DOCUMENT RESUM&

ED 294 685 PS 017 363

AUTHOR Warger, Cynthia, Ed.

TITLE Public School Early Childhood Programs. A Resource
Guide.

INSTITUTION Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, Alexandria, Va.

REPORT NO ISBN-0-87120-151-8

PUB DATE 88

NOTE 205p.

AVAILABLE FROM Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, 125 Norch West Street, Rlexandria, VA
22314-2798 (ASCD Stock No. 611-88036, $11.95).

PUB TYPE Books (010) -- Reports - Descriptive (141) -- Reports
- Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFOl1 Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.

DESCRIPTORS Curriculum Development; *Early Childhood Education;
*Economically Disadvantaged; *Educational Practices;
*Educational Quality; Educational Research;
Educational Resources; Educational Theories;
Educational Trends; Kindergarten; Preschool
Education; Program Descriptions; Public Schools;
*School Involvement

IDENTIFIERS *Developmentally Appropriate Programs; *Resistance to
Change

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this book is to illuminate issues and
concerns about decisions that administrators and teachers must make
regarding their preschool programs. To ttat end, the book provides
insights «n the theory, research, and practice of preschool
education. Individual papers concern: (1) a comprehensive overview of
preschool practices; (2) what children should be doing in light of
developmental theory and contemporary research on children's
intellectual and social development and a model for organizing an
intellectually oriented curriculum; (3) the resistance to the
implementation of developmentally appropriate educational practice
with young children and the argument that such practice challenges
the values and beliefs of many educators; (4) quality in early
childhood education and findings of the Perry Preschool Project; (5)
direct instruction of economically disadvantaged kindergarten
children; and (6) public school involvement in early childhood
education. Concluding materials offer descriptions of 19 public
preschool programs that reflect various elements of quality
prograrnming and currant practice, and a list of resources for
educaters. (RH)

khkkhkhhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhhkhhkhhkhkkkhhhhhhhhhhkhkhkhhhhkhkkhkhhkhhkhkhhkhkhhkhkhhhkhhkhkhkhhkhkhkhhkhhh®

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
khkkhkhhkhkhkhkhhhhhhkhhkhhhkhhhkhhhhhhhhhhhkhhhhhhhhhhhhhkhhkhhhhhhhhhhhhhthhthhhk®




ublic School
rly Chil ‘ood

rograms

EDITED BY CYNTHIA WARGER

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research #.nd imprcrement

EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

This documont has been reproduced ss
sived from the parsor Or organization
onginating

U Minor chenges have been made 1o improve
1@production quaity

@ Points of view or openions siated inthis docu-
ment do not necessanly represent ofhcial
OERI postion or £kcy

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

__AScp

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




A RESOURCE GUIDE TO

Public School
Early Childhood
Programs

EDITED BY CYNTHIA WARGER

AGgs
Anmves

Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development
125 North West Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-2798




Copyright 1988 by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel-
opment. All rights reserved. ASCD publications present a vanety of view-
points. The views expressed or implied in this publication are not neces-
sarily official positions of the Association.

Printed in the United States of Amenca

Typeset by Scott Photographics, Inc.
Printed by Edwards Brothers, Inc.

Ronald S. Brandt, ASCD Executive Editor
Nancy Modrak, Manager of Publications
René Townsley, Assocute Editor

ASCD Stock No. 611-88036
ISBN 0-87120-151-8
Library of Congress

Catalog Card No. £8-070536

$11.95




A Resource Guide to Public
School
Early Childhood Programs

Foreword ............. .. v
Introduction ............. ... vii
PART]
1. What's Happening in Early Childhood Programs Across
the United States ......................... 3
Barbara D. Day
2. Engaging Children’s Minds: The Implications of Research
for Early Childhood Education .............................. 32
Lilian G. Katz

3. The Resistance to Developmentally Appropriate
Ed- .ional Practice with Young Children:

TheRealIssue .....................c.ooiiiii L. 53
David Elkind
4. Quality in Early Childhood Education ...................... 63

David ¥. Weikart

5. Kindergarten for Economically Disadvantaged Children:
The Direct Instruction Component .......................... 73
Douglas Carnine, Linda Carnine, Joan Karp, Paul Weisberg

6. Analysis of Issues Concerning Public School Involvement
in Early Childhood Education ............................... 9
ASCD Early Childhood Education Policy Panel

PART Il

7. Program Descriptions .................c..coiiiiiiiin..., 119
Cynthia Warger

8. Resources for PubiicSchools ......................ccoviiii . 188
Dianne Rothenberg

Aboutthe Authors ................... 197

e




Foreword

he children are the future and young children are its prom-
ise. It is therefore imperative that we focus attention on
early childhood education.

Most of our concerns today center around painful,
daily problems: how to raise students’ scores from the bottom quar-
tile, improve student attendance, and end the destructive cycle of
low-achieving students. Poor achievers, the group most in need of
consistent instruction, are the most likely group to be frequently
absent, causing them to fall further and further behind. This cycle
leads to the verifiable prediction that most of these students will
drop out.

As a result, we have focused on preventing dropouts and the
shocking end result. While this focus is important, it has been as
effective and elusive as working to cure rather than prevent cancer.
The greatest hope for change lies in investing in those at the begin-
ning of the system to break the chain of tailure.

The educational experimentation of the 196Us and early ‘70s are
indicators of the dramatic difference that early childhoed education
can have. Since the pioneering studies of Benjamin Bloom on the
essential need for education of 3- and 4-year-olds, additional studies
have continued to document the academic and social sur ess of
those who have bzen involved in early education programs. In 1986,
the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation issued findings'
which verify that successful early childhood programs affect chil-
dren’s later success in school. This compelling research links stu-
dent achievement in high school and beyond with the home and
school as powerful influences on young children’s intellectual de-
velopment.

National reports also continue to stress the importance of early
childhood education. Most recently, The Forgotten Half: Non-College
Youth in America, a 1987 report by the Commission on Youth and

'L.J. Schwemnhart, D.P. Weikart, and M B. Larner, “Consequences of
Three Presct.ool Curnculum Models Through Age 15,” Early Childnood Re-
search Quarterly 1 (1986): 15-45.




FCREWORD

America’s Future,’ targets young children in its recommendations.
The report calls for funds to serve an increasing percentage of the
now unserved 3- to 5-year-olds.

As states increasingly raandate and fund preschool and kin-
dergarten programs, the identification of sound philosophies and
structures for those programs is essential. ASCD has taken the
initiative in this book, dedicated to the promise of all young children
and what must be done to guarantee their future and ours through
academic success.

MaARcia KNOLL
ASCD President, 1987-88

*Pubhished by the William T. Grant Foundation, 1001 Connecticut Av-
enue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036.
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Inlroduction

CyntHia WarGer

merican educators, encouraged by parents, political
leaders, and public officials, have been moving quickly
to accept new levels of responsibility for the education
of young children. No longer the exclusive province of
the very rich or very poor, preschool education now “lds the po-
tential for greater academic achievement, less at-risk behavior in the
teen years, and enhanced educational opportunity for children from
all economic sectors. This promise, combined with simple economic
need, has led to heightened interest in programs designed by public
school systems to prepare children for entry into the educational
system.

Given the goal of providing young children with a solid foun-
dation for later learning, public school lealers are charged with
determining how their early childhood programs for 4- and 5-year-
olds should be designed and what types of curriculum, instruction,
and supervision to use. In this book, early childhood authorities
assist us in identifying the trends, research, and issues that are at
the heart of these important decisions.

The Preschool Curriculum Debate

Questions about the overall effectiveness of early childhood
programs have given way to those focusing on the effectiveness of
specific types of curriculum and teaching practices. There are real
differences in opinion among professionals as to what constitutes
an appropriate curriculum for young children; the most controver-
sial issues center on academic vessus developmentally appropriate
curriculum and teacher-directed versus child-initiated instruction.
For educators, these debates boil down to two questions: What
should children be doing, and how should they be taught?

Since the 1960s, a succession of achievement-oriented educa-
tion models have been designed to help children get ready for
school. Across the country today, the tendency is toward instituting
highly structured, academic programs in the preschool (Kagan

vii
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1988). Curriculums once intended for 1st grade have been moved to
kinderga-ten and ncw are being moved into preschool. The as-
sumption is that mastering a preacademic curriculum will give
young children an early jump on the acacemic curriculum they will
face later on. In fact, pressu-e from paren s and the community to
demonstrate that children are actually leaining has led many pro-
grams to emphasize academic skill development with paper-and-
pencil activities.

An emphasis on formal academic schooling for young children
is not without its critics. Elkind (1986), for one, does not necessarily
equate quality in programming with academic proficiency. He ar-
gues that there are distinct risks to an academically oriented pro-
gram, among them the short-term risk of excessive stress and the
long-term risks of decreased motivation and poor inteilectual and
social development. Other critics argue :hat young children must
be offered opportunities to learn that are consistent with their levels
of development; that curriculum must provide for all areas of the
child’s development, including physical, emotional, social, and cog-
nitive; and that educational experiences should be child-initiated
and match children’s abilities and interests.

There are, of course, no clear-cut criteria for making an easy
choice between one curriculum approach or the other. Both sides
have evidence and arguments supporting their claims. iJeverthe-
less, our public school leaders must make decisions now. They can-
not wait for all the evidence to roll in.

The Purpose of This Book

The purpose of this book is to illuminate issues and concerns
that surround the decisions administrators and teachers must make
regarding their preschool programs. To that end, this book provides
insights from several experts on the theory, research, and practice
of preschool education.

Barbara Day provides a comprehensive overview of current pre-
school practices. Her chapter, which describes demographics and
trends, explains what is happening across the country and leaves
readers witn an understanding of the challenges of providing a
high-quality program.

Lilian Katz addresses what young children should be doing in
light of development theory and contemporary research on chil-
dren’s intellectual and social development. She argues for an intel-
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lectually oriented approach and offers educators a model for organ-
izing the curriculum.

The resistance to developmentally appropriate educational
practice is the theme of David Elkind’s chapter. From his perspec-
tive, providing developmentally appropriate learning experiences to
young children actually presents a challenge to the values and be-
liefs represented by the existing public school establishment.

The next two chapters offer two models of quality programs.
David Weikart details the findings of the Perry Preschool Project,
and Deuglas Carnine produces evidence from his work with direct
instruction with 5-year-olds. This section concludes v-ith a discus-
sion, prepared by the ASCD Policy Panel on Early Childhood Edu-
cation, of the critical issues facing school Jeaders.

Part two of the book features descriptions of 19 public preschool
programs that reflect different elements of quality programming
and current practice. The book concludes with a listing of useful
resources for educators, prepared by Dianne Rothenberg of the
ERIC Clearinghouse on Early Childhood Education.

While the authorities in preschool education have much about
which to disagre, it is easy to find common threads in all that they
write. They all agree that age 4 to 5 is a ve-y important period in
the development of youn, mind.. They all agree that preschool
education is worth the investment of our money, resources, and
time. And they all agree that the preschcol curriculum decisions
now being made by public school officials will have a significant
and long-term effect on the education of our children.

References

Elkkind, D. “Formal Education and Early Education' An Esconta’ Differ-
ence.” Pl Delta Kappan 67 (1986): 631-636.

Kagan, S.L. “Current Reforms in Early Chuldhood Education: Are We Ad-

dressing the Issues?’ Young Children 43, 2 (1988): 27-32.
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What's Happening
in Early Childhood
Programs Across
the United States

Barsara D. Day

n recent years, early childhood education has captured the

attention of our nation as never before. Preschool education

has been singled out by the National Gove.nors’ Association

as the key investment in education for state governments. The
Committee for Economic Development (1985, 1987) has issued two
reports with the message that there is no better or more important
natioral investment than in preschool programs for our nation’s
economically disadvantaged children. States have responded to the
call with phenomenal rapidity; the number of states sponsoring
preschool programs has doubled since 1985.

At a time of such high interest and fast growth in establishing
public programs for ycung children, it is important to carefully
examine what's happening, why, and how we can effectively resolve
the many issues surrounding public early childhood programs. In
this chapter -..2 look at where we are in public programs for 4- and
5-year-olds and explore the issues and challenges that will deter-
mine the future of public early childhood programs.

General Trends

Early childhood education, focusing here on public and private
programs for children from 3 to 5 years old in the United States, is
a growing enterprise. From 1970 to 1980 nursery school enrollments

ESEXY
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grew by 81 percent, and between 1980 and 1985, they grew another
25 percent (Snyder 1986). The percentage of 5-year-olds enrolled in
Lindergarten has increased from 70 to about 95 percent over the
past 15 years (Sava 1987). The percentage of 3- to 5-year-olds en-
rolled in preprimary programs grew from 37 to 55 percent between
1970 and 1985, and the population of 3- to 5-year-olds has been
growing since 1979 (S-~-der 1986).

Today enrollme. pre-primary programs (i.e., public and
private programs priur to entry in grade 1) is at an all-time high,
and expected to increase during the 1990s. According to Depart-
ment of Education estimates, neariy €.5 million children are en-
rolled in pre-primary programs today, an increase of over 2 million
since 1970 (Center for Education Statistics 1985). Of this number,
an estimated 4 million are enrolled 1n public school programs (see
Figure 1.1). Pre-primaiy enrollment of over 7 million children is
projected for 1993, an increase of another half million children in
the next six years.

In spite of such significant enrollment increases, there is a
tremendous unmet need for preschool prograins, particularly for
children from low-income families. A look at Head Start Program
data is discouraging. The Children’s Defense Fund (1987) reports
that Head Start currently serves only 16 percent (451,000) of the 2.5
million children who need Head Start services. That leaves over 2
million of our nation’s most disadvantagec children unserved, a
grim statistic that is unlikely to improve unless the federal govern-
ment substantially increases Head Start funding.'

Current social, demographic, and economic trends tell us that
today’s unmet need for early childhood programs will increase not
only among the poor, but also among children at all socioeconomic
levels. The population of young children is growing at the same
time the number of children under six with working mothers is
increasing dramatically. For instance,

* From 1980 to 1986 the number of children aged 5 and under
increased by 10.9 percent. There are now over 18 million pre-
schoolers in the United States, more than at any time in the past 20
years (U.S. Bureau of Census, reported by Beach 1987).

'According to the Children’s Defense Fund (1987), the $20 milhion Head
Start funding increase proposed for FY 1988 is not enough to keep pace
with inflation at the current service level, and the Follow-Through Program
designed to support progress made by Head Start graduates in the ele-
mentary grades is slated for elimination in FY 1988.

)



Figure 1.1
Preprimary Enrollment by Control of School
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WHAT'S HAPPENINC IN EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

* According to 1985 U.S. Bureau of Census statistics, nearly
half of all infants have working mothers. Fifty-nine percent of the
mothers of 3- and 4-year-olds are employed outside the home, and
nearly 70 percent of school-aged children have working mothers
(Mitchell 1987, Zigler 1987).

* it has been projected that Y out of 10 mothers—marned or
single—will be in the workforce by 1990 (McCormick 1986).

* In 1985 there were 9.6 million children under 6 with working
mothers. By 1995 there will be 14.6 million children under 6 with
working mothers (Children’s Defense Fund 1987).

* By the year 2000, if current trends continue, 30 percent of
U.S. women will delay childbearing until after age 30. These women
are likely to be career-oriented and to reenter the workforce as soon
as possible. They will demand and be able to pay for more and
better child care (Lewis 1985).

A secord trend ~ontributing to the increasing need for pre-
school programs is the decline of the traditional family unit and the
growing number of children living in single-parent households. Few
families, whether the father is present or not, have a mother who
stays at home to care for young childrei. For single-parent families
with young children, the problem of poverty often compounds the
problem of finding child care.

* Between 1960 and 1985 the percentage of traditional house-
holds decreased from 60 percent to 7 percent (Futrell 1987).

* Currently, 20 percent of all American children live in homes
without fathers (Bennett 1987), and it is projected that 40 percent
of all children will live in a female-headed household before reach-
ing adulthood (Children’s Defense Fund 1987).

* The poverty rate for families maintained by a woman with no
husband present is 34 nercent (Children’s Defense Fund 1987), and
the poverty rate for female-headed families with young children is
60 percent (Halpern 1987.)

The third trend is the enduring problem of poverty among
young children.

* Twenty-five percent of all 4- and 5-year-olds today are poor
(Children’s Defense Fund 1987).

* Onein 6 of all 4- and 5-year-olds today lives in a family where
neither parent has a job (Children’s Defense Fund 1987).

* Poorchildren are only half as likely to be enrolled in preschool
programs as children from affluent families. While 67 percent of 4-
year-olds from families with incomes over $35,000 are enrolled in
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preschool programs, less than 3: percent of 4-year-olds from fami-
lies with incomes less than $10,000 are enrolled in preschool pro-
grams (Children’s Defense Fund 1987).

These trends add up to a tremerndous challonge for our nation
in terms of providing for the education and care of our young chil-
dren. In spite of the sobering statistics, many positive steps are
being taken to meet the needs of our 4- and 5-year-olds.

What's Happening in Early Childhood Programs
for 5-Year-Olds

Kindergarten Trends

Today about 95 percer. of all 5-year-olds are enrolled in kin-
dergarten programs (Sava 1987), making universal education for 5-
year-olds for all practical purposes a reality. Public school programs
serve the large majority of kindergarten-aged children. The De-
partment of Education estimates that 2.5 million 5-year-olds are
enrolled in public pre-primary programs as opposed to 0.5 million
in private schools (Center for Education Statistics 1985). As of 1986,
46 states provided kindergarten programs for over 90 percent of the
eligible population (Robinson 19¢7).

In addition £o the trend towar 1 universally available kindergar-
ten education, four other major trends in public kindergarten pro-
grame have been identified (Robinson 1987):

Local funding and control of kindergarten programs. Local districts
in 14 states provide a significant portion of kindergarten funding.
In many states, the focus of the curriculum, the birthdate deadline
for entrance, and the length of the kindergarten day are local deci-
sions.

Programs are offered a minimum of two to three hours per day. While
half-day (2-3 hour) programs are most common, the majority of
states cited the 2-3 hour range as a minimum requirement; eight
states reported providing a 4-6 hour day; and 14 states reported a
range of from 2.5-6 hour programs where local districts provided
funds io exceed minimum state requirements. These findings are
consistent with ~suits from the 1986 Educational Research Service
(ERS) national sur .ey of kinder;,arten policies and practices.

Kindergarten teachers tend to hold coilege degrees. In 28 states the
minimam requirement for kindergarten teachers is a bachelors de-
gree; in 11 states over 20 percant of the kindergarten teachers hold
master’s degrees.

A
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Attendance at age 5 15 compulsory in some states. Seven states re-
quired kindergarten attendance in 1986, as opposed to only one
state in 1982. However, given the current level of kindergarten en-
rollment of 5-year-olds at about 95 percent, legislation mandating
attendance would be little more than a political statement.

Kindergarten Program Priorities

According to the 1986 ERS survey of 1,200 kindergarten prin-
opals, preparation for school and children s social, emotional, and
language development received more attention than academic
achievement. The majority of principals (62.6 percent) responding
to the survey indicated that the primary focus of their kindergarten
programs was preparation (academic/social readiness); 22 percent
gave primary focus to academics (skills and achievement).

When asked to rate a list of 10 possible kindergarten priorities,
principals gave high priority to several developmental areas. Over
80 percent ranked social and language development, and over 70
percent ranked emotional development and self-discipline as high
priorities. Over 50 percent of the principals ranked physical coor-
dination/motor development, development of health/safety habits,
and de' :lopment of work/study habits as high priorities. Personality
development was ranked high by 39.9 percent of the principals.
Academic achievermnent was ninth on the list with 28.3 percent giv-
ing it a high ranking. The last was artistic expression, with 23.8
percent giving it high priority.

While we cannot assume that these data are indicative of na-
tionwide kindergarten program policies and priorities, they do pro-
vide insight into what's happening in a substantial number of kin-
dergarten programs. It appears from the principals’ responses to
the ERS Survey that they and their school districts appreciate the
importance of developmental readiness for academic tasks. It is en-
couraging that such high percentages of principals ranked a wide
range of developmental areas as high program priorities, even
though only 8.1 percent indicated that their primary kindergarten
focus is developraental.

Kindergarten Issues

The above data about kindergarten trends and program prior-
ities are closely tied in with today’s predominant :ssues 1n kinder-
garten programs: (1) What is the appropriate focus or purpose of

""8
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KINDERGARTEN ISSUES

kindergarten programs? and (2) Should kindergarten programs be
full- or part-day?

The Purposes of Kindergarten. When kindergartens were first es-
tablished in this country in the 19th century, they primarily served
a social service rather than an educational function (Hill 1987). For
many years kindergartens were operated mainly by private philan-
thropic organizations in response to the problems accompanying
massive immigration and city slums. In this century, from the 1920s
to the 1950s, kindergartens tended to be privately operated and
attended by middle- and upper-class children. In those years, the
primary function of the kindergarten was to provide a comfortable,
child-centered group experience outside of the home (Connell
1987). Today most kindergartens are part of the public school sys-
tem, serving children from all socioeconomic backgrounds. Their
primary focus, if not academic achievement (whi-h many would
argue it is), is preparation for the academic tasks of the Jst grade.

The appropriateness of focusing on preparation for later aca-
demic tasks is a complex and debatable issue (Connell 1987, Hill
1987, and Carnine et al. in chapter 5 of this volume). The funda-
mental question concerns whether the child should be fitted to the
curriculum or the curriculum fitted to the child. Our current system
of arbitrarily organizing both the child and the curriculum into
grade levels based on chronological age indicates that we have “ac-
cepted” the proposition of fitting the child to the curriculum. The
implicit goal of each grade level, including kindergarten, is to "pre-
pare” children for the academic tasks at the next level.

Our school systems’ response to early school failure is indica-
tive of how far we have gone to fit young children to the existing
curriculum. Both post-kindergarten grade levels (often called tran-
sitional 1st grade or senior kindergarten) and special prekindergar-
ten grades (often called junior kindergarten or developmental kin-
dergarten) are based on the assurnption that we must remediate
children who are not ready for the curriculum prescribed for their
age. The inefficiency of this practice is intuitively obvious, as is the
tremendous cost in self-esteem to the children who are segregated
in special programs.

Although p.evailing practice indicates that the actual purpose
of kindergarten is to prepare children for 1st grade, prevailing chi!d
development theory (National Association for the Education of
Young Children 1986) indicates that such a purpose is inappropriate

SRy
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and counterproductive. Three of the basic tenets of child develop-
ment research and practice (Day in press) are that:

¢ Children grow and develop at unique individual rates that
are often unrelated to chronological age.

» Four- and 5-year-old children learn best through doing,
through direct immediate involvement with the environment, and
through sensory input of observation, manipulation, and experi-
mentation.

« Four- and 5-year-old children are experiencing rapid and im-
portant growth in many developmental areas, including the cogni-
tive/intellectual, psychosocial, and physical-motor domains.

According to the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC 1986) in its position statement on pro-
grams for 4- and 5-year-olds, the degree to which the program is
based on principles of child development is a major determinant of
program quality. NAEYC lists several implications of these princi-
ples for curriculum goals and teaching methods:

« Appropriate curriculums stimulate learning in all develop-
mental areas: physical, social, emotional, and cognitive. Inappro-
priate curriculums narrowly focus on cognitive development with-
out recognizing and supporting the interactive relationship among
all areas of development.

» Appropriate curriculums respond to individual differences in
ability, interests, deveiopment, and learning styles. Inappropriate
curriculums expect all children to achieve the same narrowly de-
fined skills within the same time frame.

- Appropriate programs offer children the choice of many
learning activities. Children learn through active exploration and
interaction with adults and other children; they are provided with
concrete learning activities that are relevant to their own life expe-
riences; and they work individually or in small, informal groups
most of the time. In inappropriate programs, teachers direct aimost
all the activity. Children spend a large portion of their time passively
sitting, listening, and waiting; and abstract learning materials such
as workbooks, ditto sheets, and flashcards dominate a curriculum
that emphasizes large-group, teacher-directed instruction and rote
memorization and drill.

From NAEYC’s perspective, fitting 4- and 5-year-olds to the
traditional school curriculum (i.e., preparing them for the academic
tasks of the 1st grade) is not the appropriate purpose of kindergar-
ten programs. Hill (1987) has suggested that kindergarten has three
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important functions. The first and most important is to minister to
the nature and needs of our 5-year-olds. Kindergarten should fit
and meet their abilities, developmental level, iearning styles, and
interests. The second purpose is to lay the foundation for a good
start in school subjects and activities. Kindergarten should establish
the motivation and skills for success in school through develop-
mentally appropriate activities, but not through a watered down
version of 1st grade tasks. The third purpose is to provide compre-
hensive assistance with children’s medical, nutritional, and psycho-
logical needs. In e<tablishing the goals for our kindergarten pro-
grams, educators must recognize all three functions, rather than
focusing on narrowly defined academic competencies.

Full-Day Versus Half-Day Programs. Inseparable from the pur-
pose of kindergarten programs is whether public schools should
provide full-day kindergarten programs. Some support full-day kin-
dergarten for the purpose of providing much-needed quality child
care, but oppose a full-day academic program. Others support full-
day kindergarten programs for the purpose of providing the extra
academic preparation and skills that children need to ensure success
in school, but oppose a full-day for the purpose of providing child
care.

The issue is further complicated by practical and philosophical
child-rearing issues (Elkind 1987). For the many families with a
single working parent or two working parents, a full day away from
home is a practical necessity. For others, it is a philosophical ques-
tion of whether or not they want their children away from home for
a full day of education, care, both, or neither. By providing a full-
day kindergarten program in which parents have the choice of en-
rolling their children for all or part of the day, the public school
could enable parents to follow their own philosophies yet accom-
modate those parents who want or need full-day programs.

Much of the controversy with full-day programs tends to po-
larize around the issues of “education versus care’” and “academic
versus developmental focus.” Education leaders can address these
issues most effectively by focusing not on the polarities, but on our
central purpose-—serving the nature and needs of 5-year-old chil-
dren.

For example, thinking in terms of ““education versus care” in-
accurately limits “education” to the acquisition of academic skills
and knowledge and “care” to the provisions of custodial and pro-
tective services. As Bettye Caldwell {1986) noted, education and

11
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care are essentially inseparable: public schools already provide
many services, such as nutritional programs and health screening,
that could be considered care and protection, and quality day care
programs include an educational component. Caldwell concludes,
“In order for either service to be relevant to the needs of children
and families, both components must be present” (p.38).

Likewise, the issue of academic versus developmental pro-
grams involves an inappropriately narrow view of the goals and
actual impact of either program type. There is a very real difference
in articulated goals; developmental programs explicitly focus on the
whole child” (social, emotional, physical, and cognitive develop-
ment), whereas academuc programs explicitly focus on cognitive and
academic skills. The flaw in such a distinction is that regardless of
the stated purpose and focus of a kindergarten program, the chil-
dren involved are actually learning and developing in many areas,
and the child’s kindergarten experience and learning environment
makes an impact on that development whether it is intentional or
not.

It is more appropriate to focus our attention on the common
goal of both program types: to provide the foundation and the
motivation for successful lifelong learning. Kindergarten programs
should incorporate academic content and skill development within
a framework of individually appropriate experiential activities that
provide opportunities to grow in all the important developmental
areas. Such a program will result in both academic success and joy
in learning (Day and Drake 1986).

Regarding the academic effects of full-day kindergartens, a
number of studies indicate that full-time students exhibit stronger
academic skills (Murray 1987). Murray concluded from a recent re-
view of research that while there are no data to overwhelmingly
support the all-day program, it appears that the full-day, every day
model of attendance has an advantage from a pedagogical view-
point. It is important to note that Murray’s reference to a pedagog-
ical viewpoint is not an endorsement of intensive academic pro-
grams. On the contrary, he indicates that overemphasis on academic
skills is a potential disadvantage of full-day programs. Murray cites
Uphoff and Gilmore’s (1986) summary of several studies, which
indicate that formal school for which young children are not devel-
opmentally ready creates long-term academic and social difficulties.
According to Murray, the advantages of a full-day schedule are that
it allows more time for the teachers to observe and assess children,
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to screen for potential learning problems, and to extend the curnc-
ulum to include more information and a variety of relaxed, unhur-
ried experiences.

Murray’s summary of the advantages of 2 full day are consistent
with my own research and observations in kindergarten class-
rooms. A full day allows the time for ongoing individual evaluation
and program planning which, in turn, enables teachers to offer each
child a variety of developmentally appropriate experiential learning
opportunities. Children in full-day classrooms with such opportun-
ities exhibit an exceptionally high rate of engagement in learning
tasks (Day and Drake 1986). What children need in order to attain
optimal academic and developmental benefits is not an intensive
program of any kind, but appropriate learning experiences woven
throughout the day in a secure, unpressured environment.

What’s Happening in Early Childhood Programs
for 4-Year-Olds

The most recent and comprehensive information about public
preschool programs comes from the Public School Early Childhood
Study completed this year (Marx and Seligson 1987, Mitchell 1987a
and 1987b). The study, a joint project of Wellesley College and Bank
Street College, included three components:

* A state survey conducted by Wellesley College researchers
(Marx and Seligson 1987) who collected information about state
legislation and funding from officials in all 50 states. Mcst of their
data apply to FY 88. A description of findings is found in Figure
1.2, pages 4-21.

* A school district survey (Mitchell 1987a, 1987b) that gathered
information about the many types of programs serving children
younger than 5 years in school districts across the nation. Over
1,200 districts supplied information about nearly 1,700 programs.

* Site visits conducted by Bank Street College researchers
(Mitchell 1987a, 1987b).

Unless otherwise referenced, the data in this discussion are
drawn from the Public School Early Childhood Study.

Preschool Trends

A predominant trend in public preschool programs is rapidly
growing state involvement. For over 20 years, the federal govern-
ment was the major provider of public yreschool education through
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Figure 1.2
State Initiatives in Early Childhood Education

POPULATION HOURS OF NUMBERS

STATE SERVED OPERATION SERVED
ALASKA 4-year-alds half day 45 children (FY87)
enacted 1983 Head Start 5 villages

ehigibility
CALIFORNIA 4-year-alds half day, 185 19,221 children
enacted 1966 at risk (law cantracts; 500 + (FY88)

incame, limited sites

English)
DELAWARE 4.year-alds holf day 99 children
enacted 1986 disadvantaged 3 pilat pragroms | (FY88)

children targeted | (FY88)
FLORIDA 3- and 4-year-alds | full ¢ 1y 2,579 chiidren

siate funds used
to supplemen
migrant program

migrant children

(FY86)

since 1981
FLORIDA 3- and 4-year alds | half ar full doy 1,000 chiidren
enacted 1986 targeted ot risk including full (FY88)
begun 1986-87 anly warking day, 19
districts (FY88)
ILLINOIS 3- 5-year-olds half or full day 7,400 children
enacted 1985 aof nsk of 97 pragrams {FY87)
begun Jan 1986 | academic failure | (FY88)

KENTUCKY
enacted 1986

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3- and 4-year alds
"at nsk"’

~

PRV

half and fuli day
PACE (FY87-88)
12 districts

18 classrooms,

4 programs EIG
(Educatian
innavative Grant)

270 PACE (FY87-
88)
366 EIG (FY87-88)




Source: F. Marx and M. Seligson, "'Draft Notes on States’ Findings frotn the
Public School Early Childhood Study” (Wellesley, Mass. College Cente-
for Research on Women, 1987)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RESOURCES

RATIOS

ECE
TRAINING

METHOO OF
FUNDING

$197,000 (FY88)
$250,000 (FY87)

unknown

unknown

targeted grants
for Head Start like
prgroms

$35.5 million
(FY88 estimate)

110

reimbursement on
average daily
attendance;
contracts with
school district,
which may
subcontract,
grants may also
go directly to
private nonprofits

$189,000 (FY88)

unknown

competitive grants
school districts
only

$2.9 milion
{FY88)

110

no

districts may
subcontract to
nonprofits; 60%
state funds, 40%
federal

$1.6 million
(FY88)

local option
1.10

recommended

yes

project grants to
schoo! districts,
may subcontract

$12 7 miilion
(FY88)

local option
1 8 preferred

yes

project granfs; up
to one per district
no local match,
muy subcontract
to nonprofits

$900,000 PACE
(FY88)
$267,703 EIG
(FY87-88)

175PACE
unknown EIG

no PACE
unknown EIG

competitive grants
to school districts;
EIG may be
subcontracted,
PACE eligibiliiy
based on district
with 60% or more
adults without a
high school
diploma




Figure 1.2 continued.
State Initiatives in Early Childhood Education

POPULATION HOURS OF NUMBERS
STATE SERVED OPERATION SERVED
LOUISIANA 4-year-olds most full day 1,272 children
enacted 1985 at nsk 50 out of 66 (FY88)
begun fall, 1985 districts
71 closses (FY88)
MAINE 4-year-olds most half day 724 children
Head Start ot nsk Head Start | some 2 doys/week | (FY88)
expansion requirement 13 programs
enacied
1984
MAINE 4-year-olds half day 167 children
enacted 1984 5 districts
(FY88)
MARYLAND 4-year-olds half day 2,820 children
enacted 1979 ot nsk 15 districts (FY88)
72 classes (FY88)
MASSACHUSETTS | 3- 5-vear-olds half or full day N/A
enacted 1985 low income including full
begun fall, 1986 working day
121 programs
(FY87)
56 pre-K and day
care
MICHIGAN 4-year-olds most half day 800 children
ptiot project at nsk 23 programs (FY87)
begon Jan, 1986 (FY87)
MICHIGAN 4-year-olds haif doy N/A
enacted 1587 hving in districts
meeting funding
formula
requirements
NEW JERSEY 4-year-olds haif day 5,794 children
since 1903 93 school districts | (FY88)
(FY86)
o o
LJ

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ECE METHOD OF
RESOURCES RATIOS TRAINING FUNDING
$1.8 million 1.10 with aide no project grants; up
(FY88) 115 without to 4 per district;
no local moatch
£1.9 mil'ion 175 HS requirement formula
(FY88) (Head Start ratios) allocations
N/A none no school districts
regular
school aid
formula
$3 3 million 1:10 yes project grants;
(FY88) selection based
on low 3rd grade
fest scores
$103 million 1.75 yes compelitive grants
(FY88) fo districts; may
subcontract; 75%
of funds to low-
income districts
$1.5 million 110 no project grants to
(FY88) school districts;
30% local match,
may subcontract
with private
nonprofit
$10 million 110 no school districts
(FY88) only which meet
state funding
formula
requirements
$6.9 million 125 no, but most school districts
(estimated for teachers have regular
1989) nursery school school aid
endorsement formula
~
o oo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure 1.2 continved.
State Initiatives in Early Childhood Education

POPULATION HOURS OF NUMBERS
STATE SERVED OPERATION SERVED
NEW JERSEY 3- 5-year-olds half or full day N/A
enacted 1987 at nsk, Head Start | including full year,
to begin Nov requirement full working day
1987
NEW YORK 3- and 4-year-alds | most half-day 12,000 children

enacted 1966

90% low income

90 districts
(FY88)

(FY88)

2 ke

£y &

oM 3- 5-year-olds half or full day N/A
enacted 1985-86 pilot models

8 districts

(FY87)
OKLAHOMA .-year-olds half or full day 1,400 children
enacted1980 35 districts (FY88)

(FY88)
ORECON 4-year-olds half day unknown
passe.. 1987 80% of children
implemented must meet Head
1988-89 Start eligibility
PENNSYLVAiwiA | 4-year-olds half day 3,260 children
since 1965 9 districts (FY87)

(FY87)
SOUTH 4.year-olds with half day 10,715 children
CAROLINA deficient 86 districts, (FY88) | (FY88)
enacted 1984; “readiness’’ based
Chapter | funding | on individual
since 1971 assessment




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RESOURCES

RATIOS

rCe
TRAINING

METHOD OF
FUNDING

$1 million
(FY88)

110

yes

allocation by
counties and
competitive grants
fo programs;
priorny to Head
Start programs
but school districts
and nonprofits
may apply, 25%
matching
requirement

$27 million
(FY88)

no

project grants via
a proposal
process,
10%local match,
new program
limited to holf day
only

$83,000
(FY88 estimate)

112

no

project grants via
RFP to school
districts; new
programs holf
day only

$805,275
(FY88)

110

yes

project grants via
RFPto school
districts,
maximum gront
per district
$27,000 (FY88),
private schools
may also opply

$11 miliion
(FY88-89)

unknown

unknown

competitive grants
to school districts,
which may
subcontract;
direct contracts
permitted

$1 7 miliion
(FY87 estimate)

locol option

unknown

state aid formula
for kindergarten
used

?10.9 million
(FY88)

1 10
recommended

yes

aliocation to
districts bosed on
students “not
ready”, districts
may subcontract




Figure 1.2 continued.

State Initiatives in Early Childhood Education

POPULATION HOURS OF NUMBERS

STATE SERVED OPERATION SERVED
TEXAS 4.year-olds low- | half day 48.800 children
enacted 1984 income or hmited | 405 d's* icts (FY87)
began fall 1985 English proficiency | (FY86)
VERMONT 3- and 4-year-c!ds | half or full day 250 children
enacted 1987 of risk, low- including full work | (FY88 estimate)

income; limited day

English

proficiency, other

handicapping

conditions
WASHINGTON | 4-year-olds half day 2,000 children
enacted 1985 Head Start (FY88)

eligibdlity
WASHINGTON, | 4-year-olds 117 full day + 3,444 children

DC

27 haif day (FY87)

(FY88)

i

enacted 1968 170 full day
(FY88)

WEST VIRGINIA | 3- and 4-year-olds | half day and full 215 children

programs at nsk and low- doy* (FY86)

operated since income 6 programs

1972+

| WISCONSIN 4-year-olds half day 5,850

enacted 1985 25 districts (FY88 estimate)

(FY87)

*School code revised in 1983 1o permit \ocal county school boards 1o establish

prekindergarten programs for children under age 5. The programs listed are those

not primarnly for handicapped children

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



RESOURCES

RATIOS

ECE
TRAINING

METHOD OF
FUNDING

$37 6 million
(FY87)
$64.5 milhon
(FY88)

122

yes with
exemptions

formulo
ollocotion;
motching gront
based on locol
property volue

$500,000

(FY88)

moximum $30,006
per gront

110

no

competitive gronts
based on RFP,
preference to
communities
without other
early childhood
progroms; gronts
to school districts,
which moy
subcontroct;
direct controcts
permitted

$61 million
(FY88)

16

yes

competitive gronts
to school districts;
Heod Stort ond

privote non-profits

$12 2 million
(FY88)

1 1 full doy
115 holf doy

yes

locol district
regulor school od
formulo; used
Chopter | funds
prior to 1982

$258,574 (FY84)

115

yes

4 of the progroms
run by the DOE os
fiscol ogent, 2 ore
run by counties
under controct
with DOE

$4 3 million
(FY88)

120
recornmended

no locol option

stote oid formuio
to locol districts,
overoge locol
contribution 1s
52%

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L 9%
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the Head Start program. As of 1986, Head Start had produced over
8 million graduates (Scarr and W2inburg 1986). In spite of its large
number of graduates, Head Start now serves only a small percent-
age of eligible children, and expansion to serve more children is
unlikely. Today, states are providing the impetus to expand existing
programs and to create new programs for the nation’s 4-year-olds.

Twenty-eight states are now funding or have committed to fund
state prekindergarten programs, to supplement Head Start pro-
grams, or to provide parent education programs. This represents a
phenomenal increase in a short amount of time. Only 4 states (Cal-
ifornia New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey) have been fund-
ing preschool programs for more than 10 years (Morado 1986). Since
1985, 14 states have either initiated - expanded prekindergarten
programs (Marx and Seligson 1987).

The amount of program funding as well as the number of chil-
dren served vary considerably from state to state:

« The smallest state prekindergarten programs are in Alaska
(funding $197,000, serving 45 children), Delaware (funding
$189,000, serving 99 children), Ohio (funding $83,000, number
served not available), Vermont (funding $500,000, serving 250 chil-
dren), and West Virginia (funding $258,000, serving 215 children).

* The largest state programs are in Texas (funding $64.5 mil-
lion, serving 48,000 children), California (funding $35.5 million,
serving 19,111 children), and New York (funding $27 million, serving
12,000 children). Other leaders, each with a $10 million or more
investment, are Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan (tentative funding
of $10 million), and South Carolina (funding $10.9 million, serving
10,715 children). Funding in the remaining states ranges from ap-
proximately $1 miliion to $7 million.

» Eight states allocate funds to supplement Head Start pro-
grams: Rhode Island, Alaska, Washington, Maine, Minnesota, Con-
necticut, Massachusetts, and the District of Columbia. Their contri-
butions range from $0.4 million to $2.7 million.

As a whole, the state invesiments are an impressive and en-
couraging beginning for meeting the early childhocd program
needs of our 4-year-olds (about half the programs serve 4-year-olds
only and half serve children ages 3-5).

A second significant trend in public preschool programming is
the targeting of -unding for children who are economically disad-
vantz_ed or academically at risk. The decision to target such chil-
dren is not surprising in the absence of adequate funding to serve
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all. The Committee for Economic Development and the National
Governors Association have effectively promoted public invest-
ments in programs for poor childrer and have persuasively pre-
sented the social and economic bznefits not only for the children
served, but for society at large.

The High/Scope Foundation has estimated a $7 savings for
every $1 invested in high-quality preschool programs; on a broader
scale, the Children’s Defense Fund (1987) estimates a national sav-
ings of $10 billion in reduced costs of special education, repeated
grades, delinquency, and other consequences of school failure, if
Head Start were to provide services to every poor child 3 to 5 vears
of age (Children’s Defense Fund 1987). We are far from serving all
poor children through Head Start and the state programs com-
bined. The Committee for Economic Development (1987) has esti-
mated it would cost $3 billion annually to provide quality preschool
programs for all our economically disadvantaged 4-year-olds. How-
ever, the states are mov.ng in that direction by earmarking funding
for the disadvantaged fir.'t.

The third trend in public preschool programming is the states’
efforts to coordinate and nse all available resources for young chil-
dren efficiently and effectively. Almost all states have a caordinating
body at the state level, and roughly half of the states allow for some
form of contracting with appropriate public and private agencies to
provide preschool programs or components of those programs.
Such ¢fforts, however, are incomplete and warrant furthor planning
and action Marx and Seligson (1987) note that no state has yet to
fully coordinate funding for state prekindergarten and child care
programs. Further, only one-third of the states require local level
coordination, and in some cases lack of local coordination has re-
sulted in competition for resources between state prekindergartens
and Head Start programs. Since so many state initiatives are rela-
tively new, it is likely that coordination will improve as we become
more experienced in planning and administering state programs.

Preschool Programs

This section, on preschool program schedules and quality fac-
tors, includes information frora both the aforementioned state and
district surveys. The district survey included data about almost 1700
programs, categorized as Head Start, Chapter 1 Pre-K, Special Ed-
ucation, Locally-funded Pre-K, Summer Program, Nursery School
Operated by High School Students, and Other. Tt.e most frequently

lJL.;




WHAT’'S HAPPENING IN EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

occurring program types were Head Start (10.4 percent), Special
Education (31.5 percent), State-funded Pre-K (15.2 percent), and
Other (11.1 percent).

Program Schedules. State survey results show that 60 percent of
state prekindergarten programs are half-day programs, and 25 per-
cent are either half or full school days. Four states (Vermont, Mas-
sachusetts, New Jersey, and Florida) permit children to be served
for the full working day. However, few full working day programs
have been funded to date.

District survey data show that the typical operating schedule
for all program types is 3-hour sessions offered every day of the
school year schedule. The notable exception is child care prograins
that typically operate for 9 or more hours per day on a calendar year
schedule.

Quality Factors 1n Preschocl Programs. A major goal of the Public
School Early Childhood Study was to gather information about pro-
gram characteristics that determine program quality. Using stan-
dards developed in 1986 by the National Association for the Edu-
cation of Young Children (NAEYC), the researchers identified five
major ingredients in quality: (1) staffing paterns, (2) teacher qual-
ifications, (3) comprehensive services, (4) curriculum, and (5) prent
participation.

Staffing Patterns. Low staff-child ratios and small-group sizes
are key components of quality preschool programs. NAEYC (1986)
has established . staff.child ratio of 1:10 in a group no larger than
20 children as an acceptable staffing pattern. It was found in the
state survey that only five states permit staff child ratios in excess
of 1:10, and some states require lower ratios in their prekindergarten
programs. In the district survey, the staffing patterns (mean group
sizes and staff-child ratios) in all program types met or exceeded
the NAEYC standard.

Teacher Qualifications. NAEYC (1986) recommends that teachers
have college level specialized preparation in early childhood edu-
cation, as well as supervised experience with young children before
they are placed in charge of a group. According to the state survey
report, about half the state programs require teachers to have train-
ing or certification or both 1n early childhood education.

Similarly, district survey results show that half of the programs
require teachers to have early childhood certification, and almost
three-quarters require a bachelor’s degree. Unfortunately, two-
‘ thirds of the programs do not require previous experience for teach-
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ers. Actual hiring pr.ctices in the surveyed school districts often
exceed the minimum certification requirements, with a little over
half of the teachers hired having both certification and at least one
y2ar of experience teaching children younger than 5 years.

The district survey also addressed requirements for parapro-
fessionals, who are employed in 87 percent of the programs. Over
half of the programs require a high school diploma for paraprofes-
sionals, and experience is rarely required. About one-fifth of the
paraprofessionals had both a year of early childhood training and
at least one year of experience with young children.

Comprehensive Services. Another significant factor in program
quality is comprehensive services, particularly since most of the
programs are targeted to children who are economically disadvan-
taged or academically at risk. Comprehensive services include med-
ical, social, and health services, among others; parent participation;
and a program that addresses all areas (sncial, emotional, physical,
and cognitive) of a child’s development. Findings from the state
survey indicate that about half of the states require comprehensive
developmental programs. In the district survey, almost one-fifth of
the children are enrolled in Head Start programs hat are required
to provide comprehensive services.

Curriculum. A curriculum based on principles of child devel-
opment is the crucial determinant of program quality (NAEYC
1986). As mentioned above, half the state programs are required to
provide comprehensive developmental programs. According to
Marx and Seligson (1987), the states that do not require comprehen-
sive developmental programs either have no curricular require-
ments or primarily focus on cognitive curriculum.

The Putlic School Early Childhood Study also took a close look
at curriculum by visiting and observing programs in 13 different
communities. Generally, early childhood curriculum models fall
along a continuum from highly structured, teacher-directed, and
cognitively focused programs (e.g., Bereiter and Englemann’s 1966
direct instruction model) to unstructured, child-centered, and so-
cially/emotionally focused models (e.g., traditional nursery
schools). At the middle of the continuum are open-structure models
that involve teacher- and child-initiated activities as well as teacher-
structured individualized learning activities designed to achieve a
balance of cognitive, social, emotional, and physical developmen*
goals. Examples of open structure curriculum modeis are tt.2 Mon-
tessori method, the High/Scope open framework model (Hohmann
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et al. 1979), and the developmental and experiential program de-
scribed by Day and Drake (1983, 1986) and Day (in press). Curric-
ulum models at the highly structured, cognitively focused end of
the continuum are generally deve! spmentally inappropriate for 4-
year-olds; programs in the middle and at the unstructured child-
centered end are generally developmentally appropriate. While the
researchers found that some kind of curriculum was used in every
site, there was wide variation in the appropriateness of curriculums.

Two case studies of the site visits contrast the range of vanation
(Mitchell 1987a, 1987b). The first type of curriculum is teacher-de-
signed and involves many hands-on exploration and discovery ac-
tivities for the children. In a typical science activity in this curricu-
lum, the science teacher and children gather around a table on
which ice cubes of different sizes and shapes, various containers,
and paper towels are placed. The children feel the ice cubes and
talk about how ice changes and melts. They experiment and explore
changes, noting what happens to ice in water, what happens to ice
wrapped in a towel, and so forth.

The second site uses a prescribed-skills mastery curriculum
with highly structured teacher-directed lessons and no expenential
or child-initiated activities. When conducting typical classroom ac-
tivities, the teacher stands in front of a group of children, holds up
a card with a letter printed on it, and calls on a child to ideatify the
letter. In another part of the room, an aide sits at the blackboard in
fron’ of a group of children. The aide draws a shape ca the board
and then calls on a child to draw an identical shape and tell the
name of the shape. A third group of studeonts sits around a table
independently putting together puzzles.

It is easy to imagine what very different ideas the children in
the two settings are developing about the meaning and value of
learning. Such a contrast vividly illustrates the importance of care-
fully considering the effects of our curriculum focus and methods.
Curriculum planners are deciding what children will be experienc-
ing and are, in fact, shaping the growth and development of those
children (Leeper et al. 1984, p. 178). Researchers disagree about the
long-term academic and social impact of different curriculum
models. The High/Scope Foundation has documented significant
long-term social-behavioral advantages at age 15 for economically
disadvantaged children who were involved in preschool curriculum
models (the High/Scope model and traditional nursery school) fea-
turing child-initiated activities as compared with economically dis-
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advantaged children involved in the direct instruction model
(Schweinhart, Weikart and Larmner 1986). Proponents of the direct
instruction mode! report advantages for direct instruction students
in a large longitudinal study of a four-year (K-3) Head Start Follow
Through project (Gersten and Keating 1986).

Parent Involvement. The fifth component in quality preschool
programs is parent involvement. Parent involvement—in parent ad-
visory boards, parent-teacher conferences, family services, and as
volunteers and employees—is a hallmark of the Head Start pro-
gram. The state survey did not directly address parent involvement
issues, but we know that parent involvement is included in pro-
grams in states that require a comprehensive developmental ap-
proach.

The district survey included specific questions about parent
involvement. The responses to those questions indicate that nearly
all programs offer parent-teacher conferences, about half have par-
ent 2 {visory groups, and an equal number use parent volunteers.
Mitchell (1987b) notes that parent advisory bodies are much more
likely to be found in Head Start programs and child care programs
than in the other program types.

An important factor in both parent involvement and overall
program effectiveness is the extent to which programs accommo-
date working parents. Data fr 1 both the state and district surveys
indicate that most programe  half-day, a schedule which creates
logistical problems for working parents. In fact, the district survey
found that about half of the programs reported scheduling parent
conferences after working hours. Most of the programs that re-
ported busing children to locations other than home were special
education programs. Summer care was reported mostly by child
care and special education programs. Summer programs make up
only 1.3 percent of the 1,681 programs in the sample.

Early Childhood i’rogram Challenges

What's happening in early childhood programs can be sum-
marized in two words—growth and uncertainty. In the midst of the
growth, uncertainty is perhaps the best general descriptor of the
current state of early childhood programs. Many critical issues re-
main to be resolved: what will be the goals, content, and process of
programs for both 4- and 5-year-olds; how will we fund, deliver,
and determine who attends new programs for 4-year-olds; and how
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will we ensure quality in our early childhood programs? With so
much growth coupled with such great uncertainty in early child-
hood education today, it is imperative that public school adminis-
trators take the broadest possible long-term perspective in defining
and addressing programming challenges.

Our first and most important challenge is to focus on the in-
dividual needs of the young children we serve. We can provide the
resources and opportunities to meet those needs. Specifically,
schools can provide children with:

* a comfortable, safe, and stable environment every day, year
round, for all of the hours that parents are at work.

* consistent and nurturing care and education.

* the opportunity to be physically active.

« opportunities {0 explore and meaningfully interact with the
world around them.

« opportunities to iateract with, learn from, and be appreciated
by other children.

* stimulation and support to develop cognitively, socially, emo-
tionally, and physically in their own time and in their own ways.

Now, at the beginning of a tremendous wave of growth in early
childhood programs, is the time to say, yes, we can and will focus
every program decision on providing optimal services for our chil-
dren. It is tempting to focus on the many practical and financial
constraints we face today, but by concentrating on problems instead
of possibilities, we will lose the vision we need to overcome the
problems and make the possibilities come true.

Our second challenge is to focus on how leainings in preschool
and kindergarten programs can become the foundation for later
grades. Instead of designing preschool progran . to offset weak-
nesses in later programs, I propose that right r + we begin coop-
erative planning among preschool, kindergartr  _.nd primary grade
teachers and administrators to create coherent curriculums that will
progressively support and build on learning and development
throughout the early childhood years. Uliimately, we should be
aiming for a continuous ungraded curriculum flow from preschool
through 3rd grade. Such a structure would push success upward
rather than pushing failure downward.

The third major challenge is to broaden our focus outward to
involve all of the relevant constituents of early childhood program-
ming in planning, supporting, and receiving services now and in
the future. Our children are the most important constituents, and
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right now most of the children in public preschools are disadvan-
taged. Learning from and along with their more fortunate peers
would enhance children’s preparation for success in school and later
life. To better our programs, we must broaden the student constit-
uency to include all the children of poverty and the children of
mainstream America.

Mainstream children are not the only constituents who are
uninvolved in the majority of preschool programs today. If we open
school programs to all 4-year-olds, then we would also have the
interest, commitment, and the potential financial and political re-
sources of a larger and more powerful group of parents.

A final unrecognized constituency is the private sector employ-
ers who are already spendirg millions of dollars to help their em-
ployees find quality day care and preschool programs. A recent
Fortune magazine cover story described corporate efforts to meet the
problem. According to the article, about 3,000 corporations now
provide some kind of child care assistance, a 50 percent increase
since 1984 (Chapman 1987). The Bank America Foundation has un-
derwritten a consortium of corporations and government agencies
with a $1.1 million budget to make better child care available in
several California counties. I believe there is potential for similar
cooperation across the nation, and it should be initiated now by
state and local education leaders. With the proper focus, planning,
and coordinated action, we can have all the resources we need to
provide high-quality programs for our young children.

In conclusion, our most important challenges are a -..atter of
focus. We must focus on how we can meet our children’s needs.
We must look ahead to how we can support and build successful
development and learning throughout the early childhood years.
And, finally, we must recognize the needs and resources of all our
constituents, and work together to create the future we all want.
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2
Engaging
Children’s Minds:
The ‘mplications of

Research for Early
Childhood
Education

LiLian G. Kartz

uring the last five or six years, it has become customary
to discuss many of the issues surrounding the educa-
tion of young children in terms of developmental ap-
propriateness (Bredekamp 1987). However, the concept
of development itself has generally been used rather vaguely and
without definition. This chapter zddresses the question “What
should young children be doing?”’ in light of a concept of develop-
ment and of contemporary research on children’s intellectual and
social development and learning.

The Concept of Development

Early childhood education has traditionally drawn heavily on
studies of human development. Child study and child development
as academic specialities have contributed greatly to the field (Green-

An earlier version of this paper is in press in Early Schooling- The National
Debuate, edited by S.L. Kagan and E. Zigler (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni-
versity Press).

Copynght 1988 by Lilian G. Katz.
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THE CONCEPT OF DEVELOPMENT

berg 1987). The study of child development in particular is typically
a major component of early childhood teacher preparation.

It is useful to think of the concept of development as having
two major dimensions: the normative and the dynamic (Maccoby
1983, Radke-Yarrow 1987). Each of these dimensions has implica-
tions for early childhood education.

The Normative Dimension of Development

The most common use of the concept of development draws
on the normative dimension, which addresses what most children
can and cannot do ata given age or stage. Examples of the normative
dimension include what is most frequently observed in children
2-, 3-, 5-, and 9-years-old, and so on. The normative dimension is
applied in discussions of such matters as how many words most
children know at a particular age or the average age of learning to
walk, to understand time, to conserve volume, and so forth. When
we say that an activity is developmentally appropriate, speak of
grade-level achievement, or apply Gesell-type developmental mea-
sures, we are using the normative dimension of the concept of
development.

The Dynamic Dimensicn of Development

The other major dimension of th- concept of development is
the dynamic one, which has three interrelated aspects. One deals
with the sequence in the ways human beings change over time and
with experience. This aspect of development addresses the se-
quences and stages of learnings, the transformations that occur in
capabilities from one age to another, and the order in which devel-
opments and learnings occur. Thus, some specialists study pro-
cesses in the transitions from babbling babyhood to becoming a
competent speaker of 1 language by age 4 or 5.

A second aspect of the dynamic dimension is that of delayed
impact (Radke-Yarrow 1987). This concerns the way in which early
experier.ce may affect later functioning, particularly with respect to
affective and personality development. It attends to possible uncon-
scious determinants of mature behavior that may be due to forgotten
early experiences.

A third aspect of the dynamic dimension of development is the
long-term cunwlative effect of repeated or frequent experiences. An
experience that might not affect a child’s development if it is occa-
sional might be harmful if it occurs often over a long period of time.
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A teacher might rot worry if a child is occasionally confused by the
directions for completing sch~nl tasks. But frequent experience with
such confusion may have strong negative cuinuiative effects on the
child’s self-confidence. Occas dnal exposure to a horror movie
might not affect a child, but frequent and repeated exposures might
have long-term deleterious effects in some children.

The three aspects of the dynamic dimension—sequential
change, delayed impact, and cumulative effect——remind us to con-
sider children’s experiences in the early years in light of their po-
tential long-term consequences. When both the normative and dy-
n.mic dimensions of development are taken into account, it seems
reasonable to suggest that just because children can do something
when they are young does not mean that they should do it. The
distinction between what young children can do and what they
should do is especially critical becaii=e most of them appear willing,
if not eager, to do what is asked of them. They rarely appear to be
suffering, anc some even enjoy the activities offered. Most young
children are eager to please their teachers. But children’s willing-
ness and enjoyment are misleading criteria of the value of an activ-
ity. After all, young children enjoy junk food, poor television pro-
grams, and other experiences generally agreed not to be in their
best interest. Enjoyment of these kinds of things can be tolerated
on a few occasions, but it is their potentially damaging cumulative
effects that concern many adults. Scme toddlers are taught to
“read” flash cards. Preschool children can perform rote counting
up to the hundreds. Many young children willingly fill out work-
sheets. Young children can, and frequently do, work assiduously to
receive tangible rewards like gold stars and colorful stickers and
other tokens. The fact they engage in such activities willingly does
not imply that they should: It depends upon what the long-term
cumulative effects of such experiences might be.

In the light of this definition of the concept of development,
the developmental question is not simply “What can children do?”
Nor is it “"How do they learn?”” Children always learn. Learning is
a neutral term: Children learn undesirable as well as desirable
things; to mistrust as well as to trust, to hurt as well as to help. The
critical developmental question for educators is, "What should
young children be doing that best serves their development in the
long term?” Thus, the questions concerning what young children
should be doing must take into account both the normative and
dynamic dimensions of development.




FOUR CATEGORIES OF LEARNING

Four Categories of Learning

Ir drawing inferences from research cited below concerning
developmentally appropriate programs for young children, I find i*
helpful to think in terms of four broad types ot learning. knowledge,
skills. dispositions, and feelings. (This group of four categories of
learning is not exhaustive, and more categories could be added; for
the purposes of this discussion, the focus is on these four major
ones.)

Knowledge during the early childhood period can be broadly
defined as information, ideas, stories, facts, concepts, schemes,
songs, names, and other such “contents of mind” that make up
much of what is to be covered in a curriculum. Although discovery
learning has been valued by early childhood educators, there are
limits to the kinds and amounts of knowledge that can be discovered
by children. A child cannot ask a gerbil what it is called, what family
of mammals it belongs to, and why. Children can be helped to
acquire knowledge when adults explain, tell them things, and alert
them to relevant phenomena.

Skills can be defined as relatively small units of action or be-
haviors that are easily observed and occur in brief periods (e.g.,
walking along a balance beam, cutting out a circle, or writing one’s
name). Mental skills included in this category can be fairly easily
inferred from observed behavior that occuis in small units of time,
or on a given occasion (such as counting the fingers on a hand).
Skills may be lrarned partly from observation, imitation, trial and
error, instruction, directions, and optimum amounts of drill and
practice. Lessons and workbooks can be used to aid the a~quisition
and strengthening of skills.

Dispositions is a category of learning that seem .:argel, neg-
lected, especially by advocates of “ba « to bascs’ anc vther aca-
demically oriented programs. Sometin - reterred to as atiitudes or
attitudes of mind, dispositions are difficult to define (Katz and
Raths 1985). For present purposes, they are broadly defined as rel-
atively enduring “habits of mind” or characteristic ways of respond-
ing to experience across types of situations. Examples uf disposi-
tions are curiosity, generosity, avarice, charitability, and
quarrelsomeness.

Dispositions are not likely t~ be learn2d from lessons, instrac-
tions, or lectures. Children are most likely to learn dispositions from
observation and emulation of models. The dispositions “picked up’’
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from others are then shaped and strengthened by being appreciated
and acknowledged or ignored. If, for example, we wish to
strengthen children’s dispositions to be curious, it will be necessary
to provide opportunities for children to act out their curiosity. We
must then convey our appreciation of the disposition with appro-
priate responses. Of course, not all dispositions are desirable, and
some have to be responded to so that they are weakened. Among
the dispositions to be strengthened in early childhood are cooper-
ativeness, curiosity, resourcefulness, and the disposition to be ab-
sorbed and interested in worthwhile explorations and activities.

Feelings are roughly defined as subjective emotional or affective
stales. Among the feelings that concemn early childhood educators
are belonging, self-confidence, and acceptance (Katz 1985). It i< not
clear which feelings are learned from experience and which are
innate responses to classes of stimuli. Contemporary theorizing
emphasizes the interactive nature of emotional development. Feel-
ings such as anger, sadress, and frustration are temporary reactions
to sitvations and experiences. But feelings of competence and in-
competence in school or acceptance or rejection in the classroom
could be said to be learned in that they are the feelings typically
aroused in that context.

Educators are not obliged to choose between emphasizing one
of these categories of learning over another. Indeed, one of the most
challenging and difficult tasks for educators is to design curriculums
so that the achievemert of goals in all four categories is mutually
inclusive and that the acquisition of wo-thwhile knowledge. useful
skills, desirable dispositions, and feelings are all addressed equally.

Some Risks of Academic Pressures on Young Children

Many observers of recent developments in the early childhood
programs have expressed alarm over the “push down phenome-
non:"” namely, the practice of introducing curriculum previously
reserved for 1st grade into kindergarten, and sometimes preschool,
classes (Egertson 1987). This appears (o me to be doing earlier and
earlier what we don’t do very well later.

The “Damaged Disposition”’ Hypothesis

We can successfully instruct young children in such reading
skills as phonics, for example, but by requiring drill and practice of
young children, we risk undermining their dispositions to be read-
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ers. The damaged dispcsition hypothesis, therefore, suggests that
the early introduction of academic or basic skills may run counter
to the development of children’s dispositions to use those skills in
the long run (Katz 1985).

Unfortunately, there is no direct empirical test of the damaged
disposition hypothesis. But it seems to me to be a reasonable inter-
pratation of some of the results of longitudinal studies (e.g., Karnes
et al. 1983, Miller and Bizzell 1983, Schweinhart et al. 1986, Walberg
1984). As we look at the results of such studies, the early pressure
on young children to perform academic tasks introduced through
direct instruction (e.g., practice in phonics or workbook exercises)
appears - ‘e harmless, or even beneficial, in the short term. Fur-
thermore, ch.ldren do not, at least at first, appear to resist or dislike
the exercises. They are often quite enthusiastic about their acl)ieve-
ments as well as some of the rewards that come with them.

But as developmentalists v.e are obliged to take into account
the potential long-term cumulative consequences of early experi-
ences, no matter how benign they appear to be the first time they
occur. Results from longitudinal studies (Consortium for Longitu-
dinal Studies 1983) suggest that curriculums and teaching methods
should be approached su as to optimize the acquisition of knowl-
edge, skills, desirable dispositions, and feelings and so that these
are mutually inclusive goals, giving each type of learning ¢ jual
weight. It is not very useful to have skiils if, in the process of
acquinng them, the disposition to use them is lost. On the other
hand, having the disposition without the requisite skills is also not
a desir7 ole educational outcome. The challenge for educators at
every lcvel is to help the learner with both the acquisition of skills
and the strengthening of desirable dispositions.

Homogeneity of Treatments

Another nisk for preschool pro~rams that emphasize academic
or basic skills is that they tend to use a single teaching method and
curriculum. The relevant principle here is that use of a single teach-
ing or instructional method (a homogeneous treatment) with a
group of children of diverse backgrounds and developmental pat-
terns produces heterogeneous outcomes. Needless to say, we want
some outcomes of education to be heterogeneous. But it is reason-
able to hypothesize that for those outcomes that we wish to be
homogeneous, such as all children having the disposition to be
readers, the treatment most likely will have to be heterogeneous. It
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is reasonable to assume that when a single teaching method is used
for a diverse group of young children, a significant proportion of
them is likely to fail.

It also seems to mc a reasonable hypothesis that the younger
the children are, the greater the variety of teaching methods should
be (Durkin 1980, Nelson and Seidman 1984); although, for reasons
of stability and practicality, there are likely to be limits to how varied
the teaching meihods can be. This hypothesis is derived from the
assumption that the younger the group, the less likely they are to
have been socialized into a particular and standard way of respond-
ing to their erivironment; and the more likely it is that the children’s
background experience related to their readiness to learn is unique
and idiosyncratic rather than common and shared. Academicaily
focused curriculums typically adopt a single pedagogical method
dominated by workbooks, drill, and practice. Even though such
approaches « ften claim to “individualize” instruction, what is typ-
ically individuali. 7 is the day on which a child completes a task,
rather than the task itself. I suspect that very often ‘’time on task”
for the children in such programs could be called ““time on deadlv
task.” After a year or two of such schooling, the effect on the dis-
position to learn is likely to be deadening.

Learned Stupidity

Another risk in introducing young children to academic work
prematurely is that those children who cannot relate to the content
or tasks required are likely to feel incompetent. When the content
or tasks of a lesson for college students are difficult to grasp or
perform, the student is very likely to fault the instructor. However,
in the case of young children, perhaps older ones as well, repeated
experiences of being unable to relate :o0 school work are more likely
to lead to the self attribution of stupidily, which can be called
"learned stupidity.”” Such children are then very likely to bring their
behavior into line with this attribution.

Interaction as a Context for Early Learning

One of the most reliable principles implied by developmental
research is that young children’s learr’~g is enhanced when the
children are engaged in interactive proce .es (Brown and Campione
1984, Bruner 1985, Glaser 1984, Karmiloff-Smith 1984, Nelson 1985,
Rogoff 1983, Wertsch 1985). In addition to learning through trial,
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error, and observation, young children gain a great deal cognirively
and socially by interacting with each other, adults, and their envi-
ronment.

This trend in research also implies that children’s learning is
facilitated when they are involved in active rather than passive ac-
tivities. One of the weaknesses of having conventional academic
tasks included in the “pushed down” elementary school curriculum
is the resulting reduction in the extent to which children are en-
gaged in interactive processes.

The Development of Communicative Competence

Early childhood is a critical period in the development of com-
r  icative competence: namely, competence in self-expression and
in understanding others. Contemporary insights into the develop-
ment of communicative competence in young children indicate that
all three basic functions of language (communication, expression,
and reasoning) are strengthened when children are engaged in con-
versation, rather than when they are simply passively exposed to
language. Virtually all aspects of communication are most fully
developed when children engage in conversations with adults and
other children (Wells 1983).

Conversanions are a very special type of interaction in which
the content of each participant’s responses is contingent upon the
other’s in a sequential string of interactions. It may very well be that
the contingency of the responses of adults to children in and of
iself has a powerful effect on the d¢ ~lopment of their intellects.
Conversation is more likely to be prolonged when adults make com-
ments to children than when they ask them questions (Blank 1985).

The work of Bruner (1982) and others suggests that conversa-
tion is most likely to occur when children are in small groups of
three or four, with or without an adult present. Most teachers of
young childrei recognize the difficulty of encouraging conversation
during a whole-group session; they expend much effort reminding
children that another child is still speaking or that their turn has
not yet come. It seems reasonably clear that children are most likely
to engage in conversation when something of interest occurs in
context (Bruner 1982, Clark and Wade 1983). I watched a kindergar-
ten teacher who was 2tiempting to engage a class of 5-year-uld
children in a discussion by asking each in turn, “What is your news
today?” Each child strcggled to find something headline-worthy to
report to his or her disinterested squirming classmates. Perhaps
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some of these children were leamning to listen as the teacher in-
tended, but many appeared to be learning to “tune out” their stam-
menng classmates.

The Development of Interest

One of the important dispositions of concern to educators of
young children is interest, or the capacity to “lose oneself” in an
activity or concern outside of oneself. Interest refers to the capability
of becoming deeply enough absorbed in something to pursue it over
time, with sufficient commitment to accept the routine as well as
novel aspects of work. Sometimes called intrinsic motivation (Mor-
gan 1984), continuing motivation (Maehr 1982), or self-directed
learning (Benware and Deci 1984), this disposition appears to be
present in the normal human at birth and is affected by a variety of
social-psychological processes throughout childhood.

Recent research (Butler and Nisan 1986) has illuminated the
ofects of different kinds of feedback on learners’ interest and in-
trinsic motivation, or what I refer to as the disposition called inter-
est. Research on the “overjustification effect” suggests that when
children are rewarded for tasks in which they had initially shown
interest, the reward is followed by loss of mterest in the tasks (Deci
and Ryan 1985). In such cases, rewards undermine children’s inter-
est. The overjustification effect refers to metacognitive processes
assumed to be occurring in children’s minds, suggesting that chil-
dren respond to such rewards by saying to themselves, “’It must be
wrong to like doing x, if I am given a reward for doing it” (Deci and
Ryan 1982, 1985). Since this effect applies especially to those activ-
ities children originally find interesting, it suggests that teachers
should exercise special care not to offer rewards for those activities
young children spontaneously enjoy, find attractive, or are easily
encouraged to engage in.

A parallel line of research on related processes suggests that
when the positive feedback given to children is general in nature,
it may serve to increase productivity but not interest (deCharms
1983). General positive feedback includes vague comments on the
part of the teacher like “very good” ar . ““well done” or a decorative
smiling face or gold star. On the other hand, if the pcsitive feedback
is specific rather than general, particularly if it includes information
about the competence of the performance, it serves to strengthen
interest. The latter is called a “tribute,” the former an “induce-
ment.” A tribute is associated with increasing interest once the
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positive feedback becomes unavailable. Academically onented pro-
grams typically emphasize general positive feedback, ostensibly to
give children feelings of success and to spur productivity. This strat-
egy appears to work very well to induce young ckildren to keep
working at disembedded, decontextualized, and often very trivial
tasks. However, the research on the effects of rewards strongly
suggests that children may suffer academic burn-out after two or
three years of experience with general positive extrinsic rewards.

The Disposition Toward Mastery and Effort

Extensive research by Dweck and her associates (1986, 1987)
suggests that the goals teachers set for the activities they provide
have significant cumulative effects on children’s dispositions toward
effort and mastery. Dweck asserts that school tasks can be set in
terms of performance goals or learning goals. A teacher sets per-
formance goals by saying, “Today I want to see how good you are
at x” or “"How many problems can you get right?”’ or “How well
can you do?” The teacher sets learning goals with phrases like,
“Today I want to see how much you can learn” or ““How much you
can find out about x” or “I would like you to experiment and find
out how fast these cars roll over different surfaces.”

These two conditions arouse different kinds of responses in
children that affect their dispositions toward effort and mastery.
Under conditions of performance goals, children focus on gaining
favorable judgments or avoiding negative ones. Under conditions of
learning goals, children seek to increase their undeistanding or
mastery of something new. Dweck defin- 5 the mastery disposition
as adaptive, accompanied by “challenge seeking and high, effective
persistence in the face of obstacles” (1986, p. 1040). She defines the
maladaptive disposition as helplessness, manifested by
challenge avoidance, low g ersistence in the face of difficulty accompanied
by negative affect, anxiety and negative self-attributions with respect to

ability. Furthermore, the evidence indicates that the adaptive and maladap-
tive dispositions are independent of actual intellectual ability (p. 1042)

A variety of research studies (Dweck 1986, 1987) on these two
types of goals indicate that they produce different effects on chil-
dren’s concerns as they address the tasks assigned. Under perfor-
mance goals, children skow concern about their ability. Children
who are confident about their abilities may accept a task eagerly,
though a few will worry that they won't measure up to their high
reputations. Others tend to engage in defensive wid.drawal from
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the task in order to avoid expected negative judgments of their
ability. Performance goals “’promote defensive strategies that can
interfere with challenge seeking” (Dweck 1986, p. 1043). Dweck’s
experiments revealed that when faced with learning goals, children
chose challenging tasks regardless of whether they believed them-
selves to have high or low ability; they also were not reluctant to
display their ignorance. They tended to think more about the re-
quired skills and the interest of the topic and were less oriented
internally toward their own ability and how they might look to
others.

In lessons oriented toward performance goals, children who do
not succeed tend to attribute their failure to their lack of ability
(Dweck 1986, 1987). This kind of self-attribution usually leads to
anxiety, which may interfere with their performance and ultimately
to withholding effort. A few children even become overwhelmed
with worry about goal attainment. During learning-goal assign-
ments, children perceive obstacles and difficulties as cues to in-
crease their effort, to analyze and vary their strategies, and thus to
improve their work. As Dweck points out, ’the more children focus
on learning or progress, the greater the likelihood of maintaining
effective strategies (or impsoving their strate~ies) under difficulty
or failure’” (1986, p. 1044).

The two types of task goals give rise to different sources of
satisfaction. Under the performance goals condition, children per-
ceive an opportunity to display their abilities, take pride in them if
they are able, or experience embarrassment and shame when they
fail. Experience with performance goals leads children to the view
that effort indicates low ability. They then engage in attempts to
disguise or deny the application of real effort, fearing that it will
reveal that they have little ability. Children with a strong perfor-
mance orientation derive satisfaction in outshining others and in
the failure of nthers and enjoy a competitive reward structure. In
the case of learning goais, children gain enjoyment and satisfaction
from the effort involved as well as from the mastery achieved.
Learning-oriented children have also been found to be more mag-
nanimous toward their peers in noncompetitive situations (Dweck
1986). Dweck’s research indicates also that under the learning goals
condition there is greater transfer of learning and more active at-
tempts to apply what has been learned to novel problems. Contrary
to common sense, “’continued success on personally easy tasks with
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a performance goal . . . isineffective in producing stable confidence,
challenge seeking and persistence” (Dweck 1986, p. 1046).

The research summanzed above suggests that the disposition
sometimes cailed “learning to learn,” mastery, chalienge seeking,
or the tendency to maintain effort in the face of difficulties can be
threatened by excessive emphasis on skilled performances in aca-
demically oriented curriculums. Dweck notes that emphasis on per-
formance “may well create the very conditions that have been found
to unaermine intrinsic interest”” (1986, p. 1042).

As sugge sted elsewhere (."atz 1977), curriculums and teaching
methods that attempt to provide children with constant amuse-
ment, fun, and excitement also risk undermining the development
of children’s disposition for interest. Thus, the teacher's role in
strengthening children’s dispositions to be interested in relevant
and worthwhile phenomena is a complex and highly critical one.
Furthermore, since the disposition to lose oneself in an activity may
be threatened by frequent interruptions, teachers need to build
flexibility into the time they allocate for various activities in order
to avoid fragmenting them.

Social Competence

Although definitions of social competence vary on some of the
details, they generally include the capacity to initiate, develop, and
maintain satisfyir.g relationships with others, especially peers. So-
cial competence does not require children to be social butterflies. It
is not a source of concern if children choose to work or play alone,
as long as they are also capable of interacting productively and
successfully with others when desired or when appropriate.

However, contemporary research indicates that children who
have not acquired minimal social competence by the age of about
six are more likely to become school dropouts (Gottman 1983, Parker
and Asher 1987). They will also be at significant risk in young
adulthood in terms of mental health, marita! adjustment, and other
aspects of social life in which interpersonal competence is required
(l'arker and Asher 1986, 1987).

The acquisition of social competence involves many complex
processes beginning in early infancy. It -hould be noted that inap-
propriate, as well as appropriate, socia' responses are learned
through interaction. Weaknesses in social competence may be in-
tensified during such interactions unless adults help children alter
maladaptive patterns. In the preschool period, inadequate peer-
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interactive skills are unlikely to be improved through formal instruc-
tion or even coaching; rather, they can be modified by the interven-
tion of a knowledgeable teacher (see Katz 1984). Fortunately, a range
of techniques that teachers can use to foster the development of
social competence is ncw available (Burton 1987, Katz 1984).

It is useful to think of social competence as having the charac-
teristics of a recursive cycle. The principle of the recursive cycle is
that once an individual has a given behavior or characteristic, re-
actions to him or her tend to increase the chances that he or she
will display more of that behavior or characteristic. For example,
children who are likable, attractive, and friendly tend to elicit pos-
itive responses in others fairly easily, and because they receive such
positive responses, they become more likable, attractive, and
friendly. Similarly, children who are unattractive, unfriendly, and
difficult to like tend to be avoided or rejected by others. In response
to this avoidance and rejection, they tend to behave in ways that
make them even more unattractive. This, in turn, increases the
likelihood that they will more often be avoided or rejected, and the
cycle becomes well-established. This general principle can be ap-
plied to many kinds of behavior and learning, but especially to social
behaviors (Patterson 1986).

The principle of the recursive cycle implies that young children
should be engaged in interactive processes, especially in the com-
pany of teachers who have specialized training and competencies
in helping young children maximize the educational potential of
interaction (Katz 1986). Unfortunately, young children by them-
selves cannot break a negative cycle. Even for adults, breaking a
dysfunctional cycle alone is very difficult. Young children have vir-
tually no capacity to understand the cause of their social difficulties
and make the necessary adjustments; adults must intervene by
teaching young children more productive peer interactive patterns
during ongoing social interactions.

Experience suggests that if we respond to children’s needs for
help in the development of their social competence in the early
years, we can do a g:cat deal to get them on a positive cycle and
relieve them of much anguish that inevitably accompanies social
difficulties in childhood. If we wait until children are 9 or 10 years
ol and making life difficult for themselves or for others, we may
need substantial resources from a mental health agency to inter-
vene, and still may be too late. These recent insights from research
(Parker and Asher 1986) on children’s social competence suggest
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that preschool teachers’ concern with social development is well
placed and should be given as much weight in planning and teach-
ing as is children’s intellectual development.

Some Curriculum Options

Many people within and without the field of early childhood
education think that the choice for curriculum is to have either an
academic or a socialization focus. Some of the risks of introducing
academic tasks to young children have already been suggested. But
the alternative to overemphasis on academic work is not simply to
provide spontaneous play (though all children up to about 7 or 8
years of age can probably benefit from it). Rather, the data (Con-
sortium on Longitudinal Studies 1983) on children’s learning seem
to suggest that what is required in preschool and kindergarten is
an intellectually oriented approach in which children interact in
small groups as they work together on a variety of projects that
help them make sense of their own experience.

Children’s dispositions toward sustained involvement and in-
terest can be strengthened when they are encouraged to engage in
projects that call for effort and involvement over time and provide
contexts for extension, elaboration, and continuation of work and
play (Rosenfield et al. 1980). These projects should also strengthen
their dispositions to observe, experiment, inquire, and reconstruct
aspects of their environment.

In addition to the insights drawn from the aforementioned re-
search on specific aspects 7 development, research on the impacts
ot different kinds of early childhood curriculums supports the view
that you.ig children shculd be in preschool and kindergarten pro-
grams that provide opportunities for interaction, active rather than
passive activities, and ample opportunities to initiate activities that
interest them (Fry and Addington 1984, Koester and Farley 1982).
The benefits of informal, interactive teaching methods are especially
striking in the long term and notabiy discourar,ing in the short term
(Miller and Bizzell 1983, Schweinhart et al. 1986). According to
Walberg (1984), a synthesis of 153 studies of open education, in-
cluding 90 dissertations, indicates that
the average effect [size for open education] was near zero for achievement,
focus of control, self-concept, and anxiety (which suggests no difference
between open and control classes on these cnteria); about .2 for adjustment,

attitude toward schools and teachers, curiosity, and general mental ability;
and about a moderate .3 for cooperativeness, creativity, and independence.
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Thus st1idents in open classes do no worse 1n standardized achievement
and shgatly to moderately better on several outcomes that educators, par-
ents and students hold to be of great value.” (1984, p. 25).

In sum, insights derived from developmental and related cur-
riculums research supports the view that a significant proportion
of the time children spend in preschool and kindergarten classes
should be allocated to the kind of project or unit work characteristic
of pedagogical methods that are intellectually oriented and infor-
mal. This classroom approach was known in the 1960s as open
education, the integrated day, or informal methods.

It is reasonable to assume that many young childr=n can benefit
from some work on academic tasks and from opportunities to er -
gage in spontaneous play. However, neither of these two kinds of
activities is sufficient for young minds to grow on. The research
reviewed above suggests to me that intellectual development can be
greatly enhanced by engaging children in work on the kinds of
group projects described briefly below.

The Value of Project Work for Young Children

The project approach is a particularly promising str:'egy for
fostering children’s interactions as suggested by conten rary re-
search (Katz and Chard in press). A project is a group undertaking,
usually around a particular theme (¢ topic. A prcject involves a
variety of kinds of work over a period of several days or weeks.

Types of projects. There are three basic types of projects, though
some are combinations of two or more. During the preschool pe-
riod, tiie most common type of project consists of reconstructing
environmental aspects within the preschool or primarv school set-
ting. Another type of project consists of investigating aspects of the
environment and includes development of various ways to report
the findings of the investigations to classmates. A third type con-
sists largely of observing aspec*s of the environment and -eparing
ways to present or report what was learned from the ob: vations
to others in the class. Certainly many projects may be various mix-
tures of the three basic types.

A topic or theme for a project, depending in part on the ages
of the children, may be introduced by the teacher o~ children or
evolve from discussions they have together. There may or may not
be a project leader who coordinates the activities of the group. On
some occasions, the men bershi; of the project group may fluctuate;
at other times, it may Le beneficial to require stability in group
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memUership or to encourage the members to carry their part of a
project through to completion.

Project phases. Projects usually have three rough phases that are
likely to blend into each other. First is a planning phase dunng
which children and staff members discuss the elements of the proj-
ect, develop plans and procedures for obtainiug the materials, build
the elements, or carry out the investigations and observations. This
pnase would also include discussions about what information to
obtain during field trip- or site visits and provide ample opportun-
ities for rich discussion and for children to display ard generate
interest in the project.

A second phase consists of constructing or building the parts
of the project, gathering information or making observations, or
making pictures so others in the class can share what has been
learned. A third phase includes role playing, or taking the roles
appropriate to the various elements of the project. During this pe-
riod, extensions and elaborations of the project may be undertaken.
Almost any aspect of the environment can become the focus of a
project. Many opportunities for cooperative social interaction oc.ar
in all three phases of a project.

Among the examples of the project a >roach are two kinder-
garten classes I know of in different parts Jf the country that un-
dertook detailed studies of their school bus. In one of the classes,
one small group studied the driving mechanism, including thé mo-
tor and gear <’ ifts, brakes, accelerator, and steering wheel. Another
group examined the variety of lights inside and outside the bus. It
was noted by some of the children that some lights are for signals,
others are to give a warning, and others, of course, are to light the
way ahe d as well as inside. Some lights were red, others yellow,
or white; some flashed on and off, and some were merely reflectors.
Other children in the class studied the gauges and dials in the bus
and what kinds of information they yield. Another group took
measurements of the width of the bus, counted the number of seats
and wheels, and learned something about air pressure in the tires.
A few children examined the inside and outside rearview mirrors.

It is not difficult to imagine the kind of vocabulary building
that can accompany such a study: terms like ignition, emergency
door, fuel, dial, gauge, air pressure, accelerator, rearview mirror,
and gears. Those childrea able to do so copied down all the “writ-
ing” they could find on the bus and used it for vocabulary, writing,
and ieading studies in the classroom. Tte door of the school bus
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opened and closed with a lever, and the children made several
flawed attempts to reproduce this feature of the bus in the one they
built in their classroom before ti.2y got it right. Their efforts involved
much genuine problem-solving

Similar activities were undertaken by another kindergarten
class. They constructed a bus constructed of heavy-duty cardboard
and old packing cases. A special large box containing a motor with
a collection of cardboard parts was featured on the front of it. Wind-
shield wipers and reflector lights were a big feature of the bus, and
a large mass of cotton representing the exhaust was prominently
placed at the rear. The construction of the bus extended over a
period of nearly two months as children continued to add details
and repair the parts that broke down with the heavy use they re-
ceived during dramatic play.

Virtually all aspects of the work undertaken by the children in
this project lent themselves to art work, including drawing, paint-
ing, and making paper, plasticene, or wooden models. Aspects of
the basic skills also came into play as children counted seats, meas-
ured the length and width of the bus, and read and reproduced the
writing inside and outside the bus. There is no special virtue to
studying a school bus in the sense that some important test will
ever examine the knowledge the children gained from the project.
What is important is that the bus is part of the children’s own daily
environment and that they learned a lot about it: the correct names
of various parts of it, a simple understanding of how it works, and
what features of it contribute to their safety. The project provided a
context in which children’s dispositions to obs e, inquire and
become interested and involved in a sustained group effort could
be strengthened.

In a project of this type, the teacher alerts children to a wide
range of potentially interesting aspects of the topic that will take
several days or even weeks of continuous probing and exploring.
The use of adults other than just teachers as source of potentially
valuable information can be launched through this kind of project.
Students can ask questions of adults such as the bus driver and
perhaps a mechanic, or they can look uf racts in reference books
of appropriate levels of difficulty. The fact that the children are
expected to tell and explain what they have learned to their own
classmates is likely to encourage persistence in attaining informa-
tion and reaching for adequate understanding (Benware and Deci
1984). Furthermore, for many of the children in the class, the project
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is likely to strengthen their dispositions to observe other vehicles
more closely than they had betore, perhaps making useful compar-
isons and reporting thein to their c.assmates from time to time.

In sum, the project approach can be valuable for young children
because it can engage their minds and thereby address their intel-
lects. It can strengthen a variety of important dispcsitions, provide
rich content for conversation, and a context for peer interaction in
which cooperative effort makes sense. Projects are also culturally
relevant in that they stem from the children’s own interests and
environments. Finally, it should not be overlooked that another im-
portant virtue of the project approach is that it can make teaching
interesting—something very unlikel - to be typical of programs that
overemphasize the formal academic approaches to early childhood
education. The inclusion of project work in the curriculum is con-
sistent with the intention to engage voung children’s minds in im-
proving their understandings of relevant phenomena in their envi-
ronment, and to provide a context in which the development and
application of their social competencies are strongly encouraged.
Both intellectual and social development can be well served by the
project approach.

I have suggested that the project approach is not only devel-
opmentally appropriate, it is also culturally appropriate. And since
it can also make teaching interesting, it provides a context in which
children can observe adults intellectually engaged and interested in
what they are doing. As I see it, we are not caught between either
an academic or socialization focus. I do not wish to suggest that
either focus should be dropped from the early childhood curricu-
lum. The main argument of this chapter is that part of the curricu-
lum should involve children in the kinds of activities that engage
and challenge their minds more fully than either academic or play
activities typically do. As I see it, contemporary research on young
children’s learning implies that the younger they are, the larger the
proportion of their time should be allocated to the kind of informal
project work proposed in this chapter.
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3
The Resistance to
Developmentally
Appropriate
Educational
Practice with
Ycung Children:
The Real Issue

Davio Euino

Ithough the foundations of early childhood education
were laid down more than a century ago, by Froebel
and Montessori, this domain of education remains little
understood and appreciated today. Many parents and
educators fail to recognize the enormous amount of experience that
infants and young children have to reconstruct and how they go
about doing it. Because of this failure, the promise of early child-
hood education—to provide children with a solid data base essen-
tial for later learning, a strong sense of self-esteem, an exciter.ient
and -uriosity about learning, and an enthusiasm for schooling—-
has yet to be realized for many children. This promise can only be
fulfilled when the environment, materials, and teaching practices
employed with young children are appropriate to their levels of
understanding and to their unique modes of learning.




RESISTANCE TO DEVELOPMENTALLY APPROPRIATE PRACTICE

It seems reasonable to ask why the accumulation of theory,
research, and teaching experience in favor of instructing children at
their level of intellectual, social, and physical maturity has not been
accompanied by an equally broad acceptance of developmentally
appropriate education for young children. Many parents and edu-
cators are still convinced that young children should be taught as if
they were miniature ist or 2nd graders, with workbooks, home-
work, tests, and grades.

Why is it that people have so much difficulty appreciating the
psycholugy of the young child and accepting developmentally ap-
propriate teaching practices? Perhaps the answer can be understood
in the context of a broader question: What world view does the
advocacy of developmentally appropriate curriculums represent,
and with wt at world view does it conflict? Put differently, we are
confronied with the kind of conflict between opposed world views
that Kuhin (1970) described in his classic work, The Structure of Sci-
entific Revelutions.

From this point of view, developmentally ~ppropriate curricu-
lums and teaching practices contradict much of the pedagogy in
tuday’s schools. This resistance to such cevelopmentally appropri-
ate practice at the early childhood level is but a fraction of the
resistance its advocates encounter at higher grade levels. Thus, any
acceptance of developmentally appropriate practice at the early
childhood level can be ceen as an opening wedge o its introduction
at all age levels.

Still, the resistance to such a change is perplexing. Kuhn points
out that science does not grow by gradual accretion but by revolu-
tion. The science of any historical period is part of a closely woven
set of social, cultural, economic, and scientific concepts and values
that Kuhn calls a paradigm. New ideas threaten this paradigm until
their penefits outweigh those of the prevailing paradigm. The new
fabric of ideas and values then replaces what went before. There
has been a revolution, a paradigm shift, in the sense that the new
ideas and values often contradict, rather than build upon, those of
the previous paradigm.

In effect, then, developmentaily appropriate practice at the
early childhood level is only a small part of a much larger paradigm
that challenges and contradicts the prevailing paradigm in educa-
tion. And because this paradigm is so well entrenched, so encrusted
with existing habits of thought and practice, so supportive of a
comfortable way of life for many people, arv challenge to it must
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be resisted. The resistance takes many forms that range from de-
valuing those who advocate the new paradigm to accepting and
sabotaging it at the same time.

A full discussion of the existing paradigm is beyond the scope
of this chapter, bat a simple example will help to illustrate how
tightly woven it is with existing values and why any challenge to it
will be strongly resisted.

In many communities around the country, elementary school
children are rotated. In some schools, even 1st graders go to differ-
ent rooms for reading, math, and social studies. The raticnale is
that this permits the teacher to specialize and thus be more effective
than a generalist might be. Even if we accept this rationale, where
is it written that the children must rotate?

From the point of view of energy expenditure and the most
efficient use of children’s time in school, it would make more sense
for teachers to rotate from classroom to classroom. Since it is more
convenient for teachers to have their own rooms, desks, and mate-
rials in one place, rotation, then, is for the benefit of teachers re-
gardless of wiiether it is the best pedagogical arrangement for chil-
dren. It is interesting how the paradigm shields contradictory

.information. There has been a lot of discussion of late about the

values of Japanese education, much of it describing how hard par-
ents work to help their children with their homework and so on.
Yet we Americans fail to note an important part of the Japanese
education practice: In Japanese schools, even at the high school
level, the teachers rotate

The existing paradigm is extraordinarily complex and tied up
in so many ways with the education establishment that it would
take a bcok to describe. Nonetheless, it appears that the existing
paradigm has been built upon a “kernel idea.” It is this kernel idea
that the new paradigm has challenged. And if that foundation ker-
nel were destroyed, the whole edifice would fall. It seems worth-
while, then, to describe this kernel idea and the new idea that
challenges it.

The Existing Paradigm

Despite many denials, the paradigm {“at dominates contem-
porary American education is behavioral. At the heart of the be-
havioral paradigm is the assumption that only those entities that
can be measured are of value psychologically and, by extension,
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educationally. Stimuli and responses, test questions, and answers
are all that are measurable and, therefore, all that are valuable from
a behavioral point of view. B.F. Skinner (1971) is pernaps among the
few psychologists who still hold explicitly to this view. Nonetheless,
the behavioral view is still implicit in educational settings where
testing drives the curriculum and is the final arbiter in decisions
about individual retention and advancement.

Implicit in this orientation is the concept of the child as a more
or less empty bottle that gets filled up with many facts and skills at
each grade level. Moreover, children are taught according to a set
of learning principles that have been demonstrated experimentally,
and can be employed in the classroom. The efficacy of these prin-
ciples can be measured by standardized tests. In addition, class-
room management can also be accomplished using a set of well-
defined behavioral principles. With such an approach one does not
have to think about children thinking, only about how best to pre-
sent the material to get the most correct responses and the highest
test scores. While this is an exaggeration, and certainly far from
true for all schools and teachers, it portrays the philosophy that
underlies a great deal of educational practice in this country.

A corollary belief to the conviction that anything of value in
psychology or education is measurable is that one can arrive at the
structure of knowledge and the steps of the learning process by
logicat analysis and reflection. Perhaps no other concept reflects
this belief more clearly than that of “behavioral objectives.” How
are such objectives arrived at? In most cases it happens as follows:
An individual, or a group of individuals, sits down and reflects
upon what does or should go on in the classroom. The objectives
are defined and become goals of instruction. Bloom's (1974) steps in
mastery learning are a more elaborate example of this belief in our
ability to arrive at how children learn by reflection.

This corollary also presupposes that all that is worth knowing
or measuring is obse: vable, and that reflection and logical analysis
are simply alternative ways of observing—mental observation, if
you will. Moreover, one can always test the results of reflection and
analysis to ensure that observations made in this way are correct.
Unfortunately, this does not happen, and once the results of reflec-
tion and analysis are built into a curriculum, they are apt to rerain
there indefinitely, whether or not they work in the classroom. The
concept of number lines, for example, is found in many math work-
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books for 2nd graders despite the fact that few 2nd graders can
grasp the notion of intinity implicit in the number line.

This example touches upon a powerful reinforcer of resistance
to a new paradigm. The publishers of curriculum materials have a
vested interest in the prevailing paradigm. It supports, after all, a
multimillion dollar business. Also, curriculum publishers are con-
servative and operate to preserve the status quo. If one company
has a number line in a 2nd grade workbook, then all companies will
have number lines in their math books for the 2nd grade in order
tocompete. It really doesn’t matter that the workbook may not make
much sense to the children it is supposed to instruct. And often,
after a teacher has organized material so it will matter, a new edition
of the workbook appears that is every hit as inappropriate as the
one that preceded it.

At the heart of the prevailing paradigm, then, is the idea that
anything worth teaching is measurable and observable either di-
rectly or indirectly through reflection or logical analysis. There is
no need, therefore, to know anything about child development or
to heed the experience of teachers in the classroom.

The New Paradigm

Although a full discussion of the new paradigm, spearheaded
by the work of Jean Piaget (1950), is beyond the scope of this chap-
ter, we can look at its kernel ideas upon which the rest of the
paradigm is constructed. At the heart of the new paradigm is the
construct of the intellective unconscious, the idea that much of our
thinking and reasoning goes on outside of our conscious awareness
and that we cannot get at it by reflection or logical analysis.

The contra.iction between the kernel ideas at the heart of the
two paradigms is now very clear. For the behavioral paradigm, only
that which can be observed a. 1 measured has psychological or
educational value. The intellective “1nconscious which, by defini-
tion, is neither ohservable nor measurable, clearly falls outside the
domain of acceptable psychological and educational phenomena.
Yet it is at the heart of the new paradigm and forms the foundation
for developmentally appropriate curriculum Given the centrality of
this corcept, we need to look at the evidence for it.

In the course of his investigations into the mental development
of children, Piaget found that some mental processes became un-
conscious as they beczme entrenched and automatized. They be-
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came unconscious in the sense that they were no longer directly
accessible to reflection. How mental processes get relegated to the
intellective unconscious is perhaps most easily observed in the
changes in awareness that accompany a child’s discovery of conser-
vation.

In the Piagetian lexicon, conservation has to do with the child’s
construction of a concept (object, space, time, number, mass,
weight, or volume) that enables the child to go beyond perceptual
impressions and to recognize permanence despite apparent change
or difference. A child who judges six pennies close together as the
se.ne number as six pennies spread apart has demonstrated con-
servation. The concepi of number, of the sameness of six elements
regardless of their configuration, has won out over the perceptual
impression of difference. A true test of conservation always presents
the child with a conflict between judgments based on reason and
those based on perception.

Of particular interest here are the changes in the child’s aware-
ness that accompany the changes in judgment. When a 4-year-old
is shown the conservation of liquid task, the child says that the
amount of liquid poured from a low, wide container into a tall,
narrow container is “more” than the same amount of liquid in the
first container because the level of the liquid is higher in the tall
container than in the low one. At this stage, the child is clearly
aware of the basis for choice.

However, when this same child is tested at the age of seven, a
very different picture >merges. The child is amused when ques-
tioned about whether the amount of liquid in the tall, narrow con-
tainer has more or less liquid than that in the low, wide container.
The child replies that the two amounts are the same because, ""You
didn’t add anything or take anything away,” or that “What the tall
one gained in height it lost in width.” These replies, like those of
the younger child, reflect the older child’s awareness of the basis
for judgment.

But we need to examine the situation a little more ciosely. The
young child, no less than the older child, knew that nothing had
been added or taken away. Why does this information become rel-
evant at one age and not at another? To understand this difference
we have to recognize that the equality of the liquids in a tall, narrow
and a low, wide container cannot be discovered by observation. In
fact, the comparison of the liquid ir. a tall, narrow container with
that in a low, wide container presents an illusion of inequality. Only
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when looking at the two quantities in relation to the transformation
can the child overcome the illusion and discover the equality Even
then, the transformation has to be inserted within a logical argu-
ment in order for the child to deduce conservation.

In effect the child who attains conservation reasons as follows:

A = B The quantities in two low, wide containers are the same.

A [=] A’ The quantity of liquid in the low container remains
the same when poured into the tall, narrow container A’.

. A’ = B The quantity of liquid in the low, wide container is
tl.e same as that in the tall, narrow container.

Although the older hild’s judgment is correct and based on a
sound logical argument, it is explained on the basis of perception.
Whether the child says “you didn’t add anything, or take anything
away”’ or “the liquid got taller but thinner so it is the same,” the
child provides a perceptual explanation for a logical deduction. In
effect, the cluld is not aware of having passed from making judg-
ments on the basis of perception to making judgments on the basis
of reason.

The older child, therefore, is less aware than the younger child
of the mental processes that underlie his or her judgment. And the
same is true for the affective unconscious. Young children are more
aware of their affective unconscious than they will be as they grow
older. This is evident in children’'s dreams, which are often direct
wish fulfillments with little elaboration by what Freud (1938) called
the “dream work.” A young child who wishes for an ice cream cone
simply dreams of an ice cream cone. For older children and adults,
the object of the wish wears a symbolic disguise. In short, as we
mature, we become increasingly less aware of the working of both
our affective and onr intellective unconscious.

This development away from awareness of our unconscious
processing is very adaptive. Our mental processes become increas-
ingly complex as our reasoning matures and our fund of informa-
tion, skills, and values multiplies. It would be tedious to be fully
aware of the history and intricate reasoning that underlies our grasp
of a particular instance of causality. Our feelings, emotions, and
motives also become more complex and intricate with maturity. And
while it might be instructive to understand why we are attracted to
one person rather than another, getting at that understanding might
take years of analysis.
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This distancing from our unconscious processing is paralleled
in what happens when we become proficient in a motor skill, such
as typing or playing the piano, which has a complex intellectual
substructure. Once we have mastered these skills, they become
automatized to the extent that any fleeting awareness of our discrete
actions interferes with our performance. In the same way, being
aware of all the automatized emotional and cognitive processes that
underlie making a particular decision would only impair the effec-
tive making of that decision. In short, the older we get, the more
automatized and unconscious are the cognitive processes that un-
derlie our thought and behavior.

There is another process that contributes to our inability to fully
appreciate the role of the intellective unconscious in our everyday
thought and behavior. It is the process of externalization. As we
saw in the case of the older child who has attained conservation,
once the child is convinced that the quantities remain the same
despite a change in their appearance, the child also believes that it
is a perceptual given. That is to say, we tend to attribute the result
of the intellective un ... . .vizs to perception impression rather than
to unconscious reasoning.

Indeed, the phenomenon of externalization makes it difficult
for all adults to arrive at a.1 understanding of the intellective 1ir con- pJ
scious without guidance. For example, when we attemp. to e.plain
our thoughts and behavior, we often refer to external, perceptuai
features rather than to internal, cognitive precesses. Many gifted
and talented teachers, like many gifted and talented therapists, are
rezlly incapable of explaining in depth what it is they do and how
t.ey achieve their wondrous effects. When pressed for an answer,
they often give a perceptual or behavioral explanation: "I guess I
give them a lot of freedom to choose”” or "I suppose I am very
patient.”” The inability of such individuals to communicate their
talents is strong evidence of the presence of the intellective uncon-
scious and its maccessibility to direct reflection.

The Ongoing Paradigm Battle

The current battle for developmentally appropriate curriculums
in the schools can thus be seen in the context of an ongoing larger
battle between two opposed paradigms regarding the nature of
human learning and how we access that \earning. Although there
is clearly much wrong with the existing paradigm, and new indict-
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ments of the school continue to appear, current reform movements
have no. really attempted to go beyond the existing system. Ex-
tending the school day or year, merit pay, voucher sy .tems, and
revised curriculums support the established paradigm. Even the
cooperative learning movement still accepts the premise that all
valuable knowledge and teaching is di* 2cily measurable and observ-
able.

Fortunately, educatiori does not exist in a vacuum. The rapid
growth of cognitive science is building a new data base with respect
to thinking and c...ning that does not hold direct measurability and
observability as basic assumptions. The operations of a computer
are much too rapid to observe or measure. Much of what goes on
within a computer must be inferred and reconstructed from what
we know about programs and electronics. Nonetheless, no one
doubts the reality of what goes on within a computer nor the reli-
ability of the results it can producc. And, not surprisingly, cognitive
psychologists are now themselves beginning to talk about the “’cog-
nitive unconscious” although they still lack the developmental per-
spective.

One has to believe that writers like Hirsch (1987) and Bloom
(1987) are fighting a rear-guard action for the old educational estab-
lishment. Hirsch, in particular, wants to deny the developmental
perspective and assert that even young children can, and indeed
should, be taug’t the most difficult subjects if they are to become
“culturally literate.” And Bloom also believes that if college students
will only read the right books, all will be well with the world.
Despite their humanistic coloration, both writers really reflect the
behavioral version of learning and knowledge, that it is what you
put into the student rather than what the student brings to the task
of learning that is critical for education and true literacy. For both
writers, it is the curriculum rather than the learner that is at the
heart of their critique and why they rema « wedded to the estab-
lished paradigm. Oster «ibly criticizing the paradigm, they instead
reinforce it.

The existing paradigm remains well entrenched and is to some
extent self-perpetuating. Professors suffused with this paradigm
pass it on to their students, who then become professors of stu-
dents, and so on. And the economic involvement of publishers adds
to the entrei.ched position. When we recognize that the paradigm
also supports educational programs that do not make the highest
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demands upon teachers and administrators, the comm‘tment to the
existin3 paradigm is understandable.

So, although progress is being made, the battle is far from won.
Despite the fact that the signs of wear and tear on the old paradigm
continue to mount, and although support for the new paradigm
gathers strength and momentum, the tide has yet to turn. For the
new paradigm to really take hold, something dramatic must hap-
pen. A new discovery in the realm of psychology, computer science,
or education that will win the revolution is probably not going tc
happen. Breakthroughs in the social sciences aie much less com-
mon than in the physical ones.

The pressure to accept the new paradigm will come from an-
other quarter. most probably the economic. Another, more severe,
stock market crash might finally move us toward education pro-
grams that reflect what we kriow about how children grow and
learn. Not out of choice to be sure, but out of necessity. In the
meantime, we must contirue making our case for the developmental
complexity of human thought and leamning and its inaccessibility to
direct observation and measurement. We must continue to advocate
educational practice that sees the teacher as a learner alongside the
child, rather than as a simple conduit of information. And we have
to point out the social, eccnomic, and political benefits that will
accrue from an educational program that makes children enthusias-
tic, lifelong learners.
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Quality in Early
Childhood
Education

Davip P. Weikart

art of any solution to the prevention of major social and
personal problems in adults is to provide high-quality
preschool child development programs to them when
they are young. This idea for prevention first became
popular among leading educators and social scientists in the 1960s
and led to the establisii.nent of National Head Start. It also led to a
variety of experimental programs and, in the spirit of the times, to
a limited number of scientific evaluations of the effectiveness of
these programs. Despite some early findings (Westinghouse Learn-
ing Corporation 1969) and some recent research (McKey et al. 1985)
that cast doubt on the overal! efficacy of the National Head Start
program, the results of carefully drawn studies of preschool child
development programs suggest a possible pattern of cause and ef-
fect that stretches from early childhood into adulthood (Berrueta-
Clement et al. 1984).

Upon entering school, economically disadvantaged children are
likely to perforry .ess successfully than their middle-class reeis
because they have not developed to the same extent the skill’;, hab-
its, and attitudes expected in kindergarten and 1st grade. This lack
of development often manifests in low scores on tests of intellectual
and scholastic ability, whicl: can result in unnecessary (that is, pre-
ventable) placement in special education, retention in grade, low
scholastic achievement, and, eventually, dropping out of high
school.

Poor children who attend good preschool child development
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programs become better prepared for kindergarten and 1st grade.
Thus, they begin with a more successful experience in school,
which will affect their adult lives. Perhaps the best known of these
early intervention programs is High/Scope . oundation’s Ypsilanti
Perry Preschool Project (Berrueta-Clement et al. 1984).

The Perry Preschool Project

The Perry Preschool Project is an ongoing study that Legan in
1962. One-hundred twenty three black youths from families of low
socioeconomic status, who were at risk of failing in school, comprise
the study sample. The purpose of the study is to explore the long-
term effects on these young people of either participation or non-
participation in a high quality early childhood education program.
Drawn from a single school attendance area, at ages 3 and 4 these
youngsters werc randomly divided into an experimental group that
attended a high-quality preschool program and a control group that
did not attend a preschool program. Information about these
youngsters on hundreds of variables—including family demograph-
ics, child abilities, scholastic accomplishments, involvement in de-
linquent and criminal behavior, use of welfare assistance, and ein-
ployment—has been collected and examined annually from ages 3
to 11; again at ages 14, 15, and 19; and then at age 28.

Curriculum

The Perry Preschool Project use ' the High/Scope Curriculum
(Hohmann et al. 1979), an example o1 a I igh-quality early education
program. Organized around Piagetian ideas, the fundamental
premise of the curriculum is that childien are active learners who
construct their own knowledge from activities they plan and carry
out themselves.

Active Learning by the Child

The High/Scope curriculum shares its emphasis on the child as
active learner with historic early childhood methcds like those of
Froebel and Montessori. The main difference lies in its cognitive-
developmental theoretical orientaticn, which places primary em-
phasis on probiem solving, independent thiriking, social develop-
ment, and relationships. In the High/Scope model, teachers contin-
ually gauge the child’s developmental status and present intellectual
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challenges intended to stretch the child’s awareness and under-
standing.

The central principle of the High/Scope curriculum is that
teachers must be fully committed to providing settings in which
children actively learn through construction of their own knowl-
edge. The child’s knowledge comes from personal interaction with
the surrounding world, from direct experience with real objects,
from talking about experiences and ideas, and from the application
of logical thinking to these events. The teacher’s role is to support
these experiences and help the child think about them logically.

Role of the Teacher

Through daily evaluation aind planning, teachers study their
experience with children and classroom: activities and strive to
achieve new insights into each child’s unique tapestry of skills and
interests. Additionally, teachers observe each other's performance
and interact in mutually supportive ways.

An important aspect of the curricuium is the teacher’s role in
guiding the child’s learning. While broad developmental milestones
arc used to monitor the youngster’s progress, the teacher does not
have a defined subiect matter to teach. Instead, adults listen closely
to what children plan and then actively work with them to extend
the planned activities to challenging levels.

Adult questioning style is important. Adults ask for information
from the youngster that helps the adult to understand and partici-
pate. “Test” questions about color, number, or size are rarely used.
Instead, the adult emphasizes questions such as “What has hap-
pened?”; “How can things be made?”; “Can you show me?’; “Can
you help another child?”” The questioning style also permits free
conversation between adult and child while modeling language for
chi!d-child interaction. This approach permits the teacher and the
child to interact as thinkers and doers rather than in the traditional
school roles of active teacher and passive pupil.

A Daily Routine to Support Active Learning

To create a setting in which children can learn actively, the daily
classroom routine is consistent and varies only when the child has
fair warning that things will be different the next day. This routine
gives the child the control necessary to develop a sense of respon-
sibility and to enjoy the opportunity to be independent. The daily
routine ‘n the High/Scope Curriculum is primarily a plan-do-review
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sequence, designed to give children opportunities to make choices
about their activities while keeping the teacher intimately involved
in the whole process.

Planning time. Planning time gives children a structured, con-
sistent chance to express their ideas to adults and to see themselves
as individuals who can act on decisions. They experience the power
of independence and the joy of working with an attentive adult and
peers.

As the teacher discusses plans with them, the children form
mental pictures of their ideas and determine how to proceed. For
adults, developing a plan with a child helps them not only to en-
courage and respond to the child, but to understand and gauge the
child’s level of development and thinking style. Both children and
adults benefit: children feel reinforced and ready to start their plans;
adults identify possible difficulties and where help may be needed.

Work time. The “do” part of the cycle is work time, the period
after planning. It is generally the longest single period in the daily
routine and is busy and active for children and adults alike.

Adults new to the curriculum sometimes find work time con-
fusing bocause they are not sure of their role. Adults do not lead
work-time activities—children execute their own plans of work—
but neither do adults just sit back and passively watch. The adults’
role during work time is to observe children to see how they gather
information, interact with peers, and solve problems—and then to
enter the children’s activities to encourage, extend, and set up prob-
lem solving situations.

Clean-up time. Clc an-up time is wedged into the plan-do-review
cycle in the obvious place—after the doing. During this time, chil-
dren return materials and equipment to their places and store their
incomplete projects. This restores order to the classroom and ena-
bles children to learn and use many basic cognitive skills.

Of special importance is how the classroom is organized to
facilitate the child’s use of materials. All materials in the classroom
available for children are within reach on open shelves. Clear label-
ing is essential, usually with a direct representation of the objects
stored on the shelf, to help children return work meterials to their
appropriate places.

Recall time. Recall time is the final phase of the plan-do-review
sequence. The children represent their work-time experience in a
variety of developmentally appropriate ways. They might recall the
names of the children they involved in their plan, draw a picture of
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the building they made, or recount the problems they encountered.
Recall strategies include drawing pictures, making models, and ver-
bally recalling events. Recall time brings closure to planning and
work-time activities. At this time, the teacher supports the linkage
of the actual work to the original plan.

Small-group time. The format of small-group time is familiar to
all preschool teachers: The teacher presents an activity in which
children participate for a set period of time. These activities are
drawn from the cult-ral background of the children, from group
field trips, from the seasons of the year, and from age-appropriate
group activities such as cooking and art projects. Although teachers
structure the activity, children are encouraged to contribute ideas
and solve problems in their own ways. They often work indepen-
dently or in self-organized groups. Activities follow no prescribed
sequence but reflect the children’s needs, abilities, interests, and
cognitive goals. Once each child has had the opportunity for indi-
vidual choice and problem solving, the teacher exte.\ds the child’s
ideas and actions by asking open-ended questions and setting up
additional problem-solving situations. Peer-to-peer discussion is en-
couraged.

Large-group circle time. At circle time, the whole group meets
with an adult for 10 to 15 minutes to play games, sing, do finger
plays and basic movement exercises, play musical instruments, or
reenact a special event. Circle time allows each child to participate
in a large group, share and demonstrate ideas, and share and imi-
tate the ideas of others.

Results

When these 123 students were studied at age 19, differences
were found between those who attended preschool and those who
did not.

In vducation:

Fewer presci.ool graduates were classified as mentally retarded
(15% vs. 35%)

More completed high sciiool (67% vs. 49%)

More attended college or job training programs (38% vs. 21%)

In the world of work:

More preschool graduates held jobs (50% vs. 32%)

More supported themselves by their own (or spouse’s) earn-
ings (45% vs. 25%)

More were satisfied with work (42% vs. 26%)
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In the community:

Fewer were arrested for cnminal acts (31% vs. 51%)

More experienced a lower birth rate (64 vs. 117 per 100 women)
Fewer were on public assistance (18% vs. 32%)

Economic Outcomes

A cost-benefit analysis of 15 years of follow-up data from the
Perry Preschool program showed a very positive value to taxpayers
(Barnett 1984, Berrueta-Clement et al. 1984). The major cost of the
program is the initial investment of about $5,000 per participant per
program year (in constant 1981 dollars, discounted at 3 percent
annually). It is important to note that this figure includes such items
of school operation as building depreciation, clothing, and volun-
teers. Major benefits for the taxpayers were reduced costs of about
$5,000 per participant for special education programs, $3,000 for
crime, and $16,000 for welfare assistance. Additional postsecondary
education for college and additional job training costs by partici-
pants added about $1,000 to costs. Participants were expected to
pay $5,000 more ir taxes because of increased lifetime earnings
(predticted from their improved educational attainment).

Thus, total benefits to taxpayers amount to about $28,000 per
participant, which is nearly six times the initial cost of the one-year
program, or thr-e times the cost of the two-year program The
return is large enough that even a two-year program that was only
half as effective as the program studied would still yield a positive
return on investment. The savings from reduced costs for special
education alone are enough to return to taxpayers an amount equiv-
alent to the cost of a one-year program.

Quality in Early Childhood Education

This success is not an endorsement of all early childhood pro-
grams. There is no intrinsic value in having a young child leave
home for a few hours a day to join another adult and a group of
children. Program quality mus: be carefully defined and maintained
or a preschool classroom or child care center is just another place
for a child to be. The positive effects of preschool programs have
only been found for high-quality child development programs.

Having a high-quality program is not a matter of staff teaching
degrees or financial or material resources; raiher, it is the continued
focus on the use of staff skills within a curriculum. It is the process
of curriculum implementation that produces the results.
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The High/Scope Preschool Curriculum Study addressed the
issue of quality programming (Schweinhart et al. 1986) and pro-
vided some answers to the questicn, “Is one curriculum approach
more effective than another?”’

The High/Scope Preschool Curriculum Study

The ongoing High/Scope Preschool Curriculum Study began in
the public schools of Ypsilanti, Michigan, in 1967. It served children
3 and 4 years old who liver in families of low socioeconomic status
and who. according to test scores, were at risk of failing in school.
To ensure the comparability of the groups, the children were ran-
domly assigned to one of three curriculum models. The models all
operated under similar administrative conditions and adhered to
high standards of quality: a clearly articulated curriculum, ongoing
training and supervision of staff, highly trained teachers, low
teacher-pupil ratios, extensive parent involvement, and adequate
resources. Yet they represented three major, theoretically distinct
approaches to preschool programs. 1hey differed in the degree of
initiative expected of the child and the teacher—whether the child’s
and the teacher’s primary roles were to initiate or to respond.

The pragrammed-learning approach—the teacher initiates activi-
ties to which the child responds. This was represented by the direct-
instruction preschool program developed by Bereiter and Engle-
mann (1966) and later published as DISTAR. Classroom activities
are clearly defined academic skills with forceful positive child man-
agement procedures

The open-framework approach—teacher and child both plan and
initiate activities and actively work together. This was represented
by the High/Scope Curriculum (Hohmann et al. *979). Developed
in the Perry Preschool Project, classroom activities revolve around
key experiences intended to promote intellectual and social devel-
opment. The underlying psychological theory 1s cognitive-develop-
mental, as exemplified in the work of Piaget.

The child-centered approach—the child initiates and the teacher
responds. This was represented by a nursery school program that
incorporated the elements of traditional nursery school practice.
Classroom activities are the teacher’s responses to the child’s ex-
pressed needs and interests. The teacher encourages children to
actively engage in free play.

Of the 68 youngsters in the program, 54 were interviewed at

69

78




QuUALITY IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

age 15—a retention rate of 79 percent. Previous data collections from
ages 3 to 10, which took place either in the preschool programs or
in the school, had retention rates of 90 percent or better. Compari-
sons on the designated characteristics of the remaining sample at
age 15 to the original sample characteristics indicate that the age-15
sample was virtually equivalent to the original sample in every re-
spect.

On self-report ratings of social behaviors, there were < nificant
differences between the DISTAR group and the Hig!.ocope and
nursery school groups. On the delinquency scale, the DISTAR
group reported a highly significant rate of juvenile delinquency
when compared to the other two groups. The average member of
the DISTAR group at age 15 engaged in 13 self-reported delinquent
acts (girls, 14; boys, 12); the average nursery school group member
engaged in 7 (girls, 7; boys, 7); and the average High/Scope member
engaged in 5 (girls, 4; boys, 8). On all but 1 item of the 18-item
delinquency scale, the DISTAR group reported the highest fre-
quency, or was tied for the highest frequency, of the three groups.

Curriculum groups at age 15 did not yet manifest statistically
significant differences in official contact with the police. Regardless
of curriculum group, half the members of the sample reported hav-
ing been picked up or arrested by police by age 15; the average
sample member reported contact with the police 0.5 times, while
average self-reported delinquency acts for the total sample was 8.
In the Perry Project, police arrests ““caught up” with self-reported
delinquency by age 19. That is, the arrest rates closely paralled the
rates of self-report acts of delinquency.

Family relations, activities, school behavior and attitudes, and
mental health were also studied at age 15. The differences found in
these areas suggest greater problems experienced by the DISTAR
group than the other two. For example, 1 out of 3 members of the
DISTAR group said their families felt they were doing poorly, a
response made by only 1 out of 36 members of the other 2 curric-
ulum groups combined.

To summarize the group differences among the children at age
15, then, more of the DISTAR group membei- reported they were
not socially well adjusted, compared to both the High/Scope ~nd
the nursery school groups. Clearly, these data from this longicudi-
nal, small-sample study suggest that there are social consequences
to curriculum ct oice.
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Implications

It is poor policy to finance preschool programs at per-child
levels insufficient to provide high-quality programs. With limited
funds, it 1s p-obably better to provide high-quality programs to only
a few children than to provide inferior programs to a larger number
of children. This has been the constant dilemma of the national
Head Start project, which now serves only one in five eligible chil-
dren. When quality is sacrificed to serve more children, the value
of the program for all children may be seriously undermined.

If the purpose of *reschool programs is to promote children’s
intellectual, social, and physical development, they must be con-
ducted to meet high standards of quality by competent child devel-
opment professionals who establisk a nondirective environment
that supports active learning by ciuldren. They should have the
following characteristics of curriculum, staffing, and child and fam-
ily services.

* A nondirective curriculum model, derived from princip'es of
child development, that has been evaluated and found to have pos-
itive ir*ellectual and social outcomes.

- 1wo adults for each classroom group and a classroom enroll-
ment of no more than 20 children.

» Teaching staff members who are early childhood specialists
with bachelors’ degrees in early childhood development, child de-
velopment associate credentials (usually a two-year degree) or
equivalent, or staff members closely supervised by an experienced
curriculum specialist.

* Support systems to maintain the curriculum model, including
curriculum leadership by administration, curr.culum-specific inser-
vice training, supervision and evaluation procedures, and teaching
staff assignments that permit daily team planning and evaluation
of program activities.

* Collaboration between teaching staff and parents as partners
in the education and development of children, including frequent
communication and substantive conferences.

* Sensitivit and responsiveness to the child’s health and nu-
trition needs and family needs for cl ild care or other services.

With the enthusiasm of the newly converted, state and city
governments have rushed to use the power of early education to
reduce social problems. (See the bookle! Preventing Unemployment: A
Case for Early Childhood Education from the mayor’s office in Minne-
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apolis for the extent of such thinking). The business community
has also become committed. (See the two publications of the Com-
mittee for Economic Development Investing in Our Children 1985 and
Children in Need 1987.) High-quality early childhood programs have
demonstrated their positive effect on students’ lives, but such pro-
grams alone will not solve social problems. High-quality early child-
hood education—with an emphasis on quality—is the beginning to
preventing major social and personal problems later in a student’s
life.
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ive-year-olds enter school full of enthusiasm to learn. By
the age of 16, however, they often seem to be negative, if
not resentful, toward educat.on. This metamorphosis is
particularly marked in low-income children. The greatest
challenge facing early childhood educators is to preserve children’s
positive attitudes toward school.

Many early childhood professionals believe that the solution
begins with experience in a child-development oriented kindergar-
ten program where students explore, select, and develop at their
own pace. We contend that a kindergarten program for economi-
cally disadvantaged children must include effective academic in-
struction as well as c.ild development experiences. While devel-
opmental activities meet some of the immediate ne -ds of
economically disadvantaged children, effective academic instruction
anticipates the children’s needs for competence and confidence in
later grades.
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The cycle of failure b gins early for disadvantaged students.
Eighty-two percent of the 4th gradeis scoring in the bottom quartile
on standardized tests will not graduate from high school. But
schools d> not have to be powerless in breaking :he link between
poverty and failure. The inter :ntion described in this chapte: be-
gins with 5-year-olds, when most public schools accept children.
This intervention, called “’direct instruction,” focuses on students’
academic competence. Most 5 year-olds from a low-income back-
ground enter school with far fewer skills and concepts than their
more advantaged peers. Delaying academic instruciion for disad-
vantaged students berause they are not “ready” only widens the
gap. Narrowing this performance gap requires early, intensive in-
tervention.

The Kindergarten Child

Typical preschool programs for 4-year-olds are child centered.
Children in these programs are usually given wide latitude in
choosing what to dc and experience virtually complete acceptance
of their actions. A picture of scribbles is acknowiedged for the pretty
colors, a jangle of toy cymbals for the making of music; working
with others to cut out figures an< paste them toge!™rer is cooperative
problem solving. The goals are primarily parti :ipation, cooperation,
and expression. Children explore, participate, express themselves,
and develop trust, seeing school as a safe place outside the home.
The child is a success. An important transition from home to school
Fas begun.

In contrast, 1st grade is typically content centered. Readin,
language arts, and mathematics iequire instructional time, which
dictates the schedule. Children’s choices are curtailed. More im-
portant, participation and expression are no longer sufficient to gain
approval. A much narrower rang.  responses is acceptabie. Read-
ing the sentence "I saw a cat”” as “Once upon a time” won'’t do; nor
will calling a six “nine.” We find that in the 1st grade, success and
confidence slowly erode for many disadvantaged children.

Thus, kindergarten becomes a critical and sometimes difficult
transition period from preschool to 1st grade. Kindergarten sets the
stage for the child’s school career and influences many other aspcts
of the child’s life. Educators vary in their beliefs about what should
happen during this transition. Some would like 1st grade to be more
child-centered like preschool; others advocate a more content-cen-
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tered approach. The resolution may be less crucial for children from
affluent families than for children from low-income backgrounds.
Without a well-orchestrated transition from a child-centered to a
content-centered environment, children from low-income back-
grounds may not be successful in 1st grade.

While kindergarten children need familiar activities, they must
also experience success with content-centered activities. Although
the kindergarten day is often no more than 200 minutes, both types
of activities can be scheduled. The difficult task is planning and
implementing the content-centered activities so that the students
from low-income backgrounds will develop academic competence
and positive self-esteem.

A Typical Direct Instruction Kindergarten Program

Intervention begins with an assessment of students’ skills and
knowledge to ensure that instruction begins at the appropriate
level. Careful assessment takes into account each child’s needs and
developmental maturity, and helps the teacher place children in
flexible ability groups. These ability groups of 6 to 12 students allow
the children to progress more closely to their optimal rates. Group
composition changes as the children’s learning rates change.

The group activities are composed of short segmen®s that focus
on specific skills or combinations of previously taught skills. Teach-
ers expiain, demonstrate, and ask questions for 15 to 20 minutes in
each subject area. These short segments closely approximate the
attention span of kindergartners, capturing iheir interest through
fast-moving and varied tasks. The lessons, which include frequent
teacher-pupil verbal interaction through many games and races,
provide the children with a great deal of active participation in the
lessons and high engagement rates of as many as i0 responses per
minute, with 80 to 9C percent of the responses being corre -t. Each
lesson contains opportunities for the children to respond both as a
group and individually.

Direct instruction can take as little as one hour a day. The
teacher and a paraprofessional teach two groups concurrentlv while
a third group works independently at learning or activity stations.
Children at the activity stations might choose from a variety cf
child-centered activities such as building with blocks, looking at
books, playing in the kitchen or at the sand and water tables, and
working on the computer. A fine-motor and manipulatives table
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might be equipped with puzzles. cravons, and clay. The remainder
of the daily schedule includes typical whole-group activities such
as music, art, gross motor activities, and snacktime.

Direct Instruction Car'iculum Content

The academic content of a Direct Instruction kindergarten pro-
gram falls into the two main areas of language arts and mathemat-
ics. In the language arts, at least half of the instructional time is
devoted to oral language instruction and practice. ".nportant in-
structional words and concepts such as and, or, same, and different-
comparatives; superlatives; and inferences are systematicaily intro-
duced and taught. General knowledge concepts of time, space, lo-
cation, and classification; part-whole relationships; occupations;
colors; shapes; and patterns are also taught. Concept application
activities synthesize earlier learnings. For example, students are
shown the boxes in Figure 5.1 while the teacher states that the
package with a ribbon and polka dot wrapping paper has paints in
it. For each package the teacher then asks:

Does this package have paints in it?

Why did you give that answer?
“or the first package, the students would answer, "Maybe, because
it doesn’t have polka dot wrapping paper.” For the second package,
the students would answer, “"Maybc, because it doesn’t have a rib-
bon.” For the third package, the students would say, "’ Yes, because
it has a ribbon and polka dot wrapping paper.” The students hav~
demonstrated an understanding of multiple attributes, inferences,
and patterns.

Reading instruction is the second area of langiage arts instruc-
tion. Although the reading curriculum begins with discrete reading
subskills such as sound-symbol identification, orally segmen’ g
words, visual directionality, rhyming, and word reading, it is gen-

Figure 5.1
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erally holistic. Very early in ihe program, students lc . that read-
ing is a tool to acquire informetion. As soon as student< have ac-
quired a few sound-symbols and blending strategies, they are given
meaningful words in context to read. Although the subskills of the
decoding process are taught in each lesson, an increasing amount
of the student’s time is sperit using these skills to determine the
meaning of words in cc -*ext. Initially, students read short sentences
and short simple stories. The stories are written with vocabulary
words that are meaningful to the child and controlled for regularity
to provide an opportunity to practice the sounds. The number of
irregular words in the stories is kept to a minimum to reduce con-
fusion about sound-symbol relationships. Reading a wider range of
stories, including ones that the children have written themselves,
is scheduled for later in the year. The children are encouraged to
take all stories home and read them to their families.

Probably the major difference between the direct instruction
and traditional reading readiness program is the way students learn
sound-symbol relationships. Direct instruction teaches sound-sym-
bol correspondences directly. The students learn, for example, that
the sound mmmm is represented by the symbol m. The letters are
not introduced in alphabetical order but according to usefulness in
creating words for the students. In addition, letters that are like,
to be confused are separated. For example, “b” and ““d” appear
close together in the alphab-* - nd cause most initial readers consid-
erable confusion. They are parated by many lessons, which re-
duces confusion (Carnine 15 “1). Another difference is the way new
letters are introduced and practiced. Each new letter is introduced
on one day and then practiced for two or three consecutive days
until it is mastered. Although this rate is slower than in any other
major reading ; jgram, a faster rate would overwhelm many kin-
dergarten students. Thus, faster-learning kindergarten students
could be grouped to spend one day on each new sound. Each
previously introduced sound is also reviewed in sound-symbol cor-
respondence tasks and in word reading tasks in each lesson.

The distinctive characteristic of the m.th curriculum is that
students practice a wide variety of skills every day. In a 20-minute
lesson during the fall, students will count pernies. claps, and pic-
tures of various objects, identify and write numerals, and rote count
to larger pumbers. In the spring, students learn specific steps to
solve addition and subtraction equations, translate orally presented
story problems into simple equations, and derive unknown facts
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from familiar facts. As is the case for the reading instructional pro-
gram, the mathematics program: has provisions for moving students
through the material slowly enough so they master the content.
This emphasis on mastery is not characte -istic of basal mathematics

programs.

Research on Direct Instruction

Before adopting a program, its expected etfect on young chil-
dren must be determined. As is often the case, educators would
like to be able to turn to research findings for r,uidance, but this is
difficult. The ideal requirements for research that guides education
policy include having:

* a sufficiently large number of students, both experimental
and control,

* data collection and analysis conducted by outsiders,

* a representative research setting,

* representative students,

« reasonably objective and reliable measures for major conclu-
sions, and

* random assignment of students to an instructional program.
Research studies on school-based programs rarely meet all of these
criteria. Educators are thus forced to weigh findings within the
context of the adequecy of the research. For example, much of the
recent attention to direct instruction in kindergarten stems from the
research of David Weikart and his colleagues (e.g., Schweinhart et
al. 1986). There ‘¢ many re~sons to be cautious in interpreting theii
data, even though they we.e able to randomly assign students to
treatment. Nevertheless, only a dozen students completed both
years of the direct instruction preschool program. The program was
administcied by Weikart and carried out by teachers he hired. The
research setting was his lab schonl, located at the headquarters of
his foundation. The major conclusions, based on self-reported data,
were not collaborated by objective measures, and the data are only
for 3- and 4-year-old childrzn. His results do not address the edu-
cation of 5-year-olds and .herefore have no direct implications for
kindergarten. In short, decisions about direct instruction for 5-year-
olds should not be based on experiences of a dozen 3- and 4-year-
olc’s in a laboratory school where self-reported data were gathered
by developers of a rival program.
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Findings from independent Researche:s

A quite different set ¢ implications for organizing kindergarten
emerges when we look at research findings involving thousands of
5-year-olds in public school kindergartens across the United States;
where findings were based on more objective, reliable measures;
and where data were collected by an outside, impartial agency. The
National Follow Through Project included a 6-year study of 13 dif-
ferent approaches (including Weikart’s High/Scope Program and
direct instruction) to teaching economi :ally disadvantaged students
in kindergarten through 3rd grade. At the project’s peak, 75,L%0
low-income children from 170 communities participated annually.
A wide range of low-income communities was represented.

Two impartial, independent agencies conducted the evaluatior.
of Follow Through. Stanford Research Institute collected the eval-
uation data and ABT Associites analyzed them (Stebbins 1976,
Stebbins et al. 1977). Although a critique of those results (House et
al. 1978) cited some research limitations, the major findings of the
national evaluation stand in spite of its shortcomings (Bereiter and
Kurland 1981-2), in part, because of the consistency of the findings
over time and across different school districts. These findings indi-
cate very different effects for tne direct instruction and Weikart
High/Scope programs for kindergarten students from low-income
backgrounds.

Results: Nortative Performance. A major objective of the Direct
Instruction Follow Through Program was to bring the achievement
levels of disadvantaged primary-grade students up to the national
average. The ABT Reports provide mediar. percentile scores by
school(s) and by sponsor for four Metropolitan Achievement Test
measures: total reading, total math, spelling, and language. The
average of medians for the Direct Instruction projects (ccnverted to
percentiles) for students entering in kindergarten are presented in
Figure 5.2. The direct instruction students who began in kindergar-
ten are close to or at national norms on all measures. These positive
findings were supported in interviews with parents, direct instruc-
tion students, and parents of students from other approaches ([1a-
ney 1977).

A second objective was to determine whether some approaches
were more effective than others. Each school had the same amount
of additional funding for each student to implement the chosen
approach. As shown in Figure 5.3, the differences between the
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direct instruction and the Weikart program were substantial in all
four areas—one half standard deviation in reading, three-quarters
of a standard deviation in spelling, and one and one-quarte: stan-
dard deviation in math and language.

Results: Significant Outcomes. The results shown in Figure 5.3
have a serious limitation: They do not compare students of compa-
rable backgrounds from the same communities. Stanford Research
Institute anticipated that shortcoming and incorporated comparison
groups into their rcsearch design. An overview of the percent of
statistically and educationally significant differences between an
approach and the comparison groups is found in Figure 5.4 (Becker
and Carnine 1980)." The results are summarized across three groups
of measures—affective, basic, and cognitive academic. Positive per-
cent numbers along the left indicate more significant positive than
negative comparisons; the negative percent numbers indicate more
signif.cant 1egative comparisons than positive.

The net effect of the Weikart program ranges from slightly
negative on affective measures to strongly negative on basic skill
and cognitive academic measures. Over a third of the academic
comparisons were negative in terms of both statistical and educa-
tional significance. This means that compared to simiiar iow-income
students in traditional K-3 programs, in about one-third of the
cases, students in Weikart's program scored significantly lower on
academic measures. In contrast, the net effect of direct instruction
was positive, with about one-third of the comparisons being posi-

'The major findings of the ABT Report are given in a series of tables,
one for each sponsor. For each mea 1re, a covariance adjusted comparison
was made with a local comparison group and with a pooled national com-
parison group. When the mean for the Follow Through students exceeded
the non-Follow Through mean by at least one-fourth of a standard devision
on a given measure, and when the difference was statistically significant,
this was censidered an educationally significant outcome, and a plus (+)
was placed in the table. When non-Follow Through exceeded Follow
Through by the same criteria, it was considered to be a significant negative
outcome, and a minus (—) was placed on the table. When the results fell
between these limits, the difference was considered null and the table left
blank. The number of pluses for Direct Instruction and for the Weikart
program for each of the three types of measures was counted. (For the
cognitive academic skills, the Raven’s Progressive Matricies test, which is
not an academic measure, was excluded.) Then the number of munuses
was subtracted, and the rcsult was divided by the number of comparisons.
Both local and pooled comparisons were included. Decimals were converted
to percents by multiplying by 100.
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tive for academics an-” out one-fourth being positive for affective
measures.

The affective findings from the ABT report are particularly
noteworthy {Stebbins et al. 1977).

The performance of full tme children in Direct Instruction sites on the
affective measures is an unexpected result. The Direct Instruction model
does not explicitly emphasize affective outcomes of instruction, but the
sponsor has asserted that they will be the consequence of effective teach-
ing. Critics of the model have predicted that the emphasis on tightly con-
trolled instruction might discourage children from freely expressing them-
selves, and thus inhibit the development of self-esteem and other affective
skills. In fact, this is not the case (p. 73).

While these results indicate a positive effect through 3rd grade
for students who begin direct instruction in kindergarten, the op-
posite effect seems true for students in Weikart’s program. One
explanation is that Weikart's High/Scope Curriculum benefits only

Figure 5.4
Percent of significant outcomes for 3rd graders on three
types of measures across sche Sl dist- 15 for
direct instruction and Weikart programs
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3- and 4-year-olds, but not school-aged stvdents. Another possible
explanation comes from Weikart and his colleagues:

Previous research had found no outcome differences for programs lasting
1 year versus programs lasting 2 years . . . and extensive prelimmnary anal-

ysis of the data revealed no indication of program-duration effects in this
study (Schweinhart et al. 1986, p. 22).

Storter interventions with Weikart’s High/Scope program may
in fact be better than longer interventions.

Findings from Direct Instruction Researchers

Follow Through results for direct instruction and for Weikart's
High/Scope program are for 3rd graders who entered school in
kindergarten. The data provide inforr.iation on comprehensive K-3
intervention, but little information about the relative contribution of
the kindergarten year by itself. Partial answers to this question come
from da.a gathered by direct instruction researchers. Tke first data
are from coraparisons of students who entered direct instruction
during the kindergarten year with those who entered the program
in 1st grade (Becker and Engelmann 1978). Third graders who en-
tered school in kinderg, ~ten and spent four years in direct instruc-
tion scored significantly higher on achievement tests than students
who entered school in 1st grade.

Also, direct instruction students with IQ scores below 71 who
entered school in kindergarten gained an average of 17 IQ points by
the end of 3rd grade. Students with IQ scores below 71 who entered
school in 1st grade had an average gain of 9 IQ points. (These data
include corrections for regression artifact.) For students with IQ
scores between 71 and 90 the gains were between 16 and 9, respec-
tively (Gersten et al. 1984). While these data suggest a powerful
eifect from kindergarten, they are not as conclusive as they might
seem. The students who entered in kindergarten and 1st grade were
fron. different school districts, which is a serious confound.

This confound was avoided in one school district that started a
kindergarten program after initially starting the direct instruction
program at 1st grad (Gersten et al. in press). This situation per-
mitted comparisons witkin the same district of students who had
direct instruction kindergarten with students who began direct in-
struction in 1st grade. The upper-left quarter of Figure 5.5 compares
end-of-3rd-grade percentiles for direct instruction students who be-
gan in kindergarten (four-vear intervention) with students who be-
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gan in 1st grade (three-year intervention). The differences are sub-
stantial in all cases. The lower-left quarter of F.gure 5.5 makes the
same comparisons at the end of 9th giade. The advantages of be-
ginning direct instruction in kindergarten are still evidentat the end
of 9th grade even though the students were in traditional programs
for six yezrs (grades 4 through 9).

The right side of Figure 5.5 lists the scores for the comparison
students who were in school from kindergarten through 3rd grade
or 1st grade through 3rd grade. The p values in parentheses indicate
significant differences between direct instruction and comparison
students. For example, dire t instruction students who entered the
program in kindergarten scored at the 56th percentile in mathe-
niatics at the end of 3rd grade. Co..aparison 3rd graders who entered
school in kindergarten scored at the 26th percentile. This difference
is significant at the .01 level. All the differences are significant for
students who entered in kindergarten; only four of the six differ-
ences are significant for students who entered in 1st grade.

An interesting pattern found in the data for the comparison
students (the right side of Figure 5.5) is that they also benefit from
the extra year of kindergarten instruction. At both 3rd grade and
9th grade, kindergarten-beginning students scored higher than 1st-
grade-beginning students, though the differences are much smaller
by 9th grade. The differences between direct instruction students
starting in 1st grade and students starting in kindergarten—at 3rd
and 9th grade—suggest an enduring effect from the extra year of
intensive instruction provided “w a direct inctruction kindergarten.

Other [ mngitudinal Research

Follow-up studies of direct instruction and comparison stu-
dents were carried out in four other districts. All of the significant
differences favored the direct instruction students: higher academic
scores, better attendance, more college acceptances, and fewer re-
tentions (Gersten and Keating 1987).

Research on Direct instruction Preschools

Other researchers have conducted evaluations of di, ect instruc-
tion preschool programs for 4- and 5-year-olds. One large longitu-
dinal evaluation was conducted by th. Seattle public schools. A
report that included this study was coauthored by Weikart’'s High/




Figure 5.5
Percentile scores fer direct instruction and comparison students
entering 1st grade and entering kindergarten at 3rd grade and 9th grade
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Scope Foundation. The 2,883 ¢conomically disadvantaged children
who participated in Seattle’s direct instruction preschool program
achieved better educational placements than a comparable control group.
. . . Only 11 percent of these youngsters left high school before graduation,
which is a dropout rate two-thirds the size of the control group’s 17 percent
dropout rate . . . had more than twice the percentage of students in gifted
education and a rate of placement at or above the age-appropriate grade
that was 10 percentage points higher than that of the control group
(Schweinhart and Mazur 1987, pp. 18-19)

The findings on placement in gifted programs are particularly
noteworthy. The percent for direct instruction students was about
the same as for the district as a whole, 8 percent versus 9 percent.
Yet 95 percent of the direct instruction students held minorit, sta-
tus, while less than 50 percent of the students in the district as a
whole held such status.

Another study was conducted by Weisberg ai the Universiiy of
Alabama (1987). Over nine years, 108 children—virtually all from
low-income backgrounds, with 34 percent from families receiving
public assistance and 14 percent living in foster homes—received
one or two years of preschocl instruction. The first finding was that
students who received two years of direct instruction as 4-year-olds
and 5-year-olds scored significantly higher on standardized reading
achievement tests than students who had only one year of direct
instruction. The extra year of instruction allowed the children to
complete most of the second level of the direct instruction reading
program. (During the second year of instruction, reading periods
lasted 40 rather than 20 minutes.) The additional lessons seem
largely responsible for the higher achievement of the students who
had two years of instruction. In fact, the correlation between num-
ber of lessons completed and reading achievement was .92
(p<.0001), an extremely strong correiation.

The second finding stemmed from a comparison of students in
direct instruction, cognitive development, Head Start, and no pre-
school pro.. ms. Students were given the standardized achieve-
ment test for the end of 1st grade at the beginning of 1st grade. As
shown in Figure 5.6, the direct instruction students scored at or
above the expected grade level for the end of 1st grade. Moreover,
the direct instruction students scored significantly higher than stu-
dents in all of the other groups. The direct instruction students’
scores continued to be significantly higher than those of comparison
students at the end of 1st grade and at the end of 2nd grade.
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Figure 5.6

Percent correct reading subtest performance on the MAT for

1st grade starting age students. Top value in bar graph is

grade equivalent score; bottom value is the percentile
score on the test, not the percent correct.
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Research Summary

Taken as a whole, Weisberg’s results in Alabama, the S-attie
findings, and the Direct Instructicn Follow Through results from
over a dozen districts meet most of the criteria for research upon
which to base policy decisions. They included large runibers of
students, impartial data collection and analysis, representative set-
tings and students, and reasonable measures. The results reflect the
diverse benefits of weli-implemented direct instruction programs:
achievement gains, IQ gains, increased placement in gifted pro-
grams, reduced retention, reduced absenteeism, reduced dropout
rates, and increased acceptance to college. The benefits are probably
one-fifth of what is possible if students were to receive effective
instruction after 2nd or 3rd grade. The possibilities would be enor-
mous if students could receive careful, responsible instruction
through 12th grade. In that case, direct instruction wouldn’t even
need to start in kindergarten. Unfortunately, implementing direct
instruction is not easy, even in the primary grades.

The Components of Direct Instruction

That children from low-income backgrounds benefit from be-
ginning direct instruction in kindergarten is cvident across a variety
of measures, both at the end of 3rd grade and in high school. The
success of the students results primarily from the way content-
centered activities are organized, including curriculum materials
design, teaching techniques, time utilization, assessment of student
performance, and staff development procedures.

Curriculum Design

Direct instruction curriculum matenals (¢.¢., Mastery Reading,
Mastery Spelling, DISTAR Language, DISTAR Arithmetic) are de-
signed to engage the teacher and students in frequent verbal ex-
-harges. The teacher gives a brief explanation, possibly models a
skill, and then asks a series of quick questions to make sure the
students understand the explanation. The teacher moves immedi-
ately to guided practice, again w'th frequent questions that prompt
the steps that constitute the skill or strategy. Finally, students work
independently. This process of modeling, guided practice, and in-
dependent practice works with various subject area content.

A much more challenging aspect of instructional design is spec-
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ifying the explanations and questions. As Lee Shulman recently
noted :n his “Conversations {rom Wingspread” on PBS:

It is clear that the “nuts and bolts” approach is not enough: managing a
classroom, handling discipline, using the bulletin board, working with the
principal. All those things are important, but at least as important is the
ability to take the content they're teaching and find the examples, the
analogies, the demonstrations, the metaphors and the comparisons that
will bring alive what is otherwise dead material. That 1s something you
cannot do without having a very deep and rich understanding of teaching
methods.

As paradoxical as it may sound, a deep and rich understanding
of how to teach a subject requires ar awareness of what students
typically misunderstand in the subject. For example, in beginning
arithmetic, students will often write 8 as the answer to this missing
addend problem: 3 + [ ] = 5. This error is co:'\mon because in all
previous problems, suchas3 + 5= Jand4 + 1 =[ ], students
add two numbers and write the answer in the box. The cause of the
error is a misunderstanding of the concept of equa'ity; students do
not understand that the equal sign sets off two sides that must have
the same value. The sides must “balance.”

The curriculum designer should plan around this potential mis-
understanding. For example, in learning simple addition, such as
3 + 5= ]. students are required to put a ring around the side
that tells how many: 3 + 5. They then use “counters” in following
these steps.

* Make 3 lines for 3 and make 5 lines to show plus 5.

* Count all 8 L:nes.

* Indicate that they counted 8 on the side with 3 + 5, so they
must count 8 on the side with ti.e box (this is the equality rule).

* Write an 8 in the box.

These component skills are taught before students ae expected
to chain them together to solve addition problems. Automaticity on
component skills facilitates integration of the components into a
more complex skill (Kaimeenui and Carnine 1986).

Once students become facile at simple addition problems, they
are introduced to missing addend problems: 3 + [ ] = 5. The skill
of circling the side that tells “how many” is now crucial. Students
who circle 3 + [ ] are reminded that the box doesn’t tell how
many, so 3 + [ ] can’t be the side that tells how many.

After students circle the side with5in 3 + [ ] = 5, they are
asked to apply the equality rule: “I count five on this side, so I must
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count five on the side with three plus box.”” The teacher points out
that there are already three on that side, so the students must count
from three until they reach five. Each time they count, they make a
mark under the box. Two marks under the box indicate that two
have been added, so the students write a two in the box.

Student mastery of missing addend addition will grow out of
the curriculum designer’s anticipation of misunderstandings. This
anticipation leads to preventive measures, which are built into the
teaching of simple addition. Moreover, simple addition and missing
addend addition employ the same component skills, further easing
the transition to missing addend problems. In fact, the instructional
design analysis also encompasses simple subtraction and missing
subtrahend subtraction problems as shown in Figure 5.7.

Figure 5.7
Simple Subtraction
7-3=[] Student circles side that tells how many.
7-3=[] Student makes mark for the first number.
7-3=[] Student : unuses marks that must be removed.
7-3=[] Stuaent counts four remaining marks on side
with 7 — 3 and makes same number of marks
on side with box.
7-3=[] Student writes 4 in box.

Missing Subtrahend Subtraction

7-011=4 Student circles side that tells how many.

7-1 1=4 Student makes seven marks for first numeral.

7-11=4 Student circles four marks that must be counted
onthesidewith7 — [ ]

7-11=4 Student minuses marks that must be remnovea.

7-[(3]=4 Student counts how many marks were minused

and writes the number in the box.

Note that the component skills are the same for addition, miss-
ing addend, inissing subtrahend, and subtraction. This represents
a tremendous efficiency that is particularly important for lower-
performing students. They are mnore likely to succeed when they
can learn certain skills and apply them in many different ways.

Efficiency and understanding are two overriding goals in in-
structional design, but they are often slighted in conventional bas-
als. One mathematics basal introduced missing addend problems
in this way.

The teacher was instructed to write these problems on the
board.
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9+[ ]1=10
9+[ ]=1
9+[ ]=12

The teacher then asked one student what number went in the box
of the first problem. The teacher was then told to explain the second
problem in the same way.

Teaching Techniques

The direct instruction teacher’s guides specify the exact word-
ing of explanations and questions that work well with a wide range
of students. This allows teachers to focus their energy on presenting
the material and helping students who have difficulties.

There are numerous empirically derived techniques for pre-
senting direct instruction lessons to groups of students. For exam-
ple, when students make a mistake in carrying out a multistep
procedure, such as the one described for missing addend problems,
the teacher reminds the students of the appropriate steps rather
than just giving the correct answer. If students make this rnistake—
4 + [10] = 6—the teacher would remind them of the steps they've
learned. First circle the side that tells how many. How many do you
count on that side? So how many must you count on the side with
four plus box? You’ve got 4. Count until you have 6. Make a mark
for each number you count. Now write the answer that goes in the
box.

'When the teacher reminds students of the steps in the process,
studenis receive helpful ieedback about the process just when they
need it, right after their mistake.

Time Utilization

A major problem facing kindergarten teachers is insufficient
time to give children the individual attention they need. Having
children sit at their desks for an hour or more and complete work-
sheets does not provide effective individualization. Young children
need to interact with people, not sheets of paper, and teachers need
to maximize the amount of time they spend with each child.

Direct instruction responds to this dilemma with a compro-
mise: academic instruction is done in small groups in all subject
areas, by both paraprofessionals and teachers. Paraprofessionals do
not just run off dittos, prepare activities, and monitor seatwork;
they teach one group of students while the teacher teaches a second.
When paraprofessionals are not available, other options include re-
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cruiting volunteers to teach or making the instructional groups
larger.

The other requirements of effective time utilization are familiar:
schedule enough time for academic instruction, minimize interrup-
tions, employ motivation techniques to keep students on-task, and
cut wasted time in transition.

Assessment

Two forms of assessment are important in planning and imple-
menting direct instruction in kindergarten. The first involves iden-
tifying children who particularly need intensive academic instruc-
tion; the second 1equires ongoing monitoring to identify students
who are not learning successfully or at an acceptable rate.

Identifying eligible students. The process of identifying potentially
at-risk 5-year-olds is about as reliable as identifying gifted 5-year-
olds. It can be done only with a large margin of error. Some children
from low-income backgrounds may learn academic skills rapidly
even though they score poorly on readiness tests. Nevertheless,
there are indicators that are reasonable predictors of later success
in school.

A number of specific norm-referenced instruments ‘or identi-
fying at-risk students entering kindergarten are available. Measures
such as Preschoo! Screening Survey (Hainsworth and I{ainsworth
1980), Cooperative Preschodl Inventory (Caldwell 1971), and the
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Boehm 1971) provide valuable infor-
mation for determining which kindergarten children might need a
more systematic instructional program.

Some of the best predictors of kindergartea success are those
that most closely match the activities children usually do in school
(Keogh and Becker 1973). Informal assessments such as alphabet
and numeral identification, knowledge of rote counting and object
counting, fine motor tasks testing the ability to hold a pencil and
copy marks can be used by the kindergarten teacher. For example,
the average kindergarten child knows 13 letters of the alphabet
when entering school (Anderson et al. 1985); therefore, students
who can identify six or fewer letters may need extensive work.
Especially worthy of consideration are students who have difficulty
matching letters. Most kindergarten children can also identify at
least five or six numerals. Those who identify four or fewer numerals
may also need extensive intervention. Certainly children who have
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difficulty holding a pencil and writing or identifying letters in their
names merit thorough assessment.

A simple, discriminating oral language task that can be used
to identify at-risk students is verbatim statement repetition. A child
is asked to repeat a long statement such as, “’I go to the store to buy
bread, butter, and milk” exactly as the examiner said it. Students
who are unable to repeat the statement in four trials may be partic-
ularly good candidates for direct instruction.

Monitoring Student Progress. Criterion-referenced tests to moni-
tor student (and teacher) performance are built into (or are available
for) each direct instruction program. Items on these measures are
designed to correspond to specific instructional tasks so that re-
medial implications are clear. Student performance on specific
classes of items car. define areas where additional instruction is
required. Teachers and administrators can also use the results of
these :neasures to identify areas where instruction is weak.

In addition to criterion-referenced tests, student progress is
measured by content coverage, which is typically measured in terms
of lessons. A high-abilitv group can cover an average of 1.2 tv 1.5
lessons per day, and the lowest group at least .7 lessons per day.
When groups progress more slowly than expected, teachers evalu-
ate how time is being used in the classroom and car then reschedule
activities to increase instructional time and work on behavior man-
agement techniques to improve the use of time.

Transportability

Direct instruction can work in diverse situations; this trans-
portability is extremely important. Consider Thomas Edison, who
is well known for inventing the light bulb. What we forget is that
the light bulb is useless without a lamp or an outlet to plug in the
light. Possibly a much greater accomplishment was Edison’s engi-
neering of the delivery system of electricity: power lines, trans-
formers, and the like. Similariy, direct instruction is of only aca-
demic interest if we are not cognizant of its staff development
requirements (Carnine and Gersten 1984) and the stages through
which it must pass—awareness, planning, implementation and in-
stitutionalization (Carnine 1988). Understanding the requirements
for staff development and the change process allows educators to
successfully insiall and maintain major innovations such as direct
instruction.

Schools seeking to improve kindergarten need programs that
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have been validated in real-world public schools, with tenured
teachers, far from a program developer’s tutelage. For this to be
possible, the educational program must be explicitly described with
reasonable requirements for implementation With scripted lesson
plans; an intensive, continuous staff development program (Carnune
and Gersten 1984); highly skilled local consultants; and other fea-
tures, direct instruction is sufficiently explicit.

Being explicit does not make direct instruction simple or easy
to implement. The thoroughness of the instructional programs and
teaching procedures give teachers precise information about how
each student is learning on a moment by moment basis. Responding
quickly and constructively is extremely demanding. Similarly when
students a.e moveu too quickly or too slowly through the instruc-
tional programs, serious problems can result.

However, adequate implementation is quite feasible when
teachers participate in appropriate staff development activities. This
has been confirmed by the Department of Education Joint Dissem-
ination Review Panel, which validates educational programs as ex-
emplary models and qualifies them for national dissemination. Cur-
ing the 1980-81 school year, all 12 of the active Direct Instruction
Follow Through projects were submitted for validation. Eleven of
the 12 districts had 8 to 10 years of data on successive groups of
children. The schools sampled a full range of students: large cities
(New York, San Diego, Washington, D.C.); middle-size cities (Flint,
Michigan; Dayton, Ohio; E. St. Louis, Illinois); rural white com-
munities (Flipping. Arkansas; Smithville, Tennessee); a rural black
comraunity (Williamsburg, South Carolina); a Mexican American
community (Uvalde, Texas); a Spanish American community (E. Las
Vegas, NM): and an American Indian community (Cherokee, North
Carolina). All of the projects were certified as exemplary in reading
and mathematics for the primary grades, thus providing replication
over 8 to 10 years and in a dozen quite diverse communities.

Expectations

Direct Instruction can benefit students in a number of lasting
ways. These accomplishments are quite difficult to achieve, how-
ever. The cycle of failure found in many low-income neighborhood
schools must be broken in staff members before it can be broken in
the students. Yet, staff members will not, and should not be ex-
pected to, change their expectations until they see their students
succeed. It's a circular problen: higher expectations come from
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demonstrations that the expectations are reasonable; yet demon-
strations that students can succeed require increased expectations.
The resolution of this contradiction requires true educational lead-
ership. The leader must create an environment that leads to success
for both the staff members and t."e students—bringing to bear ap-
propriately designed curricular 11aterials, effective teaching tech-
niques, all available time for instruction, a system for identifying
eligible students and monitoring their progress. and intensive staff
development. Often, teachers resist major changes such as those
represented by direct instruction. However, most teachers accept
the program once they see the results (Gersten et al. 1986).

The most impressive results involve personal experiences with
students like Antonio. Antonio was the shyest student in his direct
instruction kindergarten class. He would not talk in a group for the
first month and only then would whisper his answers. The teacher
called on him each day and accepted his responses and encouraged
him when he did answer. In April, one of the teachers from a non-
direct instruction classroom came down the hall and said to the
direct instruction kindergarten teacher, I understand that your
children can read. I would like to hear them.”” Antonio overheard
the conversation and spontaneously said in a loud voice, *You want
to hear me read.” He promptly and proudly read her a passage from
his book.

Stories like this are too rare because school administrators and
parents are too distiacted or too cautious to create the necessary
environment for change (Carnine 1988). The cliche “no guts, no
glory” aptly describes the challenge and the failure of school ad-
ministrators and parents in low-income schools. Phrased more
mildly, if the problem were easy to solve, it would have been solved
long ago. Remember thougl., we are the problem, not the children.
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Analysis of Issues
Concerning Public

School
Involvement in

Early Childhood
Education

ASCD EarLy CHiLDHOOD EpucaTiON PoLICY PaANEL

n analyzing the issues surrounding early childhood educa-
tion, the ASCD policy panel had a two-fold goal: to promote
high-quality public school programs and to provide guidance
to school leaders in establishing and revising their programs.
The issues addressed here focus specifically on public school
prograins for 4- and 5-year-old children because it is urgent to for-
mulaie appropriate, carefully conceived, and forward-looking policy
for the youngest and most recent entrants into the public schools.
Historically, public education in the United States has been
provided in response to social trends and society’s needs. Universal
public education was initially a response to the need to eliminate
child labor abuse and assimilate massive numbers of immigrants
into American society. Similarly, federal programs for young chil-
dren in the 1930s, ‘40s, and ‘60s responded to problems of the
Depression, World War II, and poverty.
Day, in chapter 1 of this book, describes current social, demo-
graphic, and economic trends, as well as empirical research data
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regarding the effectiveness cf early childhood programs, that have
today created a clear and compelling demand for the public schools
to respond with “high-qualitv’”” programs. Our at-risk students
nzed more than intervention; providing them with sound, effective
programs not only increases their chances for success throughout
life, it provides enduring benefits for societv as well.

Frr ~tely, the public schools have the capacity to develop
high-q.-  eaily childhood education. They already have many of
the resources needed to operate sound programs for young chil-
dren. They already have a knowledge base about young children,
physical facilities, administrative systems, and professional staffing
procedures, all of which are needed to develop an early childhood
curriculum and to operate programs for 4- and 5-year-olds. The
public schools also have the advantage of credibility in the com-
munity and well-established connections with parents, local gov-
emnment, and other community agencies.

Several recent reports related to the effectiveness of the public
schools (e.g., A Nation at Risk and the Carnegie Report) fuel an
assertion that since the public schools have ruined K-12 education,
they cannot be trusted with programs for 4-year-olds: This assertion
is negated by outcomes from public schools and reports of public
opinion. At the outset, it must be recognized that American public
schools are charged with the responsibility of educating all chil-
dren, regardless of academic ability or inclination. Nathan (1986, p.
198-199) discusses a report from the National Governors’ Associa-
tion on educational issues: “Governors know that education has
made progress. Over the last 30 years, the high school graduation
rate in the United States has risen from about 50 percent to above
75 percent. Students’ scores on tests of basic skills are also on the
rise.”” In September 1986, the Phi Delta Kappan (pp. 46-47) reported
on a Gallup poll about public attitudes toward public schools. When
asked to grade their local schools, 41 percent of the respondents
gave grades of A or B, while only 5 percent gave a failing grade.
Sixty-five percent of those questioned about the schools their chil-
dren attended responded favorably. The general public does not feel
that schools have failed.

In this atmosphere, with existing capacities and adequate fund-
ing, today’s educators can assume the responsibilities of developing
and implementing high-quality early childhood education pro-

grams.
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Providing High-Quality Programs

Providing a successful and worthwhile early childhood pro-
gram is a major challenge. It requires careful examination of many
controversial issues inchiding teacher preparation and instructional
strategy. It requires careful planning and decision making about
funding, program goals, and populations to be served.

Scope of the Program

Currently in the United States, there is a trend toward man-
datory kindergarten attendance—eight states as of 1987—and to
ward longer school days for kindergarten children—14 states with
school days up to six hours (Robinson 1987). One issue facing policy
makers is whether to more fully serve 5-year-olds before they begin
or expand efforts to serve younger children. In chapter 1 of this
book, Day notes that the majority of kindergarten programs operate
for less than 3.5 hours per day, as do most programs for 4-y. ar-
olds. School-day length is a major factor that will determine the
scope of programs for 4- and 5-year-olds in public schools. The
question of whether programs should operate on a longer schedule,
either a full school day (5-6 hours) or an extended day to meet
parents’ working hours, is often debated in terms of whether the
mission of programs is to provide education, child care, or both.

Some schools have argued that a longer day would be too de-
manding and stressful for 4- and 5-year-old children (Brandt 1986).
Yet many children spend a full day in child-care settings. A longer
day has the advantage of reducing stress on children caused by
having to move from one facility to another. With a full-day program
there is ri~ need to hurry through learning activities on a two- to
three-hour schedule (Brandt 1986). In addition to these practical
aspects, some research studies show that children can and do pros-
per in full day programs (Murray 1987, Puleo 1986).

Defined in the narrowest terms possible, education refers to
academic skills instruction; child care irvolves custodial and protec-
tive services. However, such a distinction is inaccurate and incon-
sistent with the needs of young children and their families. Public
schools already provide many services to K-12 students beyond the
narrow definition of education (e.g., nutrition programs, medical
screening, and counseling), and high-quality child care services
include educational components (Caldwell 1986). The more useful
consideration is to provide appropriate education and care for chil-
dren, regardless of the setting.

101

110



ANALYSIS OF IsSUES

Thus, the central question is what type of program is appro-
priate. When the artificial distinction betw:en education and care
is removed, public schools can provide children with an experience-
based program that includes individual and group activities, struc-
tured and unstructured play, time for listening, sharing stories,
resting, and the opportunity to be in a safe and stimulating envi-
ronment for as long as their parents are at work.

Who Should Attend

An essential issue is whetner or not public school programs for
4- and 5-year-olds should be limited to children who are at risk of
academic failure—those who are economically disadvantaged or
have special needs. Due to funding constraints, the majority of the
public school programs now available are for at-risk children only,
which has often created segregated situations. The child with spe-
cial needs is usually served only with other such children, and the
economically disadvantaged are often segregated by race or class.

While it is appropriate to serve at-risk children first, it is im-
portant to include other children as soon as possible. Most of the
research has been conducted with at-risk populations, but a few
studies have also demonstrated positive effects without regard to
socioeconomic status (Durkin 1974-75, Hanscn 1987). There are, in
fact, educational advantages to mixed socioeconomic groupings
since young children learn from one another (Coleman et al. 1966,
Abelson et al. 1974, Johnson and Johnson 1985). Many early child-
hood professionals have called for programs for all children. “The
best programs provide an integrated settir.g with children of various
racial and socioeconomic backgrounds, rather than segregating at-
risk children from others” (Grubb 1987).

Ancther issue is whether prekindergarten programs should be
voluntary or mandatory. Even if mandatory prekindergarten pro-
grams were feasible, parents should still retain the right to decide
whether their young children should attend.

Evaluation of Children

The validity of using tests with young children and of the tests
themselves has been a long-standing issue. The best solution pro-
vides for individual testing of each child, acceptable administration
and scoring practices, knowledge of child growth and development,
and caution in interpreting results. In this process, no one test is
adequate to diagnose the strengths and needs of a young child or
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to determine placemer.t in a readiness for transition classroom or
eligibility for school enroliment (Gadson 1980). Instead, test results,
teacher observation, pa:ent-provided information, and data from
other professionals (e.g., inedical history) should be combined to
create a profile for determining how best to meet a child’s needs.

Caution must be applied in interpreting the results of diagno-
sis, assessment, or evaluation. Parents or teachers may use their
understanding of the profile to expect children to achieve at a level
far beyond or below their capacity. Adults who expect too much or
too little frustrate children and thwart their growth.

Comprehensive carly identificativn should involve all the school
specialists and the parents and provide any necessary inservice
training to teachc cs. The early identification process should provide
better information for staif regarding what children need, and this
in turn should be shared with the parents. In so doing, the parents
and the schools come together in a partnership for children.

Funding Sources

A critical, fundamental issue in establishing and expanding
public school progra::.. Jor 4-year-olds is who will pay. One answer
is that everyone pays and that the real question is who pays, how
much, when. and for what. It costs a significant amount of money
to educate and nurture young children. Yet it costs much more to
remediate later and even more to address the problems of crime,
undereducation, abuse, dropouts, welfare, and other social ills. The
Perry Preschool Program’s cost-benefit analysis (Barnett 1985)
points the way in describing why an early expenditure is highly
beneficial later.

The Committee for Economic Development’s 1987 report esti-
mated that it would cost about $3 billion annually to provide high-
quality prekindergarten programs for all of our nation’s at-risk 4-
year-olds. The major potential funding sources for programs for all
children, especially those from low-income families, are federal,
state, and local goverrments. Private enterprise and parent fees,
rather than tax dollars, are potential funding sources for programs
for ¢’ "dren who are not at risk.

Cu.rently, federal rundirg is provided largely through the Head
Start program ($1.113 billion), through Social Services Block Grant
funds ($2.7 billion) for child care, and through Public Law 99-457
for early intervention with handicapped infants and toddlers ($67
million); all are targeted exclusively for at-risk groups. The Act for
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Better Child Care, if passed in the 1988 Congress, could add $2.5
billon in support for child care. However, these programs are far
from meeting the need—over 80 percent of our nation’s economi-
cally disadvantaged children do not receive Head Start services.

The major funding initiatives for new and expanded programs
for 4-year-olds come from the states. Cwrreatly, 24 states fund pre-
kindergarten programs, and annt!ier 4 either allocate money to sup-
plement Head Start programs or to fund parent education programs
(Marx and Seligson 1987). As with federal funding, however, state
funding is far from meeting the need. The funding among states
that operate prekindergarten programs varies considerably from a
high of $64.5 million in Texas to a low of $83,000 in Ohio for pilot
programs (Marx and Seligson 1987).

A survey by Schweinhart and Mazur (1987) of 28 of the 38
members of the Council of the Great City Schools reports that the
1985-86 enrollment in public school prekindergarten (69,964) was 23
percent of the enrollment in kindergarten (305,885). Funding
sources that year were 36 percent federal, 35 percent state, and 29
percent local. Over half of these respordents indicated that pros-
pects for new state or local funds appeared good or very good.

It is unrealistic to expect any one source to bear the costs of
providing high-quality, comprehensive programs. Although fewer
than one-third of the states require local level coordination among
public schools, child care programs, and other services for pre-
kindergarten children (Marx and Seligson 1987), collaboration in
planning, funding, and using resources efficiently will be essential
in reaching families who want and need high-quality early educa-
tion and care for their children. Examples of collaboration include
multidistrict cooperatives that can reduce overhead and start-up
costs and public school/nonprofit organization agreements for
transportation and other services. Local coordinaaon, as well as the
flexibility to utilize community providers, is imperative in stretching
the available resources to reach the greatest possible number of
children.

Other sources of funds are public and private employers who
have a vested interest in supporting the development of high-
quality programs for the children of theirr workers. Of the approxi-
mately 6 million corporations in the United States, about 3,000 pro-
vide some kind of child care assistance for employees (NAEYC un-
dated), a 50 percent increase since 1934 (Chapman 1987). An
example of the kind of collaboration that can and should occur is
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the consortium of corporations and government agencies that the
BankAmerica Foundation has underwritten with a $1.1 million
budget to make better child care available in five California counties
(Chapman 1987). Such efforts can be particularly useful in expand-
ing programs to include the children of corporate employees. An-
other example, spearheaded by Proctor & Gamble in Cincinnati, is
the effort to expand high-quality prekindergarten programs in col-
laboration with the Cincinnati Public Schools. The Cincinnati Youth
Collaborative (or Cincinnati United for Youth) was organized by a
corporate executive who wanted to make a positive change for chil-
dren, who are the future adults and workers of the city. A group of
city officials, public school leaders, and corporate executives is fo-
cusing on areas such as developing prekindergarten education for
at-risk youngsters, improving the school system’s instructional pro-
grams, building bridges from schools to jobs and from schools to
colleges, and developing dropout prevention programs (Pepper
1987).

Funding of programs for young children should be designed to
complement and support families, not to replace family responsi-
bilities. A sliding fee scale is one way to accomplish this goal. The
fee may vary from zero dollars to the full cost per child, depending
on a family’s ability to pay. Edward Zigler (1987) has suggested the
sliding fee scale as an option for implementing child care as part of
the public school system.

Aporopriateness of the Program

Determining appropriate program goals, content, structure,
and instructional strategies is a critical, substantive, and divisive
issue in the field. Early childhood education programs are typically
characterized as ""academic” or "’developmental,” depending on
whether the stated focus is growth in academic skills or growth
across a broad range of developmental areas, including the cogni-
tive, physical, social, and emotional domains. Such labels are of
little use, however, in determining program appropriateness. A
high-quality early childhood program supports the growth of aca-
demic skills as an integrated part of the child’s total development.

Academic Focus. In academically focused programs, the teacher
clearly Jefines the content of the day’s academic sessions. Children
are provided with a sequenced series of activities that gradually
build competence in reading, language concepts, and understand-
ing of basic number concepts. Instruction is deliberate and system-
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atic, and children practice using newly taught concepts. These con-
cepts and skills are further reinforced during the unstructured
portions of the program. The teacher in a half-day program ordi-
narily combines 90 minutes of academic instruction with 90 minutes
of other activities.

Although teachers, not children, determine the objectives of
each day’s systematic lesson, in good academic early childhood pro-
grams children are actively involved. The majority of instruction is
conducted in small groups, with a small amount of follow-up work-
sheet activities. Children constantly respond to teachers’ questions
and to each others’ comments. They receive clear and immediate
feedback on their responses and are provided with additional prac-
tice if necessary. Good academically focused programs also include
time for play, socialization, and art.

Developmental Focus. Proponents of the developmental focus em-
phasize that their programs fit the way young children learn in
general and accommodate the specific developmental needs, abili-
ties, and interests of individual children. Knowledge about how
young children learn is the key to operationalizing this standard.
Seefeldt (1985) argues that the kindergarten classroom must involve
a curriculum that has play and language activities that accommodate
different rates of child growth and development. Young children
begin to construct meaning from concrete experience with the ma-
terials, objects, arvl people in the woild around then. They lea
primarily through sensory experience and action—exploring, ma-
nipulating, creating, dismantling, and reconstructing things in their
environment. Children grow cognitively and socially through col-
laborating with others, discussing their actions, restructuring and
analyzing their actions to discover “why’’ and ""how,”” and applying
what they are learning in ways that are personally meaningful.
Knowledge and concepts develop through reconstruction of actions,
activities, and interactions. Whatever is taught or told to the young
child is understood in direct proportion to the sum of that child’s
related experience (Cowles 1974).

The learning activities within developmental programs are
highly experiential, involving active exploration of the classroom
environment, guided discovery, concrete experiences, and struc-
tured and unstructured play. Academic skills are developed within
this framework, and a variety of formats is used for the learning
activities, including independent activity and teacher-led, small-
group instruction. The role of the child in such a program is active/
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initiating: choosing activities of interest and working with teacher
guidance in planning, carrying out, and evaluating learning activi-
ties (Day and Drake 1983, 1986, Day 1988).

Research on the efficacy of academically and developmentally
focused programs indicates that both types can produce significant
gains in IQ score, academic achievement, and general school success
(Schweinhart et al. 1986, Gersten and Keating 1987). The implication
for policymakers is that no one approach or program type is best;
children learn best through a variety of approaches that are chosen
to meet their individual needs.

A wide range of effective prekindergarten and kindergarten
programs (e.g., Weikart in chapter 4, Carnine in chapter 5, Katz in
chapter 2, Day and Drake 1986, Gersten et al. in press) have in
common the following components.

* Small-group, total-group, and individual activities.

* Both teacher-directed and child-initiated activities.

* Time allotted each day for skills groups based on children’s
abilities.

* Language development opportunities—including both
speaking and listening comprehension.

These components are intentionally broad and avoid unre-
solved controversy over philosophical issues and the relative merits
of specific program models. The list is intended to serve as a sct of
basic clements of effective programs. If a program does nui requie
much work in the area of language development, or if it relies ex-
clusively on individualized, one-on-one activities without any small
group activities, there is a good chance the program is unbalanced
and should be revised. The developmental and experiential program
described by Day and Drake (1983, 1986) is a good example of the
application of these common components. In it children spend one-
thirq of each day on independent activities planned by the teacher,
one-third in teacher-directed small-group instruction, and one-third
in free choice activities.

Should Children be Taught to Read?

A common controversy in curriculum design revolves around
the relative importance of language and social development as op-
posed to learning to read and write. The essential issue is how
children learn and when they should be taught certain skills. See-
feldt (1985, p.14) articulates what all educators agree upon: ""The

e
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ability to read requires a solid foundation of oral language.” Oral
language components, such as communication, expression, and
reasoning, can be facilitated through conversation in small groups
of three or four in the early childhood classroom (Katz chapter 2).

It is important, then, to provide opportunities for children to have much
verbal interaction with one another and with adults on a one-to-one basis.
Teachers can provide such opportunities as they elaborate and quahty their
answers to children’s questions; read aloud from a vanety of matenals; and
make tapes, records, books, and pictures available. It is important, how-
ever, that the teacher provide opportunities for the children to talk about
what they hear and see (Leeper et al. 1984, pp. 211-212).

Althougl. most 5-year-olds can learn to read, the question that
requires conscious decision making at the local level is whether they
should learn to read. For 5-year-olds who are still working on fine
motor skills (speaking, eye/hand coordination) or socialization (to
the extent to which it is needed to enhance language), learning to
read can be deferred until mastery of these preparatory skills is
achieved. On the other hand, the longitudinal evaluation of Project
Follow Through demonstrated that many low-income minority stu-
dents can be taught to read in kindergarten, regardless of scores on
readiness tests or other developmental measures (Gersten and Keat-
ing 1987). The decision to begin formal reading instruction and at
what age to bezin it must be based on an analysis of the needs and
abilities of each child and ongoing evaluation of whether these
needs are being met.

Advocates of teaching reading instruction ir. kindergarten ar-
gue that many 5-year-olds can be taught to read if the matenals
vsed are age-appropriate, if the teaching is highly interactive, and
if the teaching is organized in such a way that all children experi-
ence success daily (Gersten et al. 1982, Meyer 1984). Four critical
components appear essential to an effective reading program for 5-
year-olds. First, the curricul -m should be geared to the develop-
mental level and attention span of 5-year-olds, involving a good deal
of oral practice and a high rate of teacher-child interaction. Selected
Follow Through kindergartens used lessons consisting of a series of
brief three- to five-minute segments. Each skill was broken down
into very small steps. Care was taken to ensure that this was not a
“watered down’’ 1st grade reading program, but rather a program
uniquely developed for 5-year-olds (Engelmann and Bruner 1978,
Engelmann and Osborn 1976). Second, the program must be taught
in such a way that all children experience success (Gersten et al.
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1982). Third, the program must combine and integrate practice in
specific reading skills with more holistic comprehension activities.
Teachers should read daily to children and create activities where
children discuss stories. Finally, the program must target three
goals for learner outcomes: the ability to read independently, the
ability to understand and analyze stories, and the development of
a positive disposition toward reading. Failure to achieve any of these
objectives should lead to a critical review and revision of the pro-
gram.

Teacher Qualifications

A common false assumption about early childhood teachers
is that “the younger the child, the easier the job.”” This statement
could not be more inaccurate in the eyes of those who have studied
effective early childhood classrooms. Seefeldt (1985) describes a kin-
dergarten teacher as an active professional who is constantly ob-
serving individual children within the group, challenging students
to investigate and explore, asking the right questions to help build
vocabulary, and encouraging children to develop their skills in prob-
lem solving and thinking.

In its survey of state practices, the Public School Early Child-
hood Study (Mitchell 1987a, 1987b, Marx and Seligson 1987)
documents the need for thorough knowledge of early childhood
education: About half of those states with early childhood programs
require teachers to have early childhood certification, and still more
require an early childhood bachelor's degree. The 1985-86 Great
City Schoois’ survey found that prekindergarten teachers employed
in 24 of the 28 school districts were on the same salary schedule as
the elementary school teachers, and in 27 districts they were re-
quire 1 to have a teaching certificate (Schweinhart and Mazur 1987).
The National Day Care Study (Ruopp et al. 1979) found that only
one teacher characteristic was related to program effectiveness: the
amount of early childhood training.

The National Association for the Educadon of Young Children
(NAEYC) has identified training areas Accerding to NAEYC, teach-
ers in high-quality early childhood programs for 4- and 5-year-olds
should have college-level preparation that includes a foundation in
child development theory and research, training in developmentally
appropriate instructional practices, and supervised field experience
with this age group (Bredekamp 1986, NAEYC 1986). Regardless of
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certification status or academic credentials, teachers should not be
in charge of a group of 4- or 5-year-olds until they have had super-
vised experience teaching that age group according to the field
tested accreditation procedures of the National Academy of Early
Childhood Programs (NAEYC 1986).

When determining selection qualifications for early childhood
teachers in the public schools, administrators must make every ef-
fort to ensure that these teachers hold comparable status with other
teachers. Candidates should hold a four-year degree and teaching
credentials from an accredited higher education institution. It is
essential that early childhood teachers have specific training in early
childhood education/child development, and supervised practical
experiences with young children.

Policy Implications

The expansion of early childhood programs is inevitable in the
face of today’s social trends and societal needs. Successful expan-
sion will require a delivery system that addresses curriculum design
and implementation, teacher preparation, and a comprehensive pro-
cess for ongoing program analysis, evaluation, and revision. These
chalienges can be expected to involve policy makers in extended
debate, and the accumulation of research and expearience in early
childhood education should be used to resolve issues and build
programs of the highest possible quality.

As state boards of education and local districts compete for tax
dollars to maintain existing programs, they will be pressed to make
tough decisions about extending the length of the kindergarten day
and providing prekindergarten programs for 4-year-olds. In part,
the argument for these changes will be driven by the belief that
education is strongly related to social and economic development
and that financial and societal benefits will accrue for individuals
and society through high-quality early childhood education.

While evidence supports the notion that high-quality early
childhood education programs have enduring educational effects
on young children, the findings are less conclusive with r_gard to
the most appropriate method for delivering the program. The re-
search reveals some important commonalities among programs,
such as emphasis on oral language development, high rates of
teacher/child interaction, a combination of teacher-led arid child-
initiated activities, and the need for all children to experience suc-
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cess. Even as educators continue to debate what the optimal com-
bination of teaching/learning approaches may be, there 1s universal
agreement that language levelopment is of utmost importance. This
topic permeates the literature and requires the careful atteniion of
policy makers in program planning.

As early childhood programs are expanded to include prekin-
dergartens and extended-day kindergartens, it stands to reason that
the elementary school should be adapted to create an optimal con-
tinuum of learning. If this ideal is to become a reality, the learning
process must be viewed as a fluid, building experience rather than
as a series of single experiences that somehow come together to
make a whole. The broader school curriculum beginning in prek-
indergarten and continuing through kindergarten, 1st grade, and
beyond should be designed to support a continuous progression of
individual development. Transitional grades (e.g., junior or senior
kindergartens for children who are not considered ready for the
“normal” grade level) are unnecessary within such a framework
since learning is individualized and continuous (Shepard and Smith
1986); however, enrichment programs should be available in the
summer for all children who want or need them (Brandt 1986).

By definition, programs following developmentally appropriate
practice have no place for transitional grades because the curriculum
is designed to fit the needs of the individual child. The National
Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of
Education (1987) includes transitional classes in its position paper
on unacceptable practices in kindergarten entry and placement.
This is because

* Transition grades are 1n effect another name for retention.

* There is no conclusive evidence that retention is effective and
experience shows the negative impact of retention on children’s self-
esteem, social behavior, and attitude toward school.

* The screening devices used to select children for transition
grades have questionable reliability and validity, yet they may be
the sole criterion for such placement.

Prekindergarten, kindergarten, and other elementary teachers
must communicate and plan collaboratively. This is generally not
now happening as prekindergarten children come into the public
kindergartens from other settings, public or private (Caldwell 1986).
Collaboration must include specific attention to the needs of indi-
vidual children as identified by the other settinge

More than ever, it is important to look at teachers as members
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of professional teams rather than as isolated teachers of discrete
grades or age groups. While recent education proposals call for
widespread reform of teacher education, the preparation and edu-
cation of early childhood teachers who can comprise these teams
has not received much attention. A mechanism for enhancing the
quality of early childhood education programs is teacher certifica-
tion or credentials that specify the educational requirements for
those who work in programs for young children. The early child-
hood education community and the research findings on the quality
of care share a unanimous recommendation: Teachers of young chil-
dren must have specific training in early childhood development
and education (Grubb 1987).

Once choices are made to establish prekindergarten programs,
school officials must develop workable strategies for ongoing pro-
gram assessment and iritiate a self-renewal process for all staff
members. In initiating new programs or changing existing ones, it
is crucial to provide staff development on a systematic basis for
everyone connected with the program. This certainly incluces class-
room aides and assistants and extends to classified personnel such
as cooks, custodians, and bus drivers. This level of commitment
can best be attained at the district level by the assignment of per-
sonnel whose primary responsibilities are to ensure continuity be-
tween educational programs for young children and to provide lead-
ership in developing a coherent, comprehensive process for self-
analysis and renewal of the staff and program.

Conclusion

As an area of governmental concern, policies relating to early
childhood are still in their infancy. Problems to be resolved seem
complex and the choices politically unattractive (e.g., to raise taxes).
Still, it is not difficult to see what is good for young children. The
research on the effects and quality of early childhood programs
along with the years of accumulated experiences with young chil-
dren provide impetus and information for bringing together high-
quality programs for all children. Perhaps then it will be possible
to fulfill our belief that all children can learn and become productive
adults.
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Early Childhood Family Education: Minneapolis

Contac  “obert Z. Brancale, Coordinator
Susan Dreves-Libson, Early Childhood Family Education
Specialist
Minneapolis Early Childhood Family Education
1006 West Lake St.
Minneapolis, MN 55408

Background of the Program

Since its inception in 1974, the Minneapolis Early Childhood
Family Education (ECFE) program has served thousands of families
and their infants, toddlers, and preschool-aged children. During
the 1986-87 school year, various components of the Minneapolis
ECFE program served 2,525 children aged birth to 6 and their par-
ents. All city residents with young children—regardless of eco-
nomic status, intellectual range, or at-risk factors—are eligible to
participate. Through cooperative partnerships with social service
agencies, hospitals, and local government, Minneapolis ECFE has
developed programs that addresses the needs of most of the city’s
young families.

The Minneapolis program began as one of six state pilot pro-
grams funded by the Minnesota Legislature and coordinated by the
Council on Quality Education. In the original legislation, Senator
Jerome Hughes (chief author) identified the child’s earliest years as
cntical to future success in school and life. With other legislators,
he created a funding structure for programs that recognize and
support the parent as the child’s first and most influentiai teacher.

In 1984, the Minnesota State Legislature created a iocal levy/
state match funa. .g formula, and Community Education became
the administrative and fiscal agent for ECFE programs. Increased
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funding allowed Minneapolis to expand services by consolidating
existing programs geograrhically.

Currently, Minneapolis has nine regional centers in school dis-
trict buildings. One program is located in a district special education
preschool site and provides services to parents of handicapped and
nonhandicapped youngsters. Forty satellite sites in city park build-
ings, hospitals, social service centers, community buildings, and
other locations provide additional ECFE programming and services
to families.

Program Mission

ECFE’s mission is to build and support the confidence and
competence of Minneapolis parents and expectant parents by pro-
viding the best possible parent-child interaction and an environ-
ment for the social, emotional, physical, and intellectual develop-
ment of their children, from birth to kindergarten. The ECFE
program builds partnerships between the home, the school distnct,
the city and community agencies.

Content of the Program

On the average, families spend two hours a week in classes
located at neighborhood ECFE centers. Eack week, parents and
children participate for 15 to 45 minutes in developmentally appro-
priate activities in an environment that fosters fun, exploration, and
mutual learning. During the remainder of the time, parents go to a
parent discussion group and children are cared for in the early
childhood room. Parent group participation is voluntary and usually
centers on discussion of specific issues (e.g., child development or
special interests of the parents). Although support/information
groups are predominant, a variety of other models are used to meet
the diverse needs of the parents: lecture, guest speakers, videos,
and book-focused classes.

As the program has grown, it has been necessary to provide
more specialized services. Early childhood teachers and parent ed-
ucators work closely with special education personnel, social work-
ers, speech clinicians, and physical and occupational therapists to
provide screening services or training. The programs are also
closely paired to K-12 school programs. Services are provided to
expectan* teenagers and teen parents. In addition, Minneapolis of-
fers a family-school component for families under severe stress; a
parent education component for the school district’s special and
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EARLY CHILDHOOD FAMILY EDUCATION

general education preschoolers, infants and toddlers; topic-based
classes on self-esteem and child management; and bilingual classes
for southeast Asian and Hispanic parents.

Program Operation

All Minneapolis parents of children aged birth to kindergarten
and expectant parents are eligible. In situations where ECFE has a
partnership with another agency or with special education, children
or parents may have to meet some additional criteria. Although it
is not required, all Minneapolis parents are encouraged to partici-
pate in formal preschool screening when their child is 3. A qual-
ified staff member conducts formal screening when a referral to
anotuer program has been made.

The program follows the school calendar (September-May).
There are two-hour segments during the morning, afternoon, and
evening, as well as occasional weekend classes and special events.
Presentation techniques and curriculums are designed or modified
to meet the spe-ific needs of the community and participants. The
ECFE staff members, State Department of Education, local school
district, participating parents, and agency representatives all help
determine yearly goals for the program.

Community Education, within the Minr.eapolis Public School
District, administers the program. The ECFE Program Coordinator
supervises overall program functions and a staff of 84. There are 12
“Teachers on Special Assignment” (TOSA) wh» are responsible for
individual program development, implementation, and support ser-
vices. TOSA are responsible for designing the program that is im-
plemented by Certified Hourly Teachers (Tutors). All TOSA and
Tutors are School District employees who are licensed in the state
of Minnesota and hold accredited four-year degrees. Assistant
child-care workers complement tutors in the early childhood rooms.

TOSA typically teach two classes a week; tutors teach six to
seven classes. For each class session, an early childhood educator
and a parent educator are present. The staff/child ratios of 1:3 for
infants, 1.7 for toddlers, and 1:12 for preschoolers are maintained
for the child’s portion of the program.

Program Evaluation

The program is continually evaluated at the state and local
levels. Consultants are helping the Minnesota State Department of
Education design a longitudinal study o measure long-term pro-
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gram outcomes and impact. ECFE’s growth from 6 pilot programs
to over 300 programs statewide is probably the most significant
indicator of the high degree of parental interest and satisfaction.
The confidence of educators and legislators has secured legislative
support and funding.

Program Funding

Funds for Early Childhood Family Education come from state
and local taxes, parent fees, in-kind contributions from the school
district, and grants. The budget for the 1987-88 Schocl Year was
approximately $1.8 million. In several cases, TOSA are funded by
external agencies.

Unique Element of Program

The Minneapolis Program has undergone dramatic change and
growth since 1974. What continues to make it dyriamic is the accep-
tance, involvement, and dedication of educators and helping profes-
sionals in providing for the health, growth, and development of the
city’s children. The fact that ECFE services are available to all chil-
dren; that eligibility is not determined by dysfunction; and that the
mayor, the city council, the superintendent of schoc's, the governor
of Minnesota, and the state legislature all recognize the importance
of early intervention makes M.nneapolis an exciting place to be an
educator. The coordination of community education, health social
servic., special education, and K-12 programs provides a global
focus and a spirit of cooperation that is unijue.
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Devclopme:tal Placement: St. Charles Parish

Contact: Coy L. Landry, Assistant Superintendent,
Curriculum & Instruction
P O. Box 46
Luling, LA 70070
(504) 785-6289

Background of the Program

St. Charles Parish is a suburban parish (county) located near
New Orleans and divided by the Mississippi River. The total student
enrollment in the district is about 8,300. During the 1981-82 school
session, two elementary schools, one on each side of the river,
piloted the Gesell Screening Instrument, designed to identify a
child’s developmental level. The schools used the results to place
children in educational programs.

Currently, all children who enter school in St. Charles Parish
in kindergarten or 1st grade (about 700 a year) are screened for
developmental placement. They range in age from 4 years 8 months
to 6 years 8 months.

Program Mission

The major goal of the program is to place children in develop-
mentally appropriate early childhood classes that provide curricular
experiences designed to meet each child’s developmental needs. As
a result of placement, children are prepared for the social, emo-
tional, physical, and intellectual challenges of later school years.

Content of Child’s Program

Because children develop at different rates, the district offers
both developmental kindergarten and kindergarten classes to 5-
year-olds. Teachers in the district have developed a curriculum
guide (latest revision 1986) for both types of classes. Developmental
kindergarten, appropriate for children who are developmentally 4-
to 4V2-years-old, is structured to allow more movement in a less
structured environment. In these classes, teachers identify objec-
tives appropriate for the child’s developmental needs and structure
a variety of child-centered, experience-based activities. The child’s
progress is measured through the teacher’s observatiors with the
aid of a checklist of developmental tasks.

The kindergarten curriculum is developmentally apprcpriate
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for 5- to 5%:-year-old children. The curriculum has a balance of
structured and unstructured tasks with both child-directed and
teacher-directed activities. Emphasis is on language experiences
and hands-on involveme .t in learning. Student progress is meas-
ured through teacher observation and a skills checklist, “"Survey of
Basic Skills,” from Science Research Associates (1985).

Program Operation

Children who are old enough to enter kindergarten and 1st
graders who are new to the district are screened to determine their
developmental level and school readiness. The Gesell School Read-
iness Screening Test, developed by the Gesell Institute of Human
Development in New Haven, Connecticut, is used to determine
initial placement. A review is conducted if teachers’ observations
and evaluations conflict with this initial placement.

Parental involvement is incorpcrated into the initial screening
stages of the program. In addition, informative meetings are held
twice a year at each school with kindergarten students. Under the
direction of the classroom teacher, parents serve as information
resources, help make manipulatives for the children, chaperone
field trips, plan parties, and volunteer in the classroom.

Program Staffing

The supervisor of early childhood education is responsible for
the cocrdination, implementation, and super: ision of the program.
Principals at each elementary school give direct supervision to guar-
antee that the program is implemented appropriately. The St.
Charles Parish Public School System provides teachers for devel-
opmental kindergarten and kindergarten at a ratio of 20 students
per teacher. All teachers must be certified as kindergarten teachers
by the state of Louisiana and must be trained to administer the
Gesell Developmental Assessment. Principals, teachers, and the
supervisor of early childhood education meet yearly to revise and
evaluate the program.

Program Evaluation

The St. Charles Parish Public School System investigates the
effectiveness of developmental placement on overall achievement of
young children. Initial findings reveal that by the end of the 1st
grade year, children who participate in the developmental program
achieve composite SRA scores significantly higher than their peers
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who were eligible but did not participate in the program. Ongoing
research focuses on the long-term effects of developmental place-
ment, specifically on student achievement in reading, language arts,
and math: attendance; retention; and social/emotional development.

The program has received staie validation as a model program.
Approximately 10 other school districts in Louisiana have used the
St. Charles model to start similar programs.

Program Funding

Start-up costs for this program, funded by the local school
distnict, included approximately $3,300 for the Gesell consultant to
conduct a three-day workshop; $195 per teacher (25) to attend the
workshop; $25 for testing kits for each teacher; and $37 for a package
of 50 tests.

Kindergarten teachers are funded through the Louisiana State
Department of Education allocation, as are regular classroom teach-
ers.

Unique Element of Program

The unique element of our developmental program is that it
was initiated by teachers, accepted by their administrators, and
wholeheartedly supported by the school board.

Reference

Science kesearch Associates. Survey of Basic Skills Chicago: 1985.
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A Prekindergarten Instructional Television Program:
The Brownsville Model

Contact: Emma Gavito, Bilingual Curriculum Coordinator
Brownsville Independent School District
1625 Price Road
Brownsville, TX 78521
(512) 546-5354

Background of the Program

In 1980, statistics showed that 95 percent of the district’s kin-
dergarten children would begin their school year speaking little or
no English and that the trend would continue. Compounding the
problem was the fact that 70 percent of these children came from
low-income families. The demographic data, coupled with the re-
sults of a districtwide survey, showed an urgent need to develop a
preschool mode’ that would prepare students for formal schooling;
promote the important influence of parents in their child’s school
success; and, in so doing, increase the effectiveness of kindergarten
teachers.

Faced with the dilemma of designing a preschool program for
limited-English-proficient (LEP) children that would involve parents
and use limited financial resources, the district opted for an alter-
native, innovative program that was effective and affordable. In
1980, the federal Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Lan-
guage Affairs awarded the district a three-year grant to develop El
Arco Iris (The Rainbow), a prekindergarten instructional television
program.

At the end of the grant period, a decision was made, based on
the positive impact of the program on it graduates’ performance
in kindergarten, to continue funding the ogram on the 12 original
campuses using state and local monie .l principals and kinder-
garten teachers where the program had been implemented sup-
ported this continuation. In 1984-85, all of the district’s 24 campuses
were implementing the program. By 1986-87, the program included
600 students and their parents, 16 instructional aides, and a program
coordinator. The project has produced 36 videotapes with an Eng-
lish and a Spanish lesson. Alihough this model was designed to
meet the needs of a bilingual population, the format is appropriate
for school districts that want to involve parents in the education of
their children, provide low-cost prekindergarten instruction, and
produce their own videotaped lessons.
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PRE-K INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION PROGRAM

Program Mission

El Arco Iris is founded on the belief that all children can learn
and that all children benefit from an environment that responds to
their needs. The district believes that early childhood bilingual pro-
grams should:

» Use the learner’s native language.

* Provide a firm base for other academic learning experiences.

* Give attention to the physical, social, emotional, and cogni-
tive needs of LEP preschool children.

* Include a learning environment, teaching strategies, and con-
tent that responds to the developmental learning needs.

 Employ staff members whose attitudes and behavior reflect
an understanding and appreciation of how young children learn.

* Recognize a need to increase the environmental experiences
of LEP preschoolers and their parents living in target areas of the
communty.

* Promote maximum language development in both English
and Spanish.

El Arco Iris was designed to upgrade the entrance level readi-
ness skills of prekindergarten LEP children. The general goals cen-
ter on four skill areas: cognitive, physical, social/emotional and lan-
guage development.

Program Operation

El Arco Iris incorporates instructional televisio~ into the child’s
daily lessons. In developing the lessons, an assumption was made
that preschoolers learn concepts primarily through direct, personal
experience. Thus, television supplements actual face-to-face lessons
with children and their parents.

Parental participation is mandated. If a parent or relative does
not attend the class, the child cannot participate. Two 1%2-hour
sessions are offered each week. First, parents and children view
major parts of the instructional videotape together. Following the
tape, they are grouped separately with two instructional aides. The
children’s aide reinforces the objectives of the lesson, and the par-
ents’ aide discusses the lesson and demonstrates at-home enrich-
ment activities. Parents are coached on how they can improve their
children’s academic achievement and self-concept at home.

The children’s lessons were derived from many sources includ-
ing the Bilingual Early Childhood Program Level Two by the Southwest
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Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) of Austin, Texas, and
the Peabody Early Experiences Kit (PEEK). The SEDL program was
selected because it was developed for preschool children, written
in both Spanish and English, and met many of the program goals
and objectives. PEEK was also developed for preschool age ciiildren,
met the many goals and objectives of the project, and had many
bright, attractive teaching pictures.

Each videotape contains a lesson, storytelling segment, and
home activity. Each videotape lesson generally covers some aspect
of visual and auditory skill development and contains such elements
as field trips, puppets, and characters. Videotaped field trips are
designed to broaden the children’s experiences while increasing
their vocabulary. Puppets and characters are used for developing
expression, enhancing communication skills, and reinforcing con-
cepts. The main goal of the storytelling component is to help the
children leain to listen; a secondary goal is to enable them to se-
quence ideas, increase vocabulary, and enlarge their experiential
background The home activity component provide; the children
with opportunities to develop fine motor skills and review newly
learned concepts.

The videotape themes focus on the child, family, and the com-
munity. Many holiday themes are introduced as a way to help the
child learn about the cultural context of the community.

The total program can be implemented at any school location
(classroom, library, cafeteria) where chairs and two or three tables
are available for 90 consecutive minutes. A videocassette recorder
and color television are needed in addition to typical classroom
materials such as scissors, crayons, construction paper, and glue.
Twenty-six videotape lessons have been developed for the program.

Program Evaluation

Student achievement gains are determined through pre/post
test results on the Cooperative Preschool Inventory (CPI), which
assesses language development and general cognitive skills and
concepts among 3- to 5-year-olds. Both English and Spanish ver-
sions of the CPI may be administered. Results are compared agains.
the norm group or gains of a group of nonparticipating students in
the district.

The average attendance of El Arco Iris students from 1980-84
ranged from 58 to 70 hours each school year. Students with more
thar 12 hours of instruction improved significantly in both English
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and Spanish reading readiness. Program graduates who have com-
pleted 1st and 2nd grade average higher normal curve equivalent
levels in reading and math than other students in their home school
and districtwide. Figure 7.1 shows results of the Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) administered in English.

On a questionnaire administered to parents, 100 percent of the
respondents stated that they were satisfied with the services of the
project, 70 percent stated that their children’s English usage had
improved, and 100 percent stated that they were pleased with therr
children’s level of academic progress.

In 1985, El Arco Iris was validated as an exemplary program
and selected for the Demonstration Programs for School Improve-
ment Network by the Texas Education Agency.

Figure 7.1

Follow-Up Data for 1981-82 Graduates, N = 74
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Program Funding

The program, excluding videotape development costs, is ap-
proximately $300 per student. A new adoptic site could expect to
budget $50 per lesson for the cost of reproducing videotapes and
materials and $300 per student to pay for staff and support person-
nel. The more teams in a district, the lower the cost per pupil since
only one coordinator is needed for any number of teams. Districts
may also opt to use only the children’s lessons or only the parent’s
lessons.

Visitors to the various program sites are welcome by appoint-
ment. The program may be modified by school districts offering
daily preschool and summer school programs.

Most Significant Feature of Program

El Arco Iris combines educational techniques with technclogy
(instructional television) to create an effective teaching tool, empha-
sizes parents’ importance and support in the early education of
c*.4 ‘ren, enables school districts to offer a preschool program with-
out sacrificing a teacher or classroom, and demonstrates to school
districts how to create their own videotap : lessons.
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Public School Montessori Program: Dallas

Contact: Andrew D. Martin Ed.D., Crincipal
L.L. Hotchkiss Montessori Academy
Dallas Independent School District
6929 Town North Dr.
Dallas, TX 75230
(214) 348-3730

Background of the Program

The Dallas public school Montessori Program was established
in 1976 to comply with a federal desegregation order. Housed at
Amelia Earhart Elementary School, which also ran a traditional
program, the Montessori program began with 100 4th and 5th grad-
ers in 5 classrooms. In 1978, another classroom for 1st, 2nd, and
3rd graders was added to offer the Montessori experience to more
children coming into the upper-grade program. And in 1981, the
first classroom for 5-year-olds was opened.

The program moved to L.L. Hotchkiss School in 1984. This was
a total Montesssori campus with two kindergarten units, 9 grade 1-
3 units, 10 grade 4-6 units, and 4 grade 7-8 (500 students). With the
addition of 2 more grade 7-8 units, the program now serves 550
students.

Program Goal

The major goal of the Montessori program is to prepare chil-
dren for life. Montessori is a philosophy, methodology, and curric-
ulum premised on the idea that children have "“absorbent minds”
and an innate de-ire to learn. Given the proper environment and
freedom, children will direct their own learning activities.

Content of Child’s Program

Learning is by self-discovery. The Mcntessori method places
the responsibility for learning on the student, who actually learns
from the environment, not from the teacher. The teacher is a dy-
namic link between the class ervironment and the student, and it
is through this link that learning takes place.

The use of special Montessori equipment is a key feature of the
L.L. Hotchkiss Montessori Academy. Through manipulation of such
materials as a geometric cabinet and grammar boxes, students learn
not only the fundamentals of mathematics, language s, social
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studies, and science, but also how to combine facts and arrange
data in new and exciting ways. Additional subject areas include
geometry, preparation for algebra, botany, zoology, computers, as-
tronomy, ecology, « d the history of man. The Suzuki Strings pro-
gram, piano, art, and physical education are all provided by certi-
fied teachers in each area.

The child must master each unit of study before moving on.
Mastery is noted by visual, oral, or written evaluations that depend
upon the exercise being evaluated. Large units of subject evalua-
tions are seldom used.

Program Operation

District students who want the special emphasis available at
this Montessori school are eligible. The student must be:

* in the 50th perccntile or greater on standardized tests in read-
ing and mathematics

* able to receive instruction and follow through independently
with self-control

* recommended by the sending school/teacher

* accepted tt-rough parental and student interviews.

Students who meet these criteria are accepted based on the
date of receipt of the application and within court ethnic guidelines:
40 percent black, 20 percen. Latin American, 40 percent other.

Transportation is provided by district school buses where 20 or
more students live close together and request it. School classes
begin at 8:15 A.M. and end at 3:15 PM.

A large number of parents are active in the Parent Teacher
Association. Parents who are new to Montessori education are en-
couraged to attend parent education meetings on the Montessori
method, philosophy, and curriculum.

Since the educational program at L.L. Hotchkiss is a public
school program, it is administered and supervised like any other
state program. Staff members must meet all state accreditation and
certification requirements; all classroom teachers and principals are
also Montessori certified.

Program Evaluation

Program evaluation at Hotchkiss 1s ongoing; the state and dis-
trict grade-level curriculum standards are tested regularly. Students’
average scores are consistently in the top 10 percent of th.c district
schools.
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"Inique Feature of the Program

The Montesson classroom environment is the unique element
of the program. It fosters students’ independence and personal
responsibility for learning, willingness to take risks, sense of social
1esponsibility, and love for learning.




Child Development Program: Pomona

Contact: Bill Ewing, Admunistrator
Pomona Unified School District
153 East Pasadena St.
Pomona, CA 91767
(714) 623-1461

Background of the Program

The first Children’s Center in Pomona was established in 1969.
Today, Pomona’s Child Development Program provides child care
and development services in a variety of settings to approximately
900 children aged 6 weeks to 14 years.

Head Start and State Preschool programs are comprehensive
prekindergarten programs that operate part day using the High/
Scope curriculum. Parent involvement is emphasized.

School Age Pareating Infant Development program provides
child care to the infants and toddlers of school-age parents who are
completing their education. This program also piovides funds to
teach parenting skills to both parents and nonparents.

Children’s Centers provide year round child care/development
services to the infants, toddlers, preschool, and school-age children
of parents who are working or in training. These services are offered
during the day, the evening, and on weekends. Services are also
offered to the mildly ill chiid. Families are eligible for Children’s
Centers based on their income and pay fees on a -liding scale. The
High/Scope curriculum is used at the centers.

School Age Community Care Services is a program for “’latch-
key” children and is now a part of the School Age Child Care
program of the District. Fees are on a sliding scale to eligible fami-
lies; others pay full cost.

The Child Care rood Program provides breakfast, lunch, sup-
per, and meal supplements to the Child Development Programs.

Resource and Referral provides child care information and as-
sistance throughout a wide geographical area.

Child Protective Services or Respite provides limited-term child
care to families of any income level who are under stress. This is
provided through a system of subcontracts with licensed group
centers and licensed family day-care homes.

Alternative Pay mentis a program that provides continuing child
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care/development services to eligible families on a sliding fee scale
basis. These services are provided through a network of licensed
family day-care homes and licensed group centers.

Program Mission

The purpose of the program is to provide quality child care/
development services so that parents can become or remain self-
sufficient.

Content of Child’s Program

Pomona adopted the High/Scope Curriculum model (Hohmann
2* o1. 1978). The implementation of the curriculum is coordinated
by a member of the staff who is a High/Scope trainer. Teachers use
instructional approaches recornmended by the Higk ‘Scope Curric-
ulum. Child progress is measured by « local instrument.

Eligibility is define 1 by state and/or federal requirements. For-
mal testing occurs only in Head Start.

This year-round program operates seven days a week, with
child care services offered as early as 6:00 A.M. and as late as
midnight. Part-day programs such as Head Start and State Pre-
school operate 175 days each year. Parents are involved as advisers
to and as participants in the classroom.

Administration and Supervision of the Program

The program is administered by a full-time administrator, a
coordinator, and a program assistant. At schools, the principal is
included in the supervis.on of Head Start personnel.

Each Child Care/Development Center is directed by a head
teacher. Other staff members include teachers who must hold an
appropriate teaching permit issued by the state and instructional
aides. The program also has one full-time and one part-time nurse,
one part-time licensed psychologist, and clerical and custodial staff.

Program Evaluation

The program is subject to an annual quality review. This is a
self-review that measures all aspects of the program. In addition,
the state participates in the review process every third year. Quality
review is ongoing.

California has used the Pomona program as a model for infant
care. It was 1 of 13 public school prekindergarten programs selected
by Bank Street College for a national study.
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Program Funding

Except for Head Start, all funds come from the California State

Department of Education and from parent fees.
Alternative Payment Child Care .....................
General Child Development ..........................
Head Start/State Preschool ...........................
State Preschool ....................o
Respite ...
Resource and Referral ..............................l.
School-Age Parenting Infant Development ..........
Latchkey ...
School-Age Child Care, Parent Supported ..........
Child Care Food Program ............................
Local —Parent Fees, interest, Other .................

Total

Unique “lement of the Program

190,028
1,622,440
404,829
146,463

3,002,702

The program is diverse. It operates seven days a week, year
round, with services as early as 6:00 A.M. and as late a> midnight.
There is a program for children who are mildly ill. There is also a
resource and referral component that is a part of the state’s Resource
and Referral Program. Short-term child care is available for parents
under stress. The School Age Parenting Infant Development Pro-
gram permits students who are parents to complete their high

school education.

Reference

Hohmann, M., B. Banet, and D. Weikart. Young Children in Action. Ypsilanti,

Mich.: High/Scope Press, 1978
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Large Urban District: The District of Colurabia Model

Contact: Constance C. Mair, Supervising Director
District of Columbia Public Schools, Early Childhood
Kenilworth Elementary School
44th & Nash Sts., N.E.
Washington, DC 20019
(202) 724-4528

Background of the Program

Beginning as early as 1898, Washington, D.C., Public Schools
(DCPS) have supported early childhood education with public kin-
dergarten. Full-day preschool centers for 3- and 4-year-olds were
established by DCPS in 1964 through an experimental model school
system. The pre-K program was widely i: aplemented by 1968. Three
years before the passage of PL 94-142 (the Education for All Hand-
icapped Children Act of 1975), DCPS was providing center- and
home-based prograias for developmentally delayed 4- and 5-year-
olds. Early special educational programs for 3-year-olds was ex-
tended after 1975. In response to the needs of teen parents, DCPS
opened an infant/toddler center in a public high school in 1981.
Expansion of this program to three additional high schools was
planned for the 1987-88 school year.

Approximately 11,000 children from 6 weeks through 5 years
of age are currently served through early childhood programs in
DCPS. At-risk infants of low SES teen parents and children eligible
for Head Start are included in the student population, along with
3,500 4-year-olds enrolled in 174 prekindergarten ciasses and 6,600
kindergartners in 283 classes in the 120 public elementary schools.
DCPS is truly unique in both its historic and widespread support
of early education experiences for its children.

Goal of Program

The goals of the DCPS Early Childhood Program include:

* Building upon the knowledge, strength, and life experiences
that children bring to school.

* Providing for the development of the whole child.

* Ensunng 2 healthy, safe, and secure environment that pro-
viies optimal learring.

* Promoiing pareni-professional partnerships for effective early
childhood education.
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* Providing a professional development program for staff to
enhance and promote the knowledge, skills, and competencies re-
quired to implen.ent the goals and objectives f the early childhood
programs.

The program aims to provide educational experiences that re-
spect the individual growth and cultural patterns of children trom
birth to 5 years of age with equal attention and care given to their
emotional, physical, intellectual, aru social development.

Content of Child’s Program

Consistent with the DCPS competency-based curriculum ap-
proach to education, prekindergarten and kindergarten curriculum
guides contain specific sequenced objectives that provide teachers
with organized monthly units designed to integrate skills. The cur-
riculum emphasizes development across physical, social, emotional,
and intellectual areas, and learning centers provide a selection of
activities for children. Classrooms differ in the degree of teacher-
and child-initiated activities. Student progress is measured by ob-
servation techniques; curriculum guides give teachers descriptions
of what to look for as children respond to activities. Progress records
are maintained for each child, «..d each school has the services of
a school counselor who consults with the speech therapist, school
psychologist, nutritionists, or nurse in special cases.

Operational Details of the Program

Children who turn 4 or 5 by December 31 of the school year
are eligible for prekindergarten cr kindergarten respectively. At the
time of enrollment, parents must present the child’s birth certificate,
proof of residency, record of immunizations, and completed medical
and dental evaluation forms. Prekindergarten stuaents are enrolled
on a space-available basis. Kindergarten-aged children are given
priority in the enroliment process, and their neighborhood schools
are required to accommodate all who wish to enroll.

Class sizes are set at 20 for kindergartners and prekindergart-
ners with a teacher and an aide. All prekindergarten and kinder-
garten students attend all diy (9:00 A.M.-3:00 PM.). The Metro-
politan Readiness Test is administered to kindergarten children in
October; prekindergarten teachers are required to complete the
prekindergarten Observational Checklist for each child by the end
of November.

Parents are necessary partners in the early childhood program.

145 ™



LARGE URBAN DISTRICT MODEL

They are required to attend parent conferences, are encouraged to
participate in self-selected activities, and are informed regularly of
the program through a monthly parent calendar, classroom visits,
notes, and telephone calls.

~dministration and Supervision of the Program

Early childhood programs in DCPS a e administered by four
regional assistant superintendents who are responsible for all pro-
grams in schools within their regions. Principals are responsible to
the regional superintendents and for the supervision and imple-
mentation of the early childhood program in their schools. Each of
the four regions has a support staff to assist the local schools. The
Early Childhood Office coordinates all of the programs.

Program Staffing

All teachers of prekindergarten children must be college grad-
uates and meet the prekindergarten/kindergarten certification re-
quirements. Kindergarten teachers are generally certified as ele-
mentary school teachers (K-6). Many of them, however, have
prekindergarten/kindergarten certification.

Program Evaluation

A preliminary evaluation of DCPS pre-K programs in 1969 in-
dicated that as a result of early educational experiences. children
improved primarily in the use c. language. Research begun in 1987
will determine differential program effectiveness, short- and long-
term influences of pre-K on overall development, and the impact of
environmental factors on school competence. As three successive
cohorts of pre-K and at-risk children are followed through DCPS,
comparisons with the performance of children lacking pre-K expe-
rience will indicate the effect of early education on our urban school
system. Program quality (using the guidelines of the National As-
sociation for the Education of Young Children and the Southern
Association of Children Under Six) is being monitored, as well as
the extent to which goals of pre-K programs are understood and
accepted at the local school level.

Students, educators, and other citizens respunded positively to
a 1987 survey of their perceptions of the prcgram.

L e
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Program Funding

Approximately $12 million from regular appropriated funds
support the strongest elements of the program. Additional funds
are available through social services agencies, federal funds for
Head Start, and private foundations.

Strongest Element of the Program

Community and administrative support, as well as the three-
year evaluation study, are the strongest elements of the program.
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Early Prevention of Schooi Failure:
A Nationally Validated Program

Contact: Luceille Werner, National Program Director
Curriculum Services
114 North Second St.
Peotone, IL 60468
(312) 258-3478

Background of the Program

The Early Prevention of School Failure Program (EPSF) was
originally developed and field tested from 1971-1974 in 13 school
districts located in Will and Kankakee Counties of northeastern
Illinois. Currently, the program serves over 50,000 young children
identified as being at risk in preschool, kindergarten, and 1st grade
classes throughout the United States, Canada, and Virgin Islands.

Program Mission

Each child’s developmental level in language, auditory, visual,
and motor skills and preferred learning style is identified . Based on
this diagnosis, the program provides classroom teachers, special-
ists, and parents with effective teaching strategies and curriculum
resources to meet the educational needs of at-risk students.

Program Operation

To determine each child’s developmental level and preferred
learning style, all 4-, 5-, and 6-year-old children are screened with
tive validated instruments, a parent interview form, and an obser-
vation scale. From this information, it is determined whether the
child is functioning more than one year below his or her chronolog-
ical age in language, auditory, visual, or motor skills. A child found
to be functioning below level becomes eligible to receive 15 to 20
minutes of special programming daily.

Children who score in the modvrate or considerable need areas
in language, visual, auditory, fine motor, and gross motor are
grouped for instruction. The teacher plans 10- to 20-minute lessons
per week for each modality area A variety of resource materials in
the concrete, semi-concrete, and abstract areas are provided for the
teacher to effectively teach the 52 pre-academic skills necessary for
future success. A curriculum guide and many activity guides are
available.

L ..
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Parents have several opportunities to be actively involved in the
program. In addition to providing teachers with suggestions for
helping their own child, they may work in the classroom and meet
with other parents to discuss ways of helping all children achieve
school success.

Administration and Supervision of the Program

The building principal is the important educational leader in
implementing this program. The principal is encouraged to partic-
ipate ir the initial two-day inservice program, assist with parent
orientation, and monitor the ongoing program.

The EPSF Program is implemented in the regular classroom by
preschool, kindergarten, or 1st grade teachers with support from
specialists and parents. Before instructing in the program, teachers
receive two days of inservice training or how to administer the five
screening instruments, use the computer program, and provide
direct modality instruction for at risk students. Special education,
Chapter I, and physical education staff members may also be in-
volved.

Program Evaluation

Annual reviews and several ongoing longitudinal studies pro-
vide evidence that the program works. New schools that become
involved in the program must agree to submit pre- and post-test
data collection the first year they use the program.

This nationally validated program has received much recogni-
tion and approval since he first national validation in 1974. Recent
recognition includes National Re-Certification, 1984, and recogni-
tion by the U.S. Office of Education and by numerous states, 1984-
87, as an effective "'program to address the ‘at-risk’ students.”
Awards include the Educational Pacesetter Award presented by the
President’s National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers
and Services, 1973; United States Office of Education for Outstand-
ing Education Contribution to ESEA, Title /NDN, 1978; and Rec-
ognition as an Outstanding National Migrant Program, 1986.

Program Fi nding

The EPSF Program is funded by the U.S. Office of Education
for dissemination to other schools through the National Diffusion
Network. In addition, selected states have identified that the EPSF
Nationally Validated Program qualifies for funding through Chapter
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II, Chapter I, Bilingual, Special Education, Gifted, At Risk, and
Migrant monies. The California Legislature has funded the program
since 1985 at over $400,000 yearly.

Unique Element of the Program

The nationally validated program continues to produce docu-
mentatior that it works for children in all types of settngs and
where English may be a child’s second language. The program is
committed to maintaining high expectations for the achievement of
all students regardless of family background or social class.
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The Integrated Kindergarten Program: Fairfax “ounty

Contact: Dolores Varnon, Principal
Westbriar Elementary
1741 Pine Valley Dr.
Vienna, VA 22180

Background of the Program

In response to teachers’ and principals’ concerns about the
proliferation of curriculum content, instructional objectives, and
materials in the elementary schc -l Fairfax County Public Schools
took on the task of integrating the curriculum into a sound, bal-
anced, manageable instructional program beginning with kinder-
garten. This project was initiated by the district's Department of
Instructional Services in February 1984. Teachers, principals, and
curriculum specialists identified the instructional needs of young
children, as well as the curriculum content and learning processes
that would best address the children’s needs.

Currently, the program serves 9,750 students, 4% to 5Y-years-
old, who are in kindergarten and selected spec . | education classes.
The curriculum incorporates “’response less~.. ~ for identifying and
challenging potentially gifted students.

Program Mission

The major goal of the Integrated Kindergarten Program is to
provide a sound, balanced instructional program that integrates
learning for young children. It incorporates the content and process
obiectives from all subject areas and allow's teachers to meet the
social, emotional, physical, and intellectual needs of children in
their classrooms. Through participation in the curriculum, children
have learning experiences that enable them to communicate orally;
interact with others solve problems; think critically; inquire; ob-
serve; create; and develop concepts for reading, writing, and com-
putatior..

Content of Child’s Program

The Integrated Kindergarten Program is designed to provide
students with a sound foundation for future learning. The focus is
on the child as an active learner; the curriculum is designed and
implemented ‘0 smpnasize the process of learning.

The Lindergarten curriculum is organized into three major in-




INTEGRATED KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

structional strands: integrated language arts, mathematics/science,
and music/movement.

Integrated Language Arts Strand. This strand provides 10 thematic
units of study that incorporate conient and objectives from the lan-
guage arts, social studies, environmental science, art, and health.
The units—Names and Address, All About Me, Working Together,
Families, Foods, Senses, Weather/Seasons, Mapping, Plants, and
Animals—provide many integrated, activity-oriented experiences.
Children ar. ~ontinually involved in oral communication, including
listening and speaking; reading; and writing,. The suggested broad
and open-ended learning experiences allow all children to experi-
ence success at their own developmental level.

Mathematics—Science Strand. This strand provides experiences
in the areas of mathematics and physical science. Objectives, in-
quiry experiences, and manipulative materials are organized into
six instructional units. Units such as Free Exploration, Sorting and
Classifying, Number Concepts, Patterns, Comparing, and Number
Experiments are presented to children in a manner that promotes
the basic understanding of mathematics and science concepts before
requiring children to work with abstract symbols. Manipulative ma-
terials for mathematics and eq. >ment to organize and store these
materials have been provided to every kindergarten teacher in Fair-
fax county.

Music—Movement Strand. The music/movement strand inte-
g ‘tes content and objectives to provide learning experiences in the
areas of music and physical education. Children are involved in
activities that emphasize the development of perceptual-motor
skills, physical fitness, coordination, musical skills, and creative
expression.

Operational Details of the Program

The Integrated Kindergarten Program is used in all kindergar-
ten and designated special education classes for young children in
Fairfax County Public Schools A three-part evaluation package has
been developed and was being piloted in select schools during the
1987-88 school year. This package consists of an initial assessment
instrument, a curriculum checklist for teachers, and a report card.

Parent education is an essential component of the program.
Materials have been developed for principals and teachers to use
with parents in orientation and open-house sessions. They include
transparencies with a script tl.at gives an overview of the program
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and six videotapes that address subjects such as readiness for kin-
dergarten, curriculum, and play theory. Teachers are also provided
with parent materials that explain the program and provide activi-
ties for home learning.

Staff Development for the Program

Strong staff development assured successful implementation of
the curriculum. Workshops were held during contracted time and
substitute coverage was provided. Additionally, the workshops
were planned and conducted by kindergarten teachers and curric-
ulum specialists. The workshops were spaced so that teachers could
try ou the language arts strategies with their classes before they
returned for the next workshop. Teachers were directly invclved in
classroom observations, sharing, coaching, and feedback.

Program Evaluation

Teachers were involved in all stages of developing, implement-
ing, and evaluating this program. Groups of elementary school
principals also reviewed curriculum materials and were asked for
recommendations. In addition to field testing the program in 8 el-
ementary schools, the curriculum materials were distributed to 287
kindergarten teachers and stamped “draft.” In so doing, all kinder-
garten teachers in Fairfax County Public Schools had an opportu-
nity to use, evaluate, and suggest revisions before the program was
finalized.

Evaluations by teachers indicate that the Integrated Kindergar-
ten Program has:

* eliminated curriculum overlap

+ simplified planning for instruction

* infused effective curriculum research on oral language devel-
opment, reading, writing, and mathematics into the program

* provided a manageable, objective-based instructional pro-
gram that is sound, balanced, and integrates learning for young
children. Metropolitan Readiness Test scores are being monitored.

Program Funding

Staff and Curriculum Development $41,000 for 2 years
Student Materials $15 per student
Students Served 9,750
Teachers Involved 287
]
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Strongest Element of Program

The program was he result of a collaborative effort *v many
knowledgeable, creative, and caring educators determined to pro-
vide ways of pulling subject areas and learning processes into a
manageable, child-oriented curriculum.

The curriculum project:

* responded to the concerns of teachers

* was conceptually scund and based on research and experi-
ence

* was created, tested, and revised by teachers

» provided a staff development program that actively involved
teachers in classroom observations, coaching, and feedback ses-
sions

* provided teachers with lesson materials, manipulatives, fur-
niture, and techniques for managing instruction

¢ provided ongoing support to teachers through newsletters,
staff visits, inservice training sessions, parent education programs.




Pre-1st Grade: Rroward County

Contact: Linda W. Coffey, Director
Early Childhood Education
School Board of Broward County, Florida
1739 N.E. 13 St.
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304
(305) 765-6363

Background of the P.ogram

This program was established in Broward County, Florida, as
a pilot program in 1) elementary schools in the 1981-82 school year.
Five schools were experimental, and five were control schools. Since
ti. t time the program has expanded to include all 100 elementary
schools.

The Broward County Public School System currently serves
approximately 2,000 pre-1st grade students each school year. Pre-
1st grade students are required by Florida Statute to be 5 years old
on or before September 1 cf the kindergarten entry year. Students
who participate in the pre-1st program are those who need addi-
tional readiness before the formal structure of 1st grade.

Program Mission

Tk.e major goal of the program is to provide curricular expec-
tations and outcomes compatible with classroom activities relevant
to the student’s intellectual, social, emotional, and physical growth
and development.

Overview of Program

Students who have satisfactorily completed kindergarten but
who are not yet ready for the formal reading program of 1st grade
are eligible for pre-1st grade placement. Parents have the option of
electing pre-1st or 1st grade placement.

The student’s kindergarten program is a diagnostic-prescrip-
tive year. The program is served by the school staff and an inter-
disciplinary team (consisting of a psychologist, speech clinician,
audiologist, social worker, educational specialist, and team leader).
The screening program includes both a health and an educational
component and provides numerous screening and follow-up mea-
sures.

The pre-1st grade is a full-day, year-round program. Parents
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are encoura~ed to attend seminars offered during the spring of the
kindergarte. year, to visit classrooms, and to volunteer their ser-
vices.

The pre-1st grade curriculum emphasizes language experi-
ences. Teaching strategies focus on exploration and discovery
through interdisciplinary experiences. Two programs, Language Ex-
periences In Reading, published by Encyclopaedia Britannica Educa-
tional Corporation, and Happily Ever After, published by Addisur-
Wesley Publishing Cc.npany, are used.

Student progress is measured by classroom observation and
program objective tests that include the mastery of minimum basic
skills. Teachers of pre-1st grade students hold conferences with
parents rather than send home a written report card, and students
are exempted from the countywide test program until the end of
the 1st grade.

The program is administered and supervised by the elemen-
tary school principal and primary specialist. Each classroom is
staffed by a certified teacher and teacher aide.

Program Evaluation

Evaluation studies have established that students who attend
pre-1st classes are more popular than those whose parents rejected
the recommended pre-1st option and entered their children directly
into 1st grade. Developmental maturity, as measured by the Gesell
School Readiness Screening Test, was significantly associated with
future success on achievement tests. In addition, decisions about
placement into the pre-1st grade program were based primarily on
academic readiness rather than Gesell results.

A 1987 evaluation followed up on students who entered the 1st
grade during the 1982-83, 1983-84, 1984-85, and 1985-8¢ school
years. Each group was divided into four levels:

* students who attended fre-1st grade

* students whose parents rejected pre-1st placement

* regular 1st grade students

* students who failed kincergarten

Withdrawal, failure rates, and achievement test results indi-
cated that placement in a ore-Ist pregram was not a significant
factor in determining wheth_r students remained in school. How-
ever, students who attended pre-1st classes had the lowest failure
rate.

In addition, the findings showed that pre-1st graders obtained

L
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better achievement test results in terms of their ability than did
those whose parents opted for 1st rather than pre-1st grade. The
establishment of the pre-1st programs has made a positive impact
upon student achievement in the county.

The Broward County Pre-1st Grade was tcatured on Dan Rath-
er's CBS evening news in December, 1985, as well as in numerous
newspapers and magazines.

Program Funding

This program is funded like all program in Florida. The funding
formula is based on full-time equivalency. No additional funds sup-
port the program; rather, it 1s a reorganization of the primary grade
structure.

Program Strengths

The two strongest outcomes of the program, as identified by
ihe longitudinal study, show that:

* Students who attend pre-1st grade become more popular,
self-assured, and develop a high degree of self-worth.

* Pre-1st grade students obtain higher test scores in terms of
their ability than their peers who rejected the pre-1st grade option.
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Integrating Special Needs Learners into Mainstream
Classrooms: Westside Community Schools

Contact: Penny Gildea, Director of Early Childhood Education
Doreen Schelle, Special Education Teacher
Westside Community Schools and
Westside Early Childhood Centers
909 South 76th St.
Omaha, NE 68114
(402) 390-2100 or (402) 390-8205

Background of the Program

The Westside Community Schools established a program of
early childhood education in 1968 to examine the significance of
early childhood years for subsequent education, and to determine
the role the public school should assume in early education and
development of children.

The first preschool was housed in a portable unit. In 1977, the
program expanded to include a day-care component to serve chil-
dren whose parents worked outside of the home. In August 1977, a
preschool was opened at another elementary school, and the care
component was added in 1982. Since 1982, preschools with a care
component have been established in four schools. A toddler pro-
gram was added in the fall of 1987.

Westside Early Childhood Centers had a total enrollment of 478
children for the school year 1987-88, with 15 toddlers (18 months to
3 years old), 253 preschoolers (3 to 5 years old), 174 school-aged
children (5 to 12 years old), and 36 special needs children.

The children representi the total spectrum of learning styles,
abilities, and special needs (e.g., mentally handicapped, multi-
handicapped, orthopedically impaired, speech-language impaired,
hearing impaired, and other health impaired).

Program Mission

The major goal is to provide high-quality education and care
for children year-round. This includes toddler care, preschool edu-
cation, preschool day care, and before school and afterschool care
encompassing children from 18 months to 12 years.

The goal for the special needs component is to provide a least
restrictive environment for the handicapped child. The majority of
children are cared for in a totally integrated learning environment.
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Westsid~> Early Childhood Centers believe in the philosophy of
learning through play. Daily lesson plans reflect the High/Scope
philosophy and curriculum.

Overview of the Program

Program eligibility is defined by the guidelines of Nebraska's
Rule 51 (1987). A Multi Disciplinary Team uses several formal tests
to determine the handicapping conditions of the child. Multi Dis-
ciplinary Team members are a school psychologist, speech thera-
nist, occupational therapist, physical therapist, vision specialist,
hearing specialist, or an educational diagnostician.

Children are placed in one of the district’s six Early Childhood
Centers. In four of the centers, speech- and language-delayed chil-
dren are mainstreamed. One center serves all mainstreamed spe-
cial-needs preschoolers.

A typical day at Westbrook Early Childhood Center vhere the
special needs preschooler is mainstreamed follows this general
schedule.

7AM9AM. Before school care

9 AM.-11:30 A M. Prcochool (special needs children
raainstreamed)

11:20A.M.-12:15 PM. Lunch; Feeding program for se-
verely/profoundly handicapped
children

12:15 PM.-6:00 PM After school care

1:00 PM.-3:30 PM. Special needs preschool with some

mainstreaming in day-care

The curriculum is implemented through the High/Scope phi-
losophy and techniques Hohmann et al. 1978). Specially designed
materials and activities help develop skills and concep’s through
directed and free play periods. Children are encouraged to be in-
dependent and experiment with their environment. They are al-
lowed to use their senses to learn about the world around them.

Hands-on, active learning is carried out in all instructional ap-
proaches. Children experience active learning, language, represen-
tation, classification, seriation, number concepts, spatial relations,
time, and movement.

There is an open door policy for parents at all of the centers.
Parents are encouraged to visit, volunteer, provide snacks, or be a
story teller. Parents are informed of the concepts and activities that
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the children are working on and encouraged to share their own
resources with the preschool program.

The parents and teachers have organized the [arent Advisory
Commiittee (PAC). Through PAC they share in policy making, dis-
cuss problems. and conduct special projects.

Program Staffing

Programs are staffed with the following ratios:
Toddlers (18 months-3 years) 1:5
3-year-olds 1:8
Preschool 1:10
School-age 1:10-1:15

The director must have a Masters in either Early Childhood
Education or Elementary Education or a Bachelors Degree plus 36
hours in Child Development or Early Childhood. Head Teachers,
who administer the programs, are required to have a Bachelors
Degree in Elementary Education with a Child Development or Early
Childhood Endorsement and hold a valid Nebraska State Teaching
Certificate.

Lead t-achers must have a Bachelors Degree in Elementary
Education or a related field. Their responsibilities include making
plans, organizing and leading activities for children in the center,
supervising assistant teachers, and working cooperatively with par-
ents and staff. Special needs teachers must have a degree in Special
Education and a valid Nebraska State Teaching Certificate.

Each center also has assistant teachers, clerical aides, and stu-
dent aides who supervise children in activities, direct children in
eating and toileting, and help in the upkeep of the center.

The program is administered by the supervising principal and
director of Early Chilchood Centers, who work closely wiih the
head teacher and the department head of special education. Lach
of the head teachers is directly responsible for the supervision of
the lead teachers, assistant teachers, clerical aides, and stuaent
aides under them.

Recognition of the Program

The Westside Early Childhood Centers were 1 of 12 programs
across the nation chosen for a national study on exemplary public
school programs conducted by Bank Street College.
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Program Funding

The six Early Childhood Centers are conducted through the
Westside Community Schools Foundation, Inc., a non-profit, tax-
exempt organization incorporated in 1975.

Funding sources are:

* Local. (District 66) Building space, utilities, custodial services,
administrative time and transportation.

» Statc/Federal. Preschoul handicapped (special education pays
tuition for mainstreaming).

* Parent Advisory Courcil. Emergency tuition fund, fund raisers.

* Tuition/Parent Fees. Major reenue.

Tuition costs are determined by rumber of days served (two to
five per week) and whether the child participates in extended day-
care programs.

Strongest Program Element

The length of time that the Westside Education Childhood Cen-
ters have been operating is in itself a unique factor. But, the strong-
est factor of the program is the mainstreaming of the special needs
children into the regular education preschool. Through daily inter-
action, regular education children learn to accept and understand
human differences. Regular education cnildren serv~ as age appro-
priate role models for the special needs learners.

References

Hohmann, M., B. Banet, and D. Weikart. Young Children in Action. Ypsilatni,
Mich.: High/Scope Press, 1978.

Nebraska Department of Education. Rule 51. Regulations and Standards for
Special Education Programs. Title 92, Nebraska Administrative Code-
Chapter 51




Developmental/Experiential K-1
Early Childhood Program:
Chapel Hill

Contact: Barbara Lawler, Principal
Kay Drake, Markie Pringle, Teachers
Seawell Elementary School
Seawell School Rd.
Chapel Hill, NC 27514
(919) 967-4343

Background of the Program

The Chapel Hill program at Seawell Elementary School serves
52 5- and 6-year-old children in a public school setting. Seawell was
built in 1970, and the developmental early childhood program has
been in place since that time. Children who attend the school live
in its attendance area and come from diverse ethnic and socioeco-
nomic backgrounds. Children are grouped heterogeneously, and a
wide range of intellectual levels is served. Educationally handi-
capped children are typically mainstreamed into tnis program.

Program Mission

The major goal ~f this program has been to translate develop-
mental theory into appropriate educational practice for young chil-
dren. Four basic guidelines have been drawn from the large body
of developmental research (Bloom 1981; Carroll 1963; Elkind 1986;
Piaget 1952):

« Early childhood education should focus on the fotal child,
taking .nto consideration the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor
growth of the child.

* The curriculum 1,.ast be organized around the developmental
needs, interests, and learaing styles of each child, rather than
around a single test, curriculum guide, or time schedule.

* The learning environment must encourage each child to ac-
tively participate so that he or she can learn through observation,
exploration, and verbalization. Self-expression should be encour-
aged through writing, drawing, and movement activities.

* Inan early childhood classroom, how the curriculum is taught
is as important as what is taught. Process is as important as product
for young children.
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Overview of the Program

Children enter kindergarten if they are 5 years old by October
16. They attend the Seawell program if they live in the attendance
area served by the school.

The Early Prevention of School Failure (EPSF) Program is used
to assess all entering kindergarten children. The EPSF materials are
designed to measure a child’s relative strengths in five modalities:
fine motor skills, gross motor skills, receptive and expressive lan-
guage, auditory, and visual memory and visual discrimination.
Children who have developmental delays in any of these areas have
their classroom program individualized to meet their needs. Chil-
dren with delays are retested in the spring to determine their prog-
ress.

Seawell follows the regular North Carolina school calendar. The
length of the school day for elementary students is six hours. Af-
terschool care is available at Seawell for working parents. Children
also have the opportunity to attend a variety of tuition-based after-
school enrichment activities such as math games, puppetry, bread-
making, and computer applications.

In the developmental curriculum, children develop skills in
areas such as art, research, language, listening, reading, physical
education, dramatic play, math, science, social studies, music, and
writing. Three components of curriculum organization and three
components of classroom management form the basis for the im-
plementation of the educational program. The curriculum organi-
zation componunts include learning centers, skills groups, and units
of study. The classroom management components include color cod-
ing, written contracts, and internal and external aspects of disci-
pline.

Each child’s progress is determined through a variety of mea-
sures. Anecdotal records, individual checklist~ of developmental
tasks and cognitive skills, and portfolios of work are kept for each
student. On a daily basis, children are given im:nediate feedback
on products and written work. As a result, children achieve an
appropriate level of mastery on one activity before beginning an-
other Each child also has a daily conference with the classroom
teacher to review contract activities and projects. The child’s work
is attached to the contract and sent home each day.




DE ' LOPMENTAL/EXPERIENTIAL K-1

Special Interdisciplinary Services

Resource teachers in art and music and the librarian meet with
the children weekly. The physical education teacher is scheduled
twice weekly. While the resource teachers are meeting with the
children, classroom teachers are scheduled for planning periods. A
“primary resource” teacher is also available to work with children
who have developmental delays. Typically, a child might work with
the primary resource teacher two or three times weekly for a 30-
minute session.

Parent involvement is encouraged on a variety of levels. PTA
functions are structured around individual classrooms rather an
than entire school. For example, parents attend classroom orienta-
tions, “back-t school” nights, and evenings where the children
share their accomplishments in art, music, and physical education.
Parents are encouraged to volunteer for field trips, tutoring, field
days, and other classroom activities. An open visitation policy is
actively encouraged by the school principal. Parents also help plan
cla” sroom enrichment activities. Newsletters and memos keep par-
ents informed about curriculum and classroom structure.

In addition to informal contacts, parents have two regularly
scheduled conferences with the classroom teacher each year. Teach-
ers also schedule one or two night conference sessions in order to
accommodate working parents. Report cards are sent to parents
four times a vear. In addition, standardized achievement tests are
administered to the 1st graders in the spring.

Administration and Supervision of the Program

Seawell has one principal who is responsible for both curricu-
lum and support services. Seawell is a “’project school” for training
student teachers for the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill;
therefore, each spring semester a supervisor of student teachers
from the university works with the staff in connection with this
progiam.

The developmental classroom is staffed by a two-teacher team
and two classroom aides. Each teacher serves 26 children for a total
of 52 children in the classroom setting.
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Program Funding

Base funding is the same as that for all elementary programs
in the state of North Carolina. The state provides $2,161 per child.
This amount is supplemented locally for a total ot $3,954 per child
for ali elementary students in the Chapel Hill system.

Program Evaluation

This program has been assessed in a variety of ways. Reading
and math achievement test data were analyzed for the years 1979,
1980, 1981, and 1982. The results showed that children in this class-
room scored as high as, or higher than, other children in the same
school system.

During the 1986-87 school year, Catifornia Achievement Test
Scores were somewhat higher in the developmental program than
were the scores of other children in the same school systems (see
Figure 7.2).

It has been considered equally important to analyze children’s
behavior and accomplishments in areas other than reading and
math. Ob,ect: e data concerning time on task was gathered using
the Wasik-Day ““Open and Traditional Learning Environments and
Children’s Classroom Behavior Instrument” (Day ar4 Drake 1983).
Over two years, both kindergartners and 1st graders were found to
be on-task 91 percent of the time.

Special Recognition of the Program

The Seawell program is featured in ASCD’s filmstrip Early
Childhood Education: Curriculum Organization and Classroom Manage-
ment and in the November 1986 issue of Educational Leadership in the
article "Developmental and Experiential Programs: The Key to

Figure 7.2
Comparison of Achievement Scores for Seawell and District Children
PERCENTI{ E
Total Languace Word Total
Reading Expression Analysis Math
Seawell
1st graders 88 88 81 92
Other
Ist graders 72 72 62 82
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Quality Education and Care of Young Children.” Further informa-
tion about how to implement the developmental classroom can be
found in the text that accompanies the filmstrip (Day and Drake
1983).

Program Strengths

The strength of this program has been its ability to translate
developmenta! theory into clearly articulated educational practice.
The program features a wide range of materials and activities that
are 2~ sropriate for young children imagination, creativity, verbal
expression, and psychomotor activities are incorporated into the
curriculum, along with a traJitional emphasis on the sciences and
cognitive skills. A wide variety of skill levels are also adares~. 1
within each arez of emphasis. The program features an effective
management system that is clear to both teachers and children. The
management system, based on contracts and color-coding, is essen-
tial to the success of this multi-task setting. In addition, high ex-
pectations for students and careful monitoring of student progress
are an integral part of the learning environment.
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Statewide Programs for 4-Year-Olds:
The South Carolina Model

Contact: Janet Perry, Early Childhood Education Consultant
South Carolina Half-Day Child Development Program for
4-Year-Olds
State Department of Education
808 Rutledge Building
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 734-8355

Background of the Program

In 1984, the South Carolina legislature passed the Education
Improvement Act of 1984 (EIA) providing funds to the State De-
partment of Education to serve a target population of 4-year-olds
who had been identified as having ’predicted readiness deficien-
cies.” During the fifth year of implementation (1988-89), 10,700 chil-
dren will be served. These are children who have been deemed by
local districts as being a. risk for school failure.

To determine eligibility, districts must incorporate the DIAL-R
(Mardell-Czudnowski and Goldenberg 1983) and weigh additional
predictable at-risk criteria such as family income or the educational
level of the mother. After all criteria is weighed, children can be
ranked from “most-at-risk’ to ‘’least-at-risk.”” Children deemed
“not-at-risk” are nct eligible. Enrollment criteria also include stan-
dards that address children with developmental dclays who cannot
effectively be served in the program.

Program Mission

The goal of the program is to reduce the r.umber of children
unable to achieve success in school. It will provide a developmental
educational program for 10,700 4-year-olds by the end of a 5-year
phase-in period in 1988-89.

Program Overview

The High/Scope Preschool Curriculum, developed by the High/
Scope Foundation (Hohmann et al. 1978), was selected for staff
training because it was philosophically compatible with the state-
wide kindergarten program and because media and training re-
sources were available to meet the regulatory requirement for staff
development.




STATEWIDE PROGRAMS FOR 4-YEAR-OLDS

The program model has two components. A classroom com-
ponent is characterized by child- and teacher-initiated activities in
children’s interest centers. The outreach component, used on a
limited basis, is a program of home visits for hard-to-reach parents
and children.

Continuous assessment of child progress is mandatory, but no
specific document is required for use statewide. The extent to which
health serv.ces, social services, and other educational services
(such as speech therapy) arc provided depends on district resources
and child needs. Services for children identified as handicapped are
provided based on the child’s individualized educational plan (IEP).

Programs operate at least 180 days per school year, with at least
2Y2 hours of instructional time per day (excluding breakfast, lunch,
and transportation). Each classroom is staffed by a teacher certified
in early childhood and an aide. Each teacher and aide team serves
2 groups of 20 children each day.

Two parent conferences and two home visits are required
within the 180-day period. Other parent activities such as school
visits and parent meetings are strongly encouraged.

Child development programs are admunistered and supervised
by the school principals in local school districts. District contact
persons aie assigned to coordinate local funding, regulations, and
classroom activities with state program requirements. State early
childhood education consultants monitor regulatory requirements
and provide techr.zal assistance for program implementation to all
districts annually.

Program Evaluation

The efficacy of the EIA child development programs was
judged to have a positive effect on school readiness as evaluated in
part by the State Department of Education and in part under con-
tract by sesearchers at Utah State University. Two complementary
researcn designs were employed: a statewide study using data on
all children who entered 1st grade in 1986 and a more targeted
research sample from three regions, which studiad test scores at
kindergarten entry, adding data on program quality and eliminating
self-selection bias.

The findings of a study completed in the fall of 1986 also point
to program effectiveness. The final results of the statewide study
will be completed in the spring of 1990.
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Program Funding

The child development program is funded entirely with state
monies. A summary of enrollment ~nd funding is belov". including
the 1983-84 pilot year.

Year Funds Chuldren Served
1983-84 918,918 1,050
1984-85 1,860,667 3,365
1985-86 6,281,432 6,715
1986-87 6,866,613 7,943
1987-88 8,255,924 8,451
Strongest Element of the Program

The strongest element of the program is the state’s extensive
commitment to improving students’ school success by addressing
their education at an early age. Through state interagency planning
and support, the statewide early childhood program was funded
for a specific target population. As a result, children who have had
few early learning experiences have the opportunity to attend a
program specifically designed to meet their needs and build a base
for continued school success.
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Exploring Excellence for /oung Children:
Pasco, Washington

Contact: Stephanie Tesch
Assistant Superintendent
Pasco School District #1
1004 N. 16th Ave.
Pasco, WA 99301
(509) 547-9531

Background of the Program

The program is located in Pasco, Washing* n, which has a total
of approximately 6,000 students, 800 of whom are enrolled in early
childhood programs. The early childhood effort affects all eight
elementary schools and encompasses at-risk preschool children
(characteristics include low income, limited English proficient [5
languages], migrant, remedial, special needs learners), all kinder-
gartners, and a transition population between kindergarten and 1st
grade.

The program began with a year of planning and needs assess-
ment and developed into a major effert the following year. That
effort began with an attempt to improve learning for children ages
4-7 and ar attempt to better organize and coordinate educational
opportunities for small children. The initial development began in
a cooperative fashion between the district language committee and
support services personnel, growing to encompass the entire dis-
trict.

Program Mission

The major goal of the program is to prevent school failure in
later years. The program is based on the belief that if children are
successful in school by the age 6 or 7, they will be much more likely
to be successful throughout their school experience. Especially at
risk in our population are other-language children (30 percent).
Efforts are especially, but not exclusively, focused on this popula-
tion.

Overview of the Program

In the preschool programs, high-risk children are either limited
English proficient, low income, or qualify for special education sup-
port. All-day/everyday kindergarten programs serve 60 percent
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high-risk children and 40 percent childien who have no special
learning needs. Extended day kindergarten serves only high-risk
children.

Both preschool and kindergarten are scheduled for a half day
for most chiidren. Three district classrooms are all-day/everyday.
Currently, one school 1s piloting an extended day kindergarten pro-
gram. The transition program, scheduled for all day, serves ap-
proximately 50 children who need additional assistance in adjiisting
to 1st grade.

All curriculums for Pasco’s young children have a language
development emphasis. Concept learning in each curricular area is
tied closely to language development. Children are involved in their
own learning, and many of the activities are experiential.

The district has developed student learning objectives for chil-
dren aged 4-7 across all curricular areas. Examples of curriculum
used in this fashion are "Math Their Way’’ and the use of the whole
language approach in the instruction of language arts and reading
readiness. "Math Their Way”’ is a hands-on program that is highly
involved with manipulatives and language interaction. Whole lan-
guage develops language and reading readiness with much teacher-
child interaction that is based on children’s literature, a child’s own
language, and a child’s own writing based on his or her language.

The district uses small group instruction with instructional
aides wherever possible. These small groups are a part of standard
classrooms of approximately 25 children.

There is minimal parent involvement, but regular conferences
and building visit: take place in each school.

Administration and Supervision

Supervision is by the building principal. Preschool, all-day/
everyday rindergarten, the extended day pilot, and the transion
program each have a certified teacher and classroom aides. The
standard half-day kindergarten program has minimal aide support.

Program Evaluation

The district has produced exter:sive evidence from the bilingual
program that the efforts are successful for :he children. Evaluation
of the early childhood education prograin for five groups of children
has been done from 1982-83 through 1986-87. There have been fol-
low-up studies at the kindergarten level for the first four years and
at the end of st grade for the first two years. Children made gains
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in reading, math, handwriting, and English vocabulary. The com-
plete study is available from Beverly McConnell, Southwest 614 Ci-
tyview, Pullman, WA 99163 for $10.

Program Funding

The program developnent is funded largely through district
monies. Support for classroom teachers with high-risk children is
available through bilingual, Migrant, Chapter I, and Special Edu-
cation fund. . Chapter II has provided some evaluation and com-
mittee work. Since this is a comprehensive program for ages 4-7, it
is not program driven. The process is district supported, and mon-
ies from categorical funds are plugged in where appropriate and
when available.

Major Strength of Program

The program has longevity in the district. Beginning in the
mid-1970s, efforts were undertaken to provide school district pro-
gram developers with solid information about programs for young
children. Subsequently, efforts were not targeted at just one group
or at one area of the curricilum.
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State and Nationally Accredited
Prekindergarten Program:
Baltimore City Public Schools

Contact: Carla Brewington-Ford, Supervisor
Baltimore City ublic Schools
200 East North Ave.
Baltimore, MD 21202

Background of the Program

Established during the 1960s with funds granted by the Ford
Foundation, preschool programs in the Baitimore City Public
Schools (BCPS) were designed to prevent educational failure in fu-
ture years. All programs incorporated three major elements: in-
structional support services, a continuum of instructional experi-
ences, and parent involvement and education.

Today, approximately 3,600 4-year-old students attend prekin-
dergarten in the Baltimore City Public Schools. These programs are
now locat..i in 86 elementary schools in the district. While the
majority of schools with prekindergarten programs are located in
historically economically and educationally underprivileged areas,
several schools provide these programs to students with midcle
class backgrounds. A large number of at-risk students are served,
including Chapter 1 and State Compensatory Education eligible
pupils. Intellectual ranges vary.

To be eligible for the rogram, students must:

* live within the sci00l zone

* be 4 years old by December 31

* receive all required immunizations

Students in Chapter I and State Compensatory Education Pro-
grams must meet federal criteria for family educational economic
deprivation.

Program Mission

The overall goal of the program is to provide experiences that
promote the cognitive, emotional, social, and physical development
of young children. Subgoals are:

* To enhance and reinforce the development of expressive and
receptive language in all areas of the curriculum.

* To enhance the development of gross and fine motor skills.
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* To enhance positive self-concept, self-reliance, and motiva-
tions for learning.

* To foster creativity and expansion of ideas through a variety
of media.

* To provide active le-rning experiences that develop compe-
tencies in acquiring concepts and enhance thinking.

* To ensure a safe and developmentally appropriate environ-
ment.

Overview of the Program

Emphasis is placed on consideration of the strengths, interests,
needs, and diverse backgrounds that young children bring to
school. Teachers are required to plan activities that allow for active
exploration and utilization of all sensory areas and use of develop-
mentally appropriate materials and settings. Teachers use the ““Basic
Learnings Objectives” guide (Brewington-Ford et al. 1987) in plan-
ning educational activities. The guide provides direction for daily
and long-range planning, monitoring student progress, and plan-
ning parent involvement activities. Teachers rely on an integrated,
thematic unit approach, defined here as an instructional plan in-
corporating basic concepts from many subject areas. The approach
includes small- and large-group activities. Concrete objects, manip-
ulatives, and ins*ructional equipment are available, and children
have the freedom to select instructional activities and materials.
Learning centers are used to reinforce, apply and extend skills.
Classes meet for 2' hours daily.

Each class is assigned an early childhood certified teacher and
an aide. The teacher/pupil ratio is 1:10. Class size is limited to no
more than 20 students. Currently, 102 teachers and aides are as-
signed to the program.

Parents are important contributors to the total educational pro-
gram. Parents help plan the educational program for their children,
help carry it out, and help evaluate its success. Many schools have
a school-conimunity liaison worker who recruits parents to serve in
parent councils and in the classrooms as volunteers. Principals and
teachers encourage parents to participate in training sessions so
they can better understand the characteristics of children and how
the prekindergarten program supports their child’s growth. Parent
discussion groups with community leaders and outside agency rep-
resentatives are regularly scheduled as a means to improve parent
effectiveness.
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Administration and Supervision of the Program

The program is administered in collaboration with the local
school principal, district Executive Director, and the Supervisor of
the Office of Early Childhood Education. Additionally, early child-
hood educational specialists and master teachers provide biweekly
techpical assistance, staff development, and direct supervision to
all teachers and aides. Two prekindergarten program facilitators
monitor the program and provide training to a’ .aff members in-
volvea.

Program Evaluation

Year-to-Year Comparison. Prekindergarten pupils are tested each
fall and spring using the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Boehm
1986). The test addresses whether the pupil understands concepts
such as space, quantity, ard time. Children’s fall and spring raw
scores, total scores, and percentage correct for each item are ana-
lyzed.

Longitudinal Studies. In 1986, the Office of Testing and Evalua-
tion completed phase one of a seven-year longitudinal study of
children with and without experience in the BCSP prekindergarten
progra:n. Two longitudinal groups of pupils entering BCPS were
established for FY 83 and FY 84. These pupils were then at grades
2 and 1, respectively. Preliminary findings support the following:

* Pupils exposed to early childhood experiences in BCPS out-
performed pupils who enter BCPS at grade 1.

* Children not exposed to the BCPS early childhood programs
tend to have lower than average reading, vocabulary, and math
skills.

Of particular interest was the finding that movement from
school to school may expose pupils to a disruptive educational ex-
perience. Children who move tend to exhibit lower scores.

Overall, the initial longitudinal sample indicates positive out-
comes. Phase II of the study will follow the students through the
7th grade.

Special Recognition/Acknowledgment for the Program

T- 1985, the National Academy of Early Childhoo- P’rogram—
the cepartment of the Nationai Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) that administers accreditation to early
childhocd programs that function in accordance with the criteria
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for high quality programs—completed its review of the prekinder-
garten center in Tench Tilghman Elementary School, Baltimore City
Public Schools. Following a self-study of the center’s operations, a
written report to Academy by school staff concerning the self-study
results, and a visit by early childhood validators, the center became
the first public school preschool program in the nation to receive
accreditation. George G. Kelson Elementary Schools, Baltimore city,
was also accredited by the Academy.

Program Funding

The program is budgeted for over $4.7 million. The federal
government provides $3.5 million through Chapter I and approxi-
mately $200,000 through SEC. The state department of education
provides almost $1.1 million.

Unique Design Feature of the Program

The unique feature of this program is the “Basic Learnings
Objectives” guide that enables teachers to provide for learning de-
velopment based on an appropriate sequence of learning within
and across curriculum strands. Teachers are able to identify entry-
fevel behaviors and to plan an instructional program geared to meet

the needs of individual students.
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Academic Kindergarten:
School District of Philadelphia

Contact: Leontine D. Scott
Associaie Superintendent for School Operations
Room 601 Administration Bldg.
School District of Philadelphia
21st and The Parkway
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(215) 299-7665

Background of the Program

Systemsvide kindergartens were established in Philadelphia in
the mid-1870s. Although there are state subsidies, kindergarten 15
still not state mandated. The program operates at least a half day
every weekday throughout the school year, with at least 169 full-
day kindergartens in operation as of 1987-88.

Program Mission

The major goal of the program is to meet the educational/de-
velopmental, physical, emotional, and social needs of 4.7 to 5.7 year
olds (approximately 15,000 students).

Overview of the Program

Children are admitted into the program on a first-come, first-
served basis. Thoy receive health screening only.

The curriculum follows the district’s kindergart-n curriculum.
There is a standardized kindergarten curriculum tkatis a downward
extension of the school district’s new standardize J curriculum for
grades 1-12. The standardized curriculum is a tran- laiion of the
system’s goals and objectives into a functic::al ins’. uctiona' pro-
gram and the means of simultaneously promoting excellence and
equity. The content and skills appropriate for kindergartners are
clearly outlined in terms of scope and sequence. While Philadel-
phia’s kindergartens are academical y oriented in the sense of being
responsible for implementing the standardized curriculum, they
give equal emphasis to the principles of child deve'lopment in sat-
isfying this responsibility, and they place the highest value on each
child’s attainment of developimental maturity. Kir. ‘rgarten teach-
ers, moreover, are not obliged to use any speciric instructional ap-
proach but are free to exhibit their competence in a variety of ways
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ranging from highly structured direct instruction strategies to meth-
ods that feature child-initiated activities facilitated by expert adults.
Parent volunteers are recruited to assist in the classroom. Each
school has a Home and School Association.
The program is administered by one associate superintendent
and four supervisors. Therz are approximately 350 teachers and 175
paraprofessionals districtwide.

Program Evaluation

Students in the program have consistently performed well, es-
pecially in mathematics, on citywide tests.

Program Funding

The program receives substantial state subsidies but 1s funded
in large part through the district’s operating budget. The operating
cost is approximately $1,000 per child.

Unique Element of the Program

The program has provided a consistently sound academic/de-
velopmental experie-  and introduction to schooling for the ma-
jonity of students in the school district for more than 100 years.

The district also serves young children through several other
districtwide programs. The district child care program, serving
1,400 children aged 3 months to 11, provides year-round care on a
daily basis. The district’s day-care component, funded by Title XX
funds, operates 44 centers that provide 24-hour care to approxi-
mately 2,400 children 2 to 11. Established in the mid-1950s, the
district’s parent cooperative nurseries provide active involvement of
approximately 400 4-year-old children and their parents in a devel-
opmental preschool setting. Finally, the district's prekindergarten
Head Start Program operates 29 centers for 3- and 4-year-old chil-
dren from poverty-level famihes.
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Head St irt-Preschool Handicapped Program:
Johnson County Schools

Contact: Ann M. Hampton, Director
211 N. Church St.
Mountain City, TN 37683
(615) 727-7911

Background of the Program

As a delegate agency, Johnson County Schools vegan operating
Head Start ‘n the summer of 1965. In 1971, Head Start became a
year-round program in the district, and in 1978 a preschool program
for handicapped children was added to operate cooperatively with
the Head Start and kindergarten programs. For the past four -*2ars,
services have been provided in Mountain City Elem: ‘ntary, a «chool
for preschool-6th grade.

Head Start currently serves 40 children, and the p:ieschool
handicapped program serves approximately 20 children. Agzes of
children range fro.. 3 to 5 years. Most 5-year-olds, however, meet
developmental criteria and are served in the district’s kindergarten
program.

Children scrvec by Head Start often enter schoo! with health
problems and a lack of self-confidence. Local medical providers and
the Tennessee Child Health and Development Program refer chil-
dren in need of an environment that will meet their total develop-
mental needs, especially the need for sociaiization. Other children
served in this program are those who show developmental delay in
moie than one area assessed during the annual systemwide screen-
ing program.

Program Mission

Head Start was designed to providc preschoo! childran of low-
income families with a comprehensive program to meet their emo-
tional, social, health, nutritional, and psycholugical needs. There
are four major components of Head Start: education, health, parent
involvement, and social services. The major goal of the Johnson
County Preschool Program is to assure to the great=st extent pos-
sible the ea:ly identification of young children’s developmental
needs and to work together with parents to achieve effective inter-
vention.
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Overview of the Program

Every child receives a variety of learning experiences, both in
the classroom and through home visits, to foster intellectual, social,
and emotional growth. Children are encouraged to express their
feelings and to develop self-confidence and the ability to get along
with otheis.

Each child is assessed using Griffin and Saaford’s Learning A.
complishment Profile-Diagnostic (LAP-D). This assessment is designed
to provide teachers of young children (in particular those with spe-
cial needs) with a criterion-re{erenced record ot the child’s existing
skills. Use of the LAP-D enables the teacher to identify develop-
mentally appropriate learning objectives for each child, measure
progress throvgh changes in rate of development, and provide spe-
cific information relevant to pupil learning.

Curriculum units and learning activities address a child’s needs
found through assessment of the child’s existing skills. The curric-
ulum focuses on six areas of development: gross motor, fine motor,
social, self help, cognitive, and language. The curriculum is based
upon A Planning Guide: The Preschool Curriculum prepared by Chapel
Hill Training-Outreach Program (Findlay et al. 1983). This book
contains topical units arranged in a sequence of daily activities.
Included are correlated curriculum materials and multisensory ac-
tivities that provide for individual differences in children. The cur-
riculum stresces language arts (listening, speaking, and prereading
skill) through the use of books, stories or poetry, fingerplays, and
dramatization. Sc’ence is integrated into the curriculum through
observation of plants and animals, discussion of seasons of the year,
sand and water play, and food preparation activities. Mathematics
is taught directly and indirectly through introduction of number
concepts and plane geometry (identification of circles, triangles,
squares, and rectangles). The curriculum also includes daily expe-
riences in art, music, movement education, health, nutrition, and
social studies (effective experiences {0 promote development of
communication skills, respectful human relationships, and appro-
priate social behavior). Activities progress from simple to complex,
from concrete to abstract, and result from spontaneous child-initi-
ated and teacher-initiated experiences.

The teaching procedures reflect strategies of task analysis, re-
verse chaining, and positive reinforcement. Learning activities pro-
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vided in the classroom are also incorpurated into a home follow-up
program.

For the homebound child with severe handicaps, home coun-
seling and education. | sessions are provided regularly. Preschool/
Head Start staff memb<is work with the school psycholegist in
develop’ng and implem.erting weekly sessions for one-on-one be-
havior tutoring for children who have demonstrated a need for in-
creased appropriate bekaviors in order to participate in a group
secting. Junnson County Schools also work closely with other pro-
grams that provide se; vices to at-risk and *.andicapped chil.iren.

Operational Details of the Program

Eligibility for Head Start is based on family size and income,
with preference given to children from families with the most need.
Children enrolled must be between the age of 3 and compulsory
school age. Johnson Ccunty serves primarily 4-year-olds. Three-
and 4-year-old children who appear to be delayed or who have been
determined to need special services, and who do not meet economic
criteria for Head Start, are enrolled in the distri -t pre ,chool han'i-
cap program.

Three- and 4-year-olds have the option of attending two or four
days per week, depending on their needs. They receive either
monthly or biweekly home visits. Children attend school for 62
hours each day unless there is a need to modify the length.

Since the program is founded on the premise that parents are
the most importart influence on a child’s developme * their in-
volvement in the classroom and during home visits is essential.
Parents are encouraged to participate in their child’s program both
at home and as voluateers in the classroom. Thicy assist in program
planning and evaluation. Some of the parents serve on Policy Com-
mittees where they have a voice in administrative a..d managerial
decisions.

Administration and Supervision of the P-ogram

‘Ine Upper East Tennessee Human Deveiopment Agency
(UETHDA) is the grantee for the Head Start Program. Johnson
County Schools serves as a delegate agency that operates the pro-
gram ir: Johnson County. The Head Start program follows policies
and guidelines of both the Johnson County Board of Education and
the UETHDA Board of Directors. A part-time director administers
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the Head Start Program and coordinates jucaticnal and special
services for both the preschool and Head Start Programs.

Head Start has two full-time teachers who n:eet Tennessee cert-
ification requirements for serving young children. Two paraprofes-
sionals serve as tcacher assistants and family service workers. A
special services aide assists in the classroom with children who
have severe disabilities. Preschool handicapped staff and school
system suppc t staff provide speech, language and academic re-
source and consulting services. Related services such as occupa-
tional and physical therapy or vision and hearing technical assis-
tance, are provided by the school system through contractual
agreements.

Program Evaluation

A study that evaluated the impact of Head Start on the cogni-
tive development of children indicated that the children tended to
score higher than comparable non-Head Start children on preschool
achievement tests that measure cognitive abilities (McKey et al.
1985). This study also showed that Head Start children performed
equal to or better than their peers when they entered regnlar school,
and there were fewer grade retentions and special class placements.

Local program evaluation addresses both child rowth and
overall program impact. Criterion-referenced testing, parent inter-
views, and observ~tional data indicate surprising gains for many of
the children. Do  obtained from questionnaires and interviews
indicate that parc +ts value the preschool/Head Start experience for
their children and recognize potential benefits to the children as
well as to themselves.

Program Funding

The federal government funds $75,598 for Head Start. Approx-
imately $3C,186 comes from nonfederal sources. The Pr-~-hool In-
centive Program receives $7,242 from the state (EHA, Part B—Fed-
eral Funds).

Strongest Feature of the Program

Head Start in Johnson Count; is an integral part of the local
education system. The program uses school resources, conducts
joint staff training, and develops cooperative policy statements.
Over the years, Head Start program concepts and practices have
been transferred to the regular school program, including such
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practices as use of paraprofessionals, increased parent involvement,
adoption of culturally responsive curriculums, establishment of pro-
grams for younger children, and comprehensive services to meet
entire family needs. The collab~rative effort between the Preschool
Handicap Program and Head { ¢ has offered children with special
needs a il range of developmental services in a group with other
children rather than in a separate group for the handicapped.
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New York State Prekindergarten Program:
New York City Public Schools

Contact: Marjorie McAllister, Director
Early Childhood Education Unit
131 Livingston St.
Brooklyn, NY 11201
(718) 935-4255

Background of the Program

The New York State Prcindergarten Program sta.ted in New
York City in 1966 with 65 classrooms in 24 elementary schools.
During the 1986-87 school year, more that 2,800 children partici-
pated in the programin 72 schools in 21 community schoct districts.

Program Mission

The goals of the program are:

* To foster a sense of trust in a public school environment.

* To develop feelings of confidence and self-worth.

* To encourage the integration of communication arts.

* To enhance thinking skills and decision making.

* To develop problem solving capabilities.

* To develop self-discipline.

The program gives special attention to thc individual learning
style of each child, taking into account differences in rates and
modes of learning. Self-initiated and independent activities are rein-
forced as teachers observe, interact with children, and provide a
rich learning environment. Continu’cy is encouraged as the children
move through the early childhood grades.

Overview of the Program

The curriculum, as described in the teacher handbook Three,
Four, Open The Door (New York City Board of Education 1986), uses
the child’s interests and experiences to develop the appropriate
skills. The instructional approach is activity/child centered. The ex-
periences for children are based on their interests. needs, and
strengths. Facilities, equipment, materials, and activities are chosen
to capitalize on the ways children learn. The teacher and ed"ica-
tional assistant guide the learning through firsthand experience.
The staff facilitates curriculum development by enabling children to
discover and understand.
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Eligibility for the program is based on New York State Educa-
tion Department guidelines. At least 90 percent of the children
selected must be from economically disadvantaged families.

Guidelines specify a complete health screening and immuni-
zation for each child. No other screening or testing is required.

New York state prekindergarten is a 2%2-hour program with
separate morning and afternoon groups. Children are served a fam-
ily style lunch in the classroom. Daily outdoor activity is planned.

The prekindergarten program reinforces the importance of
hume and emphasizes the contribution of the parent as the first
teacher. Parents are involved in a number of ways, including:

» Participation in the school and classroom activities.

* Interaction with staff duning home/school visits.

* Attendance at workshops on child-rearing practices/skills.

* Service on decision-making committees.

A family room in each school is the center for parent involve-
ment activities.

Administration and Supervision of the Program

The program is approved and monitored by the Bureau of Child
De\ciopment 2nd Parent Education of the New York State Education
Department. The director and the assistant director of {he Early
Childhood Education Unit are responsible for supervising and pro-
viding technical assistance to the district early childhood coordi-
nator/director, who is chiefly responsible for the implementation of
the program.

Alicensed teacher and educational assistant (paraprofessional)
are assigned to each prekindergarten classroom. A licensed social
worker and/or family assistant (paraprofessional) provide social ser-
vices.

Program Evaluation

The State Education Department conducted a longitudinal eval-
uation of the New York State Prekindergarten Program. Findings in
the study indicate that:

» Children who attend the prekindergarten classes have an ad-
vantage over similar children when they enter kindergarten in their
mastery of knowiedge and skills judged to be important in coping
with school tasks.

* Prekindergarten has a favorable impact across grades on chu-
dren’s knowledge of verbal concepts.
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¢ Children with more exposure to prekindergarten tend to re-
ceive higher ratings on social competency.

¢ Children with more exposure to prekindergarten tend to be
rated higher on task orientation by heir teachers at the end of the
program.

* When parents become involved in the program, their children
score better on ineasures of cognitive performance.

+ Children from the prekindergarten programs are more likely
to make normal progress through the primary grades.

* Fewer former pre..indergarten children than control-group
children repeat grades or are placed in special education classes.

Program Funding
Funding for the 1986-87 school year was:

7,707,410  State Education Department 89~
952,613  Local District Funds 11%
8,660,023 Total

These funds provided programs for 2,870 prekindergarten children.

It should be noted that there were 7,216 preschool childrer in
New York City for the 1987-88 school year. Of these, 2,870 were
funded by the New York State Prekindergarten Program. Other
funding sources included New York State Legislative grants, Chap-
ter I, Project Giant Step, and local district funds.

Strougest Element of the Program

The strongest element in the program is involvemert of parents.
The literature and research in early childhood education is filled
with recommendations about the importance of involving parents
in support of child learning and development. Therefore, each
school has a family room that is a center for parent meetings and
workshops—for parent learning and growth—that strengthen the
home/school connection.

Reference
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Cognitively Oriented Preschool Curriculum:
Fairfax County Head Stari Program

Contact: Sandy Lowe
Fairfax Department of Community Action
Fair Oaks Corporate Center
11216 Waples Mill Rd.
Fairfax, VA 22030
(703) 240-5171

Background of the Program

Since the early 1960s, the Head Start program and the Higbh/
Scope Educational Research Foundation in Ypsilanti, Michigan,
have been inextricably bound together. Fairfax County uses as its
primary curriculum guide for its Head Start program Yorng Chilc'ren
in Action, a Manual for Preschool Educators (Hohmann et al. 1979).

In Fairfax County, approximately 1,100 low-income preschool
children participate in Head Start. In the 1987-88 school year, 1,100
Head Start students from approximately 820 families were served
through 106 classrooms and home-based models in 86 sites through-
out the county. The program serves primarily 3- and 4-year-olds,
representing a wide range of developmental and intellectual capac-
ities, in preparation for attending kindergarten in the public
schools. Specific enrollment priorities include special needs chil-
dren, children referred by protective services agencies, children in
single-parent female-headed households, and children in families
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Approximately
18 percent of all Head S*art children served in fiscal year 1986 were
handicapped. There are 26 languages and cultures represented in
Fairfax County Head Start classrooms.

Program Mission

Head Start services include education, social and health ser-
vices and parent involvement.

The mission of the program is to meet the diverse needs of
chil-ren ard their families, to foster improved health status, to
stimulate gains in cognitive and language skills development, to
encourage intellectual curiosity, to develop self-confidence and self-
sufficiency, and to strengthen the involvement of parents 1 their
children’s education. To fulfill this mission, the Fairfax County Head
Start program has implemented a number of innovative and sub-
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stantive appro> ‘hes to service delivery. Performing arts expcsure
through colla: :ation with the Wolf Trap Performing Arts Founda-
tion, computer assisted instruction, multicultural mini-classrooms,
and the 6th grader placement program are 2 few examples of these
approaches. The implementation of the Co jnitively Oriented Pre-
school Curriculum is one more step in p:oviding enhanced aca-
demic and administrative support to the program.

Overview of the Program

The Fairfax County Head Start Program provides a develop-
mental program that offers individualized learning experiences
geared to each child’s level of cognitive development, the goal beir:
to stimulate progress toward the highest level of achievement and
ability. The curriculum offers specific methods for addressing the
following priorities of the program:

* provision of a clear and <onsistent instructional philosophy

* organized content/skill objectives and strategies

* classroom arrangement and management procedures

* ongoing student assessment methodologies

* systematic teacher training and evaluation methods

The content of the curriculun consic*s of 50 key experiences
organized within 8 categories: active learning, language experienc-
ing, language representing, classification, seriation, numbers, spa-
tial relations, and time.

The Cognitively Oriented Preschool Curriculum is based on
Piaget’s constructs of child development and focuses on the preo-
perational stage. Active learning, where the learner initiates direct
interaction with people, objects, and events, is the process used in
the cognitively oriented curriculum. In the process of active learn-
ing, the learner is engaged in constructing a theory of reality by
initiating sensorimotor actions, which lead to mental operations.
The key experiences in active learning are:

* Exploring actively with all senses.

* Discovering relations through direct experience.

* Manipulating, transforming and combining materials.

+ Choosing 1..aterials, activities, purposes.

* Acquiring skills with tools and equipment.

* Using the large muscles.

* Toking c re of one’s own needs (Hohn.ann et al. 1979).

The educationa! philosophy of the program is reflected in the
way the classroom is arranged. In the cognitively oriented class-
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room space, furniture and materials are arranged to define logically
organized and labeled work areas and to give children the oppor-
tunity to make choices and to have control over the classroom en-
vironment. A consistent daily routine helps the preschooler under-
stand time and enables boch teacher and child to plan for the day.

Operational Deta is of the Program

The curriculum is not dependent on any particular testing or
screening methodology. Currently, the Head Start program in Fair-
fax County uses the Denver Development.] Siceening Test for test-
ing purposes.

Parent involvement is a basic tenet of the Head Start program
and of this curriculum. A subsection of the curriculum desc_ ibes
ways that parents can be used as classrooim resources.

The program is administered by the Department of Community
Action (DCA). Services are provided by three delegate agencies: the
airfax County Public Schools and two community based organi-
zations, Higher Horizons and Saunders B. Moon. The Head St :t
Coordinator, employed by DCA, is responsible for overall grant
administration, coordinaticn ot delegate agency activities, linkage
with other DCA resources and program services, and annual Head
Start training.

The initial step in implementing the curriculum was to have
staff trained as trainers by the High/Scope Educational Research
Foundation. This was accomplished in 1984-85 when 11 area teach-
ers participated in a “Trainer of Trainers” project. From that initial
group, an individua! was sclected to be the first trainer on the
Fairfax County Head Start staff. Each year since, a group of Head
Start teachers has received training in the use of the curriculum. In
the 1985-86 school year, 12 teachers and 5 aides were trained in the
use of the curriculum. In the 1986-87 school ye .r, 17 teachers and
13 aides were trained. It is the inient of the program to have trained
all classroom staff in the use of the curriculum by 1990. One High/
Scope trainer is responsible for all training activities and reports
directly to the executive director.

Program Eva.uation

The curticulum and its use have been continually assessed by
the High/Scope Foundation since it began over 20 years ago. In the
summer of 1987, the Fairfax County Head Start program initiated a
major study of ' lead Start participants. This longitudinal study in-
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cludes data on Head Start children for each school year from 1982-
83 through 1988-89. One dimension of tt - study compares the per-
formance of children who partizinated in the Cogpnitively Oriented
Preschool Curriculum with the performance of those who did not.

Recognition of the Program

In 1986-87, the program received accreditation for undergrad-
uate credit from Northem Virginia Community College and for
graduate cr-ait from the University of the District of Columbia.

Fairfax County has been officially recognized on the Hign/
Scope Educational Research Foundation registry as a training center
for Region III. A trai. ing center offers training of trainers, training
of teachers, and training for administrators on a tuition basis to area
Head Start agencies. The _enter also provides training for Faisfax
County staff members.

Program Funding

Head Start funds training and tuition payments by other local
jurisdictions that choose to use our services.

The costs for implementing this curriculum, which may be sig-
rificantly different from other curriculums, are the cost of training
and supporting a certificd trainer, the cost of release time fcr teach-
ing staff to attend training (approximately 8 weeks) and the cost of
the curriculum materials (approximately $100 per trainee).

Program Strengths

The cognitively Onented Preschool Curriculum has provided
many benefits to the Fairfax County Head Start program and has
many strengths at various levels of the program. For the Head Start
child and teacher it provides a physical environment and methods
for systematic adult-child interactions that conform with the child’s
developmental needs. For the teaching staff, it provides methods
for planning and working as a supportive team. For parents and
teachers, it addresses parents’ roles as educators of their childreu
and resources for the classroom. For teachers and supervisors, it
provides an ongoing program of training and supervision. It pro-
vides administrators a systematic process of staff development and
program assessment.
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A Joint Venture Between Two Districts:
Affton-Lindbergh Early Childhood Education Program

Contact: Elma Armistead, Associate Superintendent
Sheila Sherman, Diiector of Early Childhood and
Principal
Lindbergh School District
1225 Eddie and Park
Sunset Hills, MO 63127

Background of Program

The Affton-Lindbergh Early Childhood Education Program
originated in Affton School District in 1970. Because declining en-
rollment had resulted in empty classrooms, a kindergarten teacher
and two aides were assigned to set up a preschool program. Many
children were enrolled for both morning and afternoon sessions—
a clear indication that working parents were seeking a safe, secure
environment for their children. When those same students entered
kindergarten a few years later, their parents expressed an interest
in extended care. Affton responded by creating a kindergarten ex-
tended day program. The district also established a care service
both before and after elementary classes. In 1982, a parent-toddler
program was created to provide families with support, information,
and a fun place to make new friends.

The program conti.wued to develop and respond to community
needs. By 1984, it served over 2,000 families and required additional
space.

The Lindbergh School Board, which had space to offer and an
interest in providing enrichment to the children in the district,
agreed to house the program in its Harry S. Trumar: School.

The Affton-Lindbergh Early Childhood Program, under the
sponsorship of two school distuicts, is 2 self-sustaining program for
children ages 6 weeks to 11 years. It offers many services, including
special education, individual diagnostic services, and day care.

Program Mission

The goal of the program is to constantly and consistently help
families make a positive contribution to their child’s first venture
into education and the community. Through this early educational
experience, children form a foundation for independence, success,
productivity, and contentment.
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Overview of the Program

The Affton-Lindbergh Early Childhood Education Program is
made up of 8 different programs, accommodating 940 children. The
staff consists of 72 teachers, 1 director, and 1 assistant director.

Early Childhood Education. Serves children 2/ to 5 years of age.
Available for three hours, moming or afternoon. The program is
based on the High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum (Hoh-
mann 1979), which promotes independence and enhances thinking
skills.

Early Childhood Extended Day. Offers families year-round care
from 6:30 A.M. to 6:00 PM. Activities are also built around the
High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum, an approach to pre-
school education that stresses hands-on activities for appropriate
work and play.

Kindergarten Extended Day. Children may attend cither momning
or afternoon classes at their regular school to be eligitic for this
program. The curriculum is organized around art, science, lar-
guage experiences, music, physical development, and dramatic ac-
tivities. All-day care is available on most maror holidays and when
school is not in session due to bad vseather or teacher confercices.

Developmental Kindergarten. An after-school enrichment pro-
gram for children with special needs. Children are admitted based
on results of the Missouri KIDS test or recommendation of a class-
room teacher.

School Age Extended Day. Students in grades 1 through 6 can
enroll in before school and afterschool sessio~s. Before school, chil-
dren are transported by parents to the program. After school, stu-
dents arrive by bus from other elementary schools in the commu-
nities. This program is in session dv:ring holidays, summer recess
and on snow days.

Parents as First Teachers. An early learning program for both
parents and young children, Parents as First Teachers is designed
to r 'uce the stress of nurturing active children. Parents receive
information about skills and development appropriate to every stage
of the child’s early years.

Parent-Toddler Education. For children aged 18-36 months, par-
ent-toddler classes meet for two hours, once a week, for 12 weeks.
Parents and toddlers a: - together for the first hour of each session;
they are separated during the last hour so that parents can discuss
their children
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Special Education. Free developmental scieening is offered to any
child 5 years of age or younger, with approximately a third of the
children (or 150) showing a need for special help. An individualized
educational plan (IEP) is designed for each child to help strengthen
skills needed for successful school experience.

All learning experiences in the early childhood programs are
based on the High/Scope Cognitively Oriented Curriculum, which
focuses on ‘wo major questions: How does a child think, and how
can we support this thinking? The curriculum includes eight key
experiences: seriation, classification, representation, number, time,
space, active learning, and language. The thrust is for children to
actively construct their learning by using their senses; using tools
effectively (tcols being defined as everything from pencils to mixing
spoons, to blocks); by speaking and listening; incorporating the
whole la.iguage approach; and by representing—drawing, painting,
relating photos to real objects, role playing, and imitation.

The curriculum is child-initiated with the core of the program
being to "’Plan, Do, and Review.” Children make choices about how
to spend their time. The teacher observes, using the information
gained to provide opportunities for developmentally appropriate
experiences.

Staff members record the child’s daily progress in relation to
the key experiences. A developmental checklist assists the evalua-
tion of age-appropriate tasks. Children are screened via the DEN-
VER developmental screening test or the DIAL-R, and their lan-
guage level is assessed by the Zimmerman Preschool Language
Scale. “’ision and hearing tests are included, along with height and
weight measurement.

Program Staffing

To carry out the programs, 72 members staff work 2 to 40 hours
per week in a variety of positions. Teachers include people with
early education, drama, science, sociai work, art, media, special
education, speech and language, secretarial, recreation, and psy-
chology skills. Early childhood special education staff members,
district kindergarten staff members, and developmental kindergar-
ten staff members must be certified. Parent educators undergo rig-
orous initial and ongoing training. Although not a requirement, a
large percentage of staff members holds certification.
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Program Evaluation

The program has grown from 25 children in a 3-hour preschool
to 1,100 children and families involved in a wide range of services
for children birth through 12 years. Enrollment increased 400 per-
cent 1984-87.

The program was chosen for inclusion in a Public School Early
Childhood Study conducted by Bank Street College and Wellesley
College Center for Research on Wonien. Programs selected for that
study had to meet the criteria of ec'ucational soundness and re-
sponsiveness to families’ child care needs.

The program is licensed by the Missouri Division of Family
Services and received voluntary accreditation under the auspices nf
the state of Missouri. The accreditution process stresses quality
programs to answer the needs of children and families. The Mis-
souri State Distinguished Service Award was presented to the cen-
ter at the annual Conference on the Young Years.

Program Funding

The funding for this program comes from the state and other
sources, including fees from participants. Expenditures cover sala-
ries and benefits, supplies, administration, maintenance, and food.

Strongest Element uf the Program

The unique strength of the program is the coordination, inte-
gration, and interrelationships at the site and between the two dis-
tricts.
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Resources for
Public Schools

Duanne RoTHEnBERG

American Federation of Teachers
(AFT)
555 New Jersey Ave , N.W.
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 879-4400
AFT, a union of teachers, paraprofessionals, and other educa-
tioral personnel, supports the concept of new initiatives in child
care and development under the jurisdiction of the public schools.
Of special interest: “’Starting Off Right,” American Teacher, May
1986, pp.1, 8-9. This article features high-quaiity preschool pro-
grams in the public schools.

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
(ASCD)

125 N. West St.

Alexandria, VA 22314-2798

(703) 549-9110

In the summer of 1985, ASCD'’s Executive Council approved a
long-range plan that included a three-year focus in the early child-
hood area. The purpose of the plan is to intensify Association ¢t-
tention to the issues related to providing quality instructional pro-
grams for children aged 3 to 7 by helping school administrators,
supervisors, policy makers, and other school leaders to better meet
the needs of young children.

Available from ASCD: Audiotapes of keynote speakers at the
ASCD Early Childhood Education in Public Schools mini-confer-
ence; Educational Leadership, November 1986; Early Childhood Educa-
tion: Curriculum Organization und Classroom Management book and
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filmstrip set by Barbara Day; a three-part videotape series in the
area of early childhood education; and National Curriculum Study
Institutes in the area of early childhood education.

Center for Policy Research in Education
(CPRE)

Eagleton Institute of Politics

Rutgers University

New Brunswick, NJ 08901

CPRE receives funding from the U.S. Department of Education
and is jointly operated by the Rand Corporation, Rutgers, and the
University of Wisconsin at Madison.

Available from CPRE: Young Children Face the States: Iscues and
Options for Early Childhood Programs by W. Norton Grubb ($4; order
from CPRE; also available as ED 284 681). This study discusses the
historical divisions within the early childhood education commu-
nity over the purposes, methods, target populations, and admin-
istration of programs for young children; examines current state
initiatives; and points out choices and issues ‘or policymakers to
consider in enacting new programs.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Elementary and Early Childhood Education
(ERIC/EECE)

University of Illinois

805 W. Pennsylvania Ave.

Urbana, IL 61801

(217)333-1386

Part of ERIC, the national information system on education,
ERIC/EECE collects and disseminates information related to chil-
dren’s development and education through early adolescence. The
Clearinghouse contributes document and journal article abstracts
area to the ERIC database, prepares publications, and answers ques-
tions in its scope area.

Available from ERIC/EECE: *’Resources from ERIC/EECE,” a bro-
chure describing current publications and products available from
the Clearinghouse; “What Should Young Children Be Learning?”,
an ERIC Digest by Lilian G. Katz, Clearinghouse director (both
items free upon request).

ERIC Documents: Listed below are selected ERIC Documents
(EDs) on public schools and early childhood education. They can
be read on microfiche in many libraries and information centers
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(contact ERIC/EECE for a list of ERIC microfiche collections in your
state) or ordered in paper copy or microfiche from the ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service (EDRS), 3900 Wheeler Ave., Alexandria,
VA 22304. For complete ordering information, call EDRS at (800)
227-3742, or consult the most recent issue of ERIC’s monthly journal
Resources in Education, published by the Government Printing Office;
also available at many libraries. (RIE contains abstracts and indexes
for ERIC documents. Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE),
ERIC's other abstract journal [prepared by the ERIC Clearinghouses
and published by ORYX Press], provides annotations and indexes
for education-related journal articles.)

Early Childhood Commission. ““Take a Giant Step: An Equal Start
in Education for All New York City Four-Year-Olds. Final Re-
port of the Early Childhood Education Commission.” 1986.

Describes the work of the Commission, appointed by
Mayor Edward Koch in 1985, to develop recommendations for
the phased implementation of universally available preschool
education for 4-year-olds starting in September 1986. Of special
interest is chapter 5, which lists nine essential program com-
ponents and associat>d rationales believed essential to accom-
plishing the goals of the program, and chapter 6, which pro-
vid~ a guide to implementation. A lengthy bibliography and
charts are attached. (ED 267 911; 280 pp.)

Grace, Cathy, ard Jane B. Woodruff. “The Mississippi Model—
Designing and Implementing Staff Development for Statewide
Implementation of Early Childhood Programs in Public
Schools.” 1986.

Describes generic guidelines followed when Mississippi
planned and implemented a statewide early childhood pro-
gram. According to teacher evaluations, use of the guidelines
clarified program goals, improved school staff communication
regarding program content and instruction of students, and
helped unite early childhood educators to work for improved
programs. (ED 276 697; 25 pp.)

Kansas State Department of Education. "Need and Feasibility for
Early Childhood Education in the Public Schools: A Report to
the Kansas State Board of Education.” 1986.

Describes the process by which the state board of educa-
tion decided that Kansas should implement early childhood
education in the public schools. Includes 10 recommendations
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for implementation of early childhood programs. (ED 280 581;
26 pp.)

Koppel, Sheree P., and Karen D. Isenhour. “"MAP QOut a Public
Preschool Care and Education Plan: Multiphased Need Assess-
ment for Program Decisions (Draft).”” 1986.

Describes an assessment process using community for-
ums, key informants, and nominal group technique. The fro-
cess was used to inform decision makers of a large urban school
district about the need for early childhood programs in the
community. The MAP process was used to determine the types
of programs wanted by the community and to coordinate com-
munity perceptions, preschool professional expertise, and pa-
rental desires in a study preliminary to preschool planning.
(ED 268 174; 73 pp.)

Mitchell, Anne, and Michelle Seligson. “’Early Childhood Education
and the Public Schools.” School Age Child Care Project, Welles-
ley College, 1986.

Reports preliminary findings of a new research study de-
signed to investigate ways schools are responding to opportun-
ities to participate in family-responsive early childhood pro-
grams. The complete report is expected in 1988. (ED 278 497; 6
PP.)

National Black Child Development Institute. “Child Care in the
Public Schools: Incubator for Inequality?” 1985.

Examines the consequences, particularly for black chil-
dren, of the trend toward lodging preschool care in urban pub-
lic schools. Components that must be included in public-school
based programs for young children are delineated and 2 tion
steps are recommended. (ED 265 969; 35 pp.)

Texas Education Agency, Austin. “'Priority ‘86: A Guide for Prekin-
dergarten Education.” 1986.

Presents ideas for implementing prekindergarten pro-
grams, including suggestions regarding developmentally ap-
propriate curriculum, especially in the areas of developing com-
munication, cognition, fine arts, and social-emotional skills.
Also discusses guidelines for coordinating public school pre-
kindergarten programs with existing programs like Head Start
and presents specific suggestions for classroom environments.
Includes information on the requirements of limited English
students. (ED 271 221; 58 pp.)

Thompson, Virginia L., and Janice Molnar. *’Universally-Available
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Educational Programs for Four-Year-Olds: An Issue of Policy.”
1986.
Examines New York City’s progress in providing public
school prekindergarten programs since they were first recom-
mended by Mayor Edward Koch in 1985. Specifically discusses
the status of efforts to implement the ma' or’s recommendations
and the policy issues involved in the city’s implementation ef-
forts. (ED 279 415, 23 pp.)
Wallace, Sherry. “’Prekindergarten Education: Instructional Man-
agement Leads to Consistent Achievement.” 1985.

Describes the Fort Worth Independent School District’s
full-day prekindergarten program for 4-year-olds who scored 7
or fewer items on the Preschool Screening Evaluation (PSE).
The program, which has been in operation since 1968, is dis-
cussed in terms of staffing, numbers of children served, and
curriculum. Emphasis is on development of skills in four areas:
auditory, visual, motor, and language processes. (ED 270 214;
32 pp.)

High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
600 N. River St.

Ypsilanti, MI 48198-2898

(313) 485-2000

High/Scope is a nonprofit research, development, and training
organization with headquarters in Ypsilanti, Michigan. The Foun-
dation’s principal goals are to promote the learning and develop-
ment of children from infancy through adolescence and to provide
information and training for parents and teachers. High/Scope has
conducted longitudinal research on the Ypsilanti/Perry Preschool
Project to show the long-term positive effects of high-quality pro-
grams for preschool children.

Available from Highl/Scope: High/Scope Resource, a guide to the
activities, products, and services of the Foundation, published three
times a year by High Scope Press, a division of the Foundation (free;
write High/Scope and request to be put on the mailing list); and
“Policy Options for Preschool Programs,” by Lawrence J. Schwein-
hart and Jeffrey J. Koshel. (High/Scope Early Childhood Policy Pa-
pers, No.5., $5; order directly from High/Scope; also available as
ED 276 515, 45 pp.)
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The National Association for the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC)

1834 Connecticut Ave., N.W.

Washington, DC 20009

(800) 424-2460

An association of more than 55,000 members, NAEYC offers a
variety of services likely to be useful to public schools interested in
adding an early childhood education component. NAEYC offers
publications, videos, pamphlets and brochures on the education
and care of children.

Auwailable from NAEYC: “’Good Teaching Practices for Four- and
Five-Year-Olds” (brochure; single copies free for self-addressed,
stamped envelope, or $.50 each, $10.00 for 100 copies); and "Devel-
opmentally Appropriate Practice in Early Childhood Programs:
Serving Children Birth through Eight” ($5.00; Publication no. 224).
Orders under $20 must be prepaid; publications catalog available

upon request.

national Association of Elementary School Principals
(NAESF)

1615 Duke St.

Alexandria, VA 22314

(703) 684-3345

NAESP offered thy new training program " Administration of
Early Childhood Programs” as part of its Natioral Principals Acad-
emy courses in April 1988. Planned and presented in collaboration
with the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, the work-
shop is being repeated on request. For more information, call
NAESP or the High/Scope Developmental Services Office (313/485-
2000).

NAESP is also working on guidelines for early childhood edu-
cation that are expected to be ready for distribution in the stmmer
of 1989. The guidelines are intended to help administrators establish
a sound early childhood program in their schools.

National Association of State Boards of Education
(NASBE)
701 N. Fairfax, Suite 340
Alerandria, VA 22314
(703) 684-4000
In November 1987, NASBE announced plans to form a task force

Lo

193 200




RESOURCES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

on early childhood education. The 25-member task force consulted
with national experts at an initial meeting in Washington in Feb-
ruary 1988 and planned to hear testimony from state policymakers
and program managers at regional meetings in Atlanta, Boston,
Chicago, and San Francisco in spring 1988. 1 5e group also planned
to issue policy recommendations for state bo .rds in a report to the
NASBE annual conference in October 1588.

National Black Child Development Institute
(NBCD¥)
1463 Rhode Island Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 387-1281
NBCDI is an advocacy organization for black children and
youth. Concerned that early childhood prugrams in urban public
schools may be inadequate to nurture black children, NBCDI has
prepared a set of recommendations for successful programs.
Available from NBCDI: "Safeguards: Guidelines for Establishing
Programs for Four-Year-Olds in the Public Schools.” ($6; order di-
rectly from NCBDI.)

National Conference of State Legislatures
(NCSL)

1050 17th St., Suite 2100

Denver, CO 80265

NCSL operates the Child Care/Early Childhood Education Proj-
ect, funded by the Carnegie Foundation to provide technical assis-
tance to states on child rare and early education issues. Funds are
used to set up statewide conferences and provide testimony in state
legislatures on increasing support for early childhood programs.
Each year, six states are selected for technical assistance and pro-
vided with a grant by NCSL. Six states for 1987-88 (New York,
Alaska, lowa, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Tennessee) have al-
ready been selected; six more states will be chosen in fall 1988.
Contact NCSL for more details.

Auwailable from NCSL: “’State Early Childhood Initiatives” (pub-
lished March 1988; contact NCSL Fublications Department for or-
dering information). This publication will provide information on
funding levels, numbers of children served, special characteristics
of target groups, and connections to IHead Start.
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North Central Regional Educational Laboratory
(NCREL)

295 Emroy Ave.

Elmhurst, IL 60126

(312) 941-7677

NCREL is a federally funded regional education laboratory that
has been investigating the problem of children at risk. Besides the
publication listed below, other information on this subject is avail-
able on request.

Available from NCREL: **Students at Risk: Review of Conditions,
Circumstances, Indicators, and Educational Implications” by Har-
riett Doss Willis (Order No. SAR-701; $6.00 with check or purchase
order addressed to NCREL Publications Department). Parts of the
bibliography deal with preschool programs.

Natioral Education Association
(NEA)
1201 16th St., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 822-7200

NEA is planning projects and publications on public school
involvement with early childhvod education for late 1988 and 1989.
The January issue of NEA Today (pp. 22-27) featured an article by
David Elkind titled, “Educating the Very Young: A Call for Clear
Thirking.” The article cited three recent and forthcoming books
that discuss the education of young children: Early Schooling: The
National Debate, Sharon Lynn Kagar and Edward Zigler (New Ha-
ven: Yale University Press, 1987}; Engaging the Minds of Young Chil-
dren: The Project Approach, Lilian G. Katz and S. Chard (Norv ood,
N.J.: Ablex, in press); and Miseducation: Preschoolers at Risk, David
Elkind (New York: Knopf, 1987).

The Regional Laboratory (For Educational Improvement for the
Northeast and Islands)
290 S. Main St.
Andover, MA 01810
(617) 470-1080

The Regional Laboratory, operated by The Network in Andover,
Massachusetts, is one of the federally funded regional education
laboratories ar d research centers. The publication listed below is
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one of a series of five information packets dealing with serving at-
risk children and youth.

Available from The Regional Laboratory: “Good Beginnings for
Young Children: Early Identification of High Risk You.a and Pro-
grams that Promote Success” by Janet M. Thleeger ($2.25 plus $2.50
and handling; prepaid orders only; publication No. 9504). This pub-
lication is a brief overview of research with a resource bibliography
that summarizes available programs for at-risk children.

Southern Association on Children Under Six
(SACUS)
Box 5403
Brady Station
Little Rock, AR 72215
(501) 227-6404

SACUS is a nonprofit professional education organization of
13,000 members. SACUS works on behalf of young children and
their families. Its major functions include the dissemination of in-
formation about young children and provision of inservice devel-
opment opportunities.

Auwnilable from SACUS: "’ Position Statement on Quality Four Year
Old Programs in Public Schools” (single copies available free of
charge; order directly from SACUS; also available as ED 272 272).
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