1ons and areas of
netpon§1b111ty cha;t Th\s had proved an invaluable tool in many of the
day to day Zrob]ems ’It c]eared up many of the "gray“'areas that ex1sted

in the new parent run»opikat1ons where teachers, board members, and general

-’

members wer sometimes unclear as to where exact]y they stood. Everyone
) )

" was given a copy and?reference to it helped prevent many‘dlff1cu1ties.

e
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We had decided it would be easfer to have one full-time teacher, ...
as two part-timers do not always agree on rather basic matters such as how
the room should be arrahged. '

Shirley Witholt was hired to teach for 1972/73 and her enthusiasm
‘together with our newly-acquired expertise launched the programvon a very
successful second }ear of oberation.

With the progfem at last running smqoth}y we coy]d turn oer
attention to outside matters for a change. One of these was a submission
beo the WOfth Commission on Education; 1n3thi§ we suggested that funding for
pre-school programs should universal, but that the programs themse]ves
should not. By this we meant that rather than have one set program ad-
‘ministered by a school board, the governmenf should encourage and.fund

original programs set up by interested individuals and groups.

We were quite elated when, 1aterjfj 1973, the new Ear]y Ch11dhood
Serv1ces program was announced, in which ?%ﬁs policy was to a cert&in. ex-\
tent adopted Under ECS a pr1vate, non- prof1t operator 11ke our group
could qua11ﬁy for fund1ng, beg1nn1ng in September 1973 for 4 1/2 to 5 1/2  :
year old ch1]dren ’
‘ There were some ECS pélicy stateﬁents that we disagreed With; for
instance private operators were to receive 1e$s @oney then school boards,

. but the general phiioSophy of ECS tended’to suppertgwhat we were doing in
the actual ehi]dren's program; It also stressed very stfongiy a2 high level
of parent'invoiyement as being a desirable, and indeed a necessary qué]i-
fication for funding.  We detided to app1y for ECS’funding‘for the foi]owing

_ e ' : ’
year. , ' RN

| Qur elation 1e§sened a 1ftt1e when we read throegh.the'seventeen

page long application form with 1tsvseehing1y incomprehensible questions.

R R
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Undaunted we pressed on, calling many'meetings and asking man’ resource
people to help us £i11 out the form. It was submitted and we waited hope-
fully. i c

Then came the bombshell. The reply from ECSawas to congratulate

.us on our exéel]entoprogram'but to-say that we could have no fund%ng, The

reason was an ECS policy statement which stated that only those kinder-

gartens which had beéen licensed as kindergartens prior to January 1, 1973

could receive funding. In our first year we had, as.I have mentioned,
been licensed with the Health and Social Development Department as a day
nurSery. "This was because our teachers did not have teaching certificates.

The second year we kept up th1s licence, but also app11ed for a k1ndergarten

\\\\\

’ 11cence with the Departmqat%of Educat1on which was needed in order for our

new teacher to rece1ve accreditation for her work with us.

For some reason unknown to us,‘our_]icence_was s]ow to be process-
ed. We diécovered later that somé of the important documents had been
m]sp]ace ‘as the new ECS department took over responsibility for th1s
licensing. We therefore did: not receive our k1ndergarten 11cence unt11
shortly after the‘January 1st deadline, and so were‘being denied funding
on a technica]ity.f , ST : |

The prinfip]e that we should receive funding now became more im-

A a

portant than the actua] money at stake. Ne were, as far as we knew, the
only 1ndependent parent group in the city that had app11ed for fund1ng

ATl the other groups had opted to go under the school boards " And yet ECS

,pemphas1sed parent- 1nvo]vement No other group had more parent 1nvo1vement

than ours. | In th1s regard we also felt it vital to protest the inequit- -
able treatment of_pr1vate, as opposed to school “board kwndergartens, wh1ch,

as I have said, were to receive more money.

65



" 66

. We entered into a 1ong'correspondence with ECS over”our own
situation, and in order to react to ECS policy from a broader base, some
0f_¢ur members joined an Edmonton Socia](Pianning Council task force to
_‘ﬂbstudy*and comment on it in a brief to the Pnovtncia] Government.
| On our own hehalf we wrote many letters and recejved many rep]tes,
‘always referring us back to the ECS po]ﬁty statement and ignoring the. -~
reasonsvwhy we felt it should not apply in our case. Fina]iy we.resorteq
'td pOiitical pressure by asking the he]p'of‘our M.L}A. Dr. Bert Hohol. .
Thanks to his 1ntervent1on we were.at last, after six months of efforts,
the delighted rec1p1ents of a letter say1ng that there was né longer any
hindrance to our rece1v1ng funding and we cou]d arrange a meet1ng with ECS
to diécuss our propoSa]. |
By thts timehthe,Director of ECS, Dr. E. Hastings,was almost an
old friend so 1 telephoned him and we agreed that Pwas really no need
- for further discussions; we would receive the fhnding.i&jt was for fbur
ch11dren. the only ones eligible that year ) |
At this po1nt, 1n October 1973 the beg1nn1ng of the third year of
-our operat10n,\l felt it was a good t1me to resign as pres1gent. I had
wanted the program off1c1a1]y recogn1zed and that, to me, meant receiving
the fungjng. It wou]d not Hﬁve mattered 1f 1t had been for one ch11d on]y;
I was happy,to remain %g'the board and equa]]y happy to see Hazel Krywolt
‘ become the new president. . ' ‘ ' o
The brief that the Social P1ann1ng Council task force on ECS sent
to the government strong]y recommended, among other things, that,pr1vate

‘operators receive the same grant as school boards and that the require-

ment of hav1ng a k1ndergarten licence by January 1, 1973 (e1ght months B

-'before any funding became ava11ab1e) be dropped. Both these measurers
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were eventually adopted by EDS.
| I said that I would try to pick out»the important strands in

Londonderry Child Development Centre h1story, rather than attempt'
purely consecut1ve account For this reason I want to go back briefly to
explain what happened to the grandiose scheme of bui]ding a community-run
day care centre'whichvwas planned to incorporate the ex%Sting part-time
program. | | |

There were several reasons for go1ng ahead with this plan. One
that people can still appreciate ‘in 1975 was that the centre S room in the
school ‘was far too small. ‘The school could not offer more space, but to
keep the community school re]attonship, of which I shall say more 1ater,
we wanted to build on 1and'adjacent to the school: |

The day care centre was to 1nc]ude full-time day care and part time
pre-school programs. It was p]anned very carefully over many meetings and
a proposal was drawn’ up to request fund1ng of the day care operat1on
through the C1ty Soc1a1 Serv1ces Department Sp]end1d arch1tectura1 draw-
ings were. 1nc]uded done by one of the society's members who agreed %p be
paid only 1f the project was carr1ed through. ¢

The proposa] was accepted for funding. This meant that the
operationa1 costs, tnc]uding mortgage repayments would be covered by a
.,grant from all three levels of government We would sti]] have to raise
the necessary down- payment for the bu1]d1ng, about $10,000 at that t1me

Nenext had to receive a building permit from the Parks and

vRecreat1ons Department and the School Board First we tackled the Parks
and Rqsreat1ons Department ~They turned down our proposal on the grounde
that they did not want buildings on park 1and. We took the matter one step

further to the City.Commissioner. Here doubts were expressed as to our



ability to raise the money. We had been'investigatihé possibilities‘for
raising the sum needed, but had not wanted to go too fahlaTOhglwith these
uhti1 we. had permission to build.-. Ageinlit}was-refhﬁed.

We could have gone further with a brief to eity council. ' I feel
sure this would have had a good Chance of'suteessijh view of ohr area's
greaf 1ack~of day care ebaees. But it was apodt”fhis-fime that our group -
‘Sp]ft, at the end of the'centre'svfirst year. Some of the most enthusias-
tic proponents of the day care project left the group There was a
fee11ng that we shou]d go ahead, but no real 1mpetus, as everyone in-the
group was quite happy with what they already had _We explored various
:a1ternat1ves’to a building but came: to a series of dead-ends. We made
;aptempts_to inyo]Vé,people with a specific interest in day care, but no-
pne'emergéd Qhowwas prepared to push the ideq ahead. Now, four years
later, another ‘group has 5ucceeded in at ieegt extracting the promise Qf
a day care tehtre in our area. |

| Another important strand of L.C.D.C. history is the c0mmunity
school relationship. You may reca]] that the centre had its beg1nn1ng in
a commun1ty school p11ot prOJect A]though our brief to the school board
.on th]s,quest1on received 1 -~esponse, the board did eventually produce a
community schoo] pq]icy; giving some favour to the idea.

We had'a]ways been interested in more than just usihg spacejin the
school. One of our exp11c1t ?;ms was for the centre to have a mutua11y
enr1ch1ng relat1onsh1p w1th the school. . Just by hav1ng small children in

the same bu11d1ng as High Schoo] students an opportun1ty was created for

the two-g to become.used to.one another at least. . But we had visions

of more thah just casual interaction.

During our first year there were too. many problems for the com-

&
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- by one of thq¥H1gh School students

munity school relationship to be‘mofe tﬁaﬁ wishful thinking. The second
‘year we ﬁreated the new board position of community. school coordinator,
whose'job jt would be to find Qays of making'this Wish a reality. -
Severa1VSUCcessfu1 encounters gbak place this year. Some High
Schoo] students contracted to work in ‘the centre regu]ar]y,.studying child
AQevelopment for which they receive credits as for ahy other course.
_ | An English class was encouraged to try its hand at-wrﬁting
children's stories, with a real live audience to try thém out on!
Phys1ca1 educat1on students enJoyed applying what they had learne
a;xht group games by taking the children into- the gym to teach them.

Parents were delighted by two exce]]ent viieo- tapes of the pre% q produced

As a result of these and other activities, severa] students had to-
revise their ideas of what 11tt1g children are like. In other words, they
learned something. Aﬁdvth? chi]dren added a new dimeﬁSion to théir ex-
periénceyby being eXpd;ed té}new people ahd new ideas.

Thisgwas a foretaste:of what could happen when everything ran
smoothly. But,vthings did nof‘continue to run smoothly. At the end of
our second yearvwé again had to find-a new teacher as Shirley was ex-

: pécting a baby. We appointed some one in goéd ti@e{'but twb wéeks~béf6re;
:schoo1 was due to open, she;asked to be re]eaged/as she had been offered a
contract with higher pay; We managedbto.finé/another‘teachérvjust in time
but she decided that the jqb‘did not suit hef. ,Carefui]y built up rela-
tionéhips wfth the school began‘to crumble and when, aftef Christmas in
the third year, we agaﬁn had a new teacher all the work had to begin agaiﬁ.

This time we struck lucky. ‘Margaret Leeuw, who is still with us, obvious-

ly possessed the*énthusiaémfdhditheb9&3}]s necessary to make a success of
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the ptogram. Once again we could begin to build, with most of the

emphasis at first on the program.itself whj]e the communitytechool re1ation—
ship remained relatively in the'backgrounq. During the next year, 1974/75
we ogscussed how the'community school reTationship could be enhanced. We
'still hadlstudents working in tne centre and this seemed to be,suceessful.
But apart from this not very much.was happeningi Then the progect receiv-

ed an unexpected boost from a seemingly unrelated quarter. In an attempt

_to upgrade Margaret's salary, a project undertaken by this ar's president,

Bonnie.Foskett,:there arose a great deal of dis.ussion about fees. -These

had to be raised, but‘how 1ong-cou1d they'keep y «ng up before registrations

would begin to be affected? Did we want to'“estrict this program to the

"~ very affluent? This might happen if we had to raise the fees to a 1evet
which could support a properly paid teacher ' .

" Bonnie's euggest1on, that we shou]d apply to ECS for extra fund1ng
as a pilot prOJect, seemed to: offer a poss1b1e so]ut1on to th1s d11emma
A]though funding was be1ng rece1ved for 4 1/2 to 5 1/2 year o]d children,
the majority of those registered were younger and had to be paid for by
parents. | |
f A proposatl, stressing the family grouping_idea of the program and
its unique poeition in a community school, was sent fnto ECSt This was
ﬁ?o]towed yp by a discussion with Dr.'ﬂastings who streseedvthe need fon
something really new. to qualify our program for acceptance. The government
wou]d be unlikely to provide funding on the ba51s of the present proposa]

Recalling the discussion about the flagging of the conmun1ty school
relationship, I wondered if we\cou1q not expand our proposal to include
.student education in child deve]opment-and aspects of parenthood. With

~children actually in the school, field experience would not be difficult.
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The response to this idea was enthusiastic and we agreed to dis-
cuss it with Dick Baker, who had now been principal of the school for
several years. If he was in favour of the'suggesfion we would submit
another proposal. It was Dick Baker who, in his comm:tment to the com-
munity school concept, had supported the earliest “forts of M.E. Ladies.

We were correct when we assumed that he would be receptive to this new

idea. He warmly welcomed it and put us in touch with Rynie Stewart, the

. Home Econom1cs Head of Department under whom such’ a course m1ght ‘take place.

Together with members of the soc1ety Ryn1é put together an outline
for a course on child development. Everyone who worked on the pre]1m1nary

p1ann1ng of .this course was excited about its -inherent possibilities.

Ideas such as having students on the course assigned to one of the

society's fam111e$ so that he or she could study the ch11d and his. home
enxironment at'first hand ahd having adu]ts'from the community reéistered
as students in the course gave a g]impse-of the gommunity's heightened
schoo] invoivement fhat couId be achdeVed. If it went through this pro-
gram could be unique in Alberta, if not in Canada. A new prohoSal Qés
quickly written and submitted to bqth ECS and the school board."Meenwhile
studénts were tehtative1yAregistered'in the courée, which was to be known
as Being and Becoming. | |

After the usual delays and frustfations, we again-had to arrange

a meeting wifh Dr. Hastings. Seemingly our prdposa] had never been re-

_ce1ved' At this” meet1ng we showed him the proposa] He displayed a keen

interest in it and promised to send it up through the dioper channels. We
left, feeling very optimistic. The next day a rejection of the proposal’
was received from the school board; But all was not lost. “If ECS accepted
it, it couldsstill go through, though the school board rejection would

N - . e
7 . ' he )
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make ECS acceptance more diffieu]t.

I am de]iéhted to be ab]e to conclude my part of this hist <h
the news that the proposal has\dndeed been accep;ed. Thanks to the - -
sigtence of Rynie and Jackie Polowy, our new -community school coordina%pr,
and the efforts of Dr. Hastings, the'socicty will receive $10,0db tdward%v
our teacher's sglary, p]us money fdr materials and to pay fOr the'&uper-;
vision of the Lazerte teacher who w111 teach the course I wish this year S
.pres1dent Lorne Yacuk aT] ~the commitment and enthusiastn from the soc1ety
members that will be needed to make this new venture a resounding success.
”I hope this h1story will show, if nothing else, the 1ntr1ns1c va]ue of
communi ty endeavour. Many people and talents have comblned to create an
'organization that has had, and I am sure will continue to ‘have, dn'impact
both locally and beyond 1ts 1mmed1ate setting. !

| In addition to 1ts undoubted benefits to our ch11dren this program

has had the 1mportant effect of show1ng the adults involved that we do not

have to wait hopefully for us to give us what we want, but: that we ourselves’

Y »

can create someth1ng de51gned to meet our needs Soa thqsé,of our community.

SN “ ' S Y

- A ‘ . . Jufie Henry .
’ ‘August, 1975

At the request of the 1976—77fLondondé?ry“Child Development -

Society members, and with the permission of June Henry, T will update the

Londonderry Child Development Soc1ety history.

Jacky Pdiowy
August 1977

The first year of the Being and Becoming program proved to ba a %

great success. Perhaps the greatest surprise of all was the enthusiastic

1

interaction between some of the high school.students and the parents of
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Society members anticipatedhgrbat things!“ Hope:

the pre;schoo1 chiYdren. Classroom work with the pre-school children led

| to_varied outside family contacts at home and in the community. The grand

climax was a camping trip'planned b}ithe Beﬁng and Becoming students in—'
volv1ng all the family levels 1nteract1ng in the program - small children, %4
teenagers and parents of the - reglstered hlgh school students, - i
decided to stay in. the Berng and Becom1ng program as,Mbdern L1v1ng 30
students A consensus of op1nron among the part1c1pat1ng students was that

they had benef1ted great]y from: the exper1ence of in- depth work not only

with small children but also with adults. Ryn1e Stewart was awarded the

-

-+

i ’ : . Ln
- Hilrpy Foundation Award, for the creation: of thevBe1ng‘and Becom1ng program.

. After such a suécessful year; the Londor r, Child Deve1opment
" N , R )
e Society would be

t

ab]e to assist in the 1mp1ementat1on of new programs 11ke 1ts owh in the

prov%gce Correspondence from other 1nterestedfparents k) 1berta 1nd1- )

L

cated such 1nterest.was there Unfortunately, ;he cont1nuat1on of fund1ng

for the prqeect was not ggzéggom1ng for the 1976 - 77 year The off1c1a]
refusa] from ‘ECS stated that thg‘@overnment would not allow for a down—

ward extens1on\of fund1ng§?or-ch1]dren understhe ages.of 4 1/2 - 5 years.
‘ R o

Thiswas an jncredible statement for the Londonder*y Child Dere1opment-

Sooiety, since'we had requested funds.for the continuation of an dlready .
;&. . ) . ) . 1

Approved ex1st1ng funded program.

It was unan1mous]y decided that wwth or w1thout government fund-

-ing, and in spite of 1nherent d1ff1cu1t1es, “the Soc1ety wou1d~cont1nue to
support the ‘Being and Becoming program since there were - interested ’ -
students enrolled, aad since the tourse had proven educat1onal1y v1ab]e
and was obviously the perfect vehicle for community - school involvement.

Under the directioen of Judy Menzak (Rynie Stewart was granted a sibbaticalt

[
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to finish her masters degree) the Londonderry Child Development Society

LS
Qan

ynd the Being and BeEoming program again successfully completed another

-

‘h!Aﬁ*

-~ ‘\.War. ’ R S R ) ] l .
o . v % o ,
o ‘-,v’ Ma@élems of the first year were "ironed out" and greater

WA

1nterest was ggherated in the school about: the presence of pre-school
cthdGESEE?volved in school affairs. Through the support of Judy Menzak
and Dick "8aker, and due to the 1nterna1.cooperat1on of inter- schoo]
departments the Londonderry Ch?1d Deve]oggent Soc1ety 1ooks forward to

“having a new and 1arger c]assroom for 1ts opgrattpn 1n 1977 78\ yThe

( 3 ‘\

3 x,
Londonderry Ch11d Deve]opment SocTety has a]so 1nauga{ated the June . Henry
o 3

Soc1ety ch11d who shows except1ona] ta]ents fn thégants ;
¢l ¥y .

k As of August 1977 the organ1zat1on of ‘the new schoo] year 1is
N& 2 '
comp1eted However,vmany prob]ems face the Londonderry Ch11d Development

38, » )

Soc1ety - w1thout a ‘totally fu]] comﬁ@ﬁ%enjiof 15 pup11s 1n each daw]y

se§s1on the Londgnderry Child Devé t Soc1etyaw1]1 be in serious’

PR

. financial d1ff1cu1ty, Fund1ng from ECS for the 1977- 38 year. w111 not be

,"

““forthcoming. T , .

i

p N

approaches its 7th year of operation. - UndoubfedJy'we must extend’ our .
thanks to Margaret Leeuw for her'unquestioned suppbrt of our aims and

beliefs. There have been many prob]ems and strugg]es There'have been -

. ﬁ

many triumphs. We are determ1ned to cont1nue our program and to hopefu]]y

influence the direction of pre schoo] programs e]sewheré\e.Xes "being

"involved" has meaning in today's society! ol

o

It -is with optimism that the Londonderry Chi]d.peve1opment'Society“
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Being & Becoming

1 RATIONALE & OBJECTIVES,

The words process vs. content and being vs. becomﬁﬁb;are_tery'

important in the rat1ona1e for Be1ng and Becom1ng The following are some

% o b
excerpts from the WOrth !bmm1ss1on Report to he]p explain the words and
! "‘.’ R .
he]p understdnd;the rationale. o o - .
& "a\w‘é‘h-. . ' @
. “Schbo]1ng‘has been inglliepsgd: by & kind of residual theory
U According to this th-;;“ﬁﬁ,z'&rdu tional system ought to do, those

thingsthat other ins®TEULIONS, Jgke the home and church, -are unable
to*do or have re11nqu1§hed Thes justification fo en]arg g the
scope of the school's effort thas relatgd to its dﬁkversa1ﬁﬁy‘and
AQ?otent1al effectiveness as a means .of socializatibn. Preparing
& " persons to fit 1nto$§qu§bc1ety and stimulating Aheir interest in

"‘“4§' .« movement up the social-economic laddqg have become central goals
w - .

gof our educational. system " (pagk 45) @3 R
* ) <

Certa1n y the process of solving protTums is, highly comp]1cated
So 1zﬂ11v1ng - if you think about it. Learners shodld think about
the p b]ems Jdn living which they identify- shoulqybe used as
Tearning exercises.”” Fhese problems should bg real ratheysphan

. counterféit, whole rather than fragmented, and they shou¥stem ~ &

from major areas of hwnan concern. Problems of this fashion present
“double dividends - Tearn jagwab®yt process wh11e learning about
7411fe " (page 172). g

L - . o
o - . . B 3 L8
<

-& as teachers, often forget that how we learn (the',pr'oce'ss) is @

e o

more 1mportant that what we learn (the content). Curr1tu]um'§uides bre

fl]led with what a student shou]d know "Yet, if these students 1earn how ‘

_ to solve life prob]ems, tHan any content they wish to master, they could. *

The process being harder to master ‘than the content, but wh1]e.do1ng the
< e

process many rich, persona] grow1ng exper1ences can and shou]d ‘take p]ace
"Learning is 1living" and 11v1ng is exc1t1ng, yet so often learning 1s not

- why? One reason can be that we stress what is 1earned more than how it
is Tearned.

.-

Being implies having arrived at what ever position and- staying

A

RESEARCH PROPOSAL | v
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there, a stationary word. Begoming imp]ies changing, growing, doing. It
% has been saia that the: term "human be1ng" is not accurate because we, as

~3

g;f{o the“term humandbecoming fits

_people, -~ ever-changing, ever.becol

more ap: griately VOne of the.goals'of éducation is to be becoming; is

o
3

to be chang{ng{ ‘How. we as teachers enhance that, is not always easy.
This project hopes to ach1eve ‘process” and ”becom1ng.

Keeping the above‘invmind there‘are specifically three interre-

A

lated prob]ems for which. there is much evidence: , .
1. The pr1mary problem is the lack of training to become & parent in our,

v f society.: Many young parents have expressed their ?ee11ngs of 1nadequacy A R&ﬁf :
in understand1ng their own child's néeds qmégﬁehav1or in the -early years. e
L . ]

There are. few means today for ybung peop]e to observe ‘and actua]]y become L.

[ 3

g?! . Jnvolved w1th chi 1dren and gain these understand1ngs H1gh schoo] students
p

J

- often become panents within a short time of 1eav1ng schoo] Hence,there

§’a need for high schooL students to have an opportun1ty to arrive at some

ty?

: understand1ng of the deve]opment of pre k1ndérgarten ch1]dren

I

a 2. The ab]11ty to commun1cate is also essentna] to family existance.’ Thg‘

. L ] . N . 4 v
! lagk.of commUniiafion skills .is very much related to family breakdowns.
o N ) -~; ‘o ) . r'A ‘ .4 ‘ X '
. . - Hence, there is a neéd to improve these skills. -
)‘ * . T . ’ 2 .
o 3. nThejacé of knowledge of comrrmni‘ty resources is also a problem. -Many. } \

‘iresources wou]d‘be‘of great assistance to young parenfs i they knew of
and abgut them . Hence a need—for information. . . s .

A]thou h such a pro ram would not aim to - so]ve a]] the rob]ems e e e

! 1

which might be entountered in 1ater parenting, it wou]d prOV1de an oppor-

tun1ty'for students to become aware»of how young ch11dren develop and
prov1de them w1th some 1ns1ghts into family re]at1onsh1ps

Further the rationale for this prOJect js a belief in a statement /
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. (b) Enabling Objectives:
N o

SRR S S,
. VR
S PR

PR TS
by v
-] N

the Edmonton Public S;hoo] Board made in 1971. It is as follows:

“To the end that nd child is ever a failure and no school ever ]
fails in its obligation to the student, the school must be comA"
mitted to providing success experiences, strengthening self-
.oncepts and promoting societal needs. :

Humanizing the school and personalizing instruction begins with
a profound faith in the infinite value, dignity and werth of the
individual and of*his society apd a conviction that the basic
) purpose of the school is to help each child make two important
‘iﬁv journeys -- the first within‘himself, to find, understand and
. ennoble himself, the second outside himself, to discover and
enhance his cgmmunif&."r _

Objectives:

(a) Terminal ijectives:'

.bl"

, -

1. "to meet the curr%&&]ar‘requfrements of Modern Living 20. .
v . “_? _
2. to develop,agreater awareness of certain.aspects of family
_ 1ife‘foirthe;peyﬁin'§€taking the courses
.. l;’“ . . . v ]

R " 4 ' "o
2 -y : .

. 1. to design and fie]d test a course‘iq child deve]opméht a&d
‘¢ child rearing practices which fotuses on: )
a) stages of chi]émgevefopment
b) - the aifferent_pétterﬁé of_éhi]d rearing A
. <) the‘SOCializétio? process, of, ﬁhi]dreni |
2. to gain Qrea\ger‘ unde"r.jstan'djng bi!twg_en adolescents and édgl ts
by improving their'communicatfon ski]]; aﬁd by working

4

together.

Sy ' Eés’wﬁich?exis%?hhdﬁtheﬁaﬁi1ity to local needed resources.
. - - o - ' o [

" 11 PEOPLE INVOLVED

o,
)

1. M. E. LaZerte draws from an area with a 1arge number of‘social problems

" associated with social disorganization énd deprivation. ° Evidence of ‘this

" is found in studies of our areas which n6£es£]arge'huﬁbers”df high density

4
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3. to deve}op greater awareneés and knowledge of'community reSour-v‘
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housing, area of highest prevalence of sing]é parent families, no or

11tt1e recreat1ona1 facilities, high crime and many more societal prob—

lems. Many of these_ﬁkob]ems stem from 1ack of know]edge and ab111ty to

icope with the realities of the social and economic env1ronmeng”§t the - 4
fam1]y Tevel. . & @
2. Spec1f1ca11y the students are 16 - 18 years of:gge and range from s

work1ng, Tow to m1dd1e class soc1oeconom3c backgrounds Though M. E.

LaZerte Compos1te High Schoo] is an _urban high school, it draws approx~ #?
gy

imately one qnarter of its popu]at1on from rura] areas

TRy "’ ’ g

3. ¥he pre schoo] students«and their. pérents w111 be the main resource e

e m’"

used by the hlgh schoo] students

II1 _DESIGN E _ _ '
M.. E. LaZerte Compos1te Hsgbﬂﬂthoo] Home Econom1cs Department
in con3unct1on w1th the Londonderry Ch11d Deve]opment Soc1ety w1shes to
1n1t1ate a parent1ng—ch11d development-program ent1t1ed "Being and
Becoming”,,thjs'September as part of its adult-student community edu;
cation program. .This program weuld be a fu]],year, fiYe”credit-daytime . ~a@
_course (Modern Living 20) with f]eXih]e timetabling to accom;date~both
ad:]ts and high school students.” We:are, therefore, reouesting monies .
+ for one year, September, 1975 to June,vquéi |
P A : :

Due to the fact that the c]ass'composition of-adults and high~.

?
school students w11] necessarlly encompass d1verse ages, 1eve1s of

'/u

1nterrectua] deve]opment, and 1nte res ts ‘and understand1ng 1n child de-
A [N "Q “
ve?oﬂment the curr1cu1um p]ann q-of 4uch a course will have ta be - .

flexible,. on—go1ng and unstructured. MUch of the p]annlng would be
TR
1n1t1ated a{ter the class convenes in September }t is proposed that.
d1scu551on sessions hetween adu1ts, students and instructors ‘where ideas
- * N . . . N ‘ ; . . .

: ¥l y

200 'y
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can be shared d1scusser ard eva.uated, shou]d provide the bas1c frame-

. work for the course con-ent anr' laD work to be undertaken From these
: o

e&per1ences, fUrther goa]s and ob3ect1ves can be formulated. Field
Spec1alwsts, parent.members of the Londonderry Child Development Society,

spec1a1 guests and a mu]ta med1a approafh in general will form the basis
r,L . "J’

ﬁzzk'the combined group sess1ons S el

d§ . , The Londonderry Ch11d Deve]opment Soc1ety 1s a parent operated
A ¥ e %
K1ndergarten approved by the EarlyvCh41dhood Serv1ces Department

(

Currently in 1ts fourth year of operat1oo, 1f operates at M E. LaZer"
oqua fu]] day bas1s‘(tWo ha]f day sess1ons) under the superv1s1on of a

uﬂly qualgfjed teasher wno has a B.: Ed degree w1th an early childhood
L e T S L8

major. - s *l‘a o ?s, L o, »
, - - Y

There are, 40 ch11dren ages 2 1/2 -5 years currently enro]]ed in

‘the program. The class enro?ment for the morn1ng and afternoon sess1ons

never exceeds 14 pup1ls A3 th1s is so]ey a parent operated program,

,.o

. ‘ pafénts on a roster bas1s, ass1st the’ te%Fher as a1des each sz and pro—

e § vide a .nutritional snack for the children.
3

° :. The part1c1pat1ng‘studéﬁts w111 have~ijme blocks mdde ava%]able

) whereby they will have the opportunity to ga1p first hand pract1C31 ex-

per1ence in working-with and observ1ng the development of pre—schoo]

ch11dren ; The Lopdonderry Ch11d Development Society K1ndergarten will

/ ﬁ; ava1lable in the schoo] as a human resource centre for observat1on

Th%s will be a'unique exper1ence for both the adults and the h1gh school

* students, where they w1}1 observe and work with children from ages 2 1/2

- -5 years, over a per1od of one year. It'is hoped that the students will

conduct ch11d studies as a part of the1r lab work, thus enab]1ng them to

0

have a greater understand1ng of individual children. .In addition, the

o~
,
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. . y
students will hav@®Field work experiences (vistting in the homes of the

ch11dren -they are observ1ng) They will thus have opportunitjes to know

the community and the parents of the. ch1aﬂhen involved in the Londonderry

‘Ch\]d Development Soc1ety program

November 7-& 8, 1975 - weekend workshop on transactional ana]Ysisn

The* fo110w1ng time 11ne will apply to the project:
June 30, 1975 - prOJect approved by Department of Educat1on ‘ BN
August, 1975 - f1na1 regzstrat1on of students -
September 4, 1975 - 1nTt1a1 encounter, start p]ann1ng accord1ng to every—
' one's needs, and)accord1ng to prescribed course
_ ~ content. :? R |
September 30, 1975 - G*F&11ze content and grad1ng procedures Start&n

1#5 w1th children and fam111es of Londonderry

Chi]dVDevelognent Centre.

.- open to both_students of course and‘parents of
| " the Londonderry Child Development Centre.
March 15, 1976 --weekend workshop on'communication skills.

IV ‘£9§If : e -uﬁﬁét

. - o g ’ .
~JThe A]berta Department’ of Eddcation (early childhood services)

have ggﬁgt@d tne fo]]ow1ng mon1es for the perect o ‘“\U. |

1. $1, 500 00 - for materials, books, resource pe0p1e weekend workshops

o)

2. $2,3§Q,00 -.for-1/7 teacher time for curriculum development and -
. . 0 N ; ot . .
implementation.

V  SIGNIFICANCE S m

Th1s proaect is un1que in .the prov1nce of Alberta because:

1, it injects a new dimension into the high school program. It w11]
- ) . A - ; .

. place young ghildren, teenagers and adults. in close and continuou55contaCt

80



and emphasize to the teenagers the educational importance attached to a _'
khow]edge of children. «

2. it is a joint venture of a hiig school and a child develbpment society.

© 3. it is a'high school project’ utvfﬁndéd by tﬁe Early Chi]dhood Ser?ices.
of the Provincial Governﬁent. )
| 4-f it is a practical course stressing "doing" and "inQﬁ]vemen%iS&

The project is most significant because it endeavays to- 1ntertw1ne '
three d1fferent life $tages; pre- schoo]er, High Schoal students and adu]ts

into a- 1earn1ng situation.
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% . Teacher Rating Sc¥We™

To be u$ed in conjunction with the Child Development and

Parenting Test.

Please express your oPinions about the students wrﬁting the Child

Development and Parenting Test on the attached page. Rate each student

either 5 = 1 in each of the four categorids, where 5 is excellent,

3 is average and 1 is below average.
The -cateqories are as follows:

1. Enthusiasm

5 (excellent) a]ways positive

e

a]way o1nq extra tt]e th1ngs

always coming up with ideas :

1

.a]ways helpful

3 (average) - wusually positive

1

~ occasionally vo]unteérs to heTp

r/ ‘ " - sometimes he]pful / ¢§‘:r .

-

some preparatioh\dSually done

occasionally comes up with ideas ¥

1(be15w always negative

’ YV.‘ } } .
average) ‘ao is passive

h

g

usually -depressed 6r gloomy

-
.

never helpful =~ =~

never- Volunteers:

- never prepared

A

£
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2. Maturity

5 (excellent)
/- '
' S\ffF— 3 (average)

1 (below

) .
average)

A

3. Responsibility

5 (excellent)

»

3 (ave;age)'

very bothersome

vé]i)ysiprompt tq clasg and with assignments

» r .
-always prepared - -

very cooperative with all people

thinks of others

Pl

very consistant in all her dealings

deép understanding of people . o
is cooperafivevmost'of the time )
offen thihks of othéfs 5

usua]]y Consistant in mostﬁgf her dealings

W, by
has some understandmg an¢¢ns1t1V1ty of peop]e _
is oftenv upset - : ‘. m\% o .
N - i e il . s
acts out in c]ass, is Veryv _;"vg&:'”\

a]waygiin trouble

s .

always needs attention  -.

thinks shé's always treated unfairls -

d <

-
a
L]

-

Vs P - .
daily duties are initiated without reminder from teacher

_ o ‘ ) , .
very trustworthy R

»

usually prompt to class and with assignments = .

usua]]yvprepaked

usually .trustworthy ‘ ' | - Ty e

L '_:_\
¢ . : )

83

sometimes needs to bé reminded of duties - ° -
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1 (below never or seldom completes work without many

average) reminders

N
- often late for c¢lass . o

: > : S
- always needs to be reminded of duties ’ | ”
- seldom prepared S Y T
- not trusaworthy | |
Inte]]ectua1 abi]ity‘

1

- work indicates familiarity to 'subject .

5 (excellent)
- always understands aftef initidl explanation -

- reasons very wgl] . . . , C ;
. . ..l " ) N i E v
- comprehends new situitions qGuickly

& ¢ - s able to conceptualize -~ - - .. Ca
.2 " . U - & . X [

. . A !
3 (average) work indiéates SOme familiarity to subjéct

N

- more than one exp]anat1on is usua]]y requ1red

&

- usually reasons we]l @ - ' G

- .comprehends new s1tuatrons more gradua]ly

- can conceptualize to some extend e
‘ T . « el T PP
-1 (below - .has Tittle understand1ng cf'subJect L ¢q
‘average) 7 se]dom understands, even . after many exp]anat1ons ! .
A A\ has' trouble reasoning L .
2
\nas troyble comprehend1ng new s1tuat1ons
- .~ .has very J1m1ted ab111ty to conceptua11ze
.l::
. J
N
~ st




student

- example: | X

&p

enthusiasm
5.
Yy
e
bl a~.
a4
. R
: .
»
v
o

maturity responsibility
3 4
. .lr N
w
' L
‘ - ot
)’A N
o. ! ‘ﬁ
. s“v‘
e
ﬁ; fis

o
\—

‘ability

1nte11éctua1

.

LR
.
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As well, would yod please place your students into

groups as to overall performance.

General groups are:

Eice]]ent

» ; [d
&% )
N
¢ - -~
. 1 -
o \
¥
¥
3
) : o
— Average
v ) \ j .
- &

P . ’ . . y ..
“ . . ?“ . :).

.Below Average =~

t

(SRS

oy

Yoo
ot

i

A=Y

N

three general

e

s
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Child Deve]opmént ahd Parenting Test

There are two parts ;9 the test. bért'A is multiple.

choice. Part B is qdest%ﬁﬁs fe]ated to you specifically.

They are either fattua] or related te how you feel.

Parts A and B deal with pre—séhoo]_chi]dren only.

87



PART A - SECTION 1

-

The following questions are multiple choice. Circle

jS =

the letter in front of the answer which you think is correct.

EXAMPLE :

Most cars have a specific number of tires.

How many tires s this?

a) 1 tire

b) 3 tires
(:)‘ 4 tires
d) 2?2 tires

7

Only one answer please.

88
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Level of Difficulty (in extreme richt margist C Values
. A'two year old's p#ob]ém ot sharing a toy with another 0.47 0.67
child can be>solved most easily if the two year ol.f
a) is physically forced to-leave the toy he is playing with
b) is allowed to keep' the toy until he tires of it
c) is told he can have a turn later
d) has his attention diverted to another toy ar activity
2. MWhich play acti@ity is most likely to abpoa] to the average 0.11 0.79
two year old child? ‘
a) an activity appealing to the senses. (making mud pies)
b) a small motor activity (cutting out paper dolls)
¢) a large motor activity (jumping rope)
d) an-activity appealing to the imagination (playing school)
3. Babies learn to sit, crawl and walk at certain ages. 0.21 0.23
Which of the following best explains a baby's ability to do -
these actiVvities at the usual age? ey
)) .
a) opportunities to try things by himself -
b) encouragement from mother , .
c) well developed muscles and nerves
~d) seeinq older children do these‘thinqs
4. Aé a child grows older (up to six &éars), s " 0.21 0.82

) he experiences a greater range of emotions
) he has less control of his emotions

) his emotions aren't as important to him -
) he experiences fewer emotions

s

an O

Three year ol® Bobby was. building a block train. When another (. 35 (.8]
Lhild approached as if to icin the project, Bobby said, "no,

no, Donny, you can't"and pushed Donny away. What bes* explains

"Bobby's behavior?

w

children are frequently not friendly at that age 4
Bobby probably has not been told about sharing yet

‘many children are.negative and stubborn at this age

most children at Bobby's age are not.yet able to

share easily . :

aono oo
N e e e

6. Which of the following would most Tikely be damaging to a child? .60 - 0.65

a) give the child a choice only if you really mean to give
him a choice '

b) honestly answer the child's questions

c) compare one child with another

d) don't make fun of .the child

k) B

PR VN




g.

10.

<11

12.

C
"d) unsatisfactory efforts on his part

{7 ~
- ' .
The most desirat'e environment for a_child is provided by 0.40
a) the best play eauipment monev can buy
b) playmates of sim:lar economic lTeve]
c) parents who are willing to sacrifice for the benefit
of their child
d) a‘sympathetic, enccuraning, understanding atmosphere

A child in pre-school 1. ‘erraina how to put on his boots 0.51
before plaving outside in “te ~now. As<ume* that the boots '
are large enough te be put on w:thout drfficulty. Which of

the following is least Tikely to Felp the child

a) watching other children who already .. »w how to put on
their boots . ) .
b) satisfactory efforts on his part
) the ‘clear careful directions qiven by his teacher

|
The least important thing to keep in mind when te]\inq stories, 0.30
L0 young children is to

a) ask the children for suggestions about characters
*and topics )

b) tell stories only at the time desiqnated»fbr_storytime
c) place a time limit on the story period

d) keep the plot of the story simple and uncomplicated

Generally speaking, the consistency of tempera painf depends - 0.15
on the childs manipulative abilities, therefore the consistency.
of tempera paints should be T

a) creamy thick A

b) watery - ‘ i Vo7

c) watery at the top of the container, thicker nean the
~ bottom of the container .

"Which of the following play materials is most Tikely to 0.43
encourage. dramatic play in five year old children

a) a tub of watér _

b) puzzles - "

c) crayons and paper :

d) a can of shaving cream, a brush and a bladeless safety

razer '
In reading stories to a group nf pre-schoolers what practice 0.25

will be most helpful in holding the children's interest

hgwe only stories thattare simple and brief -
1o£ children to make suggestions as to their choice of a story
hade the reader’sit on the same level as the children A

a)
b)
c)
d) all of the above

90

0.76

0.64

0.32

10.44 A

0.56

0.85

R

™

)/—*




14.

15.

16.

]y

18.

Q0o O

91

Additinnal satety precautions are needed in the kitchen when 0.61 0.57

there are younq childrer in the family. Which of the following
1s NOT an appropriate safety rule
[N s -

a) wipe up spills when they occur S

b) keep pot and pan handles turned toward back of range

c) store cleaning supplies under the sink and out of sight
d) close cupboard doors and drawers immediately after y-e

An examiner gives a 2 1/2 year old child four graduated blocks. 0.52 ~0.64

The child arranges them in order of size, calling them "Daddy,

Mommy, Big Brother, and Baby Sister". He most Tikely does
this because ‘

a) his concept of size is personal and hasn't yet been
generalized

b) he actually sees the blocks .as people with faces

c) he would Tike to be able to manipulate the family as
he does the blocks .

d) he' is afraid of the examiner and lTonely for his family

Which of the fo1lowiﬁg is the most Tikely reason why a 10 - 0.26 0.31
14 month-o0ld infant shows wariness of strangers
a) he is insecure and fearful ¢ +
b) he is discriminating family from strangers v
c) his parents are overprotective ) '
d) the strangers. are hosti]e}or‘unp]easant .
A five-year-old says he's going to draw.a flower but draws a 0.62 0.52
house. The discrepancy between what he intends to do Tand
what he does is evidence of
a) a youhq cHi]d's lack of predetermined logic and purpose
b) a young child's lack of skill in representing propqrtions

and perspectives
c)la neurotic thinking disorder
d)’a child's sense of humor
A slix-year-old is most Tikely to be influenced by . 0.27 0.13
a) teacher and parents ,
b) peers R ‘
c)*younger brothers and Yisters '
d) olde~ brcthers and sisters ‘

0‘57 0.47

A child can lesgn cocnsideration for others when he is old

enough to be aware of and unserstand

his parents’ example
verbal commands
manners- and etiquette
other's needs

N e e e

. .
e . ~

8
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In our present day society a girl learns her feminine role and

a boy learfns his masculine role LEAST through

) parental example

) environmental factors

) biological characteristics
)

a
b
c
d) ‘other cultures

T

.

0.40

0

92
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PART A - SECTION 11

The following questions are multiple choice. Circle the letter
in front of the answer which You think is the most appropriate way to
behave in the particular siguatffon. "THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG
ANSWERS. i T -

Example:

Andy consistently gets baiter grades than his older brother,
Jim.  Which af the f«’]owipqrwould be the best comment for
their mother to make o Jik”

al "Andy doesn't seem to have the reading problem you had."
b}  "Perhaps if you studied as hard as A?dy, your qrades
would improve?" :
"Do you think you'd do better if you dropped your Y club?"
(fib"ﬂ'n1so pleased that you're doing so well in machine shop. "

Only one answer please!

Note: Deals with pre-school children only,
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Mrs. Davis has just discovered that her "-year old Debby has
wet her pants again. Which of the following comments will best
promor< and encouraqe Debhy s toilet training

_ X\kg?Xt time you have to go to the toilet tell Mother about, it."
b) id you wet your pants again? When will you learn to tell .
me in t1me'”' Y S
c) "Big qirls don't wet their pants." A -
d)'“I,guess we'ss have to put you in diapers again."

If'a three year vld ch11d talks a qreat dea] with 1maq1nary
playmates the parents should -

a) further develop his imagination throuqh read1nq to the child
b) provide more opportunities ‘to play with ch11dren
c) give him more toys to play with . . . R
d) 1qnore him and the 1maq1nary conversations P .
When children have a stronq dislike for a partwcu]ar food,. .
the best way to handle the situation is to

force the ch11d to eat a smalt port1on
mix the food that is disliked with a favorite food
respect the .food dislike

reward him if he eats the. food

an oo
— e e

[ 4

'Janet and Linda were pa1nt1nq side by side at the ease]
Janet said "You are just d:gbb11nq That's messy." .Linda

dipped her brush in the paifit and put a big bTue daub in the
middle of Janet's paper. _Janet protestéd 1oudly,‘"Sae whit 4

she did. She spoiled my- p1cture " PR N S L
a)'Zginda, that wasn't nice. If you can ‘t paint on your L\\\\;_//vf“ .

Own paper, you can 1eave the easel.
yc ture

b) "Linda, tell Janet you're sorry you spoiled her
¢) "I know, Linda, you didn't Tike what Janet said,
Janet's picture is spo11ed Let's get some fresh paper for
Janet. I wonder if you're ready for a fresh sheet, too.
/

Three boys spotted the two firemen' s. hats in the dress- up ‘
corner at the'same time. Joey didn't get there in time to

get one and began to cry. The other two who already had the!ll.p
hats began to chant, "Cry- baby, cry-baby". .

) “We don't call names at nursery schéol.

) “Even grown-ups fee] l1ike crying somet1meg "

) "If you boys can't share the hats, I'11 have to put them away.

) "Joey, firemeh wear great big boots. Let's look in the
dress-up chest and see if there are some boots." ’

e) "Be a; little man, Joey. Don't cry."
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6. Russ and Larry were on the iurmﬁ‘; q'vm drgquing over whe (oyld
climb the highest. Russ qave larr, a push. - Larry lost his
+ balance and fell, skinning his elbgw so that it started to

a

sbleed. . . ‘ ’ ’

A . . Sl

- : a) "Russ, what, is the safety rule for ‘the unqgle ,ym?"
, L. b)) "Larry, T know your elbow does hurt. Russg, you can. help
- us put-a band=aid on Larry's elbow." ’
: c) "Buss, you qo right straight indoors. You can'* c¢limb on
. - #he junqgle qym anymore today." - .
‘ d),™Russ, we don't push at nursery schools . You are 4 l%g and
(.old enough to remember that." N
7. .When Carl arrived at nursery school his favorite dump truck was
already_in the hands of Paul. Car} walked over and .took the
truck away ‘from Paul. Paul grabbed Carl around the neck velling,
"I had it first."

. a) "Paul, Carl has a hard 'tim.‘ 4 inq‘for turns. Maybe we
\ can help him think of SO ing he could do till you are

through with the truck."
b) "Carl, Paul really isn't through with that truck yet. 1
don't see a filling station for trucks around herer Where
: do you think a filling station could be for this truck?"
c) "Paul had it first. Carl, give it back and stop fighting."
“\\\ od¥ d) "Paul; you can let go of Carl. Carl you could ask Paul to
tell you whén he's through so you could have the next turn."
e) "Paul, tell Carl will you say "please" if he wants 'to have
a turn with the truck." ”
8. Jeannie was playing ball with a teacher. Betsy ran over and -
é o pushed Jeannie away so that she fell and started to cry.

a) "Jeannie, I'm sorry; I think Betsy really wants fo' '///’—”—~\\

play and didn't know how to ask us."

b) “Shall wé take turns?" .

c). "I know Betsy, you-feeT left out when I play with
someone else. Let's brush Jeannie off and get her a
hanky. Then we'll all play ball." '

d)- "Betsy play over on the other side of the play yard.

I told you awhile ago not to play so rough. " ~

e) "Now see what happens when you push. You'‘d better . “

apologize to Jeannie." : : ’ S

9. Four or five children were standing around a box trying to
see the tiny kittens in it. Margie couldn't see because
Betsy was in her way. She bit Betsy on the arm, Betsy
‘began to-jump up and down and cry-

a) "Biting is a‘baby trick. You don't want to be a baby."
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b) "Betsy, .pinch Marqie's arm riaht back dnd<ﬁﬂow her how

it feels." Y REIN PR
¢) "Margie, I understand. You wanted to §ee .\ | %ﬁn'ﬁ let
you bite; let's go put cold water oqfﬁétsy”s\q; to make
it feel better, and then we will a%k. sameone to-move
over so you.can see." -~ .7 WL -
d) "I hope it doesn't hurt, lat's put cold water on it."
BN N

Shortly after the arriVaL{of HiSlpaby sister, three-year-old
Steven began‘refusing to feed and dress himself. His parents
can best deal with Steven by o

a) explaining to him that he s a big boy and should
act Tike one

b) depriving him of privileges until he starts to do
these things for himself again .

c) promising him a special treat if he feeds or dresses
himself '

d) showing hinf more love and spending more time with him

{



PART

-Answer all questions truthfully. There are no right or wronq
answers . Check_the answer to each question or circle the answer
which best describes how you feel.

Age on Last Birthday N ( )vMalo 1) Female ™

Grade

1. Below is a partial list of subjects offered to the high school
students.  Check your thrggﬁfgyggi@{iggggygéi ' '

Sub jects
() Art . (") Physical Education
() Music | ' (). Food Sciences
()~ Drama () Typing
() English , ' () Bioloqy
() Social Studies () Clothiflg & Textiles
() Math_ - o () Industrial Arts
() Chemistry () Mod®rn Living :H;
() French A O hfg;
( ) Business Education |
2.. With'whom do you live? (You méy check more than one.) )
() Aunt () Mother // 
() Brother(s). v( ) | Sister(sj K;
() Father . () Stepfather
( ) Foster Pareﬁts () Stepmo ther
() Friend(s)' () Uncle
{ ) - Grandmother' v () Stepsister(s)

() Grandf@ther . () Stepbrother(s) .
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PART D

Do you have any brothers or s1sters under “the aqe
of 6 years?

Do you babysit for your parents or ofher families?

If so, how frequently?

Are any children, you babysit, below the age of 6 years?

Do you see any other than the above children frequent?.,”
They must be under the age of 6 years to answer yes.

REACTIONS TO CHILDREN OF VARIOUS AGES

Let's face it: Infants aren't always rosy and smiling, toddlers
aren't always cunning and adorable, and young sub-teens are o€ten
apt to get in your hair. Even when you.are a parent there are
many times when feelings are mixed about your own children.

What are your feelings about children as they cross your path in
various ways from day to day? Read the numbered statements which
describe different situations and circle the letter of the response
which best indicates your feelinqgs.

There are NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSHMERS. These are just expressions

—— 5

of your feelings.

1.

["ve usually been glad to go out on baby-sitting jobs

more because:

a) I liked to earn the money even though it wasn't much.
b) I .enjoyed being with the children.
¢) I never do (or have done) baby-sitting.

When families of relatives or friends visit our home,

- a) ['m thankful when they have no smal] children or babijes

to fuss during the visit.

b) I'm rather glad to see the little ones and like to
spend some time with them.

c) I don't have anything to do with the small children of
guests in our home. - : '

d) We have no friends or relatives who bring their small
children when they visit in our home.

-1f T were asked to be a‘sponsor or help out in some way with a group

of sub-teen girls at the YW or Girl Scouts and I could spare the
time for it:

a) I would agree to do it and look forward to the activities.

J



.99

b) [ would agree to do it \wfy m L culdn't possibly get
out of it.
~¢) I would say no.

[f T.had a chance at a summer vacation job that included
directing play for yeung children .at a playqround, . '
a) Y~would take it only if I ‘couldn't et ANYTHING else. .
b) I'd rather have this type of job than almost’ >
c) I think I would enjoy this work with-children

d) I'd take it for the money 1'd eard but I wouldn
especially look forward to doing the job.

If a fussing, crying baby keeps me from hearing sdmé7o% the
dialogue at the movies, B

a) 1 don't mind; I figure the baby can't help it and it

isn't her fault. : : .. LT
b) I resent the parents’ having taken the baby to:.the rgvies. ° )
c) .1 have never noticed crying babies at the theatres

I go to. e

If my kid brother or sister or the children playing around the" 'g ' .
neighborhood asked me to Jjoin-.in a game of catch or rope- T S
Jumping or some other such juvenile activity, : :

a) I'd just as soon play awhile; I'd;reafly enjoy it. ,
b) I'd play awhile but get out of it as soon as I could.. =\

i

c) Idon't like to do this so I wouldn't .com t myself to
Joining in. ‘ ) : - '
d) I don't get asked.

i
When a small child seems to deliberately disopey a directiog®
from you (or you observe this happening with”someone else), -

~ what is your first impulsive feeling? . -/
a) A feeling of wanting the child to be punished’ for disobedience.
b) A feeling of annoyance or irritation with the.child. _
c) A resigned feeling of "what can you expect of small children".®
d) A feeling of sympathy for -the child. ‘
e) Can't say. 1I've never been in or observed this kind of a

Ssituation.

When a toddler (who may be your little brother or a visiting
neighbor child, etc.) breaks or Spoils something belonging to
you, are you able to keep from being angry ~ith the child and °

from showing your anger about the destruction? '
a) Jes.
b) No

c) This has never happened to me.
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ﬁ) a job in which I could assume complete charge of the

-

When a woman carrying a fussy baby gets on the bus you are
riding and looks around for a seat, do you hope she won't
take the vacant seat next to you?

a) VYes.

b) No. :

c) This has never happened to me and I can't imagine
myself in this situation. ’

If T were to be asked osut on a baby-sitting job I would prefer:

a) the job to be only a matter of watching over sleeping
babies or children for a.few hours. '

b) the job to involve some contact with the baby or children
(such as feeding, putting to bed, etc.)

baby or children over a period of several day-.

5Ty
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ANSWERS TO CHILD DEVELOPMENT ANd PARENTING TEST

Part A Section I

1 d 7 d 13 o

2. a 8. d 14. " a

3. ¢ 9. ¢ 15. b

4 a -« 10. a 16. , a

® €.

5 d 11 d . 17 a

C 12 Th 18 d
19. d

Part A Section II

1 repfesents the most negative statement (s)

2 represents neutral statement (s)

3 represents the most positive statement.(s)

1. a) 3 4. a) 1 . 7. a) 2
b) 2 b) 1 | b) 3
-¢) 1 c) | 3 c) 1
a1 4y 2 | d) 2

2 a) 3 5. a) 1 e) 2
b) 1 | b) 2 8. a) 2
) 1 b) 2
d) 2 d) 3 c) 3

3 a) 1 e) 1 d) 1 $
b) 1 6 a) 2 e) 1
c) 3 b) 3 9 a) 1
d) 2 c) 1 b) 1

d) 1 c) 3
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