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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Pearson contracted with WestEd to develop and conduct an external evaluation of the 

Opening the World of Learning (OWL) early literacy curriculum beginning in June 2008. 

WestEd employed a rigorous quasi-experimental, matched comparison study to examine the 

extent to which the program successfully improved the early literacy development of preschool 

students and the extent to which the professional development activities adequately prepared 

teachers to implement the program effectively.   

Our approach consisted of both formative and summative components and employed mixed 

methods, combining quantitative and qualitative data collections. This combination of strategies 

provided multiple, independent sources of data about various aspects of the OWL curriculum and 

its impact on student early literacy. The formative evaluation of the OWL curriculum provided 

information to stakeholders concerning implementation fidelity, as well as factors contributing to 

the ability of teachers to implement the curriculum. Program implementation data was collected 

using OWL implementation logs, online teacher survey, and site visits of treatment preschools 

(that included classroom observations and teacher interviews/focus groups). The summative or 

outcome evaluation focused on whether the OWL curriculum has achieved its primary objective, 

i.e., for preschool students to demonstrate reliable gains on measures of early literacy (namely, 

the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Third Edition (PPVT-III)).   

Together, the formative and summative data collection and analyses addressed the 

following key research questions: 

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on students’ early literacy as 

measured by reliable and valid assessment tools? Do students in public 

preschools implementing OWL make greater gains than comparable students? 

 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? 

(e.g., English Language Learners, low socioeconomic status) 

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high 

fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? Are there aspects that 

make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL themes more or less 

engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the OWL curriculum? 
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o Is the professional development that teachers receive of sufficient intensity, 

duration, and quality?  

The data we collected and analyzed attempted to answer these questions by determining the 

program’s impact on preschool children’s early literacy as well as understanding the factors that 

influenced faithful implementation of the curriculum. 

Analyses of gains made by students in the treatment group indicate for all students and 

each student subgroup (except White students) made statistically significant gains from their 

pretest to posttest scores in their standard scores, percentile ranks, and age equivalence scores. 

For the complete group of treatment students exhibited a mean gain of 6.29 standardized scores 

from pretest to posttest.  The mean gains for subgroups ranged from 4.67 for students in half-day 

programs to 10.84 for English Language Learners. We found similar results using percentile 

ranks as the measure of change. On average, students whose teachers implemented the OWL 

program increased over 10 percentile ranks from pretest to posttest. Treatment students also 

demonstrated statistically significant gains in age equivalency scores. On average, they showed 

over a one-year gain. These findings were consistent across subgroups based on FRPL eligibility, 

ELL status, ethnicity, gender, and program (full or half-day). Although analysis of the PPVT-III 

showed that students who were exposed to the OWL curriculum demonstrated larger learning 

gains than students exposed to the control programs, there was no significant difference in gains 

made between the two groups of students. Our data collection and analysis of the implementation 

of the OWL curriculum also generated a number of key findings. 

First, teachers were implementing the OWL curriculum with high fidelity and provided 

high ratings on the ease of implementation and for students to follow the curriculum. They listed 

three factors that were vital to the ease of implementation of the OWL curriculum: (1) clear, easy 

to follow, and thorough directions for implementation; (2) the suggested activities resulted in 

high levels of student engagement; and (3) the core books were central. Although there were 

aspects of the curriculum that were difficult to implement (namely, Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s 

Talk About It, math, and small group activities), they readily modified the curriculum to meet the 

needs of the English Language Learners, mixed-age groups, and academic needs of their 

students. They also provided feedback on how the curriculum could be improved (namely, the 

inclusion of more manipulatives for the math activities or books for English Language Learners).  

Second, teachers who participated in workshops on teaching the OWL curriculum found 

them to be useful but they would like additional OWL workshops to help them implement the 

curriculum more effectively. Teachers were also receiving a lot of on-site support in 

implementing the OWL curriculum from their program coordinators and/or literacy coaches.  
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These on-going supports ranged from weekly professional development to cross-site 

collaborations where they shared ideas on OWL curriculum implementation. 

Third, teachers reported high levels of student engagement through the use of the OWL 

curriculum because the topics were relevant to the students’ life experiences and the hands-on 

activities were attractive and fun for the students. They also cited the core books as a 

contributing factor in high student engagement.  

Finally, there were a number of OWL materials that would have been invaluable resources 

for the teachers but were not used as frequently, namely: Adaptations for ELL, Adaptations for 

the Mixed-Age Group, and Math Activity Aids. This could be rectified by providing workshops 

on how teachers could more effectively use these resources or soliciting their direct feedback on 

how these could be improved to be more effective. Many teachers attended OWL workshops 

when they first adopted the curriculum up to three years ago so a refresher course might be 

beneficial. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Pearson contracted with WestEd to develop and conduct an external evaluation of the 

Opening the World of Learning (OWL) early literacy curriculum beginning in June 2008. The 

WestEd evaluation approach comprised a mixed method study that used the Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary, Third Edition (PPVT-III) to determine the impact of the OWL curriculum on the 

early literacy development of preschool students and on-line teacher surveys, OWL 

implementation logs, and site visits (that included classroom observations and teacher 

interviews/focus groups) to examine factors that contribute to teachers’ ability to implement the 

OWL curriculum with high fidelity. 

This Final Report discusses the evaluation activities and findings for the study. We begin 

with the background and purpose of the OWL study, followed by a discussion of methods used 

and results, and conclude with a summary of findings and significance of findings for key 

stakeholders. 
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

WestEd conducted an evaluation of the effectiveness and impact of the Opening the World 

of Learning (OWL) early literacy curriculum on children’s early literacy development. Our 

evaluation attempted to determine:  

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on students’ early literacy as 

measured by reliable and valid assessment tools? Do students in public 

preschools implementing OWL make greater gains than comparable students? 

 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? 

(e.g., English Language Learners, low socioeconomic status) 

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high 

fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? Are there aspects that 

make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL themes more or less 

engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the OWL curriculum? 

o Is the professional development that teachers receive of sufficient intensity, 

duration, and quality?  

Brief Literature Review 

It is abundantly clear from research (Barnett, Jung, Wong, Cook, & Lamy, 2007; Cannon & 

Karoly, 2007; Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005) that well-designed preschool 

programs serving children one or two years before kindergarten entry can improve measures of 

school readiness and increase performance on academic achievement tests in the early 

elementary grades. Early language development is also related to long-term reading success as 

well as the development of socio-emotional skills (Sirin, 2005; Hart & Risley, 1995). Reading 

research demonstrates that early literacy development begins before children start kindergarten 

through their exposure to environmental print and their interaction with printed text within a 

language-enriched environment (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  The National Reading Panel 

(NRP) recommends a reading program that simultaneously teaches children several skills as an 

effective way to develop reading skills (Report of the National Reading Panel, 2000). Therefore, 

early literacy development programs should include the teaching of multiple inter-related 

components including phonological awareness, phonemic awareness, letter knowledge, and 
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morphemic awareness. Preschool language skills support the development of phonemic 

awareness and play a critical role in promoting reading comprehension in the middle grades. 

Research also indicates that in addition to the short-term impact on school achievement, the 

early development of cognitive skills builds a strong foundation for success that is sustained 

through adulthood (National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2007; Schweinhart, 

Montie, Xiang, Barnett, Belfield, & Nores, 2005). A number of studies have shown that the 

amount of time children spent talking with and listening to adults, as well as the quality of the 

conversations, were strongly associated with children’s language development (McCartney, 

1984; Dickinson, 2001). Dickinson (2001) found that children benefited the most when their 

conversations with teachers were sustained, included varied vocabulary, and encouraged to think 

and use language to discuss ideas, as well as past and future events. Consequently, children’s 

preschool experience plays a critical role in supporting the development of reading skills.     

No reading program can be effective without teachers possessing adequate levels of 

knowledge and skill. The National Reading Panel (NRP) Report addressed the need for teachers 

to participate in training that would enable them to provide a comprehensive reading program. 

Other research findings also indicate that teachers who engaged in sustained professional 

development efforts adopted new practices that improve the quality of their instruction in 

language and literacy development, which in turn translated to improved children’s learning 

(Dickinson, Anastasopoulos, Miller, Caswell, & Peisner-Feinberg, 2002).   

Program Overview 

By drawing upon scientifically based reading research such as the works cited above, the 

OWL curriculum targets early literacy abilities and provides preschool children with instructional 

supports focused on multiple aspects of reading development. The principles that guided the 

development of the OWL curriculum are based on research on best practices in early childhood 

development: 

 OWL provides a comprehensive approach that targets all critical early literacy 

skills by addressing all components in an integrated fashion, not in isolation, 

through activities that promote the utilization of different language modalities 

and components. 

 By focusing on language, OWL emphasizes and supports children’s language 

learning experiences by systematically embedding attention to vocabulary 

within meaningful extended discourse through book reading and teacher-child 

conversations.  



4 

 Attention to phonological awareness through activities such as singing, 

reading predictable books, teacher-led games, and child-initiated writing 

activities enables preschool children to attend to the sounds of language. 

 By learning about letters, OWL teaches children about the link between 

recognition of letters and writing. Through repeated teacher-led games and 

child-initiated activities, children experiment with letters as they learn to 

distinguish the shapes and sound of the different letters, as well as associate 

letters with their names. 

 Acquiring social skills is a critical component of early childhood experiences 

as children learn self-control and how to negotiate social interactions. OWL 

provides explicit instruction in these areas by interweaving discussions of 

social and emotional issues into discussions about books and conversations 

about on-going classroom events. Children also engage in repeated group 

activities designed to keep them on task and motivating child-initiated 

activities that they can either do individually or with others.  

 OWL promotes a learning community by nurturing in children a desire to learn 

and a sense of competence as learners. It helps children become self-

sustaining learners by increasing children’s awareness of words and interest in 

learning them, enabling them to discover that they can use writing for their 

own purposes, as well as by drawing their interest to books and learning from 

different types of books. 

Purpose of the Study 

Developed by Pearson, the OWL early literacy curriculum is based on research in reading 

and early childhood education. To date, the program developers have conducted three pilot 

studies to examine the effectiveness of the program in improving early literacy development in 

preschool children. However, these studies involved small sample sizes and did not include 

comparison groups. WestEd proposed a larger scale evaluation study of the OWL curriculum 

with approximately 800 preschool children in the treatment and comparison groups combined. 

We selected treatment schools from a list of preschools that were implementing the OWL 

program and found matched comparison schools. To attain the desired sample size, we recruited 

up to nine preschools in public school districts located in the south and southwest of the United 

States. We initially targeted Early Reading First public preschools in large urban districts, but 

these efforts did not lead to any schools in the final sample because they were already conducting 

their own evaluation and issues with district approval process. 

Our evaluation study expanded upon previous studies funded by Pearson and is grounded 

in research on best practices in the development of early reading and early childhood education. 

Because OWL is a comprehensive preschool curriculum with children receiving support in 
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language, numeracy, socio-emotional, cognitive, and gross motor development in a language–

enriched environment, our evaluation attempted to document the degree to which the program’s 

comprehensive approach to preschool services enhances early literacy outcomes.  It also 

examined the effectiveness of the OWL professional development opportunities in enabling 

teachers to implement the program with fidelity in their classrooms and provide 

recommendations on how these offerings could be improved. 

Finally, the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP) Report (2008) discussed a number of 

gaps in the existing research on early literacy development that include: lack of studies with clear 

literacy outcome measures and efficacy studies of programs that examine the impact of programs 

as implemented by “real” preschool teachers within the context of “real” classrooms. Although 

conceptualized prior to the release of the NELP Report, the WestEd evaluation study of the OWL 

curriculum is clearly a step towards addressing these gaps. 

Overview of WestEd’s Evaluation Approach 

WestEd’s evaluation of the OWL early literacy curriculum examined the extent to which it 

has successfully improved preschool children’s development of their early literacy and the extent 

to which the professional development activities adequately prepared teachers to implement the 

program effectively.  Our approach consisted of both formative and summative components and 

employed mixed methods, combining quantitative and qualitative data collections. This 

combination of strategies provided multiple, independent sources of data about various aspects 

of the OWL curriculum and its impact on student early literacy.   

Formative evaluations helped structure programs by providing information that facilitates 

program development, improves service delivery, and/or enhances program outcomes. The 

formative evaluation of the OWL curriculum provided information to stakeholders concerning 

implementation fidelity, as well as factors contributing to the ability of teachers to implement the 

curriculum. The summative or outcome evaluation focused on whether the OWL curriculum has 

achieved its primary objective, i.e., for preschool students to demonstrate reliable gains on 

measures of early literacy. 

Together, the formative and summative data collection and analyses addressed the 

following key research questions: 

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on student early literacy as 

measured by reliable and valid assessment tools? Do students in public 

preschools implementing OWL make greater gains than comparable students? 
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 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? 

(e.g., English Language Learners, low socioeconomic status) 

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high 

fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? Are there aspects that 

make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL themes more or less 

engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the OWL curriculum? 

o Is the professional development that teachers receive of sufficient intensity, 

duration, and quality?  

The data we collected and analyzed attempted to answer these questions by determining the 

curriculum’s impact on preschool children’s early literacy as well as understanding the factors 

that influenced faithful implementation of the curriculum.  
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METHODS 

In this section, we describe the evaluation design (including the method for selecting sites), 

study sample, and measures used to examine program implementation and impact. 

Evaluation Design 

WestEd employed a rigorous quasi-experimental, matched comparison study to assess the 

implementation and effectiveness of the OWL early literacy curriculum. Quasi-experimental 

designs do not use random assignment of participants to intervention and control groups but 

instead depend on applying appropriate measurement and statistical controls to nonequivalent 

groups to determine intervention impacts on the outcomes of interest. Our design relied on a 

matching process using cluster analysis to create a viable comparison group. We believe this to 

be the most appropriate evaluation design given the parameters of program implementation and 

the research questions to be addressed. The design included two conditions: (1) a treatment 

group comprising of approximately 300 preschoolers in public preschools implementing OWL; 

and 2) a matched comparison group of about 300 preschoolers in preschools not implementing 

OWL. 

A critical aspect of our formative evaluation was the use of implementation logs to assess 

the fidelity of implementation of the OWL curriculum and to identify those factors predictive of 

good versus poor implementation. We also conducted classroom observations to gather 

contextual information on classroom implementation. Additionally, we used an on-line teacher 

survey to address broader issues of implementation (i.e., the curriculum and professional 

development). Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected as part of our formative 

evaluation. 

Our summative or outcome evaluation relied heavily on the assessment of preschoolers’ 

literacy skills and the collection and analysis of quantitative data. We used the Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-III), an assessment mandated by the US Department of 

Education to meet the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) requirements for all 

Early Reading First grantees.  

This combination of methods and attention to the triangulation of findings across data 

sources will yield useful information for the further refinement of the OWL curriculum and 

teacher professional development. 
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Study Sample 

Our first task was to select preschool classrooms for participation in the treatment 

condition. We initially targeted Early Reading First (ERF) preschools that were implementing 

the OWL curriculum and drew a sample of classrooms from ERF funded preschools provided to 

WestEd by Pearson. Several factors were considered when we selected the classrooms for the 

treatment condition including, but not limited to, the following: 

 Geographic region (i.e., urban public preschools in the central, west, 

northeast, and southeast) 

 The existing use of the PPVT-III (i.e., whether or not literacy assessments 

were already being implemented in the classroom)  

 Teacher experience using the OWL curriculum 

 District/school characteristics 

The selection criteria were finalized with input from Pearson. WestEd began the 

recruitment process for treatment schools by contacting ERF coordinators to determine their 

interest in participating in the study. However, the effort did not lead to any ERF schools in the 

sample so we expanded to recruit other public preschools that were implementing the OWL 

curriculum and PPVT-III. We sent a letter describing the study and explaining the requirements 

for treatment group participation. We followed up with a phone call to answer questions and 

further solicit study participation. Recruiting public preschools that implemented the OWL 

curriculum and PPVT-III proved to be challenging because not all schools that implemented the 

OWL program administered the PPVT-III as part of their regular practice.  

Once schools were recruited for treatment group participation, matched comparison 

classrooms were selected. Our initial preference was to select treatment and comparison 

classrooms within the same school; however, this was not possible due to school-wide 

implementation of the OWL curriculum. We also discovered that the OWL curriculum was being 

implemented district-wide. Therefore, we used cluster analysis to recruit matched districts and 

classrooms within them for the comparison condition. Among the factors we used in the cluster 

analysis were percentage of free or reduced lunch, percentage of English language learners 

(ELL), ethnicity, standardized achievement scores, and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). As an 

incentive for teachers to participate in the study, Pearson provided each participating teacher 

with a product voucher totaling $500 that was used to purchase Pearson products (such as story 
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books for the classroom library).  Table 1 describes the community characteristics of the six 

programs recruited to participate in the study. 

 

Table 1: Community Characteristics of Participating Programs 

Group Type Community 
Population 

(2007) 

Median 

Household 

Income 

(2007) 

Race (2007) 

Residents with 

income below 

the poverty 

level (2007) 

Group 

1 

Treatment Rural 4,135 $66,608 

White (65.3%) 

Hispanic (29.4%) 

Black (2.1%) 

Other (3.2%) 

10.2% 

Comparison 
Small 

Town 
74,185 $34,847 

White (70.3%) 

Hispanic (23.1%) 

Black (2.6%) 

Other (4.0%) 

19.2% 

Group 

2 

Treatment Suburban 101,753 $48,115 

White (78.4%) 

Hispanic (3.5%) 

Black (13.9%) 

Other (4.2%) 

16.0% 

Comparison 
Small 

Town 
14,275 $33,487 

White (85.1%) 

Hispanic (3.0%) 

Black (9.3%) 

Other (2.6%) 

18.4 

Group 

3 

Treatment Suburban 92,318 $59,825 

White (67.5%) 

Hispanic (20.3%) 

Black (1.9%) 

Other (10.3%) 

10.0% 

Comparison Rural 1,993 $32,284 

White (28.8%) 

Black (0.2%)  

Other (71.0%)  

19.2% 

       

Table 2 shows the student characteristics of the study participants. The six recruited 

programs provided service to a total of 625 students in public preschools in California and 

Tennessee. About 70 percent (n=436) of the students in the OWL study were on free/reduced 

price lunch and 24 percent (n=149) were identified as English Language Learners. About 3 

percent (n=16) were identified as special education students.  
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Table 2: Student Characteristics of Study Participants (n=625) 
 Number Percentage 

Free/Reduced Price Lunch 436 70% 

English Language Learner (ELL) 149 24% 

Special Education 16 3% 

   

Ethnicity   

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0% 

Pacific Islander 3 0.5% 

African American 67 11% 

Filipino 0 0% 

White 219 35% 

Asian 10 2% 

Hispanic/Latino 272 44% 

Multiple 47 8% 

None indicated 7 1% 

   

Gender   

Female 319 51% 

Male 306 49% 

   

Program   

Half Day 307 49% 

Full Day 317 51% 

   

Hispanic/Latino students were the largest group at 44 percent (n=272), followed by White 

students at 35 percent (n=219), African-American students at 11 percent (n=67), and Asian at 2 

percent (n=10). Eight percent (n=47) were of multiple ethnicities. There were 7 students (1 

percent) whose ethnicities were unknown and less than 1 percent (n=3) who were Pacific-

Islanders. About 51 percent (n=319) of the students were female and 49 percent (n=306) were 

male. Finally, approximately 51 percent (n=317) participated in full day and 49 percent (n=307) 

were in the half day preschool programs.  

Table 3 compares the ages of the students at pre- and post-test. At pre-test, about 52 

percent (n=327) were four years of age, 14 percent (n=85) were three years old, and 9 percent 

(n=54) were five years old. At post-test, 35 percent (n=217) were five years old, 31 percent 

(n=196) were four years old, and 3 percent (n=18) were three years of age. No children were less 

than three years of age at post-test in comparison to 1 percent (n=7) at pretest. We were unable to 

calculate the ages of about 24 percent (n=152) of the students at pretest and 32 percent (n=194) 

of the students at post-test because testing dates were not listed in their test booklets. 
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Table 3: Ages of Study Participants at Pre- and Post-Test (n=625) 

Ages 

Pre-Test Post-Test 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Less than three years old 7 1% 0 0% 

Three year olds 85 14% 18 3% 

Four year olds 327 52% 196 31% 

Five year olds 54 9% 217 35% 

Unknown 152 24% 194 32% 

     

Table 4 shows the teacher characteristics of the teacher participants (including years of 

teaching experience, certification, and length of time they had used the curriculum).  

Table 4: Teacher Characteristics of Study Participants (n=34) 
Length of Teaching Experience Number Percentage 

0 to 5 years 9 26% 

6 to 10 years 7 21% 

11 to 15 years 0 0% 

16 to 20 years 3 9% 

More than 20 years 2 6% 

Unknown 13 38% 

   

Certification*   

Early Childhood Education Units 14 37% 

Preschool 6 16% 

Other 5 13% 

Unknown 13 34% 

   

Highest Degree Attained   

Associate degree from community college 4 12% 

Bachelor’s degree from a four-year college 12 35% 

Master’s degree 2 6% 

Post-graduate degree 3 9% 

Unknown 13 38% 

   

Length of Time Used the Curriculum   

Less than one year 4 18% 

One to three years 17 77% 

Four to six years 1 5% 

More than six years 0 0% 

Unknown 12 35% 

   

* Some comparison teachers selected more than one response to certification item 

We were also unable determine teacher characteristics from about a third of the teachers 

because they did not provide the requested information on either the online teacher survey or in 

response to email requests. The available data indicate that approximately 26 percent (n=9) of 
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the teachers had 0 to 5, 21 percent (n=7) had 6 to 10 (n=6), and 15 percent (n=5) had 16 or more 

years of teaching experience. About 37 percent (n=14) had completed early childhood education 

units, 16 percent (n=6) were certified to teach preschool, and 13 percent (n=5) had other 

certification. About 35 percent (n=12) of the teachers had a bachelor’s degree from a four-year 

college, 12 percent (n=4) had an associate degree from community college, 6 percent (n=2) had a 

Master’s degree, and 9 percent (n=3) had post-graduate degree. Finally, over 50 percent (n=17) 

had been using their existing preschool curriculum for one to three years and 18 percent (n=4) 

for less than one year. 

Measures Used to Assess Program Implementation and Impact 

To assess program implementation, WestEd developed and used evaluation tools  (i.e., 

implementation logs/surveys) that are described below and included in the Appendix. Pearson 

reviewed and approved the WestEd-developed instruments (namely, the classroom observation 

protocol, implementation log, and online teacher survey), which were also reviewed and 

approved through an IRB process. In addition, we used an individually administered assessment 

to determine program impact on preschool students. Table 5 summarizes the research questions 

and the measures used. 

Table 5: Research Questions and Data Sources 

Questions Data Source 

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on student early 

literacy as measured by reliable and valid assessment tools? Do 

students in public preschools implementing OWL make greater 

gains than comparable students? 

PPVT-III 

 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL 

than others? (e.g., English language Learners, low 

socioeconomic status) 

PPVT-III 

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement 

OWL with high fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? 

Are there aspects that make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL 

themes more or less engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the 

OWL curriculum? 

o Is the professional development that teachers receive of 

sufficient intensity, duration, and quality?  

Classroom observation, 

teacher focus groups, 

online teacher survey, 

implementation logs 

  



13 

Measures of Program Impact 

Children’s literacy skills were measured using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third 

Edition, Receptive (PPVT-III). The PPVT-III has demonstrated good reliability and validity as a 

measure of children’s emerging literacy and pre-reading skills and is a required Government and 

Performance Results Act (GPRA) indicator for Early Reading First (ERF) grantees. The PPVT-

III is a 204-item test in Standard English administered by having children point to one of four 

pictures shown when given a word to identify (Dunn & Dunn, 1997). The PPVT-III directly 

measures vocabulary size, with the rank order of item difficulty being highly correlated with 

word use frequency. This test is also used as a quick indicator of general cognitive ability, 

correlating with other measures of linguistic and cognitive development related to school 

success.  

Although some recruited public preschools did not administer the PPVT-III, they 

volunteered to do so as part of their participation in the OWL study. WestEd staff trained 

teachers at these schools in the use of the PPVT-III. In addition, we purchased and loaned the 

testing booklets to the schools so they could administer the assessments at no cost. The schools 

provided their pretest PPVT-III data by January 2009, and the posttest data was submitted by the 

end of July 2009. 

Measures of Program Implementation 

Measures of program implementation were collected through classroom observations and 

teacher interviews/focus groups, online teacher survey, and implementation logs. 

Implementation log 

The fidelity with which the OWL curriculum is implemented was assessed using an 

implementation log developed by WestEd and completed by teachers who implemented the OWL 

curriculum (see Appendix A: OWL Implementation Log). We began the process of instrument 

development by examining assessments already in place. Implementation fidelity was assessed 

for each four- to six-week theme of the OWL curriculum, which permitted the identification of 

implementation issues specific to each unit. Teachers were asked questions regarding the length 

of time they took to implement the OWL unit, ease in the use of the materials and its 

effectiveness in engaging students, possible modifications made to the OWL materials, their use 

of supplemental program, and their feedback on the component or activity that was most difficult 

to implement. 
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On-line Teacher Survey 

Teachers who implemented the OWL curriculum were surveyed to help gain a deeper 

understanding of the factors contributing to the ability of teachers to implement the OWL 

curriculum with high fidelity (Appendix B: On-Line Teacher Survey). The survey included items 

assessing the quality of teacher professional development, aspects of the curriculum facilitating 

implementation (i.e., adequacy of materials and other resources, child engagement) and 

classroom management  (i.e., re-teaching concepts). The survey consisted of both close-ended 

(i.e., Likert-scaled) and open-ended items. The use of an on-line survey eased instrument 

administration in multi-site contexts and facilitated centralized data management. Although a 

hard copy was available for teachers unable or unwilling to complete the assessment on-line, all 

teachers who responded did so online. 

Site Visits 

To gain insight into teacher implementation of the OWL curriculum, two WestEd staff 

members conducted site visits to the three treatment schools in December 2008 and May 2009. 

The site visits included observations of: eight classrooms in Treatment 1; seven classrooms in 

Treatment 2; and three classrooms in Treatment 3. The site visits were intended to determine the 

level of implementation and impact of the OWL curriculum. The visits included pre- and post-

observation teacher interviews/focus groups and classroom observations.  

Through the pre-observation teacher interviews, WestEd staff collected contextual 

information such as the unit being implemented, materials being used, and the classroom 

objective for the day (Appendix C: OWL Pre-Observation). Instead of conducting individual 

post-observation interviews because of teacher time constraints, WestEd staff conducted onsite 

post-observation teacher focus groups that lasted approximately an hour. During the focus 

groups, teachers discussed: strengths of the OWL curriculum; barriers they experienced with the 

curriculum and how these were overcome; support or guidance they received from their school 

site or program coordinator in implementing the OWL curriculum; their use of non-OWL 

supplementals; training/professional development they attended to assist in their implementation 

of the OWL curriculum; OWL materials that they use daily; and whether they found the materials 

useful (Appendix D: OWL Teacher Post Interview). 

In addition to information on the number of students and adults in the classroom and unit 

being implemented, the classroom observations focused on: classroom organization, the use of 

the specific components of the OWL curriculum and overall observation on the how well the 

program was being implemented. WestEd staff used the “OWL Classroom Site Visit Checklist” 
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to conduct the classroom observations (Appendix E). The checklist also allowed WestEd staff to 

examine the overall implementation of the OWL curriculum in each treatment school. 
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RESULTS 

In this section, we describe the study sample (including the types of programs in the 

comparison preschools and the curriculum being implemented, followed by a description of the 

students and teacher characteristics in both the treatment and comparison preschools. We also 

discuss the power analysis, findings from our analysis of the measures of program impact on 

students’ early literacy development (including a description of analytic method and model 

specification) and program implementation (namely, the Implementation Logs, On-Line Teacher 

Survey, and Site Visits). 

Description of the Study Sample  

We recruited six public preschool programs during an eight-month recruitment period and 

terminated recruitment efforts in February 2009 to allow ample time to occur between the 

administration of the pre- and post-treatment PPVT-III. Through the recruitment, we discovered 

that the PPVT-III was not administered consistently across all six preschools. Although two 

treatment preschools and one comparison preschool administered the PPVT-III, the test was only 

administered once upon admission into their preschool program. Also, the preschools did not use 

the two forms as pre- and post-test and instead regularly administered Form A in the fall and 

Form B in the spring admission.  

However, the preschools were willing to administer the PPVT-III as part of their 

participation in the OWL study. Consequently, we purchased the PPVT-III for all six preschools 

to administer the PPVT-III as post-test in the spring or as both pre-test and post-test. Because 

some preschools were recruited earlier than others, there was also a longer time period between 

the pre- and post-test at some of the preschools (as seen in Table 6). At Treatment 1, we 

combined the PPVT-III data for students who were tested in April and May 2008 with those 

tested in fall 2008 as pre-test to increase the sample size because the coordinator would not retest 

the children in fall 2008.  

Table 6 also shows the timelines for the administration of the PPVT-III at each preschool 

and the type of curriculum being implemented. There were six public preschools in the study –

three treatment and three comparison sites. Four preschools were located in California and two 

preschools in Tennessee. Treatment 1 had six full day plus two half day classrooms and 

Treatment 2 provided seven full day classrooms. Treatment 3 had three half-day classrooms. 

Two comparison preschools were full day programs and the third had four half day classrooms. 

The comparison programs implemented comprehensive early learning curriculum by other major 

publishing companies. 
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Table 6: Treatment and Comparison Preschools: Curriculum and PPVT-III Testing Timelines 

Group Type Curriculum Program Type 
Pre-PPVT-III 

Timeline 

Post-PPVT-III 

Timeline 

Group 

1 

Treatment 1 Opening the 

World of 

Learning (OWL) 

6 half day and 2 

full day 

classrooms 

April, May, 

September, 

October, 

November, 

December 

May 

Comparison 1 Other 4 half day 

classrooms 

December May 

Group 

2 

Treatment 2 Opening the 

World of 

Learning (OWL) 

7 full day 

classrooms 

December, 

January, 

February 

May 

Comparison 2 Other 7 full day 

classrooms 

September, 

November 

May 

Group 

3 

Treatment 3 Opening the 

World of 

Learning (OWL) 

3 half day 

classrooms 

September, 

October, 

November 

May 

Comparison 3 Other 1 full day 

classroom 

February May 

      

Table 7 shows the distribution of students across the sites. A total of 625 students and 30 

teachers in six public preschools participated in the study. About 53 percent (n=176) of the 

students were at Treatment 1, 36 percent (n=120) at Treatment 2, and about 11 percent (n=37) at 

Treatment 3. In addition, about 45 percent of the students were at Comparison 1 (n=133) and 

Comparison 2 (n=131), and about 10 percent (n=28) were at Comparison 3. 

Table 7: Treatment and Comparison Preschool Programs: Program Type, Number of Teachers, 

and Number and Percentage of Students by Preschool Program 

 

Number of 

Teachers 

(n=30) 

Number of 

Students 

(n=625) 

Percentage of 

Students 

Treatment Program    

Treatment 1 8 176 53% 

Treatment 2 7 120 36% 

Treatment 3 3 37 11% 

Total 18 333  

    

Comparison Program    

Comparison 1 4 133 46% 

Comparison 2 7 131 45% 

Comparison 3 1 28 10% 

Total 12 292  
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As seen in Table 8, there were 333 preschool students in the treatment preschools and 292 

in the comparison preschools.  

Table 8: Demographics of Treatment and Comparison Students 

 

Treatment (n=333) Comparison (n=292) 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Free/Reduced Price Lunch 230 69% 200 68% 

English Language Learner (ELL) 120 36% 29 10% 

Special Education 16 5% 0 0% 
     

Ethnicity     

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0% 0 0% 

Pacific Islander 1 0.3% 2 1% 

African American 42 13% 25 9% 

Filipino 0 0% 0 0% 

White 90 27% 129 44% 

Asian 9 3% 1 0.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 163 49% 109 37% 

Multiple 28 8% 19 7% 

None indicated 0 0% 7 2% 
     

Gender     

Female 167 50% 152 52% 

Male 166 50% 140 48% 
     

Program     

Half Day 174 52% 133 46% 

Full Day 159 48% 158 54% 
     

There were slightly more students on free/reduced price lunch at the treatment than at 

comparison preschools. Sixty-nine percent (n=230) of treatment students were on free lunch and 

reduced price lunch. Sixty-eight percent comparison students (n=200) were on free lunch and 

reduced priced lunch. Thirty-six percent (n=120) of treatment students were identified as English 

Language Learners and 29 (10 percent) were in the comparison group. There were 167 female 

(50 percent) and 166 male (50 percent) students in the treatment programs and 152 female (52 

percent) and 140 male (48 percent) students in the comparison programs. Fifty-two percent 

(n=174) of treatment students were enrolled in half day and 48 percent (n=159) in full day 

programs. In comparison, 46 percent (n=133) of the comparison students were in half day and 54 

percent (n=158) in full day programs.  

Table 9 compares the teacher characteristics in the treatment and comparison programs 

(including years of teaching experience, certification, highest degree attained, and length of time 

they had used their curriculum). Comparison teachers were asked similar questions and 64 

percent (n=9) responded. We were unable to determine teacher characteristics of about 33 
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percent of treatment teachers (n=6) and 44 percent (n=7) of the comparison teachers because 

they did not provide the requested information.  

Table 9: Comparison of Teacher Characteristics: Treatment and Comparison Programs (n=34) 

Length of Teaching Experience 

Treatment (n=18) Comparison (n=16) 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

0 to 5 years 5 28% 4 25% 

6 to 10 years 6 33% 1 6% 

11 to 15 years 0 0% 0 0% 

16 to 20 years 1 6% 2 13% 

More than 20 years 0 0% 2 13% 

Unknown 6 33% 7 44% 
     

Certification*     

Early Childhood Education Units 6 33% 8 40% 

Preschool 1 6% 5 25% 

Other 5 28% 0 0% 

Unknown 6 33% 7 35% 
     

Highest Degree Attained     

Associate degree from community college 0 0% 4 25% 

Bachelor’s degree from a four-year college 8 44% 4 25% 

Master’s degree 1 6% 1 6% 

Post-graduate degree 3 17% 0 0% 

Unknown 6 33% 7 44% 

     

Length of Time Used the Curriculum     

Less than one year 3 17% 1 6% 

One to three years 9 50% 8 50% 

Four to six years 1 6% 0 0% 

More than six year 0 0% 0 0% 

Unknown 5 28% 7 44% 

     

* Some comparison teachers selected more than one response to certification item. 

The available data indicates that more treatment teachers had 0 to 5 and 6 to 10 years of 

teaching experience than the comparison teachers. About 25 percent of the comparison teachers 

had 0 to 5 years (n=4), 13 percent (n=2) had 16 to 20, and 13 percent (n=2) had more than 20 

years of teaching experience. Only 6 percent (n=1) of treatment teachers had 16 to 20 years of 

teaching experience and none had more than 20 years of experience. Forty percent (n=8) of 

comparison teachers had completed early childhood units and 33 percent (n=6) of treatment 

teachers had. In addition, 25 percent (n=5) of comparison teachers were certified to teach 

preschool in contrast to 6 percent (n=1) of treatment teachers.  

Twenty-eight percent (n=5) of treatment teachers had other certification. Forty-four percent 

(n=8) of treatment teachers had bachelor’s degree from a four-year college and about 25 percent 
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(n=4) of comparison teachers did. Seventeen percent (n=3) of the treatment teachers had post-

graduate degrees and none in the comparison group did. An analysis of the length of time the 

teachers had used their preschool curriculum indicated that a majority of teachers in both groups 

had been using their preschool curriculum for one to three years.  

Power Analysis 

Our preliminary estimate of the sample size for the treatment and comparison sites was 

determined using power analysis. Given an expected small effect size (.20) with a significance 

criterion (alpha) of .05 and with a power level of .80 (a typically agreed-upon power level), the 

necessary sample size was calculated at 786. Using that estimate of the needed sample size, and 

allowing for attrition, we had decided upon sample sizes of 400 each for the treatment and 

comparison groups with a total sample of approximately 800 preschoolers. Difficulty 

encountered in recruiting public preschools resulted in a sample size of 625. However, our 

statistician informed us that the number of students post-tested would be sufficient for 

determining small to medium effect size using one measure and power = .80 and alpha set at .05 

(conventional levels).  

Findings on the Impact on Students’ Early Literacy Development 

In this section, we describe the analytic methods and model specification used to determine 

the impact of the OWL curriculum on the early literacy development of preschool students, 

followed by a discussion of the findings to address the following research questions: 

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on student early literacy as 

measured by reliable and valid assessment tools?  

 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? 

(e.g., English Language Learners, low socioeconomic status) 

 Do students in public preschools implementing OWL make greater gains than 

comparable students? 

Description of Analytic Methods 

We conducted analyses to examine the impact of the OWL curriculum on early literacy. We 

collected Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-III) performance data for 625 

pre-school (333 treatment participants and 292 comparison preschoolers).  The OWL participants 
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treatment group came from three preschool programs in three districts. The comparison group 

students were from three preschool programs in three different districts. Pretest and posttest data 

were available for 345 children, 218 target children and 127 comparison children.  

Treatment Group Analysis 

This portion of the report describes the learning gains revealed by performance on the 

PPVT-III by OWL participants during the study period.  Three outcome measures were 

investigated (standard scores, percentile ranks, and age equivalence scores) both for participants 

overall and for participant subgroups.  Participant subgroups were defined by eligibility for free/ 

reduced-price lunch, English language learners, ethnicity, gender and program (full or half-day). 

Sub-group analysis addressed two questions: 1) Are gains statistically significant for subgroups 

and; 2) are there differences in gains between the categories of the subgroups? We performed 

paired sample t-tests using pretest and posttest PPVT-III scores to address the first question and 

independent samples t-tests to address the question of differences between subgroup populations. 

In the case of the ethnicity-defined subgroup, which has three categories, we performed a one-

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with post-hoc t-tests to examine subgroup-category 

differences. Table 10 presents the results to the first question: What is the impact of the OWL 

curriculum on student early literacy, specifically: Are gains statistically significant overall and 

for subgroups? 

Table 10: Paired Samples t-Tests for Treatment Students Using Standard Scores 

Group N 

Pre-Post Mean 

Difference Std. Deviation t df p 

Overall 207 6.29 12.70 7.13 206 0.000 

FRPL No 109 5.75 13.57 4.43 108 0.000 

Yes 98 6.89 11.70 5.89 97 0.000 

ELL No 132 3.770 11.62 3.66 131 0.000 

Yes 75 10.84 13.31 7.06 74 0.000 

Ethnicity Latino 107 7.21 12.36 6.03 106 0.000 

White 56 2.30 11.61 1.49 55 0.143 

Other 44 9.14 13.88 4.37 43 0.000 

Gender Male 105 5.57 12.55 4.55 104 0.000 

Female 102 7.03 12.87 5.52 101 0.000 

Program Half Day 124 7.37 12.10 6.78 123 0.000 

Full Day 83 4.67 13.45 3.17 82 0.002 

        

Results show that for the whole group and for each subgroup category (with one 

exception), treatment students made statistically significant gains from pretest to posttest scores.  

The exception was with white children, whose gains were not statistically significant.  The 
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overall gain for the whole group was 6.29 standard scores. The range of gains for the subgroups 

was 2.30 for children designated as “White” to 10.84 for ELL students. 

The next analysis addressed the question: Are there differences in gains by treatment 

subjects within subgroup categories? For example, do gains for students in full day programs 

differ from gains for students in half-day programs? Tables 11 and 12 display results. 

Table 11: Independent Samples t-Tests for Treatment Students Using Standard Scores 
Group N Mean Difference Std. Error of Difference t df p 

FRPL 207 -1.14 1.77 -0.64 205 0.522 

ELL 207 -7.14 1.77 -4.03 205 0.000 

Gender 207 -1.46 1.77 -0.83 205 0.410 

Program 207 2.69 1.79 1.50 205 0.135 

       

Table 12: One-Way ANOVA for Treatment Students Using Standard Scores 
Ethnicity N Sum of Squares Mean Square F df p 

Between Groups 207 1336.11 668.06 4.275 2 0.015 

Within Groups 207 31882.50 156.29  204  

Total 207 33218.61   206  

       

Table 11 shows that there are statistically significant differences in mean gains between 

pretest and posttest between English language learners (M = 10.84) and non-English language 

learners (M = 3.70), with English language learners making significantly higher gains (p < .001) 

than non-English language learners do. 

There were also significant differences in gains among ethnic groups, as seen in Table 12. 

Post-hoc analysis revealed that the only significant difference was between the white and other 

group of treatment students, as seen in Table 13.  Students in the ethnic group “Other” showed 

higher gains than the white students did (M = 9.137, M = 2.3, respectively).     

Table 13: Post-Hoc Tests for Treatment Students by Ethnicity Using Standard Scores 
Ethnicity  Mean Difference Std. Error p 

Latino White 4.90 2.06 0.055 

 Other -1.93 2.24 1.000 

White Latino -4.90 2.06 0.055 

 Other -6.83 2.52 0.022 

Other Latino 1.93 2.24 1.000 

 White 6.83 2.52 0.022 
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We performed similar analyses for the treatment group, using percentile ranks as the 

outcome variable. Tables 14 displays the results for the analysis that addressed the question “Are 

gains statistically significant for all treatment students and treatment student subgroups?”  We 

performed non-parametric tests (Wilcoxon signed-rank test) for outcomes measured on a 

continuous, non-interval scale. 

Table 14: Paired Samples Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Tests for Treatment Students Using  

Percentile Ranks 

Group Rank N Mean  Std. Deviation Z p 

Overall 
Pre 207 37.92 29.64 

6.029 .000 
Post 207 48.08 27.92 

FRPL 

No 
Pre 109 44.58 29.13 

4.103 .000 
Post 109 55.23 28.24 

Yes 
Pre 98 30.52 28.57 

4.47 .000 
Post 98 40.13 25.42 

ELL 

No 
Pre 132 48.97 28.49 

3.23 .001 
Post 132 55.30 25.78 

Yes 
Pre 75 18.48 20.21 

5.49 .000 
Post 75 35.38 27.14 

Ethnicity 

Latino 
Pre 107 26.40 24.46 

4.89 .000 
Post 107 37.90 25.92 

White 
Pre 56 58.77 26.32 

1.40 .160 
Post 56 62.70 25.09 

Other 
Pre 44 39.41 30.81 

3.34 .001 
Post 44 54.25 26.40 

Gender 

Male 
Pre 105 38.11 29.00 

4.42 .000 
Post 105 47.52 28.43 

Female 
Pre 102 37.73 30.43 

4.13 .000 
Post 102 48.67 27.50 

Program 

Half Day 
Pre 124 35.17 29.00 

5.95 .000 
Post 124 47.57 29.43 

Full Day 
Pre 83 42.03 31.53 

2.32 .020 
Post 83 48.86 25.65 

        

The result displayed in Table 14 show that the changes in percentile ranks from pretest to 

posttest were statistically significant or all subgroups, except for the ethnicity group “White.”  

The mean gain in percentile ranks was over 10 points; subgroups changes in percentile ranks 

ranged from about 4 points for white students to almost 17 points for ELL students. 

The next analysis addressed the question “Are there differences in gains between the 

categories of the subgroups?” We performed non-parametric (Mann-Whitney U) tests to address 

this question.  Table 15 displays the results of the analysis. 
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Table 15: Mann-Whitney U Tests for Treatment Students Using Percentile Ranks 

Group N 

Pre-Post Mean 

Difference Std. Deviation Z p 

FRPL 
No 109 10.65 25.14 

0.210 0.833 
Yes 98 9.62 20.81 

ELL 
No 132 6.34 22.15 

3.099 .002 
Yes 75 16.90 23.47 

Ethnicity 

Latino 107 11.50 22.21 

7.1111 0.029 White 56 3.92 21.54 

Other 44 14.84 26.06 

Gender 
Male 105 9.41 22.32 

0.059 0.953 
Female 102 10.94 24.04 

Program 
Half Day 124 12.39 21.70 

1.576 0.115 
Full Day 83 6.83 24.92 

       

1 Kruskal Wallis Test with Chi-Square statistic used for Ethnicity. 

Results of the analysis for differences among subgroup categories for treatment students 

using change in percentile ranks are similar to those of the analysis of the standard scores.  

English language learners showed a greater gain in percentile ranks (M = 10.65) than non-

English Language Learners (M = 6.34) and ethnicity group “Other” showed a significant 

difference in change in percentile ranks (M = 14.84 from “White” (M = 3.92).  

The final analysis of the treatment group looked at changes in age equivalency scores.  We 

addressed the same research questions as in the two preceding analyses: Are gains statistically 

significant for all treatment participants and subgroups and; 2) are there differences in gains 

between the categories of the subgroups?  The results of the analysis to address the first question 

are displayed below in Table 16.      

Table 16: Paired Samples t-Tests for Treatment Students Using Age Equivalency Scores 

Group N 

Pre-Post Mean 

Difference (Years)  Std. Deviation t df p 

Overall 207 1.20 1.14 15.14 206 0.000 

FRPL No 109 1.26 1.22 11.74 108 0.000 

Yes 98 1.13 1.56 9.64 97 0.000 

ELL No 132 0.94 0.99 10.87 131 0.000 

Yes 75 1.65 1.24 11.55 74 0.000 

Ethnicity Latino 107 1.34 1.13 12.36 106 0.000 

White 56 0.87 1.01 6.40 55 0.000 

Other 44 1.26 1.24 6.73 43 0.000 

Gender Male 105 1.16 1.07 11.13 104 0.000 

Female 102 1.24 1.21 10.33 101 0.000 

Program Half Day 124 1.38 1.08 14.31 123 0.000 

Full Day 83 0.92 1.18 7.12 82 0.000 
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The results show that there were statistically significant gains in age equivalency scores for 

the treatment group from pretest to posttest, both overall, and for each subgroup category. The 

average age equivalency change for the whole treatment group was a little over one year.  The 

age equivalency changes for the subgroups ranged from 0.92 for students in full-day programs to 

1.65 years for ELL students.  These results differ slightly from the standard score and percentile 

rank analysis; the ethnicity group “White” (mean gain = .87 years, p < .001) did not show 

significant gains on the other two outcome measures. As seen with the other outcome measures, 

a diverse group of students whose teachers implemented the OWL curriculum exhibited 

significant gains from pretest to posttest.      

Tables 17 and 18 show the results for the analysis that addressed the question of whether 

there were differences among the subgroup categories in age equivalency scores. 

Table 17: Independent Samples t-Tests for Treatment Students Using Age Equivalency Scores 

Group N 

Mean Difference 

(Months) 

Std. Error of 

Difference t df p 

FRPL 207 1.64 1.90 .861 205 0.390 

ELL 207 -8.45 2.00 -4.22 205 0.000 

Gender 207 -0.95 1.90 -0.49 205 0.619 

Program 207 5.57 1.90 2.93 205 0.004 

       

Table 18: One-Way ANOVA for Treatment Students Using Age Equivalency Scores 

Ethnicity N 

Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square F df p 

Between Groups 207 1235.45 617.73 3.391 2 0.036 

Within Groups 207 37164.90 182.18  204  

Total 207 38400.35   206  

       

As seen in the analysis of standard scores, Table 17 shows that there are statistically 

significant differences in mean gains in age equivalency scores between pretest and posttest 

between English language learners (M = 19.76) and non-English language learners (M = 11.31), 

with English language learners making significantly higher gains (p < .001) than non-English 

language learners do.  Not seen in the other outcome measures, there is also a significant 

difference (p < .05) in the change in age equivalency scores between those participants who were 

enrolled in half-day programs (M = 16.60) and those participants who attend full day programs 

(M = 11.04).  

There were also significant differences in gains among ethnic groups, as seen in Table 18. 

Post-hoc analysis revealed that the only significant difference was between the white and other 
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group of treatment students, displayed in Table 19.  Students in the ethnic group “Other” showed 

higher gains than the white students did (M = 9.137, M = 2.3, respectively). 

Table 19: Post-Hoc Tests for Treatment Students by Ethnicity Using Age Equivalency Scores 

Ethnicity  

Mean Difference 

(Months) Std. Error p 

Latino White 5.72 2.23 0.033 

 Other 0.99 2.42 1.000 

White Latino -5.72 2.23 0.033 

 Other -4.73 2.72 0.251 

Other Latino -0.99 2.42 1.000 

 White 4.73 2.72 0.251 

     

There were a small number of students (n=11) from the target group designated as Special 

Education students, but none from the comparison group.  We removed these students from the 

final analysis sample to further maintain group comparability. However, a separate analysis of 

these 11 students showed that they exhibited increased scores on the PPVT-III. The average 

change in standard scores from pretest to posttest was a gain of 7.1 (SD = 14.73); the average 

gain in percentile ranks was 5.3 (SD = 17.13). The resultant outcome analysis data consisted of 

207 treatment and 124 comparison students (total n = 334). 

Treatment and Comparison Group Equivalency Analysis 

We performed an analysis to test the equivalency between the treatment group students and 

the comparison group students on several key demographic features. The counts and percents for 

gender, race/ethnicity, primary language, eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL), 

English Language Learners, and whether they attended full or half day classes for the two groups 

of students are displayed in Table 20. 

Table 20: Demographic Characteristics of Treatment and Comparison Group Students 

Variable 

Treatment Comparison 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Gender     

Female 102 49.3 61 48.0 

Male 105 50.7 66 52.0 

Total 207 100.0 127 100.0 
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Variable 

Treatment Comparison 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Race/Ethnicity*     

Latino 107 51.7 29 22.8 

White 56 21.3 72 56.7 

Other 44 10.1 26 20.5 

Total 207 100.0 127 100.0 

     

Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch    

No 109 52.7 63 49.6 

Yes 98 47.3 64 50.4 

Total 207 100.0 127 100.0 

     

English Language Learners*     

No 132 63.8 120 94.5 

Yes 75 36.2 7 5.5 

Total 207 100.0 127 100.0 

     

Full or Half Day Class*     

Full Day 83 40.1 100 78.7 

Half Day 124 59.9 27 21.3 

Total 207 100.0 127 100.0 

     

*Significant at p < .001 

We performed tests to see if any of the observed differences between the groups were 

statistically significant. Contingency Coefficient (C) tests for nominal data revealed that the 

groups differ statistically on three of the characteristics: race/ethnicity, C = .305, p < .001; 

English Language Learners, C = .327, p < .001; and full/half day class, C = .353, p < .001. 

We also checked for group differences in age at pretest, time between testing, and pretest 

scores. We observed statistically significant differences between the groups in age at pretest and 

number of months between pretest and posttest. Differences in standardized pretest scores were 

not significant. Results are displayed in Table 21.  

Table 21: Group differences in age at pretest, time between testing, and pretest scores 

Variable N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mean 

Difference t df p 

Age at Pretest Treatment 207 4.2128 .54991     

Comparison 124 4.5592 .33407 -.346 -7.130 329 .000 

Number of 

Months 

Between Pre 

and Post Test 

Treatment 207 7.00 2.708     

Comparison 122 6.23 1.184 .766 3.535 327 .000 

Standardized 

Pretest Score 

Treatment 207 92.3382 16.75470 .385 .226 332 .821 

Comparison 127 91.9528 14.00049     
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Model Specification 

Our original analysis plan called for running analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), with 

posttest standardized scores as the dependent variable, group membership (treatment vs. 

comparison) as the dependent variable, while controlling for standardized pretest scores. We 

used the standardized scores because different forms of the PPVT were used and raw scores from 

different test forms are not equivalent (Williams & Wang, 1997). However, preliminary analysis 

determined that the data did not meet the necessary assumptions for ANCOVA. ANCOVA 

assumes equal sample sizes and homogeneity of slopes. An initial analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) of pretest and posttest scores revealed that the slopes of the two groups were not 

homogenous (see Figure 1). Research has shown that this violation can result in a Type I Error 

(Hamilton, 1977). Results of the ANOVA are displayed in Table 22. 

Table 22: Results of the ANOVA 
Estimated Marginal Means    

Dependent Variable: Standardized Posttest Scores 

 Mean 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Comparison 97.309a 1.014 95.313 99.304 

Treatment 98.559a .794 96.997 100.122 
      

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 21333.799a 3 7111.266 58.475 .000 

Intercept 31205.487 1 31205.48

7 

256.599 .000 

Group (Treatment or 

Comparison) 

2843.253 1 2843.253 23.380 .000 

Pretest 10136.510 1 10136.51

0 

83.351 .000 

Group * Pretest 3113.278 1 3113.278 25.600 .000 

Error 40131.854 330 121.612   

Total 3274692.000 334    

Corrected Total 61465.653 333    
      

a. R Squared = .347 (Adjusted R Squared = .341) 
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Figure 1 

 

Based on these results, we decided to compute a change score (posttest score – pretest 

score) for use as the dependent variable in the outcome analyses. ANOVA analysis revealed that 

the slopes of the two groups using the change score were not statistically significantly different 

from one another, thus allowing the analysis to proceed using the change scores as the variable to 

measure difference in gains between the two groups of students. Results are displayed in Table 

22 and Figure 2. 
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Table 23: Change Score Computation 
Estimated Marginal Means   

Dependent Variable: Change score 

 Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Comparison 6.661a 1.153 4.389 8.932 

Treatment 6.945a .912 5.147 8.743 
      

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 41892.693a 113 370.732 3.287 .000 

Intercept 8931.142 1 8931.142 79.18

5 

.000 

Group (Treatment or 

Comparison) 

19.720 1 19.720 .175 .676 

Pretest 36459.989 70 520.857 4.618 .000 

Group * Pretest 6547.395 42 155.890 1.382 .072 

Error 24813.427 220 112.788   

Total 78302.000 334    

Corrected Total 66706.120 333    
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Figure 2 

 

Based on the analysis of the equivalency of the treatment and comparison groups of 

students, we added the following variables as covariates into the between-groups analysis:  

pretest score, race, ELL student status and whether they attended full or half-day class. By 

adding these covariates, we control for their influence on the student achievement measure, over 

and above group membership (treatment or comparison). We did not add age at pretest or 

number of months between tests, even though these variables differed significantly between 

groups. A preliminary analysis of the potential covariates determined these variables were 

significantly correlated with pretest score (see Table 24), and thus inadvisable to add both. 
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Table 24: Preliminary Analysis of Potential Covariates  

  Age at Pretest 
Number of Months 

Between Pre and Post Test 

Standard Pretest Score Pearson 

Correlation 

.117* .188** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .033 .001 

N 331 329 

    

*Significant at p < .05; **Significant at p < .01 

Findings Based on Analysis of PPVT-III Data 

As seen in Figure 3, analysis of the pretest and posttest standard scores of the two groups 

show that the treatment group made higher gains than the comparison group.  The average 

change score for the treatment group was 6.29 (SD = 12.70), while the average change score for 

the comparison group was 5.24 (SD = 16.28). 

 

Figure 3 

Pretest and Posttest Standard Scores 

 

Results of the ANCOVA analysis of the PPVT change scores, controlling for pretest 

scores, full or half-day classes, ELL status, and race/ethnicity are displayed in Table 25. There 

was no main effect of group membership; the observed differences between the scores of the 

treatment and comparison groups are not statistically significant.   
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Table 25: Analysis of Change Scores Controlling for Pre-Test, ELL status, Program, and 

Race/Ethnicity 
Estimated Marginal Means  
Dependent Variable: Change score  

Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

6.997a,b .707 5.604 8.390 
      

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 43653.063a 116 376.320 3.542 .000 

Intercept .037 1 .037 .000 .985 

Class Day (full or half) 318.366 1 318.366 2.997 .085 

Race/Ethnicity 1760.011 1 1760.011 16.567 .000 

ELL Status 91.659 1 91.659 .863 .354 

Group (Treatment or Comparison) .119 1 .119 .001 .973 

Pretest 31535.559 70 450.508 4.241 .000 

Group * Pretest 5709.141 42 135.932 1.280 .133 

Error 23053.056 217 106.235   

Total 78302.000 334    

Corrected Total 66706.120 333    

      

Subgroup Analysis 

In addition to the overall analysis just described, we analyzed subgroups separately. We ran 

individual ANCOVA analyses of change scores, controlling for pretest scores, for race/ethnic 

groups, gender, Free or Reduced Price Lunch, and English Language Learner status, and whether 

students attend full or half-day classes.  Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals are shown in 

Table 26.  No main effect of group membership (treatment vs. comparison) was found for any of 

the subgroups. 
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Table 26: Subgroup Analysis of Change Scores Controlling for Pre-Test, ELL status, Program, 

and Race/Ethnicity 
Estimated Marginal Means 

Dependent Variable: Change score 

Variable Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Race/Ethnicity 

Latino Comparison -1.182a 1.976 -5.123 2.760 

Treatment 8.102a 1.174 5.760 10.445 

White Comparison 7.238a 1.190 4.855 9.620 

Treatment 2.282a 1.300 -.320 4.885 

Other Comparison 12.921a 1.725 9.297 16.544 

Treatment 9.419a 1.333 6.620 12.219 

Gender  

Male Comparison 9.021a 1.388 6.258 11.783 

Treatment 5.572a 1.092 3.399 7.746 

Female Comparison 4.047a 1.599 .865 7.230 

Treatment 6.864a 1.270 4.338 9.391 

FRPL  

No Comparison 8.477a 1.496 5.503 11.451 

Treatment 6.859a 1.203 4.467 9.250 

Yes Comparison 4.174a 1.476 1.234 7.114 

Treatment 7.165a 1.225 4.726 9.603 

English Language Learners 

No Comparison 6.464a 1.162 4.168 8.761 

Treatment 4.856a 1.098 2.686 7.027 

Yes Comparison 17.333a 4.852 7.548 27.119 

Treatment 10.952a 1.678 7.567 14.336 

Full/Half Day Class 

Half Comparison 1.769a 2.233 -2.674 6.211 

Treatment 7.543a 1.165 5.225 9.861 

Full Comparison 6.974a 1.145 4.696 9.251 

Treatment 6.037a 1.185 3.679 8.394 

Change Analysis 

Although we saw no main effect of group membership (treatment vs. comparison) in the 

ANCOVA analysis, we examined the possibility of group differences in directional change, 

which is whether scores decreased, remained the same, or increased from pretest to posttest. We 

looked at the percent of negative, positive, and no change between the two groups. We 

performed this analysis for the whole as well as subgroup populations.  Contingency Coefficient 

(C) tests for nominal data revealed no statistically significant differences between groups. 
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Findings on Program Implementation 

To examine factors that contribute to the ability of teachers to implement with high fidelity, 

we collected data through three data sources: implementation logs, online teacher survey, and 

site visits (including classroom observations and teacher focus groups). These instruments were 

developed after a thorough review of the OWL curriculum to ensure that the instruments 

accurately capture the components of the program. These program implementation measures 

attempted to answer the following question:  

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high 

fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? Are there aspects that 

make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL themes more or less 

engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the OWL curriculum? 

o Is the professional development that teachers receive of sufficient intensity, 

duration, and quality? 

The findings are discussed separately in relation to the respective measure used. 

Data Analysis 

WestEd utilized an analytic approach that combined quantitative and qualitative data, 

similar to approaches used in national studies of educational reform, state studies of the 

Minnesota Department of Education Refugee Grants Program, and local evaluations of early 

childhood education program. In the OWL study, WestEd performed statistical analyses, 

including frequencies, from the implementation log, site visit, and survey data. These 

instruments consisted of items that were multiple-choice, on a Likert scale, and open-ended. 

Items that were multiple-choice or on a Likert were tabulated and then frequencies and 

percentages were calculated for each item. 

Teacher responses on open-ended items were aggregated into a Microsoft Word document 

in rich text format (rtf) and imported into Atlas.ti for analysis. Atlas.ti is a specialized computer 

software used extensively in qualitative research studies. Responses in these open-ended items of 

the implementation log were coded individually.  To the extent possible teacher comments were 

coded at three reference levels: 1) the curricular level; 2) core material or activity level; or 3) to 

supplementary materials level.  Codes for the most frequently mentioned products, both core and 
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supplementary, were created and used throughout the analysis. Additionally, to the extent 

possible, each reference comment is accompanied by an outcome code that references a positive 

or negative effect.  For example, a teacher comment about the Let’s talk about it activity could 

also be coded with low student engagement reported.    

Queries were also conducted separately for each open-ended item in the implementation 

log, online teacher survey, and site visit protocols.  Query results were tallied and analyzed for 

patterns, commonalities, and overall effect.  

Implementation Logs 

At the end of each unit, teachers were asked to fill out an OWL Implementation Log and 

mail it to WestEd (Appendix A). The purpose of the implementation logs was to allow the 

treatment teachers to provide unit specific feedback. The treatment teachers were consistent in 

filling out the implementation logs so that there was 100 percent return rate (as seen in Table 27).  

Table 27: Implementation Logs Submitted by Treatment Sites  

District 
Number of 

Teachers 
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 Unit 6 

Treatment 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Treatment 2 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 

Treatment 3 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

        

Overall, implementation logs revealed that teachers consistently use several of the OWL 

materials (Table 28). Over 90 percent of teachers (n=95) reported using the Big Book of Poetry, 

Sing Along Songs and Poems CD, Core Books, and Picture Cards on a daily basis. The teachers 

did not use the Rubric Guide and Worksheets as often because they only used them as needed to 

modify or assess the unit. Teachers also used non-OWL materials, such as puppets, 

manipulatives, teacher-created materials, magazines, Zoo Phonics, and Singlish.  
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Table 28: Teacher use of materials for all units 

 

Total Number of 

Responses* Number Percent  

Sing Along Songs and Poems 106 98 93% 

Rubric Guide 106 17 16% 

Core Books 106 103 97% 

Picture Cards 106 98 93% 

Worksheets 106 31 29% 

Big Book of Poetry 105 95 91% 

Other 106 39 37% 

None 0 0 0% 

    

Note: Total responses exceed the number of treatment teachers because the teachers selected multiple 

responses.  

Teachers were asked to rate the extent to which each unit was easy to implement, easy for 

students to follow, and engaging for students, as well as whether the teachers modified the unit 

and the unit was successful (as presented in Table 29). The key findings are the following: 

 The majority of respondents reported that all the units were easy to 

implement. A teacher stated, “There were good activities that interested the 

children, such as the marble painting.” Another teacher said, “The lessons 

allow for flexibility.” Three teachers reported that Unit Three: Wind and 

Water and Unit Five: Shadows and Reflections were not as easy to implement. 

One teacher said, “Some of the activities, like the pinwheels, were too 

difficult for children to create.” 

 Several teachers reported that the units were engaging for students. A teacher 

reported, “The kids were active participants and although there is new 

vocabulary, the concepts were great for them to follow.” Another teacher said, 

“Unit three provided many water experiments that they enjoyed.” A few 

teachers reported finding Unit One: Family, Unit Three: Wind and Water and 

Unit Five: Shadows and Reflections were not as easy for students to follow. 

One teacher reported, “I alternated core books with more simple versions.” 

Another teacher reported, “Some group activities need to be more fun.” 

 Most teachers reported that they modified the unit. Several teachers added 

more visuals (such as puppets) when reading a core book or using 

manipulatives when working on math. Due to the various student academic 

levels, teachers modified activities to accommodate all students. 

 Many teachers found the units successful. One teacher reported, “The 

activities, songs, art, science and conversations were fun and interesting. The 

books were excellent.” Another teacher said, “Unit [three] was a great science 

component. Children learned a great deal about water and wind.” However, 
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another teacher did not find the unit as successful because “Some activities 

were not age appropriate.” 

Table 29: Teacher responses related to the extent that . . . 
 Total 

Number of 

Respondents 

Not 

at all 

To a 

minimal 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a 

good 

extent 

To a 

great 

extent 

The unit was easy to implement       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=1 

0% 

n=1 

17% 

n = 3 

44% 

n = 8 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=1 

11% 

n = 2 

11% 

n = 2 

56% 

n = 10 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

29% 

n = 5 

47% 

n = 8 

18% 

n = 3 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

47% 

n = 8 

41% 

n = 7 

       

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 

      

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

17% 

n = 3 

50% 

n = 9 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

56% 

n = 10 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

28% 

n = 5 

50% 

n = 9 

17% 

n = 3 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

50% 

n = 9 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=1 

12% 

n = 2 

29% 

n = 5 

41% 

n = 7 

18% 

n = 3 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

71% 

n = 12 

18% 

n = 3 
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 Total 

Number of 

Respondents 

Not 

at all 

To a 

minimal 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a 

good 

extent 

To a 

great 

extent 

The unit was engaging for students       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

0% 

n=0 

61% 

n = 11 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

39% 

n = 7 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

18% 

n = 3 

47% 

n = 8 

24% 

n = 4 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

18% 

n = 3 

53% 

n = 9 

29% 

n = 5 

       

You modified the unit       

Unit 1: Family 18 6% 

n = 1 

17% 

n = 3 

33% 

n = 6 

6% 

n = 1 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 2: Friends 18 11% 

n = 2 

11% 

n = 2 

44% 

n = 8 

0 33% 

n = 6 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

44% 

n = 8 

11% 

n = 2 

28% 

n = 5 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

11% 

n = 2 

28% 

n = 5 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

41% 

n = 7 

12% 

n = 2 

41% 

n = 7 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 6% 

n = 1 

24% 

n = 4 

35% 

n = 6 

12% 

n = 2 

24% 

n = 4 

       

The unit was successful       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

50% 

n = 9 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

0 56% 

n = 10 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

11% 

n = 2 

61% 

n = 11 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 16 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

13% 

n = 2 

56% 

n = 9 

25% 

n = 4 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

53% 

n = 9 

35% 

n = 6 

       

Table 30 shows that 41 percent of treatment teachers (n=45) took approximately four 

weeks to complete a unit and 17 percent (n=19) took six weeks. About 25 percent of teachers 

(n=29) reported that it took between four to five weeks to complete a unit. When asked if any 
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special events occurred when they were implementing the unit, 54 percent of teachers (n=50) 

reported that they had: field trips, family day or night, flying kites, guest speaker, and gardening.  

Table 30: Number of weeks it took to complete the unit (n=110) 
 Number Percentage 

Three (3) weeks 1 1% 

Three (3) to four (4) weeks 12 11% 

Four (4) weeks 45 41% 

Four (4) to five (5) weeks 4 4% 

Four (4) to six (6) weeks 3 3% 

Four (4) weeks and one (1) week extension 5 5% 

Four (4) weeks and two (2) week extension 8 7% 

Five (5) weeks 7 6% 

Five (5) to six (6) weeks 1 1% 

Five (5) to seven (7) weeks 1 1% 

Five (5) and one (1) week extension 1 1% 

Six (6) weeks 19 17% 

Six (6) to eight (8) weeks 1 1% 

Six (6) and two (2) week extension 1 1% 

No response 1 1% 

   

Total responses exceed the total number of treatment teachers because they selected multiple responses. 

Table 31 summarizes responses on the implementation log related to supplements that 

teachers used when they were implementing the OWL curriculum. The data indicate that most 

teachers tended to create their own materials when they were implementing the OWL unit. They 

also used other curricula as supplements, such as Zoo Phonics and Singlish. 

Table 31: Supplemental Materials Used by Unit  
Response Category Number Example 

Unit 1: Family (n=17) 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
7 

I always supplement many of my own ideas and material to 

enhance the curriculum and to add variety and a cohesive flow 

to the lessons. 

I used a variety of resources to supplement math. There is not 

enough math in this curriculum. 

None 6 
None used. 

Not really, but we added puppets. 

Different Curriculum 4 

Singlish CD and charts. The music is engaging and the charts 

are colorful.  

Zoo Phonics is a letter activity I use every week with our 

parents in the classroom.  
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Response Category Number Example 

Unit 2: Friends (n=15) 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
8 

I supplement with many of my own activities and materials to 

make the activities more connected and cohesive to make sense 

around a theme or seasonal topic.  

I always add more books and activities to help leaning and 

creativity. 

None 3 None used. 

Different Curriculum 3 

Zoo phonics strategies were used to help emphasize letter shape 

and sound. 

Used Singlish musical charts and CD. 

Other Unit Core Books 1 Used other core books from other units. 

   

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18) 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
8 

We made some props to show students more about wind, water, 

pinwheels, puppets, and beanie baby rabbits. 

I changed the worksheets for more manipulative activities. 

None 4 
Not applicable 

None 

Different Curriculum 4 

Used music together and GLAD strategies. Music together was 

used to create songs related to the theme. GLAD was used with 

the picture cards to encourage conversations and oral language 

assessments. 

I use Math Their Way for small groups. 

Other 2 

I will continue using this unit in the Spring when warmer. 

This particular unit falls during the four weeks of Thanksgiving 

through Christmas. I have a busy four weeks filled with holiday 

activities. 

   

Unit 4: The World of Color (n=12) 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
5 

I supplement with lots of my own materials to enhance the 

lesson. 

I always add activities from various books and activities shared 

with others. 

Other 4 
I used scarves for dancing with color.  

Additional books and art activities. 

None 2 
No other supplementary program was used. 

No 

Different Curriculum 1 I used Zoo Phonics and Singlish. 
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Response Category Number Example 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=15) 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
5 

I supplement with lots of my own materials to enhance any 

topic of studies.  

I used some of my own ideas. I used a disco ball to help 

children understand what causes shadows and reflections.  

None 4 None 

Different Curriculum 3 
Count on Math 

Zoo Phonics 

Other 3 
Other books. 

Not a program, but materials and activities from other sources. 

   

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=15) 

Additional Literature 5 

Additional literature was used to support science and math 

objectives. 

I added my own books and finger plays. 

Teacher-created 

Materials 
4 

I always supplement with lots of my own materials and 

activities from my years of experience. 

I always add lots to each unit and change the time I teach tem.  

None 4 None 

Different Curriculum 2 
We used teacher ideas and materials, zoo phonics.  

Zoo Phonics 

   

Online Teacher Survey  

In Spring 2009, 14 of 18 treatment teachers completed an online teacher survey and there 

was 78 percent response rate. Thirty-six percent of teachers (n=5) reported that they took three to 

four weeks and four to five weeks to complete a unit of the OWL curriculum, respectively. Seven 

percent (n=1) said that it took one to two weeks to complete a unit.  

The survey data indicate that teachers received some support in implementing the OWL 

curriculum (Table 32). Forty-three percent (n=6) attended workshops to help them implement the 

OWL curriculum and 14 percent (n=2) watched OWL Implementing: A Demonstration Guide 

CD. Many teachers (43 percent) who attended a workshop on teaching the OWL curriculum 

found them useful. Twenty-nine percent (n=4) received other support and they include: weekly 

support from their literacy coach; training provided by the program coordinator; school OWL 

support; and monthly meeting with other sites to share ideas. 
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Table 32: Support received in using the OWL Early Literacy Curriculum (n=14) 
 Number Percentage 

Watched OWL Implementing a Demonstration Guide CD 2 14% 

Attended workshop 6 43% 

Called or e-mailed Pearson 0 0% 

None of the above 4 14% 

Other 4 29% 

Weekly support from our literacy coaches.   

The program coordinator provided training.   

School OWL support.   

Monthly meetings with other sites and sharing ideas.   

   

Note: Percentage total is more than 100 percent because respondents selected multiple responses. 

However, teachers would like additional support that would enable them to use the OWL 

curriculum more effectively (Table 33). Forty-three percent of teachers (n=6) reported wanting 

online assistance on reading content and teaching tips and 36 percent (n=5) would like a nearby 

workshop demonstrating the use of the materials.  

Table 33: Additional support to use OWL Early Literacy Curriculum more effectively (n=14) 
 Number Percentage 

A nearby workshop demonstrating the use of the materials 5 36% 

A workshop at a convention demonstrating the use of the materials 2 14% 

A mentor to coach me as I use the materials 0 0% 

On-line assistance on reading content and teaching tips 6 43% 

Other 1 7% 

Internet demonstrating the use of the materials and 

implementation 

  

   

In Table 34, we summarize the teacher ratings of the usefulness of specific OWL materials. 

About 73 percent of treatment teachers (n=8) rated the Program Guide as useful. The teachers 

rated favorably on usefulness of the Family Connections Workshops and Program Guide, 

followed by Adaptations for Mixed-Age Group. Teachers found the Preschool Developmental 

Guidelines as the least useful of OWL materials, followed by the OWL Assessments, and 

Adaptations for ELL. 
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Table 34: Usefulness of OWL materials 

 
Number of 

Responses 

Not 

Useful 

1 

 

2 

Somewhat 

Useful 

3 4 

Very 

Useful 

5 

OWL Assessments (Rubrics, Evaluating 

Language and Literacy in Four-Year 

Olds) 

11 9% 

n=1 

36% 

n=4 

36% 

n=4 

9% 

n=1 

9% 

n=1 

Preschool Developmental Guidelines 10 20% 

n=2 

30% 

n=3 

10% 

n=1 

30% 

n=3 

10% 

n=1 

Adaptations for ELL 11 9% 

n=1 

36% 

n=4 

18% 

n=2 

27% 

n=3 

9% 

n=1 

Adaptations for Children with Special 

Needs 

10 10% 

n=1 

30% 

n=3 

50% 

n=5 

10% 

n=1 

0% 

n=0 

Family Connections Workshops 11 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

27% 

n=3 

46% 

n=5 

27% 

n=3 

Math activity aids 11 18% 

n=2 

27% 

n=3 

18% 

n=2 

27% 

n=3 

9% 

n=1 

Adaptations for Mixed-Age Group 10 10% 

n=1 

10% 

n=1 

20% 

n=2 

50% 

n=5 

10% 

n=1 

Program Guide 11 9% 

n=1 

0% 

n=0 

18% 

n=2 

27% 

n=3 

46% 

n=5 

       

According to teachers, the OWL curriculum had positive impact on students (Table 35).  

About 71 percent of teachers (n=10) reported that their students were interested in words and 

books and have increased vocabulary. Sixty-four percent (n=9) said that their students were able 

to engage in extended discourse about books and stories. Fifty-seven percent (n=8) stated that 

their students were able to attend to the sounds of language, recognize letters, and understand 

that they can use writing for their own purposes. Many teachers also reported that their students 

were able to negotiate social interactions.  
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Table 35: Impact the use of the OWL Literacy Curriculum has on students: (n=14) 
 Number  Percent 

They are able to engage in extended discourse about books and stories 9 64% 

They have increased their vocabulary 10 71% 

They are able to attend to the sounds of language 8 57% 

They are able to rhyme words 6 43% 

They are able to recognize letters 8 57% 

They are able to exert self control 6 43% 

They are able to negotiate social interactions 7 50% 

They are interested in words and books 10 71% 

They understand that they can use writing for their own purposes 8 57% 

   

Classroom Observations 

During the site visit, WestEd staff using the OWL Classroom Visit protocol to record the 

presence or absence of components of the OWL curriculum in the classrooms. The OWL 

curriculum allows several features to be used to set up a classroom. For optimal learning, the 

OWL curriculum recommends a classroom be set up with: defined barriers (such as walls or 

bookcases); specific area for center time; a carpet area that is large enough for the teacher and 

students; enough tables and chairs for all the students; a quiet area and a noisier area; and 

supplies that are organized and accessible to students.  

Table 36: Set-Up in Treatment Classrooms (n = 36)  
 Number Percent 

Areas in the classroom are defined by barriers 35 97% 

There are specific areas for center time 35 97% 

There is a carpeted area 35 97% 

The carpeted area is large enough for the teacher, students, and any visitors 35 97% 

There are enough tables and chairs for all 35 97% 

There is a quiet area and an area for noisier activities 25 69% 

The supplies/materials are organized and easy to find 35 97% 

   

During our site visits, we found that about 97 percent of teachers (n=35) had set up their 

classroom with barriers, center area, carpet area, sufficient tables and chairs to accommodate all 

students, and well-organized and easily identifiable supplies. We also noted that 69 percent of 

classrooms (n=25) had a quiet area and an area for noisier activities (Table 36). During an 

observation, a teacher stated, “We just don’t have enough space to have a quiet area and a noisy 

area.” WestEd staff noted that classrooms with fewer students were placed in smaller 

classrooms. 
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The OWL curriculum also includes a weekly planner located in the Teacher’s Guide. The 

planner provides a daily routine and systematic instruction. WestEd staff found that all teachers 

had posted a classroom schedule that followed the OWL curriculum. As seen in Table 37, 

observed classrooms implemented the suggested schedule so that it was easy to identify the types 

of activities students were engaged in when WestEd staff entered a classroom.  

Table 37: Activities observed during site visits (n=36) 
OWL Activity Number of Classrooms 

Start-the-Day Center 11 

Morning Meeting 9 

Morning Center Time 17 

Story Time 19 

Songs, Word Play, Letters 3 

Quiet Time and Center Time 8 

Let’s Find Out About It and/or Let’s Talk About It 8 

  

Note: Total does not equal 36 because during the observation some teachers transition into a new activity.  

During the site visits, we found that: 

 Sixty-nine percent of teachers (n=25) effectively used transition strategies. For 

example, one teacher read the book Dog’s Colorful Day. After the story, it 

was time to line up. The teacher called out the colors from the story and 

students lined up according to the color on their clothes. The teacher said, 

“Please line up if you are wearing red, like the red jam on Spot’s back.” 

 Ninety-one percent of classrooms (n= 32) observed had strong evidence of the 

OWL curriculum being implemented. Teachers used the core books, center 

activities, music, and regalia to teach the OWL curriculum.  

 All treatment teachers followed the recommended OWL schedule. When 

teachers followed the schedule, they were more likely to stay on task and 

establish classroom routines. We found that the schedule helped teachers 

create stability and a less chaotic classroom. When students were not on 

schedule due to an assembly, the students were not on task and the teacher had 

difficulty getting students refocused. 

Overall, WestEd staff observed strong evidence of the OWL curriculum being implemented 

with fidelity in most treatment classrooms observed. During the site visits, the OWL materials 

were visible in each classroom and teachers were observed using: 

 core books to read to students and core books could be found in the library  
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 CD and poems during their instruction  

Finally, we consistently found that students were engaged, on-task, and conversations 

between student and teacher were around the content.  

Post Interviews 

During the site visits, we conducted post-observation focus groups with the teachers 

involved in the evaluation. During the post-observation interviews, teachers discussed the 

strengths of the OWL curriculum. Across all sites, teachers reported the strength of the 

curriculum were the picture cards, core books, and music. One teacher reported, “Nice choice of 

books available. [I] appreciate the selection and format of books. The picture cards are great as 

well as the songs and accompanying CDs.” Some of the barriers experienced when implementing 

the OWL curriculum included: reading the core books four times; teachers would like to see 

larger assortment of math manipulatives and making the curriculum more accommodating to 

English language learners. As one teacher said, “Some activities are not age appropriate. There 

are some adjustments to the OWL curriculum where working with the younger students like the 

math piece is a challenge. Some materials (such as clay, snow, lemons, etc) can be a challenge 

due to school location or time of year.” 

All treatment teachers reported that they received some sort of support or guidance in 

implementing the OWL curriculum. All sites had a reading coordinator who provided teachers 

with ongoing support. As one teacher reported, “I have an awesome coordinator. She goes out of 

her way to provide appropriate material for the classroom. There is open communication and 

positive feedback.” However, several sites reported attending only a three-day Pearson workshop 

during the adoption of the OWL curriculum, but requested more training from Pearson. Pearson 

staff was contacted and they were very responsive to the school’s request. The sites reported that 

a Pearson staff member contacted them and they were looking forward to possible professional 

development from Pearson.  

Teachers also the listed the following as OWL materials that they used on a daily basis 

from the most frequently used to the least: 

 Sing Along Songs and Poems CD 

 Picture Cards 

 Big Book of Poetry 

 Family Connections Workshops 
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 Core books 

 Program guide 

 Adaptations for Mixed-Age Groups 

The OWL materials that were less used on a daily basis were: Adaptations for ELL; Math 

Activity Aids; OWL Assessments (Rubrics, Evaluating Language and Literacy in Four Year 

Olds); Adaptations for Children with Special Needs; and Preschool-4 Developmental Guidelines. 

Teachers were also asked to provide any other information they felt was important and they 

provided the following suggestions: 

 Create a bilingual CD 

 Provide more music  

 Provide alternative suggestions for books because some of the core books are 

not appropriate for mixed age groups 

 Include more math and phonemic awareness in the group activities for various 

benchmark levels 

 Use hard cover books so they will last longer. For example, the poem books 

are flimsy and fall apart 

Other feedback included the inappropriateness of some of the units for the time of year. 

Teachers did not like doing Unit 3: Wind and Water during December because they felt that it 

was more appropriate during the spring. As one teacher said, “This particular unit [Unit 3] falls 

during the four weeks of Thanksgiving through Christmas. I plan to use many of the core books 

at other times, like in April, as we focus on spring rains and Easter season. I plan to focus on 

Wind and Water in March.” Teachers also mentioned the difficulty students have in sitting 

through four readings of the same book and that the size and color of the books made them 

difficult to use with a large group reading.  
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DISCUSSION 

In this section, we provide an interpretation of the results, followed by a discussion of 

factors that may account for an effect (or lack of an effect), the extent to which the results may 

be generalized, problems that occurred regarding implementing the evaluation design, and 

lessons learned.  

Interpretation of the Results 

In our interpretation of the results, we will discuss our findings in terms of the research 

questions that we attempted to answer in the OWL study, namely: 

 What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on student early literacy as 

measured by reliable and valid assessment tools? Do students in public 

preschools implementing OWL make greater gains than comparable students? 

 Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? 

(e.g., English Language Learners, low socioeconomic status) 

 What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high 

fidelity?  

o What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement? Are there aspects that 

make it difficult to implement? 

o Does OWL engage children? Do children find some OWL themes more or less 

engaging than others? 

o Is classroom management sufficiently addressed by the OWL curriculum? 

o Is the professional development that teachers receive of sufficient intensity, 

duration, and quality?      

What is the impact of the OWL curriculum on students’ early literacy as measured by reliable 

and valid assessment tools? Do students in public preschools implementing OWL make greater 

gains than comparable students? 

Analysis of the pre- and post-PPVT-III for students in the treatment and comparison 

students indicated that although students whose teachers used the OWL curriculum demonstrated 

larger gains, the observed differences between the scores of the treatment and comparison groups 

are not statistically significant.  
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Do some subpopulations of students benefit more from OWL than others? (e.g., English learners, 

low SES) 

The analyses of the pre-test and post-PPVT-III data for the treatment group indicate that all 

student subgroups (except White students) made statistically significant gains from their pre- to 

post-test in relation to their standard scores, percentile ranks, and age equivalency.  For instance, 

English language learners (ELL) had higher statistically significant gains in their pre- and post-

standard scores, percentile rank, and age equivalency in comparison to non-ELL. Similarly, 

Latino and students of other ethnicity also made statistically significant gains than White 

students in the treatment group.  

What factors contribute to the ability of teachers to implement OWL with high fidelity?  

There were several factors that contributed to the ability of teachers to implement the OWL 

curriculum with high fidelity. Almost 70 percent of the treatment teachers reported that they 

received support from their program coordinator and attended a workshop in using the OWL 

curriculum. The program coordinators and literacy coaches also played a critical role in 

supporting teacher implementation of the OWL curriculum through weekly staff development, 

cross-site collaboration opportunities, provision of needed materials and resources for unit 

implementation, and weekly lesson plans. A small number of teachers reported receiving support 

on a monthly basis. However, teachers would also like additional support to enable them to use 

the curriculum more effectively (such as, nearby workshop and online assistance on reading 

content and teaching tips). 

What aspects of the curriculum make it easy to implement?  

To a large extent, a majority of treatment teachers reported that the units were: easy to 

implement; easy for students to follow; engaging for students; and successful. Teachers reported 

that activities for each unit were easy for students to follow and the hands on activities and 

materials contributed to the high levels of student engagement. Further, several teachers 

indicated that the relevance of the unit theme to students’ experiences also contributed to the 

high levels of student engagement and that the core books allowed students to follow the units.   

Teachers listed three factors that were vital to ease of implementation of the OWL units:  

1. directions were clear, easy-to-follow, and thorough.  

2. suggested activities resulted in high levels of student engagement during OWL 

activities.   
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3. core books. 

Data from all three measures of program implementation show that most teachers 

consistently implemented Start of the Day and Song, Word Play, and Letters. Implementation 

Log and Online Teacher survey data also indicate teachers consistently used Morning Meeting, 

Center Time, Story Time, and Quiet Time. They also consistently used the following OWL 

materials: Sing Along Songs and Poems CD; core books; Big Books of Poetry; Picture Cards; 

and Family Connections Workshops. 

What aspects of the curriculum make it difficult to implement?  

The treatment teachers cited a number of OWL activities that were difficult to implement, 

such as: Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s Talk About It; math; and small group. 

Although all treatment teachers were observed implementing Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s 

Talk About It during the classroom observations, they reported difficulty in implementing this 

activity because of the lack of time in the Implementation Log and Online Teacher Survey. They 

had difficulties implementing Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s Talk About It first thing in the 

morning and often implemented the activity during meal time or not at all. 

Teachers said that they had difficulty with the math component of the OWL curriculum 

because the activities were not appropriate for the developmental levels of younger students.  In 

addition, the lack of hands on materials (e.g., manipulatives) made implementation of math 

lessons challenging. The treatment teachers cited the most frequent modifications were those 

intended to make the math curriculum more accessible to students. The implementation of the 

math curriculum presented two barriers.  First, the math curriculum was deemed 

developmentally inappropriate for many students, particularly the three-year-olds who were not 

ready for the math lessons.  Second, teachers noted the lack of math manipulatives included in 

the units 

Teachers also reported difficulties in implementing small groups because of issues with age 

appropriateness for mixed group classrooms. Consequently, teachers had to address varying 

developmental stages of children and English language learners. Many teachers also noted that 

the amount of time required for the small group activities was the main barrier to its 

implementation. 

Teachers reported modifying OWL activities to meet the needs of their students. They used 

teacher-created or other types of manipulatives and decreased reliance on worksheets to meet the 

needs of their students. They also modified activities to accommodate students’ levels of 

maturity and readiness, which include differentiating instruction and activities for three-year-olds 

and making the curriculum accessible to English language learners.  
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To address difficulty in implementing some units, teachers also reported high usage of 

supplementary programs used and to describe how the supplementary programs were utilized. 

Teachers most frequently used of additional books to supplement the units (such as books from 

the Dr. Seuss collection, The Hungry Caterpillar, Diary of a Worm, and I am a Bubble song and 

materials).  Teachers also used various teacher-created materials (such as puppets, alphabet 

bingo with upper and lower case letters, art projects, and supplemental math materials. In 

addition, several teachers reported using Zoo Phonics and Singlish as unit supplements. The 

teachers noted two main functions of these additional materials: (1) to support the OWL 

curriculum; and (2) modifications to accommodate for students’ developmental levels.    

Does OWL engage children and do they find some themes more or less engaging?  

Teachers noted two main factors impacting the students’ level of engagement.  First, 

teachers reported that the relevance of the topics to students’ experiences supported engagement.  

Although few specific examples were noted teachers generally indicated that the units were both 

developmentally appropriate and reflecting of the students’ experiences. For example, several 

teachers noted that gardening activities at school were similar to the gardening activities students 

experienced at home.  Second, teachers noted that the unit activities were attractive and fun for 

students particularly those that were “hands on” (such as, the use of flashlights to generate 

students’ shadows and reflections) and the preparation and baking of pizzas.  Thirdly, a few 

teachers indicated the core books also contributed to student engagement.  

Teachers reported that the evidences of successful units are that their students were able to 

retain information and concepts, as well as acquire vocabulary. Further, teachers noted successes 

in science, specifically with the water and wind unit, as well as the students’ use of problem 

solving skills.  Other teachers noted the high levels of student engagement as evidence of 

success.  Also, a few teachers reported that students visibly enjoyed activities in the units.  

When teachers were asked which core storybooks were most engaging to students, they   

specified which core and non-core storybooks were most engaging.  However, no two teachers 

reported the same book as the most engaging. In addition, the OWL core books that were used by 

the most teachers are as follows: 

 Unit 1: Families –Peter’s Chair; Corduroy; Noisy Nora; and Whistle for 

Willie; 

 Unit 2: Friends –Little Read Hen; Hooray for A Piñata; and A Letter to Amy; 

 Unit 3: Wind and Water –A Hat for Minerva Louis; The Snowy Day; and One 

Dark Night; 
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 Unit 4: The World of Color –Dog’s Colorful Day; Max’s Dragon Shirt; and 

Cat’s Color; 

 Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections –Raccoon on his Own; The Puddle Pail; and 

Night Shift Daddy; 

 Unit 6: Things that Grow –I Heard Said a Bird and Bigger. 

Finally, teachers also cited the timeframe for implementing particular units as a challenge. 

For instance, the students had difficulty with the water and wind lessons during late summer 

because they could not relate to theme. A few teachers also reported that the OWL curriculum 

needed to be more inclusive of English language learners. They recommended the inclusion of 

Spanish books or books with simplified vocabulary among the list of core books. 

Is classroom management sufficiently address by the OWL curriculum?  

Based on comments focused on difficulties encountered in trying to manage small group 

instruction and mixed-age children, it can be inferred that classroom management is not 

sufficiently addressed in the OWL curriculum. This is indicative in the rating of additional OWL 

materials. Although most teachers rated favorably on the usefulness of the Adaptations for 

Mixed-Age Groups, they did not do so for Adaptations for ELL and Math Activity Aids –the two 

areas that were mostly frequently cited as challenges to OWL curriculum implementation. 

However, the implementation logs and teacher survey also indicated that teachers used these 

OWL components the least or were not really utilizing them. 

Is the professional development teachers receive of sufficient intensity, duration, and quality?  

Among those who attended workshops on teaching the OWL curriculum, a majority found 

the workshop somewhat useful to very useful. However, the lengths of the workshop were 

mostly limited to half-hour presentations that could have occurred at a regional or national 

conference. In addition, teachers attended workshops when the curriculum was purchased and 

may not have been what Pearson recommends for standard professional development. Finally, 

the most support the teachers received were from their program coordinators who might provide 

as much as three hours of professional development a week, depending on the site.   

Extent to which the Results May be Generalized 

The results can be generalized to school districts that have similar sizes and demographic 

characteristics as those in the study, including districts with high ELL and minority populations.  
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In addition, the results in the OWL study could be generalized to preschool programs that: 

 Provide a comprehensive approach that targets all critical early literacy skills 

by addressing all components in an integrated fashion, not in isolation, 

through activities that promote the utilization of different language modalities 

and components. 

 Focus on language by systematically embedding attention to vocabulary 

within meaningful extended discourse through book reading and teacher-child 

conversations.  

 Target phonological awareness through activities such as singing, reading 

predictable books, teacher-led games, and child-initiated writing activities 

enables preschool children to attend to the sounds of language. 

 Teaches children about the link between recognition of letters and writing by 

learning about letters 

 Focus on acquiring social skills as a critical component of early childhood 

experiences as children learn self-control and how to negotiate social 

interactions.  

 Promotes a learning community by nurturing in children a desire to learn and 

a sense of competence as learners.  

Factors that May Account for the Observed Impact 

There are a number of factors that may account for the observed impact. First, the short 

timeline between the pre- and post-PPVT-III test may account for the non-significant difference 

in gains made by students who receive the OWL curriculum in comparison to those who did not. 

Second, the lack in consistency and control in how teachers across various sites were 

administering the PPVT-III may have affected the quality of the pre- and post-PPVT-III data 

being collected. Third, the inclusion of children younger than four years of age in the testing and 

study participants may have resulted in the lack of effect because the OWL curriculum was not 

being implemented with its intended population. 

Fourth, the attrition of sample size from pre-test to post-test may also have resulted in the 

smaller sample size that resulted in inconclusive findings of significant differences on the impact 

of the implementation of the OWL curriculum on the early literacy development of preschool 

students. It should be noted that attrition was due to committed teachers who dropped out half-

way into the study and was no fault of Pearson or WestEd.   
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Finally, the lack of an effect could also be attributed to the possibility that preschool 

curricula used at the comparison preschools were as rigorous and comprehensive as the OWL 

curriculum.  

Problems that Occurred In implementing the Evaluation Design 

We encountered a number of challenges in implementing the evaluation design. They 

include: inability to recruit the initially targeted Early Reading First (ERF) schools in large urban 

districts in targeted geographic regions that implemented the OWL curriculum and administered 

the PPVT-III; delay in the fall/winter timelines lead to delay in collection of baseline data; and 

teacher administration of the PPVT-III and the quality of pre- and post-PPVT-III data collected.  

First, we were unable to recruit the targeted ERF preschools in large urban districts 

because: they had existing initiatives with required evaluation component; there was insufficient 

time to undergo their internal review process; or they were not interested in participating in a 

study. In addition, we excluded potential treatment schools either because they administered the 

PPVT-IV or were not public preschools. We also modified the criteria for selecting comparison 

sites to neighboring matched districts as comparisons when we discovered that the OWL 

curriculum is implemented districtwide. 

Second, the delay in finalizing the study participants led to shortened timeframes between 

the administration of the pre- and post-PPVT-III. 

Third, teacher administration of the PPVT-III affected the quality of pre- and post-PPVT-

III data collected. Fourth, teacher and student attrition resulted in fewer post-PPVT-III being 

administered and collected. We determined that to ensure quality of data and ensure consistency 

in administration of the assessment, we would administer the pre- and post-PPVT-III to 

individual students in future studies.  



56 

CONCLUSIONS 

We conclude by summarizing the key findings and discussing the significance of the 

findings for key stakeholders. 

Summary of Key Findings 

Analysis of the PPVT-III revealed that students whose teachers implemented the OWL 

curriculum made statistically significant gains from pretest to posttest. These findings held for 

the whole group as well as subgroups based on FRPL eligibility, ELL status, ethnicity, gender, 

and program (full or half-day), with the previously noted exception of students reported as 

“White.” Although analysis of the PPVT-III did not indicate significant differences in gains 

made by treatment students than comparison students, our data collection and analysis of the 

implementation of the OWL curriculum generated a number of other key findings. 

First, teachers were implementing the OWL curriculum with high fidelity and provided 

high ratings on the ease of implementation and for students to follow the curriculum. They listed 

three factors that were vital to the ease of implementation of the OWL curriculum: (1) clear, easy 

to follow, and thorough directions for implementation; (2) the suggested activities resulted in 

high levels of student engagement; and (3) the core books were central. Although there were 

aspects of the curriculum that were difficult to implement (namely, Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s 

Talk About It, math, and small group activities), they readily modified the curriculum to meet the 

needs of the ELL, mixed-age groups, and academic needs of their students. They also provided 

feedback on how the curriculum could be improved (namely, the inclusion of more 

manipulatives for the math activities or books for ELL).  

Second, teachers who participated in workshops on teaching the OWL curriculum found 

them to be useful but they would like additional OWL workshops to help them implement the 

curriculum more effectively. Teachers were also receiving a lot of on-site support in 

implementing the OWL curriculum from their program coordinators and/or literacy coaches.  

These on-going supports ranged from weekly professional development to cross-site 

collaborations where they shared ideas on OWL implementation. 

Third, teachers reported high levels of student engagement through the use of the OWL 

curriculum because the topics were relevant to the students’ life experiences and the hands-on 

activities were attractive and fun for the students. They also cited the core books as a 

contributing factor in high student engagement. There was some concern over the timeframe for 

the implementation of Unit 3: Wind and Water, but some teachers readily changed the 

sequencing of the units so they implemented the unit in spring.  
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Finally, there were a number of OWL materials that would have been invaluable resources 

for the teachers but were not used as frequently. These were Adaptations for ELL, Adaptations 

for the Mixed-Age Group, and Math Activity Aids. This could be rectified by providing 

workshops on how teachers could more effectively use these resources or soliciting their direct 

feedback on how these could be improved to be more effective. Many teachers attended OWL 

workshops when they first adopted the curriculum up to three years ago so a refresher course 

might be beneficial.  



58 

REFERENCES 

Barnett, W. S., Jung, K., Wong, V., Cook, T., and Lamy, C. (2007). Effects of five state pre-

kindergarten programs on early learning. Working paper, New Brunswick, NJ: National 

Institute of Early Education Research. 

Bryk, A.S. & Raudenbush, S.W. (1992). Hierarchical Linear Models: Application and data 

analysis method. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Cannon, J.S. and & Karoly, L. A. (2007).  Who is ahead and who is behind: Gaps in school 

readiness and student achievement in the early grades for California’s children. Santa 

Monica, CA: Rand Corporation. 

Dickinson, D.K. (2001). Putting the pieces together: the impact of preschool on children’s 

language and literacy development in kindergarten. In D.K. Dickinson & P.O. Tabors (eds.), 

Beginning literacy with language: Young children learning at home and school (pp. 257-

287). Baltimore, MD: Brookes & Publishing. 

Dickinson, D.K., Anastasopoulos, L., Miller, C.M., Caswell, L., & Peisner-Feinberg, E. (2002). 

Enhancing preschool children’s language, literacy and social development through in-service 

professional development approach. Annual Conference of the American Education Research 

Association. 

Dunn, L., & Dunn, L. (1997). Peabody picture vocabulary test (3rd edition). Circle Pines, MN: 

American Guidance service. 

Gormley, W.T., Gayer, T., Phillips, D., and Dawson, B. (2005). The effects of Universal 

Preschool on Cognitive Development. Developmental Psychology, 41 (6). 

Hamilton, B.L. (1977). An empirical investigation of the efffects of heterogeneous regression 

slopes in analysis of covariance. Educational and Pyschological Measurement, 37 (3). 

Hart, B., & Risley, T. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experiences of young 

American children. Baltimore, MD: Brookes. 

McCartney, K. (1984). Effect of quality day care environment on children’s language 

development. Developmental Psychology, 20, 244-260. 

National Institute for Early Literacy. (2008). Report of the National Early Literacy Panel: 

Developing Early Literacy. Washington, DC: National Institute for Literacy. 

National Reading Panel. (2000). Report to the National Reading Panel: Teaching children to 

read. Washington, DC: National Institute of Child Health and Development. 

National Scientific Council on the Developing Child. (2007). The science of early childhood 

development: Closing the gap between what we know and what we do. Center for the 

Developing Child: Harvard University. 



59 

Schweinhart, L.J., Montie, J., Xiang, Z., Barnett, W.S., Belfield, C.R., and Nores, M. (2005). 

Lifetime effects: the High/Scope Perry preschool study through age 40. (Monographs of the 

High/Scope Education Research Foundation, 14). Ysiplanti, MI: High/Scope Press. 

Sirin, S. (2005). Socio-economic status and achievement: A meta-analytic review of the research. 

Review of Educational Research, 75, 413-453. 

Weitzman, E. & Miles, M. (1996). A software sourcebook: Computer programs for qualitative 

data analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Williams, K.T., and Wang, J. (1997). Technical references to Peabody Picture Vocabulary    

Test-Third Edition (PPVT – III). Circle Pines MN: American Guidance Service, Inc. 

 

  



60 

APPENDICES 



 

61 

Appendix A: OWL Implementation Log 
 

Unit 1: Family 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 
Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 

 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

Whistle for Willie Ooga Booga Peter’s Chair Noisy Nora  Corduroy 

 Time for Bed  Over in the Meadow  Let’s Make Music Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why? 
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Unit 2: Friends 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 

Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 

 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 

 

 

 

 

 

OWL Implementation Log 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

Dandelion Hooray A Piñata! A letter to Amy Matthew and Tilly  The little Red Hen 

 Golden Bear  Hush!  Road builders Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why? 
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Unit 3: Wind and Water 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 

Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 
 

 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

Gilberto and the Wind A Hat for Minerva Louis The Snowy Day One Dark Night Rabbits & Raindrops 

 The Very Noisy Night  Bringing the Rain to Kapiti Plain  Kitten Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why? 
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Unit 4: The World of Color 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 

Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 
 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

Max’s Dragon Shirt Dog’s Colorful Day Lion and the Little Red Bird Dear June  Cat’s Colors 

 The Tortilla Factory  Chick  Chickens Aren’t the Only Ones Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why? 
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Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 

Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 
 

 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

Play with Me The Puddle Pail Kitten for a Day Dreams  Raccoon on his Own 

 Clap your Hands  Night Shift Daddy  Fun with Shadows  Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why? 
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Unit 6: Things that Grow 
 

Teachers Name: 
 

School Name: 
 

Date: 
 

1. How many weeks did it take to complete the unit? 
 

 

2. Did any special event happen during this unit? (e.g. field trip, guest speaker) 


Yes please specify:  


No 
 

3. Which of the following materials did you use with this unit? 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards Worksheets Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide None Other (non-OWL) Specify:  


4. Please indicate to what extent… 

Not at 

All 

To a 

Minimal 

Extent 

To 

Some 

Extent 

To a 

Good 

Extent 

To a 

Great 

Extent 

Why? 

The unit was easy to implement      
 

 

The unit was easy for students to 

follow 
     

 

 

The unit was engaging for students      
 

 

You modified the unit      
 

 

The unit was successful      
 

 
 

 

5. Did you use any supplementary program in this unit? If yes, which program did you use and how did you use it? 
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6. Which of the core storybooks from this unit were most engaging for your students? 

The Ugly Vegetable Make Way for Ducklings I Heard Said the Bird Bigger  Just Enough 

 Duck  Growing Things  Animals Born Alive and Well Other (Specify):  
 

7. How many times during this unit did you use transition strategies? 

1 – 5 times 6  - 10 times 11 – 15 times More than 15 times 

 

8. Did you receive any support from your program coordinator? If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How many times during this unit did you implement the following activities? (Please check one frequency for each activity) 

 Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once a 

month 

More than 

twice a month 
Never 

Start of the Day       

Morning Meeting       

Center Time       

Story Time       

Songs, Word Play, Letters       

Quiet time/Center time       

Let’s Find out about it/Let’s talk about it       

End of the day Centers       
 

10. Which component/activity in this unit was the most difficult to implement and why?  
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Pearson Implementation Log Data 

Table 1: OWL Units that Treatment Teachers Implemented (n = 110) 
OWL Units Number Percent 

Unit 1: Family 19 17% 

Unit 2: Friends 18 16% 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 19 17% 

Unit 4: The World of Color 19 17% 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 18 16% 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 17% 
The total number of responses exceeded the number of treatment teachers because they selected multiple responses 

Table 2: Number of weeks it took for teachers to complete the unit (n = 110) 
 Number Percent 

Three (3) weeks 1 1% 

Three (3) to four (4) weeks 12 11% 

Four (4) weeks 45 41% 

Four (4) to five (5) weeks 4 4% 

Four (4) to six (6) weeks 3 3% 

Four (4) weeks and one (1) week extension 5 5% 

Four (4) weeks and two (2) week extension 8 7% 

Five (5) weeks 7 6% 

Five (5) to six (6) weeks 1 1% 

Five (5) to seven (7) weeks 1 1% 

Five (5) and one (1) week extension 1 1% 

Six (6) weeks 19 17% 

Six (6) to eight (8) weeks 1 1% 

Six (6) and two (2) week extension 1 1% 

No response 1 1% 

Table 3: Whether a special event occur during implementation of OWL unit (n = 93) 
 Number Percent 

Yes 50 54% 

No 43 46% 

   

Table 4: List of special events that happen during implementation of OWL unit (n = 93) 
Unit 1: Family  

Family Album. Event "Knowing the Family" 1 

Farm night 1 

Fresno Story Bookland 1 

Meet my family parent/child day 2 

Parent/child together day 2 
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Unit 2: Friends  

Catch the wind. Parent/child together day. 1 

Meet my friends day 1 

Parent/child Day 2 

Pumpkin Patch field trip and farm 2 

Visited the Clovis library. Teddy Bear Fair at Valley Children's Hospital. 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water  

Catch the wind day. 3 

Discovery Center (Water tables) 1 

Field trip to the Fire Dept 1 

Fly Kite 1 

Parent & Child School Readiness Day 2 

Went for walks outside. Observe weather. 2 

Wind and Water Day with parents 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Colora  

Grocery store field trip 1 

Guest speaker from Africa 1 

Parent and child day 1 

Valentine's day 1 

Went for a walk to look for different colors around us. 1 

  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections  

Field trips 2 

Groundhog Day 1 

Kindergarten visits 1 

Parent and child day 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow  

Brief visit with Nutri-Lite (planted plants for each child) 1 

Field trip 2 

Gardening 2 

Local company donated plants and helped kids plant them. 1 

Nutrilite 1 

Parent and child day 2 

Went to the library 1 

  

The total number of responses exceeded the number of treatment teachers because they selected multiple 

responses 

Table 5: OWL materials used with the unit  

 
Total Number 

of Responses Number Percent 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems 109 101 93% 

Rubric Guide 109 17 16% 

Core Books 109 106 97% 

Picture Cards 109 101 93% 
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Total Number 

of Responses Number Percent 

Worksheets 109 31 28% 

Big Book of Poetry 108 98 91% 

Other 109 39 36% 

    

Unit 1: Family   

Chair for peters chair and flannels  1 

Extra pictures, puppets.  1 

Hands-on manipulatives for Math Props for books/related topic books.  3 

Lots of additional materials.  1 

Mailbox Magazine  1 

Teacher planned  4 
   

Unit 2: Friends   

Extra materials, music, cards.  1 

Lots of own materials/props/books.  1 

Mailbox Magazine  1 

Manipulatives for science and math  1 

Other core books  1 

Props for poems/stories/math.  1 

Puppets, props, flannels  1 

Singlish, Zoo Phonics.  1 

Teacher planned  2 

   

Unit 3: Wind and Water   

Bingo games/Alpha/fruit veggie  1 

Home made movie  1 

Lots of own materials/props/books.  1 

Puppets, props, flannels  1 

Singlish, Zoo Phonics.  1 

Teacher planned  3 

   

Unit 4: The World of Colors   

Singlish, Zoo Phonics  1 

Supplemental activities  1 

Teacher planned  1 

   

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections   

Many I spy, look alike books  1 

Songs, books, materials  1 

Teacher created  1 

Teacher ideas and materials  1 

Teacher planned  2 

   

Unit 6: Things that Grow   

Singlish, Zoo Phonics  1 

Story props  1 

Teacher planned  1 
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Table 6: Teacher responses related to the extent that . . . 
 Number of 

Respondents 

Not at 

all 

To a 

minimal 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a 

good 

extent 

To a 

great 

extent 

The unit was easy to implement       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=1 

0% 

n=1 

17% 

n = 3 

44% 

n = 8 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=1 

11% 

n = 2 

11% 

n = 2 

56% 

n = 10 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

29% 

n = 5 

47% 

n = 8 

18% 

n = 3 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

47% 

n = 8 

41% 

n = 7 

The unit was easy for students to follow      

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

17% 

n = 3 

50% 

n = 9 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

22% 

n = 4 

56% 

n = 10 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=1 

6% 

n = 1 

28% 

n = 5 

50% 

n = 9 

17% 

n = 3 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

50% 

n = 9 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=1 

12% 

n = 2 

29% 

n = 5 

41% 

n = 7 

18% 

n = 3 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

71% 

n = 12 

18% 

n = 3 

The unit was engaging for students       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

0% 

n=0 

61% 

n = 11 

33% 

n = 6 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

39% 

n = 7 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

44% 

n = 8 

33% 

n = 6 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

18% 

n = 3 

47% 

n = 8 

24% 

n = 4 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

18% 

n = 3 

53% 

n = 9 

29% 

n = 5 

You modified the unit       

Unit 1: Family 18 6% 

n = 1 

17% 

n = 3 

33% 

n = 6 

6% 

n = 1 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 2: Friends 18 11% 

n = 2 

11% 

n = 2 

44% 

n = 8 

0% 

n=0 

33% 

n = 6 
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 Number of 

Respondents 

Not at 

all 

To a 

minimal 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a 

good 

extent 

To a 

great 

extent 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

17% 

n = 3 

44% 

n = 8 

11% 

n = 2 

28% 

n = 5 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

11% 

n = 2 

28% 

n = 5 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 17 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

41% 

n = 7 

12% 

n = 2 

41% 

n = 7 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 6% 

n = 1 

24% 

n = 4 

35% 

n = 6 

12% 

n = 2 

24% 

n = 4 

The unit was successful       

Unit 1: Family 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

50% 

n = 9 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 2: Friends 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

0 56% 

n = 10 

44% 

n = 8 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 18 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

11% 

n = 2 

61% 

n = 11 

22% 

n = 4 

Unit 4: The World of Colors 18 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 9 

39% 

n = 7 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 16 0% 

n=0 

6% 

n = 1 

13% 

n = 2 

56% 

n = 9 

25% 

n = 4 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 17 0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

12% 

n = 2 

53% 

n = 9 

35% 

n = 6 

Table 7: Teachers’ rationales for why the unit was easy to implement  

OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family (n=18)  

Because we were able to relate the families to the unit. 1 

Core books made sense and were interesting for students. 1 

Some of the centers/activities were too time consuming to "create" or not DA for all students 1 

The books were excellent to introduce discussion of families. 1 

The curriculum explains everything the teacher needs to do the say. 1 

The lessons allow for flexibility. 1 

There were good activities that interested the children such as marble painting. 1 

They were familiar with the topic 1 

Thorough directions, detailed descriptions 1 

We have an age range of 2-5 so we have a lot of adjusting. 1 

  

Unit 2: Friends (n=18)  

Children liked playing with pizza dough (Little Red Hen makes a Pizza) 1 

Children really enjoyed the activities in this unit. 1 

Clear directions but could be difficult to plan activities 1 

Curriculum is very explanatory. Materials were easy to prep. 1 

Good topic for early in the year. 1 

Hands on activities 1 

Teacher friendly-allows for flexibility. 1 

The books were excellent to create interest. The children want to be liked and are eager to 

have friends. 
1 
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OWL Unit Number 

This is a common theme during the opening weeks of any preschool year. 1 

We had no one else in trying to implement the unit. 1 

We talked about friends and they like them. 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18)  

Accessible material 1 

Easy preparation; curriculum contains very easy lesson plans. 1 

Easy to follow & implement into schedule 1 

High interest in many activities 1 

Interesting group activities 1 

Most did not relate to the time of year nor…it flow as a unit that make sense in Nov-Dec. 1 

Some of the activities pinwheels were to difficult for children to create. 1 

The core books were excellent to introduce weather and natural elements around us. 1 

We added a lot of props to help them. 2 

We now have the kids used to the routine and are having an easier time implementing 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Colors (n=18)  

Children are exposed to colors daily. The core books enhanced that exposure. 1 

Color mixing is interesting to students 1 

Concepts were fun and interesting 1 

Easy book, great activities 1 

Easy to follow instructions 1 

Excellent books and ideas 1 

Fun time of year (winter) 1 

Some activities not age appropriate. 1 

Yes, it had color theme and we talked about mixing colors. 1 

Yes. Also added other color extension books. 1 

  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=17)  

Children are naturally curious about shadows. 1 

Concepts were creative and easy to demonstrate. 1 

Confused how to implement 1 

Interesting subject 1 

Shadows and reflections can be found everywhere 1 

The books are always helpful 1 

Yes, but reading books need to be bigger 2 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=17)  

A lot of our children have gardens at home and have at the preschool 1 

A lot of supplies were needed, but overall easy flow of unit. 1 

Children love to see things of nature; plants, insects, animals 1 

Didn't spend too much time on plans. The activities were engaging for all age groups. 1 

Easy to follow instructions 1 

Good books 1 

Interesting topic - high interest 1 

Spring is a wonderful time in the classroom 1 
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Table 8: Teachers’ rationales for why the unit was easy to follow      

OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family (n=18)  

All the unit skills were practiced daily. 1 

Books were easy and interesting to follow. 1 

Children needed simpler books to catch their interest. 1 

Core books made sense and were interesting for students. 1 

Easy to relate to stories and circumstances of stories 1 

It is engaging and age appropriate. 1 

Very hands-on, at their developmental level 1 

  

Unit 2: Friends (n=18)  

Books are inviting. 1 

Developing friendships and conversations is meaningful to 3 & 4 year olds. 1 

Productive discussions as activities developed 1 

Students seemed to enjoy this unit-as we are building a friendship with the class. 1 

The theme itself was of great interest to the children. 1 

They enjoyed many of the activities they are learning to respect one another. 1 

This is a common theme during the opening weeks of any preschool year. 1 

Yes, most activities were interesting. 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18)  

Activities were fun 1 

All the activities were engaging. 1 

Appropriate books for unit. 1 

Good hands on material. 1 

Good hands on material. 1 

Most did not relate to the time of year not…it flow as a unit that made sense in Nov-Dec. 1 

Palatable to their world & everyday experiences 1 

Some activities did not seem age appropriate: pinwheels, balloon inflations. 1 

The kids were active participants and although there is new vocabulary, the concepts were 

great for them to follow. 

1 

There were good hands on activities for indoors and outdoors. 1 

They were curious about the weather… 1 

Yes-water play is always interesting 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color (n=18)  

Easy books 1 

Only some conflict needed to be revisited. 1 

Skills of the unit were practiced daily. 1 

Some activities not age appropriate. 1 

Some content was too abstract 1 

Supplemented lots of own materials 1 

The activities were fun. 1 

Yes, colors are everywhere and the interest was there 1 

Yes, they had many hands on 1 
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OWL Unit Number 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=17)  

A lot of repetition was needed0more so with vocabulary of animals 1 

Content was abstract 1 

Easy time relating to it. 1 

I alternated core books with more simple versions. 1 

I supplemented with lot of additional materials. 1 

Many opportunities to paint these out in daily environment. 1 

Teacher makes a great effort to maintain students engagement. 1 

Yes, they like playing with shadows and things that reflect. 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=17)  

A lot of front-loading…needed for both ELL & Eng. Speakers-new concepts. 1 

Activities were clear 1 

Easy to relate to their house gardens 1 

Fun activities 1 

Hand on activities 1 

Most children have gardens at home. 1 

Yes 1 
  

Table 9: Teachers’ rationales for why the unit was engaging for students     

OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family (n=18)  

Because during exploration time, the kids were able to engage in the dramatic play. 1 

Incorporated other hands on activities 1 

It was on family that is meaningful to kids. 1 

Related to their "real world" experiences 1 

Some of the activities were easier for some children, but not all. 1 

The beginning month of school is exciting. 1 

The children enjoyed talking about their families (brothers, sisters, etc.) 1 

The unit was engaging but routine was hard for most 1 

They had an opportunity to draw pictures of family and activities in family life. 1 

They talked about family drew pictures about families. 1 

  

Unit 2: Friends (n=18)  

Children enjoyed talking about their friends. 1 

Familiar topic 1 

Making pizza, building piñatas 1 

Making pizza, creating piñatas. 1 

Relatable and developmentally appropriate 1 

Some of the books were likeable and entertaining 1 

Students enjoyed talking about friends and 1 

The children were eager to participate in activities. 1 

They made mini-pizzas and enjoyed it. 1 

Yes, because they're learning about friendships. 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18)  

Clay experiments where not engaging for them. 1 
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OWL Unit Number 

Enjoyed learning about the wind, water rain, and snow. Experimenting with play snow, wind 

and ice. 

1 

It was difficult to keep interest 1 

Pinwheels, kites, painting with straws. Fun! 1 

Snow books and Spring weather books too early to read 1 

Some activities were too easy 1 

Some of the books fit into the season. 1 

This is too early to be reading snow books and spring weather books. 1 

Unit provided many water experiments that they enjoyed. 1 

We added more props to the stories and poems to be engaging. 2 

Wind, water and weather were of great interest during this month. 1 

Yes, Love the topic. 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color (n=18)  

4 weeks of color is a bit lengthy 1 

All children enjoyed & were engaged with centers 1 

Children were able to relate to colors 1 

Good core books 1 

Great activities, (group, individual) 1 

Hands on activities 1 

Mostly hands on and messy. 1 

Some activities not age appropriate. 1 

The students love colors and using them in art projects 1 

Yes, many art projects were as a result of each book 1 

Yes, we made color spots and props for them to retell the stories 1 

  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=17)  

Always add fun activities of my own. 1 

Children enjoyed stories and have asked for them every day. 1 

It was meaningful. 1 

Natural curiosity about shadows and reflections 1 

Some group activities need to be more fun. 1 

They enjoyed playing with flash lights and tracing theirs 1 

Too abstract 1 

We use various types of mirrors. Water, buckets, flashlights, no lights. 1 

Yes, they liked shadows and books. 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=17)  

All students were overall engaged with most aspects of tools, centers. 1 

Good experiences 1 

Grew flowers 1 

Lots of additional supplement 1 

Make way for Puckleys and the ugly vegetables were not very engaging for the children. 

Could not hold their attention/very long. 

1 

Nutrilite was very meaningful. 1 

Read world subject matter 1 

They loved growing seeds and observing caterpillars and other insects 1 

They planted their own plants and watered them everyday. 1 

We planted a garden/other plants outside …yard. 1 
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Table 10: Teachers’ rationales for modification of the unit     

OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family (n=18)  

Added a few extras to support unit 1 

In order to make the lesson work for 3's & 4's. 1 

Medifactions needed to be made for small groups 1 

Minimal math, minimal books in curriculum. 1 

No need, but we did. 1 

Not enough appropriate science and math. 3 

p.54 Mathematics we used counting Bears in a row. Hands-on materials. 1 

Some math activities. We used flower numbers. Some children did not grasp high numbers. 1 

Supplemental materials/activities. 1 

To differentiate for 3 year olds and second language learners. 1 

We have 3 small groups (stations) twice a week. Unit skills-everyday. 1 

  

Unit 2: Friends (n=18)  

Added props to stories. Made story picture cards for sequencing. 1 

Added to small groups, Let's talk 2 

Because I supplement with a cohesive unit that flows together. 1 

For Dandelion they made lion masks to re-enact the story. 1 

I do a lot of different centers to incorporate math. 1 

I introduced different material to accommodate 3's. 1 

Math activity aids are difficult to use. I prefer small objects, rather than pieces of paper. 

Example p134 Hungry Monkey, p16 Dinosaurs 

1 

Minimal math. 1 

Modified for different age groups. 1 

Not enough science and math 2 

Props for ELL students needed to be brought and for younger children, small groups needed 

to be scaled down somewhat. 

1 

We vary the activities depending on the maturity and readiness of the children. 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18)  

Added letter knowledge, music and movement 1 

Changed some small group activities - math work sheets-we need real materials. 1 

Could not do as many water/wind activities in the winter. 1 

For 3 year olds. 1 

For younger students; added more theme related materials to the class. 1 

Made more challenging activities. 1 

Modified for ELL and 3 year olds. Added pictures. 3 

Only in extension weeks. 1 

Small groups and centers were modified. 1 

Students are in much better routines 1 

The children were not familiar with snow, was hard to relate. Some materials were not 

available to us. 

1 

Themes and activities planned for the weeks of Thanksgiving-Christmas-most were not 

appropriate for the time of year. 

1 

Yes, used many props to tell stories 1 
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Unit 4: The World of Color (n=18)  

Added a deal of activities to keep interest 1 

Added many activities and projects. 1 

Added props other activities. 1 

For different age groups. 1 

Laminated dog with spots, mouse with water play smears for ELL and 3 yrs old to hold 

interests. 

1 

Math is inadequate, not all small groups are appropriate. 2 

Math was added 1 

Only animal changes made with small groups 1 

Some activities not age appropriate. 1 

To help 3 year olds feel included in the lessons 1 

Yes, to adjust to our students level of learning 1 

Yes, to make it more complete 1 

Yes, we added story telling props 1 

  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=17)  

Added more hands on manipulatives for math and writing activities. Wk 4 1 

Added some props and other objects for math. 1 

Added themes, songs, books, activities 1 

Change a little the activities 1 

For different age groups. 1 

Math/science 1 

Not enough curriculum for 4 weeks 1 

To fit the needs shadows of Special needs children. 1 

With bears in cave, smaller children used counting bears (more engaged with hands-on) 1 

Yes, to add more interest 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=17)  

Added lots of Science, growing, planting nature, seasonal change, weather activities to the 

curriculum 

1 

Added other books and live insects/frogs in class in habitats. 1 

Added support materials 1 

For different age groups. 1 

Not enough math 1 

Only small groups needed to be modified to suit younger age group 1 

To fit the needs of special needs child. 1 

To fit the specific needs of our English Learner children. 1 
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Table 11: Teachers’ rationales of why the unit was successful     
OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family (n=18)  

Engaged making musical instruments, boxes, bands, maracas 1 

Engaged students, retain much information and vocabulary. 1 

Good books. 1 

Overall, it was successful. 1 

The children often draw pictures of their families. They relate their names and roles in the 

family. 

1 

The students learned a great deal about the roles of family members and learned about each 

other. 

1 

The unit was successfully delivered, but some concepts did not seem to stick. 1 

This is crucial first month of pre-K to build the foundation for the entire year. Much of the 

work done in month/is not in any scripted/packaged curriculum-it is. 

1 

With my supplements it was successful. 1 

  

Unit 2: Friends (n=18)  

Because I supplement with a cohesive unit that flows together. 1 

Children remember books and activities 1 

Children were excited about the books. 1 

More success with key concepts. 1 

Students retained vocabulary and related to subject later after unit was complete 1 

The activities, songs, art, science and conversations were fun and interesting. The books were 

excellent. 

1 

The Little Red Hen was a hit with all the children. 1 

The students developed confidence in themselves, learned problem-solving and relationship 

skills. 

1 

With modifications & supplements 1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n=18)  

Activities were enjoyed by all; Select activities used (Kites instead of pinwheels.) 1 

Children learn a lot. 1 

Hands-on activities were a great hit. 1 

Retention of materials 1 

The weather and some concepts were not applicable for students. Some activities did not 

grasp concept. 

1 

Themes and activities planned for the weeks of Thanksgiving-Christmas-most were not 

appropriate for the time of year. 

1 

There was not a lot of interest. 1 

This unit was a great science component. Children learned a great deal about water and wind. 1 

We asked them questions and were able to answer. 2 

We asked them questions and were able to answer. 1 

We took longer to go through this unit by doing an extra week extension. 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color (n=18)  

Because I supplement 1 

Children seemed to end unit with comprehension of key vocal and concepts. 1 

It was fun and informative 1 
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OWL Unit Number 

Retention of some material 1 

Some activities not age appropriate. 1 

The books and activities were of interest to the children 1 

Used many other sources to supplement. 1 

Was very hands-on using paint, water colors, tissue, and more. 1 

Yes, children enjoy playing with colors. 1 

Yes, this unit had a lot of hands on materials. 1 

  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n=17)  

By added more hand on materials the children were engaged longer. 1 

Children seem to have gained strong understanding of key concepts and vocab. 1 

I used a disco- ball to really bring out the theme. 1 

In process 1 

Students were not interested 1 

The children are now very comfortable with the classroom routine at mid year. 1 

Very successful. 1 

Yes, the students got the concepts 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n=17)  

Children understood basic concepts of life cycles, used vocab. 1 

Engaging & retention of material 1 

Good ideas for center time. 1 

Very strong interest in things that grow. 1 

We planted sunflower seeds. Children were able to see how plants grow. 1 

Yes, our plants grew very well. 1 

  

Table 12: Type of supplementary program used in the unit (n=8) 

OWL Unit Number 

Unit 1: Family   

Family tree, collage 1 

I add many years of extra books and activities to engage the kids and create more fun 

times. 

1 

I always supplement many of my own ideas and materials to enhance the curriculum and to 

add variety and a cohesive flow to the lessons. 

1 

I used a variety of resources to supplement math. There is not enough math in this 

curriculum. 

1 

I used other core books. 1 

In the beginning we used Dr. Jean's Alphardy, established daily routines and classroom 

management. We changed our schedule to fit the children's high energy needs. We went 

outdoors earlier. We use 1/2 hr. Parent and child interaction literacy activities (PACILA) 

required by our district. 

1 

No 5 

No, but we added music, props, puppets and materials. 1 

Singlish CD/charts. The music is engaging and the charts colorful. The children come to 

the chart and point to a specific object. File folder activities-For learning centers-I used 

them for math activities. Greg and Steve/Charlotte Diamond-I use them to teach oral 

language. Eric Carle books-I read the book-we'd do an activity related to the story. 

1 
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OWL Unit Number 

Teacher planned activities - modified.  2 

Word play was often inappropriate and activities substituted. (Teacher planned/phonemic 

awareness for young children). 

1 

Zoo Phonics-a letter activity every week with our parents in the classroom. PACT time. 

Singlish-charts with songs and illustrations. Good for English learners. Mary, teacher 

created ideas. 

1 

  

Unit 2: Friends  

Color me healthy. (Mandated by state of TN) Added activities to small groups, morning 

meeting, Let's Talk About It. 

1 

Computer-CD-R Clifford Reading-Start of the day. Table games-Lotto Bingo-Reading. 

Teacher created-Math-How many chocolate chips are in your cookie? Estimate. 

1 

I always add more books and activities to help learning and creativity. 1 

I supplement with many of my own activities and materials to make the activities more 

connected and cohesive to make sense around a theme or seasonal topic. 

1 

No 3 

Other core books. 1 

Play it Safe booklet. Die cut friends, trace child and child eat French. 1 

Teacher planned activities 2 

We used stick puppets, we added cooking experience weekly. 1 

Yes, for math-variety of sources 1 

Zoo Phonics-used with children and parents at PACT time. Reciting and activities. 

Singlish-musical charts with CD. 

1 

Zoo Phonics and music together. When talking about letters I would use some Zoo Phonics 

strategies to help emphasize letter shape and sounds. Music together was used to teach 

rhythm and tonal patterns. 

1 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water  

Change the worksheets for more manipulative activities. 1 

Charlotte Diamond "I am a bubble." I introduced the sons. Teacher created. We explored 

balloons/air. 

1 

I will continue using things in the Spring when warmer. 1 

Lea McGee-strategies. Glad strategies. 1 

Many other books. Read the book & do an activity with the book that enhances or teaches 

a state standard. 

1 

N/A 1 

No 3 

Teacher planned - modified activities. 1 

Teacher planned activities were used to supplement in Let’s Find Out, Word Play, and 

Small Groups. 

1 

Used "music together" and "GLAD" strategies. Music together was used to create songs 

related to the theme. GLAD was used with the picture cards to encourage conversations 

and oral language assessments. 

1 

Used homemade movie. 1 

We added some props to show them more about wind water, pinwheels and puppets and 

beanie baby rabbits. 

2 

Yes, I used a few core books, lots of songs, very little of the planned activities due to the 

time of year. This particular unit falls during the 4 weeks of Thanksgiving through 

Christmas. I have a busy 4 weeks filled with appropriate activities, books, projects, and 

exciting activities centered around this seasonal time of year. I plan to use many of the core 

1 
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OWL Unit Number 

books at other times of year... (Gilberto & the wind) March winds & weather (Rabbits & 

Raindrops) in April as we focus on Spring rains & Easter season. I plan to focus on wind 

& water in March/April rather then... 

Yes, math their way-for small groups. I used some of the supplemental books so I wouldn't 

have to read one book 4 or 5 times. 

1 

Zoo Phonics: letter sounds, animal action, letter names. Singlish songs with charts. We 

learned about dental health and the Fire Dept. 

1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color  

Additional books and art activities. 1 

Big charts, colorful.  1 

I always add activities from various books and activities shared with others. 1 

I used the supplemental book suggestions from the unit. 1 

I used Zoo Phonics and singlish plus many "old" teaching ideas of my own that prove 

successful. We read a lot of Dr. Seuss books. The children loved them and learned about 

rhyming sounds, etc. 

1 

No other supplementary program was used. 1 

No. 1 

Not a program but added activities from other sources, like mailbox magazine. 1 

Scarves for dancing with color. What was very useful is the Read Together, Talk Together 

component. The section Building Literacy Everyday in Spanish, was very helpful in 

reaching parents. The suggested activities were simple and doable. 

1 

Teacher planned activities - modified.  1 

This is a busy time of the year (after Christmas holidays are over) and the students have 

been together 1/2 a year. I supplement with lots of my own materials to enhance the 

lessons (books, science, art activities, props, songs.) 

1 

Yes, teacher planned activities were used to supplement. 1 
  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections  

As always, I supplement with lots of my own materials to enhance any topic of studies. 1 

I always add materials from other teachers and former activities that were successful in the 

past. I add many more books to units and add more letter and sounds. 

1 

I used some of my own ideas-Using a disco-ball to help children understand what causes 

shadows and reflections. 

1 

If small group wasn't engaging we did journals and self-pictures. 1 

Math-Count on Math 1 

No. 3 

None. 1 

Not a program but materials and activities from other sources. 1 

Other books. 1 

Small groups, word play, and let's find out needed modification to meet the needs of 

students. 

1 

Teacher planned activities - modified.  1 

Zoo phonics, Singlish, Teacher ideas for art, music, books, finger plays, etc. 1 

Zoo phonics. 1 
  

Unit 6: Things that Grow  

Added books about growing. Hungry Caterpillar. Under One rock. Snail (science book). 

Worm (science book) and Diary of a worm. 

1 

Added books, music, and materials 1 
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OWL Unit Number 

Butterflies life cycle, grew grass, played bingo with alphabets (upper and lower case). 1 

I added my own books and finger plays, Added music and movement. 1 

I always add lots to each unit and change the time I teach them. 1 

I always supplement with lots of my own materials and activities from my years of 

experience. 

1 

No. 4 

Other books. 1 

Significant substitutions were made and additional literature was used to support Science 

and Math objectives 

1 

Teacher planned activities - modified.  1 

We used teacher ideas and materials, Zoo Phonics, Singlish. 1 

Zoo phonics. 1 

  

Table 13: OWL materials used with the unit 

OWL Unit Number Percent 

Unit 1: Family (n = 19)   

Whistle for Willie  12 63% 

Time for Bed 7 37% 

Ooga Booga 16 84% 

Over in the Meadow 4 21% 

Peter's Chair 16 84% 

Let's Make Music 3 16% 

Noisy Nora 13 68% 

Corduroy 14 74% 

Other 0 0 

   

Unit 2: Friends (n = 18)   

Dandelion 6 33% 

Golden Bear 8 44% 

Hooray A Piñata! 10 56% 

Hush! 6 33% 

A letter to Amy 10 56% 

Road builders 0 0 

Matthew and Tilly 10 56% 

The little Red Hen 18 100% 

Other 1  

The Lion and the Red Bird.   

   

Unit 3: Wind and Water (n = 18)   

Gilberto and the Wind 9 50% 

The Very Noisy Night 15 83% 

A Hat for Minerva Louis 11 61% 

Bringing the Rain to Kapiti Plain 2 11% 

The Snowy Day 14 78% 

Kitten 3 17% 

One Dark Night 14 78% 

Rabbits & Raindrops 12 67% 
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OWL Unit Number Percent 

Other 0 0 

   

Unit 4: The World of Color (n = 19)   

Max's Dragon Shirt 17 90% 

The Tortilla Factory 4 21% 

Dog's Colorful Day 18 95% 

Chick 3 16% 

Lion and the Little Red Bird 11 58% 

Chickens Aren't the Only Ones 6 32% 

Dear Juno 5 26% 

Cat's Colors 15 79% 

Other 4 21% 

Many of the Cat in the Hat/Dr. Seuss books were read and 

enjoyed 

1  

Mouse Paint 1  

Suggested supplemental titles 1  

Supplemental books listed in the curriculum 1  

   

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections (n = 17)   

Play with Me 8 47% 

Clap your Hands 8 47% 

The Puddle Pail 10 59% 

Night Shift Daddy 10 59% 

Kitten for a Day 7 41% 

Fun with Shadows 6 35% 

Dreams 9 53% 

Raccoon on his Own 13 77% 

Other 3 18% 

Babies day out (the whole book is shadows) The kids love 

it! 
1  

Bear shadow 1  

Suggested supplemental books 1  

   

Unit 6: Things that Grow (n = 17)   

The Ugly Vegetable 7 41% 

Duck 4 24% 

Make Way for Ducklings 6 35% 

Growing Things 5 29% 

I Heard Said the Bird 15 88% 

Animals Born Alive and Well 8 47% 

Bigger 12 71% 

Just Enough 7 41% 

Other 1 6% 

The Hungry Caterpillar 1  
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Table 14: Number of times used transition strategies during a unit (n =106) 

 Number Percent  

1 - 5 times 28 26% 

6 - 10 times 15 14% 

11 - 15 times 8 8% 

More than 15 times 55 52% 

   

Table 15: Type of support received from program coordinator in the use of a unit 
Unit 1: Family  

All the time we are receiving support from the program. We are all the time learners. 1 

Each week our literacy coaches meet to go over units and help to better prepare for the 

upcoming weeks. 

1 

I modified the unit for 3 year olds. 1 

No 4 

Once a week staff development. We are given a weekly lesson plan and music and 

movement lesson. 

1 

We have meetings once a month with other sites. We share "OWL" ideas and individual 

ideas. When we made pizza, (Little Red Hen). Vivian Simons purchased necessary items. 

Mrs. Simon's is always eager to be of assistance. 

1 

We received training and staff development weekly, ideas and support from other teachers 

and directors/leaders. 

1 

Whatever we needed she helped. 1 

Yes, Wednesday, weekly meetings 5 

Yes, I received support. Every Wednesday, training was provided related to the OWL 

activities and stories. 

 

Yes, on Wednesday. We receive workshop time to better help us implement OWL and 

ideas to extend the unit. 

 

Yes, she always has suggestions and gives feedback. Supplies are provided in a timely 

basis. I can call her when I have a question or need information. 

 

Yes, we have once a week staff development. We are given a lesson plan and music and 

movement lessons props for stories and poems. 

 

Yes, weekly staff meetings.  

  

Unit 2: Friends  

Mrs. Simons arranged meetings for our three sites, so as to share OWL ideas and ask 

questions. 

1 

No 4 

No, I have been a classroom teacher and university instructor so I am very comfortable 

implementing lessons and planning developmentally appropriate activities for young 

children. 

1 

On going support from the program 1 

We have weekly staff development where we are given strategies, ideas, and materials for 

OWL. 

1 

Weekly meetings and some supplies for the unit. Weekly lesson plan per week. 1 

Yes, Wednesday, weekly meetings 6 
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Unit 2: Friends  

Yes, I received support every week at staff development trainings. During the meetings, 

my coordinator reviewed the curriculum and emphasized important components. 

 

Yes, open communication, flexibility to plan lessons.  

Yes, they gave us the weekly planner and some supplies for the unit.  

Yes, we have weekly staff meetings to discuss curriculum, and other key topics.  

Yes, we have weekly staff.  

Yes, Wednesdays we have workshops for OWL implementation. It is very helpful and we 

get ideas and materials for the unit we are on. 

 

  

Unit 3: Wind and Water  

Additional support was given by purchasing supplies by administrators. Literacy coaches 

have been working hard to provider us with additional tools to better deliver curriculum. 

1 

Monthly meetings in which ideas are shared with other sites. Discussion about you. 1 

No 5 

She provided appropriate supplies for the lessons. Gives… back and ideas for the 

classroom. 

1 

Yes, weekly staff meetings. 5 

Weekly staff development tips, ideas, sharing out, and short cuts.  

Yes, every week at staff development trainings. Additional materials were provided to 

expose the students to more language opportunities. For example, wind tunnels, kites, 

Bubbles. 

 

Yes, we received extra resources and had a meeting on OWL implementation and stories 

one a week 

 

Yes, weekly staff meetings to discuss ways to implement activities.  

Yes, we had some materials for us and also they make our lesson plans and weekly 

meetings. 

 

Yes, our program coordinator provided the teacher with classes and ideas for the unit. 1 

Yes, some picture props for stories. 1 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color  

Any supplies we needed we received. 1 

Materials (props) for stories. 1 

Monthly meetings with 3 sites to discuss and share. 1 

No 4 

No-don't have one 1 

No, but I didn't ask for any support. 1 

Yes, weekly staff meetings. 7 

Weekly meeting to discuss curriculum, handouts, story props.  

Weekly staff development, where ideas & samples of how to implement small groups-

Lists of vocabulary words to remembers. 

 

Weekly staff development. Supplies provides-finger paint, colored paper, etc.  

Yes, meetings on Wednesdays  

Yes, weekly staff meetings  

Yes. We receive training every week on the curriculum.  

Yes, they gave us supplies and the weekly meetings on how to implement the stories with 

props and they gave us the lesson plans for the month. 

 

Yes, She provided a set of scarves with different colors. She also provided supplies for the 

unit, and a lot of good positive feedback. 

1 
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Unit 4: The World of Colors  
Ideas, books, art supplies. Feedback- on lessons. 1 

Monthly meeting with other sites to share OWL ideas and lessons. Vivian Simmons would 

always offer assistance if needed. 

1 

No 1 

No-don't have one 1 

Yes, weekly staff meetings. 6 

Ideas at staff meetings weekly & opportunity to talk about lessons with other seasoned 

teachers. 

 

Meeting on Wednesday  

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections  

Weekly staff development. Literacy coach prepared a lot of tools and curriculum (memory 

cards, vocabulary cards, etc.) 

 

Yes-every week we receive trainings covering the curriculum for the following week. 

[Example] - How to maximize vocabulary development. 

 

Yes, weekly Largely printed lesson plans. Extra extension books, hands on manipulatives, 

objects for weekly groups. 

 

Yes, weekly staff meetings.  

Yes, they helped us with the lesson plans. How to implement the stories with props. 1 

Yes, We got some items for small groups such as: flashlights, tally worksheets. 1 

  

Unit 6: Things that Grow  

By supplying needed material. 1 

Mrs. Simons ordered caterpillars for us, so as to see the life cycle of the butterfly. We had 

a group meeting to share ideas with other sites. 

1 

N/A 1 

No 2 

N one 1 

Yes, weekly staff meetings. 7 

Every Wednesday meetings  

Weekly staff development support.  

Weekly staff development, some small group materials.  

Yes, weekly Largely printed lesson plans and materials for each week.  

Yes, weekly meetings to discuss OWL curriculum received handouts & picture cards.  

Yes, weekly staff meetings.  

Yes. Once a week we receive training and materials for the following week.  

Yes, plants provided for class by the school. 1 

Yes, we got a lesson plan/talked about strategies to use to make it more engaging ELL. 1 
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Table 16: Number of times implemented the OWL activities during a unit  

 
Total 

Number of 

Responses 

Everyday 
2-3 times 

a week 

Once a 

week 

Once 

a 

month 

More 

than 2 a 

month 

Never 

Start of the Day 105 

 

84% 

n = 88 

5% 

n = 5 

0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

11% 

n = 12 

Morning meeting  106 

 

81% 

n = 86 

5% 

n = 5 

6% 

n = 6 

0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

9% 

n = 9 

Center time  106 93% 

n = 98 

1% 

n = 1 

3% 

n = 3 

1% 

n = 1 

2% 

n = 2 

1% 

n = 1 

Story time  106 96% 

n = 102 

2% 

n = 2 

1% 

n = 1 

0% 

n=0 

0% 

n=0 

1% 

n = 1 

Songs, Word play, Letters  105 86% 

n = 90 

7% 

n = 7 

6% 

n = 6 

1% 

n = 1 

0% 

n=0 

1% 

n = 1 

Quiet time/Center time  

 

106 85% 

n = 90 

5% 

n = 5 

0 1% 

n = 1 

1% 

n = 1 

9% 

n = 9 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk 

about it  

102 39% 

n = 40 

29% 

n = 40 

10% 

n = 10 

0% 

n=0 

1% 

n = 1 

3% 

n = 3 

End of the day Centers 91 35% 

n = 32 

7% 

n = 6 

8% 

n = 7 

0% 

n=0 

4% 

n = 4 

46% 

n = 42 

        

Table 17: List of OWL component/activity in the unit that was the most difficult to implement and 

why 
Unit 1: Family 

"Let's Find Out About It" - lecture style lessons, difficult to keep students interest, students weren't clear 

on topic and discussion. 

Centers-took too much time to gather and change so often. 

I had a hard time remembering morning meeting and let's find out about it/let's talk about it. I am trying to 

make reminder notes to myself. 

I modified the unit for 3 year olds. 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it because of-we ran out of time. 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it. Finding the time to implement this component was challenging. 

Math activities. We used manipulatives for children for Math. 

Mathematics-which Bear is first in line (They are learning to count and are confused about 1st, 2nd, 3rd). 

Trying to fit all activities into 3 hours in very difficult. 

Our program runs 3 hours a day. We have a combo class of 3's & 4's. We don't have end of the day 

centers. I combine Morning Meeting and Let's Talk About It. Sometimes we have Let's Talk About It 

during lunchtime. 

Small groups and word play had to be modified to meet academic abilities of my students. 

Small groups have been hard, as during this unit, we had a lot of new children start and we found that 

many of these children have never been in a preschool setting and so we were mostly trying to get into the 

routine of small groups and attempting to sit through. 

Some of the small group activities were too difficult in the beginning of the school year. Most of the 

children had limited English skills and poor social skills. They have come a long way since September, 

however. 
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Unit 1: Family 

The math activities use the math activity aids and we have to add props for them to make it more engaging 

for the children. Example: counting bears. 

There needs to be more books-Pre-k tires of 4 & 5 readings of one story. 

These series of books all made sense together and fit smoothly with the opening themes of my beginning 

school year. (Welcome, getting to know each other, family, All about me, when I was young) so it was not 

very difficult to implement these core books into our lessons - I do supplement many of my own 

activities/center. 

Translating English into Spanish and Hmong for books. Would like some different language books. 

Week 4 scheme: paper folding to make paper fans and airplanes was difficult for our children. However, 

they did enjoy flying the paper airplanes. Science boxes and bands. Stretching the rubber bands was a 

little dangerous and wrapping bands around the boxes was extremely difficult. 

  

Unit 2: Friends 

End of the day centers there is a lack of time. 

Getting everything, plus the state standards covered everyday. 

I like to supplement many of my own ideas and center/small group activities to add variety and more 

interest. Many books & activities will be used at a different time during the year as they make more sense 

with the seasons and themes. 

Implement Math without manipulitives. They do not stay engaged without something in hand. 

Language difficulty - English to Spanish & … 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it. Had some difficulty during the schedule to implement this was 

challenging 

Math activity aids are not very interesting to kids. We usually substitute with small counters or objects 

and try to keep the purpose the same as suggested. 

Mathew & Tilly-pictures in the book are dark. Children didn't sit though entire story. 

Modified activities 

Small groups needed modification. Word play sometimes too difficult. 

Small groups-lessons were too short and/or did not hold interest of children. Also, lessons were either too 

easy or too quick for 20 min time allotment. 

Story time has been difficult because we have been trying to determine the best way (have 2 story times-

one for the 4-year-olds, another for the 2's and 3's). Also, we have been neglecting let's find act about it 

activities. It has been hard to get to Let's find out about it activities because of additional supplies needed 

and with scheduling, a lot of kids are going home before we could get to it. 

The schedule for small groups in the unit, we had to modify. We have "stations" twice a week and PACT 

time twice a week. It seems to work well, however. We read many books besides OWL because of the 

children's interest. Sometimes each OWL book cannot be read 3 or 4 times as suggested. 

There needs to be more stories so you don't have to read one story 4 or 5 times. 3 times is enough in 

preschool. 

This unit was June. The children enjoyed the activities provided. We don't do end of the day centers for 

lack of time. I did not encounter any difficulties. 

We had to add props to the math activity aids and to the poems and stories. 

Week 3 Writing-addressing envelopes for party invites-children had a very difficult time addressing 

envelopes and finding addresses. Children did not understand concept or purpose at all. 
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Unit 3: Wind and Water 

Many Math activities-difficult for 3 yr olds to understand. I need objects in place of printed-paper. -I find 

it difficult to do "Let's find Out About It." because we only have 3 hrs. -We changed the schedule-only 

have 2 circle times, end the day outside, so we have not "End the Day Centers." 

2nd language info would be beneficial. 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it. Had some difficulty finding time in the schedule to implement. 

Math (using worksheets.) 

Modified activities 

Overall, all the components were simple and easy to implement. 

Small groups could be too easy and needed more hands-on adaptations. 

Some small group activities we changed to better suit our children's needs. Basic vocabulary is still being 

learned by Eng. Learners. We have to continually encourage children to use simple vocabulary and listen 

to a large vocabulary daily. Singing, poems, finger plays, puppet shows, the core books- all contribute to 

their understanding of Eng. words. 

The pinwheels. They could not finish themselves. 

The pinwheels. They could not finish these independently. 

The timing of the unit was my biggest complaint. I did not want to focus any time or energy on the topics 

of wind & water during the Thanksgiving and holiday season. The books are good (individually) but I use 

them each at different times of the year as they fit in. I don't want to talk about rabbits or spring raindrops 

or an African... at the weeks of Thanksgiving through Christmas. I supplement with many of my own 

materials, books, activities and songs. This is the busiest time of the whole school year. 

Time of year was not good for water and wind. Will save activities and books to use in Spring weather. 

We have still been working on better fluidity with our story times and small groups. Because the 

curriculum is designed for four-year-olds. It is not always possible to keep groups separated, so at center 

time we find ourselves doing a lot of shadowing with younger children, rather then conversing with all 

children. 

Week 4. Clay experiment book was very difficult for the children, they did not seem to grasp the purpose 

or concept of this activity. 

Wind and water during the winter limited me to giving examples. This would have been better during the 

Spring. 

Word play and small groups needed modification. 

  

Unit 4: The World of Color 

Assessment. Children are at different developmental levels-stages. 

Center time (need of props) 

In our 3-hour program, we find it easier to have 2 circle times then end the day outsides. We added 

materials and activities to expand on ideas-example Lion and Little Red bird-We made tails with yarn, 

kids painted with tails. Dogs colorful day-we made a large flannel dog with color spots for kids to use. 

Let's Find out about it - not hands-on enough 

Lets find out about it-mostly due to lack of time. 

Many of the small group activities were changed or modified to suit the needs of the children. They all 

enjoyed experimenting with and creating colors. 

Modified activities 

Not enough math 

Not nearly enough good color books. 

Our center time is provided in the morning due to an outdoor availability schedule. 

Small groups were sometimes inappropriate; Phonemic awareness is not receiving enough emphasis at 

this point in the year. 

Small groups-I incorporated these skill activities into center time activities. 
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Unit 4: The World of Color 

Sometimes, it tends to be small groups. This curriculum is geared towards 4's, so it is only a handful of 

kids that can understand the task and complete it. 

There was not enough Math in the unit so I supplemented with math their way. Also, my student's didn't 

enjoy the non-fiction books in this unit. 

When we are testing, observing students for assessment it is difficult to be 100% faithful to OWL. This is 

my first year doing OWL curriculum, it was challenging to remember all the components. 
 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 

Actually, I did not have difficulties implementing this unit. 

Bears in the cave. We had to modify that with the plastic bears because the paper-ones were not 

successful. The children had a hard time doing the activity. The OWL books to mall for 24 children to see 

the pictures while reading the story to them. 

Did not do-Not enough time! 

I do not like reading the books so many times. 

I feel we are learning off Let's find out about it! We are able to do a lot of Let's talk about it. During meal 

times, but need to carve out time for Let's find out about it. 

I find many things in the unit not as "in touch" with our students and what they need to know before 

entering kindergarten. 

In our 3 hours program, we find it easier to have 2 circle times, then end the day outside. We have fewer 

transitions that way. 

Lack of flashlights & batteries. 

Let's find out about it, because we are a 3 hr program and we are so busy implementing the curriculum we 

use snack time and sometimes outdoors to discuss the ? Or idea. 

Lets find out about it-mostly due to lack of time. 

Math worksheet. Some books. 

Modified activities 

Puddle pail book seemed too abstract for children to grasp, and very long. Some activities such as working 

at reflections did not seem to be engaging enough for children. 

Reading material for Pre-K to learn more about shadows and reflections. 

Small group activities. Many of the children are not quit ready or mature enough to understand the lessons 

in small groups. Not enough school days to cover the unit. I saved it for last. Other units were more 

important. 

Small groups were not engaging 

Small groups were sometime inappropriate or materials unavailable. My children did not enjoy these core 

books. 

 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 

I add lots to each center activity and don't do them for a week. 

I did not have difficulties with this unit. 

I have to improve many small groups activities to accommodate for the maturity levels of all the children. 

In our 3-hour program - we find it easier to have 2 circle times, then end the day outside. We modified 

some small group activities. 

Incorporating all state standards. 

Let's Find out about it - not hands-on enough 

Lets find out about it-mostly due to lack of time. 

Life stages/cycles. We needed to provide a lot more outside props and hands on information to help 

children grasp concept. 

Modified activities 
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Unit 6: Things that Grow 

Our center time is in the middle of day & we discuss outside for recess. The most difficult were most of 

the books in this unit. They were not very engaging for the children. Tried to use lots of props to get their 

attention. Make way for dir… did not seem age appropriate. 

Planting we needed to have the supplies ahead of time. 

Reading long books. It is difficult for children of 2 1/2 and 3 years to follow long books. 

Small groups and word play were often inappropriate 

Some of the stories were too long and children were not interested. Books were to small and some had not 

enough color. 

The books were not that engaging in this unit. I supplemented with much better ones of my own. 
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Appendix B: Online Teacher Survey 
 

Evaluation of the Impact of Implementation of the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) Early 

Literacy Program 
 

Teacher:   ID#:  

School/District:  Date:  

Section 1: Background Information  

1.1 Please check which best describes your current classroom assignment. (Check all that apply.) 

 1/2 day 

 Full day 

 3 years old 

 4 years old 

 5 years old 

1.2 How long have you been using the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) Early Literacy Program? 

 Less than a year 

 1 to 3 years 

 4 to 6 years 

 More than 6 years 

1.3 With which group of students have you used the OWL Early Literacy Program? (Check all that apply.). 

 Low socioeconomic 

 Minority (African-American, Hispanic/Latino) 

 English language learners 

 Children who have special needs 

 All of the Above 

 Other (please specify):    

Section 2: Support in Implementation of the OWL Early Literacy Program 

2.1 Have you received support in using the OWL Early Literacy Program? 

 Yes 

 No 

 If you responded “yes,” proceed to Question 2.2.  If you responded “no,” proceed to Question 3.1 
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2.2 What support have you received to help you use the OWL Early Literacy Program? (Check all that 

apply.) 

 Watched OWL Implementing a Demonstration Guide CD 

 Attended workshop 

 Called or e-mailed Pearson 

 None of the above 

 Other:         

2.3 How long was the workshop or training on teaching the OWL Early Literacy Program that you 

attended? 

 1-2 hour presentation, at regional or national conference 

 1-2 hour presentation, not at regional or national conference 

 Half-day workshop 

 Full-day workshop 

 Not applicable 

 Other:         

2.4 On a scale of 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful), how do you rate the workshop on teaching the OWL 

Early Literacy Program? (Check the number that best corresponds to your rating of the workshop.) 

Not Useful  Somewhat 

Useful 

 Very Useful Not 

Applicable 

1 2 3 4 5 0 

2.5 What support would enable you to use the OWL Early Literacy Program more effectively? (Check all 

that apply.) 

 A nearby workshop demonstrating the use of the materials 

 A workshop at a convention demonstrating the use of the materials 

 A mentor to coach me as I use the materials 

 On-line assistance on reading content and teaching tips 

 Other:         

Section 3: Use and Impact of OWL Early Literacy Program 

3.1 Which units in the OWL Early Literacy Program have you completed? (Check all that apply.) 

 Unit 1: Family 

 Unit 2: Friends 

 Unit 3: Wind and water 

 Unit 4: The World of Color 

 Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 

 Unit 6: Things that Grow 

3.2 On average, how long does it take you to finish a unit? (Check all that apply.) 

 1-2 weeks 

 3-4 weeks 

 4-5 weeks 

 6 or more 
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3.3 How useful did you find the following materials? (Check the number that best corresponds to your 

rating of the workshop.) 

 Not 

Useful 

 Somewhat 

Useful 

 Very 

Useful 

OWL Assessments (Rubrics, Evaluating Language 

and Literacy in Four-year Olds) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Preschool-4 Developmental Guidelines 1 2 3 4 5 

Adaptations for ELL 1 2 3 4 5 

Adaptations for Children with Special Needs 1 2 3 4 5 

Family Connections Workshops 1 2 3 4 5 

Math activity aids 1 2 3 4 5 

Adaptations for Mixed-age Groups 1 2 3 4 5 

a. Of the above which did you find most useful? And why? 

b. Of the above which did you find least useful? And why? 

3.4 Based on your use of the materials, how do you rate the ease in using the OWL Early Literacy 

Program? 

 The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy Program were clearly outlined, 

making the materials very easy to use. 

 The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy Program were outlined, but it 

would be helpful if I had seen a demonstration of lessons to facilitate its implementation in my 

classroom. 

 The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy Program were not clearly 

outlined, making the materials difficult to use. 

 Other: (please specify)   

  

  

3.5 Which of the following activities do you do on a daily basis…? (Check all that apply.) 

Start the Day Center  Yes  No Why? 

Morning Meeting  Yes  No Why? 

Center Time  Yes  No Why? 

Story Time  Yes  No Why? 

Song, Word Play, Letters  Yes  No Why? 

Quiet Time/Center Time  Yes  No Why? 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it  Yes  No Why? 

End-the-day Centers (half-day programs)  Yes  No Why? 

a. Of the above which did you find easier to implement? Why? 

b. Of the above which did you find harder to implement? Why? 

3.6 Have you modified the OWL Early Literacy Program?  

 Yes 

 No 

 If you responded “yes,” proceed to question 3.7. If you responded “no,” proceed to question 3.8. 
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3.7 How have you modified the OWL Early Literacy Program? 

 

 

 

3.8 What impact has your usage of the OWL Early Literacy Program had on your students? (Check all that 

apply.) 

 They are able to engage in extended discourse about books and stories 

 They have increased their vocabulary 

 They are able to attend to the sounds of language (phonological awareness) 

 They are able to rhyme words 

 They are able to recognize letters 

 They are able to exert self control 

 They are able to negotiate social interactions 

 They are interested in words and books 

 They understand that they can use writing for their own purposes 

Section 4: Teaching Experience and Certification 

4.1 How many years have you been teaching? 

 0 to 5 years 

 6 to 10 years 

 11 to 15 years 

 16 to 20 years 

 More than 20 years 

4.2 How many years have you been teaching in your current assignment? 

 0 to 5 years 

 6 to 10 years 

 11 to 15 years 

 16 to 20 years 

 More than 20 years 

4.3 Are you certified? 

 Yes 

 No 

4.4 If yes, in what area did you receive your certification? 

 Early Childhood Education units 

 Pre-school 

 Other (please specify):    

 None 
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4.5 What is the highest degree that you have attained? 

 Associate degree from a community college 

 Bachelor’s degree from a four-year college 

 Master’s degree 

 Post-graduate degree 

 Other (please specify):    

 

Section 5: Demographics 

 Check here if you do not wish to provide any or all of the following information 

5.1 Are you… 

 Female 

 Male 

5.2 Race 

 Select one or more 

 American Indian or Alaska Native 

 Asian 

 Black or African American 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

 White 
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Online Teacher Survey Data 

Table 1: Response Rate 

Number Sent Number of Responses Percentage of Responses 

18 14 78% 

   

Table 2: Current classroom assignment (n = 14) 
 Number Percent 

Half day 5 36% 

Full day 9 64% 

3 years old 4 29% 

4 years old 10 71% 

 5 years old 3 21% 

   

Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 3: Length of time have been using the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) Early Literacy 

Program (n = 13) 
 Number Percent 

Less than a year  3 23% 

1 to 3 years  9 69% 

4 to 6 years 1 8% 

More than 6 years 0 0 

   

Table 4: Group of students used the OWL Early Literacy Program 
 Number Percent 

Low socioeconomic  7 50% 

Minority (African-American, Hispanic/Latino)  6 43% 

English language learners  8 57% 

Children who have special needs 3 21% 

All of the Above 7 50% 

   

Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 5: Received support received in using the OWL Early Literacy Program (n = 13) 
 Number Percent 

Yes 9 69% 

No 4 31% 

   

Table 6: Types of support received to help use the OWL Early Literacy Program 
 Number Percent 

Watched OWL Implementing a Demonstration Guide CD 2 14% 
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Attended workshop 6 43% 

Called or e-mailed Pearson 0 0 

None of the above 4 14% 

Other 4 29% 

Weekly support from our literacy coaches.   

The program coordinator provided training.   

School owl support.   

Monthly meetings with other sites sharing ideas.   
   

Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 7: Length of the workshop or training on teaching OWL Early Literacy Program (n = 10) 
 Number Percent 

½ hour presentation, at regional or national conference 1 10% 

½ hour presentation, not at regional or national conference 2 20% 

Half-day workshop 1 10% 

Full-day workshop 1 10% 

Not applicable 2 20% 

Other 3 30% 

Besides our weekly staff meetings, I have not received or attended any outside 

training on OWL. 

  

On going.   

Three hour a week.   
   

Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 8: Usefulness of the workshop (n=7) 

 
Not useful 

1 2 

Somewhat 

useful 

3 4 

Very 

useful 

5 

On a scale of 1 (not useful) to 5 (very 

useful), how do you rate the workshop on 

teaching the OWL Early Literacy Program?  

0% 

n = 0 

0% 

n = 0 

43% 

n = 3 

29% 

n =2 

29% 

n = 2 

  

Table 9: Support for more effective use of the use the OWL Early Literacy Program (n= 14) 
 Number Percent 

A nearby workshop demonstrating the use of the materials  5 36% 

A workshop at a convention demonstrating the use of the materials  2 14% 

A mentor to coach me as I use the materials 0 0 

On-line assistance on reading content and teaching tips 6 43% 

Other 1 7% 

Internet demonstrating the use of the materials and implementation.   
   

Note: Percentage sums added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 10: Units in the OWL Literacy Program that were completed (n = 14) 
 Number Percent 

Unit 1: Family 11 79% 

Unit 2: Friends 11 79% 

Unit 3: Wind and water 11 79% 
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Unit 4: The World of Color 11 79% 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections 6 43% 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 9 64% 

   

Note: Percentage added to total more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 11: Average length of time it took to finish a unit (n = 14) 
 Number Percent 

1-2 weeks  1 7% 

3-4 weeks 5 36% 

4-5 weeks 5 36% 

6 or more weeks 0 0% 

   

Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses 

Table 12: Rating on usefulness of OWL materials 

 

Number of 

Responses 

Not 

useful 

1 2 

Somewhat 

useful  

3 4 

Very 

useful 

5 

OWL Assessments (Rubrics, Evaluating 

Language and Literacy in Four-year Olds) 

11 9% 

n = 1 

36% 

n = 4 

36% 

n = 4 

9% 

n = 1 

9% 

n = 1 

Preschool-4 Developmental Guidelines 10 20% 

n = 2 

30% 

n = 3 

10% 

n = 1 

30% 

n = 3 

10% 

n = 1 

Adaptations for ELL 11 9% 

n = 1 

36% 

n = 4 

18% 

n = 2 

27% 

n = 3 

9% 

n = 1 

Adaptations for Children with Special Needs 10 10% 

n = 1 

30% 

n = 3 

50% 

n = 5 

10% 

n = 1 

 

Family Connections Workshops  11   27% 

n = 3 

46% 

n = 5 

27% 

n = 3 

Math activity aids  11 18% 

n = 2 

27% 

n = 3 

18% 

n = 2 

27% 

n = 3 

9% 

n = 1 

Adaptations for Mixed-age Groups 10 10% 

n = 1 

10% 

n = 1 

20% 

n = 2 

50% 

n = 5 

10% 

n = 1 

Program Guide  11 9% 

n = 1 

 18% 

n = 2 

27% 

n = 3 

46% 

n = 5 
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Table 13: Rationale for why the OWL materials were useful 

Response Category 

#3 I have a class of ELL only.  #6 The activities are simple for 3's  #7 My class consists of 3, 4, and 5 

year olds. 

Choice of the story books was excellent. CD and poem book very useful. 

Family Connections ideas for family fun and involvement 

Family Connections Workshops help keep parents informed of the unit, help introduce the unit and 

provide much needed parent involvement. 

Family Connections: we are always looking for inexpensive ways/hints to help our families to spend 

quality time together. 

Math Aids are easy to use. Instructions are clear. 

Teacher's Guide; It is complete, organize and easy to follow. 

The one that I found the most useful was the Program Guide because it go week by week, and it have 

many different activities within it to use. 

The program guide was informative. 

The program guide was useful in implementing the program. 

  

Table 14 

: Rationale for why the OWL materials were least useful (n=11) 

Response Category 

Assessments were not as useful- we have other required assessments we have to use. 

D. We have no special needs children at this time. 

Did not use the mixed age groups since I have all 4 year olds, nor did I have special need children. 

I don't have this component. How can I get a copy? 

Math activity aids are not hands-on enough for the preschool age group. Worksheets are not 

developmentally appropriate. Materials should be more explorative. Also, the subject matter is very 

weak in teaching math skills. 

Math Activity Aids-students of this age need hands on manipulatives to learn math concepts not a 

worksheet. The entire faculty feels very strongly about this. 

Math activity aids. We like hand on and manipulatives for the students. Hard for the children to 

understand the concepts. 

Mixed-age group adaptations. I have tried using these suggestions, but find this isn't useful. 

N/A 

Other state and system mandated assessments were required. 
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Table 15: Rating for ease in using the OWL Early Literacy Program (n = 11) 
 Number Percent 

The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy 

Program were clearly outlined, making the materials very easy to use.  

8 73% 

The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy 

Program were outlined, but it would be helpful if I had seen a demonstration 

of lessons to facilitate its implementation in my classroom 

0 0 

The directions and recommendations for use of the OWL Early Literacy 

Program were not clearly outlined, making the materials difficult to use. 

2 18% 

Other 1 9% 

The set I have is one that has been used by other teachers. Some of the 

components are missing. I would like to have the training video that 

would give me a better idea on how to implement the material. 

  

   

Table 16: OWL activities used on a daily basis (n = 14) 
 Total Number 

of Responses Number Percent 

Start the Day Center  9 9 100% 

Morning Meeting  10 9 90% 

Center Time 10 10 100% 

Story Time 11 11 100% 

Song, Word Play, Letters 11 10 91% 

Quiet Time/Center Time 9 9 100% 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it 9 6 67% 

End-the-day Centers (half-day programs) 9 5 56% 

    

Table 17: Reasons for daily usage of OWL activities (n = 14) 
Reasons 

Activities were appropriate and engaging.  Some of the literature was too difficult for my students. 

Because they are part of the curriculum. 

Because they are very age appropriate and fit into our daily schedule very well. 

Children need consistency and routine. They anticipate what comes next and look forward to the next 

activity. 

I use these named activities, but mine are not always the same as in the book.  We years of teaching you 

develop many different ideas to use over a curriculum. 

I used these activities daily because it just helped to run the class. 

Important to the overall development of the children. 

Most of the activities are developmentally appropriate and work well in my classroom. 

They are the most important and developmentally appropriate in skills to prepare these students for 

kindergarten. 

To meet the objective for the units. 

 
Note: Percentage added to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 
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Table 18: Reasons for ease of implementation of OWL activities 

Response Category 

I do each of them daily, but my centers change every day and they are more challenging than talking to 

children about dish washing.  I try to prepare the children more for the Kindergarten challenges that 

they will face with knowing letters, sounds, numbers, and pre-reading skills than your curriculum does. 

Let's find out about it/Let's talk about it. The children are able to have conversation and interact in their 

own way. 

Story and center time. 

Story Time 

Story time had good ideas. 

Story time is a simple introduction and then a reread of the book discussing vocabulary. The cards are 

useful in discussing the new vocabulary. 

Story Time, Center Time, Songs, Letters, and Word Play-although I modify the OWLS center 

suggestions and Morning meeting quite a bit. 

Story time, Morning Meeting, and Centers were particularly appropriate. 

Talk about it. Children have the opportunity to express themselves and share stories about their family 

life. 

The one that was easier to implement was "Let's find out about/Let's talk about it" because I can easily 

address a topic from the activities and talk with the students during snack time or ask parent to talk 

with their child about it. 

  

Table 19: Reasons for difficulty in implementing OWL activities 

Response Category 

I find many of the activities too "dummied" down for children in a "real world" going to a "real 

kindergarten" class next year were they are expected to be reading very soon into the year.  Not all play 

and games, but work! 

Let's find out about it is not developmentally appropriate. It is often lecture style and the subject matter 

is not relatable to this age group. 

Let's find out and Let's talk about it jumped around too much. 

Many of the small group activities 

Sometime, it is harder to implement some song with the activities; however, everything are great. 

Song, word play, letters. Some of these concepts don't seem to set in with my class. I find myself 

having to repeat these concepts at different points of the day (word play might be repeated at meal 

times, etc.) 

Start the Day Center. Children come to the program at different times. 

Start the day Centers are impossible to implement when you go to breakfast ten minutes after the 

students arrive for the day. 

Story Time since each book has vocabulary to learn and question to learn. It is not a relax way to read a 

book. 

The word play was sometimes inappropriate for my children.  Either of the activities were not in the 

best sequence or my children needed more re-teaching than was indicated. 
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Table 20: Have you modified the OWL Early Literacy Program? (n = 10) 
 Number Percent 

Yes 8 80% 

No 2 20% 

   

Table 21: Modifications made the OWL Early Literacy Program 

Response Category 

Added music, materials, books, math activities, science activities, small group lessons. 

Because of the younger age of some, to make a successful small group, some activities are slightly 

changed to get the interest of younger groups. 

I modified the lessons for English learning students. 

I use ideas from years of teaching, from other teachers, from Mailbox activities and other workbooks, 

from my previous years of teaching Kindergarten and the letter people program that was great! 

Math and science were inappropriately sequenced.  Much more math instruction was needed.  I 

modified small groups on a daily basis to address math and literacy skills as needed.  Let's find out was 

frequently replaced with teacher's planned science and social studies units. 

Some of the core books are too advanced for EL; I look for books that are developmentally appropriate 

for all students. 

Supplemented with additional or alternate activities when needed. 

The math component is very weak in my opinion and I use lots of supplemental materials. 

Using more props in story time. using more manipulatives in math. 

  

Table 22: Impact of usage of the OWL Literacy Program on students (n = 14) 
 Number Percent 

They are able to engage in extended discourse about books and stories 9 64% 

They have increased their vocabulary 10 71% 

The are able to attend to the sounds of language 8 57% 

The are able to rhyme words 6 43% 

The are able to recognize letters 8 57% 

The are able to exert self control 6 43% 

The are able to negotiate social interactions 7 50% 

The are interested in words and books 10 71% 

The understand that they can use writing for their own purposes 8 57% 

   

Note: Percentage totals to more than 100% because respondents selected multiple responses. 

Table 23: Number of years taught (n = 12) 
 Number Percent 

0 to 5 years 1 8% 

6 to 10 years 5 42% 

11 to 15 years  2 17% 

16 to 20 years  1 8% 

More than 20 years  3 25% 

   

Table 24: Number of years in current assignment 
 Number Percent 
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0 to 5 years  5 42% 

6 to 10 years  6 50% 

11 to 15 years  0 0% 

16 to 20 years 1 8% 

More than 20 years  0 0% 

   

Table 25: Certification (n =12) 
 Percent 

Yes 100% 

  

Table 26: Area of certification (n = 12) 
 Number Percent 

Early Childhood Education units 6 50% 

Pre-school 1 8% 

Other 5 42% 

   

Table 27: Highest degree attained (n = 12) 
 Number Percent 

Associate degree from a community college 0 0% 

Bachelor's degree from a four-year college 8 67% 

Master's degree 1 8% 

Post-graduate degree 3 25% 

   

Table 28: Gender (n = 12) 

 Percent 

Female 100% 

Male  

  

Table 29: Race (n = 14) 
 Number Percent 

American Indian or Alaska Native  0 0% 

Asian 1 7% 

Black or African American 0 0% 

Hispanic/Latino 2 14% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0% 

White 9 64% 
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Appendix C: OWL Pre-Observation 
 

Teacher Name: School Name: Date: 

Unit being covered today: 
Unit 1: Family 

Unit 2: Friends

Unit 3: Wind and Water 

Unit 4: The World of Color 

Unit 5: Shadows and Reflections

Unit 6: Things that Grow 
 

Materials being used today: 

Sing-Along Songs & Poems CD 

Core Books

Picture Cards 

Big Book of Poetry 

Rubric Guide 

Worksheets

None 

Other (non-OWL) specify: 

 

Today’s Objective Is:     
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Pearson Pre-Observation Data 

Table 1: Unit being implemented (n = 6) 

 Percent 

Unit 3: Wind and Water 100% 

  

Table 2: OWL materials being used 
 Total Number 

of Responses Number Percent 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems  6 6 100% 

Core Books  6 5 83% 

Picture Cards  6 5 83% 

Big Book of Poetry  6 6 100% 

Rubric Guide 6 3 50% 

Worksheets 6 4 67% 

    

Table 3: Today's Objective is: 
Response Category 

To use this unit to connect wind and water concept on the children. Teach new vocabulary to Spanish 

speakers. Have fun! 

Uses language to talk about things, understands the concept of letter and consent of words. Observes 

and explores materials and events in the environment. Participates as a member of a group. Reading-

recalls some main events. Recites songs, rhymes, chimes, and poems and enjoys in language and word 

play. 

Review book-Rabbits and raindrops. Songs, word play, letters, rhyming words. 

To bring all activities together having to do with weather and rain. Includes art easel, End Of day, Ice 

with objects. 

Providing experience with wind and water through hands on materials during small groups and 

building vocabulary through conversations and story time. Ex-absorbent, waterproof raincoat, 

thunderstorm. "One dark night." 
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Appendix D: OWL Teacher Post Interview 
 

Teacher Name: Observer:   

School Site: Date:  

OWL Teacher Post Interview 
 

1. What were some of the strengths of the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) 

program? (Why?)  

 

2. What were some of the barriers you have experienced with the OWL program? 

(How were they overcome?)  
 

3. What kind of support/guidance did you receive from your school site and/or 

program coordinator in implementing the OWL program? 

 

4. Are you using non-OWL supplemental materials (e.g. videos, board games, teacher 

created) to assist your instructions? (How and why are they being used)  

 

5. Did you attend any training/professional development to assist you in teaching 

the OWL program? (Where? When? Did you feel the training was beneficial? What could 

have been better? Did you attend any other professional development to assist you in your 

teaching?)  

 

6. Which of the following materials do you use on a daily basis?  
 Check all that apply: 

 Big Book of Poetry  Core Books 

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD   Family Connections 

 Adaptations for ELL   Adaptations for Children with Special Needs 

 Math Activity Aids  Picture Cards 

 Program Guide  Preschool-4 Developmental Guidelines 

 Rubric Guide (Evaluating Language and Literacy in 

Four-Year-Olds: A Practical Guide for Teachers) 
 Adaptations for Mixed-Age Groups 

 

 
7. Did you find the materials useful? (Why? Which has been easier to implement? What has 

been harder to implement?)  

 

8. Is there anything else you would like me to know about your school and/or the 

OWL program? 
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Pearson Post Interview Data 

Table 1: Strengths of the OWL program and reasons  
Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n = 6)   

Books 3 Repetition of stories (books) and vocabulary. 

Repetition, we repeat books over and over, really 

elaboration. 

Poem Card 1 Poems/Literacy games. 

Group activities 1 Small group interaction and related activities. 

Math 1 Math/Science ties to unit. 

   

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Picture Cards 2 Picture cards 

  Picture books and poem books are nice. 

Specific item-Good 2 Script is nice for new teachers (good resource). 

  Picture books and poem books are nice. 

Specific item-Bad 1 Poetry books too big, difficult to hang. 

Books 1 Book; literatures; like to supplement with books. 

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Picture Cards 1 Picture cards-tying into. 

Specific item-Good 1 Nice choice of books available. Appreciate the 

selection and format of books. The picture cards are 

great as well as the songs and AC companying CDs. 

Books 1 Core books are excellent. Suggested books are great 

but not for all learning levels. Poem books are great. 

Music 1 CD great. 

   

Table 2: Barriers experienced with of the OWL program and reasons 
Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n = 6)   

General bad 5 Some activities are not age appropriate. There are 

some adjustments to OWL program where working 

with the younger students. Math piece is a challenge. 

Some materials (Clay, snow, lemons, etc) a challenge 

due to school location or time of year. 

Hard for 4 year olds to make pin-wheels, so teacher's 

had to accommodate for younger students. Lots of 

pre-time. Sometimes don't have materials and hard to 

get because of location. Have to use own money every 

time. Consuming lots of time to go over lesson. No 

props so have to create some activities are too hard for 

every 4 year old. 

Math 2 There are some difficulties with performing the Math 
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Response Category Number Example 

piece. Would like to see more 3D activities/materials 

provided so students can do more "hands on" with 

Math pieces. 

Math activities are hard to understand and difficult for 

kids to do more hands-on. 

English learners 2 OWL has to also think more about our ELL students 

within the provided materials. 

This is hard to accommodate ELL and only 3-hour 

program. Getting ELL for ELL supplemental but it 

was helpful. 

Books 2 Books are too small and fragile. 

Books too small and paperback…very flimsy. 

Poem cards 1 Poems are flimsy not sturdy. 

Music 1 Music same. It's a soft tone. 

Specific item-Bad 1 Not enough movement. Not very interactive. 

Support/guidance-ongoing 1 Support also available one-on-one via classroom 

coaching, observations, and watching videos. Teacher 

aids also attend meetings. 

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Specific item-Bad 2 Laminated poster size for sequence of math-but 

assumes students know too much…  

Reading pace can be improved. Basic ideas are nice 

but don't have to read 4X. 

Poem Card 1 Jumps around too much for poem cards. 

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Specific item-Bad 1 Mixed aged books are sometimes difficult to use when 

it comes to the vocabulary and sentences. Some of the 

small group activities are a bit harder to incorporate. 

Group activities 1 Small group ideas are a little advanced. 

Support/guidance-ongoing 1 Follow up from Pearson (family first conference). 

Informal collaboration amongst teacher and aids. 

English learners 1 I find that reading the core book section at a time 

(day) does not work well with English Learners. They 

lost interest. 

Books 1 I use books with same theme but more eye catching 

and simpler vocabulary. 
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Table 3: Support/guidance received from your school site and/or program coordinator in 

implementing the OWL program 
Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n=6)   

Ongoing support 5 Yes, staff meet once a week and devote time to OWL. 

Support is high. For new teachers there is some 

additional support on site and at staff meetings. 

  Three-year teaching, weekly staff meetings. Part of 

the meeting is devoted to OWL. Lot of guidance. 

When things come up, we discuss. There are coaches 

to help and other more experienced teacher too. Staff 

meetings are really helpful. Gain ideas. We get all the 

support we need. Lots of buy-in so that helps. Coaches 

are 1-1. Teachers are recorded to go over teaching. 

   

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Ongoing support 2 Workshop- 3 year ago during adoption; informal 

collaboration. 

In house service provided between teachers-not 

routine. 

Initial support 2 None…still figuring out who to order from. Who's 

your rep? Is there training available? 

One time (2006) summer presentation was original 

training. None-expect who are our Pearson 

representatives are to for this product.  

Math 1 Math-sequence should be reconsidered Sequence is 

sometimes not consistent. Math is sometimes difficult. 

Math has lots of "assuming" that students still do not 

have. 

Specific items-Bad 1 No demonstration provided. 

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Ongoing support 1 I have an awesome coordinator. She goes out of her 

way to provide appropriate material for the classroom. 

There is open communication and positive feedback. 
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Table 4: Use of non-OWL supplemental materials to assist instructions 

Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n = 6)   

Music and Books 1 Yes, Valley View uses different music, books, and 

game boards that supplement OWL program. 

   

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Math 2 Use teacher create; other teacher resources (Math, 

phonemics, etc); hands-on manipulatives. 

Math activities need to be more hands-on. 

Music 1 Music, use other teacher as resources. 

Specific item-Bad 1 Math needs to be hands on not the worksheets-they 

aren't good. 

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Music 1 I use TBR activities music. I use Singlish CD charts. 

English learners 1 I find that EL learn faster, feel confident when they 

can't "act-out" a word or song. 

   

Table 5: Attended training/professional development to assist in teaching the OWL program 
Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Initial support 1 Workshop from Pearson when adopted-3 years ago. 

Ongoing support 1 Built in-service days. 

   

Table 6: OWL materials used on a daily basis (n = 11) 
 Number Percent 

Big Book of Poetry  10 91% 

Sing Along Songs and Poems CD 11 100% 

Adaptations for ELL 4 36% 

Math Activity Aids 5 46% 

Program Guide 8 73% 

Rubric Guide 3 27% 

Core Books 9 82% 

Family Connections 10 91% 

Adaptations for Children with Special Needs 4 36% 

Picture Cards 11 100% 

Preschool 4 Developmental Guidelines 2 18% 

Adaptations for Mixed-Age Groups 7 64% 
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Table 7: Usefulness of OWL materials and reasons 

Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n = 6)   

Math 3 Math is hard to implement. 

  Math materials are not hands-on not manipulatives. 

Picture cards 2 Positives: Songs, picture cards. 

  Staff finds picture cards and core books useful. 

Books 2 Staff finds picture cards and core books useful. 

  Like the picture cards because it relates to story, great 

for centers, and real picture core books are useful, but 

small and flimsy. 

Specific item-Good 1 Staff noted that they appreciate picture cards 

displaying real images of things (duck, boot, etc.) 

instead of drawings of these images as cartoons 

figures. 

Specific item-Bad 1 Negatives: Math a challenge for some student ages. 

More 3D materials because, worksheets sometimes a 

challenge. 

   

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Math 1 Math activity aids-do not use. 

Picture cards 1 Missing information about where it goes and with 

which books. 

Books 1 Missing information about where it goes and with 

which books. 

English learners 1 Helpful with Spanish speaking students. 

Generally bad 1 Picture cards-when do you use them. Tell teachers in 

T.G. Never sure what unit. Write it out on back. Songs 

are nice but a little high pitched and fast. 

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Picture cards 1 Picture cards help with reinforce learning and 

vocabulary. 

Music 1 I like the CD.  

Specific item-Good 1 There is lots to cover-pacing of program is key. Finger 

lays are great. Picture cards are effective during 

transition time. Songs have the right rhythm. 

English learners 1 Adaptations for ELL. 

Family newsletter 1 Teacher monthly newsletter is using family 

connections. 

Math 1 Math activity aids-sometimes because no 

manipulatives ditto sheets. 
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Table 8: Additional information about the school and/or the OWL program 

Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1 (n = 6)   

Generally bad 3 Hard cover book would last longer. Some books are 

hard for the kids to stay engage. Lots of vocabulary 

words to remember. Lots to pack into 3 hours. Hard 

for children to sit through 4 readings of same book for 

20 minutes each time. Three activities in small groups, 

can't hold children's attention.  

First year teacher using OWL noted that program can 

be challenge with much to learn and accomplish 

within OWL curriculum. Would like to see more 

"pausing and waiting" between (and during) activities. 

Books 2 Books are so small and dark for large group readings. 

Likes size of books: bring kids closer to teachers. 

Music 1 Not enough music and movement activities for active 

children. 

Poem cards 1 Poem books are flimsy and fall apart. 

   

Treatment 2 (n = 2)   

Generally bad 2 Mixed age-the books are too advanced. Make Way for 

Duckling is too hard. Stories-the timing doesn't go 

with seasons. Alternative suggestions for literature. 

Some of the literature is not appropriate for mixed 

aged groups. Timing of lessons are sometimes 

jumbled. Sometimes not appropriate time of school 

year.  

Music 1 Like CD-but voice of singer can be better. 

Books 1 Would like lots of literature lists and books. 

Specific item-Bad 1 Small group activity can be fluff. Why not make it 

more Math and phonemic, awareness for various 

levels.  

   

Treatment 3 (n = 3)   

Picture cards 1 PPVT pictures. 

Music 1 Bilingual CD. Sing songs twice. CD has good variety. 

English learners 1 All children who enroll are Spanish speaking in that I 

have to keep the interest of the advanced students 

while working with the new ones. Overall, I like the 

curriculum. I mold it to fit the needs of my classroom. 
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Appendix E: OWL Classroom Site Visit 
 

School Site: Room Number: Date: 

Number of Students: Observer: 

1. Please check if the classroom observed is: Half Day Full Day 

2. How many adults are in the classroom? 

 
 

 

Teachers 

 

Teacher Aids 

 

Volunteers 

 

Others: specify                

3. Which unit is being taught? 

Unit 1: Family 
Unit 4: The World of Color 

Unit 2: Friends 
Unit 5: Shadows & Reflections 

Unit 3: Wind & Water 
Unit 6: Things that Grow 

Classroom Organization 

4. Did you observe any of the following? Check all that apply. 

 Are there areas in the classroom that are defined by barriers? Yes No 

 Are there specific areas for center time? Yes No 

 Is there a carpeted area? Yes No 

 If yes, is it large enough for the teacher, students, and any 

visitors? 

Yes No 

 Are there enough tables and chairs for all? Yes No 

 Is there a quiet area and an area for noisier activities? Yes No 

 Are supplies/materials organized and easy to find? Yes No 

Classroom Observation 

5. Which of the following activities did you observe? Check all that apply. 

Start the Day Center (30 Min): Teacher will greet children and open selected centers. 

 What OWL materials were used: 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 



Picture Cards 

Worksheets 
 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

Morning Meeting (15 Min): Introduces center time activities. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 

Picture Cards 

Worksheets  

 Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

Center Time (60 Min): Students work in small groups on specific tasks. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 

Picture Cards 

Worksheets  

 Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

Story Time (20 Min): Teacher will read a story to the students. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 

Picture Cards 

Worksheets  

 Other (non-OWL) Specify: 
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Classroom Observation Cont… 

Songs, Word Play, Letters (20 Min): This includes songs, poems, books, literacy skills. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 

Picture Cards 

Worksheets  

 Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

Quiet Time/Center Time (90 Min): Quiet time is a time for conversations led by the teacher. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards 

 Big Book of Poetry Rubric Guide Worksheets 

 None Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

Let’s Find Out About It/Let’s Talk About It (20 Min): This is a time for exploration. 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 

Big Book of Poetry 

None 

Core Books 

Rubric Guide 

Picture Cards 

Worksheets  

 Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

End of the Day Centers (20 Min) 

 What OWL materials were used:   

 Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD Core Books Picture Cards 

 Big Book of Poetry Rubric Guide Worksheets 

 None Other (non-OWL) Specify: 

6. Did you observe the teacher effectively use transition strategies?  
(e.g. If your name starts with N like Nora, if you are wearing long sleeves like Sara, you may get ready to go outside) 

Yes No   

Overall Observations 

7. Please rate the overall observation. Please justify your rating. 

4 

There is strong 

evidence of the OWL 

program being 

implemented. 

3 

There is some 

evidence of the OWL 

program being 

implemented. 

2 

There is minimal 

evidence of the OWL 

program being 

implemented. 

1 

There in no evidence of 

the OWL program being 

implemented. 
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Pearson Site Visits Data 

Table 1: Classrooms per sites (n = 36) 
 Number Percent 

Treatment 1 16 42% 

Treatment 2 14 37% 

Treatment 3 6 16% 

   

Table 2: Average students per classroom (n = 15) 
 Number Percent 

Nine students 2 6% 

Ten students 2 6% 

Eleven students 1 3% 

Twelve students 1 3% 

Thirteen students 3 9% 

Fifteen students 2 6% 

Sixteen students 1 3% 

Seventeen students 7 20% 

Eighteen students 7 20% 

Nineteen students 5 14% 

Twenty-one students 3 9% 

Twenty-four students 1 3% 

   

Table 3: Type of preschool program (n = 28) 
 Number Percent 

Half day 12 31% 

Full day 17 57% 

   

Table 4: Number of adults in the classroom 
 Total Number 

of Responses One (1) Two (2) Three (3) 

Teachers 36 83% 

n = 30 

17% 

n = 6 

0% 

n = 0 

Teacher aids  35 60% 

n = 21 

37% 

n = 13 

3% 

n = 1 

Volunteers 1 100% 

n = 1 

0% 

n = 0 

0% 

n = 0 

Other 2 100% 

n = 2 

0% 

n = 0 

0% 

n = 0 
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Table 5: Unit taught (n = 35) 
 Number Percent 

Unit 3: Wind & Water 16 46% 

Unit 4: The World of Color 3 9% 

Unit 5: Shadows & Reflections 1 3% 

Unit 6: Things that Grow 15 43% 

   

Table 6: Classroom set-up with specific areas (n = 39) 
 Number Percent 

Areas in the classroom are defined by barriers 35 90% 

There are specific areas for center time 35 90% 

There is a carpeted area 35 90% 

The carpeted area is large enough for the teacher, students, and any 

visitors 

35 90% 

There are enough table sand chairs for all 35 90% 

There is a quiet area and an area for noisier activities 25 64% 

The supplies/materials organized and easy to find 35 90% 

   

Table 7: Materials used for specific OWL activities 
 Number Percent 

Start the Day Center (n = 11)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 8 73% 

Big Book of Poetry 2 18% 

Core Books 6 55% 

Picture Cards 1 9% 

Worksheets 2 18% 

Other 8 73% 

Center materials, e.g., puzzles, books 1 3% 

Blocks, counting coloring sheets 1 3% 

Bunny ears to wear to go [with] the story 1 3% 

Insect props 1 3% 

Legos 1 3% 

Math manipulatives 2 5% 

Outside play uses OWL vocabulary during play. 1 3% 

   

Morning Meeting (n = 9)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 3 33% 

Core Books 2 22% 

Picture Cards 2 22% 

Worksheets 1 11% 

Other 5 56% 

Calendar and days of the weeks 1 3% 

Calendar and days of the week in Spanish and English 1 3% 

Teacher created "below above" 1 3% 

Water paint real fruit 1 3% 
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Center Time (n = 17)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 2 13% 

Core Books 2 13% 

Worksheets 4 25% 

Other 9 56% 

Animal figures, magnets, writer tub. 1 3% 

Art activity paint brushes 1 3% 

Calendar 1 3% 

Calendar-Days of week 1 3% 

Colored tissue color dye flowers 1 3% 

Computers, magnets, drew-up. White Boards 1 3% 

Making spots of dog 1 3% 

Planting center. Seeds at Science center. Illustrating 1 3% 

Pre and science materials manipulatives - clothes, pine wood strips 1 3% 

   

Story Time (n = 19) Number Percent 

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 4 21% 

Big Books 2 11% 

Core Books 16 84% 

Picture Cards 1 5% 

Other 2 11% 

Self drawn picture cards 1 3% 

   

Songs, Word Play, Letters  (n = 3)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 3 100% 

Big Books 2 67% 

Other 1 33% 

Straws 1 3% 

   

Quiet Time/Center Time (n = 8)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 1 13% 

Core Books 4 50% 

Picture Cards 1 13% 

Worksheets 6 75% 

Other 5 63% 

Clothes pins 1 3% 

Math manipulatives 1 5% 

OWL activities 1 3% 

Tangrams [with worksheets] 1 3% 

   

Let's Find Out About It/Let's Talk About It (n = 8)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 8 100% 

Big Book of Poetry 1 13% 

Core Books 4 50% 

Worksheets 2 25% 

Other 4 50% 

Exploring buttercup. Flowers smelled and touched flower. Looked 

at seeds. 

1 3% 

Kitchen activities above/below 1 3% 

Horse and ice 1 3% 
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End of the Day Centers (n = 1)   

Sing-Along Songs and Poems CD 1 100% 

Big Book of Poetry 1 100% 

   

Table 8: Teacher effective use of transition strategies (n = 36) 

 Number Percent 

Yes 25 69% 

No 11 31% 

   

Table 9: Rating for the overall observation (n = 35) 
Rating Number Percent 

There is strong evidence of the OWL program being implemented. 32 91% 

There is some evidence of the OWL program being implemented. 3 9% 

There is minimal evidence of the OWL program being implemented. 0 0% 

There is no evidence of the OWL program being implemented. 0 0% 

   

Table 10: Reasons for rating that there is strong evidence that the OWL program is being 

implemented (n = 35)   

Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 1  

Books 12 During story time teacher asks questions to increase 

comprehension. 

Teacher reads core book and students follow along. 

Rhyming/phonics 3 Teacher talks about poem and then uses CD so students can hear 

it. Added movement to poem. 

Transition words communicated. 

Student groups/centers 13 Center has Pearson Worksheet morning messages tied in with 

unit. 

Centers support story to enrich core story 

Enhanced learning 11 Teacher assistant gives clues to students to guess what's behind 

the picture cards. 

Teacher uses props to engage students with bunny ears. 

Display of student 

work/Manipulatives 

9 Class transitions into three small groups that do matching, above 

and below, and water experiment. 

Big Book display artwork that relates to unit. 

Real items 1 Teacher models parts of book's reading to students. 

Demonstrates pouring rain with hand motions-students practice 

motion. 

Singing       1 Teacher starts day with morning songs. 

   

Treatment 2  

Books 11 Teacher reads core books to students. 

Teacher uses Big Book poem and incorporates math. Students 
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Response Category Number Example 

listen to audio of poem and read all together. 

Real items 4 Teacher brings real carrots with tops and talks about where 

carrots come from. 

Teacher brings real flowers for students to touch, feel, and smell. 

Rhyming/phonics 8 Go through poem and teacher points out rhyming words and 

when do we say good morning. 

Students are learning the letter "O." Students chant "the O song." 

Student groups/centers 2 Teacher goes over what will be at each center. 

Teacher introduces centers. 

Enhanced learning 5 Day of the week-English and Spanish versions of CD. 

Teacher provides directions on how a carrot grows, looks like in 

dirt, and in store shelves. 

Manipulatives 2 Five centers-build nests, puzzles, tub work, what's in bottle, and 

animal figures. 

Students create their own nest after reading story. 

Singing       5 Teacher has student's warm-up by singing songs from CD. 

Pay started with morning song that included movement. 

  

Treatment 3   

Books 4 Teacher reads "dogs colorful day." This is the 4th read. Teacher 

uses book vocabulary to reinforce story. 

  Teacher reads core book to students. 

Student groups/centers 2 Activities during centers-all about myself book, favorite colors, 

and spots on the dog.  

  Students explore colors through centers. 

Enhanced learning 4 Students engaged during story time-answering/asking questions, 

counting, and naming colors. 

  Teacher probes student during morning meeting about 

knowledge of insects. Teacher says "One more thing before we 

move on…" 

Singing       2 Teacher begins her day with songs. 

Real items 1 Teacher uses realize to explain different types of insects. 

Students create an insect hat to reinforce learning. 

   

Table 11: Reasons for rating that there is some evidence that the OWL program is being 

implemented (n = 35)   
Response Category Number Example 

Treatment 2 and 

Treatment 3 

  

Display of student 

work/Manipulatives 

2 Students get to paint their own. 

Students use brush paper and watercolors to draw pictures of 

fruit (strawberries, banana, and apple). 

Books 2 Teacher reads core book about a Lion who paints. 

The Lion and The Little Red Bird. 

Student Groups/Centers 1 Teacher welcomes students and students go to self-selected 

centers. 

Singing 1 Students sing songs. 
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Response Category Number Example 

Real times 1 Teacher brought in real fruit for the students to use to create 

their own artwork. 

  

 

 


