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I. INTRODUCTION

For the past century, American Child Care Services,
programs, and practices have undergone various formats and
purposes. This diversity has led to the evolution of im-
provgp child care arrangements, although such services have
not been universally advocated, endorsed, and implemented.
Given the social and scientific advancements in our highly
technological society, there still remains. piecemeal con;
cern and understanding regarding the nature and needs of
early childhood, especially for‘those vital developmental -
years befween birth and six.

v On the federal, state, and 1dca1 levels, gbvernmenta]
institutions and policy makers have not enacted the quality
and kind of social legislation and policy that could foster

optimal care and welfare for the ydung child, although in re-

- cent years indicators of promising legislation are sometimes

evident. Nevertheless, child care has survived its somewhat
tumultuous origin and growth and will continue to advance to

a status where the majority of American children will be able

to participate in and benefit from optimal care arrangemeats.
Yet before this time comes, the significant challenge child '
care must address is the establishment and stébi]ity of qua]fty‘
deve]oﬁmenta] programs and service§ for'young children and

their families. From its historical origins, the field of chi]¥
care has evolved from primeval group care-giving arr;ngements o
to the more recent status of a well defined disciptine based

on theory, research, and methodology, however, within the =&1

context of these advancements, there still exists a signifi-

66608 o o -




cant and unfortunate dichotomy between the philosophy of
“desirable" child care and the actual implementation of
child care practiced on the local level. In both our large
metropolitan areas and rural communjties, it is hot unusual
to find da; care centers that are minimally custodial and
even dangerously unsafe for young children. This type of
child cared“lag“ or “gap“ continues to be the cancer of early
childhood education. )

However, in other quarters, one can identify programs
that have evolved or developed around the premise of provid-
ing the educational and developmental foundations of foster-
ing a chi;d's language, intellectual, physical, and social
skills. Frequently, child development experts unwittingly
characterize the rationale of these programs as “innoculations"
against subsequent academic and social failure, while other
early educational proponents view such programs as preparatory .
(i.e. preschool) experiences to later development. Regardless
of the particular position that is proposed, it is widely
shared by both schools of thought (and many laymen) that all

children should encounter during his first five years an

environment that offers a variety of stimulation (cognitive,

social, physiéal) provided by qualified adult care givers.

The present'report is addressed to the next obvious ques-
tion: what differences, if any, exist between children who
have undergone various kinds of preschool experiences? While
this question cannot be comprehensively answered in one report,

an attempt will be made to suggest and provide a partial answer

to this query.

Cuu09




A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Specifically, the following research questions will be

!

audressed pased on the data collected from public school re-
cords of comparable samples of children:
1) How does the early school achievement of day care
graduates from various preschool programs compare
to each other?

2) What demographic/family variables differentiate
children with various preschool experiences?

3) What personality-behavioral differences exist
between children who have undergone variouys pre-
school experiences?

4) Does health status differentiate children from
different preschool experiences?

5) Do other indicu.ors of school performance (atten-

dance, class placement, etc.) differentiate
children from varipus preschool programs?

B. DELIMITATIONS

Due to the nature of the present study in terms of its
design, data collection methods, and the actual nature of the

data, certain limitations must be imposed on the implications

. of results and findings reported here. They are:

\ ’ 1) Since the data were collected in a small sample of
Brooklyn Public Schools on children who attended
various preschool programs, generalizations are

limited to this sample.

2) Since the children were not randomly assigned to
» preschool programs and public schools, one cannot
assume that the present study employed a true ex-
perimental design.

] 3) Since the{public school records are recorded by
¥ different school personnel, the accuracy of these
3 ' records must be viewed cautiously.

4) Since the children in this study entered the var-
ious preschool programs as self selecting volunteers,
one cannot assume certain dimensions of equality or
sameness in terms of those factors which may influence
school achievement. ‘ : '




5)

6)

7]

- § =

Although, the present methocdology attempted to

match subjects within wave on significant variables,
there remains a host of other variables which can
create uncontrolled variance between subject groups.

No direct implications regarding the comparative
quality of different preschool programs can be drawn.

Children who moved from their original community {at
preschool) were not included since specifit school
experiences would contaminate the results.




1s necessary to review certain vitaﬂ”@@mp@n@ﬂts and determine-

. 5 =
11. REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE &

A, HISTORICAL OYERVIEW OF CHILD CARE
in order to comprehend the @xistiﬂg nature of different

early educational programs -- day care, head start, etc.. It

ants of their existence and functioming. This review of the
Titerature will highlight three major considerations that hav%“ﬁ
influenced early childhood programing: ;
1) The bﬁstawy of the American early educational movement;
2) Prominent contemporary preschool p?@gr@ms»én@ @@pr@a@hessandi
3) The theorvetical underpinnings of education during the early
years, The f@su?taﬂﬁ discussion will be @vﬁ@né@d toward the |
ultimate issue @dd?gssgd in this report; the differential im- f
pact of preschool experiences on subggq@@mt educational achieve=
ment. '

tazerson (1972), in his historical review of America’s
early education movement, notes that three themes have d@mﬂﬁ@ted 
the dynamies of this nation's thrust of educating its young child
dren. The first theme is the expectation that social reform
wonld result from early educational experiences through instill-
ing later school success and social m@bﬂ%ﬁty; The second theme
considers the unigueness of the childhood perﬁ@dl@s establish-
ing the basis for later @@V@ﬂ@pm@nt, while the third theme em-
phasized the impact of e%rly education on the educational system
thr@uéh reforming the schools and proposing the introduction of |

various innovations.

developments in both th

Early education in|/the United States shares the parallel
kindergarten and nursery school move=

|

i
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meats. The kindergarten historically originatec from ihe con-
cepts and thoughts of- the German educator Friedrich Frobel
{1782 - 1852) who postulated a child-centered approach consist-
ing of using experiences and materials that would draw upon the
child's inner né@ds through acdressing the play, spiritual feel=-
ings, and other spontaneous elements ef a child's behavior.
Frobel's iﬁp@@t on America was carried out by a small band of
nis disciples, notably Sufan Blow (1843 - 1916) who founded the
first kindergarten in St. Louis, Wissouri after the Civil War
(Evans, 1972). The kindergarten was enhanced by the establish-
ment of various special intevest gr@uéS'and organizations wad
fesieréd & wider and m@%e recognized status for the kindergarten;
concepts. Additional impetus was cgﬂtrﬁbut@d during the 1900's \
whenﬁe&ucaio?lgh%ins@pher John Cewey criticized @duc@ti@ﬂ“é
rigid and inflexible practices and sugges.ed &@at early educa-
tion should siress rga?ﬁs@ic socialization experiences and
problenm solviag., At about the same time, Italian feminist
Marie Montessori's methods came to America’s shores. Hontessori!
@mphés?s on {ndividual freedom, nondirective t@achﬁnga and
specialized maie%ia?& were atiractive to and conmsistent with the |
progressive educators who objected to the rigid pedagogy of the |
@dut&tf@%a? é§D®F§@ﬁcE. However, due to Montessori's own rigid=-.
ity regavding her philosophy and methed, few Amerigan educators
widely embraced her program in American classrooms (see Laz@rsonf
?972} during this time.

During the 1920°s and 1930°'s the kindergarten movement com-

tinued to progress. This was p@r&ﬂy due to the emergence of

chil development as a definitive scientific discipline in such
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reputable research centers as the Iowa Child Welfare Research
Station, Columgia‘s Child Welfare Institute, and the Yale
University Cliniéwof Child Development headed by Arnold Gesell.

Over the suceeding decades, the kindergarten movement was
marked by a Significant increment of enrollment (see Evans P.6). !
According to Ream (1968), in 1949 over 2.4 million children |
were kindergarten enrollees; by 1968, however this figure reach=
ed 3.1 millior.

On a parallel level, the nursery school movement develop-
ed as an entity of its own. Nursery schools were founded after
World War I and emphasized an educational philosophy rather
thar the custodial care--imege-more—frequently associated-with |
early day care institutions. On the other hand however, while
the already existing kindergartens stressed intervention ap-
proaches for the children who were mainly from impoverished
urban conditions, the nursery schools were oriented more to
middle class children and had received an earlier interest in
parent education. Cooperative nursery programs sprouted up
on many university campuses as model brograms. It is important,
however, to distinguish between the day nursery and the nursery
school. The former (or day nursery), frequently operated in
settlement houses for the poor, emphasized physical care, child
welfare, and other basic care-giving experiences, while the
nursery school emphasized paréntai instruction, enrichment, and

socialization experiences. According to Fain and Clarke-Stewart

By 1942 the educational and developmental philosophies
of the day nursery and nursery school were undistinguish-
< able and by 1950...the day care center was treated as one

(uulg
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| kind of nursery school, identical to all the early-
childhood programs in 1ts assumptions about the
child, recommended curriculum, teacher. behaviors,
and so on ( p. 22
During the great depression years, the Works Projects Adw
ministration hired unemployed teachers who formed the manpower
to staff the greatly increased number of nursery schoo] and day
care facilities. In 1934, over 3,000 schools were opew%ting'
(see Lazerson) with enrollments of over 65,000 children, unde¥”
the supervision of 7,500 teachers.
The depression nurseries generated larger numbers of World

War II day care centers under the auspices of the Lanham Act

which provided a significahtly larger number of centers for chil=

dren of .mothers who joined the wartime labor force (see NSSE,
Lazerson P. 51). Accoridng to Davis (194?). in 1943, the waf—li;
time day care centers numbered over 1,481. In 1946, federal

a | funding, hbwever. was terminated..resulting in a significant
decrease (almost half) of children served. Only in California o

and New York were vest1ges of public day care and nursery

programs still visible.

Between World War II and the 1960's early childhood educa~-
tion in its vafibus forms enjoyed increasing popularity among
politicians, educators, and the general public, the two signi-

% ficant achievements during these years was .the emphasis in

child development research on the importance of the chi]d's
! _ preschool learning expefiences and the mid 1960's war on povertyi
) ; that gave birth to project Head Start which was orieétéd fo
comprehensive services (health, educationa].bnutritioha]. and
social) to.poof children.

Quite recently, the early education movement has been

60015
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Ahigh]ighted by the existence of various theoretical and pro-
gramatic approaches (see Parker, 1976) such as the concept

of extending enrichment to the subsequent early school years.
In fact, these recent signposts indicate that the early educa-
tion field has a healthy future in which maximal effectiveness

and greater recognition will be only two of the meny important

“accomplishments in educating young children.

B. PROMINENT CONTEMPORARY PRESCHOOL APPROACHES AND PROGRAMS

A salient dspect of contemporary early education has been
the impact of various models and approaches. These models

emerged prior to and during the earliest beginnings of the

national compensatory educational thrustin-the early-and mid

1960's. ' Although there exists a wide diversity of opinions as

v

“to appropriate ways of teaching the yound child, the common -

feature of all of these efforts has been to provide the child
with environmental enrichment and stimulation which his im-
mediate surroundings.might'have neglected. Martin Deutsch,
(1968), who bioneered in one of the earliest attempts to prd—
vide enrichment to children from impoverished environments,

stated in 1963: ‘
“The preschool situation can serve as a real
stimulatn to development and learning, as well
as a socio-cultural bridge between the back- :
ground of the slym child and the demands of the
school...essentially, what is being said here
is that the child, as a thinking organism and as
a potential contributer to society, must be reach-
ed at as early an age as possible, particuﬁ@#ly
}f he)is marginal to our major cultural stréams.
P.51)" . : . !

Within this conceptuaT parameter; the diverse m#de]s of
preschool compensatory approaches were launched. What must be

recognized is that although the stress on deprived children led

(6616
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to preschool education as an antidote to poverty, other sectofs
of early education were affected ih terms d? developing increas-ﬂ
ingly sophisticated pfograms. procesées, and prbcedures in educaw
ing the young child. Armed with what seemed to be a surplus of |
research and demonstration monfes, psycﬁbIogists,énd educators
initiated and designed their approahhes of effecti?e préschoo1
programing. ’ _

The available space in this present volume is inadequate
to comprehénsive1y review and déscribe many of the preschool
models that have appeared upon the educational horizon in the
1ést‘ten years. However, for the present purpose, it is v1ta1

—to—describe briefly some of the more prominent and divergent

models that have emerged.

1. PIAGETIAN-BASED PROGRAM - There is very little disagreement

that Jean Piaget hﬁs made a major iﬁpact oﬁ American child
devg10pment and deve1opmenta1 thebry. Various American scholars
such as CéceIiéLB. Lavatelli, Irving Sigel, and Constance Kami{
ha?e attempted to transIate.Piaget’s developmental notions jnto
curriculum strategies for young children. Kamii (19§7) has
dgVeIoped*a promineht Piagetian-based preschool program whose
major goals is the attainment of forqu operational thinking
(within Piaget's framework of "intelligence") and cognifive
processes. The emphasis in Kamiifs approach is in matching
various curriculum acfivities and areas with the child's pérti-_

cular intellectual performance level (e.g. breoperationa1). ,

2. STRUCTURAL PEDAGOGY -  In contrast to'typical preschool ex-

perience that emphasizes p1éy. social déve1opment. and most

4

recently cognitive development, educators Carl Bereiter and

‘ 6'64017
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$1egfried Englemann (1966) have developed an approach whose
controversia] nature has been notorious. Accord1ng to
Bereiter and Eng]emann; the improverished child is deprived
in lTanguage and reasoning skills. The appropriate learning
experience for these children then is’ a sequence of an orderly,
structured curriculum in which pattern.drill is dominant. The
teacher's behavior can be moderately déécribed as directive, if
not obtrusive in interactions with the children. An overall
consideration of this approach is the attainment of definitive
behav\oral objectives in ‘language and communication skills.

3. A _RESPONSIVE EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM - Mo§t educationa]

experQences are those which require children to respond to the
program\which is presented to them. Adopting an alternative

and contrasting approach, Glen Nimnicht (1972) has developed

an early educational program which responds to the child, rather
than requiring the child to respond to it. In lieu of emphasiz- B
ing the 1earning of specific material and content, Nimnicht s |
approach emphasizes the process of learning (learning how to
learn) and fostering the child's positive self image. In
Nimnicht's classes, children are encouraged (similiar to the
Montessori approach) to freely explore the learning environ-
ment. Their classroom experiences are based on self pacing

and self discoveries. Nimnicht's system include eeveral com- -

; ponents of which the most prominent is his parent/child toy

library which attempts to maximize the parents"role in'the
child's educational development via interactions with their
young children. . ’ |
4. A HOME TUTORING APPROACH - The aforement1oned models have

05018
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been usually 1mp1emented5in a group context, in which a c]ass-
room is the situational learning experience. Quite recentty.
however, a few educators have begun to create programs that
not only take the educational context to the child's home en-
vironment, but has provided programming at an earlier age.. A
case in point is Earl Schaefer's (see Schaefer and Aaronson,
1972) Infant Education Research Project. Schaefer's program
basically is a home tutoring program for young children, ages
15 to 36 months. The-purpose of the program is to foster |
intellectual and academic achievement in the child through'
daily one hour tutoring sessions in which the mothers' ro1es
are encouraged and maximized. A wide assortment of toys and
games appropriate to the child's performance level are chosen
and used by the home tutors. Schaefer has reported that
beneficial effecis not only in terms of the child's 1nte11ectua1
progress, but comparable effects have been obtained in terms
of family attitudes toward the developing child.

These models and approaches are only a few of many differ-
ent and prominent concepts of preschool programing. Each ap-
proach has its wide audience of both supporters and antagonists.
Similiar to the other programs, their popuiarity and effective-
ness has been substatiated by both test1mony and eva1uat1ve
evidence. Perhaps the major notion circumscr1b1ng preschool
approaches is neither the how of program/curr1cu1um methodology,
nor the what ¢f specific learning mater1a1s, instruction, etc.,
but the why of theoretical underpinnings and rationale which
continues to‘need universal support, understanding, and imp1e-

mentation.

AN
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C. THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF EARLY EDUCATION - It is dif-

ficult to identity the primal roots of the recent thrust in
contemporary early education. vAnboverview.of recent prominent
models indicates that the orientation of providing the child
(especially if he is of a background with impoverished condi-
tions) with enriched stimulating experiences and encounters
‘surpasses philosophies of the past that stress play, socializa-
tion, and general personal growth; from the Socio-po]itica]
perspectives, America dur1n§ the late 1950's became acutely
and abruptly aware of its "intellectual gapf when the Russian
satellite Sputnik was launched. This achievement by the
Russians prodded social scientists, educators, and politicians
* to look harder at our educational system.

Concomitantly, psychologists began tovre-examine man's
malleability especially as it.applied to the role of environé
mental stimulation altering intellectual functioning. Soﬁe'of
the 1eadin§ figures in psychology qufished highly inf1uéntia1
works.;hat eventually would set theldirection for early educa-
tion in the 1960's. For example, Benjamin Bloom's Stability

and Change in Human Characteristics (1964) presented various

notions regarding the impact of differential environments on
inte]]éqtua] functioning, with particular implications for
educating young children:

"Although there is relatively 1ittle evidence of the
effect of changing the environment on the changes

in intelligence, the evidence so far suggests that
marked changes in the environment in the parly years
can produce greater changes in intelligence than will
equally marked changes in the environment at later
periods of development. (p.67) ' :

While Bloom's remarks were supported by many of his col-

leagues, the adversary position regarding intelligence still

- ERIC - 66020
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was shared by many others. Psychology has historically
always wrestled with intelligence within the polemical con-
text of the nature-nurture controversy. Based on a Darwiniah
notibn many proponenfs‘of the "nature" view stress the role

of genatics as the major determiner of intellectual function-

. ing, while the QppoSing environmentalists (nature) view gene-

tics as a minor determiner of intelligence. The latter

"orientation scored an additional point during the 1€60's with

the widely acclaimed text Inteiligénce and Experience (1961)
by J. McViéker Hunt. 1In reviewing a wide vakiety of research
studies, Hunt proposed that the issue of a fixed, immutable
and genetically'determingd intelligence was untrue and sug-
gested that the quality of intellectual processes and strate-
gies the individﬁal utilizes will in turn be de;ermined by .
the kinds of encounters a child has within his ;nvironment.
Bloom and Hunt were among the séveral other theorists who
laid the newly emerging thrust to cognitive and intellectual
stimulation. Along with them, Deutsch €1967), Bruner (1962),
and Piaget (1952) had great impact on the notion of interven-
ing and enriching a child during his crucial preschool years.
With the increasing emphasis of various.sqcial scientfsts
gathered arouﬁd the functioniﬁg of early education, a recent
residual by-productvhas been the plethora of evaluative studies
on the effect and impact of preschooI educatioﬁ particularly
Head Start and similiar programs.‘ -

The most encompassing‘eva1uation of Head Start was con-

ducted by Ohio University and the Westinghouse Learning Corpor-
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ation (1969). In this study, the inve§ti§atod; measured
the intellectual and personality development of primary
school children who experienced Head Start programs (both
summer and full year). Comparison grodps of “matched con-
trols" children who did not experience Head Start were used.
Generally, some of the major findings were: A. The summer
Head Start did not lead to any cognitive or affective gains;
B. Only selected cognitive advantages (fmproved reading
readiness) were present in c¢children exberiencing full year
Head Start; and C. Head Start children from predominately
Black centers in the soﬁth had clear advantages in éffective
development. ,

Just as noteworthy as the Westihéhouse Report is.thef
battery of criticism that followed (see Smith and Bissell,
1970). Most of the critiques focused in on the methodological
weaknesses of fhe study which in the final analysis indicates
tggt the report did not provide either a condemning or praise~
worthy picture of the Head Start program effort.

However, the major question plaguing both proponents and
opponents of early educational programs is: ¢oes it lead to
1ésting gains and adVantages for the children who haveféuc%
experiences?

The early evaluation studies have shown that gengrally
whatever gains enriched children acquirg are, for thé!most
part, “washed out" by the time they entér or go through the
early grades. For example, Wolff and Stein (1967) studied
children from the New York Head Start program. These researche

ers found that higher'teacher rankings of Head Start children

- were obtained for those‘children in al]_Black or Puerto Rican
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kinderyarten classes; Head Start children receiﬁéd higher
ratings in school adjustment, which unfortunately d1ssipated;
and the cognitive-educational attainment of the Head Start
sample did not differ significantly from the control group.
Similiarly, the Wolff-Stein Repoft sdffered a barrage of
criticism (see Gordon, 1966, and Bronfrebrenner, 1966) in
terms of its methodological flaws. However, these data do
suggest that depending on the fo]]oﬁ-up experiences that Hegd

Start children have, positive advantages are evident. In

fact, Grotberg (1969) notes in her extensive review of the
effectiveness 6fﬁVarious programs: "...whether children
maintain their a;vantage aXter a Head Start experience seems
to depend, then, on length”and type of Head Start program,
appropriateness of learning experiences, and 1eve1 of parent
participation (p. 42)". ‘

Relatedly, in a study similiar to the present repoft,
Wolff and Stein studied day care graduates‘ early school
achievement. Wolff found that a greater ﬂroportion of day
care graduates (compared to those withbut day care) scored at
or above grade level, unfortunately, this study's findings
L were also limited by the methodology employed by the investi-
o gators. ’

In summary, then it seems that-early‘educational programs,
, especially those developed for the impoverished child, have
"been created for the sole purpose of providing him with the
skills, abilities, and-achievement that would allow him to
function compétently'in,the}academic arena. The evaluation
data are not eﬁtire]y encouraging yet, as Evans (1972) and

others have commented, perhaps the goals of Head Start and
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similiar programs were too ambiguous (or ambitiaus) in the
first pléce. Educational enrichment or remediation, regard-
less of its sincerity or intensity, cannbt counteract some of
the greater social, economic, and psychological injustices,
inflicted on young disadvantaged chi]dren from minority groups.
This reality and other interconnected factors outgrowing
from the late 1960 enrichment impetus have ameliorated the
concept of effectiveness of early education. For instance,
the education of the very young child (2-4 years) has been
implemented by some program developers. Enrichment in the
home setting (see Levinstein, 1972) has attractéd many par-
tisans who view these models as viable alternatives or ante-
cedent adjuncts to traditional preschool experiences. It
must be understood that these most recent deve]opmenis have
also affected directly and indirectly the common folk who
work daily with children in the thousandsof nursery schools
and day care centers.
If the popularity of training institutes and national con-
Qentions is a true indication of impact, then one can unequivo-

. cally state that the various innovations and approaches are
being disseminated to eérly childhood educators on the local
level. However, one must:-be cautious in interpreting this
reality; for there still remains a number of programs (per-

.haps the majority) were custodial arrangements predominate
over a well planned strategy for fostering language, cognitfve.

and social deve10pment;
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III. NEW YORK DAY CARE - A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The history of New York City's day care effort is &
chronicle of events and accompliishments that has not been
duplicated in any other municipality. Political participa-
tion from its citizenry, concern by its elected and appointed
officials, imagination and courage in pionéering for the
welfare of young children are all factors in New York's
dynamic status as the leading city in the history of American
day care development.

One of New York's earliest day care centers, the lursery
for Children of Poor Women, was established and @rgadized on
Manhattan's depressed lower east side in 1854. This pre-civil
War program was established to care for poor tenement children
whose mothers had to seek employment. Even during this period,
conditions of poverty were so severe that, despite the cultural
values of the times which advocated mothers to remain at home
with their children, many impoverished women were often forced
to leave their children unattended in order to seek employment
out of the home.

Similiar nursery programs began to emerge in the form of
the French-influenced creches, which many prominent women
had visited in Europe. In 1872, the Virginia Day Nuvsery pro-
gram was opened on East Houston Street in honor of Virginia
Osborn, a New York day care pioneer. This program still exists
today and has expanded beyond its original lower east side base
to two additional locations in Brooklyn. The Bethany Day
Nursery, presently known as the Bethany-Lenox=-Hill Day Nursery,
vias estabiished in 1887. Both programs served & substantial

constituency of tiue children of Civil War widows.
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It is interesting to @@t@ that these particular programs
and others that followed tﬁ@m emphasized minimum custodial

éar& and were staffed by m&idg who provided a basically safe

environment for their y@umguch@rgego The safe-physical care
emphasis did not combine with an educational perspective untﬂl
the turn of the century during which kindergarten concepts
began to be‘add@d to already existing programs. This m@ve-‘
ments according to Fein and Clarke-Stewart (1973)g'wa§ influ-
@né\a‘gre@t%y by the German educator-philosopher, Frﬁ@drﬂch
Fr@@b@? who perceived the child as a preformed @ﬂtﬂty requir-
ing envivonmental stimulation. He believed that this was

best @cg©mp%§shed through regimented and QV@scwi@@@ education~
al experiences.

A second major influence towards an educational emphasis

was the S@tt%@m@nﬁ House movement which began im Chicage fa
' 1898. Hull House was first established by Jane Adams {1810).
Here, Amevica's pr©t©ty9§c@? local “poverty pf@grém" addressed
the needs of the urban @@@% - with some emphasis on recently
arriving immigrants fr@m Italy, Germany, Russia, avd other
furopean matﬁgnsa‘ Based on the belief that these newcomers
needed assistance in adapting to a strange environment,
é‘ ' "' @du@@ti@ﬂ@ﬁ»@nri@hm@mt for the young was an inevitable.and
; ' 3mp©¢tan£ p@rt of the program. ' (
Health standards were later @dd?@ﬁ%@d as a maJ@r @hﬁﬂ@
care program need in the existing day care centers. ﬁ@@@vdém@ -

to Baumgariner, G@idsmigﬁa and Bokhaut (1946), New" York City

; was the only locality during the early 1900's that had day care

centers um%ﬁw the jurisdiction of the Board of Health. In

-
<y
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fact, New York's Health Agency ﬁa@ w%&@d h@a%th Sﬁ@nﬁa?ds

applicable to day care ﬁq@?ﬁﬁtﬁgs as" @arly as ?895 65@@
%%@igss 7962) @uriﬂg later years, the. Heﬁlth B@pa?tm@ﬂt re-
QMﬁ?@d r@auiaﬁ m@dﬂ@@? @xamﬁn@tﬁ@ﬁs for @%% @hi?dreﬂ enrclled
in nurseries .and day care programs .

Thus, i£ ﬁg’@vﬁ@@nt that the three pronged ap@r@@@h of
nv@vudﬂﬂg basic health, @du@@tﬁ@ﬂ@ and welfare Services to the
y@ung nursery and day care child was b@ginnﬂﬁg ‘to be @stablish—ﬁ
ed in New York City before World War I. This accomplishment,
a%th@@gh meager by @@ﬂt@mp@?@ry st@mdardss nevertheless re-
@?@gemts an early @mtizeﬂ @@mmﬁtimen@ to day care and {llus-
trates New York's ploneering efforts.

The post Horld War I years were marked by activity of a
. new kind in New York day care programs which had ﬂ%t?@ﬂéﬂ
significance. Academicians and educators b@gaﬂ to turn their
‘attention to day nurseries for the training of teachers and
for experimental and demonstration projects. Both Teachers'
College, @@Bumbﬁ@ Unnvgrgﬁty and Bank Street School started
such programs during thﬁg period.

During the great depressioen® in the 1830°s, interest in
the welfare of y@ung,@hildr@n began to hefghten. The YHaorks
pProgress Adm?mﬂ%@r@tﬁ@m (W.P.A.), earlder known ég the Federalib;
Emergency Relief Admﬁmﬂgﬁr@t%é@ dégﬁgﬁed broegrams to relieve
the ma§s§V@ unemployment and to increase @ducatﬁ@na%‘@xperi-
ences. The W.P.A. efforts, in fact, marked the first time
that nursery programs were officially in@@rp@rat@d and supporteﬂ

by federal efforts. In fa@t, according to Davis @3932}, the
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from three to two hundred sixty-two. However&consistent
with America's dey care trend, the developmental needs of
young children were still relegated to a secondary status,
for the maj@v'thrust af’the W.P.A. nursery effort was to
provide employment for jobless teachers who staffed the
anursery centers along with nurses and racreational leaders.
Fleiss (1962) reports that there were fourteen W.P.A. nur-
series in New York City, housed fn either settlement houses,
Public Schools, and various other sites. Towards the approach
of the 1940's, however, H.P.A. staffs were considerably re-
duced due to the difficulty of recruiting unemployed teachers,
who 1ike other people, were experiencing America's reconsti-
tuted economy.

However, New York's day care picture changed radically
upon America's entry into Horld War II. In 1942, the Com-
munity Facilities Act (commonly known as the Lanham Act),
provided the first federal money for child care facilities.
However, New York City was ineligible for Lanham funds since
it was. not designated as a war impacted area. Despite this,
§n March of 1943, th@‘New York State ﬁegislg}gif appropriated
funds to New York City for day care facilities. A tripartite
funding plan was developed whereby the N.Y. State War Ceouncil
paid one third of th@.@©§ty the city paid anotFer third through
the Mayor's Committee on the Wartime Care of children, and parent
fees plus the contributions of the local citizen boards paid

the remaining third, By far the largest number of facilities,

of course, were profit-making, proprietary establishments with-

out public money of any kind. R




- would be viewed as having diverse, if not conflicting interests.
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The overwhelming need for women in war industries resulted
in an astounding gfowth of child care faiclities and services. |
This sudden mushrooming however, led to a diminution of qualif}
in programing, for as Baumgartner, Goldsmith, and Bokhaut (1946) i
attest, few standards stipulated by the New York Municipal Health
Code were maintained by the larger segment of day care and |
nursery facilities, especially those opened by private opera-
tors and run for profit. In fact, a survey conducted in 1942
under the auspices of the Bureau of Child Hygiene of the N;Y.C.-fi
Health Department found only %ifty-three percent of child
caring facilities (209 out of 400 inspectéd) had licenses from
the Department of Health (see Fleiss, 1962). It is interest-
ing to note that the New York Municipal Sanitary Code, then
mandated for day.care programs, included only fire protection,“
sanitation, disease prevention, and building standards for
child caring facilities. No provisions or requirements per-
taining to the educational component (i.e. staff, curriculum,
or equipment) were then required.

Similiak to many metropolitan areas during the early yearsk
of World War II, New York City was faced with an immediate need
to provide carevfgr extremely large numbers of children. How-
ever, in keeping‘with its pibneer history, New York during the
war years initiated one of the earliest models of cooperation,

surpervision, and mutual planning between groups who otherwise

Individuals and groups representing labor organizations, relig-
jous institutions, educational, federal and social service

agencies began td form a conglomerate advocating additional

)
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‘New York Mayor Fiorello H. LaGuardia demanding the mainte-
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services for the day c.re child. Their combined efforts,
spurred by the then imminent closure of W.P.A. centers in

1942 led to the drafting of a:petition which was sent to

nance, expansion, and improvement of New York's day care
services and facilities. In response, LaGOardia appointed
a study group consisting of the Commissioners of Health and
Welfare and the Superintendent of schools to ascertain the

needs of New York's young children.

In the fall of 1942, the three commissioners reported to

LaGuardia (according to Fleiss) that:

A. They did not want to encourage mothers to abandon
their offspring for employment purposes;

B. New York, because its employed woman-power was
higher than national averages, would face serious
problems in the near future; -

C. There were over 145 unlicensed centers and 400
others which needed expansion, 1mprovement. and
coordinated efforts;

D. The 32 W.P.A. nurseries be expanded td 40,

The Commissioners' Report and LaGuardia's response led

“to his establishing the landmark Mayors‘\Committee.on the Pre

Wartime Care of Children which consisted of an interdisciplan-

ary body of governmental, educational, religious-affilated,

and concerned citizens who were charged with the task of ex-
tending the city's day care operations.

As early as the World War Il years, New York City's day
care program was highly unique'ih the dual sense of the fund-
ing arrangements for non-profit centefs and the existence of

citizen day care boards. Funds basically derived from four

(6620
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sources - the State, the City, the governing boards and

‘participating parents..,The public monies were channelled

through the city's Department of Welfare to the private
non-profit incorporated day care boards. The Board'§ respon-
sibilities included accountability for maintaining a quality
program which would foster the chiid's physical, social, and
emotibna] needs within certain basic limitations laid down
by the erartment of Welfare. Thus, in many ways, the organ-
izational and operational direction of day care as it pfﬁ-
sent]y.exists_in New York originaied during the war years
although many fundamental aspects evo]ﬁed decades prior to
the war, |

As World War II ended in 1945, the temporary stdtus of
Lanham Act funding was becoming obvious. New York's Governor

Thomas E. Dewey commissioned an evaluation team to determine

‘the status of the state's day care program. The document

emanating from this project, known as the Horan Report, con= 7
cluded that on the basis of cost analysis, overall we]faré
priofities,Aand lack of long term effectivene553 state parti-
cipation in New York's pub]ic privafe day care program should
be terminated. Governor Dewey acted on this recommendation
in 1947.

This action, however, did not deter the determination of

" New York Cﬁfy's day care édvocates. On the citizen level, two

influential organizations evolved: the Citizéns Committee for
Children, which was established in 1945 and the Day Care
Council of New York which was founded in 1948. This strong

citizen movement succeeded in convincing the city council to

. assume major responsibility for the support of day care programs
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by Appropriating funds through the City Welfare Department
to be administered by a special Division of Day Care (which
was created in 1943). Next, standards were developed under
the Municipal Health Code for day care -centers which were
concerned with such matters as staff ratios and qualifications
as well as other aspects of an educational program for young |
children.

Perhaps the most importaht‘post war event influencing
New York Cfty's‘day care movement was the founding in 1948
of the Day Care Council of New York by Mrs. Randolph
Guggenheimer and other concerned citizens., This éame group
later went‘on to found the National Committee for the Day
Care Children - now known as the’Day‘Ca}e and Child Devélop-
ment Council of America. | |

In terms of purpose, the Day Care Couig%i. since its
inception in the post war years, has 1aunche&W$ffect1ve cam- o
paigns against a variety of probiems that have threatened the
>character and quality of New York's day care progfams. Other
major functions of.the Council have included the establish-
ment of personnel and siaff benefits including opportunities

for advanced training, formulating and enqouraging higher

standards for personnel; conducting various studies (including

the present) related to he nature and value of day care

services. Additionally, it strives to intérpret day care
priorities, needs, and goals to the broader community.

| New York City day care in the 1950-1960 period was marked
by the establishment of greater coordination and functioning

between the public and private agenc%es concerned with the cafe,
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of young children. Also during this period, é greatef
stabilization of funding for programs was established. In
a related domain, in 1959, a new Health Code, governing the
licensingﬁbf day care programs was'established. This code,
known earlier as the Sanitafyweode, provided comprehensive
coverage of beneficial and safe conditions for programs ser- _'
ving young chf]dren. The enactment of this code in 1959 re-
presented a pioneering achievement in New York.(as we]]éas
America) for estab]ishiné guidelines and regulations-for |
obepating‘qua]ity centers.] | . 4
In 1962, with the passage of a new Public Welfare bill

which provided a small abpropriation for day care‘sefvices.

New York, like other states, were required-to appropriate

their own yatching-fundS‘for.the development of state-wide
programs by 1966. This appropri;%ion did allow Néw York City's |
- program to expand. ‘Later, a major day care re]atéd accoﬁb]ish-
ment occured with the provision of 50-50 matching of funds

(from state and city tax levy.monies). This arringement pro-
Cided for a significant model of fiscal partnersﬁip of fund-
-ing public day care programs. In 1967, admendments to the
Social Security law provided federé] funds on a 75-25 matching .
basis with the state for children whose families qualified as
‘“past, present; and potential® AFDC (aid for families with
dependent children) recipients. In New York City; this meant
that for eligible children, federal sources paid 75%, while

the state and city contributed 12 1/2% each. In 1969, New

York Ci#ty agreed for the first time to provide 100% of day care

T AT1 licensed N.Y. day care centers, such as those in group one
.~ in the present study, must meet the requirements as outlined .by |
. the code, see Appendix for brief description of the code require:
o ; ments. C ' L
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funding costs tgﬁlocal‘sponsoring boards. Thus these
citizen boards‘;o longer were required to pay a share of the
costs of their program. | |
‘ Duf1ng'President Lyndon'B Johnson's administratfon. the
Economic 0pportun1ty Acf\\f 1964 prov1ded for the birth of
project Head Start which- blossomed throughout New York's
boroughs. Community part1c1pat1on. particularly through var-
ious locaj community corporationé;'fOCUSed much attention on
early educational programs (i.e. Head Start and day care).
Perhaps the most significant landmark achievement in
New York City's fascinating day care history occured during
the sedond administration of Mayor John V. Lindsey. The
Mayor reorganized'the exisfing city departments into a more
"iimited number of super-agencies. One such agenéy was the
Human Resources Administration (HRA) which was origina11§ sef
up in 1966 and in Ju]y of 1970 came under the leadership of
Jule Sugarman. former National Director of Head Start. Most~
- ¢child development programs in New York City came under thef
author1ty of HRA.
Mayor Lindsey appo1nted an Early Childhood Deve]opment‘
Task Force under thg direction of Trude Lash, Director of
the Citizéns Committee for Children of New York City. Aé a
result of the_Tgsk Force's work, ;he Mayor crgated an Agency -
for Child Deve]dpment in the Human Resources Administration

in July 1971, Ms. Georgia L. McMurray's appointment as the

first New York§CityvCommissioner of Child Development can'only;.

be perceived as a distinguishing accompl1$hment in America's

day care-child development efforts.
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j In summary, it is evident that over'the»pastwcentury,z

New York City's involvement in day care progrimming is a
distinguisning one marked by poiiticai activism. governmental
organization, ond‘iandmark establishment of organized ser-
'vices for young chiidren. New York, 1ike many other metropol-
: itan areas, still suffers from not providino massive quality
child welfare services. to all the children who require it. |
Some experts have estimated that for every_ohiid enrolled in
a New York Day Care program, there is another child who simil-
ieriy needs the service. Another cogent_issue is that there
remains within all of New York's boroughs a number of un-
licensed, oustodiai programs that are barely custodial in
nature. Attempts by various public and private agencies to
vprovide teohnicai assistance to improve these faciiities are
greatly exceeded by their sheer numbers and the competition
of other day care related priorities New York's day care
-compiex has come a 1ong way, yet the Journey is ongoing.
There still remains the-need to provide child weifare services
in significant numbers and quaiity for the many thousands of

young chiidren and their famiiies who deserve it.
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A. CHILDREN . o o
The sample in this study consists of 728 chi]dren
(boysf= 368, girls = 360). Table I presents the number
of children by sex and wave for each of'fhe four categories.
A1l children came from native born, Englieo-speaking'Black

families. Although the Centrai Brooklyn community is known

for being highly heterogeneous in terms of cultural. or1g1ns
of its Black residents (French, Spanish, and English C£r1bbean),
only those children whose familial roots were American, were

jncluded in the sample.

Only children who “graduated" from early childhood pro=-
grams during the years (or waves) 1967, 1968, 1969 were in-
cluded as subJects Using this procedure allowed for com-
parisons between preschool program exper1ence fer a specific -
year so that children in each wave would be compared to their
agemates who would either be enrolled in the same claSs or in
the same grade for the wave. ‘ |

TABLE I: SAMPLE SIZE FOR FOUR PRESCHOOL
CATEGORIES BY SEX AND WAVE :

WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3

1967 1968 1969
M F M F M F
Licensed 34 36 | 19 28 27 19.
‘Unlicensed | 31 36 | 42 36 | 42 35
Other . |23 13| 38 40 |24 13
None s 22 | 37 43 |33 . 39

. . ]

06 156 136 147 126 106 =z 3
, | i
]
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In most cases, children with gross physical-and/or
mental handicaps were e]iminated'since such factors can
influence school achievement. Typically, such children
do not enroll in the Hicensed day care centers, Head start,
or the yarious New York City Board of Education Pre-schoq]
programs. Similiarly, such children generally do not ex-
perience unlicensed “grass roots" centers. Additioné]]y,
it is also assumed that no handicappedvchildren were iné]uded.."
in the study. since school records would have probably.in-
dicated a child's handicaps. No such indicétions;were found

on the records of this sample of children.

.B. COMMUNITY

The children in this study all reside in sectionslofn
Central Brook]yn known as Bedford Stuyvesant anderownsvilJe |
‘which constitute a substantial portion of the Central Brooklyn‘.
Model Cities area. Unlike many non-white urban commuhities,
Bedford Sthyvesant and Brownsville are highly unique'areas.
For example, Bedford Stuyvesant is_knqwn as the largest Black
community in the Uﬁitéd States. Mény of-its residents are
near or below the po%erty level and dwe]i id'dilapidafed
housing uhits, public housing; or private hbme;. Crime,
sanitation, housing, educational and social services are
maJor prob]ems for the area. Brownsvil]e, on the other hand, .
1s known not only for similiar urban slum conditions, but
most notoriously in terms of the absence or even inadequate

housing. The visitor to Brownsville can walk in certain
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blocks which are reminiscent of Post War London. Due to
delays in urban renewal and slum clearance efforts three
and four block areas have been fevelled without any new
dwel]ings constructed. |
" The data from the 1970 census and other statistical
sources are even more revealing:

1. Over 12% - (45,061) of the area's population |
are children under five years of age while less |
than 10% (4,506) attend some kind of preschool ]
program.]

2. Accordingto the New York City Bureau of Health
Statistics and Analysis, 32% to 60% of selected
diseases (hepititis, lead poisoning, etc.)
reported in the entire borough of Brooklyn are
contracted by residents in these areas.

3. Only 23% to 31% of the persons (25 years and
older) residing in the specified 1970 census
tracts are high school graduates.

4. The medium family income of the specified census
tracts range from $4442 to $5500.

Thus, it is evident that these Brooklyn community areas
of Brownsville and Bedford-Stuyvesant can be characterized
by a large percentage of its residents residing in urban im-
proverishment with‘all its problenms énd'difficulties. Although
ambitious and mammoth efforts have been taken by ‘the Model
Cities program, and also because of the very extensive political
activisim that characterizes these communities, some indices
of progress are evident. However, for many of the residents
in the two communities there still exists a plethora of social,

economic, health, and educaticnal problems.

®x

1 The 10% figure is an estimate based on informal surveys taken
by the CBMC EARLY CHILDHOOD RESOURCE CENTER.
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C. EARLY CHILbHOOO PROGRAMS

The children in this study were graduates from seven-
teen preschool programs consisting of six licensed, develop-

mental day care centers, four unlicensed, custodial day care

programs, four Head Start centers, and three Board of Education
Early Childhood Centers and prekindergarten programs.

In evaluating the nature and purposes of the various
programs, differences are in some cases perceptible, while
in other cases superficial. Table II presents a comparative
anélysis of the four program cateéories along five dimensions.
As is indicated in the table, in terms of per child costs,
licensed day care centers and the Board of Education Early
Childhood Center expenditures rank highest among the categorieg
of programs (32600 - $2632). The majority of programs serve
children in the age range of three to six years, although thé
grass roots, unlicensed pfograms frequently will take children
virtda]ly from one moﬁth onward. In terms of class enrollment,
the typical class size for the licensed, Head Start, and Early
Childhood Centers consists of 15 children. In the unlicensed
centers, however, it :s not atypical to find up to 50 or 75
children in a facility that should only accomodate one third
of that number. A meaningful correlate to class size is the
number of adult staff members. A1l licensed centers will have
a teacher, an assistant, and an aidevin each prescheo!\c1assr@cm.1

In the unlicensed centers, where no standard practices are

é; : ! See appendix D which describes the Board of Health requivements.
that licensed programs must meet. i
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evident, the variation is minimal in the sense that one or

perhaps two adults might provide "care" for the specified
"childr@ﬂ in @ class. Head Start, and to some éxt@ﬂtg the
'Eariy Childhood Centers, are similiar to licensed centers in
?i terms of additional adult teaching personnel in the classroom.
1t is important to note that omly in the unlicensed centers are ‘
there not levels of teachers in terms of professional training,
skill, and experience i{n early education. Finally, the %@a@h@r- 
chiid ratio differentiates the four programs: The unlicensed
programs having a medium to high ratio while the licensed
centers and Head Start programs having a somewhat low ratio.
Results from the retrospective {mterview conducted in and
analyzed on the seventeen participating programs wiil be ‘
presented in chapter five. This interview provides d@ﬁaﬁﬁ@é
and specific information about the programs which the subjects

experienced during their preschool years.
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D. PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Perhaps a key term to deseribe New York City public

schools is "diverse”. Since the decentralization of the

public scheols in the late sixities, thirty community school

districts have determined %ndepenﬁewtly the educaticnal

priorities and emphases based on the pelicy decisions made

'by an elected board of local community residents. New ?ork's

schosl system has continued to be embreiled in contr@veﬁsy
which surrounds community c@ntrél of schools. The selection
of superintendents, fiscal priorities, and curricular decisions
are few of the meny polemical issues in the community schoo?l
districts.

In this study, the four scfiool districts in which the
data were collected, are basicngy no different from the other
districts in New York's poverty areas. VYariations in t@acher
staff, curricula, facilities, and other major c%aracteristics
do exi:%, but are probably not vital. Perhaps; the wosi germane
{ssuye for this study cencerns the nature of the curriculum in
the early grades. Ia none of the four school districts were one
type of reading method and program implemented. Such well:
known and divergent methods as Distar, the Bank Street readers,
and the ITA approach varvy within and between schocis among all
four districts. Based on interviews with school officials,
the decision-making process regarding curricular methods and
strategies is the responsibility of the school principal and

assistans princinal. alzhough in three of the four disiricts,

A
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an early childhood coordinator was responsible for inter-
school coordination for the early grades. In terms of
physical facilities, once again, the variation is wide;
In some cases, school programs operate in buildings nearly
a century old while severé] new school structures are present

throughout the community. In terms of teacher qua]it&. a nor-*ﬁ

mal distribution also seems to exist. It is important to high,{
1ight however the fact that most districts are engaged in |
college training programs for their para-professional staff
members. Similiarly, in-service téacher training, available
from staté or federal sources, is extensive. _

Thus, this global sketch of the four districts indicates f
that on a superfici;T level there exists certain degrees of E
homogeneity within and between the schools across districts. :
This representation. 6f course, requires supportive and empiri-é

cal validation which presently is not available, thus suggeste

ing to an observer to'regard these comments cautiously.

C0043
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V. PROCEDURES AND METHODS

A, INDENTIFICATION AND RECRUITMENT OF SAMPLE _
| An initial goal of the project wés to select actual ceni:ral~
Brooklyn early childhood prbgrams that could be classified into
the three categories: 1licensed, developmeqtal day care centef#{
unlicensed, custodial day careiéenters;'and other (or%ginally ;
conceived as Head Start and Family Day Care).] All pfeschool.
centers and the sample off;hildren were located in-the Central
Brooklyn community within a twenty-five square block area.
This grouping Offceny;rs with somewhat physical and éeogrdphica[
proximity to each other also assumed that the children would
generally attend the same public schools.
| Letters were mailed originally to the centers in the
three categories, informihg staff members of the purpose
of the study and requesting them to prepare lists of their
“graduating" classes for the designated years - 1967, 1968,
and 1969. It was also requested that centers indicate the
probable "feeder® schools in which the children would be en-
rolled.

The day care centers typically maintained poor records,
especially the custodial facilitiesIWNere, in some cases, nho
records were kept at all. Only in a few centers was there some
evidence of accurate and reliable record keeping procedures in

that complete lists were quickly submitted to the project team, -

1 The experimental design of this study actually calls for four
groups of children; the fourth designated as none, i.e., withe
out any preschool experience. .

00044
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although children assumed to have gradueted during a particular
year (ok wave) were found in the public schools as belonging
either to the preceding or subsequent year. “

Following the acquisition of what seemed to be the
majority of children for each wave, the public schools were
then contacted. Initially, informal contactjwasrmade with
New York City's Bureau of Educational Researeh. an arm of
the city's Board of Education. The feedbacn from this or-
ganfzation indicated that additional and unproductive time

would be consummed in submitting a proposal for approval to

collect the data. Also, based on the advice of some educators, .

local community superintendents were contacted since ‘they had
assumed certain autonomy under New York City's decentralization
plan inaugurated during the late 1960's.

Within the four,community.schOOW'districts in which the
study was conducted, the éetision=making process varied in
regard to our»being gnanted\permission to enter the schools.

In one district, a major cont&ct was through a school bqard'

member who bypassed the community superintendent and introduced

the project staff to particular principals. In another district,

a formal letter outlining the study's purpose was submitted .

for review and approval by the policy making community board,
for a third case, the contact was made through the district-

wide early childhood supervisor who provided an entree to the
sugerintendent. And in the last district, the superintendent

granted permission only after innumerable and persistent meet-

ings.

Goo4dd
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The next level of intercourse involved collecting the
actual data from the individual schools. In all New York
public schotls, a master 1ist of children is reputedly main-
tained in a central school office which indicated the actual
class in which the children were enrolled. Initially, the
project‘staff attempted to 1dént1fy specif1ca1iy the day care
graduates by matching them to the lists obtained from the day
care centers. Then, the staff was escorted to the specific
classroom in which a particular child was enrolled in order to
obtain his cumulative record card which was maintained by his
teacher. At this point, the specific data were obtained from
the school records. When entire class records were made avail-
able, additional children, particularly those-syspected to have
no prior preschool experience (category fodr) w%&e matched and
selected according to sex, class, ana certaiﬁ demographic factors.!

Initially, the staff devised a sample data information form;
upon which to t2cord the essential data proposed for analysis.’
However, the early experience in the schools indicated that
a more exped1en£ and exacting procedure would be to xerox an
blank school form and record 611 the information exactly as
inscribed (See appendix A).

The actual recording of the data varied according to the
particular schools. In some cdses, the staff was allowed to
obtain the entire class file (housed_in.a small metal box) from
the teacher, while in other schoﬁls. the séhoo] principals,
fearing class interruptions, retrieved records of specific

children. In several instances, schools in which the day

GUO46
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care graduates were supposedly enrolled had no records of
a child's attendance thus requiring the staff to visit an

adjacent school in search for the particular child.

B. ACCURACY OF SCHOOL RECORDS

As the data collection procedures continued, the
staff became suspicious about.the accuracy of the school
fecords which thedretical]y could be challenged on various
1eve15.’ First, certain demographic information (e.g. number
of siblings, bresent address, parent's birth place) could
be inaccurate if the schools did not seriously attempt to
"update" this éfnd of information. Quite frequently, this
categbry of information was recorded upon school entry and
not necessarily revised. Secondly, one could question the
relfablility of 1nfoéé§tion regarding the child's school
attendance (absences ahd latenesses) since the individual
teacher's proclivity for accurate recprd keeping was a de-
termining factor. The staff was informed by some school of-

ficials that these records were considered as legal documents

_thus requiring high accuracy. Third, the category of teacher

evaluations of the child's personality was questionable in
that individual teacher differences in interpretation deter-
mine how a child is judged. Related to this, the degree to
which the teacher is influenced by the former teacher's eval-
uation is an add;tional consideration. Finally, the child's
achievement data could be looked upon'cautiously. A variety

of rumors have circulated New York educational circles re-

C6047 -
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garding reading test.scores. One such rumor is that some

-principals eliminate a certain percentage of high achieve-.

ment scores in order to be eligible for additional state
funding, while other boost their test scovres in order to
publicize an "effective" readihg curriculum. -

Given this variance in the potential inaccuracy of
school records, an attempt was made to evaluate the pre-

cisfon and reliability of school records. The staff con-

-ducted several interviews with school officials-teachers,

early childhood supervisors, and principals in order to.
determine the degrge of accuracy and precision in which

the recoras were maiﬁtained. Specific interests in this
area 1nc1u&ed.jdent1fjing the school personnel Qho recorded
certain information, determining the factors which the in-
dividual would utilize in recording, identifying the actual
techniqués and methods used, and defining quantitatively
the level of accuracy for each category on the school re-

cords. It is evident that this process was a prerequisite

" to comprehending the data.

C. DAY CARE RETROSPECTIVE INTERVIEWS

In a true longitudinal stuﬁy. a fairly accurate des-

cription of antecedent experiences and events should be

documented for the specific developmental episode. However,
in the case of the present study, the preschool programs 7
which the sample of children had experienced have not been

documented. Such a descriptivé account could have portrayed

Cou4d8
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" the basic antecedent program components (e g. teacher

training, curriculum materials, etc.) and differentiate

~a priori the three‘categories of programs. At a basic

minimal, such information was necessary'in order to justify

intrinsically the officially designated differences between

-programs (1i.e. licensed. day care, unlicensed, etc.). - It

is conceivable. that certain unlicensed programs could de-

liver a quality program that would be equated with the

‘Ticensed developmental services.

In order to describe and evaluate the level of preschool

- program experience that the sample of subjects encountered,

a retrospective interview schedule was devised (see Appendix
B). The interview was administered to alTJprogram staff

who were present, emnloyed, or affiliated somehow with the

day care centers during the 1967 to 1969 period The retro-
spective interview tapped the following significant areas .

of day'care program operation: philosophy, staff gualification
and training, class size, adult-child ratio, curriculum ob-
jectives, materials, physical space, and available supple-
mentary services (health, meals, etc.). No attempt will be
made to evaluate the centers, but merely to document the

nature of program operations during the specified time period.

~N

D. CODING OF DATA

A significant component of the data collection and
analysis procedures involved translating or coding the
school record data into meaningful categories for computer

analysis. The school records consist of five categories of

C0049
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relevant information describing the child's status. The

description of coding procedures can bg described as fol=-

Tows:

1. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION - child's\bjrthdate. place, parent's

birthp]acé\\other famfly informatio

A primary focus in this category was %o determine the

birthplace of key.family members since\the social science
literature has addressed migration and wmobiiity patterns .;
as a consideration. Relatedly, the child's ordinal posi- ‘

tion and number of siblings also have beeyp addressed in
the literature. ‘ '

2. SCHOOL ATTENDANCE - class ranking, absence, lateness, transfen
This category was coded primarly in terms of ‘frequency
of occurence of a particular behavior - i.e. absences

since such data could be indicative of subsequent school
performance;

3. PERSONAL SOCIAL BEHAVIOR - provides teacher evaluations of

ot child's personality functioning
These data were recorded across- grades (1,2,3) so that
'global total scores could be obtained on this dimension.
Also each of the six categories (see appendices A and C)
of behaviorial descriptions were summated in order to
measure the consistency of personality judgements over the
three grades. Additional coding included the analysis of
open-ended teacher comments of the child's personality in .
terms of frequency of negative and positive comments.

4., PHYSICAL/HEALTH STATUS - height, weight, vision, and hearing.

p_—-"

The coding procedure involved recording this information
from each grade in order to identtfy the degree of
changes from grade to grade. - This method will yield
especially relevant data in terms of growth norms. Also,
the identification of visual or auditory problems or de-

- ficiences will be analyzed. These latter data were coded
in terms of normal or abnormal.

5. SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT DATA - reading and mathematics test scores.

These data were coded exactly as recorded in the school
records. The scores are expressed either as grade
equivalents or percentiles. - -

-
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- a. METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST (MAT)

The chi]drénlin this sample were administered the reading
and mathematics tests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test. At
the second grade, the Upper Primary Reading Test is adminjstered"f
while the Elementary Reading Test is administere& in the third ’
grade. »Both MAT instruments yield threé scoresé word- know-
ledge, wpich taps the students' reading vocabulary; reading;
which assesses the student's sentence and'parégraph meaning,
and the total reading score. Subtest reliability coefficients:
are good (.76 to .96), according to Buros (1969). Validity
data have been obtained through curricular evaluation and
relevant experimentatﬂgpjm»§Fandard12at10n procedures have
been judged as excellent.

The MAT (arithmézfé) fs adminiétergd in the third grade.
Four MAT scores were reported in thewschool records: computation
in which the student has to perform grade related coﬁputations{
concepts, which taps the child's knowledge of basic mathematics
prbcesses; groblem solving, 5n which Fgrtain combinational

. T3
problems are presented to the student,

Xand total score. Split-
half reliability coefficients range from .80 to .92. Va]idity
data arevbased on correlations with various mental ability
measures. ‘
Both MAT - measures are adpinistered on the New York -public
schools in the month of MarchY~ Thus, the grade equiva]ent'score—§

(i.e. grade level) is represented as the sixth month of the

school year.
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b. A second group of academic achievement measures is thé
Reading and Mathematics Tests for New York State Elementary
Schools. The Reading Tests are standardized measures which
consists of sections on word’recognition ahd reading compre-
hension. The Mathematics Tests, also standardized, consist
of mathematics concepts, computation, and problem solving.>
Both tests scores are repdrted'in the school records as per-
centiles. Both reliability and validity data are consistently
high. g

E. DATA ANALYSIS

Statistical analyses of the school record data will
provide computations of means, standard deviations, and t
tests on the following variables for each of the four grdﬁps
by sex across the three waves.

Child's birthplace

Parents' birthplace

Number of siblings - total, younger, and older
Number of times family moved

Class rankings - 1st through 3rd grades

Days absent - for each grade and total

Days late - for each grade and total
Personal/social behavior ratings for each grade
Number of positive and negative teacher comments
Child's height for each grade

Child's weight for ea¢ch grade

Visual and hearing tests scores

Reading scores for 2nd and 3rd grade

Math scores for 3rd grade

BHBWN—~OWOOSNOINPWN

Each of the above variables will be used to generate the corre-
lational matrix to tap the existing relationships (if any) be-
tween the majdr variables.

In order to analyze differences between groups on the
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major variables (e.g. test scores), a multiple regressiannf_éz
procedure (analysis of covariance) will be used. Through«;
this procedure, a test of signif%cance'@f‘differences is

made controlling for initial mean differences of the groups

on selected covariates. In this study, the covariates include:

1. Wave (year) effect

2. Sex

2. Birthplace

4, Sibling ,

5. Interactions - condition X wave and condition X sex.

For each dependent variable (e.g. test score) the
first regression equation will be used to partial out the
covariates. The second regressicn equation will be usec
to test the main effects of condition, and additicnal

equations will be used to test interactions.




vi. FINDINGS AND RESULTS

A. RETROSPECTIVE INTERVIEW

In order to gain a greater understanding of the
nature and scope of the preschool experiences that the
children encountered, a retrospective interview schedule

(see appendix B) was devised. This schedule covered the

salient compongnts of a preschool program and was ad-
g ministered to staff members who were employed imn the pro-
. grams during the 1967-1969 time period. Table Il pre-
sents six major categories of the programs. -In addition,
_the programs within frese categories will be summ@TiZ@d
as follows: T
1., OBJECTIVES - Ali four categories of programs seemed

20 address the needs of the child in giobsl terms. -Both

¢he Head Start programs and the Soard of Education pre-

kindergartens emphasized a fundamental c¢ireteking role,
although the personnel interviewed were @s@ui@vﬁg know

the “proper jargon” to use in desd?ibﬁﬁg their programs.

2. FACILITIES - The iicensed centers had minimally three
classes grouped by ages {(3's, 4's, 5's). In the uniﬁgéase@
centers, the facilities varied from ":iags? type areas to
large auditoriums with fixed chairs.’ In the Head Start
centers, the ciassroom facilities ranged from partitioned

classroom areas to community rocms ia public housing pro-

sects. The EFarly Chilcheod Centers genera!lly were similigsd
3 ¥

in that classrooms in public schools were used. This cate
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egory 0f data was cons ?kﬁeﬁt with the data presented in
table 2 in that the t@@th@r/pupiﬁ watﬁ@ was similiar to
offictal figures. -

3. STAFF - The number of staff members per class varied
from three {tescher assistant, aide) im the licensed day
care programs to one in the uniicensed centers. The high
est level of professionel ¢raining seemed to be attzined
by teachers s the licensed day care centers and Boarc of
Education programs. In the urliceased centers, mo teachi
personnel possessesd degrees although presently there is @

{acreasing trend in this direction., In fact, one uynlicer

center's director indignanily stated that teaschers ¢id not

need deqrees

&, CURBRTCULLM - Im terms of classroom curricuium act

variatibns between procram; siciligrly existed. For cuarp

:

enp livensed nronrams ranked cnornitive, social, rmoter, arn
& @

tenauane developmer? equaily &s very impertant, Eoth the

o
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and language modsevately o0 wery ‘mpoviant a¥thougr ¢iffar
‘n smphasnic existed beowesn these nrograms,  The respoande
from ohe ynligencensad centers belleved that either a div
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& nurse, physician, or dental professienal. Although Head
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understanding how children grow,

6. ANCILLARY DATA - The major distinguishing feature of
the four programs is the aveilability of health services.
Only in the licensed programs and the Board of Education

programs seeved to have some regularly scheduled visits from

Start was supposed to provide health services, the group of
centers ‘navolved in this study ﬁi& not have a definite pro-
gram, Yhe unlicenséd programs seemed to not even be concerned
with suych matiers although, in one center, 2 practica’ nurse
served as a teacher and was individually concerned with the
children's health needs.

fased on these dimensions of progra~ descriptions, 2
seems evidenl the Yicensed dey care programs enjoy the highe

est ranking in terms of providirg comprehensive gqualicty

- PR 1 =~ 47 oy pb
nragrarm oyperiences for young children,  Doth Heag Ttar?
aad oha Spavd of fducaticn pregracms had vanked closely

srdes the Yirensed ceniers v terms oF prograr gquallty,

- . 5 :
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Time has had an inverse effect on these programs in the
case of licensed programs. They evidently became better -
over time, while in the unlicensed programs, their effec-
tiveness was worsened over the years.

B. ACCURACY (OF--SCHOOL RECORDS

The accuracy level of the informatien contained on
schooivrecords was checked through interviews with>teachers.
principals, and in one case, a school secretary. Generally
speaking, school officials treat the child's school records
with considerable care and administrators insist that teachers
keep their class records updated. Based on interviews from
school officials, it is safe te state that the few outdated
pieces of information would pertain only to the child's fam-
ily - e.g. parents with whom the child is living, number of
siblings, and present address. It seems that the public schools
have not developed a systematic method of updating such infore-
mation which is evidently regarded as being of secondary im-
portance. Certain other areas of information that were not
included in the present study (e.g. special abilities and
interests, significant interviews, ets.) were not consistently
filled out by school personanel.

In summary then, i. seems that the majority of infor-
mation and data régorded on the schedol records can be con-

sidered as highly accurate. Only in the cases indicated pre-

viously, should there be cause for cautious interpretation.




Licensed

Unlicensed
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Other

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF RETROSPECTIVE INTERVIEWS

Parent

Objectives Facilities " 'Staff Curriculum Involvement Ancillary data
Addressing 3 adults per Ranked motor, |Conducted par-|Had available

needs and wel-
fare of whole
child and
family

Five classes;
age groupings
15-20 children
in 3,4,5 year

class; Direc-
tor - MA; all
teachers with
B.A, some as-

cognitive,

ent meetings,

health staff

social developtsent home evaltno extra

ment as very
important

uative ques-
tionnaires

teaching per-
sonnel, train-

old groups sistants with ing workshops
: college credit at NYU, Bank
Street
Providing ed- |Facilities 2 adults per Felt that all |[Had very few, [no available

ucation for
young children

vary from dis-
tinct classes
to open spaces

class; none of
staff with
degrees al-

areas were
equally impor-
t£ant - did not

if any parent
meetings only
in case of

health ser-

“vices no

training work-

15-100 chil- though some understand the| trouble shops, etc.
dren presently en- |divisions of
. rolled in areas
classes ™
Fostering Hetereogeneous| 2 adults per  |Cognition - Encouraged Had very
positive self |age grouping class moderately class partici-|little health
image of child|converted Director -B.A.|important pation and scrvices o0
buildings to Tecachers ~B.A. home follow i
classes 1l aide with Language ~-very'through i
i B.A. important >
Social - modert e
i ately important
Development of|classes with 2 adults per Cognition and |regular parent Regular

language and age groupings |group language meetings to 'school health
basic learning| 15-20 children| Teacher - B.A.|styessed; discuss child |servicesg
experience per group - | - M.A. social developtdevelopment rcferrals
Aides with ment as least stressed.
college train-|important
ing
O
‘l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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C. DATA RESULTS

1. Demographic Data

The data in this category consist of those measures
and information contained on fhe school records related
to the child's birthplace, family composition, siblings,
and the numbef of times the family hoved. SuchAinformatipn
is collected by the public schools from the period of initial
§chool entry to the third grade although only grade one to
three information will be reported here. |

As Table 4 indicates, the children in this sample .for
each preschool category was classified in terms of geographic
({.e. North/South) locations of birthplace. The analysis
indicated that the large majority of the sample (88.9% to
98.1%) were born in the Northern states, principally New York
City. 1In fact, 1essﬁ%han five children in the entire sample
were noﬁ-New York northern born. In the case of the smaller
percentage of children born in the South (range = 1.9% to

11.1), certain sociological speculations would seem revéa?ing.

Table 4 ,
Children's birthplace by preschool category

Birthplace
North South
Licensed v 98.1% 1.9%
Unlicensed 93.2 6.8
Other 93.4 6.6
None 88.9 11.1
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A z test of significance of proportions was performed
to measure differences between preschool categories for
children bern in the North. As Table 5 indfcates, using the
proportion of licensed day care grades as the comparative
-base of measurement, statistically significant d1fferences
(.05) were obtained in comparing the licensed graduates to
each of the other three preschool programs. Thus it seems
that a greater prpportion of children attending licensed day
care were Northern born than the proportion of children from
either the unlicensed, "other", and "none" categories. Simil-
arly, one could state that, on the basis of the present sample,
Northern born children are more likely to be enrolled in
licensed programs than any other preschool program category.
Conversely, if a child was born in the South; there is the
.greater 1ikelihood that he will be enrolled most frequently

in an unlicensed or "other" preschool program (93.2 - 93.4%)

oF Fave no preschocl experience at all (88.9%).

Table 5

Proportions and z values of children born in the North

Proportions z Values 1

Licensed . 981 |
Unlicensed .932 3.55%%* j
Other .934 3.54*%* i
None .889 5.00%* |
|
|
|

**p¢.01
Tables 5 and 6 contain percentages of parents' geograph-

ical birthplaces in terms of North and South. As Table 5
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indicates, the majoritylof'fathers were Southern born - 66.7%
in unlicensed day care to 70.4% in the licensed and "none" pre-
school categories. The percentages of mothers' birthplaces,
presented in the table similarly indicate that the overwhelming
majority of mothers within the four categories (from 70.3% of

unlicensed mothers to 73.5% of licensed mothers) were Southern

born.
Table 6
Percentaces of fathers born in North and South
Birthplace
North South
Licensed 29.6% 70.4%
Unlicensed 33.3 66.7
Other 23.3 - 76.8
None . 29.6 *70.4
Table 7
Percentages of mothers born in North and-South
Birthplace -
North South
Licensed 29.67% 70.4%
}Un11censed 29.7 70.3
Other 26.5 73.5
None 27.0 | 73.0

Another demographic characteristic of the present sample
pertains to the number of children within a family. This
data were analyzed in terms of the total siblings, number of

older siblings, and number of younger siblings. The data in
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Table 8 indicate that children in the *other" preschool cate-
gory generally had a larger total number of siblings (X=3.27)
than the remaining three groups. Tests of significance.did
not 1ead to statistically significant differences.

In terms of number of older and younger siblings, the

Critical Ratio statistic was used to determine the signifi-

cance of differences between the preschool categories. Table
~ 7 indicates that the range of mean older siblings was from 1.84 "
"in the unlicensed to 2.40 in the licensed group, while the mean
_number of yohnger siblings was from..97 in the licensed gfouﬁ

to 1.19 in the "none" category. The Critical Ratio tests did

not reveal any statistically significant differences between

groups in terms of total older or younger siblings. However,

the daté suggest that children from "other" programs genera1fy

tend to have more siblings (i.e. total number) although licensed.

day care children have more older siblings and fewer younger

| siblings.
| Table 8
Number (total, older, younger) of siblings for each pre-
school category :
_Total Older | Younger
X sd X sd X sd

Uniicensed 2.73 2.15 1.84 2.13 1.06 1.42

|
}
' Licensed . 3.21 2.62 2.40 2.51 .97  1.62
|
i Other 3.27 2.30 2.25 2.09 1.14 1.24
|

None 3.06 2.56 1.92 2.23 1.19 1.58

G662
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School record data proyided information regarding the

/
parent(s) or guardian with whom the child was 1iving, that is,"

if thé child was living with efither both parents, only one

parent, or some other adult guardian (aunt, uncle, grandmother,

etc.). In discussions with school'pfficials; it seemed that

these data could bg fairly inaccurate since parents would con- .;

sider such information as personal if harital seperation

occurs. Thus, within this cdntext, this set of data was treat-

ed cautiously and was not analyzed beyond frequency distribu-
tion whicﬁ indicated that for the'present sample, 90% to 96%
of the children within the four preschool categories resided
(according to schoollrecords)‘within the same household with
both parents.

The data on fami1y mobility during the child's school

attendance are presented in table 9. These data indicate that

a larger proportion of families whose childrén tended both
unlicensed and the “othgr“ category moved during the child's

school attendance than those families whose children exper-

“jenced the two remaining (i.e. licensed and none) preschool

categories.

Table 9
Family mobility data by preschool categoty

Percentage of families
moving one or more

times 3
Licensed 13.2% .28
Unlicensed 23.2 .42
ther ' 25.2 . .34
None 14.7 .30

(0663
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2. School Status Data

The pdb11c school records contained a category of data
that pertains to the-ch11d's general status in terms of his
class fank1ng, his attendance (absences and latenesses) and
the number of interclass and interschool transfers.

A widely shared practice in most public schools involved
the ranking of classes in terms of a;gdemic achievement or 7
or brightness. For gxamp1e, the generally bright children or
the first grade would be in class 1-1,.the second numeral -in-
dicating the highest first grade class. The public schools
from which the present sampie was collected varied 1nm;;rms
of their methods of assigning children to specific classes..
In some cases, teacher ratings of children's overall perfor-
mance determined class assignments. In other cases, "problem"
children (sometimes regardless of achievement) were p}aced
in lower classes. Given this variation regarding class as-
signment and ranking, the fo1iowing data must be interpreted
cautiously. Table10 presents thé means and standard devia-
tions of class rankings according to preschool category for
the first, second, and third grades. Generally, 1icen§gd day
care graduates were enrolled in classes of higher achieving

students during all three grades, while the other preschool

category subjects varied in terms of the rankings after the
licensed group. Total means in this table indicate that the
licensed preschool children for all grades are ranked i~ the

higher g1asses’(7=2.7) followed in order by "other" (X=3.2),

none (X=3.3), and unlicensed pféschoo1 (X=3.4). Given the
vériab11ity of school practices in class rankings, no tests

of significance were performed.
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Table 10
Mean class ranking by preschool category
_list _2nd _3rd

, X sd X sd X sd Total Mean
Licensed 2.9 2.1 2.7 1.5 2.7 1.6 2.7
Unlicensed 3.4 2.2 4 2.3 3.4 2.1 3.4
Other 3.2 2.1 .3 1.9 3.1 2.0 3.2
None 3.7 2.4 3.4 2.1 2.9 2.1 3.3

Table 11 presents the means and standard deviations of

lateness for each of the four preschool categories. - As these

data indicate in the first grade, children with no preschool

experience (none) were late fewer times (X=.66), followed by

children from the licensed programs. In the second grade,

|
|
|

tardy fewer times {X=1

the "none" group also had fewer mean latenesses although the
other three group means were similiar. For the third grade
both the licensed children and the "none" group similarly were

.3). In terms of total means over the

three grades, the "none" group was late fewer times (T=2.¢)

than the other groups.

*,

A Critical Ratio Test indicated that

the differences between the groups were not statistically

significant.

Table 11
Mean lateness by preschool category
1st 2nd 3rd Total

X sd X sd X sd X sd
Licensed .98 2.2 7 2.9 1.3 2.7 5.3 9.8
Unlicensed 1.2 2.4 7 2.9 1.9 3.1 7.0 12.¢%
Other 1.3 2.7 6 2.8 1.9 3.0 5.5 9.9
None .66 1.8 4 2.7 1. 2.7 4,4 7.5

——. . » wmm——
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Table 12 presents the mean school absences over the
three grades for each preschool category. During the first
grade, children from the "other" programs had fewer absences
(X=18.8) while in the second grade children in the licensed
program were absent fewer fimes from school. Third grade
absences were fewer for the unlicensed children (X=2.4).

As Table 121indicates, the total absences over the three years
were lowest in the licensed group and highest among the "none"
category.

It is interesting to note that absences generally decreas-
ed for all groups from the first grade to the thir&léﬁade.
Figure 1 presents these data graphically.

Table 12

Mean Absences by preschoocl category

Grades
- Ist _ 2nd - 3rd Tetal
X sd X sd X sd X sd
Licensed T9.3 18.8 T2.3 11.3 9.0 12.¢ 5.6 25.9
Unlicensed 22.0 18.7 15.7 15.¢9 g.9 13.0 42.3 30.1
Other 18.8 15.1 13.¢ 13.3 11.3 15.¢C L2.3 27.5
None 22.6 20.3 18.3 18.0 11.2 16.0 46, 4 28,0

Table 13 presents mean interclass and interschcol trans-
fers for each preschool group. For both categories ¢ trans-
fers, the means were less than 1, which indicates thot for

~

all groups very few interschecol and interciass lrarsiers

occgrred.
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e

Figure 1. Mean absences for grades 1, 2, & 3
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Table 13

Means of interclass and interschool transfers by preschool

category

Interclass Interschoc]
Licensed 17 .21
Unlicensed .13 .32
Other .15 .21
None .16 .20

3. Personal;Social Ratings

This category of school record cdata irciudes irachers

-

ratings of the child's persorality and social behavicr 2long
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b
positive or negative categories.’

Table 14 preseats the mean persecnal/social scores for
each group alcong the four preschoc! catercories. Generally,
children from licensed programs obtained higher scoves at

each grade level, although regression enalysis procedures

-

used to test d¢ifferences d¢id nrot yield any significant dif-
firences. As the data in Table 13 indicate , a'l groups re-

ceived somewhat comparable sceres.

Table 14

vean personal/social deta ratings across grades by preschoel
category

P
W
[+ 9
=<
w
(28
Pe
v
(o8

Licensed 17.% 1.6 7Ly 2.2 TLY oz a
tnlicensed 7.2 0.7 7.1 2.3 16.% 2.%
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Table 17 presents the intercorrelations between the
personaifsocial behavior ratings by category and totel scores
for gach grade leve! #®er variables 7, 8, 9}). As these cor-
relations indicate, 2 high and consistent relationship exists
petween each category rating. The range of coeifficients is

from .33 to .88 with most between .50 tu .60. Although fac-

¢tor analysis is beyond the scope of the present study, the
correlational matrin *s highly suggestive for performing such
a procedure ia order %o icdentify factors thaet exist for these

personalfsocial ratings,

Table 17

Corvelational magrin of personal/sorcial
cetegories and grades
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ratios were computed to determine the differences between
groups in terms of positive and negative comments. As the
data in Table- 19 indicate, significarnt differences were
obtained for both the jicensed and the "other" children, thus
indicating that these two groups received significantly great-
er positive comments than negative comments. Differences be-
tween positive and negative comments for the unlicensed and

"none" children were no%t statistically significant.

Table 18

Total mean positive and negative teacher comments by preschool
cateqory

Positive Negative

X sd X sd
Licensed 2.81 2.3 1.81 1.9
Unlicensed 1.59 1.6 1.57 1.9
Qeher 2.24 2.2 1.50 1.2
hone HRR Z.1 1.78 1.9
Table 19
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4, Physiological/Health Data ,/:

This category of data from school records includes
auditory and visual test results and height and weight mea-~.
sures. These data are recorggd annually by the classroom
teacher, except in fgé,case of the auditory tests, which is
usually administered by an assistant principal.

The vision test data, based of®the administration of
the Snellen Visual Test categorizes children into "normal"
or "abnormal". For those cﬁildren who wear qglasses, the
same bipolar categorization precedure was used. The results

of the vis1on,$est data for each preschocl category are pre-

sented in Table 20. Across the three grades, it can be —

e

sbserved that the proportion of children (qmnng»aﬂT'ér;;éhool
groups) whose vision was classified as "normél" decreased,
while there was a concomitant increment of children with
"abnormal" vision from grades one to three. Relatedly, the
licensed day care group had the lowest percentage of children
with normal vision in the first and second grades, while the
“other" children had the lowest percentage qf norral vision

in the third grade. In terms of "abnormal"” vision, the licen-

sed day care group had the highest percentage of children in
the first and second grade, while the greatest percentage of
| third grade "abnormal" vision was in the "other" preschoc]

| ‘category.
|
|

A
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oS




- 66 -
4

Table 20 .

Visual test results by preschool group over grades (in
percentages)

- 1Ist 2nd 3rd
— Normal Abnormal Normal Abnormal HNormal Abnormal
Licensed 74.2% 25.8 67.6 32.4 61.6 38.4
Unlicensed 77.7 22.3 76.3 23.7 68.8 31.2
Other 77.5 23.5 69.2 30.8 56.0 44.0
None 79.6  20.4 73.5  26.5 67.0  33.0

The auditory data were obtained from an audiometer test
that was administered to the child. On the basis of the child's
test results, his hearing abili*y was recorded on school! re-
~cords as either normal or abnormal. Publi¢ school officials
have reported that this test procedure is usually gross and
administered under imperfect conditions, thus necessitating
caution in interpreting the accuracy of results.

The auditory test results are presented in Table 21. As
can be seen, in all four groups of children, over 207 were
classified as having ncrmal hearing cduring the first grade.
The percentage of normal hearing, over groups, drops in both
the second and third grades. In terms of "abnormal" hearing,
| in the first grade, the licensed day care children have the

highest percentace of "abnormal" hearirg, while the "other

group has the highest percentage of "abnormal"” hearing in the

second and third grades.

S >
:/UUtto)
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Table 21
Hearing test results by preschool group over grades
1st 2nd | - 3rd
Normal Abnormal Normal Abnormal Normal Abnormal

Licensed 90.0% 10.0 91.6‘ 8.4 90.0 10.0
Unlicensed  93.1 6.9 94.9 5.1 94.7 5.3
Other 91.1 8.9 87.5 12.5 85.3 14.7
None 96.1 3.9 96.0 4.0 VQS;B 4.2

Indices of growth were also contained in the school re-
cords. Standing height (without shoes) was recorded by the
classroom teacher during the early months of the school year.
Table 22 presents the mean height fcr each preschool category
for grades 1, 2, and 3. As this table indicates, the mean
height on each grade level was ve+y uniform with approximately
a two inch growth between grades. It is also interesting to
note that the standard deviations increase slightly from
grades nne to three.

Table 22
Mean height (in inches) by preschool group over grades

_ Ist _ 2nd _ 3rd

X sd X sd X sd
Licensed 77.8 2.2 50.1 2.7 52.5 3.7
Unlicensed 42.9 2.6 50.2 2.6 52.7 3.0
Other 47 .4 2.7 £50.3 3.0 52.5 3.6
None 47 .2 2.8 49,9 2.9 52.2 3.4

(/t}Urt
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The second index of growth recorded in school'protocols

is weight which was taken with indoor clothings (without shoes).
Table 23 presents the mean weights of children in the four pre-
school categories. The results of the regression analysis that
tested for significant differences are contained in Table 23.
Using the 1icensed group as'the base of comparison, significant
differences were obtained in the. first grade; namely, that the
licensed group of children weighed significantly greater (X=
31.6) than the "other" group children (X=49.9). No signifi-
cant differences resulted from the regression analysis of

second and third grade weights.

Table 23

Mean weights by preschool group over grades

_ 1Ist - 2nd ~ 3rd

X sd X sd X sd
Licensed 51.6 7:9 56.8 9.8 63.3 11.8
Unlicensed 50.8 7.9 55.9 9.2 63.9 11.4
Other 49.9 9.6 54.4 10.3 64.5 12.8
None 49.7 7.1 56.1 8.4 62.7 10.7 -

]

Table 24

Summary of regression analysis of weights by preschool cate-
gories over grades

1st grade rgo 4.39 (¢.05)
2nd grade . N ”
3rd grade NS

*_ -1icensed; O=other, NS=not significant

)
4
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5. School Achievement Data

The results of the MAT reading measures for the second
grade are reported in Table 25. Generally, these data indi-
cate that the children from licensed programs obtained higher
grade equivalent Scores for all three reading measures (vocab-
u1dry, comprehension, and total reading). Children from
"other" (i.e. Head Start and Prekindergarten groups received
the second highest scores followed by the unlicensed group
and then "none". It is interesting to note that the "other"
category‘had tﬂéwiighest standard diviations on all three
reading measures, this indicating a greater dispersion of

scoring.

Table 25

Mean MAT reading grade equivalent scores for each group over
subtest area (2nd grade)

Vocabulary Comprehension Reading
: Licensed {4 5185 R 5180
unticensed o 3:3] 3:38 251
other Xy 13:93 4:93 3138
None 8 578 584 §:13

Regression analysis procedures were used to detect dif-
ferences between groups on these measures. The results of
these analysis are presented in Table 26 which indicates the
direction of group scoring for each reading test and the F

values.

Guo¢h
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Table 26

Summary of regression analysis on second grade MAT reading
scores ,

Direction¥* F Values P Values
Vocabulary LU 18.89 <.01
LON 6.34 <.01
Comprehension - U 16.49 ¢ .001
L>0 5.50 <.001
L>U 70.92 <.001
Reading YU 24.97 4.0
LY N 84 .88 <.001

¥[=Ticensed, U=unlicensed, O=other, N=none

On the MAT vocabulary subtest, the children from licensed
preschool programs obtained significantly higher grade equiva-

lent scores (X=2.96) than both the unlicensed group and the

non" group. The licensed group children also scored signifi-
cantly higher on comprehension (F values=16.49, 5.50) than the
unlicensed, "other", and "none" children. On the total read-
ing score, the licensed children scored significantly higher
than both the unlicensed and the other children.

The third grade MAT reading test data are presented in
Table 27. The results of the regression analysis procedure
indicate (see Table 28) that on the vocabulary measure, the
licensed children obtained significantly higher score% than
both the unlicensed anﬁ the "none" children, but not the
"other">chi1dren. Third grade comprehension results indicate

that the 1icensed children again scored significantly higher

than the unlicensed, “"other", and "none" children. Grade

7

l\;\'Un




three total reading average data indicate similiarly that the
licensed children scoked significantly higher than all remain-

ing three groups.

Table 27

Mean MAT reading grade equivalent 'scores for each group over
subtest area (3rd grade)

- 71 -

Vocabula-y Comprehension Average
Licensed X 3.55 3.57 3.52
sd 9.03 9,72 8.27
Unlicensed X 3.09 3.16 3.08
sd 9.65 10.57 7.47
Other X 3.51 3.21 3:25
sd 12.95 12.58 9.54
None X 2.67 2.81 2.64
sd 8.72 9.06 5.92
I/ -
//
/
K Table 28
.,
Summary of regression analysis on third grade MAT reading
scores
Direction* \ F Values P Yalyes
Vocabulary L>U 15.29 ¢ .co
LN 29.81 £ .001
Comprehension L>U 17.66 | 4 .00
L0 9.13 2oL
LON 16.26 £ 001
Reading >u 22.40 L2000
L>0 7,40 i P
L>N 26. 3] AN |
»P =11censed, U=uniicersed, O-othor, N=ncne ’
§
Q ; v U :'\‘
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Relatedly, i1t is important to evaluate these reading
test data from another perspective. In recent yea}s, New
York public school officials have begun to analyze reading
test data according to the proportion o¥ ehildren who are
reading on grade level. Such data are reported by using the
testing date (month) of March, when reading tests are admin-
istered, as the grade level or equivalent. A similiar pro-
cedure of analysis was applied to the present data. Table
29 presents a summary of these data. As is indicated, @&
greater percentages of licensed children (55%) are reading
at or above second grade level (2.7) than the other three
groups. Simitiarly, for third grade scores, ticensed child~-
ren have a greater parcentage (33%) reading at and beyond
gradé“Xech. 1. isAaﬁ;b%tgpt however to consider that from
the second to the thied grades, the proportion of children

reading at grade level decreases for all four groups. The

greatest decrement occurs in the licensed grouo {from 53% to
33%), while the smallest drop in percentage OCCUurs in the

"other' group (41% to 344).

Table 20

percentage of children reading at or above grade Yevel for
o2nd and 3rd grades by preschool category®

Graders
2nd 3rd
Licensed 85% 33%
Unlicensed 34% 14%
Other 41% 34%
None 13% 5%

¥Calculated con the basis of tne Teventih mORLh 0f schogl yedr

¥
1. e. March) when tests are vsually administered; imur 2.7 of
the second arade and 3.7 of the third nrade.

L9
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As previously mentioned, the MAT mathematics tests were
administered in the third grade. Contrary to MAT reading
test data, the unlicensed children and "other” children ob-
tained higher scores than the licensed and "none" children
(see Table 30). Ia fact, the Vicensed children cbtained the
lowest scores on the four mathematics measures. Table 3}
presents the summary of the regression analysis performed on
the mathematics data. As is indicated in this table, ro
significant differences wére obtained, although the unlicensed
children scored higher (mean grade equivalernt=3.68) on the

computation and concepts (533.69) subtests; "other®

(&)

hildren
écored higher (333.6@) on probiem solving; and on the tetal

mathematics scove, the uniicensed group led the other lhree

groups (see Table 30).

Tadle 39

Mean MAT mathematics g¢rade eguivaler? scor
over subtest area (3rd grade)
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Table 31

! Summary of regression analyses on third grade MAT watheratics
“scores
‘ Directior F Yalues

Computation

<

P
s

B6{LvsyU),. 12 (Lvs0),.02{Lvsy;

Probiem Selving %S LO9(LvsU),1.846(Lvs0),. 24 v}

Concepts 3 OZ2(Lvst) 2.3 {LwsC), 17 Ly
Totel 5 L5 {Lvet ), 1.76{Lvs0),. 26 {Lysk]
NS a0 significant -

Table 22
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6§, Sex Differences

¥ean scores of sex differences ©n several dependent

variables zre suwmarized im Table 22, The results of ferting
for stacistical significance are presented in Table 33. As
shis teble irdicates, significant differences betweer m2les
b} . Nl <
and females by preschool categeory were found on the following
measures:
5 ] “ ¥
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Table 35 con't.

1967 1968 1869
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

e s Ao

MAT Reading (2) L 2.9 2.7 249

MAT Reading (3) L

(O8]
(82 ]
L
(€]
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VII. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

A major question to which this report is addressed is:
what is the impact of differential preschool programing on
children's early school achiévement? The findings of the
report, as mentioned previously, can not fully and unecuivacally
provide the answer to this question, however, the data pre-
sented here are highly suggestive along many dimensions.

First, a discussion of the children in this sample would
ceem gppropriate. Similiar to many black children who resice
in larqge northern Metropnlitan areas, the majority of the
children were born in the North, although their parents wern
horn (and presumably rafsed) ir the South., It 1 difficult
to specyltate accurately abouyt the conctellation of demacranhic
factnrey that have determined the 1ife tyleg gf edthar tha
childrpn and/or thelir narentc, howover, certain Seechin noiionsg
can he prosented,  Tor ingtance, the <maller proportion o
children with no nreqchool experience born in the North 7007)
minht dinnly more recent Clew Yory 0ty residency for the ohild's
family and a reluctance for or Yoo knowledge about coei iy

rhiild care facilitios, Thin et of data (nee tabley 4-6) does

n

ceem to indicate that *he Ticepced day care preqgre« woyic tond
tn iaye wore children who yore Lovn in New York, floe, within
*hiy, context, % <eceoq that the Ticenced day core mothoyo are
morp Jikely te he northern born.  Perhaps fhege cogtboro i th
more famillarity with New York City, woyuld e core T tely to

earnll thelr children in Yicenged programs,

(1 J U ‘t“ 9
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A second important distinction is the number of siblings
in a child's family. Although no significant differences bet-
ween groups existed, these data are generaliy suggestive of
the similiarity between the preschool categories in terms of
number and birth order effects (if any). Further research,
particularly on birth order effects would be highly appropriate
since the licensed group, who optained higher schoal achieve-
ment scores, had more older siblings and fewer younger siblings
than the remaining three categories. For example, does the
sresence of older sibiings lead to greater school achievement
in luw income black children similiar to the present sample?
Tnis and other cogent reagurch questions would seen plausible.

Data related to adults with whom the child resides are
1150 noteworthy. Recently, Robert Hill (1971) in 4 landmark
anaiysis of the black family, reported that over 754% uf black
families studied were iatact {with parents living toggther).
Tre data from the present report confirm  Hill's findings al-
though Lhe factor of school record accuracy must be considered.
n any event, it secms that the sample of children in the pre-

cetit study do in fact live with bolh parents. Related to this

factor, the issue of tamily mobility 1s germane. Twenty-five
percent ond fewer ot the ehildren's families moved one or more

times. This small percentaye indicates that the majority of

tihe children have resided in the same locetion and come from

familiecs who are stable. towever, one must still question the

significance of mubtlity as an valid index of family instablility

stability in the black community. As previously mentioned,

ERIC Lo ”
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A second important distinction is the nuwbe& of siblings
in a child's family. Although no significant differences bet-
ween groups existed, these datr are generally succestive of
the similiarity belween the nreschool cateqories irn terms of

number and birth order effects (if any). Further yvesearch,

particularly on birth order effects would be hiaehly appronriate

Al

‘since the licensed agroup, who obtained higher schoel ochrieve-

ment scores, had more older siblings and fewer vouraer <iblings
than the remairing three catoegories, ?or exampie, dues tha
presence of older siplings lead to greater schoo! acnieovermont
in Tow inceme black childrer similiar to the precep «<omp’e?
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¢hildren had the thivd highest rank in lateness but were absent
fewer days in comparison to the three remaining grcoups. These
related duta do not provide clear-cut explianations of parental
concern or attitudes because of the multipliicity of reasons
which might he assoc{ated with lateness and absernce. However,
such findings suggest the need to document reasers “or 2 ¢child'sH
tateness and absence across the four categeries,

The manner in which & ¢eacher perceives a ¢hild’'s pevrsonal
and soc’al behavior car defervire sigrificantly how the child

reacts to and responds in & schocl context., Alghough tre rara

senal and social ratings are gobe’l measures ee fongrnnix L)

¥

they do provide the ftepacher w ih ¢eriadr apremadive stariards o

with which to assess a particular child. T oig cemmegtany op
B mention that =ary schoo! o0ffcra’s view such ragirge o fereniiys

sere consider the rafivas 0 Do suterficial ged moantegtene

while o0chers carsideor e vaftege ag ¢o¥al S0 the rya’ 3tye
nrecess for uyrdergtardong the oRTTe maetrg o Ty v e
early schonl yeara, Sowe ¢rctoos taye gtafted fThat too taen
will uge the preyioys tPagiers’ w0t wge ae fhe hasce Saw har
ngaractions with the orold o are aTga rer oybgaguert wo oo

of the ¢hild's performance.,  The leqree Lo whiaob fhre meaclice
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on height, the present sample was within the same weicht range
(at appropriate age levels) to large samples.

It is appropriate to utilize weight and height data in
combination as a general index of a child's growth. Such a
technique as the Wetzel Grid (see Wetzel, 1241) could have
been used wfth the present data to discern preschool group
differences. However, such a procedure extends beyonds the
1imits of the present report.

The school achievement data represents the mést salient
area for addressing the differential impact of ;?Egghoo1 ex-
periences. In terms of reading achievement as measu;éd by
the Métropo]itan Achievement Tests (MAT), the licensed children
performed at a higher level than their peers from the three
remaining programs. Results from the New York State Reading
Test do not however support significantly this finding. However,
the MAT results provide substantial documentation cf the »
superiority of licensed children iq rfading. The second ranked
group was those chilcren from the."other" (i.e. Head Startand
Prekindergarten programs). Both findings seem to suggest
tenpatively that both the licensed and "other" children ex-
periehced during their preschog? vears the kind of prerequisite
encounters necessary for readiﬁg ability at the seccnd anc
third grade levels. The data on the percentage of cnhildren
reading at grade level is also meaningful. Similiar to the
reported grade equivalent scores, more of the licensed children
(65%), followed by the "other" group (41%), were reacing at

grade level.
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Within tﬁ?s;conceptua] framework, a well documented
phenomenon seegs to be occuring across all groups in read-
ing ability from grades th to thrée. Deutsch (1967) and
other writers have developed the term "cumulative deficit"
to describe the decrement of school performance in dis-
advantaged groups from year to year. In the present study,
a similiar deficit factor seems to operative since a smaller
proportion of children (for all four groups) is reading
on grade levels in the third grade as compared to the pre-
vious year. Deutsch attributes this deficit as a descriptor
of schoolineffectiveness rather than an index of a child's
scholastic competence. Similiariy, in viewing the present
data, one-plausible (yet tentative) contention is that the
various reading prcgrams begin to lose their effectiveness
(even within one year) from second to third grade. Of course,
consideration of other intervening variables {e.g. tésting
instrument, reading approaches, post third grade data) must
be entertained.

The MAT mathematics and the New York State Mathematics
Test were measures of mathematics ability. No significant
differences between groups were obtained and larger mean
scores were obtained by different preschool groups across
subtest areas (see table 29). It is interesting to note
that, contrary to the reading f;st data, none of the four
groups scored at grade levél on mathematics. Similiarly, on
the New York State Test, the mean percentiies for a]T'four |

groups were lower than the readin¢ test means. Tnese data

66698
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suggest that mathematics ability might have lower priority
in the curricular areas of the schools in which the data
were collected. Generally, when comparing the two curri-
culum areas, reading enjoys a first order ranking for
school achievement. New York's schools, similiar to all
others in America, have emphasized their reading programs,
especially during the éar1y school years. In fact, every
school in which the sample of children were enrolled was
discussed by officials in terms of its early reading pro-
gram. Similiarly, many day care centers (especially the
licensed and "other") were very seriously engaged in im-
plementing curriculum experiences which emphasized pre-
reading encounters. In the unlicaensed centers, reading

was not articulated as a salient program feature. Thus, it

seems that both the licensed and "other" children beganvtheir

reading-related skills and experiences prior to pubiic school
entry ahd once in school, these skills were reinforced during
the first three grades. On the other hand, the schools d¢id
not develop the differential skills related to mathematics
achievement.

It is typical fo find differences between boys and girls
during the early school years. The child development re-
search literature (see Mussen, 1971) has documented various
behavioral dimensions of sex differences. Whether these
gmpirica] findings cd]]ected on diverse (and often white)
samples are applicable to the present sample is a considera-

tion. However, more importantly, one needs to concentrate
N v
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on’ the present findings as a base of understanding certain sex
related developmental differences for urban low income black
children.

Generally, as expected and consistent with earlier studies f
(see Ausubel, 1970), girls received higher scores on personal/
social ratings from teachefs. It is particularly important
to note that on four pérsona]/socia] dimensions (gets along,
obeys rules, satisfied with attention, and has self ;ontro]),
sign1ficant differences in favor of gjrls were obtained. VThese
behaviors are universally consistenf with cultural expectations
for female behavior and the data confirm this expectation\in
the case of the prgsentrsample.' Although schools expect both
sexes to perform along these dimensions, the greater frequency
of these behaviors among girls indicates that girls have been
more effectively socialized in meeéing sociéty's expectations.

Sex differences on school achievement measures are some-
what cqntrad%ctory. The data indicate that girls excelled on
second grade'reading'but boys scored highervdn both the MAT
and New York State Mathematics Tests. whether or not dif-
ferential séx expectation in terms of reading and mathematics
is the‘predominate factor or some other variab]e Can be as-
sociateq with the differential pefform&nce requires further
and more intensive investigation. Girls genera]ly‘scored
signifitant]g higher than boys oﬁ two' of the fouk school
achievement measures,ithus supporting the need for further
research, particularly in terms of certain underlying sociol-
ization experiences fhat the ¢irls (and hoys) encounter during

the preschool years.
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fhe existence of inconsistent scoring patterns across

waves indicates that there are noticeable variations within
groups (except for third grade MAT Reading Average). However,
tge present data are promising, particularly in terms of teacher
ratings of the licensed group children's social/personal be-
havior and reading achievement. The lack of consistent high
scoring in échievement Suggests a variability of curriculum
practices and methods in the séhooLsi a notion that was con-
firmed by some school personnel. It seems'that only when the

public schools stabilize their curricula (especially in reading

and mathematics) will there result definite and differential

patterns between preschool programs.

In summary then, the present study Etroﬁg1y_suggest that-
the children from licensed day care programs are performing
better than their peers during thei;’ear1y school years. This
study does not provide, however, support for the notion that |
licensed day care program experience will lead to greater school-
achievement. This latter contention can only be appropfiate]y
tested through the utilization of more exacting and tightly
controlled experimental designs. The absence of such optimal
controls, however,‘does not attehuate the impact of the present
results which indicate that the licensed children (and to a |

lesser degree, the "other" children) encountered relevant

?‘preschoo] programing which was continued in and reinforced by

|
their early public school experiences. The degree to which
the licensed children will be able to maintain their gains
thkoughout their subsequent school careers remains the ulti-

mate and primary question.
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Appendix A

New York Public School Cumulative Record
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Appendix B
Retrospective Interview




DAY CARE RETROSPECTIVE INTERVIEWS
Draft #2 '

Center

Date

Name and former title of interviewee
Present title of intervievee

Read to int@rviéwee: -

I will ask you various questions regarding your day care center's
operation during the time period of 1967 to 1969. Although it might te
difficult to reconstruct exactly what the center looked like, please try
to remember as much as you cen. Some people remember best by recalling
a particular child or staff member while others use memorable events
that occurred during this time period. What ever is best for you would
be helpful. I am not evaluating your center, but attempting to obtain a
perspective of what’your center was like then.

1. What did you see as the needs of your children?

[
-

During 1967 to 1969, what was the objective and purposes of your center?

[ &%)
.

Has these objectives and purposes changed since then? If so, hew?

was the center's physical appearance aifferent than it is riow?

Fal

a. Were there fewer {or rore) classes?
1. Fewer _ more_ the same
2. How many classes were there?

b, Has there less space than presently available? Describe.

5. Describe the téaching staff in terms pf:

a. Number of head teachers
b. Number of assistant teachers ___
¢. Number of teaching aides

R




D

6. Describe the educational levels of the center's staff: ' «'fi

a. director

b. teachers: college degrees
some college degrees
some college training

i

c. assistant teachers:
some college degrees
some cellege training
high school graduates

| d. aides: some college degrees
| ' some college training
B high school graduates

1T

i

e. other:

7. Did any other adults (i.e. volunteers, consultants) work in the c]aésrooms?. v
Describe the frequency and type of work they performed. 3

a. Did the teachers participate regularly in an outside training program,
example, at Bank Street. Where and for how long?

b.
C.

8. How many children were enrolled in .each class
8. What was the most important objective of the center during this period?
10. “hat was the least important objective of the center?

11. How would you rank the importance of these curriculum areas in the program
in terms of (a) very important, (b) moderately important, (c) least important? .

a. Sensory motor skills (development of small and large muscles, co-
ordination, perception)

b. Cognition (reason, label, draw conclusions, making decisions)

c. language (self expression, toys that foster language)

d. Socicemotional (labeling emotions, expressing emotion, peer.group
relationships - learning to share)

oi11




13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

-3

To what degree did your classroom materials emphasize the tollowing.cur=
“riculum areas? (rate the same as 10)

a. Sensory motor
b. Cognition

¢. Language

e. Socioemotional

k]

What was the average length of stay of your staff members during this time?
On the average, how frequently did you have staff meetings?

How frequently were these meetings?

[

What were the frequent discussion topics at these meetings?

Was there any program of parent involvement during this time period?
Please describe it.

-

Were the classes arranged in terms of age groupings?

How Tong did the children stay in the program?
a. during the day
b. during the year

Did your program provide any health service for your children - What? How?

\ |

.. /‘/K'\-
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Appendix €
Code_Specification Sheet

for School Records Data




COOD SPECIFTICATION STTEST - Schwoo® Achlievement Daota -

N | ~
Card Cue

- I mE & ¢ - I3 i3 Yy,
COTUNMN NO. DRESCOrTION RUNIARKS
1 -4 I.D. Number 1 = 1987
5] Wave 2 = 19253
3 = 19582
5 Condition

= I,ie. DC
= Unlic., DC
=.Qther

L3N
t

4 = None

7 ; Sex 1 = NMale
2 = Female

N\ \

8 - 10 - Child's Age (in months)

11 A Birthplace New York City

-
1]

X 2 = non NYC
Ay
\ e : : ) ’ Y
12 Geographic location of birthplace 1 = Norta
N 2 = South /
13 Father's birthplace . 0 = No response
1 = Norih ’
2 = Souia
14 Mother's birthplace 0 = No respecnse
1 = North
2 = Soutn
15 Adult guardian other than both 0 = bhoth
parents - 1 = Notner
' 2 = Father
3 = Grandmothar
o 4 = Other
16 - 17 Numbear of siblings |
18 - 19 Number of older ziblings . ‘ 1
20 - 21 ' Numbar of young siblings ]
N 22 Number of times family moved "
N i
“ ,

Rl N L ko1

; N




23 Ciass ranking (1st grade)
2t Class ranking (2nd srade)
25 Class ranking (3vrd grade)
N
26 - 27 : Days absent (1st grade) v
28 - 29 Days absent (2nd grade)
30 - 31 ‘ Days absent (3rd grade)
32 - 33 Total days absent (cols. 26 - 31)
& 34 Times late (1st grade) ‘
\
35 Times late (2nd grade) .
38 Times late {3rd grade) \\
N “\'
37 -38 ° Total times late (cols. 34 - 36) N
39 Number of interclass transfers
. ! -
a0 “"Number of interschoo! transfers '
Personal/Social Behavior
Across grades 3 = Satisfactory
41 - 42 1st grade 2 = On line
43 - 44 2nd grade 1 = Unsatisfactory
45 - 48 Srd grade 0 = No response
Across categories \
AT Cets along '
43 Ob2ys rulss
49 Carrys responsibilities
50 Satizfied witn attention - \
51 Self control i
32 Participates ‘\
Teacher comments i
- 53 , Number of negative commen's C = No commants
54 Number of positive comiments - 0 = No comments
kip columns 35 - 73
- N N
80 Card number ’ Cord 1l =1
Cord 2 =2
! O ‘ . : . :
a» ) n
- 00115




|

COLUMN NO,

1-4

Skip columns 5 - 9

T

Card U'wo - School Achievement Data

/
1

DESCRIPTION

I.D, Number

Child's height (in inches)
first grade height
second grade height
third grade height

Childs weight (in 1bs)

- first grade weight
second grade weight
third grade weight

Vision
first grade vision’
second grade vision
third grade vision

Hearing »
first grade hearing
second grade hearing
third grade hearing

Metropolitan Achievement Test
Data

10 - 11-
12 - 13
14 -15
16 - 17
18 - 19
20 - 21
22 -
23
24
25
26
27
28 - 29
30 - 31
22-.33

Lo Lo w
0 O i
i
fo ]
=3

s
[
t

42N
Lons

[E SN G
O = O
[

»

2nd grade Vocabulary
- Comprenension
Average

3rd grade Vocabulary
. Comprehension

Average

MAT Mathematics Data

2nd grade Computation

Problem Solving
Other
Average

00116

DN

N = O

grade equivalents:

NR

= abnormal
= normal

>

¥
H
!

1

aonormal
normal

~4

/




FullToxt Provided by ERIC.

a

8
o0
2

[$1 9}
W

56
58

'
N
5o}

- 57
- 59

3rd grade Computation
Problem Solving
Other /.

Average

Neiw Yoi‘k State Test
Reading
Math

Skip columns 60 - 79

\

80

2

Card No. (2)

P
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Appendix D
New York City Department of Health
licensing requirements for group day‘care centers
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must-have approval from the Fire :and Buildings Departments and from

o B S T e T b el

N.Y.C. Department of Health

Division o¢ Day Care, Day Camps & Institutions

BASIC REJUIREMENTS FOR GROUP DAY CARE
OF CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS OF AGE
(Based on the N.Y.C. Health Code - Articles 45 and 47)

[

The purpose of'standards'in group day care is to insure the safety,
health and well being of young children entrusted by their families
to group care. ‘ .

This summary based on the New York City Health Code, covers the care
of young children under 6 years of age in nurseries, child care
centers, schools, etc. :

Staff | .

A well trained, interested staff is essential in order to p1ah «nd
carry out a program for young children which is_.based on knowledge
of their developmental stages and on an understanding of how they
learn. ’ ‘ , -

A day care service requires an educational director in charge of the

overall program who is qualified in Early Childhood Educdtion and

has had a minimum of two years of experience as a group "teacher in

a program for children under 6 years of age. If: there are more than

gorty children registered, the director should have no teaching
uties. ' . '

A teacher who is in charge of a group of children needs to be quali-
fied to teach Early Childhood classes in the City of New York. For

details see requirements as outlined in Section 47.09 of the Health

Tode. ;

et

(In order for a day care center to operate at the maximum Tevel of
service to the community, it is strongly recommended that community
representatives, including parents, participate in planning and
carrying out the program.g ‘

Premises
Safe, suitable indoor and outdpor premises are a necessity. Buildings

the Bureau of Sanitary Inspections of the Health Department. A
building needs to meet the fo]1owing requirements to be approved:

(1) Sufficient exits for children to get in and out of the building
easily in case of fire. Stairways must be enclosed because of
the fire hazard of the open stairwell. -

(2) An interior fire alarm s&stem‘is required for more than 30 chil-
dren. ' ' ’

N
\
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: (3) Premises need to be free from danger and provide a\minimum of
30 square foot of space for each child over 2 years\ of age -
40 square feet for children under 2 years, \

3

(4) Children need sufficient washing and toilet facilities - at
least one washbasin and one toilet for 15 children are requir-
ed for their exclusive use.

(5) Rooms must have sufficient 1ight. The lighting should. be mea;
sured by the Public Health Sanitarian. A1l rooms should pro-
vide proper ventilation.

(6) A day care service should not be located in a basement - more

than 3 feet below ground level - unless an exception by the

Health Department has been granted, A service should not be

operated -above the third floor of a building unless an eleva-

tor is provided. If children under 2 years are served, they
should not be located above the second floor for safety's sake.

(7) A kitchen is necessary if meals are served. If the program is
half day and only snacks are served, a refrigerator to store
milk, cheese, fruit, etc. is needed.

At A e e
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(8) Adequate adjacent outdoor play space is necessary.

(No commitment to purchase, lease or renovate a building, should be
- made until it is determined that premises are suitable or can be
o made suitable for a day care service.)

Equipment

Children need sufficient, suitable furniture and play equipment,
while they are in a day care service. Play equipment should be eas-
ily accessible and designed to contribute toward physical and mental
growth of the children at their particular age level. Furniture
should be sturdy, functional and the right size for the children.

: Budget '

gg A realistic budget and sufficient reserves to insure adequate opera-
tion of the service is basic in planning a day care service.

5 Health

A good health plan needs to be made for a day care service. Verifi-
cation of each child's medical examination and completion of required
immunizations need to be on file in the center.

ConshItation

Since the protection of young children away from their homes is the
obligation of this Division of the Health Department, pediatric, nur-
sing, nutrition, and early childhood education consultants are avail=-
able to help in planning day care services. ‘ ;
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