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~{ . This flnal report of an ESEA Tltle III prugram
compared the impact of a 3-year interracial preschool program gn
cognitive and social development on two. treatment groups and a
control group. Group 1 had parents and children participating in a -
preschool classroom, and the parents also partzczpated in patent
~education programs. Group'2 had.a separate parent éducation progranm,

- but no classroom partzc;patxon for either parent or child.. Group 3
was a control group with no participation other than testing. The
groups were drawn randomly, stratified to insure that at least
‘one-third ‘of the numbér of children in each group were disadvantaged,
one-third black, that there ﬁas representation from all 11 elementary -
'schools in the district, and approxicately even sex distribution. The
three major needs focused on by IPSIP were: (1) Improvement of

- "school readiness" of Aisadvantaged preschool .children, (2)

development of healthy self/racial concepts of all children, (3)'
cultivation of positive parental attitudes toward school _and
‘community.. Program.results showed a 20-point average rise in I.Q. as
. measured by the Feabndy Pjcture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) for the
disadvantaged group, and;a 13-point average rise for the advantaged
-and dlsadvantaged groups at the end of the second and third years as
-~ measured by the Boehm.Test of Basic Concepts. Sociometric studzes
shou nRo rac1a1 bias in choice of playmate (Author/CS)
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SECTION A GENERAL !NFORMA\'ION N L - o
[PROJECT. TITLE Impact ‘of a Pre-School & Interracial Program jﬂﬁ?j&’{ 45~ 70-103-3'?
Appllcant Agency N . Address (complete) :
_ ' S L 1, 230 East NiAth Street. . :
Cin_cinnati _Public Schools ' Cincinnati, Ohio ' 45202 - o : B
) : I ) county Hamilton Loy "; : i )
Name of Project Director . Address (complete) . ' - ~"{Telephone Number
. ‘ ; 230 E. Ninth Street 4 621-7010 -
T ‘JUdY Barg . Cinc’innati‘, Oh]:O 45202 Area Code
‘ : : . 513
Superintendent Address (complete) . Tclébhone,_ﬂumber :
o - o ST ~ 621-7010
Dr. Donald Waldrip . 230 E. Ninth Street T hres Gode
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
, _ ) , . - 513
Signature of Superintefident - [ Date IR
SECTION 8-~ SCHOOL POPULATION AND PARTICIPATION DATA
_ Number of Chitdren o Staff
Enrollment Data on or Ne'ar " Pre- i . - . Adults | Receiving | .0
; : . Kinder- Grades Grades ults inservice ota
the Previous October 1 is(;;n:tig'r‘ Garten 1-6 7.12 . | Training
1. Togl Entoliment | public 11,078 | 6,299 {38,236 |32,735 : 78,348
District(s) | - : ‘ - : :
W Praject ¢ | Nonpublic | N.A. 203 (12,898 (11,933 25,034
2 l??c'h%g'rg"m:,m Public { = 70 285 [ 1,506 | NiaAL | 1,861
" Servedby | el e — i S . _ e
. 'T,lrgfec“t' ) Nonpubtic | N.AY | N.A. | N.A. | N.A. b , iﬁ N.A.
g \ - . B - — T ) : 4 4
3. Persons Directly | Public 45 - 55 -0-" | -0- 220 6 330
. . Paricipatingin- [__. > — _}- .. - - ~
the Titie |H ; . . ) , . “
Pro}ec! Nonpubllc N.A.. N.A. N.A. - N.AL N.A.

4. Dnrect and {nduect Particnpahon oi Sludents Teachers and Counselcrs

\

“Direct Parhclpahon o B " Indirect Pamcupauon
. }._——_—_‘ _____ ————————— e ——— - PR . . —— e - ———
. Teachers Counserors Teachers munseiors Students -
Type of School |- - o B B e ] e e
) ' Elemen- | Secan- . Elemen ‘Secon- €iemen- °ecun tlemen-[ Secon- Elemen-| Secons -
tary. ary tary dety taf!‘:}. dary tary - | dary tary -| dary
Public 16 0 0 0. o Q.| o o | 25 0
Nohpublic N.A. [ NGAC | NGAG NAL | NaAL | NaaL ] Nea. N.A. | N.AL | NWA,
-1~
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SECTION Cw ETHN!C TARGET POPULAHQN AND RURALIURBAN PARTICIPATION o [ ' v
"1 PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN e T " [Spanish surnamed ) ,
<. B3, PREKINDERGARTEN Negro ™~ !ndlan Onenla,l merican {Mexi- Ca
++ THROUGH ADULT BY- _ . American =, American American  fcan, Puerto Rican, ucasian Other
- ETHNIC GROUPS T Cuban descent) .
* Nomber of Parlicipanis 165 0 0. v 0 -165. . 0o
D et § Py - X L A .
_ Percent of Panticip&htL' S 30 - 0 0 0 30, 0 .
T2 PARTICIPANTS REPORTED IN _ T T T ~ Teany crifdhood ¥ Other—Specit T
‘ ‘?HngSénIRSE 'C?%%TEN Migrants - Disadvantaged |.. Handicapped Education ~-? bislhalebgrsdll SNRGNRITR
B . - N -
TARGEY PUPULATION L .Tﬁ Ch 6. ,
- Number of Petic pants | O 117 -9 330 0 O
‘3. P;r;ncm;ra_fs REPORTED IN | _. w:“ : RE’?* Sla"dafd Me"DpQLIIan Area " Other Urban T
R S A % “Tow D T =
RURAL{URBAN DISTRIBUTION Farm . Nonfarm s°°'°§f§:°ﬁ"° Other Soqwxfg‘_:nf;mnc Othef_
“Percent’ I o o ‘ B ISt
-~ Number Served 0. 0 -.33°1/3 66 2/3 o 0
'-.v‘ . ‘ - A ) 1_‘.\ tan ) .
SECTION D -~ PtRSONN{L Fr'OR ADMINISTRAHON MND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT
© " Project Staff Paid with Project Staff Not Paid vth -
. . ¢ Title 1 Funds » Tile HI Funds and Volunteers, *
Type of Paid Personnel, TR . . TR T T re
y Full Part Trmic Full Time Funl’ | Fart Time, Full Time
o R "me ;'f’e';n’g—? L"’ns '«"a" fq”"’“'e”‘ Time 2‘.‘;,21 “‘,’,‘.!F"’, EQWB’*"
A Adnnms!rahon Supervision 1 . _ 4
2 Teachers ° .
.- a prekindergarten .- o )0 |3 SRR IR SR S B
b, kindergarten : e 3 ISR ST,
. 16, . - ) B
%_.&'951,?5-.--.-.,__ S e B e e —— -
"'d. grades 7-12 . N i . 1. o
e, other A T D N . ﬁ_ L e
3 “Subject matter spemallsts ’ ' i :
* (Artists, scientists, etc, other. -
than regular teachers) :
< e S o i - [~ - -1— —
4, Ttech,nic‘ia'ns' (audiovisual,elc.) i . N .
5, Pupil personnel workers
{Guidance, counseling, testing,
. altendance and school secial work) » _ : : :
6 Health services persannel - ’ ‘ T :
[(Medical, dental psychtatnc) _ . )
T : R Snt] Rt = o= piull Rabralbl St Eatil S
7 Researchers and evaluators - 3 1 | _ _ ’ Cot
.8 Planners and developers | v 1 ¢
q, Dlssemmators I\mters. ) - I
pubhc relahon pe‘rsdnnel elc.} . _ :
’ » . » 4 ¢ ‘ ‘.:
10 Other profess&onals . J ’ _ . ;
ll Paraprolr‘ss:onals {education . » Be
+ aidos, efc) P . ' ‘ 50 L
12. Other nonpvofessuonala ' -
* [clerical, pupit transportation .
food sefvices, etc) v
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According to your best information, 1ist

R - School districts which_have.replicateq_;@fépme dcgfcé cpmpdnentsjof‘_
- ‘ the ESEA Title 11| projeét'feﬁpficdnoﬁ‘this form.. e
, NAME. T - LOCATION
T o A
{ . S - .
3 Cincinnati Public Schools - Cincinnati, Onio
: BN SN : |
S % R : \ L 11
. e ] - T tAL
5 . . ) ‘ : 1 : ‘ . T i . s. ¢
,\CJE) 2. _ the number of school districts which havé visited the ESEA Title 111 ;
. » <' ) . ..,—;—o"‘/—- N oo - 7 '.. .
,(:KI-' project- reported on this form. . : ;
[ i . J -
*gcaqa} ' *a. Ohio 4 3 _
“i 4 4 e ——A -
el b. Other states 3 " 4 -
PR the pthbcf ~f Tequests (gorrespondcnéetor'Lélephonc) received for Infbr-
%tuc) ) maLiJQ'and!or materials reléting,io Lhc~fSEA”Ti1ie Ill'proje;t reported
‘Q* ' 9 ’ r,.lzs“,‘ S !!’ . : :

e

on this form . ' ; L. . .
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-parents participated in parent education proorams- Grodp II had a separate

‘parental’ attitudes towatds school and comnunity. ; o %

Y
X

L ) ) )
‘ ,

IPaIP bU\RuARY T ', . Ly

The ESEu Title 111 Project, IPaIP \(Impact of ‘a Breschool,ahd lnterracial

' Y !

Pronrem) operated in a laroe, changing connmnity in northeast Cincinnati.

4 *

“’“Hiﬁﬁ community 1ntere n,ln developins and suPporting program¢ that Eoster‘

-

interracial understanding was a key factor in the success of IPSIP.'-Over

- ’

*three hundred families volunteered their.three year olds for- participation.

] X
- 4

j Basically there were three treatment groupsz Group I had parents

AP

— s

. and children participating in preschool classroom, and additiopally, the

)

_ parent educatioq pronram but do:clas sroom participation Eor eithe:;pnrent

v

or child Group III was a control group. with no participation other than

¢ N N - . i

‘_teSEing. | ‘kﬂ') t\ﬁ~ ‘ i d T

< - ; ‘ ."\ ' Hf.—‘o" € - K ’ T
The groups wdre drawn randomly, stratified o insure at least one
"

';'third disadvantabed, one third black, full representatipn ffom all eleven~

-

elementary schbols in Lhe district, and approximately evenrsex distribution.

'~ The three major needs focussed upon by IPsIP were: 1) Improvement

G
M \

bf "school readiness" of disadvantaged pre school children, 2) Development.

”of healthy self/racial concepts of all children, 3) Cultivation of positive

]

1
" The major ob}tctives spemning from the needs | ere.

l. A measured 10 point rise in 1 Q. Eor the disadvantaged children
participating in IPSIP, < o

s

2, Gains in i.Q. for the advantagéd‘group, ; -

3. Significantly increase enrolled pupils' cognitiv* development.
4, ,Project pupils will show racially unbiased peer relationshins. éi-

5. Pupils will develop healthy € itudes toward racial seIf-cOncepts. ‘
6. Stimulate interest, knbwlcdge, 3nd commitment to project and pre-.
school education among residents of the target area,

\ -

’ - 4 t

Q .

S5 .

°
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"¢ The activities designed to meet objectives oone (1) through six '5‘

(6) were the socially and culturally controlled IPSIP classes and parent ’\
S K U

'education program. The results by objective are.. o ;}‘: o v;‘,“ B

1. An average ZOApoint rise in I Q. for disadvantaged, . 7;’ I

I. A ° e ! E

'?} 'An average l3 point rise in I%Q. Eor advantaged participantskcom-
: pared with a9 point rise for advantaged control group,v\ ;

{. . 3. At the end of the second and third years, the disadvantaged pupil .
P :‘- group . {s not significantly different from’ the advantaged group, o
SRVEE °°C1°mett1° sc“dy 5h°"5 ro. SYStematic racial preference in choice

A, > " of playmates.‘ x L )

.

.’ ‘k‘.:
kﬁiﬁ i" 5. Clark Doll Study replications shov nearly complete racial avareness ‘;. v
: N with some slight biases developing.. o S L o A
\ . ' : I , )
- 6. \Parent Survey conducted.v Parents of. all 3 groups, classroom
'y participants, parent education, contrdls, and both'races generally

. agree as to’ importance of scﬁool integration, IPSIP and pre-school.

© p
The high degree of success plﬂs the enthusiastic parental;support -
/ .
justifies the continuance and expansion of IPSIP with general funds for
. | ] o I
R U7A B A S |
H t i . -f
. . | ,
N\ . : A
. ' ‘ N
v y ! ‘ :
£ ) Al
. ’ ’ /
\ N N :
"y N .
‘_(\9 .
\ -
} A \ I3
g ) * } - - .
» 4
éj' ' [}
n . »
4
\
- : ’, / /‘
: -1-
’ ¢ b




‘fB Oontext‘veacriptipn | | Y B R n . .i 5 ll, : s

. VIPSIP went 1nto formal operation in'the Fall of 1970, “Don the .f}lg-'k

‘1 offictal Title 111, ESEA grant. Prior to t.hie, however, community |
| per;zgs and, school personnel worked together to drav up needs and E . f.“ S
guidelin~; to be included in the prograr The prOposal vas presented ".;m -
bf the cmcinnati Public scfisols through the Reaearch and Development, L

Department and was formally started August of 1970.

M..._—.-—-—‘

‘ " ' . ' - ‘
B The target area for the project "Impact of a_Pre-School and Inter-

":"*” "The Locale-

racial Program" servea an area known ag. the wOodward High School e
f diatrict. This community has & cgkgrehensive high school 1n the aystem
(grades 10-12) Feeding into the school of 2 300 atudenta, are two
Junlor high schools (gradee 7 9), ‘ten elementary schools (k-6), and
. one’ primary school (k-3). When thé project began in 1970, the Black _
b population of this high school was approximately h5$--which dncreaaed to
63$ in 1972 The comuunity repreeents a cross section of racial,_
economic, cultural and religious back%rounds. Black, white, Chrisﬁian,

Jev, profesaional, business, blue collar worker and welfare reeipients all

,' make up this la.rge comunity aituated 1n northeast cincinnati.

bl .

The School system o

The ﬂgncinnati Publie School eyatem derves approximately 77,

4childlen, of whom approximately 47% are Black. The number of high schools

total eight, one of which is a college prep school and includes

.

Junior high achool. There are 17 additional Junior high achoolsiand »

-

88 elementary-schoéls\ﬁnd 6 prirary schools “(K-3).

. .
3 “~
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Financial Status of the School Syatem.

* As of 1971- 12, per pupil cost of edubation in the school syatem T
vas: $876 66 according to a State Dcpartment of Education formula. |

SNy

_ The tax rate has remained unchanged in the past three years (1970.73),
during thie time, the baae has gradually increascd while the enrollment .
: haa gradually decreancd,’ ‘pond iaeuea were passed; tax levies failed. fffﬁl"i‘ -

Btatement of - Need.y,~ : : o ‘ o el
/’ A
Several ‘major atudies of the Cincinnati Puhlic Schools have

// .

contributed to an excellent underatanding of our needs. Starting in l966,

']" major,curriculum study was undertaken to set the goals for the public schoola. -

Th}é/atudy vas followed by the Cincinnati School Survey conducted by the
/

Univeraity of Chicago, which resulted in the two-volume report and conducted N
by over 120 experts in their respective fielde., Following ‘this survey, eleven v

maJor community task forces were created around areas such as educatiou and

' race, elementary education, vocatidnal education, etc. Finally, all of these
atudiee vere syntheaized into one maJor report entitled "Organizational Goala
or the cincinnati Public Schoola "

In ehort, all of these atudiee have' indicated in.one way or another,

tvo areas of critical ‘Lede which coincide with those of the etate- 'f‘»wkﬁpf ’

_“i.i_developing approaches to- pre echool education and providing inproved educational e
and cultural opportunitiea for the disadvantaged. It is important to realize ‘
that several hundred members of the ccmmunity have participated in the abovo ,,'

atudiec as well as the profeeaional staff of the school system.

¥

The goal - 18 quality education.v Developing a sound, efficient ana N
effective pre- school program is viewed as one strategy for attaining this goal.

The proJect vas designed to serve threa-year- old children during the first

.

year. It had'a strong reaearch and development orientation. The reason ig

e

becauee»pre-school education, vhile receiving’ great emphaaia in rEcent_geara, is

-'.9' | /
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‘still 80 new that many questions remain unanswered. This program was seeking.

/
an underatanding. for example,\of the relative effectiveness of pre achool

‘ curriculum interventicn program with parent’ education, of a parent education ‘
program alone, and no treatment of either child or parent. - o -~y
In this changing community vith a cross- aection of pupile, there ia
_roughly go% lowgincome families. We nced to know what an enriched environment
can do to meet“the needs of these children. An important aspect' of this

J‘~ .

enriched environment is the mixture of the cnildren themaelvea. :

Rr

c. Program Explanation

This: type of project has ag its prime staff six pre- echool teachera,.
as well as a full time project director and half- time proJect evalnator.
ProJect teachers vere selected through the standard procedures of hiring
pereonnel in the school syetem. At least two years of college.'background
rof early childhood education and intereat in children were the backgrounds of
our teachere. One teacher had managed her own nursery achool prior to _—
coming to our program-» Two teachers held associate degrees on early childhood E
'education, two had Montessori education experience and one had a degree and
" experlence inJearly childhood and kindergarten. All held the baaic philosophy»'
“of a child-centered program and,an intereat in assisting the reeearch of this 4
project. Each vas charged with working with parents as an’{mportant facet
" of the program, thus-parente vere aidea in their child's claae. Thisiis not
alvaya an eaay taak, however, there did emerge a strong parent-participation
factor. The teachers were hired for five hours a Gay (approximately
'8:30-1:30) for the regular school year. However, much &ere of their time vaa

devoted to proéram needs than is shown on a time sheet.

-10-




The project coordinator was-a former teacher with experience in early

childhood education, the primary grades, and University instruction for
kindergarten methods, holding a Masters degree in Administration and Supervision.

‘Project duties included management and supervision of etaff, curriculum,

)
!
>

budget and communications.
The half time evaluator waB 8 staff member of research and development

in the: school system, with prior experience in evaluating other early childhood

A former assistant principal with a Masters degree in Administration

prOgrams
and Supe'vision, guidance counseling Jegree and research certificate, this
His duties include

evaluator holds apprbpriate certification in evaluation.
needu assessment, arranging appropriate tests for children in the project, and

writing appropriate evaluation and communications.

Organizational Details
This is the final year ofva three year program, under the direction

of the same program coordinatorvandievaluator, who worked from offices centered
' Travel*to‘project.sites

at the Administration building of the School System.
were frequent, facilitating participation in observation of the proJect.

-

In-8ervice for Staff . )
Teachers had available to them the rirst year of the proJect, meetings ,,{

“and on site visits to the University of Cincinnati~early childhood center. !
This consultant service ‘Was modified the second and third/year to have /
training with a U.C. professor in early childhood and kindergarten methods. in A
addition to visits to other class sites within the’ cityﬁ teachers had workshops k/‘

with a school. systen psychologist in areas of child manﬁgement and developmental /
|

skills. visiting consultsnts in art, music, and body/fnnasement also contributed !
;-

I

. o i

to in-service training. »
— S

-11- ,
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‘Teachers.metAonce a month with the coordinator and evaluator and

1

school principals to assess the project needs and exchange information;
v 1y ‘ o

Parents .in the project also were given in-service trainins in the

folloving areas: Parent education, child managenent; materials and equips‘

* Physical Arrangements ‘ | ’ RS

ment used in pre-school, body‘management and developmental skills,

©. The pre<school classes met in four schools, Three of the schools
. . ,

o e . . R
vere ”modern” and one was ”older." Consensus of teachers indicates that

[}

- two were open and one wav'a modified Hontessori. The program activities,

moxe ‘room wa°‘needed in two of the never schools, In termSvof'”hore room, "
an activity room which housed’ large muscle equipment afforded the necessarv
freedom for children to move./ Cooperation of 'school administratOrs and
available spaceiare top priorities given by the staff., Along with that is

the principal'’s understanding of‘early childh7od, and thus the physjcal

needs of young children. . ‘ ) f

. 3 - -
: S . . / o
Three classrooms were.traditional in the classroom environment,
: : : /
i

Y
4

included cognitive, social and physical activities, anJ time was scheduled

for morning only, Children arrived at 8: 45 and departed at 11:30 fiaMe

teachers then spent - the remalning time planning their programs and meeting

‘\

‘with parents or staff.

Theé pre-school classes each had fifteen children, with approximately R
half boys and half girls* and at least one third of. the enrollment Black

and one third of the enrollment econqmically disadvantaged. There was one
L]

teacher for each class with from one- to three parert s assisting in the class-

t

room. Parents scheduled their time with the teachers. Parents assisted in

the class their child attended. The/third year of the project, in addition to

‘three pre-school clasaes, there were three kindergarten classes with 18 to 23

children in each-class. These children had been in the project since age three. :

-12-
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The firsq two years of the project two types of parent participation
existed, As already pointed out, there was clasernm participation. In
addition, another group. "Parent Education,ﬂ had parents meeting with a :
1eader for 1n-service training. Their children did not attend project classes.

Nhatever they learned in parent educatioh was brought home and 1mp1emented

.

there.

. The major goal was to demonstrate that the disadvantaged child gained at

an ‘accelerated rnte which would eventualfy,bring his achievement to a
level equal to the ayerage advantaged child, This goal has been met,

; . T ; . ( . ) .

A manual provided in another section of this report gives a list of

) [ - ’:\
. materials and equipment used in the classroom setting.

-, Parent-Community Involvement

’

The interests and talents of parents in-the program and other inter-~
ested communicy persons are indicated througu the Parent. Advisory Lounéil
'and school parent groups (each class had its parent group). Project»
needs, project support and input were examples of parent participation ;
through artworg,\transportation and volunteer testing. Examples of ‘
parent particlpatlon in the claSs‘ooms incl uded (with traininO) readina
: stories, language deveLopment through drama, assistance 1n learming centers,
‘pfield trips as,istance, and many other areas where the talents of para-
professionals are utilized and dppreciated.

The IP3IP Newsletter was a monthly connpnication which teaghed‘project
personnel and counhnity persons. In addition to this, city and suburban

newspapers carried stor{es of the project ‘and a slide-tape production

was utilized to tell the pwgrem story to.interested groups.

-13-




‘Budget-Analysis = » -

This research program was developed to‘operate within agbudget,

N

~ provided by ESEA,‘Title 111 of'$92‘200 00 the first year, The second
year the budgét was $87,500,00 and the last year it was $90 000, OOA_17
It should be noted: that as a research prograng costs exceed replication f

, \ @
costs, The budget for six classes and other project needs are for

.exemple.x . _ ’» ‘
R . i Firet;Yeer > Second Year 'ibrlfhird Yedr /
1. - 3ix tgeachers‘ | | za,ooo , 28',0;)0-: S 3o,ooo»
" 2. laterials & Supplies : 7',300 2,000 :":\.,-“. "2,060; /‘j
3. Pupil Transportation o - 6,000 \\\ | s,oo?,f".
>4; bontracted Service; - ],SOO _ © 2,400 - 2,ZQb e
5. Snacks for 'C}l."il,dreﬁ 3,000 ©.o2,000 T C /oo
6. ’Equipmont | 7,500 - 1,00(@ - /" 0

»
]

Per pupil cost in the reﬁular elementary school program is
} appxoximately $877. 00. “Our per pupil cost was approximately $800 00. and to
' replicate would be approximately $500,00 per . pupil for 1/2 day and $700 00

»

per pupil for fu11 day,.

Total federal’ support under ESEA Title 111 | : N s 526,970
Total federel support other thao under ESEA Title iII‘; . | S0
" Total non-federal eupport ‘- \ - »_ \ . . -O-- ,
Totul project cos t o \’ : ‘ >.  > $26,970 .
Total ‘evaluation cost SRS \ : . $30, 500 .
- 8
BUA
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COmmunity support for the IPSIP oesting program has been outatanding.
. There were: so nany groups who participated The VOlunteer Group of the |

Council of Jewish Women, St. Paul's Nursery School Volunteers, Delta, Sigma

B Theta SOroity, "independent" volunteera, CAEYC (Cincinnati ASBOciation of, the

: v
Education of Young Children) and project teachers. ; s .

Parent Education recei;ed much aupport and. Bervice from the Jewish .
Family Service, which served as a consultant agency. ,) , AT ’

ﬁhe University of Cihcinnati Arlett Center for Early Childhood -ﬁ
Education participated in ‘a consultant role. xn addition, an’ assistant |
profeaaor of Education from the University of Cincinnati assiated in proJect

needa for kindergarten instruction.

-
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Pupil Selection - 1976

Approximately 10, 000 combination announcementslapplication forms{,

PN
. N

" weére distributed throughout the Woodward area. during September, 1970.

‘Atthough the schools were thé primary dissemination vehicle, churches,

’application form.

- Synagogues, and community centers were also very helpful. Likewise

. B
the newspaper cooperated by carrying ‘a small feature story and s

A total of fourteen parent orientation meetings vere held over

ha four week period, October 12 through November 4 l970. Seven

. , meetings were held in the eVening, 7'30-9'30 P M.} three in the

'> morning, 9:30-11: 30 A, u.; and three in the afternoon._ This was done

#*

: for the 9onvenience of the parents so that there would be as few

*
&

conflicts as possible. . “ L

&

Meetings were held at ten of the eleven schools in the subsystem

Il

so that the meetings were in avery geographic area at,least once.‘ I

'The centrally located schools - Bond Hill, Hartwell, Losantiville

&

. and Pleasant® Ridge.- vere each used twice to reduce travel and thus Tee g

another school (North Avondale) which was used. - ' | L

' . 4
encourage more people to attend.l One school, Burton, was not used

since it is located on an extreme boundary line and is close to

k]

Each wenk the meetings were. concerned with a different aspect

,‘_of the IPSIP Program. During ‘the first week the five evening o

meetings presented an overview of the project; the second week the -
g

topic was procedures ahd instruments for evaluation; a reView of

the proposed curriculum was presented iS the’third week; during

the fourth week, the parent education program ias expl;ined.

£
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LR Apggoximately 260 of the 306 original applicants attended |
" the meetings.® uowevhr, only half (150) attended ail four, ‘In 'f‘ 4
. order to achieée a reasonable number of sLudents in each cell. :
] R : i
. of the design and to ensure a- reasonable homogeneity o~ groups, f J
it‘was recommended that parent, attendance requirement$ for eligibility
' ey .
to participate 1n Group 1 and Group II be set-at three meetings g7
o » for the advantaged category and two meetings for the disadvantaged };_
T growp. R SRR ;
o . - ) . M ’ ' -
) \,‘-‘f n v
: ' e
: . Y . & ) . N
:
L4 : ) 5
s ' -
- = '.:;
. ER )
] \ % . »- /
/ ’
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PUPIL SELECTION - 1970- 1971 Conttds . .. ’
'-f” ~on Monday, Novembor 9, at 1:30 P.M., the naies of students to participate
. in Groups I, II end III were drawn rendomly from the boxes, whioh were arranged
. ag followss = | R . o ;
L ? ‘,g:ggtﬁ?li : - '-%E;%ong o !!4 o ﬂftliezneagff%r _ PSRN
'3 .. Carthage " _Losantiyille " - .Pleasant Ridge : e
~ ' Hartwell ~ . North Avondale © . Silverton BRI R
(Roselawn CoL S“ittQP‘df % . R B
- Black White, = .  Black wni_ée"x ~ Black White . | |
i . A a | \\z_ , e
. “Boy ' N \ L ST DR
' | bisadv&ntaged'.' fjfﬁx>" - -d : .
Group A _ .i group B . h':gfoup c ;‘ .
| Boy . ey * )
. oein'”

" Five perents, three children, and three members of the administrative ’

e St S S

_“‘“ltaff-were present and-participated 1n the drhwing.m.Letters were_th mailed the fn]low-

1ng day - informing parents of their alsigned group. Four orientation meetins were

: scheduled for the teaehers and parente in Grouwp I (class participation) on .
1 November 13. .
B tThe overell composition of the children in Group I wag?: ' REER ";
> S Actual o , 2 Percentage ' .
_ ~ Number - o ) Actual Criterin : T
Boys CTw : 52 750 . | :
Girle - . U3 o o 48 50
. Ly gt o ) "IN e X o -
" Negro -+ 38 (22 ‘advantaged - 16 'di'se,dva.ntaged;' K2 33 o
White ' 52 (38 advantaged - 14 disadvantaged 58 -
Advantagéd ' 60 ) . B 67 67? v
Q Disadvantagad .30 . . o 33 3.
N .. : . y i “1,8‘ . . '5 - '




. T | | \ '
- § ; : rfgne'cenpgsitien.of Group.II waa; * ‘ o /
SN IR T SR T ¥»A Cy
o » - \ T ‘ A
o T 7 1 Aetual S : S ' Percentage ,
ot S ~ Number -~ ., ¥y - Sl Actusl Critcris S
¢ oirls. S I . o G, h9 5% 501
Jomegro oW o w3 N
| ¥hite - s L O R 1 S < SR
I ". } "J R : o g - .'7»1’*
e Advanteser ; 33' _ o] _ . ;931' 67% AR R
/** Disadvsntaged 6 - _ R ‘§¢ - 3% ot
; “The composition of Group III ﬂhsz s ;{s B R
Boys 18 - - E N T
oirls .21 e 5% 504
~ Negro 9 IR L 3 33
wmte ‘ 19 ' : R . 6 - - 67_%
= Adventeged . 32 | - ‘ e ’ 679 .
e Disadvantaged - l‘ ‘ L . . - 3% ' 337
: 3 Ths eomposition of the group which wss withdrawn from Lhe program could

IR ¢

" not Ee ascertained wlth,any dsg@ae of" certainty aince it wss not posslb]e tn either‘ r

{jfmeet or screen'nost of the psrents; The total N for the withdrawn group was 83. -
The criteria used for determlning the dlsadvsntngedness of parents wns

bssed:solely on totel family income and the number of children in ‘the ranjly. ‘ é

Children from ramilles vhosge income exceeded $7 000 per year could not be considered

diasdvantsged unless thsre were- extremely untsusl'cifcu é cen su1rounding the

family sgtuatibn. A / o -
~ N /I -
The following chart wss/used as the basis. of dlssdvantagedness
. . Number in_ I-‘a;nlly , '_ _ Income
y 3 ) A Below. $3,000
, A ' : bors5 . , »30001:05000
¥ o !‘( i 6 or more . _ S 5,000 to 7,000 s
g ] . e . “.)

L% Dirferences 1n N among: suh sroups are sttributsble yo incomplete rorms St
/
¥* The crlterie for dissdvantagedness in Groups II and 11T ie the ‘sameé as was

“used in Group I, By ralsing the criterion income level slightly, an sddttional
 number of dlsadvantaged students could be rsther easily- acquired

'19’.
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A 'rhe retder u roautioned in hia mterpretetion and/or use of the above -

'.'chart that. these crlteria ware eatablished with only the wOodward area 1n2‘66nsid- .
era’*ion.« Any cher uae for ditterent communities could be -grossiy misleadiné»

,Disadvantagedneas ie obvlously a relat}ve mnctiqn of the group being atudied.

B ¢

ovWLL DIS’I‘RIBUI‘ION oF s'runms FROM Gﬁocnmue AREA IR
s , R ‘ 1' S 4, ".,“' No. .of Children per Schéol
~8choal - - | 1 m w1 qotal
No_r,th ,iyonaa}e ; 6 8 ‘3 . o~ A7
pond Hill 8 3 12
~ Burton 6 2 7 _15
", Carthege - | 4 4 1 ) 9 ,
‘Hartwell  ° 12 - 10 L 26 .
Kennedy. -~ = - 9 13 3 25
Losantiville . - 13 7 R f ol
Plegsant Rldge ) ' 14 17 by 45 .
" Roselawn 4 5. 2 11
. -Silverton R R 9 . 1 17
. Swifton 1 .12 3 22
Cotas . e A % 43 223
‘ Requeated tb be withdrewn N & g
- Withdrawn for lack of pax:tici- : ‘
, pation, moved- from area, etc. W .
. 83'- . . _8_2
. _ . o ; . GRAND TOTAL 306 |
! ) ‘
J‘ \ .
' -20. , ,
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2, Pupil Selectign ~ 1972 Coe : B T ”i,f
, ‘ e v L _ ;
e SinceIIPSIP‘is a voluntary proerah; and since some parents wanted their
- ; f .. o
! children to attend regular kindergarten' and since the children were older

and could, therefore, function in larger groups, the six original classrooms

were consolidated into three,’ This allowed space and personnel for three R
ot . ) 4 s ..
new preSChool‘classes. In ordue to. recruir participants for the new group ‘?gff

e Judy Barg initiated steps. to advertise the new classes, to‘ﬁrint and disseminate

approximately lO 600 application forms to churches, schools,‘and counmnity

‘ agencies throughout the Nbodward area and other members of the connmnity. J.i‘-h

» 4

LIS

"SA time table was established. Initially, all app ications were to be/;etrrned 1

-

to the IBSIP office by October 20, This was later revised to 0ctober;¥7.
, Meetings were schéﬂuled for parents of the new applicants during the £irst /’_“
o »week of November. The drawing of applicants, which was open, to the public,

took place November 13, 1972, The same format was used as in the 1970
] ,
selection expect that the disadvantaoed income level was raised $I 000.

"\ . -.ti'

All parents were notified irmediately of their status.‘ Classes were phased

PN .

“inon November 20 21; full regular classes began on November 22, \f'f

31_ PartiQ_Pant Characteristicr s : IR

ra ' g ¢
= e e e ity e S

T S : e e

a. All of the participants Were volunteered by their parents.

-

’
!

R . b All vere resident° of - the Woodward Conmunity. (See Context Description,
g “B n) - . ) ) ) . . -f
., Ce Parents- of mentally handicapped children wére referred to more
appropriate agencies, Therefore, all of the IPSIP children were
at .least above ghe EMR range, : .

4
' » ' . .
. , - ) N

L, . y ¢ : . | - &)
r . : , . ,

-
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4, lbasuremént Instruments.,

ae Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test @Pvih American Guidance Service, Inc,

¢ hcan .
b s Cirele Pines, Minnesota, The PPVT is a series of picture discrimination

”items. Each page has four pictures' the subject 18 asked $o put

R

‘his fingor on the picture that matches the stimulus wo*d e.g. key,
‘ball Ean, digging. It is a standardized test, widely used and

aenerally interpreted as a measure of I Q. The PPVT is individually
: o ’ ,administered and requires approximately 20 minutes,
3 .
b. The Apell Test, BdcodyJo, Inc. Orange, California. oo

" The Apell is des igned specifically for children ages 4 to 7., There
are’ 50 items’ which assess some aspect of a child's abilities in one

: of three bésic skills' Pre-Reading, Pre-Math, or Language. ‘The

. test is individually administered to children under 5 and requires

B . R approximately 40 minutes.,/ -

~

¢+ -Boehm Teost of Basic Concepts, The Psychological Corporation, New York.

4

» The Boehm is designed for children ages 5 to 7. It is a group test

v « N

vhich measures development in spatial, quantative, and time concepts.
e The test has national norms for grades K-2; LOW, 'MID, and HIGH SES;.
| oy for beginning and midyear, It is in tvwo parts and reguires about
20 minutes for each,. | | Q

‘d. ‘Sociometric Studies were the’ standard two choice, one question format,

" A typical question @as:- "Whom would you like to have as a partner'

" for 'Farmer in the Dell?' 1If he has already bsen chosen, who is your )
‘second choice?" ' £

o

‘e, Doll Study, Complete details are given in this paper in Appendix "B.""

fo Pre Kindergarten Goal Card, A locally developed test which was

used’with "Headstart" and Title I preschool children;u It proved to - .
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N ‘w\ /

“be too easy for IPbIP children and was dropped as part of th

'cvaluation plan after one administration in December, l970.

L't
__'__“___m —— 'i:_,_./{—“
'

- Be “Cincinnati Autonomy\Test Battery. Developed by Dr. Thomas Barta,-;

. University of Cincinnati, It attempted to measure isolated méntaf
e \ el

abilities like, curiosity, inmnovativeness, self-control, etc,

P A s

s,

thile much of the oriOinal evaluation plan was based upon this,,J;
tost, serioUS ‘doubts as ‘to its validity aros: after one adminisération

“ during January and February 1971. The data gathered were so eratic

[

¢ that the test battery vas dropped from the evaluation plan; 5.Th1$»m
in no way should be construed as a criticism of Dr. Ban s Test;

only that the IPSIP staff was either unable to adminis;er the battery*‘

.properly or that the evaluator was unable to handle the data correctly.

5. Findings

) a, Cognitive Growth | ; . , A

e

Primary measures of cognitive gains were made by use of three

-

!

g

standardized Lests- The PeabodyvPicture«Vocabulary Test; Boehm Test:‘

©

of Basic Conceptv and the Apell Test. ‘The testing procedures, -

reliability study, data and concIUSion for the cognitive measures

! 1

are included as Appendix MA, 0 Described below are the general trends

and findings. o R _ -

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) ' ' ' ~~nm&;,“.

The graph below shows the general upward trend of tested IQ scores ’

’

4
for the advantaged control, advantaned classroom, and the disadvantaged k

classroom groups, The reader will remember that there was no dis-_“

1dvantaged control group due to the high attrition rate among the

i
-

disadvantaged group,

PRI



Advantaged Classroom
_ . 5 i
135 - —
i Advantaged Control
1 .
i ,
145
) 2
Mo > .
<31 i
N L. . ' . *
& A L . '
3 - et b 0 # Disadvantaged Classroga
] ) . . b - )
O : B B
55
[$]
o
3 i
!:l .
» =
g5——-———- N
: , S |
| /
. —
. . ‘
7 ) - - c - i oo i ]
O Oct, 170 Feb, 72  Oct, !72  May 172 -
. EMC:: 1. HMean Scores on Peabody Picture Vocabulw Test




"upon three year oldfchildren.

New GrOUE JUVT PESTIUG - MARCH 1975

The PPVT was adpinistered to the nev group of four year olds

during March, 1973. They were,,therefore,‘approximately equal

in age to the original group when“they vere tested in February, 1972.

There were no controls for ‘the new group, however,

The results showed_the new_advantaged group to be slightly

lower than the original group (four points), but the new disadvantgged

group to be higher (by four points) than their original group

™

counterparts. Bearing in mind that the original group had had a
full year more: of. classroom participation, the new group's petformance

is quite surprising.

The small numbor of children involved in the study preoludés

" any sweeping genéraﬁizations; but there seems to be good evidenoe

‘fot futther study to determine’ vhat lasting effect schooling hqs

|
i

The data are summarized below,in Table 2.

Table .2, New Four Year 01d IPSIP Group, Peabody Picture Vocabulary
BN " Test, lorm A, .hrdb 1973, -

- . e

» ] !

) : " Disadvantaged I Advé ntaged

¢

EX S 1,414 . 2,647
Bx?. 138,150 o - 286,739
R & 15 , b2
X | 94,3 -, 1 105.9
Sdo{ . . 17.8 A : !\‘ 16.0

The Apell Test

A comparison of the disadvantaged with ‘the advantaged students was

made in ApriL of 1971 and again in April 1972, The disadVantaged

students! mean score, as tested by the Apell, rose from 29,8 in

1971 to 38.6 in 1972--3 mean rise of just less than nine points.

~25-
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The advantaged students tested at 35.4 in 1971 and tested at a

<

mean of 41.6 in 1972, When comparing the disadvantaged with the

advantaged students in 1971, a one-way analysis. of variance indicates

Ala,

;; ...a significance beyond ,01 level., .HoweVer,’gn 192§,rﬁhe5‘the qﬁééia’w

0

advantaged istudents are?compargd with the advantagéd,;there;is no

N Al

sigﬁificaqé differences between the two, Ti- ‘ﬁ efféét, is saying
that.disadvantﬁged'students as a group are nbt significantly
differgnt from the advantaged students as a group in 1972, The summary

of the data and the analyeis variance summaries érq‘listed below,

!
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Table.,;i‘. Summary Data and ANOVA (comparing advantased and'diudvantaged
B atudents, April, 1970-71.and 1971-7800 ) ool e

& ‘ r,,

’
<

DisadvantaLd ell

‘;
ConoY

W971-72

1970-71
Ex 537 694
Ex2 17,017 27,322
X 29.8 38.6
T 7.4 5.6
n 18 18
Advantav&e_:i = Apell o
1970-71 1971-72
Ex 2,092 2,495
: - gx2 76,398 | f6§,9§7
X 35.4 41.6 -
T 6.1 5.99
n 59 . 60

- - - " T T G W = o e e A o S D e 0 e e R P e S A e o
! ;. . ]
, e :

1

ANOVA - 1970-71 ADVANTAGED GROUP V;S. DISADVANTAGED GROUP

: dat ss, M F P
B o1 436,28 436.28 -10.17 <.01
. W 15  3,217.15° 42.90 -

TOTAL 76  3,653.43

ANOVA ‘= 1971-72 ADVANTAGED GROUP V.S. DISADYANTAGED GROUP

‘df - ss . MS E. P -
B 1 126,93 126.93  3.33 ns
W 76  2,896.07 38.11 ' -

TOTAL 77  2,927.96

)

ENIC et




The Boéhm Test of Basic Conceptv

' ) Two cbmparison.» were made for the October study. The first
compared the 13 diaadvantaged student with the 32 classified as
advantaged. While there was & 5 point difference in mean score

in favor of the advantaged (37 8 vs 32, 9), it was not enough to be

of statistical significance as tested by the Mann-Whitney U pro- .

-

- cedure.- (See Appendix A for data.)
" The second comparison was between thé advantaged IPSI?,students

and the advantaged, hi§torica11y‘high achfeving,'Losantiville kinder-

- garten control stddents. While the IPSIP advantaged vere slight;y :

Lt

higher (37 8 vs 37 5), there was not nearly enough difference to he .

of significance, The actual'data summaries are shown in Table 3, -

‘

belowo

Table 3., Boehm, Form A, October, 1972.

e . . : . N

IPSIP Kindergarten . . Control Kinder-
Disadvhntaged" Advantaged garten Adventageq
EX | L s92 - v247 4s0.
) / EX2- 20,176 N 49,485 17,068 |
" N “ 18 “ 33 T2
' AVERAGE 3288 - 37.78 137,50

National %ile (MID SES)




Virtually the identical group of IPSIP children were retested
;wigh the quhmﬂin May, 1973. ‘The'acfual‘mean.éifgergpce between
the advaﬁtaggd-and disaévantagéd groups was redﬁéeq to 2.2'§oiﬁ§é5;
Probably soméabf‘the‘lessehing of difference between the';ﬁs"g:oupgltf
is;;ttr§butab1e to aﬁ increase in the number of gdvantagéh chiiﬁééﬁ K
who Il't:o;;p»ed-out:” on the Boehm, Tﬁe data are suhmérizea bglﬁ%sin

Table 4, The one-way ANOVA 15; of course, non signifiéént,

Tablé 4. Boehm,iForm i May, 1972

IPSIP‘Kindergarﬁeﬂ ' Control Kinéérgh;ten
: C- ‘ . (not tested) -
. - Disadvantaged_ ' Adyéntageé S o -
‘EX ;; | 718‘: ‘ .: _ Sf:iﬁi//’///i \
ex?2 29,198 ©os70si
\ N : s 32 h
. . 3 | 39.8 42,
R N .5.2 6.7
| \ ONE-WAY f}\.n\ﬂ-lOVA - "ADVANTAGED VS, DISADV}\NI‘AG‘ED
a s df - us E P
Between 52,87 1 52.87 . 28 . . onse
Within  1,976,75 48 41,18 B
rotal 1,929.62 . - 49 : SRR
-
(N \ o |

RSO TR
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SociaL[Raéial.Develqpment ' = L R

Therc ‘were basically tvo major continuing studies done in . -

~the- af‘a of social/racial intcractions. These were a sociometric

P
RN |

: study which.was replicated four times, ‘and the doll study. Summary7

highlights are included in this section, More complete details '

: are'included in Appendix’"B." Our attempts to measure growtn in

““clf-Imane" are explained in Appen@ix "D"' in general, no valid
"e».
mcasure' of 1Self- Imane‘ could be: found. ' ¢

'oociometric utudies ' "

' The‘four sociomehric studies were conducted in June, 1971;

& ' ’

: Febfuarx i972;vkovember, 1972; and‘yay;‘1973. .Ihege_Was-a good_*

’

percentaée of interracial friendships evidenced in all of the \\\»\.

stddies._ The uummary of the resulto are indicafed below:

U e e i e e i e g ¢ e

v

Table 5. Soclometric Studies - IPSIP - - June, 19715 February 1972; " %?‘.‘
NovenbepL,1972 May, 1973. C g

CHOICE OF PLAYHATES

[l

 Race of Reggendent, N Bgth Elaek , MiXed Botnﬁgbite - Date .

Black | ag st g o 14 une, 1971

White L " ‘5 s 21% - June, 1971
' Black B N S 16 S Feb., 1072
White Ca 9 18 17 . Feb., 1972
Black - - 8° 1 15T 5 Nowe, 1672

White . _jzs ;o5 10 Novs, 1972 ~ °
Black -~ . 27 6 "6 s vay, 1973

Wmite _ . % 4. 7 . 1sx __ May, 1973

*p:( .85 (Chi Squere = 8.65) - | T |

v
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Although two of -the studies proved to have significant chi

squares, the June, 1971 study wés”signifieant because of too énch .

iﬂipterracial friendship which was viewed as an encouraging sign.
The May, 1973 study indicated a perfectly random selection as far.

ae,the black students were concerned (aboutﬁ75% ¢ross racial
a ' , #

friendships) but & slightly skewed‘choice,pattérn for whites

(about 45% cross racial friendships).

Doll. btudx o T ‘ . o
‘,- = ' The‘most idpressive fact about‘the Doll Stndies seems to be -

the mide veriety of belief and acceptance on one hand, and skepticism [’

>

~ and rejection on the other, The fact that there is so much and

so great-a disagreement among psychologists, parents, educators,

o

7.
and researchers gives one the appropriate caution flags to either.

accepting the stndy on face vaiue, or rejecting it as a complete

,force.

o - ~ -While my peréonal feelings shouid, 1 believe, rcmain neutral,
1 do feel a need to explain one Eact which may shed some light upon

this study and otherwstudies iike ic, . _
1

When this study was first brought under coneideration,'my first.}
concern was to secure dolls which were.truly equivalent. Both the

v

Black and White dolls, 1 felt had to be beautiful and realistic;‘ _
. further, the Black golls had to have;Biack feetures[ i.e. they could

-

not be derely a White doll paintéd"BleckJ ’ LT
After days of searching virtually every catalogue, department
acore, and toy store in the area, we selected the Eour dolls which on

.closé initial inspection .seemed -to meet our requirements. After !

three years of even closer inspection, however, it is apparent that

ERIC -7 -
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there are some subtle differences which .may have influenced the
study by biasing the children's choices. For:éxample, the smile,
on the %iack dolls are not pronounced as the white dolts;'the brown
'. _ 1 eyea offthe Blach'doflfappear to\reflect'significantly more‘light |
! than the blue eyes ot the Hhite doli.

My generalized comment is, therefore, that 1 urge cautioh when
'interpreting chis or any psychological test that employs non-stand-
ardized external stimpli. Perhaps one_bf our stimuli did, in fact,
look happier etc; than\the‘other dolls, thus jeopardizing the entire
study. . 's‘,: : | ’

One obviousffact'i; that\both Black and White children generally

‘ ~agreed about.which doll had what‘physical attributes. The study’ is
discussed in detail ‘in appendix MR :

Co Parent Attitudes

>

Parent attitudes were generally favorable toward pre-school
.‘from the very. beginning of the project and remained that ay during
all three years. The only noticeable difference was a slight lessen-
"ing of this value on the part, of some Group 11 parents (parent
education component). This, oEIcourse,wwas consistent ‘with the
primary ‘theme qf Group 11, which was, "The Paren: as the Prime
Educator." ‘ ' R . '<' -

. _ Black and White parents showed essentially the same attitudes
regarding integration, as well as other aspects -of school concerns.
Approximately only 10% of the parents had negative feelings. concerning
-tha project; this was truly amazing since morefthan half were never

<

chosen to participate in the classroom activities,

[l . Fa

" ERIC.
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A complete description of the rationale and development of
'« the parent survey, as well as'complete‘tesults, may be found,in‘Appendix

: .0 D
e n
. B ; ) ‘ S
L .

6. Unexpected Outcomes - e . : * ¢

a.‘~Eereding expectations

The most clear cut case of exceeding expectations was the twentv;.>-
. one (21) point rise in tested I. Q. of the disadvantaged group.‘. - |
" had been expected thet thefdﬂdn I;Q. would rise‘lo points oyer the
three years of the project. The‘éctuai incfease'vas more tﬁan R
doubie the»ptedicted; ' |

b, Below expectations L S g ’f

<

The apparent "wash out“ of the effect of the project\upon three

ytar olds as evidenced by the similarity of scores (PPVT) of the

¢

néw group (who wereﬁnot in"three year old program) and old group

]

(who were'in a three year old program) leaves some doubt as to the:

benefit of heving . a ptogyam for three year olds. Because of the

xefy;small numbers invoived;in this study, no generalizdtions can
) ) LN ) _~:A o . . ) . | Uv -45 ’ \. i

T ¢ be made, Certainly, future studies may wish to examine this

plienomenon in greater datail,

7.'r1mpact of IPSIP

'

IPSIP was one of the 107 projects to be validated by the National

'Validation Study._ “The hopes that 1Ps1P would be refunded by USOE as a

Il . B ]

national dissemination site were scuttled by the ann0uncenent that -
* funds wete available to continue only 12 projects, a11 of whivh were

1ocated in New Jersey, ,

f
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. Sin*e onio has no legislation to‘permit schoo districts to fund
6

preschools from seneral funds, and since a genersl fund preschool would

o "supplant" the Title preschools, little hope 18, held.for IPSIP t& be .

continued as a preschool" project this yesr. It should‘be noted;rhoyever, i

~that the cincinnsti Board of Edueation voted unanimously (7-0) to

continue IPSIP, furthsrmore, the IPSIP ideal enJoys similar support from

. virtuslly every corner of the school system and city.

Serious effects sre under way at ‘both the state and federal

levels to enact permissive legislation for general fund preschools, and to

[9RS .
1

review the Title I "supplsnt“ lsws in this {notance. ‘

.", At this time, an IPSIP model for kindergsrten and first grade is
for funding at the $31,000 levsl for the balance of 1973, -and . $81 000 for
197h thrOugh June. This would be a totsl of $113,000 for school year '
l973—7%,‘_There is no pravision for evsluation in’ the new program however.

Budget. éummsry for IPSlP Continustion _

1972-73 IPSIP ESEA Title III budget $9o 000. (90 pupils served with -
" evaluation) - '

. l973-7“ ‘IPSIP Genersl Fund $ll3, . (180 pupils served without

&

evalustion)

"
1

~

a
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bissemination ' e ; o . o T ‘;ﬁ_'f" ' ; . (
' Techniques and activities proving very effective in relating project‘ ! .
' inEormation to various audiences were: -, '; o | .
) éfl. _Open door: policy 1in addition to invitations to visit the W'f. o - ’tl
'Ug_ project. :Persons wishinb to view classes needed only to ~ 5
4 phone the coordinator or principal of the school to make ‘such o -S
\ arrangements;' Especially benefibial were the-* invitations extended
to Board of hducation nembers, almost all of whom visited the
‘project sites, which gave “them a better understanding of the
. program and afforded the ,staff the opportunity to tell our story., - ‘
.‘2.‘ Further support ‘was obtained through project newsletters, articles )
appearing in the cicy neuspapers as well as the community news., l- ° h
' ..Slide-tape presentatlonsbwere used to‘tell the IPSIPlstory4Eo | :
* .P.f.A.ts, educational ofeanizations and‘visiting teamslof educators,
The fin;ncial expenditure for dissemination for the past year has - < ‘.,,'
been §1, 679 T $33644 for the first two years,\giving a pxoject total *
| of $5,325. . ’ ( )
3. Nauonél Validatién Stud}? " |

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

!

\
<3

;In the fall-oﬁ-l972,.the USOEnrequested State Title 111 Offices

r

to participate'in a process by which certain outstanding projects ': ‘

 would ber visited by a team of experts from other states and be )

¢ . : . : e B
objectively tvaluated with regard to innovativeness, evaluation, ‘

exportability, and cost effectiveness., The, IPSIP Project was honored
! [}

to be one of the chosen proJects- further, it was doubly honored

to be one of 107 projects thaE passed the rigorous validation procedure.

rhe publ;city gained through the validation process has served to

brinb national recognition to 1PSIP., Requests for infOrmation have = -
“Baeen so numerous that special ‘consideration is being given to increasing

. 'y " .- )
the number of copies of reports (pike thig one) that we have printed, ST
S ‘ -35- L S

) : _ _
e, ' R | :
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F. KECOMMEHDATIONS

-

i

Based upon the outcomes of the IPSIP Prooram, espeéially in the
il 1

marked 1mprovement of L, Q. scores and cognitive achievement of the
disadyantaged children, the authors of this re“rt reconnmnd that:
1. The program be continucd vherever possible as a four-year-old

il

probram.
2¢ Failing passage of the projected permissive legislation now v

penuinp before the Ohio state Legislature, the program should ///

be continued as a kindergarten program. - o
. . . N N . H ]
3. Since there were ,no disadvantaged control students available
for,testing, some ;ncreased efforts ﬁo_test valid contyol

groups sﬁould be'made to determine whether the tested coghitive

'? increases were due to the raclal, socio-economic mixture, or

3

4 to the more global effects of preschool.

»

Based upon ﬁhéfhigh degfée of participation and accomplishments
of‘the local school parent groups, it is felt that each local school ;
N . - ' \
parcnt group should be stréngthened and the city-wide community Parent

Advisory Council be eliminated.
’




Ge BRIC RESUME'

»

¥

_The ESEA Title 111 Project, Impact of a Preschool and Interracial - -
Program (IPSIP) had three basie groups bf ninety each: Group I had |
“ parents and chikiren percicipating in preschool classroom, and additionally,
N\ ' the parents paréicipated in .parent education programs; Group 1T had 8 S
- separate perent education program, but no classroom participation for either
parent or child; Gxoup 111 was a concrol group with no parcicipetion
other than tes:ing. o - i

The‘groups were drawm randomly, stracified to insure aﬁ least ‘one
third disadventeged, one'third'black. Eell representation from all
eleven elementary schools in the disc:ict, and approximateiy even sex
.distribution. -

The results showcd-e 20 point average rise in I, Q. as measured bi”the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) for the disadvantaged group, and l
a 13 point average rise for the advantaged group. ‘Further, there was
no statistical difference between the advantaged and disadvantaged groups
at the end of the second and tnird years as measured by the Boehm Test
of Bsaic'ConcepCS. I?Sl? is‘being continued with General Fund‘money for4

1973-74,
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X_PURil‘s CogniC1vc DevelopMent.

Ubjectives

To lucrease binnifica

1. 'The Peabody PictuJ» Vocabulary Test was administered to 258 children
during the montha of Oc tober and November. ?pere were 29 invalid or

incomplata tests among Lheaa. however, which left a remainder of 229

uaable tests. We muatjfurther reduce!tnia numbar by an additiona1>31.
since the parents of/fnaaa children raqaeated to be droopad fton all
futdra'teating or/novad from the;woooward ares. Our total nunber of
valid. usable tegta waa, therefore. 198. The means, atandard deviations,

ranges and nunbara are contained 4n Table 1, below.

N

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics ?or_IPSIR‘- Paapody PicturoiVocabulary;Oct.. 1970.

Group - : ' : I ‘ II o CIID - 'IV(Correlation with’

<“Group I)Re=.,67 Random
Classroom . Parent Education Control Sample of Group‘I
Mean . . 96.7 1026 94.0 104.9 ﬁ}% 8
~ Standard Deviation 20.5 1949 19.9 18.1 ‘é,,ff
Number 76 67 Y s
Range s57-134 60-154 59-142 61-152

The reader should be cautioned on several points when interpreting or -
attembting to draw conclusions from these data.

1. All subjects were in the 3 to earl) 4 age category.

”,

2. Tests for childreh: in Groups I, II, and III were adainistared by 8
different testers over a 2-week period.

3. Children in Group IV, our relxability check were tested by one
tester over a S-week puriod. All subjects in Group IV were
randomly selected from the classroom. The cotrelation was .67.

>

&



-

S 4. The apparent 6 to 8 point mean difference between Groups I, 1I, and
. I11 is seen as a function of the design which calls for 1/3 disadvahtaged
, : pupils in each classroom. The eligivle disadvantaged pupils were
;s : rather quickly taken from Group Il to replace those disadvantaged
co T pupils in Group I who could not participate in classroom activities.
Since we did not have an abundance of disadvantaged pupils -
(particularly in Group III) to replace Group II and since any
‘pupil withdrawing from Group I was automatically placed into Group IlI,
‘we have a slightly inflated mean I.Q. in Group II.*: : ,

-

The data collected from the PPYT are viewed as being adequate.to serve

as a basis for future studies. e

February, 1972 -

Of the thxrty d1sadvantaged students who were in the treatment
group at the beginning of the project, (November, 1970), twenty-two .

_ remained in Fehruary, l972}‘ The other_eight had}eithér dropped out of
the project moved from the district, or were.not availabie for testihg
Although repiacements vwere made dur1ng the fifteen months of the\prO}ect.
they were not cons1dered as having a complete “treatment" if they Joined

the classroom group later than January, 1971.
) ”ii ? It is remarkable to note that the‘mcanixncrease in tested I1.Q.
Jfofuthe twenty-two disadvantaged studants has risen’from 76.2 (October,
s ‘1970) to 93.2 (February, 1972). This seventeen point increase is .
| statlst1cally as well as practically significant.
| Qf the original (first year) sixty advantaged children in Group I,
torty-nine.remained and were tested again in February, 1975. Their
mean tested 1.Q. also rose from a 103 4 in October, 1970, to 111.0

o (Februasry, 1972).° Thxs rise is encouragxng, although not quite as

startling as” the dxsadyantaged group.

_39-
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The thigty-six children in the control group had a mean I.Q.—

“of 103 in Oétober, 1970, énd'rose to 107.4 in February,'1972.7 It

should be pointed out that many children in the control group attend

private pre-schools.

Data Redﬁction Summaries.

“For those who are interested, the follbwing stétistiéél-summaries

are included.

{
Table 2 Sums, Means, and Standard Deviations for all children tested, 1nc1ud-
ing replacements.

——

AUVANTAGED TREATMENT ~ DISADVANTAGED TREATMENT CONTROLS (all advantaged)

EX 6,304 ‘ 2,355 3,866
jix 2 706,400 211,261 o 422,660 |
"n s7 . s | S 36 ﬂ
X ~ 110.60 _ 90.2 107.4 . 7
" sd o 12.67 | 17,73 ' 144

-

. Iable 3. Correlated t; Disadvantaged Group I; Pre-Post (October, 1970 to
Februaryl 1972) Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. : :

Prc-test mean <_76.2 .
ﬁost-test mean ’9352
3 = 2.4_ ‘
- a] - 160.5

Sxy = 23.0
t = 33,8

p = <00l o




n r

Table 4 ANOVA Sumanesr Mnry 1972, Pelbody Picture Vocabulury 'rest- :

!

i

ANOVA - ADVANTAGED GROUP I VS ADVANTAGED GROUPS 11§ 111

ss B S ®
Between 227.02 1 227 1,24 ns
 Within 16,694.27 91 183.4 |
TOTAL 16,921.29 92
ANOVA - ADVANTAGED.VS DISADVANTAGED GROUP T
Between  17,993.1 1 17,0931 84 £.001
Nithin 17,089.7 80 . 213.0 |
TOTAL> . 35,052.8 81
ANO&A;-,AMONG SIX CLASSROOMS
‘Between | 1,554.46 s 310.8 97 ‘ns
Within - 24,233.4 7% 318.8 _'_'
JOTAL 25,787.9 - -A»\

R " X ..ul..
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'Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) \

fhe 1PsIP tasters administered 117 PPVT\s during Octobera There

4

weré 52 classroom students tested while a tokal of 41 control spudents

(35 former members of Group‘II and 6 Group I}I) were located and tested.
) E \v . e | .

~ In additfion, 24 studenta who had been regulat members of Group I, but

N

who had elected to attend regular kindergartens, ‘were also tested. -

Meny comparisons can be made from the da ta presented in Table 2, L
" below. The statistical test of greatest intexest, however,‘i//Lhe Mann- \\\\
Whitney U (See Appendix B. ) copparing advanta%ed and diég;::ntaged clagsroom’
students; che resulte show the 11 point diffe%ence to be signiﬁicant only

at the .19 level. This level is generally considered to be noqsignificant

o 3

by most ‘researchers. . - : " - )

The mean differences a ong classtoom, former classroom, and controls .,
,\‘>""’v ° -

afe 6§%ne{gher practical nor statistical consequence. It ie iptereeting
_\end ;ee;;}aging to note, however, that the disadvanteged pupils.mean |
score continued to rige -from the 93.2 February, 1972, ecore‘(end, of
tourge, from the §6.2 Oetober, 1970, testers).

‘ ! S 1 ‘ , c
Table 2. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, IPSIP, October, 1972,

1 IPSIP xmn'mcm'rzn | FORMER IPSIP STUDENT§ '

Disadvantaged  Advantaged | Disadvantaged  Advantaged | Controls
EX 1,750 3,673 | T 1,718 4,405
Ex?2 174,094 405,425 64,168 200,380 | 483,431
Number 18 ABA- . 8 14 . 4l
Average 97.2  108.0 ) 89.0 - - 111.1 107.4
T covsep | comoe |
Number 52 | ' 24

Average . 104.3 C _103.8

-ya-
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The pre/post [.Q. scores as” measured by the Peabody P1cture Vocabulary ‘

&

hTest‘were compared. It is 1ndicated that the average I.Q. of the twenty-two
disadvangeged children .who heu been in‘the;prog}qm ienger th&n»one fear rose

from a mean of 76 (October, 1970) %o 97 (May, 1973). The fort}-seven

advanteged children also showedba‘significant gain from ldsr(pre) to'117"

(post)‘ This' exceeded the conrrol group, . (all advantaged) whose mean I, Q (’/_
,T0S6 “from 103 (pre) to 113 (post) Not only did the childxen benefxt,

but parents are also becomxng involved in meaningful and purposeful ' L

. 1nterrac1al/1ntercu1tural parent committees. -

. Reliability Study of Peabody Vocabulary Test. - , . N
This paper attempts to describe the procedures used to establish: the
relxabxl;ty of our testing program vhich employs the Peabody chture
Vocabulary Test (PPVT) as 1ts primary measure, the Pre- Klndergarten Goala
Cerd, a‘locally devx%ed evaluat1gn“4easurefiwas administered as a pre-test
of achievement.
PROCEDURE
. The enflre sample of three-year- olds resided in the Woodward School
District, whxch represents a w1de range of urban- suburban families. Four . A
races, White, Blackt Indian, and 0r1ental,lwere rncluded;rthe SES ranges : '
from the very highest to the very lowest. )
The iniriai step of the testing program called for the 6 classroom
teechers to receive a 3- hour traxn1ng session and then adm1nxs1er the PPVT
to each member of her class. It was felt necessary to establish the inter--
tester reliability since comnarisons were to be made betweenlghe classes.

=
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The most expeditious way of doing this was to secure. the services of one
control tester who tested 8 randqn sample of 52 students; 10 were tested from
each of the first 2 classes wh1le\only 8 were tested from each of. the other
four._ The reason for the decrease ;h N was’ s1mply a function of the amount

A\
of time that the control tester could sRare.

\ o _
All of the ch11dren-were tested within a‘one-month‘period Since no

feedback was given to any of the children, it was felt that the saie form

A\

(Form A) of the PPVT should be admlnlstered to\the control sample to eliminate

any question of comparab111ty of forms. ~ S

RESULTS o

Three scores. had to be dropped from on¢ class and two from another
because'of apparent 1rre3u1ar1t1es that occurred either during the test
administration or scoring. Listed he}ow in Table 1 are thﬁ raw scores,
loifferences, means, stanQard’deviations{ correlations, stander¢<error of
eitimete-anq t values for eech«clhss; The overall correlat1on was .67 usxng
the éeérson‘Product Moment‘procedu;e. The overall standard error of estimate

¢

_was‘l4.4.
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Table 5. Results of PPVT by Teacher, IPSIP, 1970-71_

L. o Scores-. . ;
e ' Classroom Control - R
Subjects Teacher o Tester Difference - Lo
Teacher 1 T S !
. . 1 74 : 101 . . =27
y 77 B £ D |
’ 3 - G4 ' 110 - -16
4 72 ' . 67 -+ + 5
) 74 75 ' -1
6 74, 85 -11
7 100 - 12, - -25
8 87 -7 104 Y
9 117 : : o1 -3
10 S - 107 ~36 -~
X 84 , 97.2 13,2 ..
N . 10 10 L s.e.e.=12.7
- SD 14.5 - 18.8 K
t 3.12* p < .0l ¥=;74
Teacher 2 1 126 - 120 +6
Y 119 122 -3
3 134 122 +12
4 130 111 419
5 102 88 +14
.. 6 66 102 -36
7 127 114 . +13 !
8 128 145 -17
9 110 =75 +35°
10 102 119 -17
’ - SRR : : " ,
X 114 ' .12 r A 2.6
N 10 ' 10 s.e.e.=16.8
SD 19.5 18.6
. t 39 n . r=,46
\ :
- h
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12 . T
"Table 5. (Continued) .
: ; i Scores , ’ \
‘ " Classroom Control ‘ _
s  Subjects - Teacher Testc s Difference
- Teagher 3 - ) .
: S 126 133 ; -7
T2 104 109 - §
N 3 59 ¢ 84 . =25
4 . 111 126 -15
5 67 94 ' -27
6 114 110 + 4
7 110 © 119 -9
8 114 100 + 9
"X 101 : 109 8.75 - ,
N 8 ' 8, . ' " s.e.e.=8.5
S 22.6 15.4 .
t 1.9+ P < .05 rs.83
Teacher 4 .
S _— 1l 107 - - 106 + 1
2 111 127 =16
3 70 78 -8
4 v . 87 90 -3 T
5 104 ‘80 BT
6 132 114 +18 © '
7 109 120 p =11
8 124 152° .28
X 106 108 S 2.9
N- - 8 8 s.e.e.=16.1
SD -18.4 23.7
t 47 ns ' r=,74
Teacher § ‘ .
1 121 111 . +10
2 114 111 C+ 3
3 81 105 ~24
4 84 101 -17
5 123 104 +19
i 6 107 * 100 + 7.
X 105 105.3 .33
N 6 . 6 s.e.e.=3.8
SD. 16.7 . §.3
t " .05 ns r=.47
Teacher 6 . .
1 97 93 + 4
2 ‘82 100 -18-
3 78 61 b ar
4 78 \ 82 -4
.5 79 106 -27
X \ 83 88 « 5.6
N S 5 s.e.e.=15.3
SD 7.2 ) 15.9 r=.26
t 67 ns o (r=.51 N=4)



. Table 5..  (Continued).

' - . . L3
Scores .
O - Classroom. - - - ' Control
Subjects .. . Teacher ~ . Tester ‘
Total . ‘ : ‘
' CX L 99.9 - - - - . 104.1 '
sb - 21 ¢ L 19° ’
N 7 47 47
r ’ .67 ‘
s.e.e. - 14,4 i L

The hypoth051s be1ng tested was that there would- be no dszerences

between the scores of the classroomAteachet and the contrbl tester, ThlS ‘.

‘had to be rejected for teachersl and 3, it is 1mportant to- note, however, '

Y O -
that»the dxfferences show ‘the control te,ter ‘to be the consrstently Wigher

S

grader for both teachers when we would expect that the classroom ‘teacher

1

'3wou1d have probably been ‘the more sympathet1c grader. One loglcal explanatxon

L .

for these 1ncreases is that perhaps the students in both of these classes

’

reacted so pos1tive1y to the small amount of treatment received that they

were able to perform s1gnif1cant1y better on the second - test
r; is interesting to note that the correlation between scores obtained
A . N .

‘on the Pre-Kindergarten'Goal'Card (PKGC)- and the Peabody_was .80. The PKGC

s

" was 4dm1n1stered to Groups II and IIT by more thap 30 voluntee¢r examiners )

and-to Group I by our 6 classroom teachers. The descr;ptxve statistics
for these data are shown in Table 6 below.

Table 6. *Mean Variance, Standard Deviation for Pre- Klndergarten Goal Card,

/by Groups e N
, X v S.D. N T
Group [ o 79.1 273 - 16.5 79 (incomplete ‘or
' - . e o invalid test)

Group I 81.7 - 225 .15.0 . 25 (random sample)
Group M1 - . 79.4  .253 Is.8 25 - (random sample)
(Group I) : . T e
Teacher 1 . 78.3 . 232 15.2 15 N
Teacher 2 . ©79.1 <00 14,2 14
Teacher 3 79.2 - 252 15.8 12
Teacher 4 78.8 413 20.3 15
Teacher 5 80.5 166 . 12,8 8 ,
Teacher 6 79,1 . 380 19.5 15

‘There are no overall statistical differences. / -

H - ES
i : - .

-

.
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2. To increase s;gpificantly‘p_pil's“etggifive developmentJ continued."

. the first month of classes. This f1nding was substantxated by our |

’

=,

* Table ‘7.

The orxgxnal desxgn called for ‘the Pre Klndergarten Goal Card to,

be»adm;nxstered op a»prerpost basis. Af%er the pre-test, it beéame ;

obvious that too many of our chidiren were "topp;ng out" on the .

3 . . ¢

. test which was dasigned for environmentally deprived four-year-olds
¢ By

residing in the basin areas of Cincinnati. 'The‘edministration did,

* "

howeVer. estpblisﬁ that all 3 groups were statietioally equal as of:

adm1nxstration of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test pr1or to the

- o
v,

start of classes.'

L]

It was, therefore decxded to use the Apell Test publ;shed by
Edcodyne Corporat1on of Orange Ca11fbrn1na for the post test whxch
was adm1n15tered the first week in May ~The results agaln conf1rmed

that there were still.no statistlcal dlfferences among the 3 grOups

(Group l*Classroom, Group 11=Parent Educat1on Group III=Control).
: @ .
_The’ results are summar1zed in Table 7. v '
o . .
qummary of Apell Test, Comparlng Groups 1, 11, “and"I1I, .IPSIP,
ESEA Tltle III, May 1971 I
T «

-

AR (ClasSroou)" ! N Y ' .
Groups: = Parent £d. . (Parent Ed.) - (Control)
N = 86 . ' . 49 | _ 24
X o= 33.7 - St 3445 . 32
s = - 6.8 - (6.3 .6.5
SOURCE ss df Ms & F p -
——— - N _— - - -
¥ithin 6909.5 « 156 - 44.2 .88 ns.
Ratween . 99.8 2 - v 49.9 Lo )
_Total 7009.3 : \ ,
) ¢ ’
4 ‘ _h8-‘

A



It should be*pointed out, ' that oniy a small percentage (approximately

40%) of Groups II and III kepi appointments for teg;irg. We would sugépst
that the parént$ who are anxious to remain!};vglved in the voluntary ;esting
program may represent a poéitiyely biased sa@ple ath hence, nét present a |
truly fair overall compari$on of the S'groups. It is inte;bsting to note
ihat»ov;fhil,héan-scores and sgahdard deviations fpf all 3 groups are aimost
identical; howeyér, therp are sppro*imately_Zb disadvantaged represented in
Group f while there are only two (2) in Gron IT and none in Group III.

"Whét(thq data seem to b; saying, then is that Group I with neariy a
third disadvantaged are equal to Groups II and ITT with virtually no
disadvantaged. - | | |

;'The-fact Shagiéur Gro@p I disadvantaged,improved significantly is
borne'put by the data in Table-B. All students in Group I were ranked
accérding to their pre-éest s;ores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
(PPVT). The PPVT is a series of picture discriminative’items. Each
’page has 4 pictures; the subject is asked to put his finger on the
picture that matches the stimugus wofd e.g. key,'ball,,faﬁ,'digging.‘
If is a standardized test, widely used and gen;raIly interpreted As a
measure of 1.Q. They were again‘ranked on theif post test scores on
the Apell T§§t, gA‘Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test of significance was then-
: p;rformed on the data. The conclusion reached is that the disadvantaéed
students gained at a fasterfpate than thsir advantaged counterparts and

distributed themselves significantly higher (p<.05) on the post-test.?w(v”'*“”ig

R ¥

#9"



Table 8, Ranked difference of the 22 dissdvanteged studints'ln Group 1
vhen comparing pre-test rank on PPVT with post-test runk on the
Apell, 1PS1P, ESEA Title I1I, May 1971, (Wilcoxon ‘lsn.f.nk)i

. v _ . R .

d - : Rank . . . Stgn .
. % . - -

48,5 : 22 ™ ;
38 21 t
30 19 L
+30 19 . T
, 130 19 '
-28.5 17 -
7.5 16 t
26.5 15 +
-17.5% .~ 14 -
r15.5 : 13 +
2.5 12 +
-11 : . 10.5 .
11 10,5 +
9 9 +
-8.5 7.5 -
+8.5 7.5 +
«6,9 6 -
5.5 5 +
+]) 4 *r
-2.5 2.5 .-
-2.5" 2.5 .-
-1.5 1 .-

0 -- .
148, 5 22 1

Sum of minus ranks = 61
. Number uf casss = 22
4 =g 05

Tha resdet may, by inspection of the dats, readily see that most of
' - PO
the negative changes in rank occured on the lover half of the rnﬁk\vilqes.

These changes seem to be randomly mixed, with p3uit1vo changes, hovever

which indlcntoo'lictlo more ‘than chance variation of scores/ranks, On

*The evaluuator ¢hose the non-parametric device rather than the more lam-
. fliar correlated t test becsuse the more rigid assumptions of psrametric
statistics are debatuble, especially when dealing with three year olds,
. The Hilcoxon is about 63% as powerful ae ths corrclatad t, which lends all
the more cyedability to the ftndlnst. :

»
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the other_hand ;here‘Qére only two négative.changge in fhe top 11 ranks.
What the data seem to iﬁdicﬁte is that fdr at least 9-dieadvantaged children -
the enriched;Pte;echool geems to have hndva great benefi;ial gffect.

It should be noted thaf only those dieadvancnged éhildren wvho were
enrolled 1n the classroom for the full school term and who had both a
‘valid pre an?_poet test were 1nc1uded in tpie sample, Hence, we have’ only
22 instead o£~30 children. l

Apell Test - April, 1972.

The Apell test was administered to all IPSIP classroom etudénte and
28 cdntrol studenté during the week of April 24, Regular cl#sseevwere
suspended that week to permic the teeting. Six‘IPsi? t;aéﬁére’gdﬁinistered
the teat: The Apell Test was choeen bécause it deals with specific areas of
achievement,.such as pre-reading, pre-math, language, visual discrimination,
and auditory aaaociation. The test seems to have hish content and face
validity when viewed in terms of thinge that our teachers are attemptdéng
to do in the classroom. qu}one-way ANOVA 8 were performed. The first
compared all six clgpsroom; against each other to see.if there were

differences amoﬁg them; the second compared the IPSIP classroom students

and the control students. The results of the analysis are indicated

on the following“pages;

Pt
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Table ?.i Compd;ison of Apell Scores by digssrooma 1970-71 and 1971-72.

' 1970-71 | 1971-72

Teacher

mean = sd o mean k sd
A ‘_, 32,2 9.7 40.1 7.8
B K TR 6.3 37.2 4.7
c %.2 5.2 45.2. 4.5
D (3 teachers) 32.1 5.1 . . 43.9 b.7
E (3 teachers) 38.6 f 61 T 403 5.3
F (3 teachers) - 35.6 sz 3.8 5.3

?

Table 19, analysi. of Variance, Group 1 vs Groups -IT and TIT (1970-71;
S 1971-7.2);5 amons the si: Slassrooms (1979-71; 1971-72), '

7

x LNCFRA . TR S RELTR- PR N

1970-71, <youp: 1, 11, and 1II

;o 33 ‘ Af . Hs v P
Between 99,5 2 49,9 t.l ns
:Jithin 6,900, .. 156 44,7 :
rotal 7,007, 3 153 |
1971-72, Group I and Groups I1I and III (pooled)

Belueen 3 0,158 1 : 153 ' .0043 ns
in.thin iz)b() l.)l‘ 109 3603
Total 3,960.342 110 ° . .
o= e e e e e eemeeemeseeeeeeecamsemeascaeeemmemaman————- R,
1970-71, dunony the 5in Classrooms {

(aliOVa not allouvable due o hich variance.)
1771-72, amon: the six Clasirooms

(alioVas allowable at ,05 level,)
Beiween 723.6 5 144.,7 4,5 {.05
Within S 2,467.7 17 32.0
Total 5,191,3 )
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Table 11/ Range of Scores for Diaadvantaged Students Comparing 1970—-71

with 1971-72.

L

s:aaen:’# o . 1671 . 1972
1 18 33

2 34 \ 42

3 40 : 47

| J . A

4 | -3 32

5 | | 27 o 46

6 ' 34 40

7 : ' 4. : 41

8 YR 44

‘ - 38
I . | g9 |

10, 33 | 33
11 | 34, : 35
12 . T 39 . 44
13 41 - 46
14 | 33 35
15 ' Y | 32
16 25 ~ | 42
17 o ; 12 28
18 ‘ 24 . 36

\;
. i
\v\‘{\
)
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These 1mpressivé findings that>conf1rﬁ tﬁe findings §f_the PPVT
are shown by the comparison of the disadvantaged with the advantaged
studcnts in 1971 and'again in 1972.‘ The reader will note that thé
disadvantageﬁ studeﬁts' mean score, as tested by the Apell, rose froﬁ
29,8 in 1971 to 38.6 in 1972--3 mean rise of just less’than nine points,
The advantaged atudean tested at. 35 4 1n 1971 and tested at a-mean
of 41.6 in 1972, When comparing the disadvantaged with the advantaged
students in 1971, a one-way analysis of variance indicates a significance .1
beyond .01 level, However, in 1972, when the disadvantaged students are
compared with the advantaged, there is no significant differences between
the two. This, in efféct, is ;aying that disaanntéged sﬁudénts as a
gfoup_are,not §ign1f1cant1y different from the advantaged students as a

| grﬁup in 1922; The summary of the Jata ahd the analysis variance summaries
are 'listed in fh; table on gpe following page.

The Apell‘fest was not administered in 1973 since too many students

would have obviously "fopped Out.! The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was

chosen to replace the Apell.




Table 12, Summaty Data and ANOVA (compating advantaged and disndvantaged '
*  students," April 1970-71 and 1971- 72, .

Dieadvaqtaged - Apell

1970-711 . 1972

B . cos L e
Ex2 - . 17,017 27,322
X - 2298 . 38.6
T - .6 - 5.6
n ‘ . - 18, . - , lé

Advantaged - Apell

1970-71 T 1n-n

Ex - 2,092 - 2,495

Bx? - 76,398 . 105,987 |
X - TR . AL6 .
T - | 6.1 © see -
n . - | 59 . 60

------- s e i e . S D . S N o s ol . A N e o e B D - - - o -

ANOVA - 1¢70-71 ADVANTAGED GROUP V.S. DISADVANTAGED GROUP.

4  ss Ms  F - P
B 1 436,28 436.28 10.17° «<,01
W 15 3,217.15  42.90

TOTAL 76 3,653.43

ANOVA - 1971-72 ADVANTAGED GROUP V.. DISADVANTAGED'GROﬁP
( +

e 58 M P P
B 1 126.93 126.93  3.33 ns
W 76 2,896.07, 38.11

TOTAL 77 2,927.96
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ﬁ’*cussxon.
[PaSonhe ittt S b et e ]
With due respect to the critics of 'Head Statt" and other early childhood
education programs, my experience indicates that pre-schools are generally quite
‘successful. The IPSIP project is a good illustration.of this phenomenon, but

-

“certainly not an isolated case.
g The positive outcome of this study was indicated as early as April, 1971,
when the IPSIP students were testod_kith the Apell Test.‘ The distribution of
scores at that time showed a significant (Wilcoxon Signeo Ranks, p < .05) cheoge
upward for the disadvantaged students when compared with_tﬁe PPVT pretest ranking.
There seems to be little doubt that the disadvantaged:child is greatly
benefited by being‘inv01ved in an enriched environment like a typical middle-
'lass ore-scoool It‘shbuld elso beboiﬁtedout thet neerly all of the parents
of chlldren in the lPSIP classroom group were involved. in parent education
vprograms and usually sarved as classroom aides on a regular once- a-week basxs
‘The spxn -off of teacher expertise upon the parent should not be underestxmated
This proJect could be eas11y replxcated in nearly any large c1ty school
system in America. Asxde from 1ts.obv19us benef1cial effects-for the children,
|t offers an ideal situation to develop intercultural and 1nterrac181 parent
. committees formed to solve common/mutual problems like car-pooling, child
management techniques, behevior modif%cation strategies and.adseeningly

endless list of administrative details.

S

"d.copy of the summarized grant applicat fon complete with budget details,

equipment lists, and personnel requirements is available at cost from the
Uivision of Program Researth and Development, Cincinnati Public Schools,

[y

230 East Ninth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio  45202.
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: - APPENDIX "D

3. Self Concepts. (ﬁealthy Social Development, Con'td.)

2

- DOLL STUDY: RACE IDENTIFICATION

As.bnckgnound {nformation, the reader may be 1ntqreuéed to know‘
that in the the 1930's, Dr, KennotL B.Léiark,:nbw chairman of the
department‘of psychology»ns ﬂoward Untéersity, published a study on.
race £49nti£igation which has since become & classic. T;e‘afﬁdy s
generally refarred‘co as "Clark's Doliisﬁu&y." In his Stddy. Dr,(CIark’
asked his subjects; six and seQeﬁ-year-old black chlld:en, to choose

bétqeen identical black and white dolls in :ospénse‘to,a series of stimulus.

statements,

[y

a A modified replic;tlon of his study segugd to be of particuiar 1n€ere;t
,Lo‘the }%SIF; Title Ili project, since a dovolopmcnt of heslthy attitudes
toward race is one of the primary goals. The major differcnccﬁ between
‘Clark's study and our study are: o i: |

l, We:interviewed both black and vhite .children.
2, 'The age ok our’studehts wasﬂ;hree ingifpur fu;ﬁer than six ‘nd seven,
3. We used both black and white tqs;ers‘and made judgohcnts concerning
the influence of the race of the to?tcr upon the‘subjact's-choicc
of dolis. _ ’ ).' -

A total of 73 Fhildren. 42 white and 31 Black,;whre aivcn»the'test

during December, 1970,
. N
Listed in Table 23 below are the eight questions asked and the results.
There were four dolls, two black and two vhitc.'arrnngga run&oqu in,
a sevmi-circle before the‘sﬁbject. The dolls were all female, infant, and
identical egcept,with\fééafd to hair and skin color. The child was asked

to select the do!l he felt appropriate and give it to the ‘xupluer;

¥

-
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rable 23. Doll btggy Results - IPSIP - December 1970

" WHITE CHILDREN BLACK CHILDl!N ’

. : , White - Black . White ' Black .
Question - ° Doll Doll . 4 Doll Doll . P
Give me the doll that:

l. You like beast .27 L5 ns 19 12 ns
2. 1s a nice doll 21 21 7 ‘ns’ 12 19 ns
J. . 1s a bad doll 23 19 ns 15. 16 ns
4. Looks the happlest 23 .19 ns 13 18 ns
%, Is # nice color - 20 22 ne . il 10 < .05
6.  Looks like a white : .

child , 29 13 ¢.05 ¢ 15 16 ns
7. Looks like a black ; : P ’ _

child : 10 Y <.01 ° 16 ° 17 ns

8. Looks like you .30 12 - <01 16 15 ns

~

* fhe results showed that there were statistical differences in

" the frequenC&-of doll choice in item 5 for the biack children, aﬁd‘in K4
quest fons 6,'7, and 8 for the whiée children. Iﬁ is of interest to note
that thg last Fhree quesgzbns (6-8) are factual; i.e. there 1§ a8 correct
answer, While it {s trué§th;t'neither black nor white children as a |
grnup knew the correct answer with any4d§3re§ of certainty, a cloie exam-
ination ofyyhe-dafa shows that 19 of the white children qnsveréd questloﬁs
6, 7 and. 8 correctly, which 1nd;cates'that they ire probably aware of |
the.differences between the white and black dolls ;nd'knéw thit‘théy re-

\sembled the whiie doll more than the black one. This was probably not

true of the black cuildren stugied, since only s&x answered all three

of these questions correctly.

4

A one-thgrd‘snnple vas tested by a black psychologist who replicated
our doil study‘to determine the influence of the tester's ra?c upon sub- .
‘ject response. Tﬁbre vcfe no significant differencel bstseen the two tcster§.

The '"Doll Studf“ was replicated in May of 1971, Bssentiaily the same
subjgcts participated alrhough ﬁhore were three additionél children used in

’

the May study. The results sre summssrized below in Table 24,
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The differences are obvious; while only four significant differences

‘were found in the December study, the May replication has eight, 'l
would appear that the six"mo::gj of maturation permitted nihy of our

students to form some concept of race.

Table ' 24 Doll Study Results’- IPSIP - May, 1971.

WHITE CHILDREN .~ BLACK CHILDREN

, o ' White Black White Black
, : Doll Doll P . Doll Doll P

l. Like Best - .28 17 ns 8 23 .01
¢s Nice Doll 25 20 ns 15 16 ns
3. Bad 13 32 .01 15 16 ns
4. Happiest 26 19 - ns 14 1?7 - us-
5. Nice Color 33 12 .01 .7 .01
6. Looks Like White Child 39 8 .01 21 10 ns
7. Looks Like Black Child 7 38 0l . 8 23 . .0l

4.. Looks Like You 36 9 .01 21 10 ns

’ Looking ai questions 6, f, and 8 ﬁore carefully, we found the results
had a ra;her‘iéig;esting_ouccomé. A total of 37 white and 18 black
children answered both questions 6 and 7 correctly, Applying the laws of
probability on a 50-50 guess fa Qor; we see that‘probnbly'{z white and
Q;x black children guessed app’opriately on botp. Subtractiﬁg,thcse
probabilities from the totals ndﬁcates-that 25 wvhite and 12 Llack
chitdren should have\known'thd lcorrect" answer to questibn 8., Table 3
shows us that 26 white, but only fice (5’ black children gave the "correg;ﬁ
response, ‘This-phgnomenonﬂcan probably be nttributh to one single class;

room were all five of tbe black children present the day of the te;ting

knew the correct answers to 6 and 7 but give the oppoq};é'angver (vhite) -

to question 8.
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tlble 25- Rclults on Qgestions 6, 7, and 8 - xrsxv - Hay 1971 . ~
, Black Children " White Children
oo ' ~ Correct (N=31) - Correct (N=45)

¢

‘6. .Looks like white children 18 correct for .~ 37 correct for both
- ' both 6 & 7 A J
7. Looks like black children 6 probably ' 11 probably _
: ) ’ guessing correctly 3u.gaigg_correctly

8,  Looks like you . . 12 expected T ' 26.éxpected
C * ‘ 5 observed : 25 observed
¢ ) . i ‘ N \ . .

A small sociomotric study was compé;;ed nuring 1970-71, Stddenta were
. asked whom' they uould 1ike to, have as a pnrtnet for a gane they were going
to play; they were given flrat and second choices. Twenty-one of the.aa :

white children and 21 of the 27 bluck children se\ected the opposite race

¢ i

- for one or ‘both- .of hts partncr.. Stnce there were ﬁonrly Eivc white child-

\

‘ren for every thrce black ' childron, it 1is not surptiling that wmore vhite

‘childzen were selected as pnrtnor;.

Systematic observations of the classrooms indicates that there s
little, ik any, reason to beliavé that there were any in classioom g;oups‘
formed on the bqsisvof raéi. :6nly 83 gf 271 groups (two or more Chf!dreﬁ‘
in close phyglckl proximity engaged ?n simiiiar t!sks) observéd'over a four
ponth period were uhiracial. No child isolated himself érqufaotmai contact

with members of opposite race. It appears. safe to generalize that there’ I

was as much social contact between the races as there was within,

Interpretation

«

The December 1970 and May L??l reshlts verd Qen; to six‘well known .
- and reépected psychologists {n the Cincinnati area, Eacb‘uas asked to .
interpret the study. OUnly a brief description of the testing mothd age
of sub)eclw, and raw data wvere furnished; therefore, each was ffee to inter-'
pret the data.irom his own polntzof ;1ew{ Four of the six‘rgspon;éd;,thelr
‘léierpretaclons are presented for your conslde&atlon,_, R ‘

| [Kc
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> . F 1
! S .
Psychologist 1 ‘ o

/ - .z ..‘_ R
Cursory anelysis - ) -~ C .

.AJ Assuming no examiner effects (differential due to race). [Eone founé]

B, ‘Aqsuming no’ order effects (Were questions given in order as
Listed?), [yea] . .

o R H, )
C. Assuming significant x2tg by inspection (did not have opportunity
to run them through), [See Tables 1 and 2,. above]-

A} . ’ b

General conclusions would be (for group trends)t

1. children. both black and white, were aware of color difference ,

' in both studies (1970 & 1971). (W. At what age do children
. discernibly become aware of thnt difference?) »

.2, Both black and white- children assume a kind of uhite - is -
- better value in both studies but it has 4) less salience for

both groups in study 1 than in study 2; b) less * salience
or significance (psychologicllly) for the vhite children than
for the black fn study 13 'c) seemingly greater salience for
both groups in study 2 than in study 1. " (Don't know who
changed in vhat direction from #1 to l} or the nature of. in.
tervening experience, but there appears to be a growing

tendencb to deal - one wAy or another -~ in terms of color
connotations. o

L]

3, Inm the nd, study 1 see an attempt on the part of bbth groupe
to associate "good" or preference with one's own but ‘some “
major points etond out which have.relevance to bleck identitys

a. White children are showing a tendehcy to attribute "bad"
' to the out~group. blacks.

b. The black children have by no means internalized a
“"black is, beautiful" value - on the contrary, they are °
sharing ‘the white’ value of liking white (or lightar ‘
shades) and ‘as a group trend, even more '"denying" of
their own objective identificetion vith blacks.

{
_ All in all, it appears that even «t age 4 the white
.o child can be comfortably white but black children are

-caught between an attempt at positive black identity

' and the effects of white uejority values and projections.-
-3 . g
3 s <7 "' / ‘ 3

) "*The white- children ¢Aan be comfo%tcbly diecerning of objective differ-
ences while the blacks cannot; the black children are incltned to shnre
white values end "deny" objcctive differences.

.

-

-



| Pszchnloggst 2

Item E--Black children sppear to have a less accurate self-image with regard
- te color then do white children, . . ‘

a--parhaps self-image is accurate but thére is a reluctance to
" state what they know (because of shame or pain associated with
self-image) ‘ : '

b--perhaps it is harder to>get an accurite self-image if the sur-
* rounding majority (including models.for identification on TV
_sre different ' : ’

* ltems 6 and 7--Black children learn more slowly to identify color of
dolls ‘in this study .

a--Black children as a group may have bean younger on the average
than the white children '

b--This particular group of bla&k'children~ﬁay have been the same
. ege but less intelligent than the group of white children.

c--Life experiences may make it harder, more painful. more shame-
ful to learn colors of persons skin, It is worth moting that
even though the black children did learn to distinguish more accur=-
. ately between black and white dolls, this'did not carry over to
accuracy on item 8. This suggests that 8a is operating, whether
-or ‘not 8b 1is slso. How black was the black doll and how black
. were the children? Perhaps they were correct in saying that the
. - white doll came closer to their.color than did the black doll.

¢

?lteha,l-s relate not to accuracy of -image ss much as to vnlgntion. These

- * items become hard to evaluate in view of the choices on item 8.
"1t 'is possible for example, that a black child may identify with
the white doll with regard to color but then; because of his own
low self-image, -attribute negative things to the white doll. On
the other hand, he may, out of shame of his blackness, say that
‘he.1s more like the white doll but then attribute negative character-
“istics to the black doll, '

P - 1n general, however, it seems that both'black and white children
tend to see the black doll is a less favorable light, that with
learning the white childran tend to accentuate this differential
view with the increase’ age. The one figure that seems to stand
out in contrast is the high "like best” on the part of the black
children in the May study, despite the drops in 'nice color"
and "looks like you". 1 don't have an interpratation of that

’ /
Psycholg}}st k]

1. 4.1, There is a definite change in the response of Black Ss to Q.l,
over & 5-month test-retest intcrval. Whether this change {s due to
1P31P or due to the resctive effects.of the first test or both is
hard to tell, _Whatever the cause of the change for these children,
at .least Black became more likable during tha test-retest interval.




2. g.s;_ For the Black Ss the black still remain.d the "less belufifulﬂwﬁi;;i' i

color.of the two in spite of the increase in thefr liking of this
colo;. 1t {seens that "White" color is perceived more as the nicer -
of the two colors by both the Black and the White children,

L3

Jo Q.8. The data for this question seems to be most revealing of the

self-perception of the Se. More Black children incorrectly pick
white as the "color that looks like you." Their 'responses to Q.S5.

and 4.8, taken togethar tn&icdté;that they consider black #s the
interior color of the two. 5

What really {s going c¢n here_is very?dlff£Cult to say. Most probably,
nothing has really changed since Clark's Study which is 'a rather pessimistic
thought. Certainly the time for which the children have been exposed to

the integrated school experience is not enough, ' Wait till the end of the
project. .Also probably more direct teaching will bé needed to counteract,
the effects of the color learning that these children have acquired in

their previous 3 or 4 years from their families and the culture around

“Paychologist &

First study: \

-that Black childron liked white dolls best is no surpfise

-the value judgements "nice" and "bad"” had equivocal relationship

to the color of the doll for each group, This changes in the

second study, , _ ‘
-the White children in both studies ap[ vared more aituned to other
~attributes of race than just color. The Black children only shows
sharpened awareness in the second study. o

Second 9tudyi
'

-there is a shift in the "like best' category of the Black
children to the black doll but no corresponding shift in terms
of '"nice color", . " -

-¥hite children associate "bad" more frequently with black doll

«Black children seem more attuned to other attributes of race than
just color, : :

v

My guess is that the perceptions of both groups of children has been
sharpened and to a certain extent polarfzed. The coincidental shift of
White children to seeing black dolls as more frequeutly "bad" with the
Black childrens shift in the "like best" catcgory”ﬁj&htisuggost greater
"In-group" acceptance associated with "out-group" rejection,: Whatever
intervened appears to have made Black children more aware of racial
differences outside of color. In spite of these changes, Black children

still saw "Hhite" as a preferable color and identified more strongly
vwith being white themselves.
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fhe third rep}téhtion of the doll stuay was completed in December 1971;'
essentially the same subjects are represented, and the same examiner,
Mrs. oho Le Vine, adminlstered the survey. Independent chi squares are

indicated lor each qdestlon X race. There were no sex differences for either

race,

Tablé 26. Doll Study Results, 1PSIP, December 1971,

WHITE CHILLREN ' BLACK CHILDREN
. _ ‘ =42 n=35 ‘

Stimuluss "Give me White Black White = Black

the doll that . . Doll Doll P Doll Doll P

1. you like best, 31 11 (.01 22 13 ns
2. 1is nice, 23 19 ns 16 19. ns

3. looks bad, 10 32. {01 13 22 . ns

4. is the happlest, 33 9 ¢or. - 23 - 12 ns

5., nice color. .23 .19 T ns 18 17 . ns.

“ . looks likes :
6.-.a white chitid, 40 2 - €,01 33 2 &.01
7. a black child. 1 41 €.01 1 34 <01

8. you, 36 6 <.0l1 9 26 ¢ 0L

While the responses of the black cﬁildron on questions 1, 3 ind 4
reached only the .20 iével of signiflcance,'thiy arelyorthy of note since
-they lr§ rel.tive;y large and do reflect the same preferences as the ‘
~ white children on the same items., If general stmilarities are as important
- as statistical differences, then these data seem to say that black |
and white dhild;en are more similar than different.
bumrz :
the "Doll 5tudy' was repllc#ted three times during the'twelve'months
covered by this report, The ages ofyche subjects ranged from 3.3 to 4.1 years;
essenﬁially, the same ;tudents are fepresented in each replication, It apbears
as though nearly all children of both races grew more certain‘of Zheir own
race and the race%of 2ach doll as they grew older. There also seems to be
o ‘
some indica;ion that both whice and black chiléren developed a prefereace for
the white doli as thgy grew older,

ERIC
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FOURTH REPLICATION OF THE IPS'P DOLL STUDY (6/8/72)

The Fourth Replication of the'Doll°Study was conducted by Mrs, Joan Rail
bﬁiJune 8;_197 . ‘A total of 72 students were tested. Nearly all of the
students had‘:£en tested in»the previous Doll Studiese Virtualiy all of
the children identified queetion; 6, 7, and 8 correctly. Questioh
nuwber,eight wae missed by three white students and seven black students.

One proﬁable eip}anatipn for ;his is that studehts—artribute hair celqr”

and elothing color nearly as much as skin color when asked the question
"which doll looks like you." Also, some black studente are.fairiy
iié‘t‘complected aed woeld appear to é& more like the white dell than they
wou.d the blackvdoll. >

One difference between the June 8 study and previous gtudies was that

dolls of both sexes were represented. It was hypothesized that students

of age 4 would show an increased awareness in the different sexes. How-

ever, there seemed.to be no special preference by either boys or girls .:

'?as to which dolls they brefetred for a given question, ‘An éxaminaq}on

"
of the data will show that there is generally more agreement between boys

_and girls as to which doll.they would choose as a response. Further,

there seems to. be general ‘agreement between boys and girls of both

races as to whtch'dolls they attribute which chatacteristics.

. As ae illbetration, we can see that boys and girls of both races
believe almost 2 to 1 that they like the white dolls better ‘than the
black'délls {Question No, 1). furtber, they seem to believe at a rate
ol i to 1 that the bleck doll is the Lad doli, (queetton No. 3) and

the white doll is the happier doll (question No. 4). There seeéms to
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be further general agreement at a rate of 2 to 1 that ?he white doll has

the nicer skin color (question No. 5). Only item 2, "Giye me the doll

that is the nice doll," do they seem to indicate a randoﬁ‘choice”between

' collasped disregarding sex; as in previous studies. The results are

the white and the black dolls.- It is interesting to note{that half of the

white girls chose the black girl doll as the nicest, hoWevef,

Because of the complexity of the statistical‘anal§sis which would be

required by haQing a' 16 cell table for each question, the chi square
anélyses are not‘included for every possible comparison. Because of the
almost ipexhaustible number of comparisons that could be made, it is

suggested that the simpliest and best way toégnalyze the data is for each

person to compare those cells which he feels are most important to him,
» A R . . . oo
In order to provide some continuity of data, however, the cells have been -

N

’rgporced in Table 5, §elbw. TheicOmﬁlete data summary is attached.

N~

*

Table 5. Doll Study Results, IPSIP, June 1972

: * WHITE CHILDREN BLACK CHILDREN
stimulus: "Give. % N=40 : N=32
me the doll that: White doll Black doll P White doldl Black doll P

—

<

l. You like best - 27 13 (.05 23 9 ¢.05
2. 1s a nice doil 22 18 ns 19 13 ns |
3. 1s a bad doll 10 0 ¢.01 71 - 25 .ol
4. Ts the happlest _ 33 7 ¢.01 24 8 <.01
*5» Has nice ~olor 30 10 (.01 18 14 ns
.IDOKS LIKE:

6. A white child = 38 2 (.01 31 1 ¢.0l
7. A black child 1 39 (01 1 31 <.01
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! | | APPENDIX "G

2. Measure Parental Attitudes. ‘ ' q

PARENT SURVEY DEVELOPMENT

>

Background
It was felt necessary to the design of. ESEA Title III project

’

‘'Impact of-a Pre School and Interracial Progranm' (IPSIP) to measure
attitudinal changes that occur in the ;arents of the three-year-old ch11d-
ren who are particxpating»in the pro;ect.

The three variables (factors) that we wished to measure were:

1. Parent attitude.toward integration ‘s
2. Parent attitude toward preschool _ /‘v ) | .
- 3. Parent attitude tonard School curriculum | \

Init1a11y, only the first varxable was considered However, as the e '
project began to move forward, it was believed that the parent's attitude_w, |
toward preqschool and non-tradit;onal currxculum approaches were also of ‘
interest. - o ‘ ‘ R

In order to differentiate parent]attitudes, ie was“felt advisable to
define the attitudes 16 terms of statements uhich were b%lieved to reflect a-

- wide spectrum of conservatism or liberalism. To'do this a‘"brainstorming"
session was held with several members of the administrative staff of the

+ Cincinnati Public>Schools. ~They were asked to give statements which they .

;considerod to be indicative of the far:}eft, middle-of-the-road; and the’ .
far-right, with regard to the.three variab;es under considerdtion. Of the ,
33 usable statenents.tnat were received, S wd&e selected in’each categoryi

They were printed in 3 separate blocns to be ranked byVIQ different members

af the adminxstrative staff (see Apendix A for ranking) . .

The correlatlons of the 1's and 5's in each of the 3 categories approached

1001- The correlations of the 2's, 3'5, and 4's were not computed, howeVer,




-

there was enough apparent agreemont tv conclude that the questions-did

~reflect a fair range of attitudes. The scores reported are the sums of

the raw scioes, N=18, .Appendix B shoﬁs_the distribution of the ranked
means. | |

The 15 items'were then randomly assigned numbers 1 to 15 and”were
printed-as a 5-point Likert scaip survey form (see‘Appendfk C for survey
form). »Since it wa§ necessary to sécure,épproval f;Om many different officés
before it was possible to administer the survey to.parent Populagipn for-
which it was intended {N=306), it was administered to a total of Si persons- -
séhool adﬁinis;fators, teachers, and iéy pefsonnel not in the ia}get s%mple.'
This pilot stgdy is described in the'féllowiﬁg ﬁaggs.if' |

lﬁé_sample had too ﬁégy eaucators who were too'yéli :eadz and éonsequeﬁt{?.l
toc highly opinionated. Nearly all of the professionals'égreéd-and disagreed |
on Fhe same items while many lay people feacted oﬁt of pure, uﬁeduéﬁted;
unreﬁsoning feelings.

As an il]usfration, some of the professipnafs wanted to know if “in;eérated
learning situations" (item 5) referred to racial or academic integrptioni'khile
some lay people expressed happiness tﬁai we were ﬁfiqally g?iﬂglto geg'ri&'of
;rills like_kindeigarten!ﬁ Simiiarly, many p;ofessiénals mentioned Supreme
Court rulings, state léﬁs,“and educational traditions'an; precedents which
undoubtedly édded sfructures'to‘theif'replies; "How could you grade a kid's
attitude toward himselfé" was more typical-of the_non-p;oféssianai remark.

The actuél tafget pupulatién for the survey will be more homogeneous ; at
leést it w}ll'not be dichotomous, ;nd the results would be more ﬁeéningful. -
As it is, however, some rather interesting factor;'were found.

Results | |
Five factors were rotated using BMDO37 Factor Analysis Version of May 2,

1966, the results may be seen in Table 1.
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. Table 29. Factor Rotation Matrix for Parent Survey. (Appendix C-Pilot Btudy)

e I N A U T
R 17 o8 1w e 13
2. s 62 . n R
3. o1 . 53 . o9 o o
v 00 % - 23 26 s
5. 2 @ o9 o sw
6. 38 53 o sT. 10
7. 66 T T 18
3, 23 19 3% 63 10
9. s o= 28 W 16
10. - §3‘ o 21 19 - a
n. 3 08, 25 29 R "
12, 70 06 o5 17 3%
13, 00 10 3 00 s
14, | 18 ‘&l I 69 13 03

15. 03 BRU 67 08 o

" factor one see;l to ioply a pannivﬁ nature or attitude on the part of the j
respondent. ;'1ct George do }t,” seoms to be the implication,of items 7,(§, 10
and 12 in that they are sgreeing that either the Board of Education or the State
legislature should nﬁke the deci,ion. » |
" Factor two, items 2, 3, 6 and possibly 4, must be interpreted in light of
_the'whito-niddle-class'sample responding., I Believa vhg; is being said by the
respondents 18, "My kids have nasty attitudes, the schools by éutting 'trillﬁ' bhduliw;
'got back to strict education by preparing them for college." ‘rbr.vané of a better
t{tlo; one could call this, "White-middle-class-parents’-dream-of-returning-to- !

normality. .
Q . “G.




Both 1£ems i and 15 reflect a negatlQe attitude tow?rds‘kindergaften, an&
‘they load rather heavily in factor 3.
Factor 4 deservee some note since 1tem.6 my single compound sontence,
corroltten fairly woll with my two ' opﬂn -ended" statementa, 1tema 1 and 8.
"Social Development“ (1tem 1) could be construed as evarything rrom table
nannera to applied sex education. The mean acore of h 1 on this item (aee
k Table 2.) seems to indicate that people are eager to agreo with thenaelves ag
to uhat they think ought to be taught:
‘Ttem 11, mean score 3.5, was apparontly 1nterpreted as "busing" to a hostile
or in some way, threatening neighborhood. The statement could have meant 'busing

to an even more desirable neighborhood than their oun,;however.

‘ Tl
Table 28, Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Survey.

A

Item Number . Mean staﬁdqrd Devi;tion :
! . k.13 o
o, 345 | 0.83
3. 3.09 0.%
N, 2.6h 1.27 \/
5 3.58 - 0.%
6. , 3.52 0.73
T e h.ox} ' 106
8. : 2.43 R o1s
9. 3.05 119
0. ! b3 ' : 0.97
n., 3.2 0.73
2. 419 0.74
3. . 3.80 ' 0.7h | o
14, | T2t o . 118
Q

‘15. 2.31 : _,("1" o 0.92 .



ractor 5, item' 5, 13 and i2, seems to describe a desire to have atructured

classes tpf)pre kindergarten, kindergarten, civic ,and’ social activities.

Recommendationa ,'

‘ Since the queationnaire will be sent to parents of very young children,
"algebra and bistory" (item 2) were replaced by math and sacial studies (item 10
AmmmeD) oo ' o

To eliminate popéiﬁle'confuaion over "Integrated learning situations," it ’

was changed to read “Racislly ihtegrated learning situations," (item 5, Appendix D).

Dir(erenced-dmohé several groups will be studied. In addition to questions
A, B, C and)b,i(s;e Appendix C) we shall ‘also study any differences among the

two treatment groups and the contyrol groups.

PARENT SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Background | - N - , ;
The parent survey vas sent by mail to each of the 306 families who had ap-

piied for the IPSIP project. A stamped, return envelope was also provided. '

" Since many ramiliea may nét have remembered to which group they vere. nsuigned,

the forms were color-coged-so that treatment group errors vould be‘held to a

. o .
lminimum “>Group 1, classroom participants; received green forms; group IT, parent

education ,articipanta, received vhite ones; group III, control group, were sent

pink suzveys. . \\i ‘ | | o » . .

'The queationnai}es veie mailed~during the frrit wbek of December; returns

LN

;-

were received as 1ate as the last week in January The data were initially plotted

as histograns, showing the mean, standard deviation and atandard error or the

’
S~
.

mean, (See Appendix E}.

Results

_ With the exception of questions 6, 8 and 15, the distribution for all thr%e' o

groupé appeared to be essenfially the same,

N _.72..




Group 1I, paront education, sesmed to be far less enthusiaatic theh either
. grégfa I or III with regard to’ co-puloory pre -school and kindergurten require—‘.
ments, (items 6 and 15). This ﬁhcnonenon can probably be attributed to the in-

' fluance of the parent education progra- which had al 1ts central thenb "The
rtrtat as tbf\u/j:; Fduoator.” Bimilarly, parents of group II seems to place
lesa emphasis on college preparator? programa th&n their counterparfs in groups I
and TII,. (1tem 8) Once again, the parent education brogran in stressing the
importance of allowing children to find thelr own pace, probably modified to some
extont the middle- claas aspiration to eond childron to college.. ’

Tablo 29 contains the rotated factor matrix for the data- collectod trom the

1PSIP psxonta; T C
_ Table 29, Factor Rotation Matrix for Parent Survey (Appendix D-Actual Study)

a

| Item x U N A ?5'
1. o5 ) a0 19 ®.
2. ‘ 33 o7 o 39 T -18 . -05 -

"o, : oa .79 ) B R T o1
4, _ 25 00 2 -, 62 ¥ ’ o2
5. 76 a T2 10 .00
T T 13 o3
T i\ia | 75 s e - o
8. - -15 28" 'j,¢«4‘_ a1 28 . 68

s o8 2 T30 s o5
lo. a6 15 3 22 -83
I e S t 09
12. 16° -06 6 2l 00
13. Y 18 R ¥ 26
U e 03 | n 2 06

& | o4 27 w5 ..
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Cey

~ Factor one 1oede heavily with all rive’iteme (2, 5 9, 11 and 14) releting

‘to 1ntegratton; the overell impression is certeinly fevoreble tova.rds 1ntegretion, :

: hnt item 11, ettigude.toward,“bujing, is atrongly negative.é The reader is re-~
: \ ‘ . ’ 7
minded that .item 11 was selected as the most liberal in our pilot study_(See

N

‘Pactor 3, 1tema 3, 6 and 7, indicates a velence toward keeping the "gtatus

Appendix A). o, ‘ o

<

quo” in kindergarten. ‘ . St o ' . g -

Fect r 3, 1tema 12 and 15, lhove a generally favorable ettitude toward pre- |

”

echool It is 1nterest1ng to note that pre achoo} and kindergarten vere apparently

thought of as being two separate entitiee in the minds of the reepondehte, even

/.
though the IPSIP program will hopefully retain the rame children ror three con-

[

eecutive yeera. The reader is reminded that itensg?n Factor 2 were in the neutral
to negative side of the Likert ecale (Appendix A), while items 12 and 15‘were on" o

the positive side. . B '4 o \ J

-

Factor U, 1tems. 1 h and 13, lhow ‘a favoreble ettitude tow ! loctal develop-

mant curriculum, vhile items 8 and 10, Factor 5, show favorable a titudea towerd

/ .
a more academically 6r1ented~aehool system. Again, the reeder A} wieh to reter

to Appendix A t ) note thet itema 8 and 10 were»renkod as the'hore tredttionel viewﬁ
of education in the pilot study, while 1teme x; 'y and 13 vere ranked from neutral

to liberal in their {deas. The. reepondents reacted fevorebly to all 1tems dealing
with either socisl or acadenic. curriculun {mprovements, but reacted negstively .
. . - . . . .'» ' ‘ W

" when it came to eliminating one in favor of the other.
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~-The results of the parent survey were tabulated and’graphed ddring the
hontha of December and January. It was 1nterest1ns to not that the grnphs

tor Groups 1. I1, and III are gf/grally nore ainilat than they are different.

hFurther. the tesponae plttern "has not changed aignifiifntly from the December

1969 survey. Groupa 1 and 111 otill seem to place more value on organized
pre-school than do Group 11 raapondeuts, and both black and white purenta
seem to be in basic agreement on each of the five tncial 1ntegration 1ssues
ratsed by the questionnni:f.\\(See Appendix A)

~Of the .many 4interesting results, poseibly the most aurprising was the
great genoral “vote of conftdenco" given the, ptojcct by nfi three Group;‘
It 1s rgtuonnble to proct general nilitant discpgpigtnent on the part of
lpnrents who have never Scen included {n the project, but this ll‘biykﬂll not
the cased The one qu.oiion vhich directly cédrpslod ttsélf'Qo'this vas
ftem "p" whi%ﬁ states: ‘

*F. In general .1 am

1. enthusiastic

2, pleased
). neutral: : 4 _ -
4. dissppointed B ' -

»}. angeted . | | _ v\\ﬁ

by,the'lRSlP Program

. it
3 . L R P T S

- The results show that only 7% of firoup 1 parents are dlaiﬁbbintg@ and

none are angered; only 9% are even heutral. This r&s&lt seems to refute the

b

gencr}fltlei thai have been quoted which report ih;;'ﬁxve:yone is really
uplet!" Fully 85% of the Group I parents reupoudlng are either enthusiastic
(45%) or plebsed (40%) with rcgard to tha 1PS1P ptogtcn. gi

Even éroups 11 and II1. qcflcct a favorable response pattern. Only
li% of Group 11 lre dlscppointcd and again, nonc are angcred; another 121 are
n&utral. Better than 751 are either enthusiastic (36%) or pleased (40%)
Group 111 parents are - lcn. cnthusinsttc (111) and pleused (17:). Most are

neutral (381) or dloappointod (30%) and eveh angercd 4.
' -15-

N *
B
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Kesponse

1) Enthusiastie

2) Pleased

3) HNeutral

- 4) nggppointcd

5) Anzered

Group 11 (1=29)

v

‘Group

Group 1 {(n=4(6) 111 (n=28)
45% "36% 11%

497, 407, 17%

9% 12% 38%°

7% 12% 30%

0 0 4%,

.Parent Jsurvey February 1973

Essentially the same survey wajs administered again in Pebruary, 1975..
Because of the small number of‘participants (N=52%ﬂ however, it was no‘4 |
longer reasonable to‘divide.the results into Groups i, 11, and 111. The
results were very similar to the other too adminisgrationsf howeve;; the"“;;“
parents continue to show‘ovefuhelming support for the program.‘ Forfa.

example, about 90% (47 out of 51) até}either,enthusiastic or pleased 5bout

The major criticism of Ehe program was that: there were not enough funds
ke F h .
to allow every child to participate in the IPSIP classrooms: ~~that kind

of'g:iticism is really appreciated.

'1P31P, while only 5% are neutral, 5% disappointed, and none are angeredgg-

o

E A

-



Cincinnati Public Schools
230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Februavy, 1973

r

Please place an "X" in the box which most c}osély reflects your feelings about each of the
following statements. If you feel that you need to make additional comments, pleanc feel

free to use the back of this sheet. '

i > -~ 9 ke
we | eofB b | & e
de | o|u o o« .
9 Do | H{d | = el
u«; 22 (@] (LN a]
Example: 1t is important for éhildren to have a balanced iet. X
1. A special time before or after school should be set aside on
a regular weekly basis to alldw students to participate in
civic and social activities if they so desire. 11 |32 6 0 0
2. Boards of Education should draw school district boundary L :
lines as to insure a reasonable xacial balance. 12 |11 14 13 2
3. Kindergarten coul&-probably be élimiﬁated without any
noticeable effeat on a child's achievement, 11 1] 118 29
4, A four-year-old 1s really a "bother" when you are clean- ,
ing the house, preparing a meal or working in the yard. 016] 22 18
5. The curriculum for all students should provide for teach- . . .
~__ing eome classes in social development. 14 1321 3 1 0
. - . R ek A
6. Schools should ‘assume the responsibility of initiating
racially integrated learning situations for a1l children. 6 [19]13 10 3
7. Kindergarten should be made compulsory by state law. 18 |15] & 3 1
8. Our presené laws concerning kindergarten (optional for both
Boards of Education and parents) are probably the best. 3 112} 14 13 8
9. Four-year-dlds should bé permitted to help with the dishes. 5131110 8 4
— - g o _ )
10. As many public school students as possible should be
prepared for a college education by providing more
advanced academic classes in high school. » \ 18 |19 § 7 2
11, Sch&olé ahould'ge pgiﬁarily concerned with education and
become relstivelx,ggmoved from the task of integration. . 10 {10} {16 10
12. It is more important for the average student to have
healthy sttitudev towards himself, his neighbors, and his :
comuunity than to kaow math and social studies. 1111y 13 14 3
[y ' r )
-T1= ¢
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13, My four-year-old asks too many qpestions; 21 4] 3] 24 17
14, All children should be required to attend at least :wo
- years of school in neighborhoods that are entirely .
‘diffarent from thelr own. 1| 3] 6| 26 15
15. The Pre~school educational pfogram is probabl’ more :
. dmportant than any other phase of education. 13 |18]10§ 10 0
16. When shopping at a supermafket I would rather leave
" my four-year-old at home. 4 {10l 81 22 7
17. Public schools should eliminate as many "friils" as
possible and be ccncerned solely with reading. writing 511} 7f 28 9
and arithmetic. P . -
18, Teaching_ataffs should’bé integrated. 16 [23| 9 2. 2
19. Pie-kindergarten education (4- year-old~c1asses) should be 1l
: reqpired for all normal children. . 12 16 ] 8 11 3
20, If funds are available after passage of the May tax levy, i
would you be interested in enrolling your first grader Yes 31 No 3
. in an open classroom which would be based upon .the Nol
principles of IPSIP? ' ot sure _ 18 ___
A. 1 1live in the school district indicated#
1. Z N, Avondale
2. ‘ 5 Bond Kill
3. -0 Burton ‘ : ,
4, 2 __Carthage N '
5. __6 Hartwell
6. __ 7 _Kennedy ¥
7. 71__Losantiville
8. 8 _Pleasant Ridge
9. 4 Roselawn
0. ' 7__Silverton
1, 2 _Swifton
B. I am
1. _2_Male , .
2, 50 Female . L
C. I am
33 Caucasian
18 _Black
1 Other

5T ‘78\,‘;“: ‘
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"Ds The best feature(s) about the program is (are): (circle as many as you feel apply):

/

.

22 . Intercultural/racial contacts for parents,
2, 36 Intercultural/racial éontaqts for childreq.
3. lg Sharing of test results with parents.
he 45 ‘ Exposure to current early childhocod education practices,
S5 11 Other (specify)
V
) 5
(Use the back of this sheet for additional comments) | _ ‘
' ‘ F ey e . ,‘
.Bs My major criticism(s) of the IPSIP program is (are): (circle as many as you‘feey
apply)
1. 23 There are not enough funds to allow every child to participate in the
classroom. '
2, 3 It requires too much parent involvement, |
3. 2 There are insufficient materials in the classroom.
be 5 Travel from home to school is too far,
5. 11 Other (specify)

(Use the back of this sheet for additional comments)
.Fe In general I am

1. 25 . Enthusiastic

-2, 22 Pleased “}
3.‘ 2 Neutrdl
4, "g _D;séppointgd \\ '
5. ‘0 Angered M |
. _ - -79- .
[jR\ﬁj by the 1PSIP Program. | _ _ S



G. I would like t:fo see the IPSIP program continued beyond June of 1973,

1. 46 Yes

2, 1 No

3. 5 Uncért'ain ’

Il, My age is ’
1. 0 . 20 or below . J

2. ; 2l to 25 L

3. 13 26 to 30

4,2 31 to 35

S.. 7 36 to 40 S . -

6. 6 41 or over ‘ |

1. | My four-year-old is a '

1,- Z_Z_ ’ Girl

-2, 23 Boy

L 4
©

]

Please return this cfuestionn_airé as soon as possible in“the envelope provided,

i

-80-




Addendum to Appendix C

’ :




Name

Title III Pre-School Program:
, , Ron Nieman ‘
_We are attempting to determine the reliability of our assumptions regarding the type of

attitudes reflected by the atatemente 1isted below before publiehing them in a parent
aurvey.

We would appreciate your participation in a pillot study of the statementa. Merely ran¥

the three sots according to the varying cegreea of attitude which they reflect. FEach ite-
- of each set muat have a different numbery 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5. . .

‘ Set I -A rank of 1 = traditional vievw of purpose of education; a rank of 5 = liberal view,

Rank ‘
The curriculum for ail atudenta should provide for teaching some claaaes in socfal
development.
' 5 It is more important for a high achool graduate to have healthy attitudea toward himself,
his neighbors and his community than to know algebra and history.
_2 _As many public achool-studants as possible should be prepared for a college educaficn
“by providing more advanced academic classes in high achool, .
1 __Public schools .should eliminate-as many "frills™ as possible and be concerned eolelv
T with reading, writing and arithmetic.
b A special time before or aftér school should be aet aside on a regular weekly besis to
allow atudenta to participate in civic and social activities if they co desire.

Set II - A rank of 1 = conservative attitude toward integration; a rank of 5 = liberal attitud

1 . Schools should- be primarily concerned with education and become relatively reMOved from
the task of integration. - .
3 Boards of education should- draw school district boundary linéh 80 as to inaure a reason-
able racial balgnce. "\\\
5 All children should be ;equired torattend at least two years of school in neighborhoods
. that are entirely different from their own, ’
L Schools should assume the responsidbility of initiating integrated learning. aituationa
for all children.‘
. 2 Teaching staffs should be integxated. ke
Set III - A rank of 1 = favorable attituae toward pre-school] a rank of = negative attitude
. toward pre-lchool ‘ .

.k

1 The Pre-school educational program 1s probably morse important than any other phaae of
sducation, St
Kindergarten should be made gompulsory by state law, -
Pre-kindergarten education (u-year old classes) should be required for all norual
o " children,
5 __Kindergarten could probably be eliminated without any noticeable effect on a child a o
achievement,

__5 Our present laws concerning kindeggarten (optional for both Boarda of Education apd
parenta) ars probably the bast.

¢

L , . 8-
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Division of Program Résearch and Design
TITLE 1II PRE-SCHOOL PROQRA:
Cincinnati Public Sthools
230 Raat Ninth Street.
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
November, 1970

Please place an "X" in the box which most closely raflects &our feelings about each of the
following statements. If you feel that you need-to make additional comments, please feel
free to use the buck of this sheet. R

W&

-
oo

Dilagree

|
{
|
Agree
A ] r ¢
Neutral
- Strongly
. Disagree .

ﬁxnlplo: It‘lnatiportant for children to have a balanced 6‘it:'

1. A special time before or after school should be set sslde on .
& regular weekly dbasis to allow students to participntc in
civic and social activities if thoy 80 desire.

2. Boards of oducatlon should draw school district boundnry
© 1lines 80 .as to insure s ressonable rceial balanco.

3. Kiudorgariin could probably be ellalnated w{Ehout uny .
: noticeable orfcct on a child’s tchicvtnont. . ;

\}.ﬁ_.

4. The curriculum for all students should provide for toaehing : 4
© - some classes in socliel development.

5. :Schools should assume the responsidbility of ihltiuting )
+ . integrated learning situstions for sll children.

6;\ Kindergarten should be nado,éonpuilpry‘by ntato,iaw.

7. Our present laws cbncornidg kindergarten (optional for both
- Boards of RBducation and parontc) are’probably tho bclt.

8. As many public school atudontl as possible ahould be propcrod
for, & college Qducntion by providing more advanced.academic )
classes in high school.

‘9. Schools should be primarily concerned with‘oducntion and’
. become relstively removed from the task of integration.

10.° It ie more important for a high school graduate to have .
"healthy attitudes towvard himself, his neighbors and Nis “
community than to know algebra and history. - .- -

-83- ' - ; N




11,

., All children should be required to attend at least two years

of school in neighborhoods that are antiroly diffbront
from their oun.

A2,

“The Pre—School educational progrt- is probadbly more
important than any other phasc of education.

13.

Public schools should eliminate s many "frills" 8s possible
and be concerned solely with reading, vrlting and arithmetic.

1b,

Teaching staffs should be intcgrated. S

15.

Pre-Kindergarten educstion (h-y'lr-old claucel) should bo~ o

required for all normal children.

A.

8
gy A

e Y

LN

" e

‘B.

". C. .

Please return thfuﬁqﬁéotlohniiro s soon as possible. in the envelops provided.

w>co—a<h€n¢ruon;r~

L)

I livc in the achool district lndicntod:
N. Avondale g
Bond Rill

‘Burton

___Kennedy

" losantiville ‘ ’

- Pleasant Ridge ’
~Roselawn o o
10 Silverton - ) e, N

T

11 Switton

Negro

I am L .
;1 Caucasian:
4
3 Oriental ' , /

21 to 25 .
26 to 30 . ;
31 to 35 .

; « 20 or below -
)

E 36 to Lo s
: »hllor over - _ *

4

) . -"‘\ . ‘ . v '*8“'{'; '_. ‘(

Carthage . C ) ,.
Hartwey 4 M

o



Divistion of Program Research and lesign
TITLE IIT PRE-SCHOGL PROGRAM
;\ . Cincirnati Public Schools
. o . 230 East Ninth Street
. _ Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
November, 1970*.

B

Please place ap "X'"-in the box which most closely reflects your feelzngs about each of the

following statements.
- free to use the . back of this sheet.

B

&

If you feel that you need to make additional comments, please feel

become relatively removed from the task of integration.

> o] sow
- — V] —~ Q@
EF AR A RN ER
_i §2 ﬁ 5 ) o«
- SEL|L| B4 B4
{% 4 Q [T
Example: It is important for childreh to have a balanced diet. X -
1, A speciaﬁxtime before or after school should be set aside on -
a regular weckly basis to allow students to participate in
“civic ‘and social activities if they so desire.
2. Boards of education should draw schoel district boundary
lines so as to insure a reasonable racial balance.
3. Kindergarten could probsbly be eliminated without any
noticeable effect on a child's achievement.
4. Thé curriculum for all students shouLQ’provide for'teaching
. some classes in social development
5.  Schools should assume the responsxbxlxty of 1n1txat1ngxucuxly
: -1ntegrated learning situations for all chlldren
6. Kxndergarten should-be made compulsory"by state law,
7. Our present laws concerning kindergarten (optional for both
- Boards of Education and parents) are probably the best. -
8. As many public school students as possible should be prepared
for a college education by provid;ng more advanced academic
classes in high school. . ¢ a
9. Schools should be primarily.concerned With education and ;

10,

it is more important for the average student to have
healthy attitudes toward hinself, his neighbors and his
community than to knowmath and social studies..

[ .l -
— « .
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ALl Lhnldron should be réquired to attend at least two years
of ‘school in neighborhoods that are entirely different
from their own. :

1

Strongly

Disagree

Ihe' Pre-school educational program is probably more

important’ than any other phase of education. .

. _Public schools should eliminate as many "frills" as possible
and be concerned solely with reading, writing and arithmetic.

i«Tcaching staffs should be iﬁtegrated

Pre- klndergarten education (4- year-old classos) should be -
required for all normal children. . C

-

.

-

EKC

I live in the schqpl dxstrlct ind1cated

(1) N. Avondale

(2) ~ Bond Hill"

(3) Burton )
(4) Carthage

(5)" Hartwell

{(6) Kennedy
(N ~ lLosantiville

(8) Pleasant Ridge

(9) Roselawn .

_(10) ‘?ilverton

(ll) Gwifton<

~I.am i -
(1) Male

(2) - Female

.
I am . . .
) N e /-

(1) Caucasian, _
£y - Negro

(S)P- Oricental |

My agc is .

() 20 or below

(2) 21 to 25 -

(3) 26 to 30

(4) 31 to 35 '
A5) 36 to 40 .

(6) 41 or overy -

86

G oruse return this questlonnaire as soon as possible in thé envelope pfbvided.
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students should provide for

teaching some classes in

The curriculum for all
social development.

L.
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noticesble effect on a child's

achivenent.

3. Xindergarten could probably
be eliminated without any
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The Pre-School educational
prograxz is prchbably more
{rportant then apy other

phase of education.
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Teaching staffs should be
integrated.
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Division ot ¥rogram Research snd Design APPENDIX
ESZA TITLE 111 PRE-SCHOOL PROCRAM
Cincinnati Public Schools
230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati{, Ohlo 45202
November, 1971

e e

Pledse place an “X" in the box which most closely reflectas your feelings about each of che
lullowing statements. 1f you feel that you need to make additional comments, pledse tecl
free Lo use the back of this sheet.

JUMBER-REPLYINGY
ol xny
= " " o0 bt
2ol 8l ) 8=
Sh| Bl B & &2
u? < Z. () O
—— m -—
Example: 1t {3 important for children to have a balanced diaet, X 5§
L. a spectal time before or after school should be set aside on
4 tregular weekly basis to allow students to participate in
clvic and social activities if they so desire, 22 45 26 1 3 4
2. Boasrds of education should draw school district boundary
lines so a3 to insure a reasonable racial balance, 19 29 F 221191 10
3. Kindergarten could probably be eliminated without any
noticeable effect on a child's achievement. 3 k] Y123 67
4. n four-year-old 1is really s "bother" when you are clean-
fng the house, preparing s meal or working in the yard. 1 21 13 144 ] 40
>. The curriculum for all students should provide for teach-
ing some classes in social development. 26 54 13 2 3
b. Schools should assume the responsibility of initiating
racially integrated learning situations for all childran. 17 311 22119 8
/. Kindergarten should be made compulsory by state law. 59 261 17 3 3
8.  Uur present laws concerning kindergarten (optional for both
Boards of Education and parents) are probably the baest, 5 21 15126 ] 32
19. Fou(;xgar-olds should be permltted to helg,with the dilhcll 20 491 181 9 1
;1¢i- w5 many public school students as possible should bs pre-
. pared for a college aducatlon by providing more ldvnncod o N EER B R B
::‘,ucziumlc clusoos ln hlg choo . S o o126 1 371 16416 S/
 €([;:nchuulu uhould be prluurily COnCCrnod with oducution und - L'. e , 'k Foal }:; -
s ‘bucxmm rulutlvnl} rouov.d Erou tho tosk of intogrntion.~,‘ 19 '21 _lzl28f 10|
[{ ls more 1mportlnt Eor tho :vcra;o utudont to havc ~ 5
“ heulthy wttitudes toward hinnolf ‘his neighbors and his Sl AP e
'~communlty than to. knov nath nnd nocial utudin[L coiio o o167 i35 '18 1919

*[:R\!:N-lol, the number respondlng can also be reasonably interpretod as porcentage respond{ng
'wwwwmpancies in Lotals are attributable to’ somgs"No RESPONSB" answers,
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1. My tour-year-uld asks too many questions. 2 p) 9 [ 45] 39

P R S

d

14, all children should be required to attend at least two
years of school in neighborhoods that are entirely
difterent from their own. 6 2 4 48 37

L5. The Pre-school educational program is probably more
inpnclant than any other phase of aducation, 22,322 125 | 17¢ 11

16. when shopping at a supermarket 1 would rather leave
my four-year-old at home. 2 |22 21 1.38] 17

17. Public schools should eliminate as many "fri]len as
possille und be concerned solely with reading, writing
e <nd arithmatic, B 16 g1 37 30

8. Tledching staffs should be integrated, 41 148 | 10 0 1

19.  Pre-kindergarten education (4.year-old classes) should be
cequired for all normal children, 28 118 1 18] 24l 11

2U0.  How do you fcel at this time sbout being selected to be

tn this Group in the "lmpact of 8 Pre-School and Interracial| 133 28 1 30} 2 1
Progrdam,

o, 1 live 1n the school district indicatedm

1. 4 N. Avondale
2. [ Bond Hill
3, - Burton
4, 2 Carthage
5. l4 Hartwell
6. 10 Kennedy
7. 10 Losantiville
B, 32 Pleasant Ridge
9, 6 Roselawn
Lo, 2 Silverton
ti. 2. Swifton
'u I am
L Mle
H4: temdle
\ijfﬂf '5g7f Ciutgaiqn o
ool MRre L e b S
o Sl Ordental C o s *Differences in total number ore attributable to

"no response answers,
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fhe best feature(s) about the program i{s (are): (circle as many &s you feel apply)

Intercultural/racfal contacts for parents, 46
Inturcultursl/racial contacts for chlldren, 62
ahdring of test results with parents, 18
Exposure to current early childhood education practices, 81

—

Uther (specify) 22

(Use the back of this sheet for additional comments)

My major criticism(s) of the 1PSIP program is (are):

fhere are not enough funds to allow every child to participate in the
classroom,

It requires too much parent involvement,
There dre (nsufficient waterials {n the classrooms.
fravel trom home to school is too far,

Uther (Jpecify)

36
14

L

&

y—
O}NI

I

(9% )
W

(circle as many as you feel apply)

(7 in group

(Use the back of this sheet for additional comment s)

In yenerdal 1 am
‘Enthusfastic 29
Pleased 32
Neutral - L

- Dbisappointed 12
. Angered - ol

B the LBSIP program,

-9’|’_




Go 1 would Llike to see the 1PSIP program continued beyond June of 1973,

1. Yus _6__2.

l. No ]

3. Uncertuin 28

H. My dge s

L. ] 20 or below
2. 5 21 to 25

3, ls 26 to 30

4. L3l te 35

Y, 1. 36 to &

5. f 41 or over

L. Your lour-yeur-old is a

1. Girl 43
2. Boy 46

Please return this questionnaire as soon as possible in ths envelope provided.
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SMILES VALIDATION - FEBRUARY, 1971

Process

An updated version of the Smiles Test was created by Irene Fricke
and Ron Nieman, an effort was made to include ftems which would reflect
the.child's attitudes toward self, school, neighbors, and peers as well
~as his perception of how he was viewved by others, The instrument included

inputs (items) from Jim Jacobs, Joe Felix, Virginia Wigger, and Judy Wisnia,

The first two items, "low do you look when you feel happy?" and

Mlow do you look when you feel sad?! were included as an internal validity
check. Ninety-six percent of che students (N=152) answefcd both items
correctly. A "happy face" was the desired answer on all other items cxcept
numbers 12 and 18, 1i,e, “llow do you feel when you see somebody get hurt??
~and "How do you feel when you are playing by yourself?” 3See Addendum to
“Appendix "D" for sample test.

All tests were administered by the same person, Virginia Wipger; every
~effort was made to make the presentations as nearly alike as possible,
tight veteran first grade teachers were asked to chose the seven highest
and seven lowest self-cstcemed children in their six classes, Each teacher
was supplied with a prepared one pace definition of "Self'Image", which
is included in the Addendum,

The null hypothesi° being tested wvas that there would bé no correlation
: between the ”omiles” teaL and teacher judpements. "ince the tests were.

:fgedminietered 1n February each teacher had known the children in her class

or afperiod five or six nonths.’  """k""”"':
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33 scores fell {nto the high category on the "8miles" Test while 50 were placed
into the low category. A total of 87 instead of 84 (42 high and 42 low) were
listed by the classruom teachers; this 1s the result of minor discrepancies
among the thrae classroom teachers at Taft Elementary.

A simple visual examination of the data is really sufficient to detect
the lack of significance. The actual chi square and contingency coefficienc

for the total of all class has been computed and is indicated below.

Table 21. Contingency/frequency tables for "Smiles" x Teacher Ratings,
February }972.

- L — e — ]

SMILES SURVEY PLACEMENT
SCHOOL

g i HIGH MEDIUM LOW
A T
Garfield 6 1 u 1 6 0
H N M & l 3
E ¢ L 2 2 3
R S
Hays S 0 4 3
4 3 3
] 2 2
Rothenberg 1 3 4
3 5 8
2 ) 1
Taft 1 5 2
' 1 S 6
2 6 1
Washington
Park 2 2 3
1 4 6
1 5 1
Windsor. 2 3 2
E ‘ . : ; 1 0 2

o Cht Squaré = 3,73 T
Contingency Coefficient - .23;
~100-




Based upon the above data, the null hypothesis muat be acceptead.
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ADDENDUN TO APPENDIX D




Division of Program Research and Design
Cincinnati Public Schools
230 East Ninth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

ATTITUDES TOWARD SELF (Grade 1)

L. How do you feel when you're happy?

4, How do you feel when yourt're sad?

3. How do you feel about growing up and getting older?

4, How do you feel when {t's time to get up and go to school?

7. How do you feel when you learn something new?

6. How do you feecl about how healthy and strong you are?

7. How do you feel about the way the neighbors treat you?

d. How do you feel about how you look and the kind of face you have?
Y. How do you feel about the way other children treat you?

10, How do you feel about what you know?

11, How do you feel about the way your teacher treats you?

12, How do you feel when you see somebody get hurt?

1J. How do you feel about yourself when you are at home?

14, How do you feel when you meet a new child?

15, How dJdo you feel when your teacher asks you to help another child?
16, How do you feel when you finish a hard job?

17. How do you feel about asking your teacher for help?

18, How do you feel when you're playing by yourself?

kf;?NuTh:' reachers are to read questions aloud.~ Pupils are to blacken 1n the nose
= o( either che smiling or frowning face.

lcase usekno. 2'or softer lead pencils. Please fill 1n all preliminary information 5;
dé , date; school), S & i
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Definition of Self Image

Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart said of pornography, "I know
it when 1 see it, but I can't tell you what it is."
i'm afraid my definition of self image may be even less helpful.
Listed below are some of the ideas that we would like to include, however:
Self image is:

How someone feels about himself.

How much worth someone places on himself.

How someone feels about the way others treat him.

How optomistic/pessimistic he feels about his life.

Refiected in one's self-confidence.

Having a feeling of power & control over what will happen to him.
Being able to accept weaknesses he may have without getting anxious.

~NOM WU B

Self image is NOT:

Afraid of being wrong.

Bragging.

Showing-off.

Intelligence.

Academic/pnysical excellence.

Any single overt behavior, but may be reflected by the combination
of many.

[0 B 72 B < AR O B

Perhaps the man who said, "Self image is not what I think I am, nor

what you think I am, but rather what I think you think I am," has as good

of an insight into the concept as anyone,




