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CHAPTER ONE
=
INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Report

This report, cammissiéqga by the Office of Child Development,

' U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welféfét\is an examination
. of the written evidence on the effects of preschool programs on dis-
advantaged :hilﬂren-and their families. The findiﬁgs were reviewed

to determine whether they contribute to a justification for continued -

support of Head Start Title I (ElemEﬁtary and Secondary Education
Act). prekiﬁdergartens, state-supported prekindéigartens, and similar
government-funded preschool prégfams.

Prcject)Head Start, part of the Community Action Program of the -
Office of Economic Opportunity (QED),l began as one "Front'" in the
'ﬁar én Poverty' declared by President Lyﬁdgn B. Johnson. This

comnunity based program of educatién, health, nutritional and social

serviges to poor children was an effort to 'break the vicious cycle

=

of poversy'!/by intervening in the lives of young children before
’ - S

they entered school.’ % j

o

1 An agency created in 1954 by an- Economi.c Opportunity Act of
Congress and responsible directly to the President of the United
States.

i
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The idea of a &hild development program grew out of var%cus
treﬁds and events in the United States during the 1960's:
1) theories of child development emphasizing the power of environ-
mental influences, especially at early ages, in shap;ng inzelieséual
and motivational patterns_ 2) f indings regarding depriving or
disadvantageous environments, both phgsical and interperscnal‘in
slums‘and poor” rural homes thraughout the country, 3) the push for
civil righf;\af minaricy groups =-- one of which was equal educational
opportunity, 4) the changing focus on preventive ratherffhag remedial
programs in mental health and other areas, 5) ongoing experiments
with edu&atianaiipregrams for young children such as those of
Martin Deuﬁs&h in economlcally depressed areas of New York City and
Rupert;Elaus and Susan Gray in rurail Ténnéssee. The idea was to nip
failurg in the bud with a ﬁulti?facetEQ;bcost in a single generation.
The child who thus got an equal start, physically, emotionally and
intellectually, as he entered school would not be éubjectarﬁ failure,
would not fall further and further behlnd his peers, would not drcp
out - and become unemplayable and thus would not brlng up ancther

;.

generation in poverty.

As pedlatriclan Robert Cooke, Chairman of the panel whlch fir

outlined the Head Scart'%rcgram put it:

There is considerable evidence that the early years of
childhood. are a most critlcal point in the pcverty

.,
%

o | (
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cycle. During these years, the creation of learning
patterns. emotional development and the formation of
individual expectations and aspirations take place at
a veryarapLd pace. For the child of poverty, there
are clearly observable deficiencies in those processes,
which lay the foundation for a pattern of poverty,
throughout the child's entire 1ife.l

Intervention in these early years was called for, and thus Head Start
I .
. , 2 -
began in the Summer of 1965, Funds vere provided by the Federal

government directly to local communities -- usﬁally iﬁdépen&ent
Community Action Agencies or local school distficté; Since that time
about 2.9 million poor children, mostly 4 and 5 year olds have en-

rolled 1ﬁ Summer Head Start programs (8 weeks or sc) and over 1.3 _

A

m;l;;an in Full Year Head Start (usually school- -year or up to 12
months) at &bout $325 million a year.’

Although Project Head Stéft is probably the most ‘well kn@wnﬂaf
the public preschool programs for disadvantaged children, the'jears
since 1965 have seen the educational establishments in many sta;es

turn to kindergarten and prekindergartens as paﬁt of ''compensatory

1 Quoted in Head Start-—a zcmmun;ty action prggfam

2 It was planned, centrally staffed, and prapasals wvere recruited,
received, decided upon, and funded in communities all over the Unlted
States in less than 8 months' time. Thousands more proposals than
expected were received and hundreds of thcusands more children were
enrolled than originally prcgegted

3. Total budget for fiscal year 1970 was $326 million; for fiscal 1971
it was approximateily $360 million. These figures 1nclude the Parent-
Child Center program, the research and evaluation grants as well as
career development and technical assistance. Federal funds spent. on
just the Head Start grantees alone during ;lscal year 1971 were
closer to $325 million. 5

N
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v s
education" fcr/ﬁhildren of the poor. Since 1965,Lunder Title I of the
Elementary and/Sezcndary’Educatian Act (ESEA), the United States Office
of Education has disbursed to the States about one billion dollars per
year "to provide financial assistance to local educational agencies
serving areas|with concentrations of children from low income families'
(to enable thaﬁ) "to expand and improve their edug§:ignal programs by
various means which contribute particularly to meetiné the special
educational feeds of educaticﬁallﬁ deprived children"l. Approximately

$42 million jer year of this Federal money has been used in the States

to help support preschool programs. The general assumptions behind
this expenditure are that a preschool program can 'compensate' for the
educationa]l disadvantages with which thechild usually enters school
and that Jater costs to society as well ag to the children would be
reduced by adding a“"prevantive" preschool experience.

" ) o
In addition to Head Start and Title I, ESEA programs, public

monies are spent for preschool programs under Title IIJ of the Elemen~
tary and Secondary Education Act (for innovative educational pragrams)g

L
|
.

ed, p, 2. A S e
2 This still leaves out the amounts for day care under the Social :
Security Act, Although day care programs often enroll mostly preschool i
age children and the distinction is somewhat artificial, - this report : '
does not deal with the studies or the issues*'surrounding specifically
day care programs. Nor does it deal with preschooling 'for handicapped
children. While we are concerned here mainly with the effects of pre-
school classroom programs, there are also public funds being spent for

alternatives to the classroom such as the original and popular
i

1 Education of the Disadvanta

Sesame Street. /
/
4
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Some cities and States have by themselves (or with help from private
foundations) invested in early ch?ldhoad\education.l Many are planning
new education programs for preschool-age children in general, as well
as especially for children whc‘are poor,

At the present time then, federzl, state, and local jurisdictions
are weighing the merits of preschool programs and educaticnal day care
programs for achieving various purposes and trying to decide how much
to spend in whstﬂkiﬁds of programs to achieve these ends. A review of
whatihaétbééﬁrdiscchfed about effects of early education programs

already tried is an important part of the information needed for de-

cisions about whether or in what ways to support preschool programs, ..~

This report covers evaluations of Head Start, of some state and city-
wide prekindergarten programs and of some special, experimental early

education programs. A large number of the studies included cannot be
4 . .
found in the usual literature sources on library shelves, but are un-

published special reports, infcrmsiiprcféssioﬁal papers, ard répcrts

of and to the United StgtesJGevernmentiz

% 1 Among  ,the most prominent at the moment are: Apralachian Regional

-~ Commission, California, New York and the Ford, Carnegie, sind Donner

. Foundations. Not included here are those states now experimenting

" with state-wide kindergarten education.

- 2 Many can be obtained through ERIC--the Educational Resources, Infor=
. mation Center.  Numbers listed in their catalogue, Research Im Educa-

.« tion are given in Referénce section of this report sc that documents
.. ¢an be directly ordered from the ERIC Document Reproducition Service,

. 4936 Fairmont Av., Bethesda, Md. 20014. (301) 652-5334,




Because Head Start is the preschool prcgraé with the most compre-
hensive intervention in children's lives, the,scope of effects covered
in this reporéfwill éhe;efare be guided by the scope of Head Start
goals. Acc?rding to Dé. Edward F. Zigler, Director of the Office of
Child Develapmentgfwhere Project Head Start is now administered,l the

goals were and are:

--Improving the child's physical health and abilities.
--Encouraging self-confidence, spontaneity, curiosity and
self-discipline - :
==Increasing the child's capacity to relate positively to
others, while strengthening his family's ability to re-
late positively to him and to understand his problems
~=Developing in the child and his family a responsible
attitude toward society and creating opportunities for
people to work together to improve social conditions
--Helping the child and his family to an increased sense
of dignity and self-worth? .

Although these goals do not emphasize the enhancement of the
child's intellectual development this has always been a part of the
. ,Head Start program=--though éerhaps more so where the government's
5 7 : ,
iinVEStgent has beéﬁ considered than at the actual Head Start centers

where the children's activities are considered. Intellectual develop-

d -

ment--especially ésdrelated to later school achievement--is, of course,

the major emphasis in compensatory education programs (e.g. Title I

TS
1 1In 1968 after controversy over whether the President would place
Head Start under the U.S. Office of-Education or the Children's Bureau,
O0.E.O. was. instructed to delegate the program to this specially-
created Office in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
responsible to the Secretary. - -
2 A paraphrase 0f the Cooke parnel's stated goals for Head Start in

Zigler (1970) p. 170. . N

A



prekindergafteﬁé)! Perhaps because they were most often evaluated from

i

certain points of view (e.g. psychological or educational), the bulk of

growth. And preschools' impact, even that of Head Start; has most
ff%HUEﬁtly heeﬁ measured and most often judged by Congress and the
gen;ral public "as an attempt to prepare disadvantaged children for
first grade and to b?ing them up to middlegéiass levels" (Smith &
Bissell, 1970), or 'to bring children from these backgrounds (hostile,
different, indifferent, insufficient) up to a level where they can be
éeached by ex;st;ng educational practices" (Gordon & Jablonsky 1967).

The hope in the early days of Head Start and campgnéatary
education was that preschool pfggrgéglccuid arrest the '""cumulative
deficit' or '"progressive retardation phenomenon" ﬁe_the fact that dis-

-
advantaged children fall farther andiﬁfther behigd their age-mates with
each year in school (Deutsch, 1963, 1964).

In addition to studies of intellectual growth and academic
achievement, studies of effects on children in other domains listed by
Zigler are reviewedlin this report. And since Head Start was a com-
prehensivg program, a part of the '"War on Poverty', effects of all
kinds, economic, social and psychological, on the families of the pre-

school children are at least considered.

Boundaries of the Report

The study is limited to the short-range and intermediate-range




___._goals and practices, change

M e

(several years) effects on young children and their families. The

effects on the society as a whole, such as changes in educational

nges _in the distribution of educational expend-
itures, changes in racial attitude (changes in perceptions of poor
children and their families) cflehanges in psychological theories of
child development which have resulted from the preschool programs, are
not treated, although they are undoubtedly among the more far reaching
effects.

The report is not a direct evaluation of whether Title I pre-
kindergartens, Project Head Start or other specific programs have
achieved their educatiaﬁal goals, although discussions of this sub ject
crop up in the report.

It is not a critical review of the aéequacynéf the studies dcﬁe
on preschool programs, although an attempt has been made not to base
interpretations on studies with weak researéh designs. |

The studies surveyed for tha report are fairly recent, almost all
since 1965, and are focused almost solely on programs for economically
disadvantaged children. The report does not cover earlier studies on
nursery and kindergarten education. . These nursery school programs
were primafily attended by middle-class children and emphasized getting
along with other children in a group. Studies of these children's
intellectual, personality and social growth generally did not reveal

‘consistent differences between children who attended and those who did




not. (Cf. Sears & Dowley, 1963; Swift, 1964). Federal early child-
care efforts before and during World War II are alsoc ezxcluded from the

report, although these programs in practice had a great deal of simil-

arity to present efforts (Cf. Harned, 1968).

a1

Studies with a principal focus on bilingual education, children's

television, programmed-lezrning or handicapped children were not

systematically reviewed or included.

*

Limitations of the Study

The principal limitations of the study stem from the almost
exclusive attention devoted to evaluation of effects on groups of
children as a whole in diverse programs taken as a whole. While a
focus on '"'overall", ''general", or 'average' effects is a legitimate
one, it obscures the fact that there are great differences between

groups of children in age, race, cultural milieu, economic level etc.,

which affect the impact of preschool experiences. It also tends to

development and in their responses to the preschool experience. 1In-
terpreting the overall effects of programs such as Head Start or
Title I prekindergartens as a whole is also deceptive for, while pre-
school centers may be funded under the same laws, they can range from

'simple custodial care to sequenced academic lessons. =

n



CHAPTER TWO

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS OF PRESCHCOL PROGRAMS ON CHILDREN

ment

“General Intellectual Devélo

Some gautigqs

The' overwhelming majority of studies done to determine whether
intellectual growth occurred as a result of preschool prcgfams haQe
used at least one well-known, stanﬁardized intelligence test, In the
studies which are methodologically most sound children have been
measured before and after the treatment (preschool experience) and
post-test scores or changes have been compared with n@rmsﬁsfépetfarm—
ance on that test or with gfaups that had a different treatment,
usually an unspecified treatmernt such as "staying at home''.

Although it is difficuit to advise on how each of the:féllcwing
factors should be weighed, there are certain qualifications to be kept
in mind in interpreting performance on standardized intelligence

) tests.z One complication in interpreting the scores as measures of
intellectual ability is that changes in willingness to try certain
items on the test, rather than the ahild;s actual knowledge about the

item is reflected in his score. His IQ performance may be influenced

1 & very few of the studies in which comparisons were possible between
children who attended and children who did not also had assigned the
children to the two treatments at random. Others used children ox
groups matched in various characteristics.

2 Much better discussions of this subject can be found in E. Gordon
(1968), Zigler and Butterfield (1968) and Zimiles (1970).

10
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by the familiarity of the situatién, the rapport between the child and
the _ster, and the importance they both place on doing well. Not all
_experimenters have worked hard to keep the testing conditions similar
at different times. But even for thaserwhc have, test scores wili re-
flect familiarity with testing and perhaps learned motivation to do
well. Although one would not call this component of an improved test
score ''intelligence", it may still be considered a worthwhile change.
Second is the problem of cultural bias Feflected in the construc-
tion of the test. Even when we are dealing with Eﬁglish—speaking
children, the assumptions, contained in the standard intelligence test
iteﬁs, that children have been exposed to the same general experiences
are not valid. Children who do not perform well do not necessarily
have less inteliectual capacity but may only lack acquaintance with -
certain items common in a culturally main-stream American middle-class
household. The test scores reflect ceftain experiential differences of
the children which we would also not agree to call basic intellectual
ability. One should then view the tests partly as measure cf
acculturation as well as intellectual ability and motivational states.
A clear illustration of this is the outcome of an experiment at the
University of Illinois. 7Vsung children were taught the answers‘tc the
items on the Stanford-Binet test. Their scores improved dramatically,

But one would not waut to maintain that a group without such experience

was inherently incapable of such cognitive performance.

450-909 O - 71 - 2 . ;Sa
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These factors do not mean that intelligence test scores are
meaningless. IQ has meant something all along, even if not simple
intellagtualucapagity; in groups of children there is a strong pre-
dicgive relationship between IQ scores and later academic achievéiant
test scores, grades and other ability measures. Haéeve;;$it has not
been demonstrated that induced changes in IQ score are correlated with
change%;in achievement.

A final prcbigm involved in integﬁreting changes from scores at
one time to scores at a later time is the problem of regression to the
mean. This refers to the fact that ''for each class of ﬁre-test scores,
the corresponding mean post-test score lies closer to the overall
population mean, post-test values being thereby lower in the case of
high pre-test values and higher in the case of lower pféagest valuesi"l
Thus the gréup§ éf eh;idren with the very lowest sco;es at the beginning
of the year éay have seemed to improve a great deal more by the end of
the year than their friends who did better on Test One. However, part
of the improvement is not a change in the children's ability but a
statistical and measurement artifact. Some would have scored a little
bit higher even if they had not improved during the preschool program
at all. _ ‘ {

For the following section of the report, many evaluation studies

were examined; only a few were chosen to illustrate the ma jor findings

1 Campbell and-Erlgba;her, 1970, p.192




Y

on intellectual development. They were selected because they had scund
research degigns,l because they used several different measures of
children's performance immediately after the preschool program and/or

because in some cases they provide continuity to the report since they

also measured longer-range effects.

Main,Fig@ings

The majﬁriﬁy of studies on short-range éffEQESZ show that, on
standardized tests of inte;ligance or general abilities, childrEﬁ's
per formance improves as a result of the preschaai program.

Head Start

Scores af‘studies from all over the nation comparing children
who attended Summér and full year Head Sgért programs and children in
the séme communities of ccmpafablé:sacicecenomic status who did not
attend, give Supp&rt to this gcnélusion. Most of the children in these
samples {ipged in IQ on the Stanfard—Binet‘Inﬁelligenge Scale from the

low 80's to the low 90's. The changes -in iQ (or differences in post-

‘test scores between groups) were usually lesslthan 10 r~ints and were

most often smaller than half of the standard deviation from the mean.

1 As Hawkridge et al. (1968) found in their search which uncovered 21
exemplary cgmpensatgﬁy education programs out of 1000, '"few, if any,...
are free from blemishes of sampling, design, testing, data recording,
or interpretation.'" p. 1.

2 Also reviewed by Weikart (1967), Hodges and Spicker (i967),

Miller (1968), Datta (1969) and Gray (1969). :

o
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Even when there were reliable, statistically significant changes, they
were quite modest. The superiority of the Head Start children re-
sulted from their passing only a few more items ;;an the non-Head Start
éféup. The practical significance of such gains is difficult to
determine. For example, although Horowitz and Rosenfeld (1966) found
that Head Start groups made substantial gains on the Peabody Picture
Vccabuléry Test, they stated that middle-class children one year
younger were still better scorers than the disadvantaged children were
after 8 weeks in a Head Start program. Aithcugh this is an exaggerated
case, there were few excépticnsl to the finding that children who par-
ticipated in Head Start generélly did not reach norms on the tests nor
didﬁghey compare favorably with non-disadvantaged comparison groups.

Beller (1969), with a group of disadvantaged four year-old Negro
children ;n a year 1Qﬁgﬂgggg;am;ma§m§2rth Philadelphia ghetto, employed
three mégéuresaf general ability -- the Stanford-Binet, the Gc@degcugh
Draw-A-Man Test and thelPeabcdyﬁficture Vocabulary Test. The trends of
the scores on all three of these tests were alike énd were consistent
'with our general conclusion above, although the absolute values were
somewhat different for each test.

On the Stanford-Binet, the children had mean IQ scores of about
90 beforejand 95 after the preschool experience, while the control
groups did not change. Dnrtbe Goodenough DIEWaAiHén Test, a non-

verbal measure based on a drawing of the human figure, the ‘children

1 Alexander (1968), see also Datta (1969).

14




were practically at the national average of 100 when they began (around
97) and the score immediately following the preschool program was not
significantly different. On the Peabody Picture VagabQIary“Testg'in
which the child must point at the picture which illustrates what the
tester has just said, the mean scores of the children béfcre preschool
were betw:.zn 74 and 80. PPVT scores after preschool were 10 points
higher in the experimental groups (39 children) while the groups with-
out a preschool ércgrgm remained the same, )
The chief methodological problem which makes it difficult to say
anything more than that most Head Start programs probably made some
small favorable differences in the level of intellectual functioning is
the sampling problem. First, Head Start itself is so heterageneausl
that results from any group of studies that does not include almost all
Head Start classes (in the thousands) runs Ehé risk of ncc”being repre=
sentativa, Conclusions drawn from such éémgies obviously do not tell
usﬂabcut Head Start as a whole. Furthermore, since Head Start was a
service pru%fam designed to serve all eligible poor children, it had
recruiting practices which made it the farthest thing from a suitable
design for testing differences between children who did participate and
those who did not. Constituting campafable group.s of children so that

differences could be attributed to the'preschool program and not other

factors has proved extremely tricky.

1 See Datta (19695, p. 7.

15
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For example, Sonﬁag, Sella, and Thorndike (1969) from the New
York City Head Start Evaluation and Research Center compared a group of
children who had just completed 6=7 ménths in a Head S:aft ﬁfagram with
a maﬁched group of children qf the same age who were about to enter the
Head Start program at the same center% (having been recruited by the
same proceduressg The scores of the two groups on the Stanford-Binet
were 100.16 for past Head Starters and 96.07 for those entering the
program. If we assumed that the two groups were equated in such an
inventive dééign we would conclude that the difference was due to the
Head Start experience. Tﬁé actual differences be;ween groups in this

case was not statistically significant on the Stanford-Binet although
1

there was a significant difference oﬁ the Preschool Inventory.
Compensatory Prekiﬁdefgartens

'Mugh less systematic and generally much less rigorous than ggéd
Start evaluations were sfudies of public school early educatiéﬁ'pras
grams for disadvantaged children. Prekindergarten and kindergarten
classes conducted as part of school systems' compensatory education
program seeé to have produced about the same orderrof measured changes
in general intellectual ability as Head Start. It is, of course, very
dgffieult to be certain about ;his; Neither all Head Start nor all
1 Bettye Caldwell snd Donald Soule prePared‘the manual for the Pre-
school Inventory (¥SI). The test contains items on ability to follow
instructions, understanding of size, weight, shape and position con-
cepts, as well as general information items. Unlike the Stanford-Binet

Intelligence Scale it was designed to be especially sensitive to
changes likely to occur with a preschool experience.

l6 .
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compensatory preschool programs were evaluated. While reports on the
Head Start program are available, it is difficult to collect most of
tiie evaluation reports on preschools sponsored by the various cities,
couﬁtlea, and states which had compensatory programs. In addition, it
is likely that favorable reports shcwing that children benefited from
compensatory early education programs are more.évailable than unfavor-
able reports. Nevertheless it appears that these prescﬁ@cl programs
had positive influence on general intellectual a?ility scores.,

Oakland (1969) children in a special program gained between 5 and
10 points on the Pictorial Test of Intelligence and were in the low ,

9055 at kindergarten entrance age. Comparison children were stilLs;n
the low 80's. S

Althaugh the Los Angeles Unified School District did not have a
control group of children without prekindergarten programs during the
1969-70 school year, the 729 child:en- who gﬁ:ticipated showed a change
cn the Preschool Inventory from a mean Qf,3563 to 53:5;(Las Angeles,
ESEA Title I 1970). We can agree with the conclusion in the report -
that it is not likely tﬁat a comparable group without the speciai'ﬁré- ’
gram would have gained as mugﬁi |

The Fresno, California prekindergarten was the only public pre-
schocl program to be identified by Hawkridge et al. (1968) in their first

attempt to Ldentify compensatory education programs in the nation which

could demonstrate significant improvement in children's performance. -

17




And it showed positive changes above the general range found in public

compensatory preschéais, Mean gains of the several hundred experi-

mental children in Fresno on the PPVT was about 15 points which was a

change of a full standard deviation. This brought ;he children to a
mean of 100, the norm on the test. )

in New York State, an experimental pfekindefggrten pfagramj
planned by DiLorenzo (1969) in the State Dépaftment of Education in- o

cluded eight school districts and 1,800 children One general finding
“

was that "disadvantaged chlld?en who were in preklndefgarten (experi.-
mental) aut-perfgfmed\;hgfdisadvantaged ghlldren\ghc did not attend

. . A _ L
(control) on ... intelligence (94.16 vs. 89.46) ... as measured’ by the

Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale..." (p. 0-3 and V-6). However,
DiLorenzo several times made the point that while experimental. groups -
L,

gained in intellectual ability over control groups, the diééance still

<o go to the norm wasﬂgreater than the experimental graup had already

3

come._ And while the gap between disadvantaged‘children who had

attgq:ed preschool and non-disadvantaged ggiléféﬁ who had not attended
sc

00l was narrowed, the gap between disadvantaéé&_§nd non-disad-

e

pre

vantaged children who both had attended preschool was not.
o~

Other Experimental Pres chools & .
- LAk R - Y - '
The pfeschacl programs wh;ch have had the most substantial
\.; ] & )

immediate effects on the mental ébility of young children %fe‘tﬁcse

which have been part of fai:lysémalliégalt research programs: These
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research projects, mostly located at universities and supported by
funds from private foundations and the Federal government, were often
set up originally to study how certain envifoﬁmeﬁtal factors influence
various behaviors in young children or to design and evéluate teaching
practices and curricula for very young children that would enhance
their cognitive and emotional development.

| Several of the early programs (e.g. Gray & Klaus, 1965; Deutsch,
1965) §efved as inspiration for Head Start and other compensatory pre-
séhgcl‘prggrams and developed some of the theory and practices from
which these 1ater,glafger efforts drew up their programs. While some
of these early research programs reported modest gains in intellectual

ability, later efforts of theirs and others have demonstrated large

gains.

6ne'early research study (not University-based), conducted as an
EKPEfime§ﬁal campeﬁsétofy prekindergarten program for groups of very
low IQ Negroes in the Ypsilanti (Michigan) public school system, was
‘the Perry Preschool Project (Weikart, 1967). 1In the early 60's when
the program began, children in the experimental groups snmetipgs
gained ten pcigfé on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale by thé age
of 5, after two preschool years (morming classes, weekly afternoon home
visits from the age of 3). Even at that, the differences between ex-
perimental and control groups of children were often not significant at

the beginning of kindergarten. In recent years, ‘using any one of
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several preschool curricula, Weikart (1970) has obtained mean IQ gains
in his groups ranging from 12 to 30 points (where the standard deviation
in these groups is usually less than 10 points). Several groups since
1965 have gained more than 25 points in 1Q on the Stanford-Binet in the
two-year period, moving from IQ scores in the high 70's and low 80's to
the norm or abcve.l On(the average, the groups without p:eschéai ex-
perience gain less than 10 points on the Stanford-Binet in the same two
year period, beginning kindergarten with scores in the low 80's.

Scores on the Leiter International Performance Scale (Weikart
et al.1970) are difficult to interpret, since the éxperimEﬁsal group
was superior to the cgntrcl by 10 points at age three, before the pre-
school intervention began. The scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabu-
lary Test showed a l4-point gain from 67 to 81.4 for the experimental
sﬁbjects while the control group maintained the same score throughout
the two years.

Several other projects showed similarly dramatic effects due to
preschool progrems of various kinds for a year or two before kindergar-
ten or first grade. Karnes (1969) in a prekindergarten pfagfam for a
racially-mixed éroup of 4 year-olds with varying IQ levels, reborted a
nearly l4-point mean gain score for the 24 children in her Ameliorative
Preschool program at che University of Illinois, Urbana. Thﬁ;gain was
1 Unpublished data analysis, personal communication. Dr, Weikart is
now director of the High Scope Educational Research Foundation,

Ypsilanti, Michigan,
2 Weikart et al., (1970) p. 67.
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significantly greater than comparable children evidenced in several com-
munity and private nursery programs. The children from the Ameliorative
Preschool had a mean Staﬁford—ginet IQ score éf 110 before they entered
public kindergarten. In the same sgudy, Karnes (1969) also reported a
19=point Stanford-Binet Ingaiﬁ for a two-year, pre-first-grade cur-
riculum designed Py Bereiter and Engelmann,l These c¢hildren, in a group
comparable to the ctherg in the Karnes study, achieved a mean IQ score

of 113.6 at the end of the two-year preschool program and also exceeded
the progress of children in kindergarten who had been in the four pre-
kindergarten-only programs (Karnes p. 106).

Kraft, Fuschillo, and Herzog rep&rtedgon a traditional nursery-
school-type program for Negro innercity children in Washington, D.C.
After two years in this program the children had gained nearly 15 points
on the Stanford-Binet test, bringing the mean score to 97.4 while tEe. 1y
mean performanee.;f the comparable group who remained at home rose only .
from 84.6 to 88.7.

H. A. Sprigle's Learning!tﬁsLearﬁ program with five year-old
low income Negro children in Florida demonstrasted that after its 9-month
preschool curriculum, the 24 chfidren had a meén Stanford-Binet IQ of
104.12 while the group of 24 children who remained at home before first
- grade had a mean IQ score of 83.29 (Van de Riet, Van de Riet & Sprigle,
1968). In Sprigle's program factual knowledge taught was incidental to

1 For description of curriculum see Bereiter, C., and Englemann, S.,
(1966) .
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learning habits of perception and cognitive skills. With a group of 4
year-olds who started ﬁith IQ scores in the high 80's, IQ scores of
107.36 and 86.55 were found for the Leafningeﬁa-Learn group and the
regular nursery control group respectively in the first year and 108.55
and 93.45 at the end of the kindergarten year. (Van de Riet, Van de Riet
and ﬁesnick, 1970).

Hodges, McCundless and Spicker (1967) devised a curriculum based
on a diagnosis of each child's areas of best and.paorest per formance
in language perception and motor éccr&inatian_ The 42 children, mostly
Appalachian white 5 year-olds from small communities, started with a
mean Stanford-Binet IQ score of 73{57 and finished(with a meén IQ score

of 90.38, a gain of more than 16 points. Iﬁe 42 children who remained

at home, rather than attending the experimental prééfam before first
grade, changed a little more than 4 painté, from 74.18 to 78.27. On the
California Test of Mental Maturity the gaiﬁ of the preschoolers was more
than ten points while the control group changed less than one point.

The li;t of exemplary prograﬁs which have brought about substan-
tial changes could be expanded, but those described illustrate the
nature of the gains which can be accomplished in well-designed, care-
fully planned, expertly staffed preschool programs. To recapitulate
the section on major findings:

1. Disadvantaged children who attend formal preschool

programs show greater measured increases on standard-

ized intelligence test scores than comparable
children who do not attend.
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2. We cannot determine how much of that change represents
development of intellectual capability and how much
represents other factors, e.g. learning to take tests,
greater self-confidence, familiarity with different
adults, etc.

3. Large-scale public programs have generally produced
smaller changes in measured intellectual ability, on
the average than have smaller, well-designed and
expertly staffed programs. In the former low-income
children are still at a disadvantage intellectually
compared with the average child (as defined by test

v norms). In the latter substantial gains, in some

cases enough to close the gap between disadvantaged

and the ''average'" child have been obtained.

Further Observations

Some further generalizations about immediate effects of pre-
school programs on measured intellectual abilities of disadvantaged
children can be extracted from the various studies.

1. As far as amount of immediate change iﬁ intellectual per-
fermancé.is concerned, the time in the individual's early life at which
the preschool experience occurs, at least between 2 and 6 years of age,
does not appear to be crucial. That is, at least at our present level
of sophistication in educational intervention, we can substantially in-
crease the level of general intellectual performance in children at any
time between two and six years of age.

Schaefer (1971) in a ﬁcmeftucaring program for disadvantaged
youngsters starting before 2 years of age, obtained Stanford-Binet IQ
changes from 90 to 106. Palmer (1968) also worked with groups of two

year-olds and was able to accelerate IQ changes in the experimental




group relative to the control group. Karnes et al. (1970) in a study
with children less than two years old, raised the mean IQ (through
their mothers' teaching) 16 points, In another study with four year-
olds, the IQ increased 14 points. Weikart (1967) summarized a group
of studies he reviewed on the subject of formal schooling as follows:
For all groups, except those in big city slums, attend-
ing school produces an improved growth rate whether the
attendance is at three years of age in the Perry Project
experimental group or six years of age as in Kirk's
(1958) community contrast group. It is suggested that
the rate of growth is a product of the program exper-
lenced rather than the timing of the experience (p. 154).
It is the kind of experience, its appropriateriess to the
child's present intellectual level, which is important in determining
rate of change. The period of time is more related to the nature of
the changes. 4nd as Schaefer (1969) points out, this is reflected in
changes in the content of mental tests, for example, from more sensory-
motor items to more language items on tests for children between 18 and
36 months of age. But it appears that acceleration of change has been
as likely at 5 and 6 as it has at 2, 3 and 4.
2. The size of the increase in IQ is not a simple function of
the length of time in the preschool.
Often two years of preschool do not yield a higher IQ score
than a single year. For Klaus and Gray (1968) and for Beller (1969)

it did not make any difference in terms of IQ scores at school entrance

whether children attended one or two years of a preschool program.




Weikert (1967) found that the IQ scores for most of the groups he
studied dropped dufing the second year of the Perry presghacl.pfagrami
The eﬁidence from Head Start evaluations (Datta, 1969) does not show
clearly that full year programs yield greater intellectual growth tchan
summer programe,

On the other hand, Bereiter and Engelmann found in their program
that children show substantial gains in IQ during the second year of
preschool. Also, Sprigle's (Van de Riet et al. 1970) Learning-to-Learn
program with its main emphasis on preception and learning sequences
sometimes yields IQ increases in the second year. Children who spent
two years (kindergarten and first gfade) in the program had superior 1Q
scores to children who spent only one, and childrén who had nursery
school and kindergarten did bétter than those who had only kindergarten.
These findings remind us that it is not the amount of exposure time
per se, but rather the experiences occurring during that time which
stimulate intellectual gfcwth. It mdy not be the length of the pre-
school program itself but the length of time spent with individual

children which is related to;zheir IQ increase,

A recent study by Herzog and others! adds another complicating

factor. Children in a Washington, D.C. preschool showed intellectual

1 Unpublished manuscript submitted to Office of Child Development,
HEW, 1971. : .




improveme:nt at different times during a two-year program, the most
.disadvantaged boys showing improvement last. Their growth did not
begin until the socond yesr of preschool, a year after the girls,
especially those not quite so voor, had shown IQ increases.

3. Some preschool programs for disadvantaged children are more
effective than others in raising IQ. The more a program is well-
formulated, well-organized and focused on intellectual attainment and
language skills, the greater are the changes in children's intelligence
test performaiic .

A brief review of the studiezs which have demonstrated this point
and given meaning to the terms "wellifarmulaﬁég” and ''wvell-organized"

, . _ I .
is all that can be included here. The scope "of the present report is

Fi F

LS 4
€0 analyze the effects of preschool programs for their bearing on the
justification of public support. Review of characteristics required to
make a program more effective in changing intellectual performance is
important here, then, only to decide if it is feasible to incorporate
these characteristics in large-scale, publically-sponsored programs,
1 Two, much more detailed papers on the subject of which programs are
effective and for whom, are in preparation. One by James O, Miller, to
be issued in May, includes the most comprehensive bibliography avail-
able on preschool programs. Another by Joan S. Bissell, deals with sub-
ject and treatment interactions. There is also, on this question, the
study ""Planned Variations" in Head Start, now being evaluated by the
Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California. In this program

several specific "'model' early education programs are being evaluated
and compared, each in a number of communities.
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Quite a few studies have been carried out in which an experi-
mental pr.e.chool pfagram/hééibeen compared to a traditional nursery or
kindergarten program. Tﬁe aims of traditional nursery school programs,
included in a review by Sears and Dowley (1963) were: 1) establishing
routine habits, 2) learning motor skills and confidences 3) developing
manipulatory skills, 4) learning control and restraint, 5) developing
appropriate behavior toward adults,ycther children and appropriate re=-
actions to own feelings, 6) psycho-sexual development, 7) language
development and 8) intellectual develapment.‘ Teachers paid careful
attention to the needs of the child and guided the classroom activities
according to the perceived needs and emotional states of the children.
Incidentally, with slightly more emphasis on promctinggself!canfidence
and other effective and motivational states, this serves also as a
description of the Head Start Child Development programs (not including
health and other services). )

As we saw earlier, in the Neﬁ York State prekindergarten study,
DiLorenzo (1969) reported that disadvantaged children who attended the
prekindergarten program outperformed the disadvantaged children who did
not. He also concluded that 'these results were achieved only by cog= .
nitive-oriented programs and not by nursery or early childhood crien?ed\
programs" (p. 0-2). The two-way classification DiLorenzo used to /
describe the eight school districts' programs was based on observations

in the clessrooms. One charaucteristic detectable by the Observation
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Schedule, which differentiated among classrooms, DiLorenzo called
"structured." The specificity of the instructional goals the teacher
was judged to have, the amount of focus on those goals in the class-
room, and the degree to which the teacher directed the focus all were
invoived in 'structure." The other ma jor characteristic which was
thought to be meaningful was labeled "cognitive-language orientation."
Programs were rated low on this factor if ''language development is
incidental to a general enriched experience program' and high if "the
teacher gives the children controlled practice in the use of selected
terms and concepts in order to establish specified language patterns'
(pp. III-5 & III-«6). Programs which were low on structure and cogni-
tive-language orientation were the ones in which the children attend-

ing did no better on the IQ test at the end than children who stayed

L
v

home. In the twc\éistficts lowest on these characteristics, the
children in the prekindergarten program showed a de¢crease in mean IQ,
as did their control group.

- The post-test results of Sprigle's sequenced Learning-to-Learn
program were campareﬁ not only with results of comparable disadvan-
taged childreﬁ who remained at home but also with a c:mparahle.graup
of children who attended a traditi@nal nursery school. Kohlberg (1967)
compared a Montessori program with a traditional nursery progvam,
Karnes (1968) compared the Ameliorative program with a traditional

nursery, and Hodges, McCandless and Spicker (1967) compared the results
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of their Diagnostic Curriculum with the results of a traditional pro-
gram, as well as with no program. The general finding of these studies
was that children in the experimental groups got higher than post-test
IQ ‘'scores than traditional nursery school groups and the traditional
é:cups got higher scores than children remaining at home.

To explain findings such as these at first several investfgatcfs
posited a factor called '"structure./'y Definitions of this ranged from
, ] =
"mostly teacher-directed activities' to "specificity of educational
objectives'" to 'amount of orderliness in the classroom."

In one careful investigation, Karnes (1969) defined structure as
""the nature of the teacher-child interaction: as the specificity and
intensity of this interaction increases, so does the degree of struc-
ture" (p. 7).

Two programs (traditional and Community-Integrated)
represented the less structured end of the continuum;
a third (Montessori) embodied an established theory
which includes much that can be identified with a
child-centered or traditional approach and a method-
ology which incorporates considerable structure; the
fourth (Ameliorative) and the fifth (Direct-Verbal,

othervise known as Bereiter-Englemann) programs fell
at the highly structured end of the curriculum (p. 7).

The results of IQ testing at the end of the preschool period did
notc confirm that the dimension of structure was related in a linear
way to IQ change. The order on the Stanford-'.net post-test, from

highest to lowest was Ameliorative, Direct-Verbal, Traditional,

Montessori, Community-Integrated. The study also indicated that for
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some measures of intellectual.growth, all programs were equally
) . ., \‘f ’::. X
effective (PPVT scores did not differ s,g 1ificantly among the five).

While "structure" as so definedicagld)not explain all the find-
H .

ings, some relationship was apparent. There was, however, a more com-
,*!\ N

plex relatignship between measured 1nteLlectual gr@wth and“prggghaal

experience than a simple dimension labeled structure could explain.
LT T

. e
IhE‘childrépfwere differently affected by these five programs, as we
shall see in more detail later. :

Recent observers of preschool claséropms hEVEgbeguﬁ to break
down the 'structure" concept into reliably measured factafgmsuch as
“Téacher Directed Activity vs. Pupil Selected Activity", '"Narrow vs.
Broad Focus in Teachings", '"Highly Focused Learning Tasks', "Pupil Free

to Withdraw'" etc. (Soar 1971).
Weikart (1969), in an attempt to discover the critical differ-~
-
ences among curricula, controlled as much as possible for pupil/

teacher ratio, program schedules and operations, staffing arrangements,

and that most-difficult-of-sll-commitment to a belief in potential
impact of their methods by the teachers--in a study of three preschool
programs. Weikart described the three diffe:ent curficula as follows:

a) a unit-based curriculum emphasizing the social-
emotional development goals of the traditional
nursery school programs. The halimarks...are
acquainting the child with the wider environment,
close attention to the individual social and
emotional needs of each child, and a considerable

.degree of permissiveness in classrcam operation,
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b) a ccggltlveljsnrlented7¢urrlculum developed over the
last five years by the Ypsilanti Perry Preschool
Project. This is a carefully structured program, ..
based on methods cf 'verbal bombardment," socio-
dramatic play and certain principles derived from
Piaget's theory of intellectual development.

c¢) a language training curriculum emphasizing learning
of academic skills...developed by Bereiter and
Engelmann (1966)i.,1t is a task-oriented curriculum
employing many techniques from foreign-language
training and includes the teaching of arithmetic
and rezading (p. 4).

Weikart found with both 3 and 4 year-olds that there were no
significant post-test differences among the groups on either the
Stanford-Binet, where all groups showed between 17 and 30 IQ pcints
gain, the Leiter Internaticﬁal Performance Scale or theﬁ?eabady Picture
Vocabulary Test. The experiment has now been preéged three times by
Weikart and has consistently produced mean gains of between 12 and 30
points on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale for all three groups,
bringing these once '"functionally retarded" youngsters to the norm on
the tests or above. Curriculum type did not have a crucial influence
on ocutcome. Whatever the characteristics which make preschool programs
highly effective in raising IQ, at least in the short run, all three
preschool programs had them in common.

Among these commonalities (paraphrased from Weikart, 1970), those
which were crucial still have not been identified.

1. Each of the three curricula had a clear rationale or

set of principles which made sense to the teacher and
provided a framework for classroom operation. Each
model helped teachers select activities which were

. apprxopriate to specific goals for the children's per-
formance.




2. 1Ia each of the three preschool programs, teachers
planned together both for the week's lessons and
for daily review and revision. Two teachers were
assigned to each classroom and provided support
for one another.

3. Perhaps primarily because teachers were aware of
their part in a research project, they were
highly involved and committed to the effort and
spent extra time on their own preparing the
classroom program. The staff expectations of
the children were uniformly high.

4. Each team of teachers was supervised by an
experienced teacher who referred problems and
kept planning sessions focused on the applica-

“tion of the model classroom activities.

5. There was a great deal of communication among
all the staff and respect among individuals in
all roles working in the project.

g&§, Home visits in which the mother was involved
actively with the preschool education of her
child was a part of all three programs.

/. Each week, primarily because of her home visit
responsibility, the teacher focused on the
learning needs of each child exclusively for a
period of time.

o

8. 1In eall classes, there was heavy use of language
in the classroom by the adults, and children
were all encouraged to develop language skills.

While Weikart puts a great deal of emphasis on what he calls
the "staffing model" (i.e. 2 and 4 above), other investigators as

well as many popular writers have recently emphasized Hawthorne
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and Rosenthal effectsl (3 and 5 above). It is not clear how these
latter factors have their effect on the children. 1In addition, these -
effects are difficult to bring about and maintain in an ongoing pro-
gram. While effective staffing patterns and relationships are
difficult, they are something we know how to implement systematically.

As for the_mcthers'.invclvement (6) contributing to positive IQ
gains, .there are‘;everal‘studies (see Chapter Four) which clearly
show that intensive ﬁareﬁtgl participation can bring about greater
intellectual changes in preschool children than little or no partici-
pation.

The individualization of the curricula and the amount of time
the adult spends with the children individually (7), has been given
little research attention. Butthe work of Blank and Solomon, Palmer,
Schaeffer, Karnes and Hodges, et al., make it appear that this was an
important factor in creating such large IQ changes.

Most consistently endorsed_by all investigators is‘tﬁe heavy
emphasis on language (8). However, é;en if all the characteristics
listed above were seen ai?necessary for an egfeetiv% pfégram, this
1 The '""Hawthorne effecty refers to the better performance which re-
sults simply from peaplefbeing aware that special attertion is being
directed at them as partiof an innovation or experiment. People do a
better job when they feel they are being watched or tested. The
"Rosenthal effect' refer§ to a finding (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968)
that children's achievement shows a drsmatic rise when-their teachers

have been told to watch for a growth spurt, i.e. when teachers'
expectations for the children are nigh. :
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does not distinguish between those, like Weikart's which yield an
immediate and dramatic increase in IQ performance and those which do
not. Glen Nimnicht's (1970) very popular program at the Far ﬁest
Regional Laboratory and Elizabeth Gilkeson's program (Biber, 1970) at
the Bank Street College of Education share all of these characteristics
and yet generally do not yield great immediate IQ gains.

Several investigators (Katz,=19%0; Bissell, 1970; Chittenden,
Tanaka and Bussis, 1970) have tried to de?ise better descriptive
dimensions for preschool programs by means of which comparisons could
be made and the more influential ﬁfcgram characteristics identified.
Soar (1971) has indicated that these characteri§tics will be ccmpli%
cated to égrt aut. He found if one study, fcrvexample, an interaction
' between thé?kind of material to be learned and the method used to geach,
such that ;hz more concrete lessons were better retained over the short
run if tauéht quite directly, but more abstract concepts were less well
learned by'r@te'and were better retained with the indirect teaching or
discovery methodsi 3

Since ﬁ%&kafﬁ suggests tha; ;Z maximize IQ gain one must con-
centrate fairly narrowly and inteﬁsively on educational goals, and
since the Bé%éit&f and’Engelmann program can continue to accelerate IQ
through two years of preschool, there is some evidence that the closer
the curriculum is to the kind of content on the intelligénce tests, the

3

more likely an immediate appareﬁt effect on sheer level of intellectual
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functioning measured in the children at the end of the preschool period.
We will see later whether programs which promote rapid gains in intell-
igence test scores also promote sustained growth. In the section
following this one we will not concentrate so heavily on how much

change occurs but rather on what kinds of charges occur.

Specific Cognitive Skills and Abilities

-Language
Besides the obvious problem that some poor children have a

ianguage other than English spoken in the home, disadvantaged children

in general tend to exhibit less complex sentence structures, less use
of ''ag - 1f" qualifiers,‘éﬁ31ler vocabularies, are less likely to use
words to relate thoughts and feelings, and are less able to express

.1 i
themselves verbally in a preschool setting. Some of this may be due

1 There are linguists (Cf. especially Labov, 1969) who argue con-
vincingly that language differences, for example those between inner-
city whites and Negroes, do not signal language deficiencies. Each
language 1s complete and functional in its natural context for the
group which employs it. The fact that the disadvantaged inner-city
Negro youngster does not exhibit standard middle-class English 1is
obviously the result of the fact that he was not raised in that
language. That he may not even exhibit much of his own grammatically-
sound language in the preschool classroom situation results from social
context differences, social discrimination or other factors. For most
preschool programs the assumption is that it is important for a child
to acquire standard English. Some encourage alllanguage in order to
reinforce language usage, to buttress children's self-concepts and to
encourage feelings of acceptance, trust and comfort in the preschool
setting. Others work immediately on standard English lessons. While
the differences in language are not always viewed as signdlling under-
lying deficiencies in the thought processes of the non-standard
speakers, learning standard English is, for various reasons, a nearly
universal goal of preschool programs,
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to the cgildren having learned non-standard grammar, some to language
having functioned differently for the children at home, and some to
children's unwillingness to speak out in strange situations. In any
case, because of the immediately noticeable differences (in kind and
quantity) between the language of most disadvantaged 4 and 5 year-olds
and the language either possessed by advantaged, same-aged children or
required for adequate performance in school, most preschowls for poor
children have included general language development as a goal. This is
practically the only specific goal related to intellectual development
which programs generally share. And even at that, because of various
notions of what "différenﬁ" language abilities mean, anything from
simply promoting comprehension of the teacheé*;o enabling the child to
express full sentences in logical sequences can be cansideréﬂ zhe
cbjective. The activities to promote 'language development'' have
ranged from simulating a highly-verbal, middle-class home situation to
formal practice drills on different types of grammatical sentences.

Even with all this variation, disadvantaged children in most
preschool programs have showed language improvement, at least on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, a measure of receptive language
ability or comprehension (which was also considered one aspect of
general in;gllectual ability as discussed eérlier)-

Again; caution must be exercised in the interpretation of

immediate effects on language ability as represented by changes in
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test scores. There is the possibility that children come to trust
enough in the preschool situation to use the verbal gkills they already
possess. In some programs this would be considered adequate success.
However, it is usually found that the more a program emphasizes
language, the more likely children are to show gains over control
groups on tests of language develc >ment. This rule can be appiied more
generally to all perceptual and learning skills. That is, the patterns
of improvement in most specific cognitive skills tend to reflect the
pattern of goals whicﬁ are cansciéusly incorporated in the preschool
program. While this is the general tendency--for the results to
pattern themselves after the stated goals--the amount of change demon-
strated in any specific skill area depends on: 1) the explicitness of
the goals in terms of performance expected of the children, 2) the
degree to which the method designed to achieve these goals with child-
ren is sound (i.e. is congruent with principles of child development,
has been empirically tested, and is appropriate to the particular
ch%ldren involved), 3) the relative amount of time spent on the goal
)
and the fidelity with which the methods are implemented, and 4) the
degree to which the test performance required to demonstrate effects
is similar to the activity during training. The reason fér fsiluré of
a preschool program to change the mean performance level of specific

skills or abilities on a test, therefore, can be due to lack of one or
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A good illustration vathe functioning of these factors is
Merle Karnes' (1969) comparison of the five diffe;ent preschool

curricula on three subtests of the Illinois Test of Psy;hglinguistic
Abiiities (ITPA). The ITPA contains nine subtests, each of which
measures specific conceptual and linguistic skills. Three subtests
ére all measures of children's ability to express themselves verbally--
the language skills on which disadvantageé children usually perform
relatively poorest.

The Amelloratlve program emphasized the acquisition
of specific verbal skills, and learning activities
were:- structured to emphasxze the co-relation of
cognitive and language development. Teachers incor-
porated into their lesson planning the various
facets of the language process as embodied in the
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities and

ad justed their teaching strategy to the test-one
ITPA profiles of individual children.

In contrast, the Direct Verbal (Bere;ter—Engelm&nn)
curriculum dld not include specific language skills
bucause of their relation to the language model of
the ITPA but because they met the logical criteria
of the minimum essentials for language competence.
(Children began by learning basic identity statement
applied to familiar objects: 'This is a L
"This is not a ."" Then plurals, polar sets,
tense changes and other pattern drills were intro-
duced) .

The opportunities for language development in the
Traditional program occurred in more general ways,
spec1fically in quasi-structured activities such
as show and tell, circle time, music, and in
spontaneous situaticnslarising from play.
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Situations affecting language development in

the Community Integrated program were similar to
those operating within the Traditional group but
were most obviously altered by the introduction
of peer language models from an advantaged segment
of the population. (However, it was clear that
disadvantaged children always deferred to advan-
taged children when it came to actual verbal
performance),

F;nally, the Mcntesscri prggram facused on Mctér—

cePEual aﬁd 11ngulstiz ab;litles occur, fallcwing
the pattern of the child’s sensorial develapment
(p. 67-88).

The pattern of scores reflects the skills actually practised

by the children in the classroom. Children in the Ameliorative
group, given practice on all subtest skills, especially those in
which their weaknesses were noted to be greatest (on the first test),
got the highest scores on the three verbal expression subtests. The

Community Integrated group improved very little or actually lost on

some subtests. The children in the Montessori group also regressed
rather than gained in some skills. The only exception to the pattern

which might have been expected was that the Direct Verbal group,

after much oral drill on grammatically correct sentences did not do
well on the Auditory-Vocal Automatic subtest where they were to add

a linguistically appropriate word form to a sentence describing a
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picture after a tester had given an example: 'This is an apple. -

1

These are two ___ —

1 Several instances in which the Bereiter-Engelmann approach was
used and failed to yield expected patterns of language skill develop~
ment can be cited, including onestudy by Bereiter (1967) himself.

But explanations for these results in studies by Rusk (1967) and
Adkins and Reid (1967) are difficult to find.
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Language development is an area for which there has arisen a
diverse educational technology to bring about changes in pexrformance.
While there have not been direct, controlled studies comparing '"verbal
bombardment', 'drill' and ''ameliorative-diagnostic" approaches or
methodsrdiffEfing along any specified dimension, several lanéuage
curricula have been found moderately successful.

In a study comparing the University of Hawaii Preschool
Language Curfigulum with a general enrichment curriculum in eight
Hawaiian Head:Scart classrooms, Herman and Adkins (1970) reported that
"ma jor fesuifs of the study were the significantly superior performance

of children exposed to the language curriculum...on the Stanford-Binet,

r:schad;iinventary, the Verbal Expression and Auditory Association

\Ihu‘

subtesgé of the ITPA (revised) as well as the total of eight ITPA sub-
7

tests/énd the number of descriptive categories included in responses
/o ; )
cn(t?e) Verbal Expression' subtest. The University of Hawaii Preschool

Lanégage curriculum was similar to the Bereiter-Engelmann program and

used a short period of direct training with children in small groups

eﬁery day. Lessons were on labeling, verbs, plurals, tenses, pronouns,

ad jectives, conjunctions, etc., and the children were drilled to used

them in complete sentences.
In a study comparing three Mexican-American and Negro Head
Start groups given either of two different and very specific daily

language-lesson sequences or a song-and-games session, Edwards and

5 N (
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Stern (1969) reported significant superiority for the two language-
supplement groups on the Preschaﬂi Inventory, the Visual Discrimina-
tion Inventory and several subtests of a curriculum- related UCLA
Language Battery. There were no significant differences among groups
on ghe Peabody Finture Vocabulary Te Although the two special
l§,guage curricula differed very little in content, there were a few
{

sﬁatistically significant differences in their outcomes. The groups
given daily 15-minute lessons in which language responses were used in
the context D; solving problems and performing intellectual tasks, as
well as in simple color and ﬁumber labeling (UCLA Preschool Language
Program) performed a little better on the Preschool Inventory. The
groups given a daily 15-minute version of the Sullivan (BRL) Readiness
for Language Arts progrﬁm in which children learned, through sto ries,
to identify colors and letters, performed better on th; Visual Dis-~
crimination Inventory which tests perceptual ability, including
ability to discriminate abstract figures and letter-like forms.

A closer examination of results such as Bereiter and Engelmann,

Herman and Adkins or FEdwards and Stern have obtained point up one

\I"*

reason why such specitic language curricula are not employed on a

large scale in preschool programs. To obtain even a statistically
significant improvement over the regular preschool program, in terms

of ingreésing the ability of children to use whole ‘declarative sen-

tences and their negation etc., requ uires  much time, regular attention
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and small groups of children. The goals of the teachers in just the
language area are usﬁaily so numerous and so broad that specialized
curricula are seen as limited. And attention to such curricula re-
quires that less priority for attention be given to other cognitive
skills or géals in the social and emotional domain, or goals in health,
family rélatZons and other domains. Therefore, while there are
language teaching technologies, developed perhaps more fully than
other areas, they are not simple and they do not remove the é@nsidera
able language differences between advantaged and disadvantaged
children.

Several examples of effective programs for development of par=
ticular language skills can be listed, and it appears that the
%Eéchnology could be applied in large-scale prekindergarten programs,
That it rarely is may reflect more the varying nature of the chosen
goals in large-scale programs tﬁén on any failure to implement language
develcpmént techniques.

Programs such ‘as Head Start and state-wide compensatory pre-
kindergarten programs either have no prescribed goals in specific skiil
areas or they place priority on health, well-being, emotional security,
pride and independence. When goals beyond such broad areas as
"intellectual growth", 'physical development” and "self-confidence"
are specified, often such speciiic abilities as telling a coordinate

story or describing one's surroundings are assumed to come easily if
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the child is secure in the preschool situation, feels confident and
trusts the teacher.

Individual centers are almc-t always free to plan their own
programs around specific skills of their own choosing or general
activities to foster the general goals., It would obviously not be
appropriate to apply a single verbal expressive ability test to
children in all Head Start or all TitleI-supported prekin&ergaften
programs. Although we have found a slight iuprovement. on measures of
-general intellectual ability and géneral language development results
from attendance ir a wide variety of preschools, it is unlikely that
we could measure positive change in any further-~differentiated
language skills, |

Cognitive Skills and Abilities

Other

What is true of specific language skillgjis true of all other
intellectual skills.and abilities. Oue can say little about the
effects of Héad Start, of Title I or of any such grossly classified
preschool programs, in general, on particular intellectual skills or
particular intellectual processes, since different preschool programs
aim to promote different things in young children. Nor is t;ere
agreement on what constitutes a valid instrument or set of tests to
measure the important specific cognitive skills and abilities. The
basic problems here lie deep in different theories of child develop-

ment on which preschool programs are roughly based and in different

K
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notions of where the problems of digadvantaged children lie (i.e. in
the child, in his home life, in the school and society in which he
must operate, or in all of the above),

While there is little agreement on what should be the outcome
of preschool programs in general, there are several well-known general
?feschéal curricula which have praducéd specificity of effects in some
skill areas. For example, where there is much concentration on per-
ceptual development and on self-discipline, in Montessori classrooms,
these characteristics have been found to tirease in preschool chiléisn
who attended when compared with children wﬁc did not attend or who
attended another kind of program. Fleege {1967) found Montessori
children improved, over a group with no preschool experience, on tests
of sensory acuity. Concannon (1966) found Montessori children were
superior on haptic (téuéh) perception to a 353;; of children who did
not attend preschool. |

A study by ﬁerger (1969) which compared Montessori and a
traditional preschool program for disadvantaged children showed i

A
specific gains in perceptual and cognitive skills other thar. Ltanguage
which corresponded to program goals. Altgaughqher sampie was small,

confounding teacher and program variables, the Montessori classes in

=,

)

La//all cases outperformed the traditional classes on the perceptual dis-
crimination tasks, using Formboard, Block designs and puzzles.l As
1 From a test battery designed for William O. Jenkins and Barbara

Frengel, for the Center for Urban Education, New York. The Formboard
can also be interpreted as testing speed of learning.
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might be expected, they were not consistently superior on delayed
memory, immediate memory, general iﬂfarmatian, and rational concepts,
since there were not emphasized., Thgy also were not superior to the
traditi%nai group on discrimination learning, although this might have
been expected.

Not just Montessori classrooms, but any program where manipula-
tive materials play a systematic part Wculi be expected to have
positive effects on perceptual and sensory-motor skill development,
Karnes et al. (1968) compared a traditional nursery school with a
"highly structured experimental preschool' program and found a sig ifi-
cantly g%eater improvement for children in the latter on the Frostig
Developmental Test of Visual FPerception, fhey attributed this
superiority to the systematic practice with geometric shapes in the
mathematics' curriculum, cutting lessons, dot-to-dot tracing, matchiag,
pasting, crayon and pencil work.

Examples of similar effects of preschool programs on particular
skill areas,.and not just sensory and perceptual skills, could be

given at length. There exist now some good techniques not just for

for promoting concept formation (Blank 1967), memory (Jensen & Rohwer,
1965), categorization (Sigel & Olmstead, 1968), conservation (Shantz
& Sigel, 1967) etc. Although none of these has been used widely -or

systematically in preschool programs, and no one knows the extent to
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which they were successful when used, Miller (1968) concluded after
reviewing geveral specific training pfﬂgfaggnfﬁr young children that
"where limited intervention objectives in the psychomotor and cognitive
areas are clearly delineated and intervention techniques specifically
designed to accomplish those objectives, significant gains can be
obtained over a short period." (Emphasis added, p. 6).

While the technology does exist, then, for bringing about some
changes in several very specific skill areas, there is little agreement
on which are impﬁrtant.l Several investigators have argued that it is
not specific skills at all which disadvantaged children (or any

children) need in order to cope with their environment, including
school. They state that unless preschool pregrams can also change the
AN

1 Bereiter (1967) for example, viewed preschool compensatory education
as a problem of preparing disadvantaged children to perform in first
grade as well as his middle-class peer. He emphasized directly
teaching children concepts and skills which will allow him to perform
the academic tasks required of him especially in veading and arith-
metic. 'Children become smarter through learning things,'" and these
disadvantaged youngsters had to learn them fast to catch up. Some
view things primarily like Labov (1969) or Baratz and Baratz (1970),
that different cultural styles and different language do not represent
deficiencies. An educator working with Negro preschoolers respects
the value of existing linguistic and cognitive patterns, and would be
hesitant to teach them as Bereiter does, to use standard English
inflections, or as Klaus and Gray (1965) do to predict events and
delay gratification. Examples of differing preschool programs need
not be mutually exclusive to illustrate the point. One can easily

see how disagreements (different emphasis on different program object=-
ives, not actual arguments) arise on specific intellectual skills and
abilities to be included in a preschool program.



intellectual processes or cognitive styles with which the children
approach their experieuce, improvement in standard English, in dis-
criminating sizes, letters and colors or in naming Dbjecté, will not
be of much value to them; While the distinctions between ''skills"
and '"'processes' become arcificial, cognitive processes or styles are
more general than skills. They characterize a child's way of operat-
ing in a wide variety of situations, of mentally responding to sets
of stimuli. 1In addition it is more difficult to distinguish cognitive
stjles from emotional and interpersonal processes than it is to dis-
tinguish cognitive skills from these personality characteristics.

Some of these é@gnitive pfccesses or styles have proved very
difficult either to modify or measure. Klaus and Gray (1968) in-
cluded the development of certain cognitive styles as ob jectives in
their experimental preschool program. While the program was success-
ful in terms of encouraging the preschoolers to be moxe analytical
and reflective rather than impulsive in approaching tasks (as deter-
mined by the lcnger response latencies and fewer errors on the
Matching Fémilar Fiéures Test)l, it was less successful in affecting
the ability to delay gratification (at least as far as could be
determined by a crude test). s

Nimnicht, Gilkeson and others are very concerned, in tﬁeir pre-
school programs, with these "mental sets'" or '"habits of learning"
which the children acquire in their early years. Their programs are

1 Kagan et al., 1964
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consciously designed to shape children's general approach to problems
and thereby their problem-solving abilities. But there is very little
evidence to demonstrate whether they are successful or not. Tests of
"process" (such as whether a child scans visual problens systemati-
cally) rather than "product'" (whether z child chooses the correct
object in a visual array) are difficult to design. And while ob-
servation systems proliferate, they are expensive :-o administer and no
one of them is agreed upon or used and reported widely.

It is only recently that a somewhat satisfactory test of many
of these cognitive characteristics in older (5-6) preschool-age child-
ren has come into use. The Cincinnati Autonom;’ Test Battery (CATB) was
designed by Thomas Banta at the University of Cincinnati to measure the
development of autonomy in thinking, perceiving and social behavior.
It contains subtests on curiosity, impulse control, incidental learning,
(tendency to acquire information not referred to in the instructidns)
intentional learning, innovative behavior (tendency to generate
alternative solutions), field independence, persistence and resistance
te distraction.

Using several subtests from tle Cinciqpa;i Autonomy Test
Battery, Louise Miller (1970) has revealed a pattern of differential
effects on some cognitive styles brought about by 4 preschool programs:
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Montessori, Traditional, Bereiter-Engelmann and DARCEEil In verbal
expression of curiosity, there were no d%fferences amgng the pre-
school groups, but in the actual amount of exploration of the
Curiosity Box, children in the DARCEE program gained by the end of the
year while the other programs stayed the same and children who had
attended preschool showed a decrease in activity. Children in the
DARCEE program also gained more than children in the other programs
on resistance to distraction and on innovation. Children in the
Montessori program.did not do better than the other preschool groups
on task persistence or other factors as might have been expected,
However, there were only two Montessori classrooms (as opposed to
four of each of the other programs) and the teachers had only had an
8-week training course immediately preceding ;his year in a preschool
classroom.

Berger (1969) on the other hand, in two séaller studies comparing

Montessori classes with Traditional classes on the CATB, confirmed her

1 DARCEE stands for the Demonstraticn and Research Center in Early
Education at Peabody College in Nashville, Tennessee. Dr. Susan Gray
1ls director of that center and the DARCEE curriculum referred to here
is the latest revision of the program originated by Gray and Klaus,
which sought to enhance disadwvantaged children's attitudes toward
achievement as well as their aptitudes (i.e. conceptual and linguistic
skills).

9,1
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predictions that:
1) Montessori schooled youngsters will differ -rom con-
ventionally taught youngsters in the direction of--

a) stronger motor impulse control
b) a more field-independent, perceptual analytic

orientation
c) greater task persistence
d) a more confident, self-reliant achievement set
2) Children undergoing Montessori training will demonstrate
greater efficiency in dealing with structured problem~-
solving tasks.
3) Conventionally taught children will be characterized by
more spontaneous exploratory tendencies, in unstructured,
ambiguous problem-solving situation. (p. 62).

Dreyer and Rigler (1969), in a comparison of Montessori and
Traditional preschool children found a third pattern of differences
between the groups. On the Vocal Encodiﬁg subtest of the ITPA
Montessori children described the examiner's objects in terms of their
physical characteristics while Traditicnal preschool children used
functional descriptions more frequently. On Torrance's Picture Con-
struction Test, creativity scores of the Traditional group were higher
than those of the Montessori grecup. And on the Embedded Figures Test
(same as CATB's ''field independence' subtest), Montessori and Tradi-
tional groups did not differ on number of figures discovered, although
the Traditional group took a longer time.

Therefore, while we do not have data on effects of preschool, in
general, on cognitive style or autonomous functioning, it is not be-

cause these processes go unaffected in programs for disadvantaged (or

any) children., It is that: 1} only rarely are goals of this kind con-
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sciously incorporated into preschool programs, for exaﬁpie, those of
Nimnicht (1970), Gray and others (1966), Gilkeson, (Cf. Biber, 1970)
and Montessori (1912); they—are usually an unwitting part of other pre-~
school programs (Cf. Kounin, 1969); 2) factors which affect changes
in such characteristics are more difficult to control;”™ 3) effects on
styles of léarﬁing and cognitive fun§ticning are not so often and not
s0o successfully measured and 4) the:ékis little agreement among prac-
titioners about which ones are important (e.g. self-discipline goals
in some programs are in direct contradiction with spontaneity goals
in others).

To summarize this section on ccgniﬁivg skills and abilities;
young children can learn a great variety of specific skills. Fo- some

skills, especially language, there are existing methods which have

given groups of children some statistically significant advantages.
For several reasons, measured changes in cognitive styles due to
attendance in a preschool program are less ;n evidence in studies to
date. No statement is possible about what attending preschool-in-~-
general will do for advancing any particular skill or cognitive

process, since programs do not attempt to foster the same things.

1 While the style of getting along in the home, for example, might be
expected to have very little natural influence on accelerating or
depressing the learning of size concept or manipulatory skills, it
might encourage or interfere more with a child's tendency to persist
in a task, to try new solutions to problems, etc.
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With regard to this last point, Kahlberg and Mayer %}971) have
recently argued that we do not yet have a good.way of chons;ug préschaal
goals or assigning priorities among them. They acknawledge that it is
possible to ;bta;n shart tme grawth in certain skills, but they
criticize thcge who insist that either certain c@gn1t1v# styles or
partlcular intellectual skills are more important than others on the
grcunds.that wé have not yet determined the.causal relations between
these early experiences and later development. Hgad Start, as well as
other preseﬁtﬁday preschool programé cffen af%’ﬂ%ééd,ﬂﬁ‘?h&t Kohlberg
calls the "bag of virtues" appra;th._ These~?virtues“ or educational
goals are generally Eas?d on 1isting parggculér skilig on which dis-
advantaged child%g; are éeficient in school achievement, partic%}ar
ébiligieslobserved to be present in develameﬁﬁally advanced children,
or generally abservgd_diffEfences in behavior bet;een middle-class and
lower-class groups, ﬁgw Df.WhiCh may be causally relaéed»tc producing.
wall—develcped,E;;ccessful adults. )

| Thére are those who would disagree with Kohlberg and Mayer's
’ criterigg for sétting preschool gaals:éthat because certain develop-
mental stages cccﬁr naturally as'chiléren mature, priérity for sEhaéi'
i, ' ,
objectives should be based on those abilities which are causaliz re-

lated to furtherlng these stages Nevertheless, as will be seen as
d N

true throughaut this rEpDrt the major problems for both operating pre-
.8chool programs an%}(ar evaluating them is the inaééquate férﬂulating

of. goals and objectives. 4
- "f " E*,! ) .y N




Social, Emotional and Motivational Changes

1f separation between cognitive development and affectivc develop-
ment in the young child seems artificial when we try to identify and

measure such things as "autonomous learning" and "delay of gratifica-

w
i

~tion," the separation of motivation, emotion and intgr—péfscnal percep~
ticniis even more é@. Nevertheless we can concegtuallﬁ isalate such
‘things as feelings of competence, desire to excell, trust in adults and
we can géc@gnize_thgt they are important to a child's academic achieve-
ment gnd soclal status. Notfgnly‘thétlathey are imﬁar;ant to a

child's predent feelings of well-being, .something which, as Zigler
(1970) pointed out, ought to be a ‘first concern of ‘every preschool pro-
R .

gram, ) N

It is odd that there are so few studies of whether the’child is

happy and is enjoying himself ih the preschool classroom. ' Perhaps it

1s because it is obvious--to teachers anyway--that most children are
- - . jgat'

having fun and are enriched by the preééhﬁél prégfam. The only formal ®
 attempt. to answer the question of whether children are "better off" i%*
Tt - 3 o , ‘. -

¥

*  a,preschool thﬁn?ﬁhevacu1§ beaszaying§at Home is part of an observa-"
. - & o oe = rome , : b
LY

! tional study on "representative' children in Head Start byééittman et

. ,al, (1970) which reported that preschool provided a‘ﬁ@cus to théir:ﬂay;

x‘ s ’ * .
and’exposed children to a range of things in the commupity they would °
not otherwise experience. An anecdote which i%}gstrated the point

described several non-Head Start children standing sadly by and watch-

o . . .
-
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ing Head Start children getting ready to take a_trip on a railrfad
train. In any case, studies of present well¥being or interactions be-
tween the child as he is and the environment of Ege‘brgséﬁaél are
usually ﬁeglected in_ favor of trying 'to measure perscnalityAtrg%ts or
changes in them Ehi;h would prediet to future'ematicnal development or
to adjustment in schécli‘ The consonance of these 1astamenticned goals

(emat;gnal development. and schocl adJuatmEﬁt) is even less compe lling

than the consonance of Lnteliectual develepment and academic achieve~-

. ment mentioned in the previcus sectiaﬁ,

=

.Sglféggpge t o

Heasurement of f dlsadvantaggﬁfﬁglld s feeliﬂgs and perceptions

about himself anﬂ &ther peaple between the ages of three and five

has proved dlfflcult‘<;5§ﬁ§ of the tests used with the chi ldren have

been collected by Boger and associates fram the Head Start Evaluation

]

-and Research Centersil Ihcselwhich attempt to measure children's self-

e ,
concept required that (1) the child point to a picture which repre-

, SEHES himself. The pictures shaw children whlch are strcng or weak,

=

afrald or unafraid, etc. (2) The child, looking at a photagraph of N
himself answe?g\thé e%am;ner 's questicns such as "Does Jghnny's

! L : - .
teacher think that Johnny is gd@dalo@king grrugly?” (B)fté; child -
sticks argumgéd'label rep:é5enting himéeif on a pictuﬁf_gﬁgfathe: éé a

P
i

L=

3 ’ ) ’ g -

Report Head Start, Evaluation and Kesearch Center, Michigan State
University, 1969, S .

- .
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picture of friends, a picture of a book or a picture of toys, etc., and
. "rs‘::l . \‘\
distance (represeﬁ?ipg psychological distance) between them is

measured. Invéstigators who have used the measures in actual preschool

settings have found “them very diéappc;ntin;; It is hard to know
.whgther the tests are at faultffcﬁildren do not understand all items,
Eég: '"Does Jimmy’é mother thingzﬁe's smart?"; test-retest reliabilié&s
gs low) ar,wheﬁherrthe“ﬂéncépt of unitary trait of selfsrggard in 3-5

- year-olds on which the.tests are based is at fault,

- It may be that children of this age are so egocentric that they

F

. . . . . :\ . =
cannot conceive of themselves as objects. it may be that terming
4 ’ )

a collection of responses about competence feelings and inter-personal
° =

perceptions "self-concept" -has meaning for older children but not for
LN ~ . .

preschcclefs: Like the trait "honesty" which Hartsho¥ne and May dise
cavéred was not a unitary characteristic, self-concept in a disadvan-
taged child of 3, 4 or 5 may be so situationally deternined that tests
do not tap one phenomenon.
| In addition,. as Zimileg (1970) has pointed out, a ﬁc:mative.

approach to the %ay children view gﬁemsélves may be even ;éss appro-
priate in this realm than it is for the realm of intellectual develop-
-ment. That is, individual children may make idiasjnératig but
adequate adjustments inra preschool classroom situation. For some, a
~perception that the £eacher likes them ié both the most reg%}stic and -

' the most adptive one they could have. For one child, a perception of
= . :l B
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. were rarely

5
ﬁimself‘as not very skillful might be adaptive. Tests which measure
all children against one ‘standard "écad" self-concept may only succeed
in cave;iﬁg up, rather than revealing the effects of the prcéram on.'
children. This is not to say that we do not ﬁeed normative studies,
i.e. iésea;nh to determine existing patterns of ad justment in young
children. It does mean that testing childEEﬁ to see whether they éfe

like a model or 'normal" ..ild and then inferring "ad justment'" is not

\

=

app%;ériate;,
In any case, based on direct tests of children themselves, we:D
have contradictory find“ggsi No differences have been found as often
as significant differences favoring a gtauﬁ which attended preschool
%
over one which did not. Instruments yhich did gbt rely on'dirgct

testing of the child but on ratings by teachers, parents or teacher

. Y L
aides, have generally indicated favorable changes in Head Start, State

and local preschool and exﬁerimental preschiool children. ' The- ratings

4

made, however, by impartial ®bservers, and the ratings
weré on such items as '"emotional maturity," "self-confidence" and
"does things on his own,' embedded in items about ‘social behavior. -

It 15 probably safe to conclude that, on the average, participa-

tion in' a %reschaal program for disadvantaged children does not -

‘reduce the children's self-confidence, make them unhappy with them-

] ~

selves or make them think that people dislike them. This conservative

statement appedars to be the most one can assert for the time being on
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the basis of objective data.

b

andasign'fi int characteristic of the young child, ié i%-;értainly not
clear that sheer participation in any preschool prcgramlﬁ:stérs a
healthy selfﬂcGﬂCEPt. There may.bé some programs (or s@ﬁe teaéhers)
wgblch give almost all children who attend‘a Eégst invéeif—ccnfidence
and self-esteem, There may be chers which aniy help children with

, . :
certain characteristics, While there are strongly differing philoso-

phies on what promotes self-concept in 3, 4 and 5 year-olds; there are

a .
=

asiyet no studies of the affective domain whlah dlstlngulsh the effects

of programs baséd on them: those which push cognitive achievement on

the grounds that the chiid's'egd will swell from eniir@nmental

mastery, those which'pay special personal attention to each child,
whatever his lnterests and pralse him for successes, hﬁwever small, or
those whlch are based on racial and gltural pride,.

That school programs, at least in interaction with home back-

i .
. -

ground, can have differential effects on children's self-ccnzépts in
later years has been illustrated -in a stﬁdy by Minuchin et al. (f969)!

-At the end of their report, they claimed that "The ‘clearest and most

consistent 'school-related flndlngs,..were not in the area of cagn ive:

functioning but in the area of se lf—percépti’n and attitudEsamattérs of
g
personal 1d2ﬁt1ty, percePtlcn of develcpment and anestment in roles,

(p. 372) For example, they "found children in (so called) modern

1

Y
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schools to be more differential:in their self-pefcepticn, more accept-
ing of n&gative.impulse as a paft ﬁf the self, more invested in their
childhood statusi an& maﬁesapen in their conception of social sex
roles' than children in éﬂﬁp&rison schools. (p. 372-3). They suggested
that the philosophy of learning and of child development whic% prevaded
the classroom was iﬁfluentialjin children's personality.

Fsr-preschccls we have no ansléggus study. At present we dé not
have a very good idea of the ways in which we are shaping or changing
the preschool child's SEIfipéchptién. Because in almost every pro-
gram for disadvantaged children, people have been concerned with |
positive sélf-esteem, there is no reason to believe that pfeschcois
are doing any harm. \

Social Behavior

In general, studies of preschool programs show that children who

=

attend learn how to get along better in a group or classroom situation.
The evaluation of Head Start summer programs in 1965 included the re-

sults from a sample of Head Start centers as well as a review of
) . : N

2y

- studies conducted by independent investigétarsii In all of these, .

teaﬁhefs, parents and/or classroom Qbservefs were asked to rate child-
ren on behavior items relating to social and eﬁati@nal ad justment.
Ratingé we;e made on §;1 kinds of dimensions, iﬁéluding such things as
cooperation wiéhiadults, aggressive behavior, following directions,

ability to payigttentiéﬂ, social gdjustmenég attitude toward school-

A

S
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and mann:?s. The trend of all the findings in this evaluation study
showed Head Start éhiléréﬂ to have improved on global ' 'social édjustﬁ
ment' dimensions. Sg@e of these studies and also fiﬁdingé from other
programs have indicated that children who attended preschool programs
were more 'ready for school" than children who did not attend, But

there is no clear cut evidence one way or another regarding whether

preschool enables the disadvantaged child to begin school with a level

of social maturity (trust in adults, tolerance for frustration, -

ability to play with several children, ete.) equal to his middle-clsass
peer,

" When school readiness was judged by teachers receiving Head
Start ahi}dfen into kindergarten, the positive findings were confirmed
by most. But there were excePtiong.‘ Some kindergartén teachers found
Head Start éhiidren less rather than more able to adjust to classroom
routines and limits when compared with non-preschooled children. Ex-‘
plaﬁation for greater classroom management problems with former pre-
schoolers may lie in the fact that the disadv;ntaged children were not
always being compared with children of comparable socioeconomic back-
" ground. Head Start children were still behind their more advantaged
peers. In édditicn, since judgmeﬁts of readiness afe sub jective, dis-
crepencies could result in this‘siélation'because good adjustment in
one teacher's classroom is malad justment in angthe;'si There were

some cases where failure for Head Stgrt children to show an advantage

N




occurred because they had been encouraged to talk up and explore freely
in preschool and these behaviors were not permitted in kindergarten

classrooms. One could conceive of all studies of this sort as measur-
e

ing simply the amount of agreement among parents; preschool teachers,

‘and kindergarten or first-grade teachers on qualities which make a

child more or less ready for school. L

In any case, judged differences in readiness between preschooled
groups of ghiidren énd non-preschoolers have generally been confined
to the first few days of class at the kindergarten or first-grade level.
On the whole, children seem, as the result of a_féirly br}ef classroom
experience, in Kindergarten, to be able to exhibit many of tﬁase be-\
haviors a particular teacher considers appfcpfiate and adjust to the
culﬁure'gf the classrc@mil, Preschool attendancé does not appear to
make an impartant difference. | -
When:we look at zhé effects of'pfeschagi programs on the acquisi-

S

on of specific social skills or on, improvement in the level of

t
: i : i
social maturity in young disadvantaged children, we run into several

/
~

1 This does not include the children who have serious social problems.
For childrlen who are quite withdrawn or quite physically aggressive,
several kinds of treatment have been tried with success in a preschool
context. Marion Blank reported on a technique recently at the Early
Childhood Educdtion Symposium at Johns Hopkins in Baltimore. Martin
Kohn at the W.A. Whyte Institute and Boger and associates at Michigan
State University have described more theraputically 'oriented systems.
And Wolf, Baer and others at the University of Kansas have been using
a contingent reinforcement, behavior modification technique with pre-

schoolers. All require one-to-one contact. ,
/) - -
4 ——
..
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v
problems: 1) While there are many studies concerning social behavior: -

and development in the‘prScheclrage child, there are very few evgiuaa
i ’ .

ti@ns of preschool program effects on a wide rangé”ﬂf social behaviors

using unbiased observers. 2) There are no test or rating instruments
which people agree are measures of social maturity or even social be-

haviors tc be desired in 3-5 year-olds. 3) Because of different

theoretical premises, implicit or explicit, and populations of disad-
vantaged children with different social problems, preschool programs
do not attempt to promote the same specific social skills.

Therefore, we have incongistent and weak evidence from scattered
Tk

studies (Weikart et al. 1970, Hodges, McCandless and Spicker, 1971,
Beller, 1969, Westinghouse, 1969 and Swift, 1964) that Preschool some-
times gives.children an increase in desired social skills, relative to

children without preschocl, which persists into the primary grades.
o 4 : i
No studies have reported social retardation as a result of a preschool

=

experience.

1 Th@s is not to say that there are no social behaviors which
teachers could agree are important for 3-5 yeat-olds. There is some
agreement that disadvantaged children should learn to play coopera-
tively with others, should learn to use the teacher as a source of
information (some middle-class children must leard to do less of this),
snould be able to complete tasks without teacher's .constant presence, -
etc. However, preschool programs have not been evaluzted consistently
on a wide range of social behaviors such that changes, if any, brought
about by programs emphasizing various social skills were revealed. '

E
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Like the area of cognitive skill development, we have some
specific techniques which can be used in the pgfschccl seﬁtiﬁg to de-
velop certain social skills or behaviors such aé self-help skills,
following directions, cooperation with an adult. But _to a much larger

extent, the parents' and/the ‘teachers' role as models is more crucial

[

1 . , )
in socialization,  and we have fewer preschool curricular techniques

for say, incréggiﬁg independence striving, reducing dependency conflict,

increasing frustration, tolerance, promoting inter-racial acceptance,

i

teaching sex roles.. ihé personalities of the preschool personnel and,
as Minuchin et al. (1969) suggest, the philosophy of development and

learning which are reflected by the staff, are highly influentiai. And

¥

of various programs in changing patterns of social development,

Achievehent Motivation .

Especialiy now that there is a test for achievement motivation in
preschool children (Adkins and Ballif, 1970) it is evident that pre-

school experience increases it, relative to the home environment of a

disadvantaged child. There is no direct evidence one way or the other

on the question of whether, when-it is greater at the end of the pre=~

school year, 'the advantage persists into the-primary grades, Insofar

L : S . .
1 And it is in this realm where\ tension between teachers and parents,

. between middle-class and lower-class'—between the State as the: agent of
" socialization or the parent as the agent of socialization is strongest.



as school achievement is superior in a preschooled group, it may be
that performance reflects superior achievement motivation, but follow-
up attempts on tests of achievement motivation have not appeared in the
literature. - ‘ |

It is possible that one of the bases of the preschool movement
itself--the notion that intelligence is ﬁcdifiable--has broughﬁ about
'~ changes in achie#ement motivation, through iﬁcfeasad expecéaticns on
the part of parents and teachers, meiiated through increased attention

R . .

to the child and his performance; increased reinforcement cf‘small

successes, attention to the child's own production and in some pre=-
¥ : )

school programs a permissive rather than restrictive atmosphere for
<1 -

] L.k .
for exploration and discovery. 7
i
, )
¥ -
v
b -/
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CHAPTER THREE
HEALTH AND NUTRITION

As Gussow (1970) points aﬁt, those factors which can be classed as
"cultural deprivation'" do not exhaust the environmental factors differ-

entiating poor children from others and interfering with their optimal
development., Poor nutrition, higher incidence of birth complications

. 7 -
and more prolonged and serious childhood accidents and diseases are re-

1
lated to one another and to lntéllectual devalapment. Taking account
of this, under Titles I and III cf the Elementary and Secondary Educa- <

tion Act of 1965, satate edueatlcn departments and local school districts
i

have included health services, psychological services and provision of
specially needed clothing as part of many preschool programs. The fed-
eral gui&elines‘did not :estrict the use éf funds to uses strictly
definable as education or schooling and some of the approximately
50,000 children in Title I- and Title III-supported pré€school programs

every year have received hot breakfasts or lunches, medical examinations

N\

)

and other heialth scorvices. o
Agcéfding to Frederick North (1967), Senior Head Start Pedia-

trician, the Head Start child development centers were designed to be
v

1 A 'summary of research to date on the relatlans between poor nutri-

‘tion and health and mental development is to be found in Disadvantaged

Children--Health, Nutritlcn and School Failure, Herbert G. Birch and

Joan Dye Gussow, New York, Harcaurt Braca & Warld—sGrune and

Stratton, 1970.
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places 'in which a community's poorest children would be provided with
;ducatignal, nutriti&nal, psychological, social and health szrvices; a
setting in which each of these services would contribute to each
other's effectiveness and to children's best development; a setting
which would stimuate parents and cgmmunities'té preserve the gains made
by these children and to do a bette; jbb for all their children."

(p. 191).

Since only the Head Start administrators collected information
nationally on the health aspects of their program, the findings dis-
cussed in this chapter refer only to Head Start-centers- Conclusions
cannot fairly be generalized to Dther-pﬁagramsi It.is likély that few
other programs have proved as sutcessfgl in serving so many children
since few have made provision for sucﬁ égtensiv3‘héalth-servicesi
The examination of Head Start's effects on the health of children en-
rolled is instructive as a feasibility test for preschool programs in
general. |

Head Start Health Services %

There is widespread consensus.,.that health services
can play an important role in programs directed in
helping children, especlallv poor children,  achieve
their full develapmental potential. Based on this
consensus, and on what evidence is available, com-
prehensive health services for children have been
incorporated as a central component of Head Start

1 Programs emphasizing health exclusively (e. é Maternal and Child
Health program) are not included in this statement which refers to
pres:hcgl programs only.

5
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Child Development Centers.
North, (1967) lists the health gaaié of Head Start as:

First, to improve the child's present function by finding and remedying
second, to insure his future health thr§ugh pfeventive measures includ-
ing environmental safety and sanitation, health education for children
and parents, immunizations, fluoride dental treatments, and introduc-
‘ing him to a source of ;ahtinuing health care; and third, to further
iﬂsuta his'future health aﬁé function by changing the community in
‘which he lives--its attitudes toward health care of ghe poor, its
structures and organizations for providing health services, and the
technical competence of its health practitioners in meeting the needs
of children.

' To collect information on the aceamplighment of these goals the
Bureau of Census has had a contract to obtain information on a 5 per-
cent sample of children in Full Year Head Start programs and on a one

percent sample of children in summer programs. Also the Head Start

L ———

programs themselves are requested to send in reports on the disease

conditions found in the children, the resources used
costs of providing medical and dental services._ Medicalwronsultants to
the Head Start programs submit standard reports on the adequacy of

planning and implementation of services in the centers. These are

1 North, 1968




collated annually. There are also special contracts for surveys, such
as the Dental Survey, and for research on specific aspects of health
and nutrition (Hunter, 1970, p.l152)i ”

From these reports, it is clear that, while medical, deﬁt&l and
psychological services to Head Start children are not nearly perfect
they have improved every year since 1965, and.théy now involve hundreds
of thousands of children per year. A sample of findings from the “
various services listed above, indicates that the first goal of the
Head Start health program is well on its way to being achieved.

Medical and Dental Treatment

The éensus findings (Project Head Start, 19685 show that in 1968
more than 90% of the children had rezeived medical and/or deﬁ;al exam-
inations. According to parental responses on a questionnaire, 85% of
the children in Full Year Head Start who needed treatment (35% of all
children in the program needed treatment) received it (Hunter, 1970).
Pfoéggting to national figures from the census data on dental services,
about 44,127 children iﬁ Full Year and 111,180 in Summerswere being
treated for dental cavities at the time cfxthe>1968 survey.

From rePQrté submitted on 5,617 Head Start ceﬁters ccﬁcaining
over 234,000 children, some representative 1eveis of treatment are
listed below: S | - /

-éf 15,186 ch;ldregxyhc tested abnormal on tests \
for anemia (hemoglﬁbln or hemeocrit), 70% were \

further evaluated and treated and 22% stlll re-=
quire fallcw-up (8% unrepcfted)
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-of 6,765 children with abnormal hearing on a
screening test, 437 were re-evaluated and
treated if necessary, 50% needed further
follow-up (7% unreported).

The fact that over half of the sémpleé centers did not return
usezble data makes interpretation of the dental survey problematic. It
rgpérted, héwever, that of the 15,508 children in the samplé who wére
eéaminéd, 9;975 of them néeded treatment, most often fillings for
dental cariés, and 91% received treatment. The cost of the dental ser-
vices in the 109 programs was $376,500 of Head Start funds and smaller
amounts from other sources (e.g. Medicaid, private donaticns); costs
were thusrabcut $22 per child enrcllgd in 1967 §ummer Head Start Centers.

The judgment of medical cénsultants based on their visits to
ﬂenté;SAEGﬂESiniﬁé about half of the 476,000 chilﬁrsn enrolled in the
1968 summer program was that from 50% to 90% of the medicai,and dental
exams and services would not have been rendered or would have been
greatly delayed to these children if they had naﬁ participated in Head
Stfrt. When the cénsuicants' answers we%é tabulated on the question: .
"How well did this program succeed in treating (medical) 113.51.11‘.:1:16da:afe:‘;t:sl
52% of the pfograms were judged highly successful and 35% were judged
mgderatelﬁ'sucgessful. Thirteen percent were eiéher Judged SLightly
successful or infofmatian on them was inc@éplgte_ In treating dental
problems, 457 were highly successful in rgndergﬁg treatment, 35% moder- -

ately successful and 21% either had slight success or had incomplete

L e
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records. Only in psychélggiﬁal services were the programs judged only

slightly to moderately successful.

\

Ccnsidering the logistics involved in getting medical attention
for thousands af:pogr childfen,'Head Start's-success in "improving the
children's present functioning by finding and remeéying existing
health deficits' is considerable., From these déta on treatment for

disease conditions, beneficial effects on the health status of partici- -~

pating children can be presumed. i

FreveQFive;ﬂEESureé

The achievement of the second Head Start health goal should be
characterized as partial. There are, as yet, few means eétablished by
which to evaluate' the level of change in the children's healtﬁ due to
such "preventive measures'' as enviraﬁmental safety aﬁd sanitation,
health educaticn for children and'parents and introduction to sources
of continuing health caré! As North points out, there are very few
statistics on the pfesent héalth.status of the children, so if measures
of futur: healti status are planned, there will be few baseline data
for determiﬁing change over time. Bﬁt even if such data were available,
there waulé still be such formidable problems as determining the con-
In other words, technical problems, e.g. measuring healthiness, deter-
mining causes, pfe§ent us from knowing exactly the effects of Head

Start and other pfechgal health programs on the future health status of

;o




the children involved.

"

On the other hand, there have been definite Head Sta.t activities

which can br diragfly linked to future health. Immunizations for

e

polio, diptheria, smallpox, measles and whooping cough reduce the
occurrence of these diseases later. The likelihood of contracting any

of these diseases after immunization is well known and is quite small

v . ’\x

for each one.

Theréfiéﬂevidence that children in the population which enrolls

in Head Start is much less likely to have been immunized by 4 or 5

years of age than children in the general pPopulation. For example,
B . ﬁ.%-;%,']

only 8.6% of children 1 to 4 years of age in a National Immunization
Survey had no DPT immunization, whereas somewhere between 13 and 25%
of children enterlng Full Year Head Start had not been immunized. For
measles, Lh@ percentages without immunization are approximately 30% for
the general population and 60%for the Head Start population (Hunter,
1970; p- 153). Only 10% of the Head Start children in léés programs
had received no immunization. We have an estimate, thén,‘éf the

!

N £ R . L, . . e m a .
specific Head Start contribution to prevention of certain future 'ill-
1 A ' -
msses. Fluoride applications like immunization can be assumed to en-
. - } 4
hance future health status, since the incidence of dental caries is
: i

reduced significantly by this treatment. Head Start centers were res- "

pansible; then, for insuring the absence of c¢ertain disease EOndl ions
in thousands of children who might never have had these prevgnfive

J . e
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services or who might not have received them until later. This was
obviously an important step in "insuring. future health' through Head
Start.

Nevertheless, these preventive services were administered to a far

smaller percentage of Head Start youngsters than were present-oriented

services, such as fillings and iron and Vitamin C supplements. The

summary of 1968 census data states:

About 267-397% of the children had received one or

more doses of DPT'and Polio vaccine; 11%-23% had

received Smallpox and Measles VEEClﬂE, and 28%4 had . ..
had fluoride applied to their teeth during the
program by the time this survey was conducted.
However, as of mid-program term (if unknowns and
unreporteds are included), 12%-18% may not have
begun the DPT vaccine series; close to .one-half
may not have received a spallpox vaccination;
over ‘one~third may not have received Measles
vaccine, and over one-half of the children may not Dae
have been covered by preventive dental measures a
(that is, they neither normally drank fluoridated

water nor received fluoride treatment 4in.Head

Start). ‘

Mostly because the problems involved in administering these pre-

ventive services are much greater (e.g. fluoride treatments are
¥

unequivocally opposed by some communities and professionals; the ser%&s
nature of many iﬁmuniaations requires an elaborate system of reminders,
providing transportation and funds disgersal)gthe Head ‘Start program

to insure future health status of the children through this kind of
4

prevention has been less thorough than the immediate health care pro-

1 Project Head Start, 1968; p. 14.
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A The long-range and short-range effectiveness of Head Start's
"s

. )
health program for the children,;of-ccursé,Jcannct be compared. But
mcéns:ﬂtants” reports add evidence that programs ﬁ@.anhange health
status in the long runiby means Qf'envircnmEﬁtal safety aﬁd sanitation
programs, health education and intraductioﬁ to cgﬁtiﬁuing health care
still have a distance to go beforelphey are as'suécessfully implemented
as the short-run programs.

Consultants reported that problems for Head Start agencies were

to the question ''Was the health program planned and organized sc that
children could obtain continuing care from the physician examining and
 treating him in Head Start,' consultants answered''to a great extent'

in 43% of the cases and 'to a moderate extent' in 32%. Regarding the
quality of health records to serve as a basis far future health supér—
vision, consultants answered that 35% were entirely sufficient and 45%
were adequa;ei This represents considerable improvement across the
entire Head Start program since a pre-packaged Health Bookkeeping
System has beeﬁ made available to the centers. This:will'gontinue to
help school health programs--the system most often évailable to Head

; )

Start centers--orient more toward treatment and follow-up than they did

in the past.

Health education programs, while probably pfesent'in nearly every
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center, were minimal. Oﬁ;jwoﬁld not expect it to be a big part of the
program for the chiidren, of coursé, nor for it to have anﬁimportant\
impact on health, but children in most centers are instrucéed in tooth
brushing and sanitary toilet and clean-up routines and sowp safety
habits. The census data for parent participation in Head Start (Pro-
ject Head Start 1965-67, p. 189) indicated that '"'for Full’Ye%r and

Summer 1967 respectively, 69.8% and 80% of the Head Starﬁ centers

sponsored one or more lectures, demonstrations or workshops for parents"

in.the month prior to data collection. Of these, 53% of the Full Year
centers had a meeting on health topics, and 70% of the Summer centers
held theirs on health and/or child development. This does not repre-
sent much parent contact on health topics and the nature of the meetings
1s not known. i
Parents' presence during medical exams and Creaﬁmenté (32-447 of
the mothers accompanied their children) and Head Start's ability to
;ntrcduce many parent§ to some health care instltuticns prebably re-
duced some anxiety and increased the llkelihacd that the children would
be taken for .treatment later when it was needed. ~ But it ié*dqubﬁfu
that parental health- habits changed significantly through these tw \\

. J \&\‘

-aCtLVLtlES. ) ) o l %

Théke is no way of talling the extent of Head Start's effects in
changing parental health practices nor is there much evidence that if

such behavior vwere changed, the changed behavior would have any sub-

B A = =,
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stantial ifmpact on health.

The medical consultants judged that 20% of the Head Start programs
were highly successful in preéénting future health problems through
health education and that 49% were moder&telf successful. Their estim-
~ates of the effectiveness of the programs in preventing future health
prgblems through introducing the child to physicans, dentists or avail-
able funds and serviées to provide future care were about 30% highly
successful, QDZchderately successful and 15-20% slightly sﬁccessful.
For gbcut;lo to 15% of the grantee agencies there was no information,

Although there is some presumptive evidence that the future
health of children in a Fead Start preschool program will be positively
affeéted by thelr participation, there is no direct eviden:e: Profound
effects due to parent health educgtiaﬁ programs or coordination of A
school health and ?ublic health records and services at their present

levels does not seem likely. 7 ¥,

Community Change M 1
— - — - = F AN
JaR

The pcteﬁtial of the third Head Start Héalth goal for having pro-

found effects on the future health of young children in low-income

populations seems better., While tﬁer; is not a systematic nationwide

effort to change the community attitudes toward health care of the

poor or community organizations fér[prcviding better health servicé% to
W . ! o

the children, the size of the Head Start program and the fact of its

2]

organized requests for service to this population has already had an
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impact, Cambin%d with other health related programs for the poor and
the‘general attention to costs of medical services in the United States
at the present ﬁime, the likelihood of more poor people being reached
and their particular needs being served is greater than it was in 1965,
Each Head Start pfcgram was required to design its health ser-
vices and funding to coordinate with those of other health organiza=-
tions, such as 0.E.0. Neighborhood Health Centers, Public Health
departments, clinics run by hospitals and medical schools, prepaid
medical groups, Medicaid, Mental Health Aésociaticns, etc, The medical
consultants report shows that identifying such groups, getting them to
cooperate in scléing the problems of service to the Head Start center
gﬁd working out permanent arrangements with them for continuing care of
the children are all difficult. The consultants, in attempting to help
the centers plan their pragiam and its utilization of existing commun-
ity resources, sometimes contacted local health agficers, private
physicians, local medical societies and welfare agenciesvthemseLvesi
In their :gllécted responses, they judge Head Start agencies to have
had more impact in "iﬁgreasing awareness of health préblgms of poor
children' than in "stimulating new resources to provide and pay .-for
child health care" or in '"making existing resources more responsive to
tﬁe special needs of the poor." And the more successful they thought
the Head Start ageiﬁj was in '"obtaining meaningfulipﬁrticipatisn of all

important community health resources in planning the Head Start health

1!!?
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program' the higher they rated the ilmpacts. However, only 18% of the

agencies were considered 'very successful" in enlisting other community

health resources and also'highly successful" in increasing awareness of
ghly =4

poor children's health needs. Six percent were considered '*highly
successful" in involving the community and in stimulating the resources
to pay for care, Thlrteen ;ercent were rated as both highly successful
in involving the other resources and in making them mgfe'IESPQnsive to
the special needs cf the poor. While these numbers may seem small

(actually representing 44-124 grantee agencies), they maj have changed

he

"

health habit patterns and the future health of poor children more

effectively than direct services or parental health education. We do

not knnwf

Although it appears from the consultants' reports that there is

still a considerable distance to go, Head Start has obviously made
local services adjust to their needs. One perhaps S%Duld not ask that
the Head Start program be responsible for all env&ronmental factors
affecting the child's healﬁh--no matter how immediate or removed from
direct sefvice to the gﬁzids-whiﬁh impinge on his development. But
expectations samégémes run as high in the field of health as they do in
education. The Survey of Dental Services (1967) team recommended that
"local Head Siart programs take the leadership to achieve community
water fluoridation to improve the dental health of future generations

of children." (p. 30).
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There is other evidence than that prcvidedéby the medical and

dental Iepéfts regardlng the influence of the Head Start prngram on

community health This is prev;ded by A National Survey of the Impacts

of Head Start Centers on Community Institutions, a study carried out
for the Office of Child Development by Kirschner Associates, Inc.
The objectives of this research préject were;
"

1. To determine if there have been changes in local educa=
tional and health institutions relevant to the objectives
of Project Head Start;

2.  To determine if local Head Start centers were influential
in bringing about relevant changes in community institu-
tions;

+ 3. To analyze how Kead Start was involved in the institu-
ional change process;

4. To describe the different impacts on community institu-

tions of various Head Start characterist;cs and
approaches. (p. 2).

Under tﬁé first objective, 1,496 changes were identified in 58
communities. Fewer and less marked changes were noted in comparison
communities without Head Start. In the Head Start communities, 1,393
changes were listed as "modification of health services and practices
to serve the poor better and more sensitively." Some of these were
intensively explored in line with the rest of the D}jectives. An ex-
ample of the changes which, upon investigaticﬁ in depth, were deter-
mined to have been positively influenced by the Head Start program is
the following:

A health care clinic in an eastern industrial city
represents the culmination of many months' effort by

Head Start parents, university medical students and
faculty members, and the public health department.




The concept for this clinic appearsﬁ%c have been the
brain-child of Head Start parents and\ other members
of the Head Start Parent Advisory Council. (p- 8).

fIhéHKi}schﬁeitieport showed that factors other than ﬁééd Stéffﬁ
were also frequently important contributors to similar institutional
“change during the period studies. These included availability of

funds under the Elementa;; %ﬁd Secondary Education Act and other feder-
al programs for the disadvantaged. But the findings illustratethat |
Head Start programs were involved heavily in the background stages of
appropriate institutional change, in supparting}adcptian of the changes

and in supporting the change during its execution. They were also re-

sponsible for proposing the idea, serving as a funding resource and

. ! . , . AN 4
were active in executing the change in many cases. The survey con-
: se! 3
! /
cludes: i ¢

Head Start has played important, active, and visible

roles in the process of local institutional change.

Moreaﬁer, it is strikingly evident that changes of

the type described above were rarely identified in

the communities without Head Start that were

studies. (p. 73).

/ N .

To sum up, Head Start has had significant positive effects on the

| A

health services to poor childrer, both immediately to those enrolled in
|

the program and!in the long-run to those children in low-income
i

families who were never enrolled as well., In addition there were

probably scattered innovations which promoted present and future health
not by insuring treatment of disease conditions or immunizations to

the, but by opening schoolyards as full=time recreational s:eas to
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allow children to exercise ireely and'to provide an alternative to
playing in streets, Ly keeping the Head Statrt center open all day to
care for children who would otherwise be placed under less safe condi-
tions, by starting consumer cooperatives to buy shoes, clothes and
graceries, etc. These latter kinds of activity, though less numerous
and consistent, may contrxibute more toward énhanéingkthe general health
and development of the children involved than the medical and dental .

services offered.

The other area in which systematic attempts were made nationally

to affect the general physical health of the child was the nutrition
{
program. As the 1968 summary report on Head Start tells us:

The objective of this component is optimum nutrition
for all Head Start children and their families. Six
practical methods for achieving this objective have
been developed: 1) serving meals to the children;
2) nutrition education for the children; 3) nutrition
education for all Head Start personnel in preservice
and continuing in-service training; 4) nutrition
education feor parernts which is relevant to their in-
dividual needs (including cultural differences):,
economic problems and food availability; 5) utiliza-
tion of printed materials assembled in the form of a
Project Head Start Nutrition Kit and the film Jenny

is a pood thing; 6) services of Head Start Nutrition
Consultants.

#

There is good evidence that all methods but number 4 were widely

rd

implemented. Over 94% of the centers provided lunch (usually hot) and
one or more other meals to the children. Mid-morning or mid-afternoon

snacks were more frequeﬁtiy the second meal served, and about 40% in




Full Year 1968 and 26% in Summer 1968 served gfeakfast (usually hot).
Reports indicate that staff nutritionists or nutrition consultants
planned the meals in 64% of the centers. But they were probably 1less
involved in nutritian education. Nutrition education was more fre-
quently afforded the Head Start center staff than the pafeﬁts, so it is
é;ite likely that in most centers, the childr%n received not only
nutritiou; meals but associated educational benefits. Theywere intro-
duced to -some new foods, they learned about--and sometimes partici-
pated in--the preparation of the food or setting of the-meals, and they’
generally experienced mealtime as a pleasant learning and social
experience. About one-fifth of the Head Start mothers either frequent-
ly or occasionally joined their children for lunch.

The immed?ate impact of the meals served every day iﬁ hundreds of
centers--a feeding program which has now reach over four million
children since 1965--should not be underestimated. Certainly it re-
duced hunger and perhaég illness in some children enrcllgd (as well as,
perhéps, making more food available far”the rest of the family). It
influgnced the children's participation in other daily activities of
the Héad Start center, and it influenced parental morale and participa-
tion. As Birch and Gussow (1970) state:

It must not be overlooked that the child's présent
hunger...also immediately affect(s) his level of

attention, his interest, his motivation to learn--
in short his achievement in the classroom. Unless

we feed children today, it may be interesting, but
unimportant tu their prospects, to decide whether



the effects of yesterday's hunger will continue to
affect their mental development tomorrow. (p. 262),

The éffegts of the nutrition program on the food consumption - I
habits or the nutritional Stétus of the children either immediately Df—
some time following the program are not kn@wnif:Nutritiﬂnal status is
difficult to measure, and although some weight, height and hemoglobin
level surveysjhgve been implemented to determine the answer, no reports
are yet availabie. Nor is it clear what relationships exist between
nutritional status and other aspects of the child's current functioning,
although this too is currently under iﬁvestigati@n.l

The impact of the Head Start nutritional program on children's

future (or future children's) health status or general development is

even more difficult to estimate. Neither information on the imple-

mentation of the nutrition education program for parents nor informa- .
N (,I
tion on effects on shopping habits, cultural food patterns, consumer
- ' ide
knowledge, homemaking skills or new food di: *ibution programs were

RS-

systematically collected. As Wagner (1969) and Pirch (19695‘i11ustraté,

1 By Nancy Munro, Missoula, Montana in "Relation between hemoglobin
concentration and mental performance,'' unpublished manuscript, 1966;
by Henry N. Ricciuti and others at Cornell University; by Jefferson 2
Sutter and others at Tulane University Head Start Evaluation & Re-
search Center, by Temple University and Women's Medical College in
Philadelphia; and, in infants, where nutritional supplements may be
more crucial for development, at the Demonstration and Research Center
- in Early Education (DARCEE) at Peabody College by Susan Gray.




‘an effective program to éhénge nutritional habits in families often in-
volves considerable scciél and economic changes. The availability of
certain foods sometimes must be changed, traditional food pfactiées
must be modified thfough understanding of effects, ete, -~

Nationally the Head Start program placéd heavy emphasis on
nutrition--education as well as feeding. A ﬁglf—dazen excellent book-~

/
lets, aimed at different staff levels,'designed for training as welllas
informaticn, and prinééd in several languages, were distributed to the
child develepment‘centers and the communities beyond. The number of
these publications which has been printed since 1966715 900,000. 1In
1971, 175,000 more were ordered for distribution. In nearly every Head

o
Start program in the nation the nutrition film "Jenny is a good thing"

was viewed by staff and parents., But effects of this material éra not
known. Except for anecdotal evidence from'a few Head Start and Title I-
supported PFEkiﬁdEngrtEH prcg%ams and some examples noted in the
Kirschner survey (involving a parent—r;n fruit-and-vegetable-buying co-
operative), it is difficult to find data indiéating that Head Start
changed parent's enrollment in commodity distribution or other food
supplement programs, their faod.purchasing-patterns, their utiiization
or cooking habits or their supefvisian of their children's intake.
-Less than half of the pareats were prQf£Ed (in 1968) as partici-
pating régularly in any kind of meeting., And while many-pafents viewed
the nutrition film ;Jenny is a good thing" and discussed nutritional
practices in the center, it is‘nct known wﬁat changés occurred in food

2
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habits due to this and to attendance at other lectures, demonstrations
or workshops. The home visits reported by the centers did not mention

visits by nutrition specialists or home economists, though teachers

=

or center directors may have brought up the subject of nutrition in

their visits. ,

It is not useful to make any éudgment on the effectiveness of the
nutrition program on the basis of such sparse evidence. We know only
that serious efforts were made to implement a nutrition education pro-
gram. The effects, major or minor, léng or short-run, that the Head
Start nutrition program has had on young disadvantaged children to date
are not known.

We cbviausly know even less about the nutrition program associ-
ated with preschool intervention efforts other than Head Start. ~
Summary

VAS a preschool child development pfcgram Head Start can be said
to have alleviated some of the problems keeping poor children from en-
joying a healghy life. It has done a lot of immediate good for young
children in terms of relief for medical and dental prabiEms and
immediate nutriticnal%deficiences_ It has undoubtedly, though unsys-

¥

tematically, exerted influence in some communities on the environment

A

of the children which could maintain their improved health and improve
the health status of other low-income children. These changes in com-
munities and in health prﬁfeésicnals and institutions will have long-

run impact.

Mt LR
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There may have been expectations that preschool programs could
change the envifénmeﬁt for children in such & way that it became a more
heaithylane in general. On this, Head Start has probably had signifi-
cantly greater impact than other programs for poor children. But the
scope of the problems involved in creating a healthy environment far
exceeds what most preschool centers could attempt. Even fér most Head
Start children, their living quarters are probably not significantly ,
healthier? their play areas safer, their sleeping habits better, their
oprortunities for outdoor sports increaséd; their family life more
pSychologically secure, their moihers attended during pregnancy and
birth nor t£eir future health substantielly *insured."

It can be assumed that preschool programs other than Head Start
have not achieved as much effect on children's short or long-range

health status, since their efforts were less extensive.

-

[
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CHAPTER FOUR

1
EFFECTS ON THE FAMILY

The data collected ﬁy the Buieau of the Census indicated that the
families of Head Start éhildren are larger (averaging éix OT seven .
members), are poorer (70-80% have annual incomes less than $5000), are
more likely to be on welfare (about 20-30%) , have more single-parent
homes (25-30%), have less education (over 70% of fathers have not grad-
uated from high school) and aréilesé regularly employed (only 58—682 of
national averages.z Families of ESEA Title I-supported prekindergart-
ners are generally better;;ff than Head Start families, although they,
too, fall beliow the national means on these charactéristics_B

The great bulk of the studies on 1éﬁ—inéame families have been
population descriptions. These studies have identified both character-
istics which are held in common among low-income people and character:-
‘istics peculiar to ;aricus ethnic or gemgraphicai-suh-pcpulatians.af the
poor, including families participating in particular Head Start and
experimental preschool programs. |
1 A most thorough review of prggramé sponsored by local school dis-
tricts, special experimental projects and the Federal government, as
well as discussion of the issues raised by parent, invclvement is to be

found in Ira J. Gordon's Parent Lovolvement in Compensatory Education,
University of Illinois Press, Urbana, 1969, |-

2 Figures are for the year 1968, Project Head Start 1968: a descrip-
tive report of programs and participants. )
3 Education of the Disadvantaged, 1968, ’.




1
1

Recent, Federally—suppar%ed education, mental health and economic

§
opportunity programs have had a tremendous influence on the amount of

knowledge available on igw-inanme family life styles and interaction
patterns, both through sponsored research and through increazing the
direct contact between poor and well-to-do and among various racial and
ethnic groups. While knowledge about language (e.g. the work of Hess

& Shipman, Schaefer and Bayley, H. Lewis, Kagan & Moss), home management
styles (M. Schoggen, Kugel and Parsons), single-parent %émiiies

(E. Herzog, E. Liebow), levels of aspiration and expectation (F. Strodt-
beck, V. Crandall) etc. has been refined, it is clearer now than before

that we cannot always identify the causes of the developmental disadvan-
N
.,‘ls

tages in children, we cannot yet distinguishrzhejcausal relationships

ffam ééher relationships among parent béhaviéfs (or other ervironmental
faétcrs) and child behaviors. This means that éﬁere is not very much
£ 5 .
SéfeemEﬁt on which changes in the family ought to be.aff§§ted by pre-
schocl programs. And there is also ESnfusioﬁ on how far a preschool
program can go in intefvening Lo effect changes. Under these circum-
stances, attempts to have an impact on the family have not been system-
atic. Evaluation of effects on the family as a result of iés involve- Co
ment with pzfschael-prcgramg feflects this ;ack of focus.

When a preschool program is initiated in a community, its poten-
tial not only to affect directly the 3-5 year-olds enrolled but also

their families, other families in the neighborhood or the entire com-

munity, is determined by-1) the involvement of low-income residents in
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the planning, establishment, management an%{%antinued direction of the
program; 2) the opportunities for emplcymaé% and career development in
the pragrah; and 3) the amount and natufej%f other participation by

f
parents and the direect services to familgfmembers which are part of the
program,

Parent Involvement in Managing Program

Some preschool programs have ingludéé'all three: types of involve-
ment as part of their stated purpose. Head Start is the only large-
¢ (
Jécalgf;ublig preschool program with such Tiroad scope. Head Start bhegan
as part of OEO's Community Action Program, which had as one of its
basic tenets the "maximum feasible pérticipation" of the poor them- .
selves in every aspéct of planning and operating programs. The idea
was to take low-income people out of their dependent and poverless
position--to have them ''do for themselves.'" Within Head Start, the
community action philosophy also included the aésumpﬁién that if poor
people were able to exercise.control over aspects of their own lives
ggd their children's, they would presumably pass on the confidence .-
gained and the feelings of cgﬁtrcl to their children by serving as com-
petent, achieving, powerful models.

Getting this lkind of involvement on the part of unskilled, poorly
educated, wary residents in 1GW21;§GmE neighborhoods is difficult for
many feaéans,l "We have some. evidence on the extent tcswhich the parents

1 The richest examples of political, historical, sociological, adminis-
trative and personal reasons for such difficulties are poured out at
length in Polly Greenberg's profound book on the Child Development
Groups of Mississippi, called The Devil Has Slippery Shoes, Macmillan,
New York, 1969, o, L

L)
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and neighbors of the preschool children are included meaningfully and
had control in 1) planning and goal setting, 2) budgeting and adminis-
tration, 3) hiring directors and other staff members for the Head Start
centers of the nation,

We do know from thglgg;vey conducted by the Bureau of the Census
in 1968 that about 86% of the centers reported either a Pélicy Advisory
Committee (P.A.C.) in which parents were included or some parent repre-
sentation on a committee at a higher administrative level. "About two-
thirds of the centers in full year and one-half in summer programs
”repcrted that parents were elected rather than appainged," representing
ak increase iﬁ-eleCEed membersiQVET previous years. Usuall§ one to
four parents were representatives on the Policy Advisory Committee,
"13% of all Head Start parents in fulluyear and 9% of those in summer
wére so involved. Qvef 60% of th; P.A.C's averaged one or more meetings
per month. P.A.C's were more frequeﬁtly involved in same'férm of Head
Start program planning (over 837%) compared to aid in selection of per=
sonnel (64-75%) or project administration (56=-647)". '"About 73% of the
centers in full year and 54% of those in summer reported having other
centar-wide Parent Group Committees.'

These figures exclusively from Head Start preschools tell us only
about inputs. They do not tell us about effects. They do not say

whether parents or other community residents have actually changed their

1 Project Head Start: the development of a program, 1970. .
90
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situations or their status; how many are actually making a difference in
the way the programs are conducted. In short, we do not have much of an
idea how far the establishment has gone to "dis-establish itself_”l

The continued attendance of parents on the Policy Advisory Councils,
work sessions to plan programs, etc., constitutes evidence that many
have been exposed to the kinds of decisions and problems involved in
running such an enterprise, and that Head Start is, to a greater extent
than other preschools, viewed as their program. But there are no direct
evaluations of impact on parents' status. attitudes or actions, nor is
there direct evidence to show that when the poor do conduct the Head
Start agencies and centers their children are more likely to be bene-
fited either in the short or long=run.

Head Start is unique in attempting this kind of involvement. It
is possible that "parent power'" in the conduct of Head Start had posi-
tive effects on a significant number of parents and through their in-
creased participation on the children. Such would not be the case in

: . 2

Title I- and Title III-supported pPreschool programs nor most special
experimental early childhood education programs.
1 Ira Gordon's phrase which sums up a basic issue in parent involvement
too complicated for adequate treatment here. Like the problem of 'what
to teach" in Chapter 2, however, a decision on this issue, whether con-
scious or unwitting, determines the nature of program effects., Other
perspectives on the problem can be found in Polly Greenberg's book, men-
tioned earlier, or Moynihan (1969), Hess. (1969), Garfunkel (1970) and
Farber, B. Lewis M. and Harvery Research and Development’/Program on Pre-
School Disadvantaged Children, Vol.III, University of Illinois, Urbana,
a Final Report to U, LEL, 1969

2 Title I-supported Efagrams have just recently been required by Feder-
E - gdviscry Councils, so this conclusion

al guidelines to constitute Parent
may change. &
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There is a great deal of anecdotal and indirect evidence that a
few families at least have been greatly affected by this kind of in-
volvement in Head Starﬁi One thing is that, in some instances, Head
Start parents have become a considerable community action force. It is
safe to assume, for example, Ehét Head Start parents have added impetus
to the Qaﬁmunityacontral—af-schaals movement and ta;many civil rights
activities. The Kirschner Survey (1970) names pargieulér Head Sta;t
Policy Advisory Councils and other cammuﬁity and parent groups as the
primary change agent in institutional modifications, such as new health
clinics for residents of the low-income area, hiring quaiified low-

income community residents rather than outsiders as classroom teacher
aides in the schools, initiating and staffing a food-buying cooperative.
The three characteristics identified in the Kirschner study which were
associated with Head Start involvement in change were 1) a high degree
of visibility of the Head Start program, 2) a community climate con-
ducive to change (including availability of funds, active civil rights

organizations) and 3) a high

a high ratio of nonprcofessional to professional staff and parental con-

trol over the selection of staff members (p. 17-18, emphasis added).

The authors sum up the impact of the Head Start programs on just the

nealth and education institutions of the society--the two their survey

-

covered:
"One can truly say that these institutions are still not

fully responsive to the poor, that the local commitment
to change has not been backed by local dollars, and that
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available educational and medical technology is not adequate

to the needs. PRut one cannot deny that in a short time, with

a relatively small investment, Head Start has been closely

associated on a national basis with the development of funda-

mental changes in educational and health institutions, two of

the most crucial ins*itutional groups in the country. Head

Start has been a successful strategy in that it has widely

achieved its goals of modifying local institutions so they

are more responsive to the needs and desires of the poor.'" (p.19)

We can conclude that some 'parent power' in Head Start had effects
for the better on both parents and their young children. And while
Head Start effects cannot be separated from those of other poverty,
education and civil rights movements, we can assume that its philosophy
of participation--even if not practised widely--has been influential in
changing teaching and administration in the primary grades of public
schools, for example, the use of paraprofessionals and the increased
demand for day care and prekindergarten programs.

Several facts remain regarding parents' involvement in running
preschool centers. First, effects for the worse on poor families
stemming from. parent participation in the conduct of the programs have
been even less systematically studied than positive effects. We do not
know whether, in anv instances, having \responsibility for directing
programs has led to more marital instability, less responsibility for
care of children, more alienation, disillusion and corruption,

Second, we do not know the nature or permanence of changes in par-

ents' attitudes about themselves or behavior toward their families as a

their participation as advisors, directors and committee

L it

H

result o

members, nor do we know how widespread changes are.




Parent Involvement as Staff

Involvement of parents and low-income community residéﬁts in
decision-making and implementation of the program probably has some
effects whi;h‘are similar to effects which result from participation
as preschool staff members--something we know more about. Insofar as
both frequently involve the same people working toward the same overall
goals in a program recognized by the community, they bring about some
of the same changes in knowledge, status, and self-perception and other
attitudes.

There are, of course, differences in effects. For paid staff
members there is a direct monetary benefit to the worker which has an
immediate impact on his family. 1In addition, different staff roles

'

(teache; aide, social work aide, Ec@dsrmaintenSnce or transportation
workers) foster different skills ané.salfQPercepticns- 5
E

In any case, this form of involvement is widespread. Head Start
centers have employed commuﬁity residents, especially asparaprofess-

lonals, since their beginning in 1965, 1) so that they could serve as

mediators between professional and_client and 2) to provide job oppor-
tunities which would promote the development of skills, knowledge and a
sense of self-confidence so that the p@ér could help themselves. 1In
1968, which is the latest year £ar which figures are available, Head
Start centers reported that about two-thirds of all staff members (paid
and volunteer) were neighborhood residents, representing one-half’of

the professional groups (few of whom were poor by the OEO criteria
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used) and three-fourths of those filling program assis;ant positions
(58%-687% of which had annual family incomes below $5000). Over 83% of
the centers reported utilizing pa%encs as staff members, representing
an iﬁcreése over éarlier years in centersso reporting. Althaugh most
parents parcicipatéd'ég volunteers, the proportion of paid staff who
were Head Start parents has increased from about 20 to 30% since 1965,1
Among State-supported preschool programs, California has support-
ed more innovation in this area than other states. Several California
school districts, Oakland, San Diego, and Los Angeles among others,
have scmewﬁat successfully experimented with parent-community workers
and teacher aides. While many Title I-supported kindergarten programs
hire local residents as teacher aides and parent-community workers, etc.
there are no data available on the number or the economic status of

b

these employees,

Indirectly, these statistics tell us that some Head Start parents
as well as other low-income residents were berefiting from employment
in preschool Qeﬁters. One does not need many case Studies to conclude
that regular, paid employment of a member of a péct family has tremen-
dous beneficial consequences for the parents and all the children,
While thére have been several studies on the nature of grafessicnal and
paraprofessional work relations in Head Start (e.g. Garfunkel, 1970)
there have been few studies on the social or psychological effects or

1 Especially if it is continued beyond a sﬁngle year or placement
services are offered.




the long-range benefits of preschool employment-~-either paid ¢r volun-
teer.

It was originally assumed that, besides sheer income to spend; the
benefits to employee wcould include a perception of his usefulness in the
program, his changed status in the community and a resulting sense of
cémpetence, seif—esteem, and confidence in his ability to manage things.
For those working directly with children, especially, employment was
expected ﬁc change child-rearing skills and attitudes as well.  Such

changes in a mother so employed would be expected (Hess, 1969; Schaefer,
1970) to have favorable effects on her children. #
Jaccbsan,g in a partial report of a feéént study, confirms the

effects on paraprofessional employees in two Head Start centers in New

York City. 1In a center where teacher aides have almost identical roles

3 :
with the teacher, where they are perceived by the children as a teacher

and where they identify more with the teacher than with the parent
X

.

group, they report being hless shy," feeling proud to know they are
teachers, feeling like experts. They report liking this job for the
relief it offers from home chores, for the increased status they assume

1 There is evidence that janitorial, food service and assistant roles
other than teacher aide are not as satisfactorily described in most pre-
school programs. Such employment may only rarely have the effects des-
cribed here for staff involved in training children. Food staff, from
anecdotal reports, often play important roles in the educational program,
however. o . ) ] , ‘

2 Jacobson, Claire, '"Work relations between professionals and parapro-
fessionals in Head Start' paper presented at meetings of American Educa-
tional Research Association, New York, 1971. R

3 Since we do not know how widespread this paraprofessiocnal role is, it
is not appropriate to generalize the findings too far. Some have claim-
ed that feelings of incompatence and alienation result in centers where
paraprofessionals have menial roles but there is contradictory evidence
on reactions to employment.

96

160*




in the local community, and because it is more meaningful than restau-
rant or factory jobs.

While Jacobson did not observe mother-child interactions in the
home, the teacher aides féé;ited reading to their children and initiat-
ing other Head Start activities (e.g. water play, play dough) at home.
"Two teacher aides report that tﬁey have made a transition from corporal
punishment to reasoning and a more psychological approach to their 2
children's misbehavior: ...now they talk to their children, ask them to
explain the why's and wherefore's of their misbehavior." (p. 8). The
aides also have '"a comparative perspective on children of the same age
range as their own children, which gives them some idea of child
development norms and enables them to develop realistic behavior ex~-
pectations for their own children." (p. 8).

There were similar findings among social work aides in the same
centers, althcugﬁ these women did not have a role as nearly equal to
the social worker as the teacher aide to the teacher nor did they
identify with her rather than the parents they served.

Jacobson did not observe effects on the children, aithéﬁgh we
shall see in the next section that intellectual and emotional benefits
were likely if the eﬁployed mothers felt more competent and carried
activities from preschool into the home. '

We also do not know how similar the effects would be for volunteer
workers, although in Head Start they are sometimes regularly employed

can be presumed about effects from the fact that

as paid workers. Much
)
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nearly 100,000 volunteers of all ages and socioeconomic strata partici-
pate in Head Start each year. Although there has not been a systematijc
follow-up, either on later employment Sfatus, marital statué (Jacobson
indicated possible marital tension as a result of the wife's success,
fingncial and otherwise), or effects on younger and older children, we
have anecdotal reports that people in all age groups now employed or

in training as child development workers began by serving as Head Start
volunteers. :

For those who are employed in Head Start preschool programs, there
is an added benefit--job training. The percentage of staff which ﬁas
received some form of training, through employment in Project Head
Start has in;reased from 30% in 1965 to 65% in %968 summer programs

-~

and to about 75% in 1968 Full year pfﬂgfamsi 'Since 1969, Career

\\‘:,l
Development Committees have been required in each program to plan for
placement and promotions as well as for training. Head Start always

has offered pre-service orientation to summer personnel as well as in-

service training through professional consultants, discussion groups,

e =

lectures, after-hour classes and in-house supervision. Some Full Year

staff members attended eight-week training sessions in child care and

early education and development conducted by universities, as well as

receiving in-service training. To carry out. these training functions .
: ;o 7 o

as well as other (adult{literacy and vocational training), the centers

have received assistance from a network of Regional Training Offices.

Supplementary training of Head Start personnel, especially in line with
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new ''career development'' plans, has recently been assisted and promoted
thrauéh a special contract. Under this program in which some Full Year
Head Start staffers take courses for credit at l@éal colleges, 169 have
received certificates indicating cémpletion of 18 to 60 :credit hours,
246 have received A.A. degrees and 42 have received B_A: degrees.
Several have attained the M.A. degree. Nine thousand three hundred
and seventy-six are preseﬁtly enrellgd in college courses. This has
had effects on the colleges (stimulating new courses, reorganization of
departments) as well as on Head Start employees.

Such an extensive system for vocational training of adults and
planning for their placement is unique to Head Start among public pre=-
school programs; however, no research reports are yet available on the
benefitslar strains of this program either in the short or the long-
run for the trainees, their families or the Head Start or other pro-
‘grams in which they are employed. No studies on employment or training
of parents agd other low-income neighborhood residents which may be
carried on in locally-supported or State and Title L-supported pre-

schools are in the literature.\ ‘. .

L

1 Head Start Perspectives on Training and Career Development, Patricia
S. Fleming (Ed.) is the newsletter of the contractor, Supplementary
Training Associates, 4301 Connecticut Ave,, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20008.
It includes individual success stories as well as comment and descrip~
tion of various college training programs around the nation. The
fourth issue, for example, describes the experiences of Mrs, Teresa
Swierat, mother of nine, a food service worker in New Jersey Head Start
who is completing her training in Nursing now after having gotten her
start in the Supplementary Training Program.
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Parent Paftlclpat on and Di. ;,Sei; ices to Families.

;47 Nearly all preschool programs for disadvanted children include
some activities in the third category of involvment: parent participa-

tion and d%rect services to family members. We have some idea, mostly

dgain from Head Start, about the extent of parent participatiani There

are statistics on number of meetings held, lectures and workshops con-
a,e-e

ducted, hame v;51t5 by teachers and other staff, parents on committees

or helping on field trip. These indicate that amount of contact

1

between the preschool prngram and most parents includes such thlngs as

meeting the preschaal teacher, attendlng one or two meetings on child

LY

S\
e s .
health or development, talking to a social worker or parent-community

aide and pe;haps acécﬁpanying the preschool class on a trip into the
community tavfull—ti%erﬁalunteer classroom work and membership on a
¥ .
Parent Committee.
There have been special parent participation programs within
' ‘Head Start, in étate— and Title I-supported preschools and in many
“ cities (e.g. Dakland, Detroit, Fresne,;ﬂew York) which were designed
té involve parents heavily.in the preschool program (with goals ranging . .
from helping the parents theééelves to helping the children more) and
~which have impacffevaluaticns, Usually impact has been assessed by

means of .questionnaires filled out by the parents regarding their feel-
: : ; et IE
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ngs about whether the program was worthwhile, helped them and helped

.

their 'children. 1In general, such studies have showed overwhelmingly

favorable responses toward the preséhébl program and the parent-partica-
. , = - I
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tion component. Most theg‘the favorable response of parents to the
preschool program was the éést significant finding in the evaluation.
While responses on quesgianﬁairas handed out in connection with the
program being judged are somewhat difficult to interpret, it is also
1nterestlng that many respondents felt that they were more comfortable
in a school settiné and now felt that someone in the community
definitely cared about the poor or the respondent in particular. On
questions regarding specific effects, such as whether the parent
learned anything new about raising his child, or received direct ser-
vice himself, the positive responses were much more moderate, due no
doubt to the fact that different kinds of specific activities were
emphasized in the ‘different programs.

Parent Par;icipat;cn

Generally those parents who voluntarily participate are found to

have preschool children with higher IQ and achievement scores. But
this undoubtedly reflects the quality of parental interest and parent-
child interaction (a= wellfas fewer transportation, health and eéanamic,
familial problems) at least as much as it reflects the direct effects
of the mothers' participation in a particular-preschool program. It is
a fairly general finding that induced parent participation does not
make a noticeable difference.in the presehcél child's performance un-

less that participation is fairly irtensive, that is, at least regular

1 A more saph;stlgated study of parent 1nfarmat;en and attitude change
will be farthzcmlng soon when the parent interviews, administered by
Head Start Evaluation and Research Centers in Head Start pfcgrams

around the nation are analyzed and reported.




attendance at weekly meetings focused on a fairly narrow topic. It is
unlikely that monthly evening meetingsAwith parents on topiecs of child-
rearing, intellectual development, "What parents can do," etc. has a
measurable influence on children's performance. The effects on the
parents themselves of this kind of participation have beern even more
difficult to identify and measuref

The effective parent participation programs seem to be almost in-
distinguishable from a volunteer teacher program. That is, the more
the parent is viewed and views herself as an educator of her child,
and the more she is provided with ideas and ''lessons" and specific
methods to use with her child, the more effect she has on the intellec-
tual development of all the young children in the #a
changes in parental attitude have proved a little more elusive to

measurement, there are some studies showing positive change and none

[

reporting unfavorable changes from involvement of this kind.

McCarthy (1968) studied parent attitude change and child's
language ability change as a function of three levels of parent partica-
pation: 1) regular, specific, planned, group meetings with a teacher
and consultant, 2) weekly home visits by the child development consult-
ant or, 3) no contact at all, Forty-one 4 year-olds in three Head
Start centers were assigned to these three parent-participation condi=-
tions in such a way that the groups were matcﬁed on mégn IQ, sex ratio,

1 Attitude change from involvement of adults which is not focused on
the children (e.g. civil rights; self-help groups) has been little

studied. " .
S ?
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number of siblings in family, education level of the parent and Negro/
White ratio. The children were tested at the beginning and at the end
of the preschool year on the Peabody Picc;re Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and
the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abil: -ies (LTPA). The parents
were pre and post-tested on an attitude survey instrument designed by
Herefardil

The ITPA scores indicated that children whose parents were in the
home-visit group performed significantly better than the children in
the group with no parent contact. They scored higher on all subtests.

The group whose parents participated in weekly meetings were superior

to the no-contact group on five subtests but this did not represent a

rr
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statistically significant difference, The PPVYT revealed no sign
differences among the groups.

The only statistically significant difference in parent attitudes
occurred between the group which had received individual home visits
and the group which had received no contact. Parents in the home=-visit
group gained more on the subtest ''Confidence."

Stern et al. (1971) used three attitude instruments to identify

1l Hereford, C. Changing Parent Attitudes through Group Discussion,
University of Texas Press, Austin, 1963, -

2 This finding, plus similar ones on the PPVT in studies by Stern et ai.
(1971) and Weikart and Lambie (19€¢9) suggest, as Benjamin Bloom has,

that some things are more easily modified in the home environment cf
young children than others. And parental vocabulary and speech patt-
erns are less modifiable than other things, e.g. spatlal order in the
home, regular mealtimes, reading and talking to the child, encouraging

talking, and playing games.

=




and measure parental attitude change: Parents Expectations of Children
in Head Start (PEACH), the Parent Attitude Toward Head Start (PATHS),
and "How I Feel,'" a measure of alienatiéﬁ_ They too found little change
(PEACH), and in what they thought about the Head Start ﬁragram (PATHS) ,
even after twelve well-attended meetings at which parents ''were given
materials, shown how to use them with their children at home, and how

to turn everyday objects and events into learning experiences. They
were also given opportunities to express their feelings, ventilate

their grievances, and in all ways be made to feel adequate and compet-~

ent partners in planning educational experiences for their children."

4]

( stern et al. did find, as they had in an earlier study, a

i

p. ii)
slight decrease in feelings of alienation on the "How I Feel' instru-
ment, Unobstrusive measures, such as attendance and the eagerness of
the parents to continue the meetings after the twelve scheduled sesas-
ions were over seemed more indicative of change than the formal
measures,

The children of the participating parents showed a significantly
greater gain and post-test score on the Galdwell Preschool Inventory
than the group whose parents had no special parent iuvolvement program.
The PPVT post-test scores were not significantly different for the two
groups, although the experimental group gained more on this test;
Children of parents who attended the meetings more often and who were

least alienated (as measured by the "How I Feel" instrument) scored
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~highér on the PPVT than did other children. But this last may not have
been a result of the intervention.

It is clear, then, that parents' involvement changed their
actiané, because children did perform ditfere&tly when their parents
participated. If some parental attitudes were significantly altered,
they were not those measured by these instruments. It appears that we
do not yet understand well what effects we have had directly on the
parents. We do not know what the mechanisms are which mediate the
changes in the children. But we do know that educating the parents to
become home teachers can have significant positive effects on their
preschool children.

A study of diffusion of effects to other members-of the family
grew out of a finding in the Early Training Project (Klaus & Gray,1968)
that the younger siblings of the children‘attendiﬁg the preschool pro-
gram had higher scores on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale than
the younger siblings of children without preschool. In the Early
Training project it was not certain whether this was a replicable
phenomenon or whether the preschool child or the mother was resp;nsible
for the superiority of the younger child. i

The recent %tgdy was conducted by Gilmer, Miller and Gray (1970).
In one group of families, selected from a large Nggrgﬁgfusing project,
both the preschooler and his mother attended the center--the mother
once per week, the child five days per week. The mctherg' tfaining’

program was a carefully-planned ''sequential process & skill develop-
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ment.'" The mothers moved from directed observations in ﬁhe classroom
to a practice-teacher role during the year. In addition, mothers in
this group met in individual homes on a rotating basis in whish home
management, as well as child development and other skills were taught
and practised,

In a second group, only the preschool-age child agtended the
center. These children had an identical curticular program to the pre=
schoolers in the first group.

A ghird group involved no formal preschool program at the center,
A home-visitor came for one hour per week to work with the mother and
her preschool-age child on highly concrete skilis which the mather
practised with her child during the rest of the week.

Results showed the Stanford-Binet perfcrmancé of the child was
better if he attended a preschool program (groups one and two) than if
he and his mother worked together, supported by weekly contacts with
the héme visitor. If the home visitor program was continued for a
second year, the child in this program did almost as well as the child
in the special classroom preschool program. There was some evidence
that children in the groups where mothers were involved sustained
their IQ gains iOﬁger than children in the preschool-only group.

The most important finding is that the younger brothers and
sisters of the preschool age childgfn did much better (on IQ tests) if
the mﬁtﬁers were infalved in the prégramg That is, the younger sib-

lings in group one and group three (home visitors for two years) did -
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better than the younger siblings in group two, in which only the older
child was involved in the preschool program. This result was also
found on a Basic Concept Test given to younger brothers and sisters in
all three groups. Those ghose mothers had participated knew more of
these concepts than those whose older brothers and sisters only had
attended a program. Gilmer, Miller and Gray suggest that, especially
where a full-fledged preschool program is not feasible, a home visiting
program can be an ''economical way to bring about the enhanced educa-
bility of the children in a family..." (p. 50).

In addition to this spread of effect to the younger children in

T

the family, Miller conducted a study which indicated that, con rary to

what some penpl% had predicted, there were no ill effects on older
brothers and sisters as a result of ghe younger child having partici-
pated in a special preschool program along with the mother. The inves-
tigators also collected evidence informally on changes in the mothers

themselves and on family activities, They reported that many mothers

s

who participated Wwent on to finish high school, enroll in vocational

education courses (nurses aide, cosmetology) or take positions in pre=

L

' {
school and day care programs (including the DARCEE ‘program).

Interest and participation in community affairs broadened
social contacts..,increased markedly, There were coopera-
tive outings, a rotating book library, and the establish-
ment of a bowling league which included fathers. There
were increases in the number of checking and savings
accounts, which almest none of the parents had before the
study began. These changes in life style would seem to

be the result of the d&Velopment of environmental mastery,
which may be expected to have a supporting effect on the
children's continued development. Only future data gather-

2 ,\\‘
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ing...will show us whether this prediction is correct. (p.48),
While many studies have pointed out that when mothers' self-'

esteem is high, theryaung child's self-esteem is also high, no studies
have been able to show that if we increase self-esteem in the mothers,
the children show like changes or increases in achievement, Ira
Gordon (1969), in a program to train mothers as educators of their own
infants f?und several attitude changes in the mothers as a result,
(although the major measure erselféesteem did not yield significant
differences). While informal observations of behavior.and attitudes

revealed improvement in the experimental group and formal measures

sh@wéé-thESe mothers had increased expectations that they themselves
rather than environmental circumstances were in control of their
actions, Gordon could find no direct relationships between these
changes in mothers and their children's performance. The infants in
the experimental group had improved relatively more than those in a
control group, but mothers' attitudes about themselves had not been
shcwn to ba a mediator of that improvement.

There are features of these studies and many other experimental
programs around the country which suggest '"lessons' about parent par-
ticipation prcgfamsil They appear to afig:t the parent more:

1) if they are intgnsivé experiences; thaémégi“am;éiééévely
1 Ve are here discussing parent pafticiéatign in such activities as
attending self-improvement classes, acting as home child development
agent, helping voluntarily in center tasks. e are not discussing, as

we did earlier, participation in terms of political control or manage-
ment of the program. ‘
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2) 1if they are concrete and specific to the parent's
particular life situation.

3) 1if there is good rapport (mutual respect, no threat to
security) between the preschcol or home-visitor staff
person and the parent,

4) if mastery of a skill or the rewards of partiecipation
are easily perceived.

5) if the parent himself is responsible for the outcome
and perceives himself as necessary for achievement of
the goal,

6) if the parent knows that he is part of a larger project
(study) or group (Head Start mothers).

Stern et al. (1971) struggled with one last problem which is
common in parent-involvement programs, whether conducted at the pre-
school center or in homes. Complete failure to elicit or maintain
parent participation has been reported often (and probably has not been
reported nearly as often as it has been experienced). Factors too
numerous to discuss here, involving political situation in the communi-
ties, the degree of poverty and disruption in the homes, and the per-
sonaliti of preschool personnel and parents often lead to non=-co-
operation. As Stern et al. put ift: ¢

Even as it was clear that the program was most effective
with those who participated most, it was equally clear
that the parents who could have praflted most from this
type of group experience, the alienated and disspirited,

were least llkely to participate. (p. ii).

Direct Services to Families

Besides being a part of the preschool program, the families of

participating children can be affected through services offered direct-

}

ly to them. Both Head Start and Title T preschool programs often offer

ocial and psychological services by which families in need are




assisted in helping themselves, through counseling and referral to
health clinies, public housing authorities, family planning agencies,
welfare agencies, vocational training programs, food distributiof pro-
grams and employment agencies, ete. In addition workshops or classes
are held for parents in home economics, nutrition, English licteracy,
etc.

In order to get an idea of the impact such services have on the
families, Kugel and Parsons' (1967) study on "changing the course of
familial retardation' will be discussed as an illustration. It was a
program aimed at the truly "alienated and disspirited" families which
Stern and others have claimed were most difficult to reach. And it
was a very intensive, ccmﬁrehensive service program for the whole
family, including the preschool child, and thus represents an effort
mcre extreme than could be expected to be found in other publicly
supported programs.

In this study a group of vhite Midwestexn children whose IQ
scores indicated retardation were provided with‘a preschool program
accompanied by extensive services to them and their families, drawing
on professional services to doctors, psychalogists, educators, speech
pathologists, social ﬁékafs, public health nurses, home economists
‘and 'dentists. Over a period of several years, mothers were aided in
dietary planning, in budgeting and providing clothing and furﬁishingé
for their families. Teenégers, as well as mothers in the study group

" had meetings regarding their own interests and problems. Fathers were
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treated for health problems, helped in vocational rehabilitation, in
seeking jobs and in finding adequate housing for their families:
Some illustrative results from the study follow:

Of the various parts of the Family Life Study, the
women's group was one of the more successful. It
served many purposes: to motiviate the mothers to
clean up their houses; to give the women a feeling
of belonging and being accepted; to stimulate their
interest in investigating other aspects of society
(some joined the PTA--some would now just barely
stand up for their rights in front of a store clerk) ;
to make friends among themselves; to exchange baby-
sitting and clothing; to have a place to tell good
and bad news; and best of all to give them self-
respect. (p. 39-40).

From two case histories:

1. At the end of two years of intensive service to this
family, it would seem that they, especially Mrs. Cummings,
had risen in status in their own eves. They would still
require support and help in many areas, but they were L
able to ask for help when they needed it. Tt appeared. ‘
that this mother needed the stimulation of belonging to

a4 group in order to keep her spirits up.

The young daughter was above the maximum IQ for in-
clusion in the experimental school when she reached age
three. Whether this was a result of the siblings' stim-
ulationi“and the mother's greater interest in and under- .
standing of the world about her cannot be definitely
stated, but it remains a possibility. (p. 43 emphasis
added).

2. Movement was slow, with much backsliding, during the
first year, but during the winter of 1960 things moved
more swiftly. After much vacillation, Mrs. Inman
divorced her husband, which enabled her to receive money
directly from the welfare department. She moved to an
adequate farm home just outside the city limits, with
hoet and cold running water and a bathtub. The house was
kept in order. Mrs. Inman was usually quite nicely
dressed and kept her hair waved and trimmed. The girls
also were improving their dressing habits. They were
relieved of neighborhood disapproval and temperamental
attacks by their father.
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With continued support, Mrs, Imman could probably avoid
bud&etary and social problems She showed little sign
of backsliding...and seemed to have gained insight into
the handling and purchaslng of food. Without support,
~however, the prognosis would be guarded. (p. 46 emphasLs

added).
Several things can be concluded from studies sueﬁi's‘this. These
ST ) ,i“
1 =
fanilies were given tremendous psychclgglﬂal support aﬁh rellef from *
- B Cw s

~.many of their problems. The immediate effects of such a comprehensive e
service program on the families were beneficial., The families demon-

strated a great deal of pride LfﬁiﬁE;r improved situations and new grip
. ) : s\, .
on problems. Family attitudes, as well as economic and social status

. S C e
were significantly altered, demonskrating that it can be done.

How sustaining such treatment is depénds as it does for the dis-
advantaged preschoolers, on what follows these experiences. The long-

A

run effects on the family iﬁ terms of happiness, health, and“éventual
economic stability were in no way assured, even with this massive sup-
fart; The families were‘Ef?fThplagged by crises at the end of the

study. For most of the families, long-run continued imﬁravemeﬁt could

be considered unlikely.
It is hard to believe that the kind of supports provided by a
Head Start or Title I family service program could do more, cf‘éﬁxmuch.
N . A =

It is prebable that such preschool progr rams have only minor effects on

the majority of family situations deseribed by Kugel and Parsons. Per-
haps the kind of services tiey are able to cffer could give enough en-

- couragement to a famlly about to '"make it" that; their children éﬁulé.

h




And probably a number of "alienated and disspirited" parcnts have,
through difeﬂtréérvices, reached a level of confidence from which they
began to solve their own problems and gained control of their own
economic and personal situation. Some have definitely been brought to

the point where they became involved in running the program, staffing

the program, orx pazticipating by becoming good models for and educators
ngfhéir own children. Some may simply have been brought into the
sphere of publicﬂassistance where their chances for survival are
greaﬁly improved. It is clear that we do not have studies which show
fgﬁe comparative advantages of direct assistance prograims, participation

in service programs or community management of programs for achieving
p
1

various goals.

——
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONTINUITY OF EFFECTS

There are very few studies on the long-range effects of preschool
prozrams, esgecially if long-range is taken to mean a follow=up into
adolescence or adulthood. Harold Skeels'!(1§65) tﬁentysane follow-
up of the Skeels and Dye and Skodak studies in 1939 begamé an immediate
classic? Skeels reported on 13 now=adult individuals in an experi-
mental gfoup and 12 now-adult individuals iu a contrast group, all of
whom had similar beginnings.

Twenty years befére, the children in the experimental group were
19 months old and lived in an orphanage. They Qere retarded and had not
been adopted. Their mean IQ was only 64. These children were éaken
out Gf‘£his igstitutiOﬁ’and pzacéd'in an institution fér the mentally
retarded. But in this”new‘instituticn.th&y wa?e put undef the care of
several older female inmates éﬁd attendants. These mother-surrogates
took up their roles with enthusiasm, even éampetitivengss, and each
talked, taught and played with her ward and took pride in his accomp-
lishments. The children alséiattended & nursery program and went to
kindergarten.

The contrast group of children, who remained in the orphanage,
were considered normal and had a mean 1IQ of 87, They were considered

placeable but for various reisons were never adopted,
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At the end of two Years in wards for retarded females the
children in the experimental group had gained more than 28 IQ points,
the contrast group remaining in the orphanage had 1Dé£ more than 26.
The children in the experimental group were all placed and grew up in
normal families. Over twenty years later the differences between the
two groups were even more dramatic. The median grade completed in
school was 12th for the experimental group and 3rd for the contrast
group. Every single individual in the experimental group was self-
supporting whereas four of the 12 in the contract group were still
wards of the institution; one had died there. Of the remaining seven;
their median income was $1,200. The median income of tﬁe:experimental
group was $5,220 (in 1963). Most of the people in the experimental
~ group were married and had children with normal intelligence., Two in
the contrast group were married and only one had normal children.

We may see today how the programs chEﬂvirQnmental stimulation

cussed so far in this report. We can see what a great contrast there
was between treatments the two groups received both in the preschool
period and in the years that followed, But earlier, this was one of
‘the studies which gave much hope and high expectation for preschool
intervention programs. Skeels} stﬁdy did demonstrate the power of the
environment to shape the intellect for better or for w?rsei Most

pertinently, it showed that it was possible to foster development such

that children for whom the prognosis was almost hopeless could become




participating, well-adjusted, productive adults. We would expect that

the more closely we duplicated the conditions Skeels described, the
more we would approximate his results.

At first glance we can see that the differences in experiences of
the children in the experimental and control groups we have described
in this report are far less extreme than those Skeels described. The
orphanage environment his control group experienced is not close to
that of most of the children we have seen compared with children in
Head Start, compensatory prekindergartens or experimental research pro=-
grams for preschoolers. Although we do not have other suzh longitud=-
inal studies of preschool intervention with differential follow-up
experienfes into adulthood, there are several preschool programs which
have fofl@wed the children into the primary grades, and a few have
tried continued special programmiﬁgi

People who hoped that preschool programs for the disadvantaged
would produce, like Skeels' étudy, adults who were high school gradu-
ates rather than dropouts, or who hoped that early stimulation alone
WQuld eventually lead to superior socioeconomic status of the pre-
schooled group over a control group in adulthood, wauld have expected
to find quite noticeable diffe;enges already in the first three grades
of school. One criterion for success of a preschool ﬁrggr%m-—at least
in 1965--was that' there be superior performance in primary| school by

i

the group which had received special edu;igional or comprehensive ser-

.

vices in preschool. Many expected to find that the. achievement of
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disadvantaged children given special preschool enrichment would equal
that of more-advantaged or middle-class children or to reach the
"average' range on standardized test norms.

The Westinghouse Report

Thg;g\st well=-known report of such iﬁtermédiateefange effects of
«,«f ’
preschool

programs is the Westinghouse/Chio University report on
primarﬁig}ade;eﬁildren after Head Start. This study was commissioned
~
by the Office of Economic Opportunity in 1968. The general atmosphere
surrounding the contract from initiation to repercussions after the
report in 1969 was that Head Start, although funded since 1965 and
still a very poPélar program, had not been "proved" to be worthwhile
in terms oé\}ts ;%jéctivei The cbjectivé everyone had in mind is sugg-
ested by Smiéﬁ and Bissell (1970) in a critical review of the Westing-
house study;: "Head Start is viewed by both Congresm and the public as
an attempt to prepare disadvantaged children for first grade and to
bring their academic skiils up to middle-class levels." This may be
somewhat unfair. The Head Start goals, mentioned in Chapter 1, did not
gﬁncluée school preparation, much less emphasize it. And it is clear
that the majority of Head Start centers did not take academic achieve-

ment as a primary goal. It was de-emphasized in all suggested

L ' Lo, )
cugricula for Head Start programs. 1ssued in the Federal guidelines,

Ty

General child development was emphasized. Light and Smith (1970) felt
that limited evaluation questions such as the Westinghouse/Ohio Univer-

sity group was asked to answer run the risk of having the "program
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judged by its failure to produce results they never intended to produce
in the first place.'" Whether it was a fair question or not, it was the
one which a majority of the public and pe:haps»ﬁf the preschoolers'
parents felt should be answered in the affirmétivei The answer to the
question was perceived in the administrative branch of the Government
especially as important for policy-making and as relevant to Con-
gressional support for the Head Start program, l

The Westinghouse study was designed to answer one question: To
what extent are the children now in the first, second and thixd grade
who attended Head Start pfégfams different in their intellectual and
social-personal behavior from comparable children who did not attend?
That is, it only attempted to answerﬁthe gross question of whether all
the money and effort which waé put into the Head Start program had
"paid off" in terms of the average child's performance on school
achievement tests, classroom behavior and at;itudég toward others, as

compared with the average non-participating child. There were some A;f

Lo

j

secondary analyses made on the differences in effects of programs with
different racial/ethnic compositions, geographical regions and city
size. And there were some suggestive relations drawn between parent
background data and children's performance. But these were not the
ma jor focus of the study,

As both the authors of the report and its critics have pointed

out, the study does not distinguish whether some centers were success-

1 The study was funded by OEO's evaluation office, not Head Starts.

&



ful while others were not, whether some children benefited while others
did not, whether the changes found in the primary grades were associated
with immediate changes in the same children during Head Start, or
whether there were changes in the children's health, nutritional status,
families or communities.

The Westiﬁghcuse/@hio University group was required by time con=-
straints to measure the effects of Head Start several yéars>after the
children had participated. This did not permit gﬁem to insure that two
equivalent groups were chosen by random sampling before the treatment
(preschool vs. no preschool). They therefore triéd to match the two
major groups (those who had participated in Head Start and those who
had not) on those characteristics which were known to be associated
with intellectual and social-personal development.

From the 12,927 centers in operation in 1966-67 in the contin-
ental United States,la simple random sample of centers was proposed.
Two hundred and twenty-five centers were drawn in order to cbtain a
final sample of 104. One hundred and twenty-one centers were not in-

cluded either because of "unwillingness" of Head Start officials to

[
i .

participate in the study, because contrnl pépulati@ns were not large
enough to find matched children, or other reasons. The target geo-
graphical areas served by the 104 centers were identified and all
children who had be;n eligible to enter the center during particular
years of its operation were 1D§ated. A random sample of childrun who

had attended and a matched sample of children who had not attended
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were identified. Children were included in the sample only if:

1) they had been in the area since the Head Start year and up to the
time of the study, 2) they met the income eligibility requirements for
participating, 3) they attended the same school system and 4) they had
no other preschool experience. Not al areas had children entering
first, second and third grades.

Samples of eight children were drawn from the former Head Start
group and non-Head Starters were matched, as a group, to the randomly-
drawn eight on sex, ethnic/racial membership and whether or not
kindergarten was attended.

By analysis of covariance, using socioeconomic statusl as the
covariate, the investigators hoped to be able to claim tﬁat any differ=-
ence between the mean scores of the former Head Start groups and the
matched control groups were due to the Head Start experience itself
and not the %esglt of c€her,»extraneous differences between the groups.

During the 1968-69 schaﬂlvyear, children in both groups were
tested on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (1st grade), Stanford
Achievement Tests (2nd and 3rd), ITPA, Child Self-Concept Index, Class-
room Behavior Inventory, and the.Children's Attitude Range Indicator.
The last three were designed esyeciallyrfar this study since reliable
1 The analysis of ccvariénce used employed the socioeconomic status of
the family at the time the study was conducted rather than at the time

of the Head Start prograum, assuming that Head Start would not have
changed family SES.
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instruments to measure primary grade children Qnrthese dimensions were
not available. Scores of the groups were analyzed separately for
Summer and for Full Year Head Start programs and for each of the grades,
first, second and third,

; Since 121 centers had been dropped frém the sample’ for various
reasons, the investigators checked to see if this group differed in
some way from theﬁfémaining‘sampleé-to insure that centers which were
dropped did not intraduceig systematic'biasg They checked the corres-
pondence of answers in rejected and accepted centers to 32 questions
on the Head Start Official's Interview Questionnaire. The question-
naires for the samples not included in the study were mailed to the
respondents; less than half of these were returned. On the 32 items
which the investigators selected to compare, five items indicated
statistically significant differences between the included and excluded
groups., A fewvof these comparisons referred to parent participation
and looked as if they might favor positive effects of Head Start if
the groups had not been excluded. No estimate of the biases was
attempted. Nevertheless, the Wéstinghcuse/@hia researchars were satis-
fied that the di!ferences noted were not important and that centers
included in the samples did not differ from the centers excluded in
significant ways.

As another check on the representativeness of their sample of
Headﬁ?tart children, the investigators compared it on ten character-

istics with the larger Bureau of Census sample for the same year. They




found several differences between the groups, but generally felt that
these would not affect the éantlusicns.

‘It may be worthwhile at this point to quote extensively from the
authors' own sumusry of the findings. There are many people who have
not read the report or its summary and who know only that the Westiﬁg=
house report, 1likz the controversial Wol ff (1966) report earlier,
showed that the gains of Head Start level off in the primary grades.

1. In the overall analysis for the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests (MRT), a generalized measure of learning readiness
containing subtests on word meaning, listening, matching,
alphabet, numbers, and copying, the Head Start children
who had attended full-year programs and who were beginning
grade one were superior to the controls by a small but
statistically significant margin on both "Total Readiness"
and the '"Listening' subscore. However, the Head Start
children who had attended summer programs did not score
significantly higher than the controls.

2. In the overall analysis for the Stanford Achievement
Test (SAT), a general measure of children's academic
achievement containing subtests on word reading, paragraph
meaning, spelling, arithmetic, and so on, used to measure
ach.ievement at grades two and three, the Head Start
children from both the summer and the full-year programs
did not score significantly higher than the controls at the
grade two level. While the children from the summer pro-
grams failed to score higher than the controls at grade
three, an adequate evaluation of the effect of the full-
year program at this grade level was limited by the small

number of programs.

3. In the overall analysis for the Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities (ITPA), a measure of language develop-
ment containing separate tests omn auditory and vocal recep-
tion, auditory and visual memory, auditory-vocal association,
visual-motor association, etc., the Head Start children did
not score significantly higher than the controls at any of
the three grade levels for the summer programs. In the case
of the full-year programs, two isolated differences in favor




of the ITPA, namely, ''Visual Sequential Memory'" and 'Marnual
Expression." .

4. In the overall analysis for the Children's Self-Concept
Index (CSCI), a projective measure of the degree to whach
the child has a positive self-concept, the Head Start
children from bothh the summer and full-year programs did
not score significantly higher than the controls at any of
the three grade levels.

5. In the overall analysis for the Classroom Behavior Inven-
tory (CBI), a teacher rating assessment of the children's
desire for achievement in school, the Head Start children
from both the summer and the full-year programs did not score
significantly higher than the controls at any of the three
grade levels,

6. 1In the overall analysis for the Children's Attitudinal
Range Indicator (CARI), a picture-story projective measure
of the child's attitudes toward school, home, peers, and
society, the Head Start children from the full-year programs
did not score significantly higher than the controls at any
of the three grade levels. One isolated positive difference
for summer programs was found on the '"Home' attitude subtest
at grade one, - .

7. The above findings pertain to the total national sampie.
As mentioned previously, additional analyses wers made for
three subgroups of the national sample: geographic regions,
city=-size groups, and racial/ethnic composition categories.
Analysis of the summer programs by subgroups revealed few
differences where Head Start children scored higher than
their controls. Analysis of the full-year programs by the
same sub-groupings revealed a number of statistically sig-
nificant differences in which, on some measures (mostly
subtests of cognitive measures) and at one or another grade
level, the Head Start children scored higher than their con-
trols. There were consistent favorable patterns for certain
subgroups: where centers were in the Southeastevy:: geographic
region, in core cities, or of mainly Negro composition.

Even though the magnitudes of most of these differences were
small, they were statistically significant and indicated
that the program evidently had -had some limited effect with
children who had attended one or another of these types of
full-year centers. |
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8. Apart from any comparlsan with control groups, the
‘scores of Head Start chleféﬁ on <ognitive measures fall
consistently below the national norms of étanda%dizéd tests,
While the former Head :Start enrollees approach the national
level on school readiness (measured by the MRT at first
grade), their relative standing is considerably less favor-
able for''the tests of language development and scholastic
achievement. On the SAT they trail about six~-tenths of a
year at the second grade and close to a full year at grade
three. They lag from seven to nine months and eight to
eleven months respectively on the ITPA at first and second

grades,

9. Parents of Head Start children expressed strong approval
of the program and its effect on their children. They report-
ed substantial participation in the activities of the centers.
Parents of full-year enrollees tended to be slightly better
educated gut with a slightly lower income than parents of
summer entrollees: summer programs enrolled a larger popula-
tion of white children. (pp. 3-7).

The hue and cry raised by this report has been considerable and,
since it was a major report on the overall follow-up effects of Head
Start, the amount of gttentian was deserﬁed, though perhaég'nat g}l of
the kinds of attention. | | |

Qf the major objections to the reﬁcrt, some have been based on °
peaﬁle's disappointment that it didn't come out "right," that is it
didn't show that Head‘Start had made major differences in these
aspects of the children's lives. In some cases, this was simply wish-
ing the results had not come out as they did. In other éases, people
were cancernedh;hat this would be considered the only question to be
asked regarding Head'Stéft rather ihaﬂ, as the ;uthcrs had suggested,
"the first logical question." It isn't worthwhile to dwell on this
oné, except tc.say that the intensity ef,;héydisgPpaintment registeféé’
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!gemanstrates-theltreméndcus popularity of the program and it may also
indicate that people have the belief or knowledge that the program is
making a difference in these aréas or others for some children. It
would be interesting (and usefui)'to knéé how wi&espread is the belief
that Head Staft is \making an important difference in children's lives
beyond that demonstrated by the Westinghouse report. It is ciear that
parents involved perceive it as a helpful P:agfam, It may be that it
has lost' very little of its original theoretical and poliéical appeal,

A second major type of objection refers to the limits of the
report. Gray and,Klaus have expressed their doubts: '"Such lack of re-
5u1ts is only to be expected in 5;tuatlnns where the bad or inappropri-
ate so cancels out the good that little positive effect can be found,
especially 1if the evaluation is somewhat premature," (1970, p. 922).
That is, if there were ' a few Head Start centers making tremendous

deferences in chlldren s later achievements in the primary grades,

&

these wauld not be recognized by a study such as that by Westlngﬁcuse

A

Althcugh they would count toward rals;ng the average uverall per form-

'\

ance scores presumably, their weight in a large group would be small.

It may be that g;few eénters which ‘were actually caﬁsing‘childreﬁ to

. do worse in the primary grades would balance the;r effecté and no gen-
' eral -differences would result. " ) |

It wculdrindeed be iﬁ&eresting to kna& to what extent this was,

-

in fact, the phenomenon behind the gnly slight changes or negatlvel‘

R
flndlngs in the report. It would be nice to knaw not only- that some
. . n
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centers were strikingly better than Qgths, but also the characteris-

tics of such centers. Many feel that %his kind of question is the most

fruitful one to ask.

The explanation about ﬁhy Ehiéxéuegticn Was;aat the first to be
asked is much too complicated to discuss here. S;Efiée'it to say that
one of the principal reasons that program developers chose to ask the
'summative' question was perceived politicalipressures. And in addi-
tion, there were separsdte sets of administrations (in OEQ, the White
House and HEW) influencing 1) what the individual Head Start centers
were required t§ dc, 2) what the evaluation questions were gaiﬁg to bé?
»and 3) what decisions were to be made.

In any cas;, questions about "which kinds of pfeérams'are
effective for which kinds of children" are other qﬁestiéns, and other
studiegrwere designed to answer thém_;‘ The straightforward question
- which the Westinghouse group contracted to answér was a valid one.
Objections can be legitim&tely voiced that theygtuéy was not as inter-
esting Gr-iﬁp@rtanc or usefuLAas other qgésticmsi—thgﬁ it gave no

guidance about how to improve Head Start, that it was politically

motivated to serve certain administrative purposes, or that the answer

could and would be mis-used. But the question which the study

1 The Head Start 'planned variations" experiment, a longitudinal
study by the Educational Testing Service on Head Start and non-Head
Start children, and several small-scale experinental studies were
already planned when the Westinghouse stuldy was conducted.



addressed itself to was one which several segmentsxef the general o
public and the Congress as well as some administrators of therprcgram
felt was mést crucial: Are Head Start children doing better iﬁ the
primary grades than children who did not attend Head Start?

The third type of abgectian to the Westlnghause fepért was in
regard to the soundness of the research\design itself, Seriau§ ob jec-
tions have been raised about samﬁle selection. The fi;St is that the
sample of Head Start centers selected were not representative of the
Head Start program as a wholgi This implies that any génclusigns
abcuﬁ differences between children who participatéd'aﬁé those who did
not afe limited to only those children actually includgd in the Weét—
inghouse/Ohio University study sample and caﬁnat be gé;éraliéed to all
Head Stafé children, :

Smith and Bissell (1970) ?ainted out ﬁhat é simﬁle faﬁdam sample
" of Head Stagt centers was attemﬁted rather thah a strétified random ¢
;Sample which woéld have represented the national Head Start pragram-in
terms of zcmmunitj type; racial composition, etc. Since it is not
clear on what dimensions Head Start prcgrams‘shculd be st:atlfied this
criticism would not be serious if the 1nves£1gaters had selected a
large>engugh slmple_raﬁdqm sample and cquld vive reasnnable demcgstrag=
tion that!na bias had beenlintfcduced‘; The sample was ﬁa; a large one,
however, | _

Smith and Bissell emphasized especially the seriousness of the
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the Haad Start preschool program.

bias intféduéed by rejecting certain céﬁters:because of their unwilling=-
ness to cooperate and because so few non-Head Start children were
available in their areas. This latter tgéson would tend to exclude

Head Start sites in which the whole poverty cgimunity was invgived in

the preschool program--a situation which would be expected to favor

positive tindings for its childremn. The control sample of children was

'ptabably even less representative of a non-Head Start population than

the Head Start sample was of the citire Head Start population,

In any case, it seems falr to conclude that 1nferences abaut the
effects of the enti%e Head Start program, made on the ba51s of egfects
found in this sample, are not Vﬂéld;;llt is not really safe to assume
that the Westinghouse fépcrt tells us.abéui anything éxcept the differ-
ences in performance of the actual sample groups used,

Another-criticism is one explained in an érticle by Campbell and
Erlebacher (1970).l Their point is tha: we have no way of knowing that
the children in t£§_study who parﬁicipated:iﬁ Head Start-a&d the child~
ren who did not were eqﬁivalent in aEility Eefore their ﬁresghcol exper-

iences, And this would mske it impossible to attribute any differences

£

_ (or lack of dlfferences) fDund in the primary grades to the effects of

£

1 The article by Campbell and Erlebacher appears with several others
on the topic of the WEStlﬂghQusE/Oth University peport in Volume 3,
D;sadvaﬁtaged Child. A summary article by Sheldon White and dlscuss-
ions of the Campbell and Erlebacher article by Cicerelli and by Evans
and Schiller are recommended. ,
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Because of the Egggggs facto design, the Westinghouse resea%chers
used two procedures which Campbell and Erlebacher argue are unsound.
.The first is matching. Suppose, théy argue, that‘f@rmer'ngﬁ-ﬁéad Staft
children feally were, on the average, br i'hter more able children than
former Head Start child;en. Then suppose’ that nnce(the resesrchers
had randomly selected from the HeadeCart group, they found children
from the other group wﬁa could be matched wiﬁh them on age, éex and
kindergarten attendance. When the graupé?weré tested far“achievémEﬁt,
the non-Head Start group would bé‘expectéd to outperform the Head Start
group because they we;elmare able in the first place,

Even if matching had been dane on the basis of pre-test scores of
the children in two such groups, Campbell and Erlebacher argue, regress-
ion arﬁifacts might explain thé effects. VIhat is; suppose some non-
Head Start children were found, from this generally superior group,
whose pre-test scores matched those of the Head Start participants. If
one assumes thét preschool experience has no effect, then the post-test
scores for the non-Head Start children would be higher than thé post-
tést scores for the Head Start children. That is, the true mean of the
non-Head Start population from which these children were drawn to be
matghed’withfﬁéad Starters was higher. The post-test scores wcgld lie
closer to this mean than did the pre-test scores. And the scores of
the Head Start sample would still cluster a;éund their lower means .

Since the Westinghouse/Ohio researchers actually found that the
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two groups had approximately equivalent scores on primary-grade achieve-

ment tests, Campbell and Erlebacher's argument leads to the conclusion

‘that former Head Sfaft participants actually gained more than non-
participants. Since emp;rlgal performance was the same, the Head Start
chlldren .would have had to gain more relatlve to their regressxon;
prgdicted end point, than the non-Head Start children. By this argu-
ment Head Start partlclpatlan can be seen to have had benef1c1al

effects on the primary grade achievement of the more dlsadvantaged

chi ldreni i
The Westinghouse investigators tried several ways to insure that

differences between the é:@ups‘cauld be attributed to the effects of
the Head Start treatment'%téelf. They used socioceconomic status (SES)
as a covariate in their q%flysis of the results, a stati;tical means
of "quating" the groﬁps o that differences in SES (rather than the:

Head Start experience) wauﬁd not be responsible for the results). The

groups of children were te%ted center by center in an analysis of co-
varianée random replicatia%s model. But the problem that the Head
Start saﬁple might have beén drawn from a population with a 1awer (or
higher) general ability (e;en within SES levels) is not resolved by

this technique. Cuampbell and Erlebacher argue that the factorial
structure of SES and achievement are not the same--that using socio-

economic status as the covariate is not even as satisfactory 'as using

pre~test scores. , V.

H P | 3

ferhaperead Start enabled children to catch up with this group




of controls. Perhaps Head Start had a negative effect on the children
enrolled. Campbell and Erlebacher felt that socioeconomic status &ata
and sampliné;bigsés favored the control group and that therefore the
Head Start Samplevin the Westinghouse/Ohio study waé a more disadvant¥
aged one than the control sample. 1In any caée,!if%the groups were
systematically different before the iﬂterveﬁtién bégan, we have no way

e to interpret differences (or no differences) in achievement perform-
N ;

ance at the end.

=

The authors 6f the Westinghouse report acknowledge these facts
in several places. They assert that sush_techpicai problems with the
ex post facto design do not substantially affect the general conclu-

& , .

sions to be drawn from the study. ,

'"We are aware of the possibility of sources of uncontrolled
variation in an ex post facto study, of the possibility of
bias in sampling, of possible limitations in the statistical
analysis and of the experimental nature of the measures of )
affective development. However; considering the variability - s °
of the Head Start' population and the size of the sample used
in the study, it was determined that the tests of signifi-
cance used in the main analysis had sufficient pover to
detect differences/of practical relevance as they existed in
the overall summe:fand full-year groups. Even with ample
statistical power, no great number of differences were found,
And no greater number of significant differences were found
with the alternate'analyses after the groups were equated on
(father's) education, occupation and income per capita."

(p. 245).

These answers to\the limitations of the statistical analysis do

not deal gquarely with the possible original differences in ability be-

tween the two groups of children or with the possibility that the most

effective Head Start programs were left out in the sampling process.




In any case, further statistical refinements on the Westinghouse/Ohio
data will not ﬁelp us interpret its main conclusion.

At this point, one can only make a judgment. Should the findings
be diécéuntgd because of the technical flaws in the study? That is,
since we do not know the effects of regression, sampling biaéfand vio-
lations of statistigaliaSSumptians, can we say nothing? Should one
simply aécept the authors' corclusions beéause of their experience and
close involvement with the subjects and the data collection? Or
should one take a middle position, perhaps giving little credence to
the exact numerical outcomes of the statistical analyses and assuming
that sampling biases operated in unknown degree and direction, and yet
not claiming that the findings are entirely meaningless? The judgment
depends on one's purpose.

If one takes the last-mentioned approach for the purpose of prac-
tical guidance on preshcool policy, it may not be safe %o conclude with
the authors of the Westinghouse/Ohio report that summer Head Start was
less effective than full-year Head Start. While it is reasonable to
suppose that the benefits of a year of experiencs would outlast those
of a few months, and while th?re actually were more significant differ-
ences favoring Head Start afgéf the fulleyeaf programs, the summer and
full-year samples were not éiom the same population and no direct com-
pafisanS'were made between the two. Similarly, it may not be appropri-
ate to conclude that full-year Head Start effects on performance were

stronger in the first grade than in later grades. Both these two find-




ings and the discovery of certain characteristics of "more effective"

programs (in core cities, in southeastern region of U.S,, with Negro

populations) need direct exploration., )

Ve

It daeg\seé% appropriate to conclude with the Westinghouse/Ohio

University researchers that Head Start has been only '"margirally effec-

=1

=

tive,'" on the average in changing primary-grade performance. If we
assume that the population of eligible non-Head Start children was in-
itially superior in ability to the Head Start population and that the

matching an;\BES covariance procedures only acted to remove some of the
- / S

, .
group differences, then permittingféhildreﬁ to ."catch up" or 'stay even"

/ _ :
with a superior, non-Head Start pcp%latign in primary grades seems like

quite an achievemenﬁ for a short-term preschool experience. Getting
ahead of such a gfoﬁﬁ, as former full-year Head Starters di& on the MRT
in first grade and on subtests*cf the ITPA in second grade, would al-
most certainly Ee a practically significantl finding under téase

L While determination of statistical significance is a matter of spe-
cific mathematical operations and accepted conventions, determinations
of "importance'' or "practical significance" is purely a matter of judg-
ment. In the Westinghouse/Ohio report, the authors offer "differences
greater than one-half of a standard deviation" as a criterion of prac-
tical importance. That is, they suggest that one may wish to call the
investment in Head Start programs worthwhile as long as children par-
ticipating in the program get, for exampl:, a score on the MRT which is
8.&vgciﬁts higher (half of the standard deviation of 16.8 for the
test's normative group) than tha children who did not participate. - Ac-
tual results of 'the Westinghouse/Ohio study showed Head Starters aver~
aged only 5 points higher on the MRT. -
One may wish to accept smaller differences or only larger differences

tkan this as practically significant. It depends on whether qne is

- focused. on the improvement achieved already (considering the scale of
the program, the obstacles to its implementation) or the distance still

. to go.(considering the resources already involved, the feasibility of

; program improvement). A

-
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assumed conditions. But in terms of the major overall svaluative
question posed, it does not appear that a Head Start experience gave
children enough of a boost that they could be distinguished from other

educationally disadvantaged children.

Findings from Lcngitgdinal S;gdies

Achlevement Tests (ot

If the results obtained in the Westinghouse study had been ex-
tremely different from those obtained in longitudinal studies of pre-

school programs, we would have a great deal“more difficulty understand-

-

I
ing them. The findings”are, however, generally consistent, If we dis=-
miss the personal-social measurements for the time beingl and concen-

1 While the Westinghouse/Ohio University report did not find signifi-
cant differences on emotional and motivational measures between former
Head Start participants and non-participants after either summer or
full-year programs in first, second or third grades, the fact that the
investigators used new measures with unknown reliability and validity
makes it difficult to draw conclusions from their data at this time.
Long-run effects of preschool on children's social and emotional de=-
" velopment are not well researched. Time pressures made it difficult to
- include the longitudinal studies of dependency, independence-striving
and other personality variables by Dr. Kuno Beller of Temple University.
In a personal communication (June 17, 1971) he reported: 1Ir children
who measured low in autonomous ‘achievement striving, it made a signifi-
cant difference whether they eﬁtered school at nursery, kindergarten or
first grade lavel. Children who had nursery school on. the. average were
elevated in autonomous achievement striving at third grade. The re-
sults were extremely complex however. First, for children who origin-
- ally measured high in autonomous achievement striving, earlier school-
ing did not make a difference in third grade performance. Children who
were high on autonomous achievement striving were also more dependent
and more-aggressive (dependency and aggression were not correlated).
Beller also reported statistically significant differences in the
fourth grade between children with preschooling and those without on
Kagan's Impulsivity-Reflectivity scale (boys especially being more im-
pulsive if no early schooling) on a self-image measure (girls having
more positive self-images and boys having more critical and realistic
self-images with preschool attendance) and on a measure of moral judg=
ment (children who start school later have more primitive moral code).

T . ~
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P
trate on academic achievement, most studies show that the former pre-
school groups are superior upon school entrance, but.their sﬁperiarity
Q?éf the non-preschool groups diminishes over the primary grades. These
are the results in the majority ?f studies, in which the children are
measured in public school settings where there has been no further
Speéial compensatory intervention since the preschocl exper;ence For
d1sadvantaged children, school achievement has been observed to deéline,.
relative tc norms of peffarmance as number of years in gchacl increase.
“This phenomenon, labeledr"cumulative deficit" or "progressive retarda-
tion' has npt, in most cases been arrested. Figure 2 shows a stylized
diagram cfiéypical langitﬁdinal findings.

r Another wctdlef caution is advisable on the interpretation of the
Westinghouse study in thislccntexti' Although the Westinghouse findings
are consistent with tﬁgkgeneralisatian abaut diminishing différences
between preschool partlcipaﬂts and non-participantc, the study was not
1Gngitudina1; that is, it did not involve retesting af the same child-
ren in first, senbnd and third: grades. Ih;é an equally aﬁpropriate in- |
terpretation of wha% the Westlnghouse revealed is that, durlng the

years 1965 and 1966 when Head Start was just getting organized, the
programs were not as effective in chaﬁging children's perfqrmaﬁcé as

the 1967 and 1968 programs. In any case, the results were in égreement
with those which show more differen&es in the first grade than in later
grades ‘and in fact, thg Westinghouse/Ohi6 researchers exémined their‘
data and found there was more effect in the-first.grade if no kinder-

s {
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Figure 2. Schematic trend in achievement over time for three groups
of children. i

curuletive
- ACHIEVERENT deflicit
(in grade level

or equivalent)

| 2 5 4 s
YEARS

O ——0 Lisadvantggaa children with sinzle year ¢f preschool attendance
before schocl entrance at Year 2. -
o——e Lisadvanteged children without preschool e Zperience vho

cnteied publie school st Yoor 2.
X—wx Advantaged children with or without preschool experience.

B - 'catch up" by non-preschooied group. (B is steeper than C, although
B is not generally as steep as A was for the preschooled group).

C - "levelling off' by the preschooled group. (C is generally a
shallower slope than A). -

"Fade out' can refer to low achievement score relative to expected

- performance (e.g. grade -level norms) and is thus equivalent to 'cumula-
tive deficit' or 'progressive retardation." It can also rcfer to
fading of differ-ences between preschecled and non-preiichooled groups

of disadvantaged children (i.e. "catch up" and ''leveli.ing off'").

There is almcsc never an actual decrease in raw achievement test

score. W : '
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garten year intervened.

DiLorenzo's experiment with prekindergartens in New York was
based, like the Westinghouse study, on the notion that 'the carry-over
effects of the prekindergarten experiences are...critical' in judgiﬂg -
the success of the program. On the Metropolitan Readiness Tests at the
end of kindergarten, he found that the former prekindergartners were
superior to disadvantaged cantrclsl on the Mefropolitan Achievement
Test Primary I Bagte:yi Both groups were, however, still considerably
below norms and below middle-class comparison groups in performance.

DiLorEﬁﬁc,cnly reported on second grade performance for one
_ —— }
former prekindergarten group which had shown some superiority over its
control group at the end of kindergarten. The difference between the
scores of these 27 children and 37 non-prekindergartners in the first
grade did no quite reach statistical siénificﬁgge. And by the second
grade, there were no &etectable differences (on the Upper Pri%ary

Reading Battery). The coritrol groups had "caught up'" with the child-

#

ren who had attended the prekindéfgaften pragramix Results obtained by
this New York SFace grq@p since the publication of the study confirm
the disappearance of differences in subéequentrgreﬁps. e
In the Gray and Klaus (1970) ﬁarly Tfainglg Project, results 6n "

the Metroﬁblitaﬁ Achievement Test were as follows: "In 1965, at the

1 Significant differences betwéen experimentel (prekindergarten and
control (no prekindergarten) groups were due primarily to the girls'
scores and were attributable mainly to the few highly teacher-directed
programs. which emphasized werbalization (Cf. discussion in Chapter Two).

o/
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.,
end of the first grade, the experimental children were sigﬁificantly
superior on three.df the four tests used at that timg: word knowledge,
word discrimination, and feadiﬁg." The arithmetic computation score
"difference was not Significant3r "In 1966 (end of second grade) five
subtests were giv%g. This time only two were significant, word kncw;.

ledge and reading.'" (p. 917). There were no signifcant differences

found at the end of fourth grade on any of the subtests given, with
) L 4

the exception that the control group in another ‘town was significantly
inferior to the experimental and control groups in the local schools.
The test experimental group was performing %ﬁgear behind grade level
norms at the end of the fourth grade. The experimental groups' pro-
gress seems to have been slower in the later primary graées tﬁan it was
between first and se;ond“gfédes,‘and the rate of achievémenﬁ did not
decréase as much in the control groups as it did in ;he experimental
groups by fourth grade (''catch ué“ and "1eveiling éff”)i

‘Ihe longitudinal results of Hodges, McCandless and Spicker's
(1971) first étudy indi;a;e that norsigﬂiiicant'gchievement diffefeﬂces
(as judged by teachers) were'present at the end of the intervention |
period between the ex?erim;ﬁtal kindergarten grcuﬁ of thirteen child-
ren. In a second study, more experlmental kindergartners (N=16) were
!placed in first grade compared with the children (N=16) who remained

at home, but by the end of first grade the experlmental children were

not keeping up with their classmates andrdiffereﬁées between experi-



mental and control groups:were fading.l

These less-encouraging results seem to be typical of large-scale
publicly-supported pfeschgﬂlfprcgrams? - Several e%aluatiuns of Title-1
supported prekindergartens 1nd1cated that wh;le‘preschagled chlldren
might have been more ''ready'" for schoal at the end of kindergarten,
their scores on first grade achievement tests do not differ from non-
prescﬁocled children. For most of these large-scale programs and for

=

Head Start, differences noted at the end of preschool have usually dis-
appeared.by Spring of the following year.

The subjects in Weiliart's lcngiﬁudiaalﬁstudy of the Ypsilanti
Ferry Preschool Prajégt (Weikart et al, 1970) provide exceptions to
both of the general findings stated above. That is, the difference be-

;‘;‘

tween the two groups at the third g r7ide increased rather than decreased.
'V

f‘; o ) ’ . : ~
For the experimental group as agwh ’le, there was little "levelling off,"
nor was ''‘catch up' observed” in the control group. The difference be-
.f“ 4

tween Eroups on the C&llfa nia échievemEﬁt Test (total raw scare) is
significant at the#end of theffirsf’g%aée,! At the end of the second

F
grade, there is. a not-qui EE/ignificant,diﬁfgrence-between former pre-

'schoolers and,ncn—preschoclers. At the end of the third grade the

IS

difference between the groups is statistically significant (p. << 01).

- Weikart reports that this is due to the fact that five of the subjects

s . ‘.-ﬁ; i
(all girls) in the experimental group are performing near the 50th

Y ' , ~ . . / ,
percentile of'fﬁ; CAT narms,while other experlmEﬁtal children and the

1 Persanal communication with Howard Sp;cker, Indiana Unlverslty on
March 1, 1971, K [

J

i .
,. Lo



control children have fallen back to about the eighth percentile. The

m

mean performance of the experimental group is near the 25th percentil

N
Karnes (1969) did not have a group without preschool experience

with which to make comparisons and her subjects, on the average, were
o

less disadvantaged than Weikart's (original mean IQ = mid 90's for

Karnes' gréuﬁs; original mean IQ = upper 70's for Weikaft's). Never-
théless Ehéfé was quite a range in IQ's among Karnes' subjects and the
childfen wh; participaﬁed in the Améliarétive program were étill per-
forming at grade level (3.77) on the California Reading Achievement
Test at the end of third grade. The éesn of this group was éignifi-
cently superior to that of the Traditicnal preschool group, but those
children were also still holding their own just below the grade level
norm. Both of the preschooled groups were performing satisfactorily

“and neither was showing a '"cumulative deficit.' . /

Intelligencs Tests . .

In general,'the IQ'data-agrcss these studies were similar to
achievement data, in that differences between experimental and control
gr@upé grew smaller and disappeared by the third grade. The ''catch up"
phenomenon was chargcteristic; That is, the IQ increase in the groups

which had not attended preschools was greater during the first wyear of

public school than the IQ'iﬁcreass of the preschooled groups during
the same'periad. While control groups in small experimental studies

generally did not obtain as high an IQ score as the experimental

ot

groups by the end of the first school year, the experimental groups
Sy
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were "'levelling off."

Even in reviewing Head Sﬁéft.faseafih Grotberg (1968) cculd:state
that "studies indicate rather uniformly that while Head Start children
do not lose what they have gained through thei; Head Start experience,
they tend to 1e§el off to a plateau which allows other children to
catch up to them.' (p. 40). -

On the following pages are IQ data from the several experimental
longitudinal studies which showed the greatest IQ change in the pre-
sch@@l'periéd; The general trend seems to be that as a result of the
special intervention program (as wevséw in Chapter 2) the children ob-
tain higher scores than their péers. The IQ scores of the preschgéled

group are not markedly éhanged duriﬁg the first year of public school,

and they tend to stabilize or show a gradual drift downward during the

above their original pre-intervention IQ level.
The groups which do not participate in any preschool program show
2 fairly sharp increase during their first year in public schaéik

(whether it be kindergarten or first gradé)i This brings the IQ scores

£

B o B _ - 3
of the control groups almost to the level of the former preschoolers.

1 The fact that IQ scores decline whereas achievement scores simply
increase at a slower rate is a result of the way IQ is computed by
dividing mental age by chronological age. Thus a child with an IQ of
100 who failed to gain 12 months mental age during a l2-month period
would show an IQ decrease. Mental age would have continued to increase
at a slower rate. Losing IQ points does not indicate a loss in mental
age. :
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Statistically significant differenceé are sometimes' found aﬁd scmetimes
not found at the end of the first year of puglic schooling. Over the
primary grades, the IQ scores of both groups change very little and any
differences between the groups tend to disappear.i At tﬁiré grade, the
mean IQ of both groups is usually slightly above their originally-..
measured IQ. This sugggsts;that in IQ tests, unlike ﬁchiévemEnt'tests,
there is 1ittie\fpfcgressiée retardation'" or cumulstive deficit' in
disadvantaged cﬁ£1dren, wéether they éttendéd a preschool program or
not.

The results of the Gray and Klaus study offer some exceptions.
The ;ﬁtelliéence test scores of the experimental groups tend to decline
over time (cumulative defi;it).l During summer ﬁr;schaal sessions and
first grade, the experimental groups were maintained at a level above
the cantfcl,gréup,zand first grade attenda;;e bccstgd the IQ of the
controls. But after first grade thé control group's IQ)scares declined
at a less rapid rate than thevexpefimentél groups', such thau by the
end, of the fcurth grade, the intelligence tesﬁgsécyes (admittedly now
testing different abilities ia the children) wére,élmost identical to .
pre-intervention scores in absolute amount as well as in the rélative

position of the groups. Not shown in Figure 3 is a''distal control"

which was'a similar group in griother town. This comparison group was
hs -
#+ ® J

1 Sprigle (Van de Riet et al., 1970) and DiLorenzo (1969) also noted
the decline in IQ of the control group before school attendance.

1
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ccnsidérably below its initial IQ level by thé fourth grade, The rel-
N

atively slower decline in 1Q for the regular, local control group may

be attributable to the spread of effect of the experimental interven-

tkon (neighborhood contacts during the entire period were numerous and

the children were in the same public schgél classes as the expegimen—

tal ehiidren), but the debilitating effects of the local school and/aif/

home environments were strong nevertheless.

The achievement scores o0f these four groups correspond with th
intelligence test scores. Both show that progressive ratardation t

i

not been arrested by intervention. This does not deny the positive

i
i
t

effects of the intervention on the children during preschool but it

and home environment. . . /-

In study after study, preschool attendance--even in centers with

P

make a difference in either achjievement or measured intelligence in

w

the most sophisticated knowledge, personnel and planning--doe

disadvantaged children by the end of the primary grades; ‘ .

v

In order to make policy ééc151ons about preschool programs, it
. : @ \ . ' . . . .
is important to know not only that their effects on the whole have not

per%isted through the primary grades but also why they have not. Or

in the few cases where success

results mean that we have not/ enhanced the mental development of the
Suil an tl > LIVATL e _m = deve 11
rd

&

7



o d

- ghildren enough or that we have not really increased cognitive and

emotional abilities which underlie intellectual achievement, then we

might consider such things as= 1) not increasing large-scale preschool
expenditures until we agréeicn what is.important, find out if it is
possible to bring it about, and discover the conditions under which it
can be fostered on a large scale, 2) giving the children of certézn
parents special stimulation from birth or from age one or twec years,
3) éhanging‘the goal of the program to day care with educational com-
ponents to keeép the children from regressing on the basis of what we
now know, and forget the idea of accelerating development to insure
children's chances to succeed afterrage five.

If we get these results of preschool intervention because the

®

school experience doesn't reinforce or, in fact, contravenes the pre-

e, then we might wish to: 1) change the goals, methods

and/or content of public school programs, 2) make preschool programs
)
mdre‘compatih;e with existing primary programs, 3) make both the pre-

school and primary programs plan & sequence of experiences under com-

patible philosophies,

" 1f we get these results because the home environment fails to

. reinforce or contravenes the preschool experience, we may wish to

e

1) bring ébcut more harmony of goals and methods between school and

community, 2).remove the children from their homes for longer periods

of time, 3) involve the entire community in an educational intervention

- (parenthood education) or other, (e.g. economic, politicel) interven-




tions which have effects on child rearing and schooling.
Unfortunately, the studies available at present give us very
little information about why the achievement differénces between
groups were so small relative to the norms, or short-lived, relative to
expectations for maintairning public school success. The studies were
designed to demonstrate or to find out what would happen if yéuﬁg dis=-
advantaged children were given a stimulating preschool experience.
Expectations were high, since there;was‘reason to believe that the
period before school was more cfitical than others in the dévelcpment
of a child's basic iﬁtelligencé,;gnd that with accelerated intellectual

development, basic language skillg and the motivation to do well in

4 T

re

n

school, the child would achieve at a "ndrmal" rate, The studies w
not designed to explain the phenomena which were demonstrated. They
did not control or carefully abséfve the continuing home environment,
-the classroom interactions in first, secéﬁd and third grades, the fit
between preschool and school content and style. Nor was knowledge yet
available about the amount of change in cognitive development or about
which cognitive and non-cognitive abilities are mosi essential for
learning to read and do arithmetic in school. All of ?hése factors -
varied simultaneously.

The answers to the questions now posed must await the next round

of studies. But for present guidance we must try to find clues in the

studies to date.




Did preschools not enhance development enough?

In the great majority of §ublic preschool programs evaluated the

level of intellectual functioning is _raised, although the jincrease.is

not great. In several small-scale experimental preschool programs,
however, IQ and readiness‘scéres are considerably enhanced. The child-
ren's performance is in the 'normal' range. And yet it may be that
this is still not enough of aAi;cst in inteliegtual or other abilities
nécess;ry for'a child to function well in school.

It seems logical that if attendance in a ﬁreschgcl program could
raise‘a disadvantaged child's level of intellectual development to a
point near that of successful Eﬁildren, héféculd not have trouble

{
mgs;ering reading, arithmeticgaﬁd other academic skills, the teacher
would be as likely to succeed with him as she wcuié with a youngster
who did not come from a disadvantaged family. We have some studies
which suggest that when preschool attendance enhances IQ considerably,
the probability of children 'making it' in school increased.

Data from Karneslet al. (1969) give support ﬁc the notion that
preschool programs gave an 1Q boost to some children whose original IQ
scores were fairly low, and that this may have been a factor in their
abilities to achieve. In the Ameiiarative program especially, some
children Qith IQ scores in the mid-80's to low-90's obtained in pre-
school and maintained IQ scores nearly at the norm. The aghievement
test data indicate that all the children in this group were learniqg
to read in first grade and were keeping up in arithmetic. This sugg-

*




ests that if intellectual abilities are raised to a certain minimum

level before first grade (undoubtedly a different level E&? each first

grade classroom) tiie teacher could reach the ¢hild and the ¢hild could

keep up.

The Weikart et al. (1970) study also seems to suggest that a

Year

certain minimum IQ level péftly explained the fact that some children
in their experimental group were '"making it'" in school. Weikart's
program, like one described by Herzog et al. (1971) was more effective
with children who had higher IQ's to begin with. And Weikart found
that children who were already 'nmaturally" brighter had a better chance
of learning rggdiﬂg and arithmetic in the school Situatién. The
study suggested even more stf@ng;y that changes brought about by the
preséhaol program, including changes other than ‘IQ, were responsible
for increasing children's chances for achievement. The correlation
between IQ and achievement was stronger for children who attended pre-
school than for children who had not. The study concluded that "al-
though an ‘innoculatién' against further educational difficulties is
hardly a burden preschool prcgramminé can assume, this effect seems

to have occurred in some children. The conclusion seems to be that
preschool 'frees' the child from the normally expected relatianéhips

1 If there had been a control group in this study, however, we might

have found that the public schools in this area were also able to work
as successfully with disadvantaged children who had no early schooling.
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with demographic variables that usually 'determine' academic progress."
(pp. 136-137).

However; the fact that those who succeeded were all girls gives us
a C;ue that social interaction with the teacher in the school situation

may have been a c¢rucial variable. Most of the children in Weikart's

experimentalfgfggg plus those in several other studies where intellec-

p
tual development was considerably enhanced (Klaus and Gray, Hodges

et al.) were not making any better progress in later primary grades than
control groups. Increasing the level of IQ considerably was not suffic-

ient to insure success. in school. In addition, it is not clear how

much more we could influence in a one- or two-year period preceding

m
4]

school attendance. If th mall-scale experimental preschool programs
availai.le now are not sﬁfficient to alter:signifigantly the children's
cﬂanceg of lgarning to read well and do arithmetic, then large-scale
public preschool programs without special follow up cannot be expected
to do betﬁé;; 2

Has preschool changedVthg,wronggtgéggs?

Spicker,” after examining performance of children in the experi-

mental kindergarten program in Study I and in Study II, felt that the
second experimental group displayed achievement superiority more than
the first group because there was less of a discrepancy between what

the second group had learned in the experimental program and what was

r

1 In a phone conversation Howard Spicker reported that the Stanford-
Binet items missed by the two groups in the Hodges et al study had
been examined. )

T
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offe ed in the public school first grade. That is, there was more

"positive transfer'" from the kindergarten to the first grade. The

curriculum in the experimental intervention program had been changed

after Study I. Language lessons were made to include more specific
vocabulary and the content used included traditional school themes
such 'as "community workers'" (policemen, firemen) and a unit on ''the

farm.'" Also more emphasis was placed on memory practice, number con-

€ 4

cepts andrfine motor development, The first, second and third grades
into which both Study I and Study children went were observedto have
a great deal of rot~ learning of computation and reading (flash cards
and group recitation). The feeling was that if preschool programs could
enhance those skills which mést closely approximate those the children
wculé use In the school program, achievement would not show a deficit.
The Planned Variations axperimegt in the Follow Through program

should permit us to assess this explanation.

1 The Follow Through program was originally conceived as a follow-up
into the primary grades of the gains made by disadvantaged children in
Head Start. It is administered by the U.S. Office of Education. Follow
Through, serving poor children in schools all over the country, con-
sists of parent participation, nutritional and medical services, educa-
tional programs and some other ''life support'" services during the pri-
mary grades. Although the philosophy of the program emphasizes indi-
vidualization of instruction, the curriculum is not necessarily coord=-
inated with the particular Head Start Program or other experience the
children may have had before school entrance. A "Planned Variations"
experiment with several different specially-designed model Follow
Through programs is now being conducted. Some of these primary grade
model programs mesh directly with Head Start model programs. Others
serve children in classes where at least 50% of the children have had
some kind of Head Start program. The effects of different model pro-
grams and different preschool-primary sequences are being evaluatead.
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i
KKarnes (1909) noted that the children in:the Bereiter-Engelmann
curriculum group lost eleven IQ points in the %ifst year of public
school practices. She attributed this loss to the discrepincy between
preséhaal and school practices. She did not expard on what was inappro-
priafe: the material the children knew, the style of learning) or both.
Because it was a loss in IQ points, the Bereiter-Engelmann
phenomenon has”also been viewed as follows: In this "structured-
informational" preschool program, as opposad to a 'structured-cognitive"
pr@gram,l the children had not changed ;n their ways of thinking or in
their level of cognitive functioning but rather in the amount of in-
formation’ (including infcrmg;;og relevant to the IQ test) they had
acquired and retained. The IQ dfcp would reflect a drop in retention.
A little support for this view comes from Karnes et al. (1969) that the
-children from the Ameliorative and Bereiter~Engelmann programs did
equally well on readiness and early achievement tests, except on items
which required Qcmprehensian.z On these items involving understanding
the Bereiter—Engelménﬁ (Direct Vérbal)-greup did ngf perform as well,
Unfortunately, there éte nprachievemg;t data over the primary grades
yet for a substantial group of children from this program. - Nor have
1° A distinction made by Bissell (1970) between programs whose objec-
tives are to develop cognitive processes or styles (strucp.—ccgn.) and
those designed to teach certain content, information or cognitive pro-
ducts (struct.-informational), 7
2 Earlier high scores reported by Bereiter (1967) on achievement were

on the Wide Range Achievement Tests which involve rote memory rather
than reason and comprehension. ‘
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longitudinal results appeared from several programs thased on teaching

generalizable cognitive habits and problem solving abilities rather

than specific skills (e.g. Nimnicht, Gilkeson, Adkins)i.

From the rangeuof preséﬁcéi ﬁféégéég teaching various competen-

cies that have been evaluated over a‘pericd of time (e.g. Klaus and

Gray, Weikart et al.) it appears that making a disadvantaged ch%Ld more
- o

like his advantaged peer in several ways or exposing him to maéerials

he will encounter in the first school grades, is not sufficient to

guarantee nérmal rates of 'achievement.

Did the schools vfail the children?

Except in some caseé (e.g. Gfay and Klaus, 1970), the IQ séems to
have been raised-by preschool program and sustained--~though not further
enhanced--in the school. 1In addition, there have been significant
positive changes én measures of general development and school fegdi—
ness such as the Preschool Inventory. There has been some continuity
of the effectsADf preschool on level of development, then. As we have
seen, this.has not meant.that achievement was fothaumi?g. WVhere a

=

higher level and rate of achievement might ordinarily be expected from

=

a group of children with higher méntalﬁébility, this is not what we
generally find when comparing the preschooled children with those who
did not have a preschool program experience. N

Datta (1969), after reviewing Head Start follow-up evaluation

studies and some of the same longitudinal studies reviewed here, summ-

=
s
XY

b




which may explain why the school did not further enhance children's

deveiﬂpment:

1. Class Norms. Since the teacher is primarily ‘interested
in the progress of the whole class, she must set the level
of class activities below that necessary to challenge the

’ more advanced Head Start children (or, perhaps, above the
level of all the disadvantaged children, whether former
preschoolers or not) and give more attention to the group
of children wheo are less advanced (or more). Some evidence
in support of this hypothesis is the finding (Wolff & Stein,
1967) that when 50% or more of the class had attended Head
Start, the rate of gains was maintained, while when 25% or
less of the class had attended Head Start, the differences
were most likely to disappear,

2. Peer Group Influence. The presence of more advanced
Head Start children in a classroom may stimulate the develop-
ment Of non - Head Start children. Conversely, it is also
possible that the Head Start children who can do many things
feel less competitive pressure from their disadvantaged
peers to develop new skills and abilities.

w

3. Factors in the School System. It may be naive to expect
‘a child to continue to progress rapidly in a classroom where
the teacher may be responsible for thirty or more children,
may be primarily concerned with maintaining order and per=
haps convinced that most of her students have little poten-~
tial; and the demanding, active and inquisitive Head Start
children may suffer more in this situation than non-Head
Stari. children (Hyman and Kliman, 1967). A less extreme
version of this interpretation is that the low-income child
-and his family require a different kind of program than

that typically found in the school. It may be that when

the child is provided over a period of time with the necess~
ary attention from teachers who are adequately trained and
equipped with materials oriented to his needs and when he
and his family continue to receive services such as those
provided in the Head Start program, he will continue to
accelerate developmentally (p. 14, parenthetical notes
added, except for references).

Similar "possible explanations' were advariced for the longitud-

inal data in the small-scale experimental programs. It is possible,
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for example, that the major differences between Karnes' achievement
data and those of Gray and Klaus were due to differences between the
schools (the expectations of the classroom teacher, the degree to which
instruction was individualized, the port;éﬁ of disadvantaged children
per class, etc.) in the Illinois town and in the Tennessee town. Ob~
servations of the classroom situation and the day-to-~day activities of

the children were not %?Eluded in these studies, so it is not possible

T — ~

to determine what faEEEféhin the school situation may have led to
"catch up' and "levelling off" in IQ and achievement.

For thése who saw the gaal of preschool programs as insuring
"normal" progress in school achievement (no matter what school), blam-
’ing the schools for failing to foster achieveﬁent may not seem justified.
However if thé qﬁestien is not whether schools contribute most to the
" failure but rather whether changes in the school could yield the
successful result, then Follow-Through and such experimental programs
as that of Springle (Van de Riet, 1970) will be useful. .Sprigle's pro-
gram is designed so that nursery school, kindergarten and first grade
(to date) form a continuous sequence of skill and attitude acquisition.
The group in this program continues to excell a control group by a wide
margin. |

Unlike the hypotheses regarding the possibility that preschool
did not change intellectual functioning enough, the hypotheses that
1) the schools are not arranged to foster further development or teach

i :
academ%& skills to the disadvantaged or 2) preschool and school programs
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are not cocordinated, appear to leave more room for positive action,
This is certainly the assumption on which the Follow Through program is
based. 'While a report of findings is not yet available, preliminary
results indicate that if children have a Head Start experience and enter
a school with a Follow Through program, they do better (in kindergarten.
and first grade) than if they had entered a school without a Follow
Through.program. ’The same is true of disadvantaged children who have no
Head Sta:t experienéé. That is, they also achieve better if they attend
a school with a Follow Through program. In addition, children with
both Head Start and Follow Through perform better than cﬁildren with
only the Head Start experience and no speciai compensatory program ié
school. Such findings suggest that changes can be made in the school

- situation itself to increase the likelihood of disadvantaged children's
success and Ehat coordinating the preschool and first school experiences
will increase children's chances of ccntinged achievement,

The practical applicability of such statistically significant
findings is not clear, however. Many compensatory education programs
have been tried in the schools already, Qith somewhat disappointing re-
sults (Jensen, l96§; Gordon and Jablonsky, 1967) . The Coleman study
(1966) and others have been interpreted as showing that characteristics
of the school (e.g. teacher/pupil ratio, per pupil expenditure) are‘
irrelevant to children's achievement and that:hcme factors or heredi-
tary capacities account for most of the variance in achievement.

Attempts to study other school factors, besides those included in the
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Coleman report, (e.g. school culture, individualization of instruction)
plus the findings from -the 'Planned Variations' studies in Head Start
and Follow Through may make it clear how much influence changes in the

school can feasibly,EREft on the achievement of disadvantaged children,

Is the home environmént responsible for the fact that preschoolers

do not maiﬁggin zhéiriadvantagewpve; nbggprgschaolet§;§h§ﬁugh,thg

primary grades?

This question appears tautological when we realize that the home
environment was cnce.biamed for the original problem. But now it seems
clearer, that the immediate home environments which were seen as the
locus of the problem were changed and did benefit children over the
short run. Experimental preschools and Head Start centers were effec-
tive in changing family life patterns and/arzccmpensating for inappro-
priate home stimulation, suéh that the children did progress and learn
and grow during the program. : -, .

However, the more global or distal (from the child) environment--
the society itself--was not signi%icantly altered. The family has
little reason érrsupport for maintaining changes it may have made in
feelings of environmental ccntrcl: expectation levels for their child,
relations with school or social service authcrities. If changes in the
family which supported the child's development become afﬁificial or
maladaptive, they are dropped.

The child's inability to maintain a sugeriar rate of progress

throughout the primary grades could be due to incompatibility of de-
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mands in the home and school environments (assuming, here, that school

ressures were favorable to the child's achievement). Without contin-
P hal-13 ]

ued outside intervention, thé'peer pressures, neighborhood expectations
of low academic achievement and eventual employment (if_any) outside of
the mainstream, and continued racial discrimination may begin to in-
fluence the direction of the child's development more heavily. Again,

research to date has not documented events in the home environment or

their continuing effects on the children’during the primary grades,

. o s » )
Studies of the effects on disadvantaged children of positive
changes in the community as a whole, such as those brought about
' ' P
through Head Start or other social and e€ccnomic programs, are few and
: iy

inconclusive. A few, such as Gilﬁer, Miller and Gray's pfqvide some

evidence that the family and community environment can be changed™. .. =~

enough in the interest of childfen's development that the children's
educational success is~somewhat more likely. But rather significant

changes in this larger environment seem to be necessary for the
;34-\_

effeﬂts\izazisadvantaged children's success tafﬁisgg,practical signifi-
I

cance. review of many studies, Stein and Susser (197@) pointed

out that both "the greatest deterioration and the most sﬁstéined im-
o E
provements (in mental develcpment):have been producgd by total expos-
- iy ~— . - B
ure to a new rgéidential envircnmenti” (p. 64): That environments
have pfcféund effects over periods ofgtiﬁe alsa“seems to be thé message

of the Skeels (1966) study, when we view it from our more experienced

il
o

‘perspective,

~
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The more we try to decide whether the preschool program did not
enhance development enough, whether the school experience did not build
on the advances made in the preschool on promoting happiness, intglleg:
tual development, academic skills, social responsibility, etc. would,
of course, be most useful. This would enable us once we had carefully
ﬁétérminedithe goals (minimal levels of school achievement? productive
employment in adult society? well rounded, individually developed five
ané six year-olds?) to find the factors (combinations of preschool;
school fémily and social institutions) which could be most effectively

offered to accomplish that end.




CHAPTER SIX

SUMMARY

If a modern leader doesn't know the
facts he is in grave trouble, but
rarely do the facts provide unqual;—
fied guidance,

PURPOSE

This report, commissioned by the Officg of Ghiiﬁ Develépﬁent,
U.S. Department of Healtn, Education and Welfare, is an examination of
the written evidence on the effects of preschool programs on disaﬁvana
taged children and their families. The findings of hundredsxaf recent
studies were reviewed to determine what kind of justification theypro-
vide for continued support of Head Start, Title I and Title III'(ESEA)
pfekindEfga?tens, state-wide early childhood education programs or other
publicly-funded preschool programs.

The Head Start and Elementary Secondary Education A;t (ESEA)-pre—
school programs, both federally financed (though administered differ-
ently through local and State agencies), have been reaching about
530,000 children of low-income families or neighborhoeds yearly. Two
ma jor state-supported prekin&ergarten programs in California and Néé
York together involve about 3&,000 children beyond those in Head Start

{ e

1 Gardner, John "The Anti-leadership Vaccine" The Annual Report of the
Carnegie Cntparatlan 1965, p. 8.
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and ESEA prcéia@é. Many of the forty-two states which permit and
(usually) support kiﬁdgrgarten programs for five-year-old children are
now launching prekindergarten efforts or feasibility and planning
studies. The advocacy of groups such as the Committee for Economic
Development, the National Education Association, the American Federa-
tion of Teachers and the Regents of the State University of New York
for providing one or two years of public schooling be?@re the present

s for

=

kindergarten year, at least for disadvantaged children, also cal
an examination of the results of pre=-primary programs to date.

-

FINDINGS

Immediate effects on cognitive, social

L

nd emotional development.

Public preschool programs have been suécessfglf;g;ghgpging in-

tellectual and social behavior of disadvantaged children in positive

irections over the short run. Evaluations have showed that while dis-

advantaged children attending preschools do not generally reach ti.e

{s¥

standardized test norms or the performance levels of middle-class com-
parison groups in general intellectual abilities, they are superior at

the end of the preschool period to disadvantaged children who did not

attend preschool programs. .

Small-scale, expertly-staffed experimental preschool programs
have yielded much more striking improvements in measured intellectual
abilities than the large-scale programs--sometimes producing above-

average IQ scores on. standardized tests. Characteristics shared by

several programs which boosted intelligence test performance consider-
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ably were: 1) a clearly specified set of goals and intellectual skill
objectives which staff members could use to guide daily activities,

2) a highly trained, well-organized supervisory and teaching staff, all
devoted to producing noticeable intellectual growth in the children,

3) understanding by the mothers ;f program purposes and often enlist-
ment of mothers as teachers in the classroom and home, 4) individual
time spent with each child and some program aztivitiés tailored for
each child, 5) heavy use of language by adults in the classroom and en-
couragement of children's verbal expression. It is nat!kncwn, hcwever,

ables is necessary or critical for br;nglng out

\H"’

which of these va
which intellectual abilities in which children.

The pgssib;llty of short-run positive change in specific cagnl-
tive and pe:cep%gal skills has also been dpﬁgnstrahed by small-scale
experiments. Several different 1anguagé lesson gequences as short as
15 mingtés daily CBeréiter & Engelmann, Earngs, Blank, Edwards & Stern,
Reid &vAdkins) have produced marked imprcvément,in performance on the

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, which measures both re-

eptive and expréggiﬁa language ‘abilities in young children.

o]

There are fewer tested educatienalltechnique; available in other
areas than language for advancing specific skills in"preschcclefé, al-
though various types of existing prescﬁSOl pfagrais exhibit a specifi-
city gf-effect_ Montessori programs, for example, which emphasize
sensory acuity and provide maﬁy activities requiring ﬁraétice in fine

tive Eff cts on children's

Lad

o

liscriminations, often show specific pos

-
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sensory and perceptual performance. There is less certainty about the
extent to which preschool programs have been able to promote positive

effects in,cognitive processes, such as persistence in tasks, indepen-
dence striving or autonomy in problem solving, curiosity, self-confi-

dence or delay of gratification.

Uncertainty about effects on children's social and emotional

development stems no:finyfffﬂmfghefpaucityrgf reliable measurement but

1lso from lack of ;gnSEﬁsus7ab§ut7yh§tigcn§titu§esqusitivg‘ghangg.l \\;
e

For example, a child may Be considered to have benefited greatly from a
Head Start program if he is no longer withdrawn and silent but speaks
up spontaneously, moves about and makes contact with the teacher and
other children. On the other hand, if he is rated in social adjustment
by a 'first grade teacher who maintains a quiet and orderly class, he
may be seen as having made an inadequate adjustment. The case of
social behavior ‘or readiness for school is not nearly so confusing as
the case of emotional development. There are many social behaviors on

which there is agreement. Findingsfshaw that on such things as ad just-

ing to classroom routines, learning self-care skills, learning to play

1 We have not yet precisely defined or agreed on measures of such
things as tolerance of frustration, self-perception, dependency conflict,
Ve do not have enough normative studies which tell us in what ways
children are ''maturally" developing at this age, nor longitudinal
studies which tell us how early traits relate to adult characteristics.-
And ye do not have agreement on educational or developmental goals (i.e.
is the child with the highest frustration tolerance with the perception
of himself as most strong and powerful and with the lowest dependency
conflict the ''best'" child?).




and share with other ehild;enlﬁfgllgwiggﬁtggghgrs',ig;gfucticggj etc.

- children with a preschool experience gemerally have an advantage over

children without such_experience as they enter the formal school.

In the area of emotional development we have rarely detected re-

44

liably the changes in young children's feelings of competence, depen-
dency, frustration tolerance, etc. even as a result of carefully-
controlled programs with specific objectives for the children's emo-
tional development,

Health and nutrit ion

There are few evaluations of change in children's immediate or
long~range nutritional or general health status attributable to pre-
school services. Of those preschool programs which include health and
nutrition components, only Head Start even . has records of services pro-

vided. For these records, widespread immediate good effects on the

children due to the feeding program, medical treatments and dental ser-

vices can be presumed, Some longer-range benefits can also be presumed

to result from fluoridation, immunizations and those few parental

health education programs which were intensive.

Insofar as similarly effective services were provided to children
in Title I and other preschool programs, we can conclude that there
were benefits to health similar to those resulting from Head Start pro=-

grams,

1~

t may or may not seem appropriate to expect that Title I or Head

Start preschcols would also provide an environmental safety, sanitation
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and health program in the children's communities to insure long-range
. healthy physi¢31 growth and development. In any case, there were few
activities of this scope in preschool programs which could be gxpeetéd
to have major impact on future heaithy development. Head Start pro-
vided the only known exceptions in that, in some cnﬁmuuities staff and
parent groups had influence in changing the health servicé institutions
(hQSPitais, mental health clinics, etc.) so that they provided more
benefits to poor communities.

Effects on Families

Evaluations of recent preschool programs for the disadvantaged
have not generally included assessment of the impact on the family of
having one or more young children in a group educational setéiﬁg out=
side the home. Only a few have included assessment of parental atti-
tude change, and these were usually measures of attitudes toward thé
praschool or toward séhéal in general. Results of these measures were
almost uriversally positive. Since preschool programs are aimed prim-
arily at the young child, minimal evaluatian_cf.effects on other family
members is perhaps to be expected. The Head Start program is unique in
tﬁis respect since, as a part of the anti-poverty program, enhanced
parental respcnéiﬁility, dignity and understapding of children‘were in-
c;uded in its goals, Head Stafﬁ programs have encouraged parental g

participation 1) through ccmmunity*actian,‘in;luding directing Head
- [ . !

= -

Start centers and managing Head Start activities, 2) through employment

&
o

as preschool center staff and training as child care workers, 3) through
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volunteer work and participatién as home educators. 1In some programs,
the entire range of parental involvement was encouraged, sometime in
combination with the provision of direct social services for the
entire family.

While something is known about the actual amount of parental par-
ticipation in managing Head Start programs, and thé broader forms of
community action, the effects of this kind of involvement on the par=
ents and their children is not known. One can perhaps persume some of
the good effects from the many favorable anecdotal reports and from
evidence (e.g. Kirschner report) that Head Start groups made changes in
the schools, hospitals and other institutions, inclgding the national
‘Head Start program, which increased benefits to the poor. But most
effects of '"parent power" or "maximum féasible participation,' for the
worse as well as for the better, for the poor as well as for the
society in general, remain undocumented.

Participation of poor parents as paid staff in preschool programs
has obvious financial benefits for the family. 1In addition, direct in-
volvement with the young children produced many positive changes in the
attitude of the adults toward themselves as well as toward their young
child-rearing practices then presumably had positive effects also ‘on
the children of employediétaff, volunteers or staff in training. Effects
on parents--almost all mothers--employed or trained in the preschool

programs, have not been followed up however, Available studies do not
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deal with the duration of changes or with related chan nges in marital
role, care of older children, employment status or other familial
effects which one might expect ﬁa be associated with participation by
the parent and her child in a preschool program,

Because even those preschool programs without specific goals for
the parents themselves often assume that parental undérs;anding and CD;
operation is necessary to insure the program's effectiveness ;ith,the-
children, parents' voluntary participation is widely solicited, And
more is known about the effects of such participation activities, The
~studies have showed that intensive pafental involvement in the child's
preschool learning has positive effects on the child's performance.
Several programs in which the mother was trained as a home teacher w1th
specific acdlvities for her to use with her child have proved effective
in promoting the child's learning, the mother's feelings of child-
rearing competence and, in at least one group of mothers studied, the

intellectual level of the younger siblings of the preschool-age child-

ren. Participation of the parents in workshops and meetings at pre=-

e

school centers has not been shown to make reliable changes in parents'™

attitudes about themselves and their own situations, but measures al-
most always in d cate positive feelings toward the preschool program and

positive changes in attitude toward school.

Continuity af;gains without fufther ;nter ntior

The principal finding regarding the longer-range effects of pre-

school programs on children is that after several years in regular
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public school there are no significant differences in the academic
achievement of disadvantaged children who have and have not had a
special pfeschéal exéérience. Usually by the end of the first grade,
rate of gain in the preschooled group levels off and non-preschooled
children show an increased rate of gain or ''catch up." By third grade
few differences are detected in either intelligence or achievement.

The very few exceptions to this  finding may be due to 1) excep-
tional preschool programs which boosted the children's intellectual
development and other characteristics appropriate to achieving in
school without further intervention and/or 2) school programs which
followed the preschool experience and were suitable for building on the
. gains the children had madg and teaching égéﬁ academic skills, and/or
3) home environments, including perhapé the expectations in the whole
community, which changed enough to reinforce gains made by the child-
ren in the preschool program and to encourage their academic achieve-
ment . L

Critical review of the findings would not lead to optimism about
our ability to change any one of these three factors (home preschool
or school) sufficiéntly to guaranteeﬁ"narmal” rates of achievement in
young disadvantaged children, but there is some evidence that if it
were feasible to change them simultaneously, chances of children's

Nas

sustained success would increase.

1 Few other characteristics have been examined for differences, prin-
cipally because reliable short-run differences between preschgaled and
non-preschooled groups were not obtained. Ryan (OCD, in press) finds
somewhat more evidence of longer-range change in examining reports of
seven longitudinal studies of preschool intervention.



DISCUSSION

What do these findings tell us about justification for continu-
ing, expanding or terminating support for preschool programs? Justi-
fication depends partly on whether programs have a reasonable chance
of solving the problems they were supposed to solve or reaching the
goals set for them. Herein lie several major problems. First, there
has not been agreement on the goal or the priority among several goals
for each program. Second, poor criteria and measurements have been
chosen to demonstrate achievement of the goals. Third, evidence gath-
ered is often insufficient to reveal the degree of progress toward

1 . , . ..

any of the goals. In spite of these problems, we have some indica-
tions regarding the success and lack of success of preschool programs.

Let us now be specific. If one assumes, with many of the pro-
ponents of Head Start (especially under the aegis of OEO) and some
compensatory education programs that preschools are the key to ''break-
1 These problems are most clearly elucidated by David K, Cohen, 1970,
in an article entitled "Politics and Research" The Evaluation of Large-
scale Social Action programs.'" Cohen asserts that the salient goals
of legislation (Economic Opportunity Act, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act) authorizing such social action programs as Head Start
and Title I kindergartens and prekindergartens are "changes in the
relative status of economic and racial groups within the society,"
changes in positions of power and allocation >f finances among local,
state, and federal authorities, public and private educational in- -
stitutions, etc. He suggests that current criteria of ''successful"
programs and the measurement of direct effects on children's intelli-
gence and achievement or families' attitudes are not appropriate to
evaluate these ''real" goals which are redistributions of economic and

social status. Thus almost no evidence has been gathered regarding
our accomplishment of goals.
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ing the cycle of poverty,' then itfis%?leax that we have neither de-

A

veloped adequate criteria of success nor collegted informatiom appro-

priate to evaluate it. A long-run criterion mlght)be ;hag more child-

ren who attended preschools than comparable children who.had not would
- !‘ 3y ~

be akove a certain “.come level in adulthood. ﬁ%turally, we do notl_yet

have evidence on this.—Nor..are there plans to collect such evidence

later. If one theﬁ{assumes intermediate criteria of advanced develop-
| . J

' , 1 . -, . .
ment, academic success’ or family change, we have little information,

and what we have is not positive. We know that on some iﬁtellectual

and social skills, disadvantaged preschoolers are at an advantage Ebk

non-preschoolers before they enter first gradé But advantages on some

of the same characteristics can no longer be detected by age nine2 we
have no reason to suppose the children who have attended preschool pro-

grams willi be more able adults than they would have been without such

We do not know how the economic status of the families has

programs.

been changed (nor do we even have good descriptions of wost activities

5

conducted to effect such changes). We have no adequate data to estimate

‘the ewtent to which even the comprehensive Head Start programs have

ontributed to the confidence or power of minorities s, changes in welfare

pT

which might conceivably aid in reducing poverty.

1 It is not clear that any causal relations exist between successful
early performance in academic areas and later economic success,
2 Ryan (in press) emphasizes the advantages that are found to endure,
more than the '"catech up'" in other characteristics. The difference in
emphasis in part reflects the uncertainties in interpreting findings from
the current literature.
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For - some, the goal of Title I or other compensatory programs is
"equalization of educational opportunity’ which generally means that we
compensate children from poor environments with special educational,
health and social services so that they can start out on an equal foot-
ing with more advantaged children. That is, in preschool programs, we
give unequal treaiment based on income in order to equalize the oppor-
tunity to take advantaée of public education. The criterion used to
measuré "equal opportunity," however, is equality of performance by
disadvantaged children and middle-class, mainstream cultural comparison
groups. One can certainly question the goal of making children equal,
especially without further specification of the characteristics on which
equality is important. And one can question "opportunity' being meas-
ured in terms of perfarmancegl

In any case, when we look at the short-run results of larger-
scale public programs, we do not find evidence that disadvantaged child-
ren were as we}l—prePared or ready to take advantage of public school
prggrams as middle-class children, although they appeared to be better
prepared than their low-income c interparts. 1In the several instances-
where advantaged and disadvantaged children both attended a preschool
program, the gap in their abilities remained the same or grew larger.

1 TIf by "equality of opportunity' one meant that each chiid be given
equal access to public education and equaal individual sttention in learn-
ing, one would avoid the danger of efficiently reaching the criterion of
equal performance by holding back the bright children and depriving the
rich children. This definition of "equal opportunity' meaning "indiv-
idualization' would probably lead to greater rather than fewer differ-
ences among children's performances. However, differences in perform-
ance would no longer be so heavily determined by socioeconomic back-
ground. )

_ )
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Ihgre were some exceptional, small-scale programs in which the disad-
vantaged group was above average on IQ tests and school readiness
measures at the end of presch@al;'they had seemingly achieved success
by the crifericn used to measure it. The fact that even these children

fell behind in the classroom situation raises doubts about the adequacy

H

of the criterion and the goal in terms of preparation for tﬁé regular
public scﬁaols.

Those who feel that preschool programs should prepare disadvan-
taged children to ''make it," i.e. learn to gead, write and do arithme-
tic, in school are disappointed. The evidence is plain that without

follow-up into the primary grades, even small-scale experimental pro-

2

grams have not been ablé™to attain this goal by mearis of one or two-
year intéévéntiqns. The failure of disadvantaged children who attend
preschools to learn these priﬁary grade skillsl may be attributable to
the nature of the preschool program, the school program, the homé en-
vironment and/or to the lack of cobrdination among these factors during
this period. Nevertheless, it is obvious thgt Simply a yeaf'ssegperi
ience in any preschool program does not éignificancly change the
pégition of disadvantaged children in terms of later school learning.
Those who were most knowledgable and realistic at the outset felt
that pragrams of early intervention could enhance the development of
children and remove some of the disadvantages with whicﬁ low=income |

families and their children were burdened before school entrance. The

1 Assuming children have no brain damage or other physical/organic
handicapping condition.

171



original Head Start planning group, for example, listéd the following

1s:

&

go
-=~Improving the child's physical health and abilities
---Encouraging self-confidence, spontaneity, curisoity
and self-discipline
~--Increasing the child's capacity to relate posivitely
"to others while strengthening his family's ability to
relate positively to him and to understand his problems
---Developing in the child and his family a responsible
attitude toward society and creating opportunities to
work together to improve social conditions
---Helping the child and his family to an increased sense
of dignity and self-worth. :

In those preschool programs which include health and nutritional
programs, children benefited especially in the short-run. Improvement
in the understanding of the child by his parents and improvement in the
parents' own feelings of competence in child-rearing results from pre-
school participation, at least in some Head Start and small-scale

Changes in other attitudes go unmeasured or are

S

experimental programs.
assumed to depend more heavily on changes in the larger community than

on participation in preschool programs. But within th~ Head Start pro-

gram, there were actual documented cases of ccmmunity improvements re-~
sulting from actions of the participants.
The level of sophistication in theory, program and measurement of

social and emotional development is not yet such that changes can be

reliably detected in ''self-confidence, spontaneity, curiosity and self-
--discipline.'" However, on the abilities for which we have accessible
and reliable measuring devices--intelligence, general information and

school readiness--disadvantaged children who attended preschool pro-




e

grams were nearly always advanced when compared with disadvantaged
children who experienced no special change in their situation during
the same period. ‘

While evaluations of Head Start, Title I and III‘EEndergartEﬁs
and prekindergafﬁens and small-scale experimenéngﬁragrams Have often
been inappropriate to their special goals, and while many of the
changes attempted in each program still go unmeasured, we can conclude
that these preschool programs can and do promote growth and development
in disadvantaged children.

Does the probability of achieving this last goal provide justi-
fication for continuation or for expansion of support to new pfégfams?
Does it mean, as several organizations have advocated, that we should
strive to have formal preschool education for all children from the age

of three or four? There are thoset who argue that because we have the

R

-

know-how to foster the develapmeﬁﬁ of children in preschool programs we
ought to have such programs, at least for disadvantaged children. This
seems most unrealistic,
~Justification is only partly a matter of whether this goal 1is

attainable. It goes beyond the facts and into such questions as '"Who
will endorse public expenditure for such é goal?'" And what are the
costs? What are the alternatives for investing the same money and other
resources? What long-range social changes are likely to result? Wwill

J ;

Ve

-

1 Battele Memorial Institute for State of Chio, see McFadden (1969).
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responsibility for child-rearing fall more heavily on the State and
less on the family? Are such results desirable?

The decision to terminate any preschool program runs into similar
considerations. Social, political and economic factors as well as
facts about effects on children and their families must be faced by
those deciding to reduce support. To assist‘iﬂ such decisions, the
present report provides only current findings regarding effects and a-
strong suggestion to examine one's goals at all levels precisely.

Nevertheless, it is certainly plain that anyone who advocates
adding a prior year to the present school program (without at least
radically altering the nature of the school programs which follow) and
believes that he will have a significant positive impact on children's
long-range development is deceiving himself and others.

On the other hand, there was a time when institutional or group
care was considered necessarily harmful for young Childégﬁ (due to
separation from mother, etc.). We have learned from these recent ex-
periences that group care programs can be conducted without ha#ing
naticeabléanegaéive effects on young children. There is reason to be-
lieve that growth and development in preschool-age children might some-
times even be enhanced while in institutional or day care centers. This
is important information at a time when reforms in the welfare system
,(e.é. the President's Family Assistance Plan which includes work incen-

tives for adult recipients of aid and day care for the children of
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working mothers), the grawiﬁgAdesire on the part of women to contribute’
financially and inteilectually as well as_ig homemaking roles (i.e.
Women's Lib), and the platforms of various groups (e.g. White House
Conference on Children, Natignal Welfare Rights Organization) all in-

crease the pressure for g;gag-day care bf children.

Perhaps publicly-supported preschool programs will be justified
as models for research and reform--their new goal to improve many .
existing institutions. Certainly, unless %e pursue the still unans-
wered questigné about effective health and-aducational practices,
appropriate roles for family members, and the nature of young children's
emotional and social growth, preschool-age children might fiéd them-

selves in situations where they are forgotten and ignored by parents,

the rest of the community or the whole of socilety.
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