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"?'1ts new laboratory preschool Its‘general a1ms ‘were to obtaln a better

:,.hypot
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: . :'Preface_ ‘
) . . . a- N N “ o -
Th1s submrsslon is part of the f1nal repo;t on the Un1vers1ty of -~ - %

Q ) - . \ .
Western Ontarao (U W. O ) Preschool Pro;ect. The project was 1n1t1ated
. ! . ’ -

1n-the academlc year 1973 74 when the Department of . Psychology opened

. . . I

‘ ’ o PRSI

3

b '\

- \\ ) o L "v__..

:from onomlcally d1sadvantaged homes, and to test the "Ir_ vers1b111ty"“
:Esfs Stlll held by some, that the adapt1ve ab111t1es of young

chlldren can not be n#dlfled effect1vely after the age of three years.']_

»

It became, however, 3n part, a development prOJect, 1n that the data

obtained were used to a551st 1n the des1gn and evaluatlon of the educatlonal

- ¥

"program.' Also;‘because stltable measures for assess1ng certa1n types of fff Cf%

LI

' ‘ ‘ "‘ . ' i ’ i .
abllltles were ! not avallable, a s1gn1f1cant amount of tlme)was 1nvested o,

. -
." ‘: ]

. in developmng such measures.' Elgallyﬂ some-expexlmental‘work wasvalso—dohe3 .

~ to, assess the immediate impact'of'specgfic program variables. . -j- o
: L -~ : T [ ' % . . . . .
- In.the'fouriacademic years‘which endedfih\the spr1ng of 1977 more than o

4 |

'100 chmldren have been 1nvolved in the\prOJect, 63 from famllles w1th low—:-'

»\ »

"1ncomes and the rest from famllles w1th med1um to hlgh 1ncomes. Of the low-»ffg

. \
.. . -_-, ¢ L)

{1ncome;ch11dren 39’were‘enroiled‘if~the laborator; preschool and 24 1n local

. L Bl - e - < /

.fday nursezles, but all of - the h1gh-1ncome chlldren were in the preschool i{f7
_}jtuost of th@“subjects were selected at’ the age of approx1mately three years, .
) \ - . / . o - V‘. .

An the hope that they could be stﬁdled "ver a two-year perlod 'However,

.

attrltlon 1n th1s sample wagﬂhlghh espec1aIly at the end of the f1rst vear, .

B Y “—.' e
and although 60 preschool and 9lday nursery subJects completed one academ1c

S . .

'. -yearnonlnyO.completedu as weIl,ﬂa.second yearfg s

.
. .

~ o - -
~
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In addltlon to the sublects who were enrolled as threeLyear-o’ds,

_ there “were some. others who were enrolled as fbur-year-olds and attended .
. i . . " .
- the program.for onlyfone year. These older subJects were 1n~}uded to

n_'assess the effects of/early versus late preschool entrance.on pérfovmance , ‘
in hoth the preschool and the prlmary gnades.. Tp\ f1nd1ngs obtalned w1th'

e J': iy , ) « v
th1s partlcular group of subjects will not, however- be d1scussed here...‘

S g: In the present report, the developmept of the - three cohorts of

-

af~ch11dren who . entered\the program at)the age of approxlmately,three years

(1n 1973 1974 1975 respectlvely) and stayed);n 1t for erther one or two -_1';..

[ ) .

K

full académlc years is descr1bed.~‘The focus lS on~program evaluathn.
She .

The program was changed over tlme 1n an attempt to meet,;he apparent needs ¢
»

of the loWelncome group ' The effects of these changes are examlned as well

o Lo l_ . . . . | . 4
. R . o

as the over—all compensatory 1mpacb of the program

N
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‘ij‘ The most‘pontroverslal 1ssue 1n the f1e1d of early educatlon tLday
o Lt T . ‘-—<..-.._ . l

contlnues to be about the amount of "structure" wh!ch 1s approprlate in an

early educatlon program - The word "structure" “useﬁ 1n th1s conte't iswn‘.'
(DI N (n . el .‘\
I : . . '\
N notaeasy to deflne.- Essentlallyvflt refers to the

- . ; i . : "‘“F

( Berelter'& Engelmann, 1966)
- s_ . '1
-

the teachxng methods are struotured (Sp%CIfled exactly)

for whatever purpose.

USRS Y sites

The heab-generated by debates on‘thls 1ssue grz

R y - \ EN
the lat° 1960's when a number:of Head Start*researf_eés reported flndln s ff:t?"

. whxch seemed to 1nd1cate tha* d1rect1ve, hlghly'structured.pr_school.programs

: LI e B . /‘, : .
were_more effectrve 1n 1nduc1ng cognztldh-galus, espe':ally n d1sadvantaged 5

,reports of such f1nd1ngf w1th dlsbellef L"

l
L
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1ldren, most early educators had become conv1nced that preschoolers L

- : ¢ s - .-

,should riot be taught, but educated, g1ven 1ntellectual content of the sort

that”would encourage inquiry, . debate and problem solv1ng, but ‘not told what .'

* was "rlght", that they learned best by actlvely—operatlng on thelr world

[N

. [ T
home, perhaps they d1d need more adult/gulded act1v1t1e:\1n school -.Thls

.

as-_

ot "
play1ng not worklng Howevery by far the greatect amount of 1nformatlon
’ MO [
about how a nursery school should be run had been acqulréd through ST ﬁ\'
p .

~

LI | \__ Lk

T

) d1fferent If they recelved llttle co?nltxge_stlmulétlon rom adults at fft'

o.

15sue was foremost ln the m1nds of the\group at U.w. 0. whe$ they sat down

to dec;de on how the program should be\run T ?' 'fiqfiﬂ-: -

y There was some ev1dence thut leSs serlously d1sadvantaged ch11dren

'-l

'ﬁ;\ responded well to 1nformal programs (Blssell 1973) There was 3lso1_;

IR - .,l{‘_" 3 )

' \ o . .
reason to belleve that Canadlan, anglophone chlldren om families with .

low 1ncomes, 11v1ng n a med1um—s1zed c1ty such as London, Ontarlo were

s
A

' llkely to be less d1 advantaged than the chlldren usually 1nc1uded 1n

A SN, S . .
t’ PR B %
that in the f1rst year the program‘would be 1nform$1 as descrlbed below,,*.

e

. and soMe basellne data on the response of the*chlldren to 1t would be o

Amerlcan Head Start stud1es (Wr1ght 1973) Therefore, 1t was declded

. .

. \
S

\‘
hd .

obtalned. Chlldren from famllles w1th both low and h1gh 1ncomes were, J”‘,\f

‘I ‘ T ) [

ﬂ*therefore, enrolled in the preschool and thelr 1n1t1af performance and

. LN
@ .

progress OVer t1me were compared.~ , . . -

qp‘ The usual procedure fqr aSSesslng the effectlvenegs of a compensatory
SO .p,!n S _.‘.- o . ]

program is to compare the rogram s products w1th the products of a ﬁ,?

preschool experlence.

studles of mladle-class chlldren. Perha s loWer-class chlldren were : +

JoT and dlscoverlng 1ts laws rather than by precept, and that they should be :J;,,ij

!/

e
-

.8
.

/

=
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{'A In1tially, thzs type of evaluatlon Was 1ncluded 1n the present proJect.

‘¢
’ 4

:><$\ That 1s, the progress of the low—ancome subJects in the breschool was 4
N s . .r.[ Lt “\. ‘

i+ . = 0 .

. compared W1th that of a group\of low—1ncome subJects in another settlng

. S AL , :

i v )

e ; (day n\\\erles) ThlS approach was, however, abandoned, 1n part because -
) attrltlon in>the day nursery groups made 1t 1mpract1ca1 but also becaus e ——

3

41t presented so mf y methodologlcal problems. It became clear_y £

Yegt .

ER

‘ﬂthe causes of these d1fference. could not b determlned Manw’; . ‘jf?

N e
v . ’

varlab es dlfferentlated the preschTollfrom the nur eries 1n wh1ch e, contro1

~——
oo~

. , Rl : :
subjec s-were found and sdme'of these, such as, teach'ng*styles, wer too ,
1. NN - .

' ;{ . subtle to be spec1f1ed wlth any degree of preclslomz

S - e “ ]
L therefore, that if the effects of speclflc program varlables wer" tor be

‘ -
. H : l L L . e
.,successf;ﬁly assessed, they would have to be manlpufated system_tically w1th1n ‘

o

subjects employed1

. R y -

- 'e'-"

varlables could be achleved 1n th1s way

fif(f?

RETIRS z.' R, f“]/g.ﬂsn:,'

"‘.ﬁ'h7; The compensatory 1mpac€\of the program on th low 1ncome chlldren was

assessed by compaang,th ir. p ogress ove 1me w1th t‘at of the hagh—lncome -\-/,
e '-subjects. HoweVef, from\both‘a theoret1cal and emp1 Lcal p01nt of,v1ew 1t ='
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CEE s - ' . e I ' .'-~. . . LR .

that the program had, in. fact, been effectxve for the low-xncome -

- e © .
chlldren. All aspects of development depend on some comblnatron of

? Some combilnation of .

-;Jﬂgenedic and envxrnnmentai factors. Thxs means that dlfferent chaldren

l - : -

: w111 respond dlfferently to any educatlonal experlence to. the extent that”'

.\ ‘. - e . L e T L

thelr genetlc make—up and past experlence dlffer. If the hlgh—lncome_“‘.: {;

.o

a = £F “‘*’

AiLa; 'on at- home than d1d the low—xnc me’ chlldren,'fff
' ' ' o : RN Bt

TN T
' Also, 1f the\:1gh—1ncome ST

ev#dence avallable for makxng pred1ct10ns of/thls.:f“‘°

L)
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The furst year was “the. "start-up" year for the preschool. Everything

ff”h' : was new" including all of the staff and children. Hence this.year was .

design for the playground was not achieved unti late-in theuspring.; The

/% C curricﬁlum emphases were also d1fferent 1n the first than in: an% subsequent ;_
’ ,~. N i . \ o

, ,,years.. No individual or small group, teacher-gui?ed acthItAes aimed/at .75
" P L
the development °f specifio Cognltiye skills weré offered. The focus was T‘ e

‘-
\ - ‘e

mainly on achiev1ng the personal and social goals of the program; the devel-

opment of indepenoence, self-management skills, representational abilities
. §- . . .

and effective problem solving styles. A highly enriched and novel environment

N

! containing much equipment was offered fzom the start.u Also, ‘from the beginning

"of the year "Surprise" dramatic play centres, such as. a medical “Gentre or

" . - t
A
»

grocery store, ‘were introduced at regular 1ntervals to stimulate socio-dramatic

-
N

play.‘ I d. '.-':::__ [ L

- Summative evaluations of the program at the,end of the first year suggested -
that it had been most effective in increasing the gocial competence of the

children, but Iess\effective than des1red, at-least’ w1th the“children from low=-

inCome families,_in\reducing impuls1v1ty and 1nducing cognitive gains espec1ally

T

~—

impulsivity might have been ‘due to the’ a;;uﬁt\°f\!3£ifff\fﬁd novelty in the.
environmenc and th‘E\this should be reduced, at least .during-the beginning of the

school year.. - It wasvalso decided that more emphasis should‘be place on‘aehievini\

\
in conceptual areas (Wright,:\974) It was concluded,that the failure,to reduce°,

[s=d

the cognitive goals~ef—thefpregram-and that teacher—guided,\small group

.

-

Lo , .
L H . . . 6o
- s .
. . R .
oL . , X . ~ !
o . . B . ; . . t.

€O
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actiyi:/eg/should be_introduced for th1s purpose.

cordingly, 1n the second\year\‘he amount and var1ety of/equipment.

fered during the first six weeks was reduced. Novnovel dramatic.play

. LN e s .-
Ix . A .

centres were 1ntroduced during th1s period and when they werc flnallY

&G

offered they were preceeded by f1e1d trips to appropriate places (eg. a

clinic) discu551on ses31ons with appropr1ate persons‘(eg -a doctor) and '
o : : K : o

'teacher-guided,group act1v1t1es in: whicg_the ch11dren made props for the

% ‘centres.“ The ch11dren then participated 1n the actual setting-up of the
) »centr}ss. . . o . . | o .,"' i ,' . . K . ‘ /

S

S, S
During this Second. year the teachers also began to stud& the literature \/'\

o=~

“r

“‘on the development of cognitive abilities and concepts, such .as number,

i : . -
\ _ ser1ation, c1ass1f1cation, and space 1n order to'develop a5sessment gu1des
. _ ‘\ . g ; .

and plans for small group teacher guided activities wh1ch migh foster. the

-

;- . -8

acquisition of number ‘and other types of concepts. Early 1E~tha'second term

. ~

.
v

a pllot study was conducted to assess the effectiveress of the strat gies that :
’ ., ) . / . . o
. they had developed for 1nduc1ng an understanding of number. Two groups of eight
s . : - - . .
children whose'sc es'on "number" were low were used as'subjects.' One group

- was given number st1mu1ation and the’ other groﬁp language st1mu1ation in small .
4 s - . . .'.,'_4'
group,sessions every day for two weeks. ~ Their numbér.and language'performance )
. . . ( . r’-..
- was then re-assessed After the testing week the ‘same sub)ects,were‘given

-

another series of teacher-guided sessions with the or191na1 number group rece1v1ng

>

language'stimulation and the original language group receiving number-Stimulation.-

The results of this study Suggested that the number stimulation had produéed at

\\least modest gains in performance on number and that both number and 1anguage

‘ stimulation sessions had had a pos1t1ve effect on language performance. Hence, .

“ it was decided that small group work was likely to be productive in increas1ng

v . ’ . B
g L. > . Y . Y o
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\

the cogn1t1ve competence of the ch11dren and should be 1ncorporated 1nto

. |\ - [_\ ‘ . M B T . Lo L .~ . “ .. " A’,//
the program in a systematlc way B ST T . A" .

_ " The. summatlve evaluations of the program at the end of the second year AN
» x, % N \ ) . - } : _ -

e . suggestedcthat 1t had been more effect1ve than the program in Year l 1n

x ‘ Rel

L. s L T .

7edu01ng 1mpuls1V}ty and 1nduc1ng cogn1t1ve ga1ns, espec1ally in number in
/

the low-lncome group £ and the ach1evements of the h1gh-1ncome sﬂb;ect//we¢“

\~.

~ about the same in both years) ‘There was some 1nfifi§i99ithaffzt/had been

1ess effectzVe 1n 1ncreas1ng soc;gl/competencé”hrlghtk‘1976a), but because
e i : . .
\f“‘-ofethelcognltrve-béneflts wh1ch the low-lncome chlldren seemedﬁto be der1v ng, .

7

L4
the program was run 1n essent1ally the same way 1n$Year 3 as 1t had‘been 1n\'
5

.. Year 2, except that plans for teacher-gulded act1v1t1es ‘were more h1ghly
oiganlzed. h new method ror asslgnlng;puplls to)teachers for small group and
, X . . I/‘ L. .
/1nd1v1dual teacher-guided act1v;t1es washlntroduced.‘ Each teacher was ass1gned N
e » . .
seven children in each class for- spec1f1c blocks of. t1me dur1ng wh1ch she was

" to attempt to ach1eve w1th them cogn1t1ve goals An spec1fied areas. By th1s
', .
time the AssessMent gu1des and a set of plans for small group work had been

5

}”*‘prepared., The teachers were, however, respon51ble for plann1ng|act1v1t1es :g-
su1table for each 1nd1v1dual Chlld, and for dec1d1ng whether to. work with the1r
. L] ; . D
speclal charges 1nd1v1dually or in small groupé o~ - : '

R B .- : - .
\ . / L . . ) \

Durlng the third year -an analysms of thefplay behav1or of the chlldren in-

the preschool, conducted by an 1nvest1gator who,was not d1rectly assoclated

/

°

w1th the preschool (Wr1ght & Pederson, 1976), fndlcated that the program was,
‘generat.ng more task-or1ented.than soc1al behav1ors.¢ Us1ng Parten s, (1932) - .

,.—

-t N
- .

.,cr1ter1a he found that the chlldren were engaged in solltary, parallel or non-

play activities (i.e.- dolng somethlng w1th a teacher) about 77% of the time

— . . ) y
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/// and engaged 1n assoc1at1ve and cooperatlve play only 23% of the tlme.‘ Uslng
/ _). ¢t
Smllansky S - (1968) cr1ter1a he found that'67% oﬁ the behav1or observed was

. constructlve, 23, 7% dramatlc, 9% functlonal and o'B% games - _.;. RSl

. \

In fh; foufth year,the program was not changed agaln, _ant dur1ng this

year the attentlon 6f ‘the teachers was’ focused more and more on the’ develop-

. : . - O )) ' . )
' ment of cogn1t1ve skllls.‘ They wrote papers summarlzlng the llterature ‘they
. . *

had read, developed more plans for 1nd1v1dual and small group act1v1t1es wh1 h 14

\c(* they thought mlght 1ncrease the chlldnen s cognitlve abllmtles, and they tr%ed

l . FE

- to descrlbe 1n wr1t1ng the teachlng strategles which théy\had employed. i,”*L\ ‘

In summary then as the program developed, there was'a gradualushlft

-

. Y .

toward more : structurlng of the curr1culum experlénce:

- N
A - . . Y . Ny . v

Lo I - : u ~ .
offered, more emphasls was placed on the development'of spec1f1c.cypes of

ich the chlldren w re - -
7] .

: _ J oo q v TR, :
. cognxtlve concepts such as number, class1f1cat10n, seriatlon and spatlal *
- . . ‘.-: N ! \ -

here was’ more teacher d1rectlon of- the children s activ1t s
Ll
is

.
R

kX

, relatlonsfw

Py
il / KK N ) 0,

there was léss encouragement of soclo-dramatlc blay activ1t1es. Other%

"~ the- bas1c structure, organlzatlon and goals of/the program d1d not change

E o other uncontrollable varlables ". ,i o 3f e :.% ' /-;‘ .

f . . N

v . Lo
Staff changes. These were-few-but'there ere some.. The D1rector/an

- - - ! L
e the Teacher-Superv1sor of the program remaln d constant dur1ng the—four:Lears. f”‘

284
Y . "l : /..—»%'.""’“
V\ There were three’ other teachers. One of th se’ res1gned at’ the -end of the f1rst
year, : but he¥ replacement contlnued durln%,the subsequent three years., The ST

g ,
. . 7——/ . - »*
other two teachers taught all four years,/but both did. so onI—Tha i -

Year 4 and a ‘new full-tlme staff member was ‘added. \\
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' Teacher/chlld ratlo., Each year there‘ﬁere four full—tlme (or equlvalent)

‘ . . ‘ .. ! ’.

first y ar to 27 1n the second year and 28 in the thlrd and fourth years.

2 L e

‘;;r fThe numbemfzf chlldren per teacher 1ncrea§ed, therefore,(from 1: 6,25 (1973 74)

| to 1:6. 75 (1974'\ 75) to 1:7- (1975-7)6 and- 1976-77) s T

<

Ratlo ‘of lowr/highﬂlncome chhldren.. The number of low-1ncome chlldren ?i

-

:fin each of the pr grams was 1ngreased¢from f1ve in 1973-74 to seven (am program) L

R

- _and élght (pm program) in 1974-75; and lO in 1975-76 and 1976—77) and the
- we |
_number of h;gh-lnc' e chlldren decreased.v Thus the ratlo of low- to highr

e 1ncome chlldren _

'/.

‘angedefrom i €5 4 in Year 1 to 1 to 2 as (am) to 1 to. 2.37 (pm) '

[ o

*1n Year 2 and l to l 8 in Years 3 and 4

. than the low-1nc me subJects (for alI three years comblned 93% as compared.w1th |
o T .'-,' L. . . / f
88§ of'the t1me), There were no slgnlficant cohort d1fferences 1n absenteelsm

-_' . . T. =

-y ' e
although the tr nd was toward greater absentee1sm for the“low-income subjects

in the second
. :~/
low-income sam

o

Y
~ N .l

,d thlrd,«than 1n the f1rst cohort. Also, six’ chladren in the

le who required speech therapy were 1n«cohorts 2 (n 1) and
o Y

:"3 (n—5) and the r d1agnost1c and treatment stslons tdok them out of the preschocl‘

. gl

: i : N
, for an hour or more_'t least two days a week dur1ng the1r second preschool y%arr

N '. .. - ..» . “ N .. . . ._. N . /. Method . - ’ : . "’ - - . o ) } \
e ) . X s . . . g ' . 4 o - i . . |

3

Subjects" /
. L ' : . : . ! / 1

The subjects were 60 chlldren who were enrolled in the preschool as

LT

Loas

o -three-year~olds and remalned in the program for at least one,‘or two full
. /

academlc years.» They represented three subJect cohorts who started school in
' 9 . . . - . 3 A

i . . ) ' . vt

e - X
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three conSecutive years (1973, 1924 and 1975) _ A‘descrxption of them by

N v . ) - Q

'I‘able 1.

RPN . .
G : - N o °

The cohorts vgried in size. and xn the proportion of bd?s to girls - :_“".3
o .- . N : L
[and of low— to high—income children in each. ATheir constitution also

. . . S \ - : . .
changed from the first to the second preschool year.- These variations
: ¢

.« t' ' " . e

//}were caused 1n larg;;part by attrition, but also bﬂcause of difficulty in.

[ o
.

finding low-income suhgects who met the criteria 1n any given year.

.

' However, in the total sample (all cohorts combined), the two sexes~were-

about equally represented, apd when they were'in their secOnd preschool year
g S e
“ the sige of the two income groups was about the same. .a‘ 'f'" SR - o
* The socio-economic differences between the ‘two’ income’ groups were large.'qfév
There uas no. overlap.in either educational.or(occupational achievement andkg ¥

‘ / il N N | e ,4 .
tl‘r SES 1n‘dices fe%at oppbmt,e, and in most 1nstances at the extreme '

?

-

ﬁ; ends of the lishen (1967) SES scale. The number of single parent and ;\

. g ¢
. a Sa

intact families and the education and occupations of the parents 1n each -

e

group are show in Table 2. . L . 'fl 2;'” B vi;'~ ) :’i N

° ’ . .o
. » . i o, . (-

.InsertATable 2 about7here-

”/ U " s
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1~--Des‘,'cri.pti~c>n 6fthe ,subjects by cohort, Sex, Age and Socio;-,EcanmiC'SQatusl N
o 3 F4n41 Vean LR Pn Second Vean in Pneéghool

hooﬂ o o
X \ SES Tndex o CCA LT SES Tndex.
S Mal:e *Femee Mean (,{v) n-*bate remae Mean (sv)_ Hedis 9]

\Mean (SD} A
Lcw-incomé i 9 6-...: C 3. lé( 2;81)‘

“32;6;(‘6.86) R *;ns 4'13( 252){-,30;5ox~z;33)_;
'68.0.(10.33) ' 6 .~ C 4 4.11(:272)

3‘4 .
ngh-lncome w7 8w 3 5 -3507(.265)"
All subJects .17 e
o L

ort 2 . -

w-income 4 3
digh~income .~ 13 7 . 6
711 sub;écts* 1710 07

ort 3. T co

Low-income . 1127 676
ngh-:mcome 1 7 7
11 ‘subjetts . 26 -13 .13

Coherts - - . T
Low-income 25 12 13
High=income 35 17 18
All sub;ects' - 60 29 31

- s .
oL B o~

. -
Y

5o 313(:270)

Ca, 29( 293)

3.25(.265),

3.3'3’1;‘5'23)'
© 3.24(.243).
- 3.27(:255)

.~ 3.17(.255)
3. 21(. 257)

149.29(20.02) .-,
_. :i:... @ ".",-' ' Y8 a

30 56( 3 06)
.72 41( 8. 03)(. .
62 56(19 61)

3.24(.264).

3.16(.241) . 73.08( 6.91)

©53.42(22.48)

C3l.8(5.3n
71,7720 8.11)
54.84(20.97)

e «-‘..\..1..\;! .

3048 503 12

21

: 4_‘;', ‘.
S 1r
15

Y

%10

-4 3"”
Vlo., 11

lk 13

12 14.|

4 ;2( 250)'”

‘J~.

;{f4 291:293)
. 4.27(4229)

'4 26{. {246)

4.18(.241)

f»4.21(,25 )

RTINS

‘4;é2k.24”f.-

30.56¢ 3.06) '
: .5‘0,-9_1102'0:.. 29)

) 300 a8( s. 03)
'72.52(8:32) .

48. 50 (22 28)

.30.50(. 3.80) -

'68.33(10.80) - -
46:71420,62)

, '

71.25( 9.03) -

51.69(21.22)
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« Two
.Educ tion.Level Attained

jf,' Grade 12 =

’ .."‘ . R ' ».’.. '

Number Of Parents In Home

... Cowt o

.

-V’iﬁ Secondary an& Technlcal

/-

- vBeAv degree
Advanced tralnlng

C A
-

Occupatlon When Employed‘

,Unsk;lleﬂ Labour (Factoryh
.'Kltchen WOrker (Restaurant)
, Never employed out51de home
' Truck Drlver :
_ Paintér
’,Repalrman
: Custodian” .
: {'Bookeeper ' K
- 'Bell. Telephone Operator
}Halrdresser_
Warehouse Clerk
Unlver51ty Professor
Phy51c1an '
d Secondary School Teacher or
Lawyer oo . :
,Graduate Student

LA

. Engineer . - ' S

Contractor (Bullder)
" Professional Musiciai.
- Comptroller . - o

of the subjects:

Grade 8 or less 1_.31'f R
”gg Some secondary v -

LN 'l_‘ab.le 2

*

Number. in’ home,’ 'education;.and_.',occup_at'iOn_ o

L p o Low-lncome
e . "(n-25) .~ (n=35)

o e i

. . co g
) R T

<

P

Administrator - . ,.
KA . 4 B

1]
*
[
NN WWS W

' Educatlon and occupatlons are of fathers'ln 1ntact famllaes and of mothors

..

in 51ngle parent famllles
¢ e . . «

o - s

L

High—income'



X,v

T were«j7taCt.. The rellablllty of the 1nformatlon .on the educa ion of VM o slﬂf

Rt

the parents -in the 1ow-1ncome sample 1s uncertaln because 1t Ias obta1ned ,

i

S : ; -
A throuéh 1nterv1ews w1th the parents themselves., However, 3. ?hxrd of the
\',

-

'Efschool In contrast, a11 of'the salary-earners in the hlgy

-1ncome.fam;1i659,’*

'vhad some klnd of post secondary school tralnkng and all b 'threefhadf- o ;
0 o K . "- } . - R .).-
,unlverslty degrees, most of them at advanced levels or. 1 a hlghly :
} . g — o . “\‘e ) . ,, B A"_ .. * . - .
oo speciallzed professlon. o . s Sl T
£ et SR FURE A
S5 ST e . .
The emplqyment hlstorles of the low-1ncome parent - :
of them had worked at a varlety of d1fferent type of JObS for varylng : .

E‘engths of t1me. The occupatxons 11sted 1n Table 2 a e the\ones in wh1ch

*—*”fﬁey had engaged for the longest Slngle perlod of tj?e, although thls was.

none. of the 12 s1ng1e'_~

sometlmes for only a few Weeks. Durlng the progect

- =
/
/

mothers and only half of the 12 fathers were- regul r1y employed In contrast,

were regularly employed in-a spec1f1c occupatﬁbn"the majorlty as academlcs,

1 . s . __-‘“‘v. - ; .
phys1c1ans, laWYers and Secondary school teachers and admlnlstrators. B "
. ) . / : . v 3§
The actual 1ncomes of the famllles are nox reported (f1rst), because .
the,feeepaylng'parentslwere nat~asked_to reveal_them and (second), becauSe ;43 -

T

- - .
o e

. the incomes‘of the lqw-income families flucqﬁatedvsb.much from time to time.
'%In;the:iow—income.groupfthe'lz single'mothers'were'receiying the Mother'sﬁiiowance.

-
Y.




R T I

e

& One father was ret1red and 11v1ng on a Department of Veteran s Affa1rs~ .

- «,-\_

Tpen51on.: Slx others worked fa1rly regularly durlng the proJect, but all
e o EN AERCH T y o
’ -.of these, w1th a srngle exceptlon, had a history of unemployment, had - D *5'-ﬁ,E

o el a"’A SR rh’f.-
j7;fbeen on welfare, were st111 1n debt and’ wereorece1v1ng some form of '

.

B soclal ass1stance. The other five fathers workéd intermlttently and
EOEAS SRR B
‘fwere on’ welfare.“

. . . Lo
oL e LTy -

§

Known 'famlly 1nstab1.11ty, whlch affected the

' .1n several of the low-1ncome famllles.b In.the low-inqpmeksample two -ﬂ

L T c

.e:;subjects suffered parental abuse whlch resulted 1n court priceedings.¥-h].*;j”ﬂ}v

. mi'Three others Were made temporary wards of the ch;ldren s Ald and experlenced

_-- e il

R -‘:»y-n~ o S
S 'an 1nterm1ttent ser1es of both xnstltutlonal and foster home placements. et

4

- :_.: Two others had mothers who were rece1v1ng pgychlatrlc"treatment, one of _}?_fu

f*%;; Zthem because of’her‘impulse to destroy the chllda The families of-these:ﬂ *LJ./

S :~.‘»_ i _ _ R
chlldren also tended to be h:l.ghly moblle.  Th u.ee moved f1ve to six t1mes, L

Lflve moved two to four tlmes and n1ne moved at least onCe.‘ The adults

4 N . _4
L Ty

'ﬂpresent 1n the home, at least 1n the 51ngle parent famllles, also tended to

Lo . '\'_ / ' b
———— . L : »_// S :
g ; . L
* B . .
. .\--\_‘_;__ . .

p’ There were four nat1ve (Indlan) chmldren in the low-income groug> one.

K3

*

\

“in the first and. three in the thlrd cohort. The rest‘of the’ subjects in“both,'

. . LR . . . ', e
lincome groups were whlte. T e _
. . o - oo R

More unrecognlzed disabllltles wh1ch requlred diagndsls and treatment

e

,g ,T outslde the preschool were dete ted 1n the low» than 1n the high-lncome groups.
‘, iny two of the high-income chlldren presented any SpeClal problems and\ _ 3. PR
‘._ . .’ L 3
ﬁi*}these were art1culatory. However, slxmof_the'low-lncome subjecté\had; ;

o




oo . . v

Selectlon of the subJects.~~All«sub3ects were selected w1thout pre- E S

8 - Lt

-i; testlng, the ldw-lncome group from chlldren who were recommended-lor the" *.'

"'f prOJeqt by—a varlety of‘dlfferent agencles;_the hlgh-lncqme group from iﬁ.}i;* o
e h 5 o

g among the/chlldren of the fee-paylhg parents.~ The selectlon cr1ter1a; 1n

_:2.add1tlon to sbclo-economlc status were (as.th;t the child had had no’ fih;_ r:f«;d

.9 cooe T, e e N . . L

-

gh_x~j_ previousagroup care experience and (b:éyﬂg free of any known ma}or sensory,

- mental or. motor disahility. The subj ts inftheytwo-income.groups,were
R matched for age and séx. f'- .(, L ;' \\j : S g '/_;.- T

\ ' N
ﬁow—income fam111es~' cohort d1fferences., When the low-lncome subjects x

C S 'v o \"

f;f'_ for Cohort 3. were selected changing c1rcumstances made 1t neceSsary to

-~mod1fy both the recrultme X edures and the fundlng arrang7ments wh1ch‘

/

'.had been employed w1th cohorts l and 2. These mod1f1cat10n5“and the1r

R et

?':' immedlate conseqhences are descrlbed below. N
e y . . N ‘ : . ,/“

¢ RO . ; .
Lo 'm”_ First, al-/of the subJects inﬁcbhorts 1, and 2 were recommended by a

N

‘.’/ sz -

- F Children.s Serv1ces Agehcy w1th wh1ch close worklng

“; relatlonshlp had been establlshed. ;}g!ore the pro;ect began this Agency'“’"

— e e

V coordlnator\to work w1th the prlnclpal 1nvest ator "and j! ,
}g

\ .

rkers from th1s Agency made the 1n1t1al approach t0\the famllles, .

) ,_ . '. H \ - ’
‘i.brou t them to the school for their preliminary visits‘%nd accompanled

. L v \

L 'them on the1r child's firstlday in school They worked closely\w1th the

P u o o . B "o '? '

. : .'\"
.S . ot - . . - \~

// Two other chlrdren were so severely handicapped that, althoggh they wefe
continued in the program for tWO years and treated-successfully, theg\were

// excluded as . subJects. One was deaf and the other serlously disturbed emotionally.
. . _... . ) , . \,\.. Lo, e .,

S
-3
&




preschool.staff and’tried to 1mplement any recommendatlons that werelmade : ..
fs“’ for modlfylng the subjects home condltlons. All of the ch;fdren 1n-:j%‘pii?‘
Sy : ' \ S

11;3\: these two cohorts were funded through grants from a varlety of sources'fmgjhﬁ.'sli
A but eééhﬂwas ﬂnown;a;\e "Scirlarshlp"IChlld-i Thelr.fammﬂles were glwen_i o

'

to understand.that the1r chlld en had been speq1ally selected for these“iﬁ_mt;f‘

. o . \-A. H I . B . a. :
I S i ) R . N .

with: enthuolasm._ oo S _~: v :;fu_,_ N

(‘A

af,, part1c1pated 1n the program act1V1t1es prov;ded for th;? frequently and .

Only four of the 12 chlldven 1n thff, 1rd c\hqrt were referred by S
s : » \ - L
L th1s Agency. The other e1ght were recommended

-

v(_t

t",

, N :

: 1n one case,,by a hous1ng bureau.» As a result the famrlres of these eLg t:
. . "
chlldren d1d not recelve -any spec1al support or -gui ance - dther th what

P2

| ,could be,prov1ded by the'preschool Furthermq Jivg;%;gtffga arrangements f;

A.; for ﬁh?se chlldren were dlfferent. In order : "stretch" the avallable funds
.;L’iﬁ“and'adélt more chlldren, ﬁﬁ?_of_theyfamllles in tth.cohort—were~asked to“'%é"
__,d;~apply”fd'the C1ty foz*;ﬂsubsldy. Thls requlred that'they be 1&ter€lewééhﬁ '!A;‘};f
| ' at Clty Hall and take a Means Test.' All of them quallfled, at least\‘ Qf } 5g§f§

o 1n1t1ally, for the subsldy.. However,Ath1S“procedure'did.nothlng to-xncrease? | 1}'

R - -

A -

; ‘//Ihe parents prlde or 1nterest 1n thelr chlldren s progressvand they d1d not

partxclpate in prgichool act1v1t1es as/frequently or w1th _the sarie enthuslamn :

. N . .. \
L . \

', ‘as did the families in’ the f1rst two, cohorts. o - \ oo
L4

. v .
— L -

The subsidlzed" chlldren in &ohort 3 Also appeared to be,_as a group,

sgpewhat more soclo-economlcally dlsadvantaged than were the "scholarshlp"

,»

children (cohorts l and 2) When judged on the Bllsh (1967) SES'scale, which _




but 1n Cohé&t

mother had ever worked regularly.
. l B L . 7 e k . g =l
Assessment Measures -'_Lif'-; ST S ~“‘--qf;
. »,'_. '-‘ : o /: _/\\ .’ N : ’ 7’. l~ ) / ’ [T L
i_,The iniiIal abilities of\the children and changééfin these abilities

‘!.q.‘ . ',v

. over time'weqe assessed in;: three main areas- (a) social competence,a-fﬂ

|
N \

-~

4ﬁ1""“-(b)5motivationa1 characteristics and cognitive styles and (c) 1nte11ectua1 :
ff- A and cognitiv[ abilities. I B R :w N
r _; " The mea ures,of social competence f*re developed by the present *;%ﬁ

f.-’-iyin stigator (Wright, 1977) THey consisted of (1) the«Peer Interaction vﬁ:f‘“'

\ ’

o _1' score (PSIS) which was ‘a measure of the frequency with which the children
;'}f:f.interaq 4 WLth their geers, (2) a Peer Interaction, Quality-Effectiveness lfi}-fi
B i A C
i - o) Lo ;.Re« o

Ztif:"»Score-(PI Q—ES) which was a measure of theffrequen Y with which they 1nteractedﬂ7f

i .
i

R ,with therr ers an qualitat!vely superior and effective ways and (3) a scpre
g _' a_” N o
~l_'~ derived by cal ulating the ratio of the PI Q«ES to the PSIS which measured -

the prbp?rtidn of the eh&id/s ;ﬁer 1nte&actions which were qualitatively

r

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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—_—— s . . . P s o . n T B .
" Lo

_‘,

. ;superior aﬁd effective.. he PSIS was based on the frequency with which a

._child displayed 14 types of child-child interaction events included in- five

'Categories of: behavior selected from the. Manual for Assessing Social Abilities

\

of One- to Six—Year-Old Children (White & Watts, 1973, pp 332 359) : The e
"categories were Leading/Following Peers, Expressing Affection/Hostility .
to. Peers, Coqpeting with Peers{\seeking tbe Attention of Peers and Usrhg |
-Peers as an Instrumental Resource. The PI,QaES was based on the frequency
;with which the child\displayed four types of peér interaction events which .
/ﬂﬂere qualitutiveiy superior (positive) and effective (successful) in f""

achieving their social goals. These were Leading Peers, Seeking thé Attention

I .

f/Peers, Using Peers as an Instrumental Resource and Expressing Affection

to Peers. Ths ratio of PI Q-ES/PSIS scores wuru used.to control for the

N - L

B general level of social activity. For example, a less active child might R

interact somewhat less frequently than others but when.interactions occurred

a high proportion of them might be superior in quality. -

¢ 0 ."-‘g,-
The measures of motivational characte ietics and learnrng and cognitive

stylel were xuo circus tests "Think 1t Through" (Problem Solving) "Make a

Tree" (Creativlty) The Kansas Reflection-Impulsivity Scale for Preschoolers \

T~
(KRISP,mJ. Hright,.197l) and Teacher Ratings/of Selfdnirection, Mastery,
> . r ! iad e

Self-Hanagemenf Curiosity, Crea LVlty and Imagination. Th° Teacher Rating

-

scales uere developed by ﬁhe'principal investigator (Wright, 1974) ‘A set-‘
of'operational definitions was provided for each dimension of behaVior7

assessed, the teachers were carefully'trained in the use of the measure and

:,m

: the teliability of their ratings, as measured by the correlations between.- j: b

nsistently

the ratings assigned to the subjects by’all«teacher pairs, wasv




LSV e ] . : . ‘ __.. ~ . ,_/' : Y
’ The measures of intellectual.and cognitive ability were the Stanford

l
~ 4

Binet Intelligence Scale, The Cooperative Preschool Invento*y, 1970 edition l

s and: o C1rcus ‘tests "Say a“d Tell" - (Language) and "How Much and How‘Many"
¢ R . Hach, and Howy
~(Number), “ /f . S » . T .

Assessment Procedures . C - .

° - .

Each year assessments Fere made at two times (a) ‘in _the- fall (October-'

. November), at least one month after the subjects were enrolled ‘in the

a

_ preschool and (b) in the spring (May-June), seven mbnths after the Al
fall assessment " The observations of ‘the” children 5 soC1al behav1ors and -3

:the testing were done in alternate weeks so that no Chlld was tested during

the period when hlS soc1al behav1or was be1ng assessed
. ¢ . N . .
- Ii»'. The data on the 50c1al behaV1or of the subjects werecolleoted by four

v
Y\‘
[§

trained observers, two men and two*women, .who coded the behavior immediately i

- 2

and recorded it on a checklist. Each subject was observed for f1ve lO-minute o

Aw

periods, on each of five consecutive days, at the. same five specified * /o

S times which were all d1fferent, by a minlmum of three d1fferent observers. Q;
° . - © _ > . > . .

" Four samples were taken dur1n free play (two outdoors and two 1ndoors)
S " °

__and one dur1ng a small group, teacher-guided actiuity (circle frme) J ence,

-

thesscores were based on 4a 50-m1nute sample of eachnchild s behav;or.'

The cbservations were made in the playroom,or playground, but ‘caré was -

W
- w

._taken, prior to data collection, to<make the observers familiar and -

_“uninteresting to the. children so that they were 1gnored.

R Inter-observEr reliabiliby for these bjhavior measures wasvhigh

The overall agreement among all coder pairs, measured both before and during

‘ B

' each assessment period, at two times in each of three years, ranged from




P . _l.. N “ N o o . . N .
87.1 to 89.6 ith some pairs,agreeing over 94% of the time (Wright,1974,

v

Kl , N ) “

. . . — Lo e . & N . - - "
T Al of'the tests were administered individually in-a testing room ; .
. . P

in the preschool wh1ch was familiar to the children. Only one test was

’ -

i . giveq to a child on ‘any Single day and each test was\given to all of the

. . 1975a, 1976a). . .

subjects by the same tester.~ The tests were giveh in a randomized order'

' except that the Binet and the Preschool Inventory were alWays given at-
-
least one week apart. All children were tested in the same order in the'

spring as in the fall except when absenteeism made this imposs1ble.'“_

The Teacher Ratings were done during each four-week assessment period.- v

LI

. Each 6f four teachers rated one quarter¢;f the subgects each week so that

e ‘ A : ,
o each child was rated every week, but by ‘a different teacher. The-rating

N & A e 1

scores were. the means qf the ratings asSigned by the four teachers.

R
iy .

e o e N ) . .. o ' o
Data Presentation and-Analyses ' R ‘ el

First-year-in-preschool and second-year-in-preschool data were analyzed*

B i ’

separately, because the number of subjects at each level was unequal Some U
tests were~not given in the first year of th° prOJect, therefore data for
- [ s .»\ . 1—-’\’ B

Cohort 1 'on first-year-in-preschool performance on these tests‘were notj

4
.odr

: available.' A series of 3(Cohort 1,2, 3) x 2(Income Group gh,” low)

. PR W

o

X 2(Time. fall, spring) ANOVAs, or when appropriate 2(Cohort) x 2(Income Group)

X 2(Time) ANOVAs were: performed on the data._ L vﬁ S

\ !

T - Graphs showing changes in the performance of the groups over a two year

LI

§ | -period are based on data for only those subjects wﬁo actually did attend

i - ; . . . . . . .
) . Ay ( . i ) -

preschoplpfor-two_consecutive_years. o _ L. B
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Under each major sectlon of the results the f1nd1ngs are/ .

A . . “a -

-examlned (a) for thort effects, to see 1f any one Cohort d1d -

“

*-better than the others, a f1nd1ng whlch would suggest that

' ( \ \. R . v ,' . . “e
02 Income Group X Tlme 1nteractlon effects, to see 1f any s clo- " _fﬂ
o economxc d1fferences which were found were reduced over t1m ,'é -
1;‘;' f1nd1ng which would suggest that the program had had a comp nsatory
s ﬁ‘effect. S 'h?' ' _(tif_‘. " ST -h~. o - 5
- ‘ - : . Coe ) . 7 . v . N . - o
_SOc;al Competence BRELP L S . ' S ;

‘-‘lt Mean Peer Social Ingeract13£ﬂ§cores (PSIS), Peer Int ractlon,"
ST o S

'°.i.Quallty—Effectlveness Scores (PI,Q:?é) and ratlo of PI,Q- S/

PR

Vo Y '
o

preschool *in Table 3 and for the second year 1n preschoo in Table’d.

‘l'.
~. -

!

', Cohort for each 1ncome group 1n Flg

. l

— it TT e S i o . Guia | MR wE GmOP mes  om— t— —

Flrst year 1n preschool The analysls of the PSI ylelded// "fsai_

.'Eignlflcant maln effect for Tlme, F(l 54) 26 77, p <j.0001 and a

-

5e*‘81gn1f1cant Cohort x Time dnteractlon effect F(2 54!» 3 53, p <.'°42

.“ s

”'5}'The scores of all cohorts~1ncreased over time but the




s . Tables -

Mean PSls(” L0 S(z) and ratio of P1,Q-ES/PSIS by cohort, Tncone Group and Time for the finst yea
in preschool. ‘, . L : ;

o, T - oupsIS, o T PLQES . Ratio of PI.Q-ES/ Is
"V‘ Cohort . on, Fall Spring \Diff ;. Fall: Spring Diff Fall 'gring ,uif_

Cohort1(1n1973-74) e .

Jowincome - ¢ 9 ¢ 45.22 8256 +37.36 . 17.33-34.22  +16.89." -.324 ;405':;%;;98__21

(High Income 8 42.25 L. i +38 88 15.38 3275 7.3 .. i399.
", A1 Subjects Ve B 4805 16.41 353 1702, .33 403

/cohort 2 (in ]?74 75) A n: A- . o . - . [ . . o . :\

lowTncome ¥ 4 4T0 5.5 425 1025 2025 .+9.0 209 .36

igh tncons 13680 75.69 4769, 662,338 076 39 505 +:186

CMlsSubfects 17 7 63:06 71.88 +8.82  21.47 33.35 5‘_‘1_!‘?5;,':.3'16 463 . 4047

Cotiort.3 (in 1975-76) - S B ‘o e s B

Loy} Income . 12 58.0 _5’9;5:'7 167 21.92 23.08 +1.16 ‘366, .293 =30

| f‘uigh Income - R VR 59.64 89.0° +29.36 21.1? _36..2.1_‘ +15';.(-)7. .‘330.-‘.'37&» ‘

L MDsibjects 25 58.88. 80:08421.20 ¢ 2130 3005, +8.65, .37 .339° .00
CMcohorts O B A

kg
PR

* Low Incomé 25 5168 72.68 . 42104 - 18.56 2. s . oa s e e

- .Wigh Income . < 35 5877 82.26 +23.49 - 21 8. 3. 8 4. 99 34 430 -
"‘AH Subjects . 60 56.80 18.27 2247 2048 32.04 4153 334 %2 4
i PSIS° peer Social- Interaction Score - ' E ST
2 PI Q-ES Peer lnteraction Quality-Effectivenes&Score C T T
-’__ * . N “
"' ’ . . s
' ' . X
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S ' Table 4. .

Mean PSIS“ ]) PL.Q- ss“’ and ratios of P1LQ- ESIPSIS by Cohort. xncén}e{-dup and Tim for the Second yea

G T SISl 0B
,'Cohort o n Rl . $pring Diff

| — I

«Fall’

———

llLow SES'
gfnigh SES .

v AN subjects o
COhort 2 (1n 1975-76,,
Low SES

" High SES o

: All subjects ~
cohort 3 (in 1976-77) .
' Low s:-:s

Hﬂgh SES

"

n

Y

© 91,00
8131 ®

75.93

54,00 '

75.38 * 101 00
76,67 * 11667
107,72

'88.50
"~ 103.68.
99.60°

67.83

82.33

7404

'68.04 -

85.08

1 95.33
89.47

"90.96;

425,62
+40.0 *-
"

+3l.79-

"+34;5,.
.+12.63
+18.47 .

#1225
#13.0
+15.43

"

+22.92

) 2. 38
31, 7
27.29-

'zo 75
'41 0,

3.6

32,17

‘2.
3693,

'» Sgring

51.25.

72.33°

44,50
52.73"
50.54"

.08 <

55.77.
46.66

60.28

27.67 743,84,

+26.87

"+423.75
411,73
“+14.94

+5.9]
+13.66

+9.23

15,87

"

.32
T+1.06, -
$32.99 .

.386

.349

.359
444"
" .42

460

. .507 .
}iao

0k
“,540

'476.-
485

433
574
. g8

.5‘08 " ,‘ &

| 84.69° 1077 413.08° 3912 58.31
7670 9762 +20.92° '33.85 1.2 A%.60

SIS = Peer ‘Social Interaction Score © " e e e
. Q-ES = Peer Interaction. Quality-Effectiveness Score ' '

+19.19 -

o 1
LI ., '
“ ¢ s .
. A ° .
L3 , o
- v
“" s o 3 B
. < ) ~.
3 - + \ A"‘\: ,. R ,/.l |
« . on N . i
R 0 2 . 4 o
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'f;galns made by Cohort 1 were greater than those of Cohort 2 (p_< .001)

Y

Qand Cohort 3 (p_< 01) The ga1ns made- by cohortSr2 and 3~were not .
S .

S ) 31gnif1cant1y d1fferent. The analysls of the PI Q-ES data y1e1ded a '

: main effect for Tlme, F(l 54) = 24 57 p.<¢.0001 bu no Coho;i x Tlmeh .

,‘, . . ", \‘

':vlnteractlon effect 1nd1cat1ng that a11 cohorts had made 51gn1floant .
S e L g : i
ngalns. Tdus the apparent trend toward greater qalns for ohort 1 than

TR . K] “ ‘ S-
Syl 'i,;Cohorts 2 and 3 wh1ch can be soen 1n Table 3 was not 1arge enough to .
£ ) "'"5be slgnlflcant. The analys1s of the ratlo of PI Q—ES to PCIS\scores ‘o
T o , , :
... ylelded adnaln effec,t for TJ.me, F(2 57) 7 25 E < .01 and 4 Cohort

N . .
\ .

‘ix Tlme interactlon effect,.F(Z 57)-— 4, 56, p < .01 The scores of

?fCohorts 1 and 2 had lncreased from fall to spring, but-thbse of Cohort

L v
m:,”-;_ﬂ .had decreased. 1 separate 2(Income Grﬁup-};ow h1gh) x 2(T1me. fall,,-

- ;-l-'-‘,, T ’;’ 3 #_/ i-i__..-

: g{i-.ﬂ;{sprlng) ANOVA,on the scores for-Cghoft d'ylelded a s1gn1f1cant Income e
ST -} - L
'f'Group x Time 1nteractlon effect, F(l 24) 03, p_< .05 1nd1cat1ng SN

T ' o
- 4_:« "'_ . ]

i ﬂ: \that the scbres of the h1gh-1ncdme group had Jncreased, but thoSe of
e s ‘,;,,_‘:-“‘_._“‘*."'.-..

the low-1ncome group had decreased on th smeasure. .)73 “‘;V_‘f",”-#”“ L

«.‘_‘_ .

SEChE © e

Secondgyear in greschool T%s analysls of the PSIS data ylelded maln

‘e ("c

“'ﬁjeffects for Income Group, F(l 44) = 4 25, E.< .05 and Tlme, F(l 44)1—;:f;:.

) r.. -. o t ) 7 - Sl -
';ﬁ24 08, p < .0001 but no Cohort x Trme 1nteract10n effect The scores; -

';;f‘ 773;.of the. h1gh-1ncome subjects were h1gher:than those of the 1ow-1ncome N

L Subjects, but both groups made s1gn1f1cant galns.' The ANOVA on the
' T "t

_HPI,Q-ES data ylelded marn/effects for Incqme Group, F(l 44) = 8 45, : ':.:;}
- . - ._‘ .. \_. . - ] . . ‘
';t2.< .Ol and T1me, F(l 44) = Jl 6, 2.<‘,0001 and a. Cohort‘x Tlme 1nter-

"' “q . . L N RN
-.fmactlon effect F(2 44) -—3 82';255 ,05. The scores of ‘the h1gh-1ncome

D

o g ,r,',',"._ .

aubjects Were h1gher than those of the 1ow-1ncome subJects.' The ‘scores




T . “\ K S S T
' PSIS scores also ylélded mam effects for Income uroup, F(l 44) ;6;23; '
p_ <,.025 énd. 'rme, Ea, 44) —»21.21, E < .0001 and a’ sigmflcam hort

x Tme 1nteraction effect F(2 44) 5 32, p_ <_ .001. 'I‘he scores [ f the

\

:I‘ Cohort\ 2 (2 < .01) or Cohort\ 3 (p_ < .001) and (‘ohort 2 gaJ,ned mqre

Cohort 3 (p_ < Q,S) ‘ , , R

*

P (2)/ Cohort 1 made greater °SI gams tk@n% tpe other two cohorts m '»5;‘1

tne

=3

2 ‘:'. group were hlgher than hose‘of the Iow-ln,come group when they were

i o

- o
: m Cohort ‘ 1 1ncre§sed

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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B supportmg sociaI develOpmgynt, than were the more struct\ued programs : Al
r~ ' | v .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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,These-results~may’be accounted for in,part by the fact that

‘both the PSIS and the PI, Q-ES have been found to. be positively
correlated with intelligence and cognitive competence (Wright 1977,

19775), and (as is reported in a later section) the high-income .
. M {
children had higher'IQs and better cognitive abilities than the low-'{

'income children., However, they may be due also to the fact that the

- «children were learning skills which were equally new ‘to both 1ncome :”

groups. The fact that the groups started out at about the same 5
"ability level suggests that this was the case. It was expected that

when opportunities formlearning were prov1ded, whith vere Just as new
¥ 4<

for. the high- as the low-income: children, that even though the 1ow

.‘\.,

income subjects would make substantial progress the likeiy-to-be-better-

equipped high-income children would make greater gains and the differences
/

‘-tween the groups would 11crease ratper than decrease over time. The_
present findings are consistent with .these expectations The gains made

by the low-income subjects were substantial, however, and appear to rep-

‘,‘f

. resent a level of achievement egual to, or greater than, that of the

high-income subjects when this is eValuated in terms of the estimated

-----

learning ability of the two groups

-

Motivational Characteristics and Cognitive Styles
. Three tests in this‘aréa (Circus: Think it Through, Circus: Make
'a.Tree and the Kansas Reflection-Impulsivity Scale)_were‘not included

.in the test battery,in_the first year;'Hence no data on first-year-



%in-preschoblfperformance:for Cohort5l we ehawailable. Teacher |

.

f(l) C1rcus~?"Th1nk 1t Thro;gh" (Problem SolV1ng)

. B3

FlrsL year 1n preschool.; There were no cohort effects. On the

e total score there were maln effects for Tlme, F(J 39) 24 96,A'

P < .0001 (Spr1ng SCOILS hlgher than~£all scores) and Income Group '

..F(l 39) = 15 20 p <..001 (hlgh-lncome scores greater than low-1ncome

u:\. 2

scores) "There-was, however, an Income Group x Tlme 1nteract1on effect
h .-\ g .'\ .

VQF(l 39) = 6 6l, p <’ 075 for the Problem Ident1f1cat10n sub-score wh1ch
showed that although the scores of the hlgh—lncome subJects were greater :

.than those uf the low-lncome subJects 1n the fall th1s d;fference was

l'eliminated by the sprlng.

Second year in preschool. There was a slgnlflcant Cohort x Income—
. Yoo . AT
PGroup 3 Time 1nteractlon effect on the Solutlon Evaluatlon sub-score

'F(l 44) = 38 54, p‘{~ .0001. In Cohort l the hlgh ano the low ‘income

-
’

' groups started out equal, but b{ the sprlng the scores of the hlgh-'

were greater than those of the low—1ncome subJectsx_ In Cohort 2 the

',high-%ncome group starthd w1th a hlgher score than the low-1ncome group, .
. S

but by the. spr1ng th1s dlfference ‘had’ dlsappeared (1 e. the level of

. performance of the hlgh-lncome subJects dld not change much and the low-

1ncome children "caught up"). In Cohort 3 the hlgh-lncome group started
\

.W1th a hlgher score than the low—1ncome.3roup, but both groups made -

about egual galns and the dlfference between them was the same in the

o
: E;.\gprmg as'ln.the fall.“ However, on the total ”Thlnk ;t Through" scores

- L . + - ! - . )

k\\,' .,") L |i' . / . \\ . -

\\\ . i v
. . ) . \
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there were/po cohort effects. There were s1mp¥y ma1n effects for‘[

.. Rt

"7;’

hlgner than fall Sffﬂiil_,

‘kjand Income G?ng F(l 44) = 13 ‘17 P <‘.001 (h1gh—1ncome scores greater

[

than low-1ncome scores). T,

. . - ,v_.‘. .- . -

“f~fl' Time (L, 44) = 25.33 p < ,.0001 §§§r1ng scores

N .
Changes in the performance of the two 1ncome groups (all cohorts”
-

comblned) over, tlme ‘are ~shown -in Flgure 4 It'wlingéfhpteduthat"the'

’

. — — e ——— e — —— — — —aivs - -

over—-all  trend was toward,a-reduction=in the‘size of-the differences
. . . . R ) e - :

betWeen'the income groups; It is also. noteworthy that by the end of thé

e /,_.

two year pefiod the more 1nte11ectua11y abIe half of the low-lncome groép
(those with the hlghest IQs) had caught up to the h1gh-1ncome subje?t

(meansr.hlgh—lncome 21 25, low-1ncpme w1th h1ghest IQs 20 60), that rs’/

— ) . M

'thelr achlevement levels were not slgnlflcantly d1fferent..

(2) Clrcus-'"Maké a Tree" (Creat1v1ty) = ". o omsle

i

“":r.

“oRirst year 1n4preschool.. There was only one may"gffect for Cohort.

.

This ‘was on unusualness F(1,39) = 9.87 p < .005, showlng that Cohort 2

. s

.”scores were higher than. Cohort 3 scores.; There was "a main effect for
‘Time on Approprlateness F(1, 39) = 5 76 p- <-.025 (spring:” scores h1gher

' than fall scores) There were, however, no 1ncome group efngts. The
A

- performance of the hlgh and the low-lncome ch11dren was not slgnlflcantly
d1fferenf . _ _ B C o ool

Second year in preschool. 'No main.effects for Cohort or Time were

-

found. There was, however, one Income Group éffect on appropriateness

L { . 5
(high-incomé scores greater than low-income scores) F(1,4é)'= 4.21,p< .05.

o

" -

.

. . o-\ PR
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“Figure 4. Circus Think It Through’ (Problem%olving): Changes in\
N " the mean scores, over time by income group. |
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"*j_g_ (3) The Kansas Reflection-Impulsiv1ty Scale for Preschoolers jKRISP)

T~ =

First year 1n4preschool. There were Cohort effects on the error,

i s ,'\
-

' but'not the'latency'scores. On errors there were maln effects for

T ——

o Cohort F(l 34) = 11. 40 p ‘< .01 and Time F(l 34) = 64 87,\p <'.0001, a -

‘: Cohort X Time 1qteraction effect F(l 34) 18 47, p< 001 and an o

" . . ', ‘

Income Group effect F(l 34) = 6 71, p < .025 Thesé findings 1nd1cated

. \that the fall error score of Cohort 2 was greater than that of CoﬂorL 3,-7 '
,?_fg: ) . ! R
1but their spring scores were about tbe same and that the high-income

i_subJects had,-in general 1ower'error scores than-did the.low-income .

f-Subjects: On 1atency scores there were maln effects for Time F(l 34) ="

-
2

3718 32, p: < .01 (both groups 1ncreased their 1atenc1es over time) and
-Income Group F(l 34),_ 4. 08, p < .05 (highiincome"latencies were higher
y. v ) . . . . . . . .

'than 1ow-income 1atch1es) e LT Lo 'f._ S

'

T Second‘year 1n/preschoo1 Analyses of the 1atency-scores yielded
no'effects of any kind.,,On.error scores.t. :re was a main effect for

Time F(1,44) = 44}72,.pf< .0001 and a Cohort x Time interaction effect

“312,44).% 5.3B p.é :01. At the beginning-of[the-second year'GohOrt 1

-

«

had the highest error score, but 1n the»spring had a score 1ower than

' Cohort 3 and. about the same ‘ as Cohort 2

*

There was’ a main effect for Income Group F(l 44) = 5 31 p<< 025

s

but aiso an Income Group x-Time interaction effect E(1,44) = 5.07,

P < .05. Although the fall error score of the high-income'group was

"significantly.lower than that of the low-income group, the spring scores

df the two groups were about the same. .
DRI Income group differences (all cohorts combined) 1n'the classification

of the subjects by category*%reflective, impulsive etc ) are shown in

b .
i .




L rdble Snﬁ'lt willgbelnptéd!thatfmore of the low- than the'high;income?”hw“‘
VJ{ '1vffﬁ_;:_;_c_;,;ﬁ_*;gﬂ.
o BT Insert Table 5° about here
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subgects were impulsive, but that this difference was reduced over )
time.. Whereas at the beginning of their second year ten of the low-.y
income (42%) and S of the high—income (192) subjects were stikl impuls-':'
ive, at the end of that year only 4 of the low-income (172) and one '

| of the high—income 'ubjects (4%) were impulsive."ht

(4) Teacher Rating__ » -

. : : . Nt
: First;preschool year. There were Cohort X Time interaction effects

on five of the six measures (a1l but Self—diiection) In every ca°e'

o thﬁse indicated that Cohort l although rated lower than the other two ‘

7

e/”’_ cohorts in the fall, received the highest rattngs in the spring, suggesting _
that the children in this cohort had made the greatest performance gains., S

The statistical. reliability of these effecrs we/g as follows._ Mastery

s -
-

F(l 54) = 34 13, p < .0001 Self—manag=ment F(l 54) = 30. Ol, P < 0001,

Curiosity F(l 54) = 37. 51, p’ ( . 0001, Creativity F(l 54)._ 6. 86, P < .Ol,

o

Imagination F(2 54) = 3.28, p < .04. Furthermore, ‘on Imagination there ‘ .

was also a Cohort x Income Group interaction effect F(2, 54) - 3. 28, P < 05
. aﬁd a Cohort X Income Group X Time intéraction effect  F(2, 54) = 3 90 p< 05
.. The low income subjects in Cohort 1 gained more than any other’ income group in

’ anty cohort ard’ by the end of the year were rated as being slightly more 1magin-

'; ative than their high-income counterparts
There were. significant Time effects on all six measures indicating

that all of the cohorts made si'nificant gains and there was an Income i e

0 . ’

Group effect 0n only: one measurem- T s was Creativity (high—income

children rated higher than low-income c ildren) F(l 54) =6, 86, p < Ol

‘e




‘;uq_Number of suhjects in eapg KRISP Category at each testing tlme ?fiafyff"f
' by 1ncome group s A ST

':Category Fall Sprlng Fall” Spring’ F.all G Jging ‘Fall’ sLing_. L
"(untestable) i::"S /ig.Ox : -

Reflective -0
'\Fast Accurate . "4 »

f-Impu151ve o ‘;/ 4.
:.\Verj Impulsiée/  25
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e | _':f-f'; Low—Incame. RPN ' Hagh-lncome. _,_

00 -0 ‘_Qf,_"'-"_,~_','ij:0._:._: 0
o 1 n sotiaiia
. .
8
2

'Vq;sy reflectwe Lo 1
| 1
7
o 13 : | ’5‘. 1 .]q 12;.' 261;
- _ T
3

_é.3

0
1

-Average :_-.' S -S‘f*'
. 8

1 .

1 '.;f;K- tv'.

A ' S e o,

Ndé S's teéted_ "1l6 16 - 24 24 20 20 26 26

o
.

Al



e Second preschool_xear. There were ma1n effects for Cohort on .

¢

ﬂnot malntaln 1ts superlor ratlngs on all measur_“..

T ere were s1gn1f1cant,-ff'

. Cohqrt x Txme 1nteraftion effects on Self—management F(2 44)'= 24 93

& e - 63

zﬁp,< 0001 and Imaglnatlon F(2 44) 12 28, p <4. 001 On th ese

_the ratlngs' f:Cohort l fell from the h1ghest, 1n the fall, to the lowest

K]

.1n the sprlng, of all three cohorts. It was Cohort 3 that made the
. greatest ga1ns on these measures 1n the second preSchool year. _':“: .-'f '4]52:[

- There were s1gn1f1cant maln effects for fime on Mastery, Cur1os1ty
[ .

(andlCreat1v1ty indlcatlng that all of the cohorts made 51gn1f;cant gatns. ﬂr-f
,\ . .

- In th1s year Income Group effects were aga1n found for Creat1v1ty F(l 44)
= 11. 54, P <’ oos, and: emerged also for Mastery F(1,44) = 3,98, p < ,o's’

:and Self-management F(1144) =.3.88 p < 05, (h1gh51ncomerscores areater

than. low-1ncome scores) _ w;"' T B

- . . . . B . . V..
v .Summary and'discusslon. ?he VaIue of these f1nd1ngs for asse551ng S 'Vﬂ
'1,. ‘ L

the effects of the changes in the program from yeal 1l to year 2 was

B - Lo -

e

llmlted, because the Cohort 1 data for year l were 1ncomplete.. However,

‘be51des lodkingkat the teacher rat1ngs of performance (whlch were complete)
it was posslble to compare ‘the test pe&formance of Cohort 1 with that of
the other two cohorts at theb tart of the second preschool year.,v. «} ‘o,
As Judged by teacher ra ngs, Cohort l chlldren improved durlng their
.i f1rst preschool year “in Mastery motlvatron, Self management Sk1§%S' : -
;i Curios;ti;g7reat1v1ty and Imaglnatlon more than aid the chlldren in elther

of the. o twa* cohorts. ThlS suggests that the more 1nformal program

; 7.

v ' o :-1:34 S ‘ .o . 44 . . - .




“:,.ese types of learnlng.and probleqhso1v1ng styles than were the ff

f?more structured pﬂoqrams offered”T' subsequent years.~~g_lw_°r"

At the beglnnlng of the second year the overall performance

}Vof the three cohorts on “Thlnk 1t Through" was about the same..However,

: the low—;ncome éubjects in. Cohort 1 hau 1n1 al solutxon.evaluatxonf
o \ . .

.sub—test scores: wh1ch (unllke the low-lncome ch11dren 1n the,other two R
}cohorts) wQJe equal to those of thelr hlgh-lncome counterparts.» Therex”

\ Z .
-were no cohort.dlfferencés on “Make a Tree", but there'were such d1ff-

f}erences on the KRISP. Coho!% 1 had,the h1ghest KRISP’—rror scores of,x‘

any cohort, and the percentage of subjects who were st111 performlng
. . LY : e
-1mpp1s1ve1y was greatest 1n Cohort 1 (42 8% as compared w1th 20@ in AR
.Q ’ I
Cohort 2 and 33 3% in Cohort 3). ~Th1s f1nd1ng was;cons1stent w1th'the' .

s , RN 1.
- S .i
results obta1ned at. the end of the f1rst year, usmng a d1fferent test-.~-

"/ )
- of 1mpu1s1v1ty, wh1ch 1nd1cated that the 1nforma1 program had not béen

e

.

':very;effectlve in reduclng-lmpuls;v;ty especlally 1n'the 1ow-1ncome .

- PR

—

"children. ' - . -
ﬁegarding socio-economic“differences'and the compensatory'effects B :g
of the program, 1t is noteworthy that, when- the ch11dren were ig thelr‘

Lo,

first eschool year thejteachers Judged the low-lncome subjects to be

‘Just as s 1f-d1rected, motlvated to achleve, curlous and 1mag1nat1ve

‘ \ i o

" (though not as creative or, at the start, as’ self-controlled), as wer?

/

'the h1gh 1ncome subjects and, when they were 1n their second year, /agaln
Judged them to be about the same as the h1gh 1ncome subJecte on everyfhlng

<except creatlvity, self-management and, at th1s leve¥, also mastery .It

'1s also noteworthy that. although the teachers conS1stent1y Judged the

) .

a4




‘f?Make a Tree (a test of creat1v1ty) was not signi{tcantly different
ﬂfrom that of the high~in"me groups.~‘; :1 ) '\

The largest initial ‘in ome group differences w:re found With the :
) . s v C s
;t}iKRISP. Significantly more o( the low than the high—income subJects B T

AL o ' . 'T;”f%ﬁ

were impulSive on’ this tes and while the 1nformal program in the first o

_.‘. ."

,_:year;did little‘toxmodify such behavior the more structured programs
iwere’guite;successful'in'doing so. Finally there were. Significant ‘

iincome group d1fferences which favoured the high—income group On problem

PR
' ‘e

. solVinq4~ HoWever, these decreased over time-and Were eliminated'at least
. ‘._ ‘ .. i

,hin the more intellectually able half of the low—income sample.“ T "

\ Intellectual and Cognitive Abilities
\“‘ ..~ Three tests 1n.this area K| the.Binet, Circus PSay and Tell" .and _
j e . 9 . . -

Circus "How Much and How Many") were not given during the first vear of .
/ ~ <

! the project Therefore, data on the performance of Cohort 1 subJects on. these

«tests was. not obtained during their- f1rst preschool year. The-Preschooli

; . . ' . . . ) . [
Inventory‘data were, however, complete. - -
' ‘ . . Te ! L ; N °

(1) Preschool Inventor§

First year in preschool. There wereﬁsignificant'Cohort x Time

interaction effects on ‘twa sub—scores;»(a)."Donkt Know" F(l 54) =.4.39,

02 and (b) Concept Numerical F(l 54) = 4.14 p < .02. During thein

.w’first year in preschool both .Cohorts 2 and 3 reduced their "Don 't Know" N '

’

e scores and increased their Concept Numerical scores from fall to~ spring

'more than did Cohort l .On the Concept'Numerical.scores”there,was also

a significant Cohort x Income Group x Time interaction effect F(2,54).




M "‘A_‘ v - Coel o S . P . - . . . E .
R i T A L A s S
'_&f& . o ;32’_¢Q; T ETTIER

- 94v.P < -01- Although the low—1ncome subJects in Cohorts 2 and 3 Lo
. v; ‘l N . a )

k"'.

‘;fgained more in’ number" thanothelr low-lncome countenparts 1n\Cohort l,‘ .
Vfthe1hmgh-1ncome subjects 1n all three cohorts made 81m11ar galns. .

v
-

e There were maln effects for Income-Group and Tlme on the total

' i
\:

Aggf‘ccore and a11 of the sub-scores.. The hlgh-lncome subjects scored hlgherfﬂ:
3 J'than the 1ow-1ncome subjects; but both groups made slgnlflcant galns.

e S SR Do ;
"There were also Income Group x Tlme 1nteract1on\effects on both “he S

“‘“Don b Know" score F(l 54) = 9 41 P < .004 and the Concept Sensory score't‘.

L

‘»W*F(; 54) 4 33 P <'.04.f In each case. the low-income subjects 1mproved 2‘A.f'%

more than the hlgh-lncome subjects and the d1fference between them was an
) reduced. B o R

"Second-yearéin-preSchool. The analyses of the data for th1s year l ;

[N

ylelded nq s1gn1f1cant cohort effects. Ail three cohorts made tgnlf-

uulcant but comparable galns from fall to spr1ng on- the total score and

»

all of the sub-scores._'

" In general‘the hlghﬂincomefsubjects'continued to-perform'better '
) 1 \ -, " L.
'than the low-1ncome subJects, but there were s1gn1f1cant IncomeuGroup
. l
x Tilne - 1nteraction effects on the 'rotal score’ F(l 44) = 7. 32, p < o1

«‘and three sub—scores.Personal-soe1a1 F(1, 44) = 16 09; p < .001 Concept-ep

Y

.f_nuerlcal F(1L44) =-& 24, p <..05 and Concept-sensory F(l 44) = 11 78,

~ p'< 005. ,In a11 cases the low—1ncome subJects made qreater galns from *
fall to spr1ng than d1d the hlgh-lncome subjects and the d1ffernnces
h.between the groupswere reduced. The gradual reduction in the size of'

.. .
“the dlffE”ences 11 the - over-all performance of the hlgh- and low-1ncome

/
‘ch11dren ‘on this test over t1me is shown by cohort 1n Flgure 5. Changes
: . v e . .

. LI
- . . \ .
\
A

\



1n tre mean scores: of the subJects (all cohorts ombined) in each” o

1ncome group are shown 1n FLgure 6 It 1s also worth not1ng that,

:Vhfat the last test1ng tlmc, the owir-all performance of the. more 1nte11-

“jectually able half of the. low-lncomé group was not 51gn1f1cantly diff- ~'. "'-";

< SN NECT E Rt
ereht from that of the h1gh— come group (Means. hlgh-lncome 57 2,\ :

.;'\-

more able low-income 53 75) The d1fference between the hlgh-lncome

) chlldren and the less able low-lncome ch11dren had also been reduced

(mean of 1ess able. low-lncome = 44.50)..

) Binet 19 L

The mean Blnet IQS obtarned at each assessment time are shown by

Cohort and 1ncome group Ain Table 6 The low-lncome-subJectsjln Cohortfz )

A

T appeared to make the greatest gaJns, but no maln effects for Cohort were
. ru

C found, suggestlng that the changes made 1n the program d1d not have a
» :

d1fferent1a1 effect on IQ galns. o oo : , o L ¢

At every test1ng t1me the mean IQ of. the hlgh-lncome group was

greater than that of the low-lncome group. -Both groups made L'lgnificant

1

gains and although there waa a trend toward greater IQ galns in the lOW“

&f; b
than 1n tha hlgh-lncome group (over the two academlc years, on the as 2rage
16 -as compared with 9 IQ poJ. i 1) thls dlfterence was not 1arge enough to

be slgnlflcant.w
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.Ohort 1

"h

High Income )

A]ISs
.ohort 2

‘bLow Income

A]] S S

;oho?t 3
i‘

‘High Incame..

I*A“n S's |
\1] Gohorts

Low Income

Hﬁgh Income..

b AI] S| s }

s

mtow Income

{§ngh Income

Low Income -

-

Fall

86 (77-91)
114-(94-134)
107 (77 134)

88 (68-112) .
Ty \\'1os;i5g-129);
| 97 (62 129)

87.(68-112)

110 (62-134)
* 101 +(62-134)

i L a0kl N St el U2 d S b L L e 3 0 P IN a

| Tablé 6

First Year In PreschodT;

Spring

1100 (83-110)
118 (102-136) .
113 ( 93-136) -

9 (75-118)

- 113 (74-145)

105 (74-145)

97 (75-118)

115 (74-145) -
108 (74-145)

20

23 1
7‘\26.
49 1

k . ’
%&n Binet IQ and’ range of scores at each testing time by Cohort and Income Group

Fall

95 (77-108)
111 (102-121) |
. 102°(77-121)

Ly

93 (82 108)

'118 (101- 132)
'.111_(82-132)

.

98 (74-126)
114 (86-130)

105 (74-130)

96 (74-126)

115 (86-T32)

106 (74-132)
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106 (104 10£
120.(101- ]3‘
M7 (Tol l%g

- 100 Tss 120}

Second Year In Preschool

$Qring o

‘104 (86 130“

118 (91- 129
110 (86-130)
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<

- ub[ects (53 3%) had IQs be]ow normal but - by the end of the year this-

'the—IQ~gains—madeeby—individualwsubjects especially inwthe"low-income.~ -

%,

-

"~ There were, hewever, wide indiVidual;differences in the size of.

.

group. Of f1fteen low-lncome childreh who wg tested 1n both the
“‘2 1

Fun ,u

o

first and second year, five made galns of ver 20 IQ polnts { range

0-28) five made galns of 14 or 15 1Q p01nts, one galned lO points.and *
the other four made no apparent gains. i

The range of scores for the 16 low‘—income.,'gl'xi]'dren.who werxe tested

[

in their flrst-year—ln—preschool was, in the fall 68—112. Niﬁe of these

!

L

er had been reduced to four (25%).. The range of scores of the 23

- [N

low—lncome subJects tested in the1r second preschool year was, in the fall

74-126. Nine of these subJects (39%) tested below normal at the beglnnlng

of the year but by the sprlng, th1s npmber had been reduced to 3 (13%)

~

and none of theSe three children had scores below 85.
oA ) : . ’ : R '
. Reference hs already.been made to data analyses in which .the perform-

i

" ance of the nore— and'less;intellectually'able-subjects in the ‘low-income

2

- the average of the two IQ scores which. they each ébtained during-

o

'e;sample.waS~ compared. The reason for splitting the low-incométgroup was

‘as folles. \It seemed reasonable to assume that after a full year in pre— N
e . [ S ___r‘. e pmme s et T e R '

school dnd a substantldl amount of experlence -in test s1tuatlons, the

performance of the subJects on the Binet would yleld a fa1rlj rellable,_

measure of thelr %Qs. Since IQ prov1des some measure of learn1ng ablllty,

1t was expected that the brlghter subJects (w1th hlgher IQs) would

beanit‘more*from*the educatlonal program than the SubJeCtS with lower’ IQs._‘

)

~

The.24 subjects were therefore d1v1ded into two groups on the basis. of

\ B
R A *

S



35 - ,
i“ ' their second preschool yeari Th more able group of 12 subjects

(6 of whom were 1n Cohorts 1 and 2 an¢' 6 in Cohort 3) had a mean. IQ

of 107 (range 99.5 - 123) and the 1ess abie group of 12 subJects had

-

a. mean IQ of 90 (range 79—99) - e

e e——— e -

-~ "~ . By and large the low-income chlldren w1th the—%ewest_lgs.at preschool

entry-made the.greatest 10 ga1nsu' Of the 15 ch11dren who were tested

in two consecut1ve years the e1ght w1th the lowest scores(IQs 88 or below)
ga1ned .on the average 19 IQ p01nts, but the seven w1th the hlghest scores.

\ .

(IQ 90 or above) ga1ned on tke average 7.4 IQ points.

.

. Although it was the chlldren with the lower IQs wthmade the largest

IQ0"gains, it was -tnose with the h1ghest IQs who made the greatest galns on
<« o) : ) .

"the cognitive and academic achlevement tests.

{3) Circus: "say and Tell" . _ R .-

. First year in preschool. \Analys15 of the’ Cohort 2 and 3 data for

e 4
their f1rst preschool year 1nd1cated that the programs offered them had

-

-

about the same k1nd of impact on their language development. There was onlv- "

“one. 51gn1f1cant Cohort X Time 1nteractlon effect ThlS .was on Quallty‘of -
.5“Narrat10n F(l 39) :ﬂz l4.p < .05, Cohort 2 made greater galns from fall to |
:spr1ng than’ Cohort 3 but 1t will be recalled that more subJects 1n\Cohort 3,
.than the other two cohorts presented special speech problems and their per-
. formance on Narratlon ‘was lower than that of the subJects 1n Cohort 2 when

they entered the program. However,both cohorts made significant gains during

jthlsbyear.

: Second year. in preschool. Analysls of the Cohort 1,2 and 3 data for

- the second year in preschool y1elded a s1gn1frcant Cohort x T1me 1nteractlon

‘effect for Functlonal Language scores F(Z 44) = 4.84, p < .025 Cohort_l

started with the lowest mean:score (40.21 as compared with 49.26 for Cohort 2,

-

- N . . . . . . .,




i . ' ' ) N 36 . _ .
) 1 s

s

— and 48.88 for Cohort 3) but by the end of the year had galned 10 69

3 X )
p01nts as compared w1th 6.39 p01nts for Cohort 2 and 0.92 points for e

y‘Cohort 3.

Regardlng the over-all compensatory 1mpact of the program, when
the data on all cohorts Were comblned, it was found that the scores -of -

the h1gh-1ncome subJects Were'greater'than those of the low-income sub-

.

/ﬁ . Jects at each testing t1me, but that the slze of: the d1fference betwcen the

. lncome groups had gradually deéreased over‘time. . On functlonal language
- 2N -
there was a significant ‘Income Group X T1me 1nteractlon effect F(1, 4 ) =

6 46, p <‘.025 The low-1ncome subjects ga1ned more than the hlgg-lncome ‘

~

!
i)
o
|
-

subJects. This f1nd1ng is, shown graph1cally in F1guré 7.

I
I
)
I
I

c : e

{ . . [
. o e e e e e e e — __"-—— N . N o J

(4)' Circus: "How Much and How ManY"

[

TFirst'year'ingpreschool. Analysls of the Cohort 2 and 3 data for C

—py -

thlS year in preschool ylelded a s1gn1f1cant main effect for Cohort on’

-

' the Countlng sub—score, F(l 39) = 6. 36 < ,025 and a marglnal cohort effect

'on the total score F(l 39) = 3 94, p = .051 Cohort 2 scéred higher than

Ay ;
‘Cohort. 3 on both of these measdées. There were also s1gn1f1cant Cohort X ! -

— L

Income Group x Time 1nteractlon effects on Count1ng F(l 39) = 9, 65, p < bOSf-;'
0.
S
and. the total score F(l 39) = 8. 52, p < .0l.. .On Count1ng; in Cohort 2, X |
. \ !
although both income groups made slgnlflcant ga1ns .the low-1ncome group :

, gained ‘more than the high-lncome group and almost reached equlvalence with |~ L
' ~ S .
it. However, in Cohort 3, although the high-income group-made significant.jL

Il
4 |

_ gains the low-lncome group seemed to make little progress and the dlfferences

between thém were greater in the sprlng than in the fall " On the total scoﬁe'
. - [ N
v the results were S1mllar w1th the performance of the- two income groups becomlng .

o [
G more allke 1n Cohort 2 and more dlfferent in Cohort 3 bykthe sprlng testlng;tlme

. ‘ - e ./:‘.

o
e

o
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Second year inxpreschoolrm Analysis of.the Cohort‘lﬂ 2Fand 3

. N '

-/

data for this year in preschool again yielded s1gnificant main

~effects for Cohort on Counting and the tota1 score, and also on

N
’

-re1ationa1 terms. For the total score the significance level was
: : :w"

F(2,44) = 3. 20,. p< f05 The performance of Cohort 2 was superior

o -
.

¢ ) to that of the other two ‘Cohorts in Counting, Relational Terms and

.

‘the,total score. 'Cbhort l-and 3 performance was‘about the same
§ . . .
on Relational Terms and the Total score, but Cohort 1 had higher
L?-‘ scores than Cohort 3 on Counting. p F i~ "
”E ‘;r- In Counting, the lou;income subJects in Cohort 2 made such great
' e

gains, that at the end of the .year their scores were equal to thcse

'of the high-income subjects, but those in Cohort 1, tended to fa11
. . 0

further behind .In the ‘spring the difference between them and their

~high-income counterparts was greater than it had beeh in the fall In
. P
Cohort 3, by the beginning of the second year the differences between

:“the low- and high-income groups had begun to'Hec;ease {i. e. w;re not as

1arge as they had been &t the end of the first year) but the low-income_”

- " -.,ubjects see ed to 'be making p ogress that was no better’ than that made’

[N . . i ' T : - . ~
by the 1ow—inpome.sub3ects in Coheort 1. . P
: The‘poor performance of C?hort 3, relative to Cphort 2, particularly

‘on this test, was difficult to understand in view of the emphasis on

v o number"which had been built.into'the curricuium.‘ The data.for this

cohort were, therefore, more closely examined and it was found that the .

5.
p' s
. . v/ o -

- ,Cohort contained,xwofsuﬁjects.whose‘scores were atypically low, not only
P . : ) . .
. on this measure, but salso.on most of the other measures las_well. The means

[ 5 ~

for Cohort 3 with the scores of these two subjects excluded were thetefore

4

-
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calculated. These are presented for the second preschool year in

Y]
23
»
{

N . . 38 O ] . . R ) - A
o L . S ) )

N

[ S

Table 7..'For comparative purposes,the mean scores for this reduced

) d1d well on number. They made greater ga1ns than their high-income .

;groups began to converge; ‘It is also- aga1n worth not1ng that at the last

Cohort . 3 sample on the other cognitive measures are also shown, along ' . -

w1th the mean scores of the other two' cohorts.

. ‘.‘ _.' Q) . » . R - .
The results thus obtained madevmore sense. When the atypical
. PR : .
children were excluded Cohort 3 performance looked as good as Cohort 2 . .
. . A
I‘c .
and better than Cohort 1 performance.' Ten of the 12 Cohort 3 subjects B

N -

counterparts after the1r f1rst year in preschool, and at the end of the

second year had completely,"caught-up"'to them. - }

. ! ngn__g . .
The over-all compensatory 1mpact of the- program is shown graphically

N

for all subjects (cohorts comb1ned) in Flgure 8. rhe mean score of the

cop -

. . . -
. . "\ . '
Ty . ) - ‘ T “-\\_// .

— e ——— — - — —— — — — —— —— = o

i . . 1
[ ! ’ . T ) A )
testing time. Also in the first academic year, there was,a'trend toward

. .

high-income groupsaasfgreater than that of the ;ow-income,groupﬂat each o m,t;_i

e

.- ' .' . ) P . A i |
an increase in the size of the differences between the income groups..

*

.. However, beginning in the fall of the second year the differences between

the'groupsrbegan to diminish'and the-performance curues of the two income . ;

~

test1ng tlme, the performance level atta1ned by the half of the loh-lncome . "é

1

group with: the h1ghest IQs was about equal to that of the hl%h income . s w'%

group. (Mean scores: h1gh-1ncome'33.23; more_able-half of the low-income

sample 30.60). @




’ . C . . . \
. * Table 7 - e /
- X S |
. e
Hean scores on the cogn1t1ve measures by Cohort and Income Group ,
for the second year in preschool.,_ - :
. o b

L

Low-Tncome - - High-Tncome - X

' - Lo .ny Fall ' Spring n. Fall Spring
Circus: How Much oo . , < N
& How Many - | ' B . - »
- ' 8 . 21.5 26.9 6 27.0 - 34.5 -~ - i
2 4 © 25.2°. 31.0 11 = 31.9  34.7 . .
. c3x © 10, 23.2 © .29.2 9  26.9 30.6 e

_ Preschool Inventory o _ _
R cl : 8  37.2 48.5 -

. . 02.\ - .4 40.8 . 52,5 11 . 54.1 =~ 58.4 .

T c3* . . B '48. - .
(

Circus: ‘Say & sell S o ‘ : S .

(Funct: Lang ) , o T T

.ooooer Ny 8  35.8 49.6 6 .44.7 . 52.2
e . "4 4102 0 49:8.11 © 57.3 . 6.5 . e
i oL 10 .43.8 - 48.5 9 . 57.7 s9.1 4

t S
. *The " means for Cohort 3 are based on the performance of 10 of" the . z .
: 12 subjects (excludlng the atyp1ca1 soores of two slow 1earners) -

. . P T . _; . A nk- . A ) "\
Lo . v '\_{ . ""—L\ \..,7."“‘_\.0_1‘ ) o ;
] : VN e & '
\l
. .
b ‘
LY !
A .
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I." .__ |
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,Summary of findings and discussion.

[P

o

B f(l) Preschool'Inventory; All,cohorts'made significant.gains. The - ¥

i
[$

ffﬂlow-lncome subJects in Conorts 2 and 3 made greater concept-numer1ca1

subwscore gaxns than did the low-1ncome subjecta in Cohort 1l in thelr'

flrst; but not in thelr second'preschool year. The gains made by the

- ' \-.
~ , h1gh-1ncome subJects in all three cohorts were not s1gnlf¢cant1y

dlfferent. S S - oo "

- The h1gh-1nCome subJects \all cohorts comblnéd) obtalned h1gher

‘scores than the low income subjects at each test1ng t1me, but the low- -

1ncome subJects ‘made. greater ga1ns than the hlgh-lncome subjects, espec- "jﬁ

’ 1a11y in the1r second preschool year, and the dlfferences between them

I Y

were greatly reduced.

: 2) ‘Binet Ig ._Alllcohortsnmade significant,~but'approximately eguiva-

kmtgmns e . _ S “ B 4
) ) ; R . (r-:v' . S Ly

The low-1ncome subJects made somewhat greater ga1ns than the hlgh— )

income subJects but th1s difference was not 1arge enough to be s1gn- S ;

<+

- .
. 73
. . . L~

. 1f1cant. 'f’ . . L _

LA . T : - y L - S e
' _ There were wide' 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferences in the ga1ns made/by the K
no subJects, especlally inthe low-lncome group, w1th three quarters of * ot
. . F Ty ’ o .
them show1ng slgnlflcant galns rang1ng fronllo to 28 IQ p01nts. .However,

.the IQs of one quarter of the low—lncome groqp d1d not change very much,

P
© . . ?

(3) C1rcus- Say & Te11~ All cohorts made s1gn1f1cant gaxns.' In the1r h

O 'second year in presphool Cohort 1 made “greater galns in functlonal

o 1anguage than d1d e1ther of the other two cohorts but thelrflnal per- s

A e
/:'
AP

formance was about the same. //"

’

¥ . S oo oo = - -
. 3

- Although the scores of the high—income.subjectsxwere greater than

4




!
, .
- . ‘ : oo S g OIS
. -

: those ‘of the low-1ncome subjects at eaqh testlng tlme, the low-
i

s
TS,

1ncome*sub3ects made greatT qalqs than the hlgh—lncome subJects
espec1a11y in the second vear and the differences hetween them *

. 'were greatly reducnd.

. l
o /-

(4)'C1rcus: "o Much‘and-uow Many" - . f

- The lowéincome;subjects in-Cohorts;é‘and"3 made on‘the average e
. greatersgains‘than didYthelr counterparts in. Cohort 1
_ _In. Cohort 2 both 1ncome groups made S1gn1f1canb ga1ns‘1n both (
o the f;rst and the second preschool year but in the first year,las”

well as 1nrthe second year, the low—1ncome group ga1ned more than the v

. h1gh—1ncome group and 'the d1fferences between them were greatly reduced

o o, In Cohort 3 the h1gh-1ncome group made greater ga1ns than the-
’ l ! A
. low-1ncome group in the f1rst yeaﬁ;x However, in the second year, ten;[; :

-

- of the twelve low-1ncome subJects, considered‘asia group) in this

* cohort. made greater ga1ns tkan the h1gh—1ncome subJects and by the end,

. of the second year the1r performance was not s1gn1f1cant1y dlfferent

-

. from/that of the h1gh-1ncome subJects. ‘ S ) )

i . = . / ” ,‘ . .. )
\\\\ ‘Program Effects. The f1nd1ngs presented in Table 7 suggest that the
\ / : S

l
1veffect on the achieVementsvof the low-, though not the h1gh-1ncome
\ . . a4 l,

ﬂ‘chlldren. Most of the low-1ncome subJects in Cohort 3 and those in Cohort

2 had ) h1gher scores than the1r.counterparts»in.Cohort 1 on?the

i

: cognltlve measures at the beg1nn1ng of the second year and, except in

"language, ma1nta1ned this S advantage unt11 the end of the year.

v

'However, the program changes dld not anpear to a‘ter the effects on IQ

All three cohorts (and bOth 1ncome groups) made slwnlflcant, but roughly -

‘equlvalent, IQ ga1ns. f“ﬁ o
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. \ . . -, .. . - . . - N N . . N . .’ - ) -
Com E satory’Effects. ‘Over the-twofgear period the low—income
~

f chlldren 1mproved the1r performance relat ve to that’of the h1gh—

- i o

L 1ncome chlldren on all of the 1ntellectual and. cogn1t1ve measures.~ The

greatest IQ and alsgéperformance ga1ns, made by both income groups,

<L occuxred durqng the chleren s flrst year “in preschool However, during

[ ',MA

-.~f thig flrst year theihlgh-lncome subjects, more often tHan not, made J‘ S
' 37 : VOV _—t ' '
gﬁbater ga1ns than the Iowalncome subjects, and the dlfferences between
1;;f vthe 1ncome groups 1ncreased., HoWever, dur1ng the summer months most of )

<\t., L

the low-1ncome subJeots cont1nued to make ga1ns wh1ch were large enough

to reduce the slze ‘of . the d1fferences between the income. groupsg%y the-
fall of the seCond year.. Then, durlng the s°cond year, ‘on all ach1eve—
» : o i Y

ment measures, the low—1ncome subjedts made,greater ga1ns than the h1gh-

- 1ncome subjects and the dlfferences between the 1ncome groups were sub=

N . ‘

.stantially_reducedf In’ thlS process the more 1ntellectually—able ‘halt

of the low—1ncome group played an, 1mportant role. Whlle thelr IQs were -

.

's1gn1f1cantly lower than those of the h1gh—1ncome group, they achleV°d a

level of performance On the cogn1t1ve measures wh1ch was Just about equlv-
|, . . l ’ - -
b alent to that of the hi '—income'group.' Overﬂtime, as‘these more?able Tow=

l .
: \

subjects, the dlffe ences be n‘them and theulessiable low-income subjects,
g : .

On the preschool 1nventory, Clrcus "How Much and How

BN

: functlonal language, the d1fferences between the h1gh- and the low-ablllty

e

low-1ncome chlldren were greater than the dlfference# between the h1gh—

income;and highfability1low+incoLe'children.

FRIC sifsis

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Lo g . Discussion

| Program Effects

These results indicated that the less structured, or more g
;‘informal, program offered in the first year( and to some e*tent in

¢ the second year) of the proJect had more benefic1al effects on .

soc:al development of both the low~ and the high-income children than

;.
. N )

did the more. structured programs offered in the third and fourth years.
R : L

The more informal programs also appeared to be just as effective as “the R
o . . R R . - . .

‘more structured programs in producing IQ gains and improv1ng the children 5 -

v

v motivation for learning, their self»management skills and their tendency
to be creative and imaginativei They .were, howeyer;.less effective,;at-
‘lleast yith the.low=income children'invimprouing'cognitive styles'(li:e;‘,
.reducing:impulsivityk'and increasingicognitive competence in conceptual'

”
¥ A

areas. N e ‘ "_ D . \ch_ L e
' . . | ) : T . .-

The fact that the children in the less Ftructured programs increased

i

their social competence more than did the children in the more structuréd -

programs was not surpriSing Summative evaluations ‘made’ at the end of the

i e
-

) /\"
. second year of the progect suggested that, in the secondlyear, the three-mm -

-

Wlth their peers than had the three-year-olds i the program during the

‘_first year. Also formative evaluations of the p ogram, espeCiallx,thbse

made during the third progect year, indicated tpat\the more structured .
programs were‘inducing high levels_of constructiveg task-oriented,.but non-

social play and increaSing'the amount of time the children were engaged in

' actiVities w1th a teacher.4'-‘ . o o ;




N o ] 2 -Q ] );’Bo ¢ b
B One poss1b1e explanatlon for the greater .anrease 1n soc1a1 coui- ST
s . . e : FIRPI
. e \ ..;5 »- : i \.}' - -: v .
,petence 1n thE Cohort l than the Cohort 2 and 3 ch11dren is that less :
wk; :

,(.

‘i‘%‘»

e teacher control of the chlldren s ac@\utles and moré‘

vl. " .5: .
I‘

R =t . . . _./ L Aax
""learnlng, in’ turn ' accounted for the .more rap1d mpmyement J.n the
/ o _', L .~

ok,

' ..-'3’\ : atlon is that tl're greater amount of ‘ soc1al 1nteractlon w1th peers
\, - : ' I I
"‘have occurred 1n the flrst year

¥ 's0c1a1 s1tuatlons. : slnce the ab111ty to mteract ar

./ N . . L IR
to‘be assoclated w1th certam types of soc1a1 - unders and N

N -

-‘.Sklél.ls (1 e.~ t,he

.:'- '9

(tJvely competent than the chlldren in the other two ;ohor‘-s._ However, thls

. . . o ; .
[d { -
. N

‘was clearly not the case. The over—all cognJ t1ve ab111 .1es of the cohorts "

. _u ¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Mlller & Dyer, 1975) that "well—run preschool programs which differ d

©in many respects can produce comparable intellectual and also cognitive
: *

.gains.~ For. example, Weikart (1972) found that when three. very different'-u
types of programs (cognitively—oriented, language-based d1rect insgructs=

g - . N

ion, traditional unit based) were mounted in his own laboratory, w1th

: equal care for quality, they produced equr«valent reSults. Since the UWO :

-

programs offered in the four years were allke in more respects than they;'

e R

were different, they were expected to have a more or less equlvalent
general impact on the 1ntellectual functioning of . the children. L.

3

Weikart's study (referred to above) led him to conclude that the

A

'success-of a preschool‘program_depended not so much~on its theoretical

'function of the motivation of the teachers, their active'involvement-in
- planning and implementing the program and their determination to make. it a
success. * He' suggested that once a program was~fullyvestablished, running

smoothly, .and everyone and everything was "organized" it might lose some

-

of its effectiveness.  The UWQ program was well’éstablished by its fourth

7%

year and the IQ gains made, during that year, by the lqw—income'subjects‘
(i.e.'Cohort 3 in its secondfyear) were not as impressive as~before;

However, the program did not' lose its effectiveness in p oduc1ng conceptual
PRETRS . <«

. gains in these same children. In the description of the subJects presented
earlier it was pointed out that"the low-income subjects in Cohort 3/repre-,
sented a somewhat more culturally and economically disadvantaged group than

did the low-income subjects in the first two cohorts and that the families
: ! - . . - . - o
] <

in Cohorts 1 and 2 had received more favourable treatment during the project

" than had the families in Cohort'3. It was thought, therefore, that the
. \ . . : 4



-low-income Cohort 3 children.might\ngt respond to the program as

C . G - : Lo \

‘well ‘as their counterparts in the first two cohorts. This was not,

v howeéer, the case. Whén.the'conceé ual gains made by the 12 ?échblarship"

© were cumpared no 5ignificant differehces were found.

. they are given individual atte

greatest cognitive gains w

-

(Cohorts 1 and 2) children and tﬁe 1p "subsidized". (Cohort 3) children

The iindfhg that greater cogni ive, benefits were derived by tka iow-'

income children in the more, than the less structured prcgrams is consist-

S

ent with the findings of a number of other investigators. vIt'appears that'

‘children fromxhomes in which the parents provide rélative1§'littleﬁcognifive_;}
stimuiétidﬂq-can-be greatly helped to dévelop their,conéeptual,abili;ies:if

. . o
ion and stimulation by a téacher who is

.
—~ i

both interested in them and sensitive toitheir needs.

Finally it 'is pe:haﬁé worth noting that the Cohort which made the:. B

Cohort 2 and that this,Cohoft was in a somewhat
. ) ) . ) . ix\. - . ‘_ ’ ’

less struétured program in/ its first preschool year and a more structured

program during its second preSchbol year. The subjects who made the smallést

_‘cognitive gains wéie the least ab;e (with lowest IQs) low-income children

w_
)

in Cohort 3 and these children were in the more structured programs iu both

t eir first and second preschool years;. It May be that. the téacher-g&ided
small gﬁ;y% activities in which these slow-learners weré involved when they

_were_threeQYear-olds discouraged them, or in some way affected them adversely

° -

[ .

rather than favourably. It may be wiser, therefore, tofoffer.three-yéar-old

children from low-income families who have low IQs'(70 or belo@) more time
. S E § 7
for free play.éhs "discovery" learning, during their first preschool year \
. N _ . -

and to delay'offeiing very much in the way of émall group teacher-guided



activities, which focus on the deveiopment”of conceptual abilities,

~until they are fdug—year—oldskin their second preschool year.. 3

Compensatory Impact .

- ©

While there were modest cohort effects, as discussed above, ﬁhe
+ size of each income group in each cohort was.small, and some of the

reported income groub effects may have been spurious. Theféfore,in

eValuating the overall compensatory impact of the progrém the éubjects
’ - © oo ,

e '

in each income group in allkthréé'cohoris‘were.combihed.
It wasihypothesized earlier that, if the high—income children had
highei IQ9s thankfhe low-income children (suggesting that they had more

‘lerarning ability) then, if equal opportunities wefe offered fcr'learning
. ; ' < . . .

"new" skills the initial performance of the income groups would be similar,
bt the performance gains would be different, with the high-income childrea *

™~ .
]

making greater gains than the low-income children If, on the other hand,.

opportunities for acquiring abilities which were alreacy present in the
homes of the high-,, but not in the homes ¢f the low-income children were

offered’thg initial performance levels of the incdmé groups would be very

-

different (with the high-income « hildren obfaining§ higher scores than
the low-income children), but over tiwe the low-income children would

make greater gains than the h;gh-inéome ¢hi1dren"and the. differences between

. their performance levels would decrease. It was thérefore argued that if
. . . . N ) ) . « i . /
the initial differences found between the income groups did not increase '

aqver time -and, particulariy'if these differences decreased, then the

o conclusion that the }rogram had had compensatory effects was justified.

l
/

AN
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~cy

T ~ The initial'differences between fhe.high— and the low-income

chlldren were greatest 1n the cognltive areas, 1nclud1ng cogn1t1ve

'style (1mpuls1v1ty) and smal‘lest&_tzhe soc1al, motlvatlonal and

learnlng styles areas. Th1s suggested that the h1gh-1ncome chlldren

had had more cogn1t1ve stlmulatlon, but nc more opportunltles for

ir

K;T ' social learnlng in their homes\than~haéétb ’low-income children and 'i"
- 8, : : . . e\ N
that the env1ronment of both 1ncome groups had been more or less

‘

'equally su rtive of the development of learn1ng styles such as self-

/‘ & .
d1rect1 n, méstery motlvatlon, and cur%oslty The results Were there-!
i
: 1
. fore 1n llne w1th.the hypothetlcal predlctlons'made above. ;

‘ The program haqilts greatest compensatory effects in the 1ntell-]
{
.

ectual and cogn1t1ve areas. The reduction in the size of the d1ffer-f.

._//./ !

. . . ences betweencthe mean I10s of the 1ncome'groups over timevgas~not large,
-inFSpite of ‘the fact.that three quarters of the-lom;income subjects'made'
signiflcantxand very large IQ gains. “fhis.was because the high-incqme
subjects who were not'expected to increase their lé scores very‘much, '

also made significant gains; When the size of the differende in the
IQ level of the groups is taken into account the-educational' achievements
.('__-

. . (language and conceptual learnlng) accompllshed by the low-lncome -chilg-

ren, relat1ve to the h1gh-1ncome.chlldren, are remarkable. Whlle there
was a tendency on some measures  (e.g. Circus: How Much and Héw Many) for

the performance curves of the income groups to diverge'by the end of the_.
f1rst year, they 1nvannably began to converge 1n thelsecond year. That is,

the low-income subjects made greater gains, than the Rhigh-income chlldren

(

- and began to "catch-~up"”. By the end of.the two year period the differ-
ences bétween the income groups on all of the cognitive measureslhad'been




: compensatory effects, in the sense that-it'made up for-opportunities

made greater ga1ns than the low-lncome children and they became less

especlally the P1T, Q-ES correlated posltlvely w;th a number of the

f more creat1ve and 1maglnat1ve. -

48

reduced. In ne case had they increased and the more intellectually

able half of the low-lncome chlldren (w1th average or better IQs in

~ their - secondlpreschool year) had, in most 1nstances completely caught P

.,
up to the h1gh—1ncome chlldren. It should also be emphas1zed that none

of these flndlngs could be accounted for 1n terms of celllng effects.
g‘ .
It was in_the social area-that the program did not seem to-have N

for learning available to the h1gh but not to the low-lncome chlldren.

Both income groups appeared to be learnlng "new" skllls. Therr abllltles

1

- at the 'start were roughly equal but over t1me, “the hlgh-lncome chlldren

H

rather than more llke them. Both of the measures of social competence,

measures of cognitive competence qmployed 1n h1s study. Therefore the

,fact that the cognltlve abilities of the high-income chlldren were generally>

<

superior to those of the low-lhcome chlldren may account for these f1nd1ngs.
. i

Although in th1s context, the galns in soc1al competence made by the

I‘ L4 : '

low-lncome subje. .S can not be dlscussed in "compensatory" terms they were

clearly large,and signlficant.v Thenchildren in both ihcome groups became s

. -

much‘more tactful and influential in their relationships with ‘their peers.
They also improved their problem solv1ng and learning styles, and became

more self- d1rected and self-controlled, more curlous and perslstent and

In summary it appeared that the UWO program had been reasonably

«
.

suCcessful in ach1ev1ng all of 1ts,pr1mary goals w1th both the hlgh- and
.  the low- income chlldren and that, for the low-lncome chlldren, the program

' had ‘had ~ompensatory value in the 1ntellectual and cogn1t1ve aréas in which

-

1tJfas needed most. . o 7’0 A C: :
Jd . ‘.. . IR S . ' '.' N

.



49 - - ‘\ : x S
'References . R | |

;bereitery C;'&'Engelmann' S. Teaching D1sadvantaged khi]dhen in f
\

‘the Preschool. Eng]ewood C11ffs, New Jersey Prent1ce Ha]] 1966

-
. P |

Bere1ter, C. An academ1c preschoo] for d1sadvantaged ch11dren !

Conc]us1on from eva]uat1on stud1es In Ju11an C. Stan]ey (Ed. ),

Preschoo] Programs for the D1sadvantaged Five Experimental h

Approaches to Ear]y Ch11dhood Educat1on TheIJohns_Hopkins :
University Press, Ba1t1more 1972; . S o
Bissel, J;” The cogn1t1ve effects of preschoo] programs for d1sadvantaged

chi]d}en in J. Frost (Ed- ), Rev1s1t1ng,ear1y ch11dhood educat1on

New York: Ho]t R1nehart & N1nston 1973 223 240 - o .f"'.,
;311Shen, B. R A‘socio-economic index for’ occupations in Canada. Canadian .

Rev1ew of Soc1o]ogy and Anthropo]ogy, 1967 4, 41 53.

Horow1tz F D., & Paden, L Y The effect1veness -of env1ronmenta1

intervention programs. In Ca]dwe]] B. M., & R1cc1ut1, ;' (Eds )

Review of'Childﬁbevelopment Research, Vol. 3; Chicago Un1vers1ty of
Chicago Press, 1973;-pb. 331-402.. o
.'Miezitis, S. -The Montessori Method: gsome.recent reseahch. Interchange

]97]’,2(2) “Lan

i'MiI]er,"Lj;B., & Dyef, J. L. Four presthool’brograms- Their dimensions

and effects.. Monographs of the soc1ety for Research in Child Deve]opment
‘ :

1975, 404 Nos. 5-6.

Parten M. B. Soc1a1 part1c1pat1on among preschoo] ch11dren~\‘Journa1 of

Abnorma] & Social Psychology, 1932 27 243- 269



50

. Smi]ansky, S. The Effects of Soc1o dramat1c Play on D1sadvantaged

Preschoo] Ch11dren -New York: N11ey, 1968."

: we1kart D., Rogers, L., Adcock C & MCC]e]land D. The Cogn1t1ve1y

0r1ented Curr1cu1um A framework for preschoo] teachers. wash1ngton,

D.C. Nat1ona1 Assoc1at1on for the’ Educat1on of Young Ch11dren 1970

we1kart D. Relat1onsh1ps of Curr1cu1um, teach1ng & 1earn1ng in preschool

educat1on In J C. Stan]ey (Ed ) Preschoo] Programs for the D1sadvantaged .

Balt1wore The Jok - ank1ns Press, 1972 22- 66.

:‘Wh1te, B. L & Watts. J. v, querlence and-Env1ronment,‘Vo1_ 1. ‘Engfewood

_Ch'f_fs. Prenti  iali, 1./3.

Wright, John C. The Kansas 'eflect1on—xmpuls1v1ty Scale for Preschoo]ers

‘UsersManual; C perativ Deve]opment Program, Cemr 1, Inc., 3120 59th

Street, St.Loufs, is-uri 63139, 1971.

Wright, M.~J Recent crends in ear]y ch1]dhood ed:7i%:on in the U.S.A. and

@

-:Canada.’ In Lois Brockman Wh1te1ey, J., & Zubek. J. wrds.), Chivd

Deve]oﬁment. Se]ected Read1ngs. McC]el]and & Stewart Ltd., Toronto, 1973. ’

Wr1ght M J. Competence in preschoo] childrar:  vhe effects of presch001

__perlence on the ad;pt1ve ab111t1es of d1sad‘antaged and advantaged

; ch1]dren Research Bu]]et1n No 313, Department of Psycho]ogy, Un1vers1ty

of Western Ontario, November 1974 L L
wr1ght M.-J. Changes in the soc1a1 comp: -tence of Canad1an preschool and

day nursery ch1]dren of low and h1gh .1o—econom1c status. V{nterchange,-

I

1975, 6, 16 26. .

e

'Nr1ght,3M. J. Competence 1n4preschoo] children II Two years 1n the

Laboratory Preschoo] Research Bu]]et1n No 348 Jepartment of Pjychology,

Un1vers1ty of . Nestern 0ntar1o, December 1975a.

=¥
an



51 .
Nright M. d. The Latoratory Preschoo] Program deve]opment in the

first three years Research Buliet1n No. 355 Department of Psycho]ogy,ﬂ

Ay ',-’

Un1vers1ty 07 Westarn. 0ntar 3 London, Canada February 1976

Nr1ght M. J. Competence in nreschoo] ch11dren III._ The second'cohort

i

ResearchuBullet'1 Nc . 296, Depantment.of Psycho]ogy, Un1ver51ty of -
. MWestern 6ntario, Decer . :r léZGa. | i | \
b Nright, M. J., & Pederson,-D} h. Situational Factors as Critical;Variahies:.'
in a Preschoo1 Progrem. A paper presented it thevannual meet;ngs'of the
5iéfﬁ4iﬁ' . Canad1an Dfvcho.og1ca1 Assoc1at1on in Toronto, June, 1976.
Nr1ght M. J. Assess1ng the 5061a1 competence of preschoo]ers aged three to

s1x years A paper presented at the annual meetings of the Canad1an

[y .
o [ [

Psycho]og1ca] Assoc1at1on in Vancouver. .June, 1977 .Y Y
wr1ght, V g Ro]e tak1ng skiils and the deve]opment of soc1a1 compntence

A paper read at a conference on Deve]opmenta] Aspects of Soc1a1 Learn1ng '
~ Theory, heti dur1ng the. e1ghth semi- annua] meet1ng of the Ontario Labor-
._ato Yy Schools Assoc1at1on at the Inst1tute of Child Study, Un1vers1ty of

:,Toronto, Toronto October, 1977a

- . ¢

K< T



