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FOREWORD

early childhopd education policy study. The Overview report was presented
to the State Board of Education on March 14, 1985. Recommendations were
made to the Board on April 11, 1985 and approved by the Board on May 9, 1985.

In ApriT]QBgg the State Board of Education directed. its- staff to conduct an
h

.Numerous background reports were prepared by the Board's Early Childhood
Education Task Force, directed by Dr. Sally Bulkley Pancrazic, Manager,

. Research and Statistics Section. Inquiries about this report, should be
directed to the Research and Statistics Section.

Ted Sanders
State Superintendent of Education
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EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION POLICY STUDY: AN OVERVIEW

BACKGROUND
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DIRECTIVE

In April 1983, the State Board of Education diracted its staff to conduct an
early childhood education policy study. The need for such a policy study.
was based on several factors: legislative proposals from past General
Assembly sessions regard1ng entry age into kindergarten; the encouragement
of "latchkey" programs in pub11c schools; the funding of full-day
kindergarten; and the Board's own mandate studies directing further study of
preschool programs for 1imited-English~proficient children and an
examination of tiie compulsory attendance age of 7.

Underlying these issues was the recognition that future academic success or
intellectual growth of school children is*influencéd, in large part, by the
experiences they have at an early age. Also bearing on these issues was the
recognition that with the increase of single-parent families, the prevalence
of two working parents outside the home, and other sociological changes, the
role of the school in responding to these changing family demographics
needed examination.

The specific authorizing directive of the Board was:

Early Childhood Education - While there are numerous
reasons for further 1nvest1gat1on of the potential
benefits of pre-kindergarten education for handicapped
and non-English-proficient children, a $tudy should
include potential! benefits, as well as any
disadvantages, of pre-kindergarten education for all
children. The study would be conducted with the
intent of discerning whether any benefits of early
childhood education would be sufficient to cause the
state to either support or require the provision of
such services. .

FOCUS OF THE STUDY

The aspect of early childhood education given primary attention in this paper
is that of the education of non-handicapped children between birth and the
time such children enter f1rst grade. This age span was given particular
emphasis because of the Board's directive; however, attention was also given
to those programs and services provided to young children which have a
bearing on the primary continuum of instruction.

In developing this focus, handicapped children were excluded because
services for these children are aiready required from the age of three. In
addition, the State Board of Education has approved seeking an extension of
this requ1rement to include services to handicapped children, from birth to
age three, who would benefit educationally from such services. .




The scope which early childhood education enta11s is broad. Yet, other
important related topics surround early childhood education and cr11dren up
to the time they enter first grade. As a result, there was a need to narrow
the focus of the study.

. Six months into the study, there were, for example, numerous national
reports of child abuse occurring in day care settings. Reports of such
horrors led to consideration of issues focusing upon the health, Security,
and welfare of children. This problem, and its possible incidence in
Ilinois, however, was viewed as beyond the scope of this study.

Other areas which were recognized as important to early childhood education
but beyond the scope of this particular study were transportation, school
nutrition, and parent education. The first two were excluded,because how
districts provide nutrition programs and transportation would better be
considered after recommendations are approved. The literature on parent
education was so extensive, diversified and, yet, group-specific that, that
too was felt to be beyond the scope of the Board's directive.

Last, daycare services to I1linois children and the quality of that daycare
were delimitations. They are included, but to a limited degree, due to
unavailability of information. The licensing of caregivers and non-school
facilities is a function of the I11inois Department of Children and Family
Services (DCFS). The count of I1linois children receiving daycare could not
be detenmined. Caregivers providing daycare for up to eight children do not
have to ‘be licensed by DCFS. Licensed facilities are authorized to receive
up to a certain number of children at any one time, but may serve fewer
children. Therefore, the number of children receiving such care cannot be
determined from state records. From: national data, however, estimates for
I11inois children have been made and are presented in this report.

Examples of early childhood education programs included five basic
categories: daycare, preschool services, kindergartens, latchkey programs
in schools, and trans1t1ona1 grades through third grade. Specific
definitions used for these programs follow. g

Daycare services include those custodial and supervisory services
provided to children by a caregiver, who is not a member of the child's
immediate fam11y, either in the child's home or the caregiver's home,
and those services which are outside a home environment that provide
primarily supervision and custod1a1 care for children, but may have an
educational component.

Preschool services are those that emphas1ze educational and

developmental activities as the primary focus of an organized and
planned program for children not yet enrolled in kindergarten.
Kindergartens are programs of initial entry into school which are
provided on a variety of schedules: half-day every day, full-day every
day, full-day on alternate days, or full-day for two years.

Latchkez programs are school- based services designed to provide
supervision of ch11dren before and/or after regular school hours.
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Transitional grades are grades that overlap two or more years of the

_primary continuum of instruction -- kindergarten, firct, second, and
third grades -- and are designed for students who need additional
services before transferring into the traditional grades.

STUDY METHCDOLOGY

Information Sources

Staff consulted with nationally known early childhood educators, directors

- of programs in other stdte and local childcare centers and preschools,
directors_of school-based programs, staff in other staté agencies,
instructors .of childcare providers, and critics of involvement in such
programs. These consultants are listed in Appendix A. Acknowledgment of
these special people is made because they provided the "spark and spirit" to
the staff's efforts. As people directly.involved in the care, welfare, and
education of young children, their insights were extremely helpful.

Staff also made on-site visits to programs in Chicago and Champaign-Urbana.
Direct observation of children in these programs provided a constaht and
personal frame of reference and a reminder of the responsibility entailed in
the debates on issues.

Two surveys were conducted as part of this study. First, a comprehensive
survey of all I1linois public and nonpublic elementary school principals was
undertaken in September 1984. The purpose of this survey was to obtain
baseline data regarding early childhood educatpon (ECE) programs in public
and nonpublic Illinois schools and to assess the opinions of principals in
these schools regarding ECE issues. (See Appendix B for copy of the
survey.) The principal was selected as respondent because of the
principal's instructional leadership role. Questionnaires were sert to
2,946 public school principals, and 1,095 nonpublic school principals.
Responses were obtained from nearly 94% of the public school principals and
from 80% of the nonpublic school principals, for a total response rate of
90%. : ‘ . '

Second, early childhood education specialists in all state education
agencies were contacted and interviewed in order to obtain up-to-date
information concerning the status of kindergarten and other early childhood
education proposals, by state. In some instances, staff in Governor's
Offices or Legislative Bureaus were also contacted for additional
information. This survey was conducted as of NGvember 1984. Information
was obtained from all states.

In addition, background reports which analyzed and synthesized available
research on early childhood education were developed. Tnese reports
provided the formal background of information from which the policy report
was written. The reports include the following:

Brief History of Early Childhood Education in America

Kindergartea Schedules: Status of Patterns in I11inois and a
Review of the Research

The Kindergarten Curriculum: Current Issues




]

Entry Criteria for Kindergarten y,
Class Sizes for Kindergarten and Primary Grades: A Review of the
Research .
. Status of Early Childhood Education in Other States ]
. Estimates of Eligible I11inois Children Served and Not Served by
Head Start ’
. Estimates of Preschool Experiences and Childcarg Arrangements of
I11inois Children
Status of I11inois State Board of Education Efforts in Early
Childnood Education
. Selected Preschool Screening and Diagnostic Instruments: A
Technical Review
. . Effectiveness of Early Childhood Education Programs: A Review
. of the.Research ~
- . Problems of Young Childrer Adjusting to School
Review of Research on the Special Educational Needs of:
Children of Teenage Parents
Limited-English-Proficient Children v\a
Children from Poverty or Low-Income Homes ke

EMERGENCE OF EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION IN AMERICA

The first education initiatives in America focused on older children. Early
childhood education came with changing societal needs.’ ’

Kindergartens

Early childhood education in America emerged as a result of the influence of
Friedrich Froebel. He founded the Tirst known kindergarten in Blankenburg,
Germany in 1837. Strong emphasis in Froebel 's kindergarten (literally
“garden for children") was placed on the educational value of play (Ross,
1976). The first known American Kindergarten was established in Watertown,
Wisconsin in 1856. In 1873, the first public school kindergarten was
established in St. Louis. In the early 1900s, professional kindergarten
associations were establishadsto promote public kindergartens. In 1912,
there was a total of 312,000 six-year-old children enrolled in

kindergarten -- less than 5% of American children of this age (Cryan and
Surbeck, 1979).

Census figures for children in I1Vinois reflect the increase in the
availability of kindergarten services. For comparison purposes, enrollment
rates for five and six-year-old children are used, since it is primarily
these ages that constitite the majority of enroliment in kindergarten. In
1930 and 1940, approximately 47% of five and six-year-old children in
I11inois were enroiled in school. By 1950, approximately 65% of the,
children in this age.range were enrolled in school. Approximately 75% of

- the children ages five and six were enrolled in school in 1960. By 1970,
the proportion of five and six-year-old children enrolled in school had
increased to approximately 81%. And, by 1980, approximately 90% of five and
six-year-01d children were enrolled in school {(U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1980). (A portion of those five-year-olds not in school would not have been
eligible to attend school because of the month of their birth.)
Kindergarten attendance is not required by INinois state law. The law
stipulates that children at the age of seven must be in attendance.

Q ' " . =4~ 1 O




Nursery Schools

Throughout the 1920s, significant proaress was also being made in the

establishment of nursery schools nationwide. Nursery schools included

preschools with a structured curriculum as well as basic daycare

institutions. ggé beginning of nursery school education in the United
1

States was mainly in the private sector, and these nursery schools were
primarily custodial. In 1924, the first nursery school was established
within a public{school system. By 1930, there were nationally over 250
nursery schools \in both nonpublic ane public school gystems (The -
Encyclopedia of /Education, 1971).

Daycare -
Daycare for yhfants and children through age twelve is a relatively recent
phenomenon,” The passing of the agrarian society brought manifold changes in
earlier spructures and relationships concerning home and place of work, the
extensiofi of the common school as an educational institution, afid the
evolution of the role of women in society and the work place (Ziegler and
Casciokg, 1980). The order or interrelatedness of these changes is not
important, to this discussion; however, it is significant that roles and
expectatiaps of society regarding preschool and after-school care and
experience$ of children have been substantially and irreversibly altered
from those of the past (Van Diem, 1984).

Latchkey Programs

Today, most parents of young children find it necessary or desirable to work
outside the home. There is a continuing increase in the incidence of
families where both parents work and single-parent families where the parent
works. These working parents are confronted with the problem of sécuring
appropriate care for their preschool-age children as well as for their
school-age children for the time beyond the regular school hours. These
progfhms have been referred to as "latchkey" programs because of children
who.wear house keys on chains around their necks since no one would be at
home to let them in after school hours were over. Latchkey programs are
typically custodial and supervisory in nature, rather than early childhood
education programs. They may have an education component and may involve
young children.

PAST EFFORTS OF THE STATE IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

Early childhood education has received periodic attention from ihe state
education agency. In 1971, the Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction developed a document, Action Goals for the 70s, which contained
the following objectives:

By 1973-74, a cooperative working arrangement among institutions
of higher education, parent groups, the Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and other agencies should
be implemented to establish alternate models for
pre-kindergarten curriculum and parent education programs.

By 1975, develop improved procedures and techniques for the
identification, diagnosis, and prescriptive teaching of
exceptional pre-kindergarten children.

-5-
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By the 1976~77 school term, every school district will provide a
pre-kindergarten program for children ages three and four,
Enrollment in such programs will not be mandatory.

In the fall of 1973, a survey was conducted of more than 5,000 randomly
selected I11inois residents to ascertain attitudes about specific I11inois
education issues. One of the issues was education for three and four-year
olds. A clear majority of the responderts did not support programs for four
year-olds. Support for programs for three-year-olds was even less. :

In June 1975, approximately 5,000 education leaders in I1linois completed an
agency-sponsored questionnaire on educational priorities. At that time,
early childhood education was considered to be critical by slightly less
than 20% of the respondents. In October 1975, a staff report to the
I11inois Beard of Education was developed at the Board's request. The
report recommended the development and implementation of an early childhood
education policy; a cooperative relationship among agencies to "formalize
preservice training and inservice retraining of teachers, supportive
personnel, and paraprofessionals for early childhood programs." Further,
coordination with other child development agencies, refining existing
instruments for the diagnosis of potentjal "high-risk children, and
universally available early childhood programs“ were identified. No action’
was taken on these proposals.

While early childhood education has been occurring in I1linois for many
years, it was clear that the aforementioned proposals were "ahead of their
time.! That is, a majority of the general public, educators, and

* educational policymakers was not then in support of these programs.

STATUS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS

Attention to early childhood education has dramatically increased in the
past decade. Demand for programs hac increased, including those in the
public schools. The evidence on successful early educational intervention
programs has been widely reported. The traditional kindergarten is
changing and schools are providing more options to the traditional primary
program.

Several factors have led toc the current perspective on early childhood

education. ” The major factor was that women with school-age children
increasingly entered the work force. Huber (1982) states:

Between 1950 and 1980 the labor force participation
of wives with children under age 18 increased from
18% to 54%°. . . . By 1990 the mothers of about
four fifths of children 6 to 18 will be in the
labor force. . . .

Accompanying this trend, according to Huber, were an increase in the level
of education and a decrease in fertility. A shift in women's work from home
to workplace, she said, could only occur after fertility declined.

Fertility in America is "below or hovering around replacement -- about 1.9
lifetime births per woman." Huber reports that it is unlikely that the

TR
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downward fertility trend will be s1gn1f1cant1y reversed, What these
combined trends mean is that women in the work force must seek pres-:hool
child-care arrangements, and when the child is of school age, before and
after-school care. Because these women are better educated, their demands
for higher quality daycare are more vocal. Hymes (1985) reported that
nationally "8 million mothers with children under six (52%) were on a job in
March 1984, including nearly half of all mothers of infants and children
under age three."

A second factor is the increase in the number of households headed by single
parents, usually women, whose income is at or below: the puverty level., The
phenomenon has been referred to as the "feminization of poverty." There is
an_increasing number of 1ow-income children who enter k1ndergarten already
well behind their more affluent peers in Tanguage development, social
experiences, and cognitive ability. Yet, these children were born healthy.

A third factor is the increase in the number of children who survived
medical problems at birth and/or are born to immature females, themselves
children. These yorng children, often of low birth weight, tend to be
developmentally delayed in comparison with their peers. Children of young
parents frequently experience neglect and abuse in addition to poverty.
They, too, enter kindergarten already behind their age-mates,

This section of the report uses two major perspectives--pre-kindergarten,
and kindergarten programs--to describe the status of early childhood
education in I11inois and the impact of these factors as schools attempt to
respond to the greater range of differences among children entering school.
To the extent possible, where 111inois data were not available, estimates
using national data were made for the State.

PRE-KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS IN ILLINOIS

The study of pre-kindergarten programs in I1linois addresses the following
major quest1ons.

What pre-kindergarten programs and services are provided in
IN1Tinois and how many children are served by them?

What is the effectiveness of these pre-kindergarten programs and
services?

7
§

Who else could benafit from pre-kindergarten programs and services?

WHAT PRE-KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS AND SERVICES ARE PROVIDED IN
ILLINOIS AND HOW MANY CHILDREN ARE SERVED BY THEM?

The extent to which groups of children are enrolled in pre-kindergarten
programs provides a basis for determining whether current programs are at
least adequate in terms of the number they serve. For most programs, the
data indicate that large numbers of children who would benefit from early
childhood proyrams are going unserved.

. 13




Children with Experience in Preschool, Daycare and Head Start

In 1980, about half of the 500,000 I17inois chiidren between 3 and 6 years
of age were enrolled in a group instructional program such as Head Start,
preschool, or other group care. In terms of educational impact, this means
that about half of the children entered kindergarten with one or two years
of group instructional experiences while the other half might be
experiencing group instruction for the first time. Children who enter
kindergarten with prior experience may have less need for the transitional
activities typically required. Children without preschool experience must
adapt to the presence of a peer group and the formal class procedures used
in the school setting. From an educational perspective, children with
preschool group experiences and children without preschool experience may

repr?sent two diverse groups in terms of social readiness skills (Naron,
1981

Group instruction data do not provide an adequate picture of the educational
or societal needs of children. Substantial numbers of children omitted from
the group receiving instructicnal services do, in fact, require child-care
services from adults other than their parents. Current child-care services
for young children are not known. -

Furthermore, school principals in I11inois elementary schools reported that
public schoois have virtually no cooperative arrangements with outside
groups in the provision of preschool programs. Approximately 9% of public
and nonpublic schools are used by public, nonpublic or parent volunteer
groups as the site for child-care or preschool programs, independent of
school authorities. More than 90% report no formal cooperation with such
groups.

Count of Children Needing Supervision

Estimates from the 1980 Census data for I11inois show that almost 567,000
married couples in the state have children under the age of 6 and that there
are almost 107,000 single parents with children under age €. Applying the
labor market part1c1pat1on rate of 48.2% for women with children of age 5 or
less to the I11inois data and assuming all single parents work or need to
work, it is estimated that almosc 380,000 working I11inois parents need some
form of child-care arrangement.

Based on national statistics (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983), as many as
800 IT1inois working parents may be 1eaving one or more children under age 6
unsupervised, that is, in situations in which well over 1,000 young children
may be left to care for themselves almost daily. It is reusonable to assume
that the number of working parents who leave young children of school age
unsupervised during some part of the day (either before school or after
school) exceeds those who leave children under age 6 unsupervised.

These estimates are relevant since the provision of appropriate child care

is accepted as a necessity for favorable child development. The quality of
chiid care and the environment in which this care is provided is of concern
to parents and educators because of its influence on the children's future

educational and social attainments.




About 40% of the children under age twelve come from an estimated 1,123,564
I1linois families with substandard incomes. Families meeting these criteria
were assumed generally to be unable to secure adequate child-care services
because of financial limitations. This means that approximately 827,498
children may be receiving inadequate childcare services.

By combining the estimated number of children currently receiving day-care
services with the estimated number of children possibly receiving inadequate
day-care services and subtracting the number of children who are in both
categories, an estimate of total child-care need was derived. The estimate
for 1980 was 1,567,033 children or 76% of the population of children under
12 years old. Toddlers and preschoolers, of course, must be supervised
closely. Fo.r elementary school children, supervision after school tends to
reduce the time that children might spend in activities that harm themselves
or the community.

Table 1 shows that only 54 schools in I11inois have reported the
availability of a latchkey program. Emphasized here is the discrepancy -
between the number of children having two working parents and the number of
children who have supervision available before and after the sclool day in
the latchkey prograns.

Table 1: Before and After-School Supervision
in Latchkey Frograms - 1984-85

Number of Number of Number of Children
Programs Children on Waiting List
Nonpublic 37 914 337
Public 17 617 50

Source: Early Childhood Education Program Survey, October 1984.

Head Start Programs .

Recognition of both the educational and social needs to insure adequate
environments for the development of young children led to the initiation of
preschool programs for children from low income families. In 1964, the
federal government funded Project Head Start. This program for low-income,
preschool children was designed to provide the children with knowledge,
habits and attitudes which would facilitate their successful adjustment to
the elementary school situation.

Four main criteria pertain to Head Start enrollment eligibility: family

income, age, handicapping condition, and need. At least 90% of the children
enrolled in each Head- Start program must be from "low-income families." The
term "low-income family" refers to a family whose total annual income (gross

-9-
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before taxes) is equal to or less than the amount specified in the Family
Income Guidelines or a family which is receiving public assistance. The
Family Income Guidelines represent the official poverty threshold specified
by the U. S. Office of Management and Budget. The income threshold varies
with the size of the family unit, and it is revised annually to allow for
changes in the cost of 1iving as reflected in the Consumer Price Index. The
1984 poverty threshold, for example, is $10 200 for a family of four and
$13,680 for a family of six.

For the 1984-85 program year, 68,220 I11inois children were eligible for
Head Start. (This count adjusts for the proportion of five-year-o0lds who
would have been eligible to enroll in kindergarten.) While 21,178 received
services (31%), 47,042 did not. (See Table 2.) It is, of course, possible
that other educational services were provided to these children, but it is
unlikely since most other programs would have been at a cost to the parents.

Table 2: Statewide Estimates of Eligible I11inois
Children Served and Not Served by Head Start

Head Start Estimates

Program Number Number Number Percent
Year Eligible Served Not Served Not Served
1983-84 87,349 19,618 67,731 77.5%
1984-85 87,349 21,178 66,171 75.8%

Head Start Estimates Adjusted for 5-Year-0lds in School

Program Humber Number Number Percent
Year Eligible Served Not Served Not Served
1983-84 68,220 19,618 48,602 71.2%
1984 -85 68,220 21,178 47,042 69.0%

Source: State Board of Education, Research and Statistics, 1984.

M
There were twenty-one counties in I11inois where no children were reported
as receiving Head Start services.

Typically, the Head Start program is operated four days per week for half
days. One Head Start program director said that this barely provided time
for the nutrition, health, and welfare concerns of these children, much less
their educational needs. She also said that with children from more
affluent families receiving expensive preschool or day care services, Head
Start children would already be behind their more affluent peers in
kindergarten.
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Programs for Limited-English Proficient Children

The best estimate of the number of 1imited or non-English-speaking children
in I1linois is approximately 16,600 three and four-year-olds (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1980). Of this group, only 600 children are receiving preschool
programs, with only a third of those funded by the state. This represents
about 3.5% of this group of children. Nearly 4;400 1imited-English-
proficient children are enrolled in kindergarten programs, but this
represents about 55% of the five-year-old 1limited-English-proficient
children in I11inois. These children, who are disproportionately at risk
for academic failure and low achievement because of the language barrier,
are also minimally represented in current preschool programs in I11inois.

WHAT IS THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THESE
PRE-KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS AND SERVICES?

Preschool programs have been found to be effective when outccmes were
measured by intelligence quotient score, scholastic achievement, academic
placement, non-cognitive development, and social responsibility. Although
research shows that low-income children benefit the most from preschool
programs, other groups with special needs can also benefit. These include
1imi ted-English-proficient children, children of teenage parents, children
from middle-income and affluent families, and gifted children.

Indicators of Program Effectiveness

The 1dentification of indicators of program effectiveness is important to
policymakers and program developers. These are expressed in terms of the
outcomes for which programs are designed. Several indicators have been
identified from the literature. They are useful in evaluating the overall
effectiveness of programs, designing new programs and funding such programs.

A major indicator used has been intelligence quotient (IQ). In initial
evaluations of early childhood education programs, changes in IQ scores were
taken as the major indicator of program effectiveness. The finding that
preschool education leads to short-term gains in IQ scores of between 10 and
20 points for experimental groups in comparison to control groups is well
established in research (Bereiter and Engleman, 1966; Karnes, 1969; Weikart,
1970). However, longitudinal evaluations (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Lazar and
Darlington, 1979) also revealed a pattern of converging scores, leaving
experimental and control groups eguivalent by the end of second grade and
thereafter. This "wash-out" effect of IQ scores resulted in an initial
perception of a deterioration of the positive effects of preschool in the
long term. But growing reservations about the validity and limitations of
using IQ as the predictor and sole indicator of academic achievement led to
the inclusion of scholastic achievement, academic placement, non-cognitive
development, and social responsibility as other indicators of effectiveness.

More recent studies have recognized the lack of precision in measuring the
IQ and have identified higher cognitive ability--as the ability to perform
on standardized tests. School success for children who have participated in
preschool education begins with higher cognitive ability. It continues with
improved scholastic achievement, as measured in standardized reading,
mathematics, and language achievement tests, as found by the Consortium for




Longitudinal Studies (Lazar and Darlington, 1979) and other studies (Nieman
and Gastright, 1981; Chattin-McNichols, 1981). Significant improvement in
these areas was found by the Perry Preschool Study as late as age 14
(Schweinhart and Weikart, 1980), which was interpreted as evidence of
measurable long-lasting effects of preschool.

Other program indicators refer to placements, grade promotions, and
graduation. Measures of scholastic placement include a reduction in
special education placements, retentions in grade, and high school dropout
rates. All indicate consistently favorable outcomes for children who had
preschool education (Lazar and Darlington, 1979; Vopava and Royce, 1978;

Schweinhart and Weikart, 1980).

Other desirable indicators of program effectiveness were identified. These
included such non-cognitive indicators as more positive attitudes toward
school, reduced absences and increased task-orientation, achievement -
motivation, self-esteem and social competency (New York:State, 1982; Lazar
and Darlington, 1979; Schweinhart and Weikart, 1984). When parents were
involved in the program, there were equally beneficial changes in parents'
attitudes and achievement expectations -- an effect considered instrumental
in promoting the long-lasting positive outcomes of preschool programs (New
York State, 1982; Lazar, 1981).

Measures of social responsibility as used in the Perry Preschool Study, the
only longitudinal study to collect such comprehensive data,‘jndicated jower
rates of delinquency, crime, welfare assistance, and teenage pregnancy as
well as higher rates of high schooi graduation, enrollment in post-secondary -
education, and employment for preschool children followed through age 19

(Schweinhart and Weikart, 1984).

- Today "there is an apparent consensus that evaluations should include

multiple indicators of program effectiveness in order to assess adequately
the multiple effects of preschool (Rutter, 1983; Clarke, 19°4). The concept
of multiple preschool effects posits a complex network of causes and effects
in which preschool education sets in motion ongoing multiple consequences.
In this process, initial IQ gains and the higher cognitive ability they
reflect, trigger better school achievement and performance. In the-long
term this school success is also transformed into life success.

Effectiveness of Services for Children from Middle-Class or Affluent Families

Most of the research on program effectiveness 1n this area of education
applies tc low-income children. But there are some initial findings.
(Creech, 1982; Larsen, 1983) indicating that affiuent or middle-class
children, although generally not considered at risk for educational and
social failure, may nevertheless benefit from preschool education. Other

_early childhood educators are not so certain. Dr. Lilian Katz, University

of I1linois, states that:these benefits tend to be trivial in comparison to
the benefits accrued to low-income children. More research needs to be
conducted on the benefits of early educational experiences for the more
affluent child. If programs are designed to provide experiences that
supplement, rather than duplicate experiences the children are réceiving
elsewhere, preschool education may effectively enhance the varied dimensions
of their individual development.

g




Effectiveness of Services for Low-Income Children

According to 1980 Census data, there are about 82,000 children between the
ages of three and five in 1111no1s living in fam111es or households below
the poverty level. The majority of these children (54%) were not enrolled
in a preschool program, and yet they are the children who have experienced
disproportionate difficulty with formal schooling. Indeed, early federal
preschool programs such as Head Start were conceived as a means of
countering the adverse effects of poverty environments. Children from these
environments were considered at risk of failure in school. Children who
live ir conditions of poverty face deficits that are considered to be
predictors of later academic difficulties (Schweinhart and Weikart, 1981):
low educational attainment of the parents, low occupational and income
status of the parents, initially low cognitive ability, and relatively low
achievement expectations of the parents for the child. These are the
children whose families usually cannot purchase the early childhood
education services available to children from more affluent families. To
some extent, depending on child and family characteristics, financial
resources trans]ate into developmental outcomes (Schweinhart and Weikart,
1984), Children from low-income families are, therefore, the most at r1sk
" for special education placement, comparatively less academic achievement and
attainment, school leaving, unemployment, welfare, and delinquency.

Participation in preschool education has both immediate and long-term
benefits for these children and their families. Preschool education
produces significant improvement in early cognitive performance and in
academic achievement during the school years of these children. Their
non-cognitive development and social responsibility are improved. Their
levels of scholastic attainme.it, post-secondary education and employment are
increased while their rates of teenage pregnancy and delinquency are
decreased. The achievement expectations of the parents, both for their
children and for their own continuing education, are raised. These
attitudinal and motivational changes occur simultaneously with improvements
in cognitive development as an outcome of early childhood education. These
changes give these children, and their families, an opportunity for school
success that eventually becomes 1ife success.

A cost-benefit analysis of the Perry Preschool Program for socioeconomically
disadvantaged children estimates economic benefits over the lifetime of the
participants to have a present value of seven times the cost of one year of
the program. Savings from reduced special education placements alone,
calculated on a ner child basis, paid for the cost of one year of the
preschool program (Schweinhart and Weikart, 1984).

Effectiveness as a Function of Program Characteristics and Cost

Specific program features contributing to effectiveness are only now being
identified. Among those are program continuity and parental involvement,
which are essential to the long-term effectiveness of any preschool program
(Lazar and Darlington, 1979; New York State, 1982). Program continuity,
which includes a staff development component, is intended to assure that
current instruction builds effectively on skills children have acquired in
preschool.
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There are also indications that parental involvement 1mproves the child's
level of achievement and attitude toward school. It also increases parents'
expectations of the educational achievement and attainment of their children
and improves parent-child communications on the affective and cognitive
levels (Smilansky, 1979; Schweinhart and Weikart, 1984). It is thought that
once parents see themse]ves as effective in the early education of their
children, they are more inclined to continue in this supportive role after
the program ends (Randel and Elovson, 1978; New York State, 1982).

A high quality preschool program has the following characteristics
(Schweinhart and Weikart, 1978; 1984; New York State, 1982; Weikart, 1985):

instructional leader: a full-time instructional leader supervising
adherence to curriculum goals, program continuity, and delivery of
services, as, scheduled, as well as conducting regular evaluations.

staff: dedicated staff that are mutually supportive and prov1de
individual attention to children.

adult-child ratio: at least two adults, regardless of size of group of
children. For a group of children with few or no special needs, an .
adult-child ratio of 2:16 is recomménded. The two adults should be, at
least, a teacher certificated in early childhood educat1on and a
paraprofess1ona1 adult.

curriculum: c]ear]y defined curriculum goals focusing on the child's
developmenta] readiness and including active learning of language and
number concepts, planning and problem solving, and a high level of
adult-child and child-child interaction.

parent involvement: parent education spec1f1c to the needs of the child
and 1ead1ng to direct parental involvement in the child's developmental
progress in school &and at home.

duration: at least a one-year program operating full-time, with at_ ___ = __
least 2 1/2 - 3 hours per day spent in a structured curriculum.

program cont1nu1~1’ .staff development for the purpose of increasing
continuity in curriculum and in children's experiences from preschool
through grade three. .

support services: nutritional and health care services.

There is currently no evidence that a program duration of two years produces
greater benefits to participating children than a one-year program. From
the point of view of program effectiveness, a more important consideration
is the quality of program operation (Weikart, 1985).

Concerning these characteristics, 1mp1emented using alternative delivery
modes, a current, unit-cost range is estimated to be from $1,149 - $3,319
per child.
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WHO ELSE COULD BENEFIT FROM PRE-KINDERGKRTEN PROGRAMS AND SERVICES?

Children of Teenage Parents

Accord1ng to current I1Tinois Census data, about 130,000 teenage mothers ¢re
raising 150,000 children under the age of five. Nh11e the total number of
births to teenage mothers decreased 6.9% from 1981 to 1982, the rate of
births per 1,000 white females aged 11 through 14 1ncreased 15.9% during
that same per1od .

Further, 92% of the children born to 11 to 14-year-old mothers were born out
of wedlock. Often the teenage mother does not marry the child's father nor
obtain his assistance in raising the child. The teenage mother's 1ikely
immaturity and the absence of an extended family contribute to the mother's
need for parenting education. Her early parenthood also usually means
reduced educational attainment and fewer job opportunities. As a
consequence of these familial and environmental circumstances, both mother
and child face immediate emotional, educational, and financ1a1 deficits.

Since young mothers are s1mu1taneous]y children and parents, they often have
" mistaken expectations of the child's phases of development and of his or her
needs, and their parenting attitudes are frequently not positive. The
teenage mother generally lacks and needs -adequate information about the
child's nutritional, health-care and various developmental needs, 1nc1ud1ng
emotional, social, cogn1t1ve and language development dur1ng the ch11d s ¢
preschool years.

Infants and children of teenage riothers are a high-risk group. Their low
birth weight, poor nutrition, and other adverse health effects due to
socioeconomic disadvantages place them at greater risk of illness and death
than other children (Oppel and Royston, 1971). Since there is a high
incidence of abuse in the population of teenage mothers, their children are
at risk of abuse leading to developmental problems (Scott, Field, and
Robertson, 1981). These children also tend to be underweight and have more
behav1ora] prob]ems (Scott, Field and Robertson, 1981), and due to the low
socioeconomic and educational status of the motrer they show deficits in
preschool cognitive performance (Furstenberg, 1981)

Thus, the children of teenage parents are more likely to have spécial needs
than children of older parents. These needs can be met in comprehensive
early intervention programs designed to assist the young mother in
developing effective parenting skills and attitudes, meet the child's
developmental needs, and involve the mother effect1ve1y in the child's

eougafaon
Limited-English-Proficient Ch11dren

K&cord1ng\t\ 7980 Census data, there are about 24,360 children between the
ages of three_and five in I11inois living in fam111es or households in which
Tittle or no English is spoken. Limited English proficient ch11dren share
many of the fami na] and environmental deficits of low-incomé chiidren that
lead to later academ1c difficulties: low occupational and income status, as
well as low educational _attainment of the parents; initially low cogn1t1ve
ability; and re]ative]j\1n\ achievement exnectations. .But added to those
already formidable obstac]es\to educational success is these children's
limited proficiency in Eng]1sh\\
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These children are at risk-of special education placement, comparatively |,
1ess academic achievement and attainment, and more remediation, school
leaving, unemployment and-welfare. -Nationally, a disproportionate number of
1imi ted-English-proficient children are mistakenly placed into special
education and/or tracked into vocational education (Cummins, 1982; National
Commission, 1984), Data on I11inois are not known. Concerning remediation
needs, the National Commission on Secondary Education for Hispanics, for
example, found that 25% of Hispanic students entering h1gh school are older
than their classmates, mostly due to remediation delays in earlier grades,
some of which may be attr1bq;ed to 1imited-English proficiency when they
entered sthool,

Such cumulative deficits, originating in the preschool environment of these
children and compounded during the school years, can be decreased and
countered with effective preschool programs. Limited-English-proficient
children wijo participated in preschool programs were found to have improved
readiness for school and school performance as measured by achievement tests
in grades 1 to 3. They also made significant gains in Eng]1sh language
development (Scruggs, 1977; Doss and others, 1979),

»
Gifted Children
Gifted children are defined in The School Code of 1111no1s as "children
whose mental development is accelerated beyond the average to the extent
they need and can profit from specially planned educational services."
There are no precise counts of the number of .gifted children in I1linois,
but a 5% estimate' is often used. Assuming that 5% of all Iliinois children
within a given age range are indeed gifted, there are approx1mate1y 24,000
children, age 3-5, who may fit the definition as given in the statute. A
1982 survey of programs in the United States identified only 18 programs
nationwide for gifted children under the age of 5 (Karnes, 1983). The
numbers of I1linois programs and children in those programs are unknown.

KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS IN ILLINCIS,

The study of kindergarten programs in I11inois addressed the following major
questions.
. What is the status of kindergarten enrollment in I1linois?

. What typeé of kindergarten curricula are used and what effect do
they have on children?

What types of kindergarten schedules are used and what effect do
they have on children?

. How is chronological age used‘¥n determining compulsory attendanco'
and eligibility to enter school?

NHAT IS THE STATUS OF KINDERGARTEN ENROLLMENT IN ILLINOIS?

Table 3 reports the kindergarten enrollments for the past five years for
both public schools and nonpublic schools. ‘
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Table 3: Changes in Kindergarten Enroliment
in I1linois Schools

Public School Enrollment

% Change in
Year Kindergarten K Enrolliment
- 1979-80 134,829 -2.5%
1980-81 133,967 -3.2%
1981-82 131,285 -2.0%
1982-83 135,742 . . 43.4%
1983-84 133,020 -2.0%
Nonpublic School Enrollment
1979-80 17,581 +7.8%
1980-81 20,276 . +15.3% .
1981-82 21,304 +5.1%
1982-83 22,912 +7.5%
1983-84 23,868 ) +4.2%

Squrce: -State Board of Education, Public and Nonpublic School-Fall
Enroliment Reports

’

Table 3 shows 133,020 children were enrolled in public school kindergartens

and another 23,868 children were enrolled in nonpublic kindergartens. Total
enrollment in public schools-'has been steadily declining from 1979-80 to

1983-84 (a decrease of 190,000), but kindergarten enroliment has decreased

only slightly (a decline of 1,800). Public schools accounted for 88.5% of .
all kindergarten students in 1979-80 and 84.8% of all kindergarten students

in 1983-84. Likewise, 11.5% of all I11inois kindergarten children attended
nonpublic schools in 1979-80 and 15.2% attended nonpublic schools in

1983-84. The overall increase of attendance in nonpublic school

kindergartens was nearly 36%.

WHAT TYPES OF KINDERGARTEN SCHEDULES ARE USED AND WHAT
EFFECT DO THEY HAVE ON CHILDREN? . .

schools: (1) half-day, everyday; (2) all-day or full-day on alternate days;
and (3) all-day or full-day, everyday. Using the first scheduling pattern,
children attend kindergarten for several hours during either the morning or
the afternoon five days a week. Under the full-day, alternate day
kindergarten schedule, children attend school all day on alternate days.
Usually this means that children will go to school three days on one week
(Monday, Wednesday, and Friday) and two days the following week (Tuesday and
Thursday). The pattern then repeats itself in subsequent weeks. A

Three different f&pes of kiﬁdergarten schedGles are used in I11inois public ‘
|
|
|




variation of the fuil-day, alternate day schedule, however, is to have
children attend school on two alternate days during the first four days of
the week and then attend all day on Friday every other week. Children
attending full-day, everyday kindergartens, of course, attend school all
day, five days a week. (See TaQLg.4.) N

Lecal district administrators and school boards adopt different types of
kindergarten.schedul or a variety of reasons. The half-day, everyday
kindergartens are currently the most common in I1linois. The predominant
argument in support of half-day kindergartens is\that half-day programs are
best for children making the transition from home to schooi. The purpose of
kindergarten, it is argued, is to present the larger world to the child in
preparation for first grade -- to serve as "a social and educational vehicle
to absorb the child from the home into.the larger society" (Belgrad, 1984).
This objective is often best achieved by having children attend kindergarten
for a half-day, everyday. ‘

Table 4: Kindergarten Scheduling in 111inois Public Schools:
1980-81 to 1983-84

Al11-Day
Half-Day Al11-Day Alternate
Everyday Everyday Days

Number of Districts: 1980-81 824 16 54
1981-82 806 20 72
1982-83 776 18 94
1983-84 - 775 17 99
(Net Change) (-49) (+1) (+45)
Number of Schools: 1980-81 2,513 61 64
1981-82 2,419 67 90
1982-83 2,337 76 117
1983-84 2,189 | 140 124
(Net Change) (-324) (+79) (+60)
Number of Students: 1980-81 127,651 3,870 2,418
1981-82 123,860 4,132 3,293
1982-83 126,154 4,813 4,589
1983-84 117,457 9,777 4,987
{Net Change) (-10,194) (+5,907) (+2,569)

Source: Public School Fall Enrollment and Housing Report, Research and

Statistics Section, Iliinojs State Board of Education.

LY

Full-day everyday and full-day, alternate day kindergartens have increased

from 1980-81 to 1983-84. They account for 12% of all kindergartens. While
there were only 17 districts (2%) that had all-day, everyday kindergartens

in 1983-84, there were 79 more schools (a total of 140 schools) and over
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5,900 more students (a total of 9,777) using this type of scheduling than in
1980-81. These schools and students represent more than twice the number of
schools “and students using the all-day, everyday kindergartens in 1980-81.
The increased number of schools with full-day, everyday kindergartens
occurred primarily in Chicago and East St. Louis.

Nationally, Hymes (1985) reports that about one-third of the kindergarten
children attended a full-day program in 1984. In I1linois, the number of
districts, schools, and students with full-day, alternate day kindergarten
scheduling nearly doubled from 1980-81 to 1983-84. They account for 10% of
all kindergartens. Ninety-mine public school districts (11%), an increase
of 4£,. operated all-day, alternate.day kindergartens in 1983-84. These
districts represented 124 schools, an increase of 60 schools, and 4,987
students, an increase of 2,569.

The decrease in the half-day kindergarten is not entirely explained by the
increase in full-day, everyday and full-day, alternate day kindergartens.
Declining%enroliment and an increase in the use of nonpublic school
kindergartens may also account for part of the decrease in the half-day,
everyday scheduie. Enrollments in nonpublic sehool kindergartens have
incréased 36% in the last four years. ’

District administrators who adopt an all-day, alternate day schedule believe
that, today's children are physically able to attend school all day without
tiring and that the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. The advantages
include more time to address the needs of children, as well as reduced
expenditures for mid-day transportation costs.

District administrators usually adopt an all-day, everyday schedule for one
or both of the -following reascns: to meet the needs of disadvantaged or
educationally deficient students who can benefit from the extra services to
prepare them for first grade, or to provide an enrichment program for
advanced or gifted children who are ready for a more advanced program. It
is argued that the all-day, everyday schedule provides longer periods of
uninterrupted time for iearning, more time to identify and address
children's needs and interests, and more time for the development of social
relationships. Because at least 50% of the kindergarten students have
attended daycare centers or nursery schools, it is believed that most
five-year-olds are ready for an all-day kindergarten program (Herman,
1984). An all-day experience also provides the benefit of more time to
address the developmental and/or instructional needs of children whose
experiences or development is below that of their age-mates.

Critics of the full-day schedule argue that most five-year-olds are not able
to cope with an all-day schedule--that a half-day schedule is more
appropriate for making the transition from home to school. Arguments
against the full-day, everyday kindergarten include those presented against
the full-day, alternate day schedule. Some children, it is argued, are not
physically ready for a full-day program. They become too tired.
Furthermore, if an all-day program is not varied and stiimulating,
kindergarten children become bored and experiefce dissatisfaction with their
very first school experience (Herman, 1984).

-19-



Some critics fear that adoption of the full-day, everyday schedule is an

attempt to push children into academics earlier, at a time when many .
children have not developed physically, socially, and/or emotionally enough

to be able to succeed. There is concern that by ignoring the wide range in

development of individual five-year-olds, more and more kindergarten

children have experienced or will experience academic failure (Werner,

1984). The push to teach more, faster, and earlier ignores the realities of

child growth and development (Judy, 1984). Finally, the all-day, everyday
kindergarten costs more hecause of the additional expense of hiring extra

teachers and possibly extra teacher aides. :
whigh of the kindergarten schedules, if any, is more effective? ,An
dXtensive review of the research, ﬁarticu]ar]y that of Stinard 8‘982),
showaed that there are academic advantages in the full-day, evepyday.
kindergarten. Further, the full-day, alternate day schedule gpears to have
no detrimental academic effects on chi]ﬂggn— en compared to/the half-day,
everyday schedule. 1In other reviews, tife reseaxrch is incgp usive in terms
of demonstrating academic advantages of full-day 3ehedules, although all
cite individual® studies,showing improvement in readiness for students
attending all-day progtams.

There is a need to determine if certain groups of children might benefit
from different types of kindergarten schedules, as well as a need to study
kindergarten scheduling in relation to the many different types of
objectives inherent in most kindergarten programs. These objectives include
social, emotional, and physical development.

WHAT TYPES OF KINDERGARTEN CURRICULA ARE USED
AND WHAT EFFECT DO THEY HAVE ON CHILDREN?

There is a consensus among current scholars in early childhood educaticn
that a major shift in the kindergarten curriculum has occurred during the
past 15-20 years (Whitehurst, 1969; Federlein, 1984; Werner, 1984; Spodek,
1984; Dillingofski, 1984; and Gullikson, 1984)- This shift has been from a
developmental curriculum to a more academic-based curriculum. This trend is
.described in Spodek (1981) as follows:

The concern for development in young children and for the
creation of programs reflecting their needs and interests
seems to be lessening.- In its place can be found a concern
for the achievement of specific learning goals. It seems as
if the kindergarten is again being reconstituted, this time
essentially as an extension downward of primary education.
Thus, the change is from a concern for continuity of
development to a concern for continuity cf achievement.

As the first formal school experience for a child, the curriculum of the
traditional kindergarten was generally describ&y as child-centered. It
emphasized learning-by-doing, natural experiences, and development of the
"whole child" through free play. Teachers developed a curriculum which
focused on the needs and interests of the child (Spodek, 1981). Because
this curriculum is rooted in the principles of child development, it is
called a developmentally oriented curriculum.
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Kindergarten curriculum oriented toward the achievement of specific learning
goals or emphasizing a downward extension of primary education is generally
referred te as academic. Basic mechanics of academic skills are

emphasized. In accordance with this method, imitation, drill, and

“association are used to teach language, reading, and arithmetic skills

directly. Academic skills, rather than social and emotional development,
are emphasized in this type of program.

There are other curriculum approaches. The Montessor1 approach, for

. examp]e, is structured so that the child interacts with a prepared

“environment under the guidance of an instructor. Se]f—correct1ng materials
ore used by children in prescribed ways. The purpose is to help children
devéiop sensory motor skills and ways of organizing sensory perceptions.
Chiildren are also taught skills of everyday living.

While 511 the® 5§r1OUS approaches support ]earn1ng, different kinds of

‘learning are supported to different degrees in each program. Similarly, all

of the different approaches generally share similar goals (State Board of
Education, 1980). These include providing support for the child's
deyelopment and an orientation to the world of school; helping children’
develop knowledge about the physical and social world; developing physical,

s

socjal and intellectual competence; and helping the chi]d develop modes of

self-expression.

The distinction between approaches is a matter of emphasis. These

di fferences in emphasis, however, may have a significant influence on
different kinds of learning and learners. Some children may perform well in
an academic environment because their physical, social, and emotional
development has progressed to a level sufficient for such learning. Others
whose development is at a different rate than their age peers, may be ready
for a different set of experiences.

Table 5 sitows the curriculum orientation for I1linois public and nonpublic
kindergartens as of November 1984.

~
r

Table 5: Curriculum Orientation for I11inois Kindergartens

Academic Developmental

Orientation Orientation Total
Public 1,819 (90%) ' 198 (10%) 2,017
Nonpublic 530 (87%) 78 (13%) .608
Total 2,349 (89.8%) 276 (10.2%) 2,625

Source:  Early Childhood Education Program Survey, October 1984.
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More than 2,700 principals in I11inois elementary schools described their
various kindergarten programs. Nearly 90% of both public and nonpublic
kindergartens were described as having an academic orientation and 10% as
developmental. These proportions represent a relatively recent shift in the
emphasis of I11inois kindergarten programs. Approximately 61% of the
responding principals indicated that the kindergarten curriculum had been
modified within the last five years. Almost 46% of the changes represented
adding curricular options as a response to perceived differences in the
readiness between children with preschool experiences and chiidren without
such experiences. Only 35% of the principals indicated that no changes in
the kindergarten curriculum have been implemented in the past five years.
Another 5% anticipated changes in the near future.

Table 6: Reported Changes in Kindergarten Curriculum

Type of Change Number Percent
Modified Due to Readiness 949 31.5
Curr%cu]ar Options Added 424 14.1

Because of Readiness
Both Added and Modified 59 2.0
Modified for Other Reason 395 13.1
Curriculum Not Changed 1044 34.7
Not Changed, But Anticipated 139 : 4.6
No Responée 211 ) - -

Source: FEarly Childhood Education Program Survey, October 1984.

The shift in emphasis from a developmental kindergarten curriculum to an
academic curriculum has occurred for a number of reasons. First,
kindergarten attendance has become the rute, rather than the exception. In
the last 40 years, the percentage of five and six-year-old children in
I11inois who were enrolled in school increased from 47% to approximately 90%
(U.S. Bureau of Census, 1960 and 1980). As a result, those who develop
elementary programs and educational materials give much more attention to
the kindergarten curriculum, as kindergarten education has become the
expected beginning point in school and, therefore, a focus for establishing
continuity in schoo? programs (Spodek, 1981).
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A second influence is the increased societal pressure to provide academic
instruction at an early age. According to Whitehurst (1969) and Federlein
(1984), factors contributing to this pressure include increased criticism of
Amer1can’educat1on the "back to basics" movement, the advent of
instructional te?ev1s1on programs for young chi]drcn, and the increased
proportion of children attending organized preschool programs.

A third factor has been the increased use of standardized achievement and
screening tests for kindergarten children. The use of thesé tests
influences what is taught. Spodek (1981) states that the content of most
standardized achievement tests in the early grades is on the mechanics of
reading, language and arithmetic. Achievement scores on these tests are
used to assess educational programs. Consequently, instruction tends to
emphasize thé knowledge required to do well oh the tests (letter-sound
associations, computation skills, spelling, punctuation), rather than higher
order academic processes (cemprehension, problem solving, or the application
of principles to real problems). ‘
A fourth factor has also been the learning processes of young children. The
evidence implies that there is much that young children can Tearn prior to
first grade. Piaget's work described the cognitive development of children
as moving through stages, with each successive stage dependent upon
successful progress through earlier stages. Hunt's research (1961) on
intelligence and experience also implied that early experiences could have a
major impact on the development of the intellect of children. Bloom (1964)
analyzed test data on intelligence and demonstrated that what children learn
early in life could affect later learning. Consequently, educational
programs such as Head Start and Follow-Through were developed for young
children. Another result of this research was greater emphasis on academics
in kindergarten (Whitehurst, 1969; Spodek, 1981).

There is no substantive body of research which directly compares the
academically oriented kindergarten curriculum with the developmentally
criented kindergarten curriculum on pupil outcome measures. Nevertheless,
available research shows that children can learn a great deal prior to first
grade, and some learning will not occur until a child is developmentally
ready. There is general agreement among directors and teachers of early
childhood education that the pressures of the academically oriented
curriculum are a major contributor to failure and frustration among
kindergarten pupils (Nall, 1984; Manz, 1984; Bantel, 1984; Werner, 1984,
Federlein, 1984?. For example; the Minneapolis school system last spring
“flunked" 20% of its kindergarteners. In Ohio, a professor of early
childhood education said that her department increasingly receives calls
about the number of failures in kindergarten and first grade. Furthermore,
available research does not demonstrate the superiority of an academically
oriented curriculum in terms of long-term achievement (Spodek, 1981).

While agreeing that the evidence shows that there is much that young
children could learn prior to first grade, Spodek (1981) argues that there
has been no unanimity 'on the issue of what young children ought to learn
during that period. Early childhood educators do not agree on what
priorities ought to be given to the different learnings that are possible,
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nor do they agree on what the long-term consequences of particular learnings
are. Many believed that what was learned in kindergarten ought to support
what was learned later in school or that the kindergarten curriculum ought
to support that which seemed to be preparatory to later school learning.
Yet, states Spodek, "there is no evidence that there are greater T¥ng-term
payoffs for these kinds of learning activities than for activities more
consistent with the growth ideology of the progressive kindergarten."

On placement of children as they enter American schools, Gillespie (1984)
notes that "when a child shows signs of readiness, curriculum activities

can be introduced with a reasonably high probability of success. By
contrast. . .the introduction of traditional curriculum activities before
the appearance of such signals is futile because neuromuscular maturation is
insufficient to permit the chi1d to profit from the learning experience."

David Elkind, author of The Hurried Child (1982), states that during

childhoed, children estabTish either a firm sense of industry or an abiding
sense of failure. Children who are faced with demands to do math or read
before they are ready may experience a series of failures which affect their
self concept. Such failures may cause them to feel worthless. Elkind's
point is that pushing academics onto children who do not have the requisite
mental abilities not only causes early school failure, but may affect future
learning because of poor self-concepts.

Hymes (1964) notes that stages of development cannot be skipped. To try to
bypass them or to push them is to risk having children abhor learning. When
children are asked to do school work which they cannot do because of a lack

_ of development, the chances are increased that children will resist, resent,

and reject what they could otherwise so easily learn later on,

In summary, research on the academic and the developmental kindergarten
curricula generally states that an academic curriculum, if emphasized before
children are ready, could be educationally harmful. This case is presented
despite the fact that there is agreement among early childhood educators
that some students can learn a great deal at a very early .age. Little has
been written about the advantages of an academic-oriented kindergarten,
however. Early childhood educators, nevertheless, tend to agree that
developmental kindergartens tend to be more appropriate for most children.
Strom 21978) illustrates the American society's inclination to push children

into academics by relating a story involving Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget.

After completing a lecture term at Harvard University,
the renowned authority on child development consented to
reflect on his experiences in America. One of the
newspaper reporters beogan, "Is it true, as Harvard's
Jerome Bruner asserts, that if we try hard enough, we
can teach almost any child at any age to do almost any
task in some reasonable way?" Piaget's short reply was,
"Only an American would ask." Indeed, in his later
writings, he called this inquiry "The American Question."
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Strom suggests that Piaget was justified in doubting the appropriateness of
rica's academic expectations for young children.. He further suggests
that American early childhood educators should change the focus of their

ipquiry from "What can children 1earn?" to "What kinds of learning are best

uring childhood?" Strom and others believe the shift in focus is overdue.

HOW IS CHRONOLOGICAL AGE USED IN DETERMINING
COMPULSORY ATTENDANCE AND ELIGIBILITY TOENTER SCHOOL?

Kindergartens and Compulsory Attendance .

In many states, the compulsory school attendance age is one year later than
the eligible age for kindergarten entry. In other states, children
completing kindergarten at age six may be attending first grade with seven
and eight-year-old children. Twenty-six states require first grade
attendance at age six; in twenty-one other states, children must attend at
age seven. In three states -= Arizona, Pennsylvania, and Washington --
children -need not enter first grade until age eight, but may attend
kindergarten at age five.

Slightly over one-half of the states mandate the provision of kindergarten
programs. In states where provision is optional, most local districts do
offer programs. Mississippi is the only state in which kindergarten
programs are not offered at the present time. -While a significant number of
states have attempted to mandate kindergarten attendance, currently only
Delaware, Florida and Louisiana require children te attend. In September
1985, attendance will become mandatory in Kentucky.

In I1linois, children must enroll in school by age seven and must be age
five on or before December 1 to be eligible for kindergarten entry. There
are no statewide laws or policies regarding screening for kindergarten
entry. Local districts also determine criteria for promotion to first
grade. The I11inois School Code provides authority for kindergarten
regulations, but none have been developed. ’

Using Chronological Age in Determining Compulsory Attendance and Eligibility
to Enter School

The School Code of I1linois requires that children between the ages of 7 and
16 shall attend schoel. During the Phase II study of mandates, particularly
on compulsory attendance, the State Board of Education asked that of the age
of entry into school be considered as a part of this Early Childhood
Education policy .tudy. As a result, age and other criteria used to
determine entry into school were examined:. The-age at which I11inois
children must be in attendance is seven, but they may begin first grade at
six or kindergarten at five, if their birthdates are on or before December 1
of the school year. s

INinois is one of twenty-one states which have a compulsory attendance age
of 7. Twenty-six states have 6 as a compulsory attendance age, and three
require 8 year olds to be in school. In comparison with states that border
or are near I1linois, Indiana and Iowa both require attendance at 7 and
Wisconsin, Michigan, and Missouri require attendance at 6.




There are probably several reasons for differences between the compulsory
attendance age and the*age permitting entry into school First, the
compulsory attendance statutes, of course, predate the provision of
kindergarten. Second, the difference in ages at which children must attend
and may attend permits flexibility in the parents' decision as to when the
child is ready to begin formal instruction.

Historically, too, there are reasons. for the difference. As stated in the
Board's Compulsory Attendance Mandate Study, state and federal child labor
Taws developed between 1870 and 1910 were significant to the devélopment of
a compulsory attendance age. Various 1abor organizations supported
compulsory attendance as a potentially effective instrument for the
enforcement of child labor laws. According to McGee and Hills (1978):

. « . the rulings on child labor of ‘the later nineteenth century
had been very clear about the age when children '
could work and the amount of prior schooling prerequisite

to their work. At a time when it was an important part

of the family income, child labor was forbidden until

a certain age, and was limited to children who had

completed a given amount of schooling. . . .Attempts to

obtain the required amount of schooling prior to the

permissive age of work produced a very real demand

for entry into schooling at a specific age.

When I11inois elementary school principals were surveyed as to whether
chronological age should be the sole criterion used to determine placement
of children in kindergarten and first grade, slightly less than half agreed
and slightly more than half disagreed ?48.8% versus 51.2%). Public school
elementary principals were slightly more likely to agree than were nonpublic
.school elementary principals (49.7% versus 46.4%).

As states vary somewhat in the age set for compulsory attendance, states
vary considerably as to the age at which entry into school is permitted.
Forty states set a specific date; and among those, there are seventeen
different dates. Seven states allow local districts to make their own
determinations. (See Table 7.)




Table 7: Kindergarten Entry E11gib111ty in the States

~ Specific Date for Entering School Number of States

_On/Before Aug. 31
Prior to Sept. 1° . :
On/Before Sept. 1 : o
On/Before Sept. 10 '
On/Before Sept. 15 ,

On/Before Sept. 30 -

On/Before Oct. 1 :

On/Before Oct. 15 . :

On/Before Oct. 16

On/Before Oct. 31

On/Before Nov. 1

On/Before Nov. 15 .

- On/Before Dec. 1

4 years 9°mo. by Sept. 1 (equates to. on/before Dec. 1)
On/Before Dec. 15

On/Before Dec. 31

On/Before Jan. 1 '

"4 years 8 mo. by beginning school year

Local District Option

No Minimum Age T

Unknown Policy
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Source: Education Commission of the States, "State Characteristics:
. Kindergartens, 1984."

McGee and Hills (1978) noted that historical data do not establish a c1ear,
rational “right age" for school entny. They stated that formal schooliilg
developed in response to soc1ety s social, economic, and political needs as
changes occurred in the family's ability to prepare children for adult

life, Different countries have set various entry ages in response to these
perceived societal needs. McGee and Hills also stated that.-entry age in the
United States was, most 1ikely, set pragmatically, just as the school year
was set to meet the needs of an agricultural society in which children
helped during the growing and harvesting seasons or as the school day was
‘set to a110w time before and after school for chores.

Chronological age is used as a criterion for determining school entry, even
_though it is of 1imited educational value, because it clearly establishes
when the state must provide education services and is administratively
convenient. Among children -of the same chronological age, development and
merital age can vary considerably. Even within the individual child, the
rates for intellectual, emotional, social, and physical development are not
‘the same.
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Perspectives on Age as a Criterion for Initial School Entry

There appears to be at Teast two distinct perspectives on determining when
it is appropriate for children to be enrolled in kdndergarten. The first
perspective is to delay the entry of the child.into kindergarten until the
child can reasonably be expected to perform the tasks typical of
kindergarten. The second perspectfve is to enroll the child when the child
reaches a certain age and then provide the educational program which can
reasonably be expected to successfu]ly meet the child's needs. Both
perspectives acknowledge that a child's developmental age may be different
from the chronologital age. However, the perspectives treat these
differences differentiy. Lilian G. Katz, Director of the Early Childhood
Educat1on C]ear1nghouse, University of I11linois, defines developmental age
as "a point in a sequence of changes from less to more mature behavior in
any given reaim of human functioning that may or may not be related to
chronological age." Generally, a child's developmental age is described in
terms of behavior most appropriate to the norm of a given age group. For
example, a child's chronplogical age may be seven, but his or her physical
development may bé typical of that of most f1veﬁyear-01ds Hence, the
physical developmental aje is considered to be five.

.De]ay1ng the Chiid‘s Entrance into School !

This perspective holds that chronological age is not sufficient to determine
whether a child is ready to be successful in school; hence, the erirollment
of a child under the compulsory attendance age shou]d be de]gyed until the
child can perform certain mental, social-emotional, and physical tasks which
have been determined to be typical of expectations in kindergarten. It is
recognized that children who are chronologically eligible to attend school
may not be developmentally ready to perform school tasks successfully. The
parent of a child judged "not ready for school" is generally encouraged to
delay the child's entrance into kindergarten for a year or to enroll the -

child in a nonpublic preschoo] One school refers to this practice of delay
as "redshirting the xoungster

The belief is expressed that children are not harmed if their enrollment is
delayed, and thus, it is better to err on the side of waiting. Haines, Ames
and Gillespie (1980) sum up this position:

We would 1ike to see girls fully 5, boys 5 1/2 before
they start kindergarten; girls fully 6 and boys 6 1/2
before first grade....Children younger than this should
be carefully screened to make sure that they are ready /
for kindergarten (or first grade) even when the law

permits earlier entrance.

Entering the reguiar school program too young is thought by these proponents
to cause problems or even school failure. It is believec that if the entry
of children who are behind their cohorts in development cannot be delayed <
(i.e., they have reached compulsory attendance age), then they should be
placed in developmental programs.

2 34




There are indications that many kindergarten teachers believe that children
should be at least five before starting school and that older children will
do better. Peterson and Ayabe (1982) reported that 90% of the Mesa, Arizona
k1ndergarten teachers surveyed expressed-the belief that children should
oniy be aliowed to enter kindergarten if they were five years 9ld by
September 1. A similar belief was reflected in a report to an I1linois
school board which noted that the kindergarten teachers' and administrators'
concerns about the kindergarten program led to the recommendaticns of
preschoo] screening and, eventually, to the policy that the age for entering
school in that district be raised to five by September 1 (Crete-Monee,
1983). The assumption is that the older the child is on entrance into
school, the more 1ikely the child will be successful in performing the
required tasks.

Thus, in this approach, the child must be ready for the demands of formal
schooling and should be delayed in entering the school program until the
child is ready. The child must accommodate to the school's expectations.

Enro]11ng the Child in School. at a Certain Age

Advocates of this perspective believe that the school should be ready for
the child, not the converse. It is assumed that a child is a]ways ready to
learn and that there are no prob]ems if the learning environment is
appropriate for the child. It is considered.the role of the school to help
the child to develop the skills needed for schoo] success. Egertson (1983),
‘a kindergarten teacher, expressed this view:

When kindergarten was for 5-year-olds, no one worried
whether children could sit still for long periods of time
-- the classroom was organized so they could move around
and select from a wide variety of activities. No one
worr1ed whether they had long attention spans -- they
weren't expected to sit and listen to the teacher for
long stretches ... no one worried, either, whether
children could count to 20, say their ABC's.... It was
expected that the school would teach them in good time.
And no one worried about eye-hand coordination or
auditory and visual memory. The materials and equipment
were designed to help these emerge..,. Some kindergarten
teachers now do not even provide a time in the day [for
read1ng to children, although] there is a high
correlation between being read to as a young child and
having, later, a disposition to read.

These advocates consider developmental age to be important, but they do not
believe that the solution to the problem of developmentally delayed children
(children whose developmental age is less than their chronological age) is
to delay the entry of those children into school. Rather, they believe the
school's role is to take children where they are and address their
individual needs through appropriate programming. One early childhood
director from a large school district in I11inois agreed that there are many




children who are immature when they are of the legal age to enter
kindergarten. However, she said she believes that these children should
begin school so that they can be given opportunities to learn the skills
that they need for school and -that keeping them out would only compound the
problem.

Gredler (1980) spoke to the practice of retaining a child in kindergarten

who is judged unready for first grade. His point 1s equally relevant for
determining school-entry jevels for children.

One' of my maid-points is that the child who is scheduled
for retention does not just need time to mature ... but
needs an active, ongoing program that is pointed toward
~the specific educational problems diagnosed. If a
diagnostic-prescriptive program is needed for the
learning disabled child, why suspend‘all judgment for the
unready child and say 1nstead that he just needs another
year of kindergarten.

From this perspective, children should be allowed to enter school when they
are eligible and placed in programs which will address their needs. In this
approach, the school accommodates to the child's needs when the ‘child is
determined eligidle to receive publicly funded services.

Numerous studies have been conducted on factors which are or were thought to
be associated with predicting initial academic success of children entering
kindergarten or first grade--and thus, could be used for entry criteria.
These factors have included chrono]oglcal age, developmental_ age, birth
month of children, gender, sotiveconomic status; intelligence, preschool
experience, and social adjustment (Beattie, 1970; Wood, Powell, and Knight,
1984; Hedges, 1977; Grealer, 1978; Hebbler, 1981; Rubin, 1975; Osterlind,
1982; McKinnon, 1982; Larson, 1983; Creech, 1982; Hammond and Skipper,
1962; Griffith, Villanueva, and F1sher, n. d., Di Pasquale, Moule, and
F]ewe111ng, 1980 Diamond, 1983).

In sunmmry, no sole criterion was found ta be the best predictor or
indicator of later school success. Most of the research found somewhat
higher mean achievement for older children than for younger children, but
satisfactory achievement for the majority of all children. Other factors
associated with predicting succes§ were sex, socioeconomic status,
intelligence, preschool experiences, and social adjustment. In addition,
the month in which children were born was also used as a predictor of
success. Usually, younger children in an age cohort were found more likely
to have academic problems than their older classmates. However, the birth
months differed in different studies so useful generalization was not
possible.

Most of the research 1°terature found somewhat higher mean achievement
levels for older children than for younger children in the early grades, but
also found, at least, satisfactory achievement for the majority of younger
children. Studies which compare achievement of early and late entrants
usually use teacher's grades in the same class or the same standardized test
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with the same grade level's normative scale. It is unreasonable to expect
the younger children to be equal in maturity and previous experience to
those almost a full year. older. It is also unreasonable to expect these
older children not to score higher on the same test than younger children,
especially when the comparison groups have been matched on intelligence
scores.

I1linois State Board of Education data indicate that many children,
especially minority children, who are in need of specialized educational
services are not being served until they enter school, even though they are
eligible for services at age 3. The research evidence demonstrates the
desirability of early educational services to certain handicapped children.

For children who are not privileged to have experiences which would help

them to acquire the skills needed for school success, it would be

detrimental to delay their entry into school. Such a delay would certainly

not help them to acquire needed.skills, -but would, instead, result in a

further discrepancy between their experiences and those of more advantaged

children. Limited-English-speaking children would not be likely to acquire
English language skills by waiting a year to begin school.

ADDITIONAL ﬁERSPECTIVES'SPANNING PRE-KINDERGARTEN
AND KINDERGARTEN PROGRANS

This section provides information from three additional perspectives which
span pre-kindergarten and kindergarten programs and services. These
perspectives are:

-

. The numbers and types of early childhood education programs
operated by public and nonpublic schools, .

. The qualifications of administrators and teachers in early
childhood education programs,

. The attitudes of I11inois elementary principals on selected early
childhood education issues.

Early Childhood Education Programs in I1linois Schools

What early chiidhood education programs are being offered to I1linois
children through its public and nonpublic schools? From the Early Childhood
Education Program Survey, a total of 1,265 programs were identified and
described. Of this total, 608 or 47. 9% were offered through public schools
- and 661 or 52.1% were offered through nonpublic schools.




Table 8: Numbers and Types of Early ChiTdhood Education
Programs Operated by Public and Nonpublic Schools

Type of -Program Public Nonpublic Total

Transitional 4 12 - 53 -
Childcare - 7 49 56
Latchkey . 17 37 54
Preschool 166 354 520
All-day Kindergarten 143 123 266
All-day Alternate Kindergarten " 63 ' 14 77 '
Head Start . 102 - 6 108
Qther - 69 66 135
Totals 608 66T 1269

Source: Earlj Childhood Education Program Survey, October 1984.

Collectively, these public and nonpublic programs serve a reported 47,068
children ranging in age from 1 year 6 months to 14 years. Of these, 27,700
are served in public school programs and 19,368 in nonpublic school
programs. Elementary school principals indicated that another 13,310
children (an additional 28%) were on waiting 1ists and not being served.

Approximately 25% of these programs (322) were described as academically
oriented, approximately 18% (229) were described as .developmentally

oriented, and the remainder (700) were characterized as-encompassing both
" academic and developmental curricula. Chronological age was the most
commonly specified admission criterion (91%), while screening and evaluation
results were reported to be used as criteria in 23% of the programs.
Approximately 68% of the programs rely upon teacher eyaluations as an exit
criterion and 61% use chronological age as an exit criterion. ’
Within each type or kind of program, there is substantial variation in the
eligible age ranges of children, the number of children served, the number
and kinds of staff employed, and the program schedule or calendars.

Staff in Early Childhood Education Programs

Tn the survey of elementary principals, details were requested concerning
qualifications of the administrators and teachers in.early childhood
programs. Both public and nonpublit principals were queried.

According to the responses of elementary principals themselves, elementary
school principals in I1linois, in general, have little or no teaching
experience at the pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, or primary grade levels.
Proportionately more nonpublic elementary school principals have teaching
experience in the pre-K to grade three range than do public school
principals. Table 9 displays the numbers of principals who indicated one or
more years of teaching experience at each of the grade levels. Fewer than
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22% of the 2,526 public elementary school principals indicated any prior
teaching experience at or below the third grade, while 42% of the nonpublic
elementary school principals indicated some teaching experience at or below
the third-grade level. .

Table 9: Teaching Experience of I11inois Elementary School

Principals
Grade Level Public Nonpublic
¢ Number Percent Number Percent
Pre-Kindergarten 81 3.2% 117 12.1%
Kindergarten 217 8.6% 172 17.8%
Grade 1 360 -14.3% - 344 35.6%
Grade 2, 417 . 16.5% 343 35.5%
Grade 3 543 21.5% 400 - 41.4%
Grades 4 to 8 2084 82.5% 734 76.0%

Grades 9 to 12 791 31.3% - 213 22.0%°
Source: Early Childhood Education Program Survey,.October 1984,

Nearly 60% of the public school principals and almost 63% of the nonpublic
school principals indicated they have attended workshops that focused
primarily on the development of children below the age of - eight years.
‘Twenty-six percent of the public school principals and about 33% of the
nonpublic school principals also indicated they had completed one or more
formal courses dealing with the development of children below age eight
within the last ten years. Approximately 10% of pudlic school principals
and 8.9% of nonpublices#chool principals indicated that they have had no
formal coursework but would be interested in taking a course. There were
also 14% of public school principals and 10.5% of nonpublic school.
principals who indicated that they have not attended a workshop on this
topic but would be interested in so doing.

o/ 39
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“Table 10: Formal Coursework and Workshop Experience of
I1linois Elementary School Principals

Type Public School Principals Nonpublic School Principals
,\ Number = Percent Number  Percent
Formal Coursework 657 - 26.0% 314 32, 5%
No Formal S y .
Coursework 1164 46.0% 415 43, 0%

No Coursework but
Interested in

Coursework 261 - 10.3% : 86 - 8.9%
Workshops 1510 59.8% 606 62.7%
No Workshops 469 18.6% 166 17.2%

No Workshops
but Interested
in Workshops 353 14.0% 101 10. 5%

Source: ‘Eér]y Chi]dhood“Education Program Survey, October 1984.

As shown in Table 11, teachers in early childhocd education programs,
excluding those in, preschool handicapped programs, may hold one of several
certificates. - '

o>

Table 11: Teaching Certificates for Teachers in Early
Childhood Education Programs, Pre-K through 3

Type of Certificate Grade Level
‘ Certificated
Early Childhood * To age 6, excluding K
Standard Elementary K-9 )
Transitional Bilingual K-12
K-9

Provisional Elementary

These.types of teaching certificates that are valid for teaching in the
early childhood education programs, essentially pre-kindergarten through
third 'grade, are required only when the program is at or beyond the
kindergarten . -vel and/or is funded through state or federal sources with
specific certification requirements. For example, teachers who are assigned
to a Chapter I (federal) preschool program would have to hold an appropriate

v’
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elementary certificate in order to qualify for that source of funding. The
statutes do not require a pre-kindergarten teacher in a public school to
have a teaching certificate. Local districts may require certification as
a condition of employment. Certification is only valid for public school
employment within the K-12 grade structure. Excluding preschool programs
for the handicapped child, other programs for pre-kindergarten children are
not legally required to employ a certified teacher. Below the kindergarten
level, there is no specific certification requirement for teachers other
than those listed previously. Chicago public schools have their own early
childhood certificates.

In I11inois, there are differences in the minimum requirements for early
childhood education teaching certificates and elementary teaching
certificates. For a standard elementary certificate, 16 semester hours of
professional education credits are required, two of which must be in
educational psychology (including human growth and development) and two of
which must be in history and/or philosophy of education. To be eligitle for
an early childhood education certificate, however, 22 semester hours of
professional education credits are required, three of which must be in child
growth and development with emphasis on the young child and three of which
must be.in history and philosophy of early childhood education. In
addition, candidates for an early childhood certificate must have six hours
of credit in instructional methods (as oppesed to two hours of credit for an
elementary certificate), two hours of credit in health and nutrition for the
young child, and three hours of credit in child, family, and community
relationships (State Board of Education, 1983). ’

Additional differences between requirements for earning a standard
elementary certificate and an early childhood certificate in I1linois also
exist. A candidate for an elementary certificate must have two hours of
credit in methods of teaching reading, must have pre-student teaching.
clinical experiences equivalent to 100 clock hours, and must complete five
hours of student teaching at a grade level between kindergarten and 9th
grade. Early childhood education candidates must complete five hours of
practicum in a preschool. A1l additional requirements for elementary and
early childhood certificates are similar (State Board of Education, 1983).

Since 1974, approximately 2,000 Early Childhood Education certificates have
been issued, excluding certificates issued by the Chicago Board of
Examiners. Data are not available to determine the proportion of publicly
employed pre-kindergarten teachers who hold Early Childhood Certificates or
other specific certificates. . '

Of the 661 early childhood programs reported by nonpublic elementary school
principals, 500 were staffed with one or more certificated teachers.
Similarly, of the 608 early childhvod education programs reported by public
school principals, 544 were staffed by one or more certificated teachers.

Volunteer Staff

VoTunteer staff are typically parents who participate in their children's
programs in some manner. Nonpublic school elementary principals reported

that 55 full-time and 569 part-time volunteers participated in their 661
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programs. Public school elementary principals reported that 260 full-time
and 3,041 part-time volunteers participated in their 608 programs. Thus,
nonpublic school programs have an approximate ratio of one volunteer for
each group of 31 students. Public school programs have an approximate ratio
of one volunteer for each group of eight students,

Attitudes of I1linois Elementary Principals on Selected Issues

ITTinois principals were asked in October 1984 their opinions of the public
schools' offering certain early childhood education programs if costs were
not a factor: latchkey services; all-day kindergartens; pre-kindergarten

programs tor children, 3-5 years; child care and educational experiences for
infants and children below 3 years; parent education programs; and how some
of these programs should be funded. - -

Table 12 shows the responses of I11inois principals. There was substantial
agreement between the public and nonpublic school elementary principals.
For the most part, the principals did not support latchkey services {26.8%);
full-day kindergartens (38.1%); pre-kindergarten programs for children 3-5
(49.9%); daycare programs for children under three (9.5%); or providing
daycare or preschool services at no cost to parents (21.6%).

I11inois elementary school principals did agree that the public schools
should be allowed to charge tuition for childcare and preschool programs,
based on the parents' ability to pay (66.6%). They also agreed that public
schools should offer parent education programs for teenage and adult parents
(78.1%). )

Public and nonpublic school principals disagreed somewhat with each other,
relative to latchkey services, parent education, and charging tuition. A
greater proportion of nonpublic school principals -- though not a majority
-- supported latchkey services (37.6% versus 22.8%). A greater proportion
of nonpublic elementary principals also supported parent education programs
for teenage and adult parents (84.8% versus 75.5%) and permitting the public
schools to charge tuition for childcare and preschool programs (76.3% versus
62.9%).

A sample of principals who indicated that they were opposed to all-day
kindergarten was contacted for clarification of their reasons. Almost a
fourth (23.5%) indicated that they no longer oppose such programs or that
they oppose them as the only type of program. Another fourth (23.5%)
oppvsed them only on the basis of cost; 7.8% cited both educational concerns
and cost as reasons for their opposition.




Table 12: Opinions of I11inois Elementary Principals Concerning
the Public School's Providing Selected ECE Services

(Percent Agreeing that Public Schools Should Offer)

Public School Nonpublic School %
Service ' Principals Principals Total

1. Latchkey Public schools 22.8 37.6 26.8
shouTd operate before and
after-school child-care
services for all school i
age children who need
thenm.

2. Full Day Kindergarten 40.2 33.1 38.1
Public schools should
operate full-day
kindergarten.

3. Preschool Public 49.6 50.5 49.9
schooTs should operate
a pre-kindergarten
program for children
between 3-5.

4. Child Care Public schools 9.8 8.7 9.5
should offer child care and
educational experiences
to infants and children
below 3 years.

5. Parent Education Public 75.5 84.8 78.1
schools should offer
parent ¢ducation programs
for teenage and adult
parents.

6. Funding Public schools 62.9 76.3 66.6
should be allowed to
charge tuition for child-
care and preschool
programs based on parents'
ability to pay.

7. Funding Public schools 23.5 : 16.6 21.6
should provide any child-
care or preschool services
provided at no cost to
parents.

Source: Early Childhood Education Program Survey, October 1984,

=37-

41




STATE AND FEDERAL INFTIATIVES

The increasing importance of education for young children is recognized by
state legislatures and is being considered by Congress. There is a trend
toward states' mandating or providing educational services for children
younger than compulsory attendance ages.

Slightly over one-half of the states mandate the provision of kindergarten
programs, as I1linois does. In states where provision is optional, most
local districts offer programs. Mississippi is the only state in which
kindergarten programs are not offered at the present time. While
significant numbers of states have attempted to mandate kindergarten
attendance, currently only Delaware, Florida and Louisiana require children
to attend. In September 1985, attendance will become mandatory in Kentucky
(Source: ISBE Survey, 1985). i

Some states have already taken initiative in the development and
availability of preschool services for children. For example, public
schools in Michigan are providing a variety of preschool programs in a
substantial proportion of schools: Pre-Kindergarten (4 years old), 38%;
Readiness-Kindergarten (5 years old), 33%: Pre-First Grade (Kindergarten
graduates not ready for First Grade), 21%. The Vermont legislature will
consider various cooperative arrangements with non-school groups, such as
contracting for preschool services. In .the State of Washington, an
educational task force has recommended that the State funa preschool
programs for all disadvantaged children. Massachusetts is considering
legislation which would require local districts to offer both preschool
programs and programs between kindergarten and first grade for those
children who had difficulty in kindergarten. These examples of early
childhood initiatives in other states are not comprehensive, but illustrate
the varying approaches being taken in the states.

Since the establishment of Head Start in 1965, the federal government has
continuously provided financial support for this program and provided funds
for related programs such as Home Start and Follow-Through for several
years. H.e Start was funded for three years and emphasized the training of
parents in their respective homes. Follow-Through, which is also no longer
funded, provided supplemental programs to Head Start children in grades 1-3
(Cyran and Surbeck, 1979).

Federal funding of Head Start has had a consistent pattern of steadily
increasing appropriations. Congress appropriated $96.4 million for the
initial year of the program. The following year appropriations had more
than doubled to $198.9 million. Seven years later, in 1973, federal funding
for Project Head Start had again more than doubled to $400.7 million. The
largest increase in federal funding occurred during the Carter
Administration. Between fiscal years 1977 and 1978, appropriations jumped
from $475 mi1lion to $625 million (Williams, 1983).

By 1983, federal funding had reached $912 million. Although the Reagan
Administration made cuts in the federal government's social and educational
programs, the importance of Project Head Start had been recognized; Congress
approved an additional $74 million over the previous year (Williams, 1983).
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Despite continued federal support, there were only 18% low percentage of
children nationally being served by Project Head Start as compared to the
number of eligible children (Hymes, 1985). This demonstrates that there has
simply not been enough money appropr1ated to make programs available for all
e11g1b1e children.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The policy study of early childhood in I11inois showed that although
programs for young children have been emerging since around the turn of the
century, the significant changes in American society during the past decade
t .ve greatly accelerated the public's interest in and concerns about such
(rograms. Specifically, the study resulted in the following major findings.

There are a variety of early childhood programs being offered in
response to increased expectations of children, increased demand by
parents, and recognition of the greater range of differences among
children entering school.

The number of children who could benefit from early childhood programs
far exceeds those currently being served. This is particularly true for
those who are most at risk of school faijlure: children from 1ow-income
families, 1limited-English-proficient children, and children of teenage
parents.

Research has indicated that early childhood programs can be successful
in meeting desirable educational and social objectives. Economic
analyses show a seven-to-one return on an investment in a high-quality
preschool program.

The expectations previously held for first-grade students are now being
expected of kindergarten students. This is due to the large incidence
of children already having had preschool experiences and the demand for
acquiring basic skills as soon as possible. This is a source of
controversy.

Conditions which established the lower compulsory age as age 7 have
changed significantly. There seems to be no reason for a difference
between the age at which a child may attend school and the age at which
a child must attend school.

Changing the date at which children may enter school does not address
the range of differences among children.

. The full-day, everyday kindergarten has superior academic benefits to
the half-day, everyday and full-day, alternate day programs.

The training and experience of elementary school principals typically
has not encompassed the needs of young children. Most of the principals
had teaching experiences limited to intermediate and upper grades.

0800j
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APPENDIX A

Consultants Meeting with the Early Childhood Education Task Force

].

10.

Sue Larson

Head.Start Director

Springfield Community Action Council
Springfield '

Faye Lee

Director

Step-by-Step Learning Center
Springfield

Velma Thomas

Director of Early Childhood Projects
Chicago Board of Education District 299
Chicago

Dorothy Kellberg

Chapter One Administrator

Chicago Board of Education District 299
Chicago

Barbara Bowman
Past President of National Association for the
Education of Young Children (NAEYC) “

" Chicago

Eileen Borgia

CDA Credential Trainin
Springfield

Mary Forney and Staff

Family Service Day Care Center
Springfield

David Weikart

President

High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
Ypsilanti, Michigan

Mildred Winter

Director, Early Childhood Education
Missouri Department of Education
Jefferson City, Missouri

Jack Pfeiffer

Director, Lawrence Adult Education Center
Springfield
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n.

12.

13,

Lilian Katz ’

Director of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Elementary
and Early Childhood Education and

Professor of Early Childhood Education
University of Illinois

Champaign

Sue Howell

Chief

Office of Child Development

Department of Children and Family Services
Springfield

Lana Hostetler
Lincoln Land Community College
Springfield

Team Visits

Champaign-Urbana

Merle Karnes Preschool Programs

Montessori School

Al1-Day Everyday K1ndergarten

Child Development Center - University of Illinois

Chicago

Head Start in the Public Schools
Bi11ingual

Al1-Day Programming
Child-Parent Center

Magnet Preschool
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Appendix B

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY
of linois Schools

The State Board of Education is currently conducting a study of early childhood education in
lllinois. As a part of the study, a survey instrument was developed to,obtam baseline data regarding
early childhood education programs within the public and nonpublic schools of Iiinois and to assess
the opinions of public and nonpublic school principals regarding early childhood education issues. .
The data will be used in providing a description of the current situation.

The survey instiument is divided into four parts. Part | consists of 8 questions regarding supply and
demand for various early childhood education programs. Part Il consists of 6 questions regarding
kindergarten programming. Part |1l consists of 8 opinion questions relating to early childhood
education issues, and two items concerning experience and education of principals in early child-
hood education for use in classifying and analyzing the survey results. All respondents, both public
and nonpublic, are requested to complete all items in Parts I, Il, and IlIl. The pilot test results
indicate that completion of Parts |, |1, and 111 should take only about 15 to 20 minutes.

Part IV of the survey consists of a program questionnaire designed in a matrix form. This part should
be completed by all public_and nonpublic school principals who have one or more early childhood
education programs other than reguiar half.day every-day kindergartens or special education programs
operating in their school. ’

Each part is preceded by a brief statement of the purpose and instructions.
e

When completed the mstrument should be returned no later than Qctober 1, 1984 to the following
address:

lllinois State Board of Education
Research and Statistics Section
100 North First Street
Springfield, lllinois 62777
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ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
Department of Planning, Research and Evaluation
Research and Statistics Section

S 100 No:;h First Slsr%?
pringfield, lilinois 77
9 EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM

(11%) Survey of Hlinois Schools

DEFINITIONS: . \
Early childhood education means piogiams and seivices duected towaid the care, development, did educativi ol nun handicapped
children between the ages of birth and eight years,

Childcare services are seivices that provide pumanly supeivision and custodial cere for chuldien. Childiaie seivices may have an
educational component,

Preschool services are services which emptiasize educational and developmental activities as the pumary focus of au orgenized and
planned program for children not yet enrolled in kindergarten.

Latch-key programs yre progianis designed to provide supeivision of children befoie and, or aftei 1egulai schiuol hours.

Transitional grades are intermediate yrades that oveiiap two 01 moie of the traditional grades kuidergarten, 1, 2, v 3, aud die desiyned
tor students who need additional educational seivices before transferiing ito the regular iaditional yrade. Childiviiemrolled i these
transitional grades may or may not be ehgible for special education services. ~

Academically oriented programs ,eteis to pi ogiams wieie the pumaiy emphasis 15 on daect, founal wnstiuctivn tu deveiop 1eading and
math skills.

Experiential /social/play oriented programs_sefeis to progiams where the piimaiy emphasis s ou cluld selected activities wilh conciete
materials and experiences based on individual chiidren’s readiness for such experiences.

Parent education programs are piogiams desiyned to teach paents of young children methuds and techiigues of effective child
developrnent.

PART | Instructions:

ftems 1 through 7 are ror the purpose of assessing the need, supply, and demand for vaniaus types of early Jhildhood education
programs as percewed by principals in [llinois elementary schools (and other schools vath ECE programs).

1. Which of the fullowiiig best desuribes youl peiception of the cunent demand by parents for childcarepreschioal services ifi the drea seived by youl
school?

(16) ] 1. Very High O 2 rugh 3 3. tow 1 4 very Low

2. Which of the fullowiny best desciibes the wurrent supply of Lhildcare, pieschool services within the area served by youl schoul 1elative tu the demand
by parents for such services?

(17) T3 1. Supply exceeds »mand ] 2 Supply approximately [] 3 Supply is less than (3 4 Supply is tnuch less than
equals demand demand demand

3.  What number of your currentiy enrolied students do ycu estimate need before or after school {latch-key) childcare?

(15-
21) Nurnber (22) CJ Don’t know

4. What nunuber of your eatering Kindergarten population do you estimate have attended a preschool or childcare center?

(23« 1
26) Number 27) Don‘t know

5. s theie aegular system of couminunicativiand woordination between and among officialy it your suhuoi, publiv school distiict uffiials and othiciais
from tocal childcare centers and preschools?

255 ] v Yes U] 2 No

If yes. which of the following kinds of officials are included in the communications network?

(29) [} Locatpublic schioot otficaats  (32) ] Local homecare prowiders
(30) [Z] Lowat povate schoot otbcials  (33) ] Other iplease specify )
(31 Cj Local daycare providers

6  Aiv duy chuldeaie ur pieschoul piogiams uperated in your schoul building by some othe: public ot nonpublic agency ot pareat vulunteers?

EXTR I I T i A I

7. f yes, check the appropriate descriptor meach column below:

Type of Program Qperated 8Y School Space Is
(25; ] Crnucare (37) O] Prvate agency (40) [[] Rented/Leased
(36) [ Fres.noot {38) [} Parentgroun (41) [J] Donated

(39 Other Public Agency (specify)
) O {79-80) Record 01

Q
E MCB 32 (8/84)

: -
5
.




PART il Instructions:

\

Itenis 8 through 13 are for the puruuse of obtaining infurmation about the types of Kindergarten prugrams currently 1n vperation
and screening instruments used at the Kindergarten level fui .anuus pumoses. Please check the dpprupriate respunise or responses to
each item as indicated. :

8. ‘Record the number of Kindergarten programs of each type hsted below which are operating in your school

(16-17) a Regular half-day everyday Kindergarten with academic orientation

(1 819) b Regular half-day everyday Kindergarten with experiential/social/play orientation
(20-21} [ Al day alternate day Kindergarten with academic orientation

(22:234 d Al day alternate day Kindergarten with expenential/social/play onentation
(24:25) 2 All day everyday Kindergarten with academic orientation

(26 27) f All day everyday Kindergarten with experiential/social/play orientation

28:29) g Transitional Kindergarten
(3031) _____ h  Otherls), describe  —_

9. Have you mochfied your Kindergarten curricuium or added additional curricular options within the past 5 years tu deal with differences «n the
readiness between children with preschool/childcare expenience and children without such experience? Why?

(32)[] 1 YES Curriculum was modified for this reason
{1 2 YES Additional curricular options were added for this reason !
] 3 YES But. notoecause of differences in readiness of children with or without preschool experiefice
Specify reasun
. D 4 NO  No differences in readiness have been observed
{T3-5- NO  No curricular changes have been needed or made for this reason

<«

] 6. NO  But, curricular changes for this reason are anticipated in the near future
10.  wui your schooi offer a regular Kindergartea program for children to begin (heir schooling January or February, rather than this Fall?

(331 Yes [ 2 Ne

11. Does your schooi or district routinely conduct deveiopmentai scteening {other than Heaith, Vision, Heaiing and Special Education Screeming) for
all children upon entrance to Kindergarten?

(34) [ 1 Yes (Please answer questions 12 and 13)
[J 2. No (Skip to question 14)

12. When was deveiopmental screening ur testing cunducted fur children whio will enroll in Kindeigarten in the Fall tesim of tae 1984 8% school year?

(35) ] March 84 (37) ] May 84 (3¢) [ July 84 {41) ] September 84
(36) ] Apriga (38) ] June 84 (40) ] August 84 (42) ] Other (specify)
In (79-80) Record 02
13. pURPOSES AT 3 K
@QSI\ [ 5 €
'vaa- < § 05 S$
(2] - ©
S5se ) ‘\_{f é’ $QP INSTRUCTIONS: Which screening tests were used and for what
t?° g asé Le purposes? Please place a check mark for each purpose which applies
£ § ¥ &L to each of the thirteen tests or instruments separately.
o 3K o
&/ sed £
oo Nov oY
SN S q"\e
3 ¥ SCREENING INST RUMENTS/TESTS
(16} (17) {18} (19) (20) ABC Inventory to Determine Kindergarten Readiness
21 (22} (23} (24) (251 Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
(26) 27) (284 29) (30) Brigance Diagnostic 1 nventory of Basic Skills
(31 (32) (33) (34) (35) Denver Developmental Screening Test
(36) (37) (381 39) (40} DIAL (Developmental Indicator for Assessment of Learming)
\ (41} (42} (434 (44) (45) Gesell Kindergarten Readiness Screening Test
(46} (47) (48) 49) (50) Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(51 (52 (531 54) (55) Peabody Picture Vocabutary
(56) (57) (58} (59) (60) Peotone Farly Prevention of School failure
(61) (62) ;o |163) 64) (65) Portage Checklist
{66) 67, |8) 69) (70) Screening Test of Academic Readiness
(79-80) 16 17 18 19) 20 Otherls}, specif
Rocoydoall 17) 138} 20} Y
(21 22 23) 24) (25} Locally developed testls)
Q
E lC (79-80) Record 04
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PART 1H Instructions:

Items 14 through 21 are designed ta suliit the opitions of principals statewsde regarding their view of the gppropnate role of publi
schools in various aspects of early childhoud education. Itern 22 asks informatiun concerning Jirvet teachuy experiene at vanous
levels for use in analyzing the results of this survey, and Itein 23 asks for information cuncerning coursewurk or workshous in the areq
of child development. Please check the response to Items 15 through 21 that most accurately reflects your opinion un the issue ad
dressed by each item. For Item 22 record the nurnber of years uf teachuny experience you have had at eauh of the levels indicated.
For Item 23 check the appropriate response.

NOTE. For Items 14 through 21 which follow, respond in accoidance with your opinion AS |F COSTS WERE NOTA FACTOR

Nonpubiic school officials are asked to 1espund tu these items as well even though the questions deal with public school ssues.

Do vou agree or disagree that:

14, Chronological age should be the main criterion used to determme placement of children in kindergar ten ana fiist grade

i16) TStrongly Agres 2 Adanee 3 Disagree 1ostrangly Disdgree

15. Each publiv school shouid offer Lefuie and after schoul childcaie services (latch key services) ful all school age chuldien who
need it,

(17) T Stranghy Agres 2 Agree 3 Dsogree 3 Strongly Disagree

16. Public schools snould opeidie the Kindeigaiten program all-day eveiyday rather than half-day everyday or all-day on aiternate days.

(13) 1 Stror ly Agres 2 Agree 3 Disagree 1 Strongly Disagree

17. Public schools should of fer a pre-kindergar ten program to children between 3 and 5 years of age.

(19) 1 Strongly Ajgres 2 Agree 3 Disayrer A Strongly Disagree

18. Public schools should offeir childcaie and educational experiences to infants and children below 3 years of age.

(20) 1 Stroraly Aren 2 Aaree 3 Disaaree 1 otrongly Dhsgree

19. Public schools should of fer parent education programs for teenage and adult parents.

(21 1 Strongly Agreses 2 Agree 3 Disagres 4 Strongly Disagree

20. Publiv schuuls should be alowed tu chaige tuition for childcaie and pieschool prugrams based upon the parents’ (or guardians')
ability to pay.

(22) 1 Stror g, Agree 2 Agree 3 Disagren 3 Strongly Disagree

21. Any childcaie o1 preschiool services provided to paients by pub...c schools should be provided at no cost to parents,

(23) 1 Strongly Aqree 2 Aarve ’ 3 Disagree v Strongly Disagree

22, At wiuch of the fullowing levels ur grades have you, the principal, had pievious classioom teachiny experience? (Record the
approximate numbers of years taught at each level in the spaces provided.)

24
25) P vt et (28 29 Sracde ! (32.33) Grade 3 (36.37} Grades 9 1o 12
(-.7?(’7} LS B TR (30-31) Cradger 2 (34.35) Grade 4 108 (38) None icheck 1 f noned
23, Wit the ldast 10 years, have youu, the ponapal, had ainy fuimal coursewoik or attended woikshoups that fucused primarily on the

development of young childien (1.e. children below age 8)?
(check one)

(39) T by co 2N ol e, 3 No butinterosted in tormal coures

(check one)

(40) Ty TSN RN VYRRV TR TR 3 No, but interested in work shops

Qo (79-80) Rocord 05
ERIC o
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- : . This part is to be comp]eted only if an early 'qhi/dhba'd education program other than a regular half-day everyday kindergarten program or special education program s
PART IV Instructions: operated in your school under your jurisdiction, Use one column for each program. Record the information requested regarding each program n the space prow%ed ac-
cording to the instruc tions along side each item 1 through 13 :

PRINCIPAL'S NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER ] ’
P N PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM,
N - 1 2 . 3 4 5 6
N
1. Record the name of this program as used in the district to )
describe the program.
2. Check the number which best describes the type of program. >
R for & > N |
{Check 1 number for each program) See definitions on page 1 (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) :
’ |
|
1. Transitional 5. Kindergarten--all-day everyday 1. 5. 1. 5 1. -5 1. 5 1. 5 1. 5
2, Childcare ’ 6. Kindergarten--all-day alternate day 2. 6. 2. 6. 2 6. 2. 6. 2, 6 2. 6. -
3. Latch Key (Syrs. &up) 7. Head Start Program 3, 7. 3. 7. 3. 2 - T A ! .l 3 T a2
. 4. Preschool 8. Other.-specify 4, 8. 4, 8. 4, R 4 8. .4, 8. a4, 5

. Is this program primarily: (Check 1 number for each program)

1. Academically oriented
2. Experiential/social/play oriented
3. Balance of both

4. How many children are served in this program? ’ (18.21) 118-21) . (18-21)

5a. ls there a waiting list for this program? 22) _ _ 1. Yes - _ 1L.Yes {22 1. Yes

2. No . .2 : 2 No

5b. If 5a, is **Yes,"” how many children are on the waiting list? 123.26) 23.26) Y2326 23.26) 23.26) ’ 23.26)

Youngest Y oungest Youngest Youngest 'Y oungest Youngest
(27:28) . ¥27:28) Yrs. y27.28) (27.28) Yrs. |(27.28) .|(27-28)
(29.30) .(29-30) Mos. y29.30) |(29-30) Mos.[(29-30) (29:30)

6. What is the age range of children served in this program?

5 3 Oldest: Oldest: Oldest: Oldest: Oldest: ) Oldest:
(31:32) . ¥31.32) L3132 . Y31.32) L {(31-32) |31.32)

E l{[lc BEs]’ COP* fWHu.r\BLE (3334) __ Mosk3z3d) _ Mosy33.34)  Mosk3zzg) _ Mosk3zzd)  Mosl33.34)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PP:RT IV -.Continued | PROGRAM PROGRAM ~ PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM ' - PROGRAM
- 2 1 2 '3 4 5 6
« 7. How many paid and volunteer staff are used for the program? E ”
4
FullTime  Paid | (35:36) (6530 \|as3e) ___ (esdy o536 .
Part.Time «  Paid (37-35) (37:38) _ |(37:38) *137-38) (37 38) (37-38) :
i Full-Time  Volunteer (39-40) (39-40) (39-40) (39-40) (39-40) (39-40)
Part.Time Volunteer (41-42) (41-42) (41.42)" (41-42) (41.42) (41-42)
8. How many of the staff in# 7 above are:
’ N
Cerulipated teachers (43-44) (43-44) (43.44) - |(43-44) (43-44) (43.44)
4 year college graduates other than certificated teachers (45-46) (45-46) (45.46) - (45-46) . (45-46) (45-46),
2 year college graduates (47-48) (47-48) (47.48) (47-48) (47-48) (47-48) ‘
CDA (Child Development Associate) credentialed (49-50) (49-50) (49.50) (49-50) T w950 (49-50)
9. Check all letters indicating which of the following admission :
criteria are applicable to this program. . (31) — (L —a |5 —a |s!) —2 [Pl —2 s —
A (52) b [(52) b. [(52) b. [(52) b |152) b. |(52) b.
2. Age ‘ 53 53 53 ‘ 2 (53) . |es3 ‘
b.  Child must be toilet trained { 4} — 4} S —C (4 —_ { 4) —_— P -
¢ Family income below a certain level . (54) —_—d|5) —d |(54) —_d. |(5¢) __d |(54) d. | ___d
d.  Limited to children of school-age parents (55) e |(55) e |(55) e. |(55) e. SS) e. |(55) e,
. e  Limited to children of employed parents (56) f |156) f, |(s6) f. [156) f |(56) f. |(56) f.
f Limited to children of single parents (57} 9. [(52) g. |(57) / 9 (57) ~ g |57 g 157) g.
g pmited tochldron of schoorstall it (58) . |(58) h |58 h |58 b |158) . |58) h.
i\ o:ps,;r S0 sc'reemng reachness tests-specify Speclfy Specify Speclgy Specify Specify " | Specify
specify I
R R T F U I 7 D v 2T N, )
Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify
10. Check the letters of the following exit criteria whichare applicable 60} a |60) a [(60) a. [(60) a [60) a |60} a
to the program, 61) b {(61) b |61} b. [(61) b."f61) b y6!) b.
3 2 2 62, 62, .
a Teacher evaluation 62) — (62) —F (62) _C (02) —C 4 —F / —F
b. Age 63) (63) _u |63) _____d. |63 d 63) ___d 63) _d
‘¢ Locally developed test Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify
d  Standardized test/scale--specify :
e  Other specify 64) e (64) e |(64) e |164) e Y64) e [64) .oe
; 1 Specify Specify 1 Specify Specify Specify Spegity
EI{IC X A\M\U\B\-E _ L '
- ? - ———
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PART IV - Continued Yoo L PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM, PROGRAM PROGRAM
| 2 3 4 5 K
_11. ‘Check the appropriate letters if this program includes: . \ ‘ - {:,
a.  Aparenteducation component (65) \ a. |(65) a. |f6s) a. [(65) a. |(65) T a. |(65) 8
N an | m— —— ——— - —— .
- | .
b. * - Adatch key component (66) ' b, |(66) b. |(66) _ b. |(66) b. [66) b. |(66) b
< ) . X ’ ‘\ N ’ . , ’ .
¢. Frequent child evaluation/screenings during the course of the program |(67) | c. y67) ' ¢ .|(67) “¢c. }H67) c. |(67) c. |(67) ¢
.. 12. Check the appropriate letters if this program is operated: ! . )
. \ . . -
a. Al day (68) L a. |(68) s, |(68) a. |(68) a. |(68) a. |(68) . a
b. Half day (69) , b. |(69) b. |69 b. [(69) a. (169 b, [(69) b.
. t.  Only onschool days (70) e |(70) c. |170) c. [(70) e |70 c. |(70) c.
d. On school days and school holidays - |(71) v, |(71) d. [(71) d. |(71) d: |(71) d. {(71) d.
& Before and after regular school heurs (72) ve. |(72) . e |(72) e |(72) e. |(72) e. lf722 __ e
f.  During the summer (73) \f {(73) f. 1¢73) f. |(73) ) f. {(73) f. 1(73) f.
g. Less than 5 days per week-- specify (73) ‘9 (74) 9 |(74) 9. |(74) T |(74) 9. |(74) g.
Specify . |Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify -
\ .
h. Other, specify (75) hol7s) - . . [(75) n | (75) h |(75) h. |(75) h
Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify
)
' {79-80) Record 06 |(79-80) Record 08 |(79-80) Record 10'{(79-80) Record 12 ((79-80) Record 14 |(79-80) Record 16
13. What is the approximate opercent of the cost financed from: . ‘ : )
(These must total to 100%) . % ' % % . % % Yy
a.  General school funds y16-18) a. |(16-18). a. |(T6-18) a. |(16-18) a [1618) ar [16-18) a
b. Tui‘xion_ 19.21) b, l1901) . b, [(19-21) b, [(19-21) ' b, If19.21) b. Y19:21) b
. ¢. Federal grants y22.24) c. |(22:24) c. |(32-24) c. ‘(22'24) c. [(22-24) c. [22:24) c
- d. Donatiops (25.27) d. (25.2‘7) d. |r25.27) d. [(25-27) d. Y2s5.27) d. f25.27)
e. Other sources i i E 28:30) o, |(28.30) e. [(28-30) 8, [(28-30) e. {28.30) - e, (28-39) e.
N ' : i i AILABL
I BEST COPY AVA SR
ERI ’ ' (79-80) Record 07 |{79-80) Record 09 [(79-80) Rocord 11 |(79-80) Record 13 {79-80) Record 15 |(79-80) Record 17
; . .
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Carefully
fill out forms.
Then fold
as shown on
inside back cover.
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State Board of Education Policy Statement

on
Early, Childhood Education.
Adopted May 9, 1985
Springfield, lilinois

Early childhood education, for the purposes of-this
policy. constitutes those ecducational programs.
practices. and services which have as a primary
focus the developmentai needs of children p.ior to
the time they enter first grade it will be the policy
of the.llhnois State Board of Education to seek
such support as-15 necessary to:encourage the
development of early childhood education
programs based on the following considerations.

A) Positive. nurturning experiences in the early
years of life are essental in helping children
develop intellectually. socially. and
emotionaliy. and future academic success in’
schoo! s strongly influenced by the character
of early expenences 1

B} Chudren identihed as being at nsk of

“academic falure can dramatically improve
their c¢hances for success through
participation in early childhood education
programs

C) S.gnficant developmental differences exist
among chiidren. and particular attention
should be given lo such individual differences
in- ‘the development aof early education
programs and services

D} Meeting the education, health. welfare, and

satety needs of young chidren requires,
collaboration among various childcare
providers . .
E} The quahty of instructional staff and
leadership are especially critical elements In
elfective early childhood educationprograms,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

tions.

The Board adopted the following recommenda-

The Board should seek legislation to®

\ DN
PREKINDERGARTEN K '

A) Require that school districts develop
screaning procedures. by January 1986. for
the purwpose of identifying children at nisk of
academic failure. such scresning procedures
to be based on crntena promulgated by the
State F ~ard of Education:; o

B) Require school districts to identify all resident I
children who are tc reach therr fourth birthday
by December 1, '1986; educationally screen
such children, and through doing so, identify
those among them who are judged to be at
ndk of academic failure:

~———

C) Require school districts to provide beginning
in fall. 1986. full-day prekindergarten
programs for all residént childrén having been
identified through the district screening
procedures as being at risk of academic
farlure. *

!

D) Assume a leadership role 1n cooperation with
other State agencies having a shared interest
in the welfarecaf ycung children. particularly
the Departments of Children and Family
Services. Public Health. and Public Aid, in
developing an intra-state data bank of
ragisteraed, licensed, or approved childcare,
daycare, or preschoal providers by school
district and making such information
available to the public. Such cooparation
should also be diracted at assuring .
consistency’ of policiss and reguiations .
regarding the educational component of
programs for young children.

Further. the State Board of Education should: ‘ l
|
|
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FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN

Al Encourage local school districts., by the
opening of school, fall 1985. to provide
full-da, kindergarten for all children,

B} Require local school districts. by the opening
of school, fall’ 1986, ta provide full-day
kindergarten for all children; and

C) Stipulate that while children whose fifth
birthdays occur by December 1 of a given
I year are eligible to attend' kindergarten,
! children under this age may enroll In
f kindergarten n they are deemed ready to
' altend school and that no child eligible by age
R to attend school be denied entrance into
. f school.
i

Concurrent with Board action. the agency will;

A} Design a comprehensive public awareness
program to inform Ithnois pohcymakers,

i Citizens. parents, and educational personnel

! of the importance of early childhood

| education and of the importance of parental

1 involvement in such programs;

l

|

l

{

B) Identity exemplary prekindergarten and
kindergarten programs. widely disseminate
findings and ¢oordinate the training
necessary to the wide adoption of such
programs;

C) Intiate and support efforts to improve the
preservice and inservice training of early

\ childhood education teachers, elementary
teachers. and principals. anc

D) Engage in further-study of the 1ssue of parent
education in llinois schools, identify the
range and character of needs. explore

i alternatives, and offer appropriate

; recommendations to the State Board of

Education
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