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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This report draws on the research literature concerming preschool
programs for at-risk children in the United States. Studies cited here are
those that meet relatively high standards of research quality; for example,
the evaluations used control groups that were either randomly assigned or
carefully studied for differences from the experimental group. This report
addresses four questions:

1. What are current trends in preschool enrollment, including that of
at-risk children?

2. What are the elements common to exemplary preschool programs for
at-risk children?

3. What are the effects of preschool programs on at-risk children?
4. VWhat is the evidence concerning the durability of these effects?

As in the literature, the term "at-risk" in this report refers to
children who are considered at risk for behavioral problems and school
failure because of their low socioeconomic or minority status or the limited
education of their parents. The term "preschool” refers to any program
organized to provide educational experiences for childrem between infancy
and the mandatory school age. A preschool program may be organized as part
of an elementary school or as a separate public or private school, for at
least two hours a day from two to five days a week (Pendleton, 1986, pp.
124-125). These programs often serve the purpose of child care for working
parents, partici:iarly when they operate for the full day. However, child
care in home <ettings is not geunerally included in the definition of
preschool. In the literature, the terms "preschool,” "prekindergarten,” and
"nursery” are used synonymously; the term "preprimary® refers to both
prekindergarten and kindergarten schooling.

Participation in preschool education in the United States has grown
dramatically since the 1970s (Table 1). The proportion of three- and four-
year-olds enrolled in preschool programs has increased from 13 percent and
28 percent respectively in 1970 to 29 percent and 49 percent respectively in
1986. This trend is expected to ~ontinue into the next decade (Digest of
Education Statistics, 1988, Table 38, p. 55; Current Population Survey,
1986).

Several factors have fueled the increase in preschool enrollment.
These include:

1 Although this work was supported by the U.S. Department of Education,
the opinions expressed are those of the authors and do not represent or
necessarily reflect the position or policies of the Department.



The increasing participation of mothers in the labor force. The
proportion of married women in the labor force with children less
than six years of age rose from 30 percent in 1970 to 53.8 percent
in 1986 (Table 2). The percentage of married women in the labor
force with children between ages three and five rose from 42
percent in 1975 to 61 percent in 1987 (Table 625, Statistical
Abstract of the United States, 1988),

The increase in the availability of preschool programs. While
pxivate preschools have not been identified and surveyed on a
nationwide basis recently, preschool in{tiatives ir the public
sector have been the subject of recent surveys. Prfior to 1980,
eight states had passed legislation and/or provided funding for
prekindergarven (excluding those states supporting Head Start).
By 1984, seven additional states had joined the ranks. Between
1985 and 1987, three states with existing programs enacted new
ones, and 11 states initiated preschool programs, raising the
number of states with some form of early childhood legislation to
26 (Marx & Seligson, 198E). New programs have also been initiated
at the local level; in a recent survey of school districts, oue-
third of the preschool programs for which data were reported were
new since 1980 (Mitchell, 1988b).

Several trends are evident in preschool enrollment by age, race,
mother’s working status, education of household head, and family income
(Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5). Theses are:

o

Preschool enrollment rates for three- and four-ycar-olds are not
significantly different for blacks and whites (43 percent vs. 39
percent). However, blacks are about twice as likely as whites to
enroll in public programs. Among the black children aged three
and four enrolled in preschool in 1985, 64 percent were enrolled
in public preschools, while the comparable figure for whites was
30 percent. The proportion is approximately one-half vs. one-
fourth for three-year-olds, and two-thirds vs. one-third for four-
year-olds (Bruno, 1988; Pendleton, 1986).

Preschcol enrollment increascs with increasing family income.
Increasing income also increases the likelthood of enrollment in
private preschools {(Pendleton, 1986).

Preschool enrollment increases with increasing education of the
household head. In 1986, the preschool enrollment rate for three-
and four-year-old children of high school dropouts was 25 percent,
while the enrollment rate for children of college graduates was 56
percent {Current Populatgcn Survey, 1986).

)

Although the number of at-risk children is growing, enrollment trends

show the following): ‘.
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o The enrollment of preschool children with low socioeconomic status
(SES) is not increasing as rapidly as the number with high SES
(Pendleton, 1986).

o Hispanic three-year-olds are less likely io be enrolled (17
percent) than black or white three-year-olds (26 and 30 percent
respectively). Thirty-nine percent of Hispanic four-year-olds are
enrolled in preschool, compared with 49 Percent of all four-year-
olds (Current Population Survey, 1986).

o The growth in the enrollment rate of three- and four-year-olds in
preschool programs, from 11 percent in 1965 to 39 percent in 1986,
vas primarily in the private sector (Pendleton, 1986).

o About 40 percent of the children who are eligible due to family
poverty enroll in Head Start programs at some time from age three
to five,

About two-thirds of state preschool programs require targeting of
services to children who either come from poor families or lack skills in
English language or school readiness (Marx & Seligson, 1988).

I1. ELEMENTS COMMON TO EXEMPLARY PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS

Exemplary preschool programs for at-risk children share the following
characteristics, according to the literature:

o Curriculum and teaching practices based on principles of
children’s learning

o Sustained parental involvement
o Periodic monitoring and evaluation.

Most research knowledge about the beneficial effects of preschool is
based on experimental or quasi-experimental designs carried out in programs
where services had a theoretical foundation and program implementation was
carefully monitored. Therefore, we can say that programs having the
characteristics that were common to these well-studied programs do produce
benefits for children. (Later sections of this review discuss the nature
and persistence of the effacts.) We cannot distinguish which specific
characteristics, if any, are indispensable to program success.

Curriculum and Teaching Practices Based on Principles of Children’s Learning

The specific instructional content of the curriculum or the intensity
of its treatment are not as critical to program effectiveness as the quality
of its implewentation (New York State Early Childhood Education Commission,
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1986 Berrueta-Clement, Schweinhart, Barnett, Epstein, & Weikart, 1984). In
studies that have compared the effects of different curricular models
(discussed below), no clear consensus is yet apparent from study to study,
Weikart (1981) concludes from a set of comparative analyses that preschools
that adhere to any one of several conceptually sound models can produce
positive effects, while preschools in which implementation is not closely
controlled may provide lower quality services, leading to the less
significant results observed for their graduates.

The generalization that seems to be supported by evaluations with high-
quality designs {s that exemplary programs base their curriculum models on
principles of children’s emotional and cognitive development (Pierson et
al., 1984; Schweinhart & Koshel, 1986; Elkind, 1986; Collins, 1984;
Slaughter, 1982; Zigler & Berman, 1983). The National Association for the
Education of Young (hildren (NAEYC, 1986) cites theory and research
supporting curriculum and teaching practices that are congruent with
children’s development. According to these sources, program designers and
teaching staff in exemplary programs pay attention to:

o Appropriate sequencing of activities and a level of difficulty
that matches the developmental needs of the children (Palmer,
1983; Biber, 1984; Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984)

0 Issues of individuslity and potential differentfal impact based on
gender, disability, culture, and pative language (Berrueta-Clement
et al., 1984, p. 175)

o Comprehensiveness in terms of activities that address the social,
emotional, physical, and cognitive aspects of a child’s
development (Mitchell & Seligson, 1986, p. 3; Schweinhart, 1983)

o "Structuring the space and materials to afford each child an
opportunity to develop a sense of effectiveness, to explore
concepts, to develop mastery and social skills essential for
competencies in school® (Pierson et al., 1984, p. 9; also see
Miller & Bizzell, 1983)

o Liniting group size to 20 children and maintaining an adult-child
ratio of at least 1:10 (Ruopp, Travers, Glantz, & Coelen, 1979:
Shure & Spivack, 1982; Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984; Lazar &
Darlington, 1982; Schweinhart & Koshel, 1986/1987).

Teacher behaviors in preschools are not easily disentangled from
curriculum, especially in programs characterized by high levels of
interaction between children and adults. However, some research has
addressed the issues of teacher behavior and qualifications. Teacher
behaviors associated with positive outcomes in the cognitive and social
domains include the following:

o Rapid and appropriate response to children’s needs, desires, and
messages (NAEYC, 1986)
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o Provision of wany opportunities for children to communicate
(NAEYC, 1986: Genishi, 1987) and use of an "elaborative* style
that gives chiliren much information and encourages theam to
comment in return (Snochergill, Olson, & Moore)

o Display of warmth and respect towards children along with nminimal
use of criti{cism and negative comments (Phyfe-Petkins, 1981;
NAEYC, 1986; Lay-Dopyera & Dopyera, 1987) .

Generalizing across comparative studies, we can examine the short-and long-
term effects of curricula that include "traditional™ mursery school (with a
relatively high proportion of child-{nitiated activities), Montessori
programs, and several types of "didactic” curricula that stress teacher-1led,
Structured drill:

o Inmediately after Preschool, the children in teacher-directed or

o Over the long term, results are mixed. Karnes et al. followed
students to age 19 and found that students in trad{tional or

differences in achievement in grades six and eight, with the
differences favoring nondida:tic Programs (1983). Weikart et al.
(1978) did not find significant differences among curricula at
grade five or eight on any measures, including grade retention or
special education placement.

o Findings on long-term effectiveness may vary with the sex of the
chi{ld. Although Miller and Bizzell (1983) reported an overall
superiority of nondidactic instruction, fncluding Montessori
instruction, as measured by results in grades six and eight, this
finding is due to the significantly higher test scores achieved by
boys. The results for girls were less marked but were In the
opposite direction, with those who had received didactic
instruction scoring higher,



o One study reported differential affects on delinquency.
Schweinhart, Weikart, and Larner (1986), who compared the impact
of three different types of programs, found (based on self-
reports at age 15) that participents from a teacher-directed
program had a higher incidence of delinquency than participants
from two other programs where learning was more child-initiated.

Program Examples

Some curriculum characteristics described in this section can be
11lustrated with vignettes from particular programs,

o Comprehensiveness of focus is 11lustreted by the Ysleta
Prekindergacten Program in El Paso, Texas. Responding to a
legislative mandate for half-day preschool for four-year-olds who
either live in poverty or have limited English proficiency, the
Ysleta school district set aside an entire school for
prekindergarten classes. The Program components are language
development, motor skills development, expression of creativity
(through art, music, and drama), socto-emotional development, and
the use of the five senses to observe the environment.

0 Mitchell (1988a) describes a child-centered, experientfal program
that integrates art and science activities. In the art room one
day, the art teacher read a story about a mountain, rain, and the
washing away of soil; the children then manipulated samples of
clay that are dry, wet, and hardened, putting the different kinds
of clay into water, trying to break the hard clay, and rolling and
molding the wet clay.

) In a teacher-directed program studied by Karmes et al. (1983),
groups of five children remained with one teacher for three
structured periods covering math concepts, language arts and
reading readiness, and science-social studies. The lessons often
used a game format, structured to require particular verbal
responses from cnildren. Teachers Praised appropriate responses
and immediately corrected wrong ones, often through repetitior of
model sentences.

Sustained Parental Involvement

Most exemplary preschool programs aim "to assist parents to explore
various ways to work with their children* and keep them meaningfully
involved in the program activities (Burkett, 1982, p. 42; Mitchell &
Seligson, 1986). The Programs pursue this goal in one or more of the
following ways:

o Organizing home visits and other outreach activities by program
staff In order to help jarents teach their own children

o Arranging parent-teacher conferences

6
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o Conducting classes on child development

o Providing weekend sessions for all parents

0 Videotaping parent-child interaction and providing feedback
o Circulating toys, library books and news articles

o Inviting participation in parent advisory committees

o Involving parents as volunteer or paid staff assistants.

Our literature search ident{fied one study which examined the effects
of the frequency of home visits on the achievement of preschool students.
The results of the two-year study revealed that preschool children whose
homes were visited each week did not score significantly higher on
standardized tests of verbal achievement than those children whose homes
were visited every two weeks. However, children whose homes were visited
showed significantly higher scores than children whose homes were not
(Burkett, .982). 1iIn general, though, the mmerous combinations of
activities used by the various exemplary programs reviewed suggest that
program activities and components are so interrelated that it iz not
possible to attribute specific program outcomes to specific activities or
techniques.

Studies confirm thst sustained parental invelvement in preschool
Programs is associated with the following outcomes:

o Better academic performance in school as measured by standardized
achievement tests (Collins 1984; Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984;
Lazar & Darlington, 1972 Slaughter, 1982: Zigler & Berman, 1983).
Specifically, Irvine (1982) found that the extent of parental
involvement was associated with children’s scores on each of three
measures of cognitive development- -language, reading, and math.
The cognitive gains of preschool children whose parents were
actively involved exceeded the gains of those whose parents were
not by .24 standard deviation in research by Collins (1984).
Parental involvement is also associ{ated with regular school
attendance, which i{n turm is thought to affect school achievement
and school graduation.

0 Decline in classroom behavioral problems as measured by teacher
ratings (Klein & Durfee 1979; Lewis et al., 1984; Berrueta-Clement
et al., 1984). The pProgram mothers’ greater display of affection,
praise, appropriate control, and encouragement of children’s
verbalfization buflds a strong bond and attachment between parent
and child (Johnson & Walker, 1987), If this bond is strong, the
child is less likely to develop behavioral problems.

Findings on the effects of parental involvement must be viewed with
caution because it is unclear whether parental involvement cor tributes to
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outcomes or whether parental rcncern over children’s cognitive and emotional
development promotes involvement in the first place (McKey, 1985, p. 16).

Program Examples

o The Beethoven Project, which began in 1987 on a pilot basis,
serves families in the Robert Taylor housing pProject (th> nation’s
largest and poorest) whose children will attend Beethoven
Elementary School. A small team of "family advocates* who live in
or near the housing project works individually with the mothers
and offers a center with play areas, cooking and lounge areas, and
medical examination rooms. Services include advice about child
care, nutrition, and development. The Beethoven Project also
provides schooling for toddlers and will enroll the participating
children in Head Start.

o Every school district in Missouri now participates in the New
Parents as Teachers Project, which serves interested parents from
the third trimester of pregnancy until the child reaches age
three. Services include four to eight visits to the home each
year by parent educators trained in child development, regular
group discussion meetings with other parents, and periodic
monitoring and Screening of children. An evaluation of a pilot
program showed that Participating children surpassed
nonparticipants in intellectual functioning, language skills, and
social and adaptive behavior.

o Minnesota administers the Early Childhood and Family Education
Project, in which approximately 200 centers provide parent-child
programs for families in all socioeconomic groups. Home visits
are alsc part of this progranm.

Pe d ] a \'d 0

Exemplary programs Periodically monitor children's problems, measure
progress, and conduct program evaluations. Diagnostic monitoring of
children can detect health and developmental probleas early (Mitchell &
Seligson, 1986; Pierson et al., 1983/1984; Schwefnhart & Koshel, 1986).
This improves the chances of remediation.

Because this review relies on data from programs that had unusually
high-quality evaluations, there is a danger of circular reasoning in drawing
the conclusion that Program evaluation contributes to positive program
outcomes. However, logic suggests that a program which conducts evaluations
and uses the findings for program improvement will become increasingly
effective over time. Researchers have argued that year-end evaluations of
prog~am effectiveness, including measures of Outcomes and process,
contribute to program improvement (Collins, 1984: Slaughter, 1982 Johnson,
1983; Zigler & Berman, 1983).

16



III. THE EFFECTS OF PRESCHOOL EDUCATION

This section addresses the question:

o What are the main effects of preschool education on at-risk
children?

Much of the pertinent research evidence comes from the long-term findings of
a few studies/programs: Consortium for Longitudinal Studies, Perry
Preschool Project, New York Experimental Pre-Kindergarten Program, Harlem

public school nursery program, and Cincinnati ESEA Title I All-day Pre-K
Program. Table § summarizes key features of thege studies, which compel
special mention because of the quality of their longitudinal evidence on
preschool program effects.

Research results show that preschool education programs for at-risk
children have effects in the fillowing six major areas:

o Cognitive abilities

o Classroom learning behaviors
o Socio-emotional development
o Fanily

o Long-term school success

o School and societal costs,

Researchers have advanced tentative models for causal relationships
among these outcomes, attempting to account for the long-term persistence of
positive effects found in some studies of preschool education.

o In these models, the higher cognitive abilities found at age five
or six among preschool graduates contribute to longer-term
comitment to schooling and a decreased likelihood of retention in
grade or assignment to special education (Schweinhart & Welkart,
1980; Royce, Darlington, & Murray, 1983),

) Preschool also contributes directly to the comitment to schooling
or pride in achievement that students show in the middle and upper
grades. This is fmportant because these variables are in turn
related to the eventual completion of high school, lower rates of
delinquency, and higher rates of employment (Schweinhart &
Weikart, 1980; Royce et al., 1983),



o Schwefnhart and Welkart argue for the importance of motivation as
an outcome of preschool, theorizing that “che direct effects of
preschool were motiv .t{onal as well as cognitive. We assumed that
comm{tgent to schooling began as a response to school success.

The data suggest a slight reformulation: commitment began as a
response to a cognitively stimulating preschool environment*
(1980, p. 66).

o Similarly, Cray et al. cite thefr findings that preschool
graduates had high test scores in the early grades and higher
rates of success in school over longer perfods. They argue for
the Plausibility of a model whereby, *If changes were made {n the
child's and possibly the parents’ motivations, and {f the child
wvas perceived more favorably by the teachers, one has the makings
of a benign spiral that could continue over the years" (1983, Pp.
64-65).

Effects on Cognitive Abilities

Studies typically defiae cognitive abilities in terms of IQ scores and
reading, math, and language competencies. Research findings reveal s
substantial gain in Participants’ IQ scores (as measured by Stanford-Binet
and Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children) immediately after the
Preschool experience. This gain in IQ scores 1is not noticeable after two to
four years, however (Schweinhart & Weikart, 1980: Berrueta-Clement et al.,
1984 ; McKey, 1985; Lazar & Darlington, 1982; Miller & Bizzell, 1983; Ramey &
Haskins, 1981; Neiman & Gastright, 1984, Gray et al., 1983; Johnson &
Walker, 1987; Ramey & Campbell, 1984; Palmer 1983; Weissberg et al., 1981;
Beller, 1983; Seitz et al., 1983),

Former preschool participants are also Teported to ouiperfork controls

on reading, math, and language competencies. These effects arc found to
last between four and ten years after the preschool experience.

Effects on Classroom Learning Behaviors

o Greater tagk persistence
Qo Creater academic motivation
o Greater attentiveness {n class
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o Greater ability to work independently on a task
o Greater ability to follow directions

o Greater resi{stance to distractions

o Greater ability to cooperate with peers

c Greater success {n completing assigned work

o Letter use of time during mastery learning and social activities.

These differences in classroom learning behaviors are evident from
elementary through middle school and are found to be as-sciated with
Increased scholastic achievement of preschool children (Berrueta-Clement et
al., 1984; Schweinhart & Welkart, 1980; Pferson et al., 1984; Johnson &
Walker, 1987; Beller, 19§3).

Program children outperform controls on measures of their social and
emotional development. Aspects of social development affected favorably by
Preschool intervention are the following:

o Cooperativeness rather than hostility (Johnson & Walker, 1987;
Beller, 1983)

o Sociability and assertiveness with peers (McKey, 1985; Pierson et
al., 1984)

o Less deviant behavior. Among program children in high school
there were half as many instances of deviant behavior as indicated
by detention after school, absences and truancy, lying and
cheating, resistance to teachers, or manipulation of adults
(Schweinhart & Weixart, 1980; Shure & Spivack, 1982).

0 Less delinquent behavior as indicated by fewer arrests (31 percent
vs. 51 percent), fewer cases taken to juvenile court, and fewer
months on probation (12 vs. 33 months) (Berrueta-Clement et al.,
1984). Rich (1987) also reported lower rates of delinquency among
14- through 16-year-old teenagers with preschool experience (6
percent vs. 22 percent).

On a more negative note, some studies have also found that the greater
assertiveness of children who have attended preschool may be accompanied by
aggressiveness., Beller found greater expressions of aggression among the
first graders studied who had attended two years of preschool (1983).

Aspects of emotional development affacted favorably by preschool
intervention were:

11
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o Self-esteem and self-confidence (McKey, 1985: Rich, 1987; Beller,
1983)

0 Motivatfion to learn and achieve (McKey 1985: Berrueta-Clement et
al., 1984; Beller, 1983)

o Self-expectations. Program children aspire to white-collar Jjobs
and & college education, and they rate themselves as better in
school performance than controls (Lazar & Darlington, 1982;
Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984; Beller, 1983).

) Maturity of moral judgment (Beller, 1983).

Effects on Family

The preschool experience has significant impact on parents’
expectations for their children. Parents of program children are more
satisfied with their chfld’s performance, hold higher educational and
occupational expectations, and exert pressure to achieve (Berrueta-Clement
et al,, 1984: Lazar & Darlington, 1982: Ramey & Haskins, 1984; Pierson et
al., 1984). Some studies have linked parental expectations with regular
school attendance, which in turn is believed to improve academic achievement
(Collins, 1984).

The preschool experience has little impact on parental attitude towards
education in general (McKey, 1985). This suggests that a favorable parencal
attitude may have drawn parents to preschool education in the first place.

There is evidence to suggest that the preschool experience strengthens
the parent-child relationship. The Carolina Abecedarian Project study
(Ramey & Haskins, 1981) which observed mothers and children in a laboratory
setting, showed that Experimental mothers Played with their children three
times more often than Control mcthers. Also, Experimental children asked
their mothers to watch or join an activity more often than the Control
children. The authors believe that preschool improves the mother-child
relationship for two reasons: First, "with the child receiving day care,
low-income mothers may complete their educaticn, get a job, either of which
could reduce financial strain on the family in the long run. Reduced
financial strain may improve the quality of the mother's contacts with the
child by rv-dicing the mother’s anxiety over other problems. Second, if
preschool produced bright and responsive children, then such children may
nake successful demands on their parents for attention and involvement" (p.
100).

Johnson and Walker's (1987) study of the Houston Parent-Child
Development Center revealed that the preschool experience "effectively
reduced the frequency of behavior problems for these children five te eight
years after the programs’ completion” (p. 375). They speculate that the
Crust and attachment that develop with the parents are associated with &

12
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Effects on Long-i -Lterm School Success

Childrer with preschool experience outperform controls on measures of
long-term school success. Compared with controls, program children more
readily develop the competencies required to adapt to the school social and
academic environment and its behavioral demands (McKey, 1985; Schweinhart &
Welkart, 1980; Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984;: Lazar & Darlington, 1982;
Ramey & Haskins, 1981; Neiman & Gastright, 1981; Palmer, 1983; Beller, 1983;
Gray et al., 1983).

o Program children are half as likely to be assigned to special
education classes, less likely to be retained in grade, and less
likely to drop out of school. (See Table 7.) The graduation rate
of program children is 20 Percent higher than that of controls.

shown more lasting effects on school performance than have studies of other
Programs. These results and the findings concerning day care and family
services in an experimental program in Syracuse, New York (Rich, 1987)
suggest the potential contribution of preschool:

o Preschool education can contribute to {mprovements in academic
performance in the elementary, middle, and secondary schools
(Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984, p. 24: Rich, 1987; Gray et al.,
1983). oOmn average, program children had better grade-point
averages and had fewer fajling grades in elementary and secondary

o The long-term success in school enjoyed by program children may be
associated vith greater commitment to schooling. Program children
at age 15 showed greater academic motivation, placed greater value
on education, had college aspirations, were more willing to
discuss school with their parents, and spent more time on homework
than contreols (Schweinhart & Weikart, 1980; Berrueta-Clement et
al., 1984; Rich, 1987: Beller, 1983; Gray et al., 1983).

M@_@Ml&m

Evidence on the ecomomic benefits of preschool to society and in
Particular to the school system comes from the Perry Preschool Project Study
(Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984), According to the study, one of the
beneficial effects at age 19 of having attended preschool is economic
Success, {.e., employment, earnings, and economic independence. Compared
with 19-year-olds with no preschool, those who attended preschool were more
likely to be employed (59 percent vs. 37 Percent), had experiraced fewer
months of unemployment since graduation, and had higher median annual
earnings (Berrueta-Clement, et al., p. 88). The study also assigns economic

13
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value to a mother's released time when the child s attending preschool.
This analysis demonstrates the more general benefits arising from individual
success: "The primary economic benefit to society from improved economic

programs™ (p. 56). The study implies that the preschool experience can
break the cycle of poverty for at-risk children,

person) in the criminal Justice system. This savings stems from the effect
of preschool education on delinquent behavior. The Perry Preschool Study
(Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984) reported fewer arrests (31 percent for
Program group vs. 51 percent for the comparison group), fewer months on
probation (12 vs. 33 wonths), fewer fines (3 percent vs. 14 percent), and
fewer cases sent to Juvenile court.

gains in IQ scores evident immediately after the Preschool experience.
According to the Perry Preschool Project Study (Berrueta-Clement et al.,
1984), during the preschool years there was a 12 point difference in IQ
scores between the Program and control children. A Year after preschool,
differences in the IQ scores dropped by five points because of an increase
In the IQ scores of the controls. By the end of grade three, the difference
in IQ scores had disappeared. There has been debate over the
appropriateness of IQ tests as outcome measures for preschool, given the
view that IQ s & relatively stable property of the individual child and the

Different types of cognitive gains (IQ, reading achievement, and math
achievement) show different degrees of durability through the elementary
grades, according to the Consortium for Longitudinagl Studies (lazar &
Darlington, 1982), the Perry Preschool Project Study (Schweinhart & Weikarc,
1980; Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984), the Head Start Synthesis Report
(McKey, 1985), the North Carolina Abecedarian Project (Ramey & Haskins,
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1981), and the Cincinnati ESEA Title I Study (Nieman & Gastright, 1981).
Between preschool and the end of grade two, the program group maintains {ts
galns In reading, math, and IQ. By grades four and five, the gain is
maintained more in math than in reading, and the 1Q gain disappears.

and Bizzell (1983) maintain that by grade six the gains in math and reading
begin to diminfsh, and by grade efght the diiference between program and
controls on cognitive ability is virtually negligibie. On the other hand,
the Perry Preschool Project Study (Schweinhart & Weikart, 1980: Berrueta-
Clement et al., 1984) reveals that the reading, language, and math
achievement of preschool participants is significantly better even at age
fourteen.

The Harlem Head Start study (Palmer, 1983) shows a unique example of
the "sleeper effect.® Sleepzr effect refers to the phenomenon where
"treatment occurs at time I, no effects are found at time I1 but effects are
found at time III" (p. 160). Researchers found that by the age of four
years and eight months the effects of the preschool program on cognitive
gains had begun to wear off. But in the later years of elementary school,
differences in cognitive gains began to reappear. For example, by grade
three the program children were four months ahead of the controls in
reading. By grade six, they were six months ahead.

From these disparate findings, one essential point i{s clear. The
cognitive gains of program children do seem to diminish between preschool
and end of grade five, and under some circumstances they wear off
completely. The question then is what causes the wearing off? This
question is discussed below.

Reasons_for Wearing Off

Researchers do not know why th¢ effects of preschool often diminish or
disappear over time. If there were a more definitive model to account for
the long-term success observed by some researchers, then the same model
might account for the weaker long-term results that are more commonly found.
At this point, the following reasons discussed in the literature have at
least sonre plausibility as explanations for s decline in cognitive gains
after program children enter the public school, although experts could also
debate the validity of each of these points:

o The developmental challenges faced by children aged 8-10.
Caldwell (1987) claims that the period between ages 8 and 10 is an
lmportant time i{n the developmental cycle of a child in that major
trans{tions occur in "analytical ability, understanding causality,
use of conditional reasoning, and moral competence of a child"
(p.13). Children in this age period tend to consclidate previous
learning rather than éngage in new learning breakthroughs. Also,
the school’s expectations for students’ academic performance
change. By this £ge teacners place demands on children not just
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to learn to read (as in early childhood) but to read to learn.
Behaviorally, greater expectatfons of conduct are imposed.
Caldwell (1987) speculates “that the social and emotionagl ferment

The quality of preschool pedagogy. Instructional features of a
program can have an impact on the persistence of the program's
effects, According to Caldwell (1987), the set of studies which
consistently showed positive impact featured a uniformly high-
quality pedagogy that included a high adult-child ratio, strong

proper sequencing of learning activities, opportunities to choose
from varied materials, gradual increase ir .ndependence, and
reinforcement of positive behavior. The Head Start programs which
reported greater diminution of cognitive gains used a diverse
pedagogy of variable quality.

Change in the educational environment. At-rigk children move from
preschool programs specifically designed for them, with small,
individualized classes, to much larger and less personalfized

The Stereotyping of the academic capabiiities of at-risk children.
Preschool pPrograms hold high expectations for at-risk children but

group, although such placement did not always correspond with the
children’s cognitive ability as measured by standardized
achievement tests (p. 109).

Differences in social behavior of at-risk children and consequent
alienation. Bronfenbrenner (1967) has argued that minority and

aggressiveness which alienate their teachers and classmates. 1In
at least one study, preschool children in the first grade showed
more aggressiveness than comparison students (Beller, 1983).

preschool projects have eéncountered alienation in the public
schools because of their confidence, skill, effective use of
language, and ability to confront teachers--all of could make them
difficult for some Ceachers and schools to cope with.

The short duration of preschool intervention efforts, According
to Gray et al. (1983) the preschool Intervention effort is by
itself too little and too soon terminated. The researchers
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calculated that by age six the children in the study would at most
have spent only two percent of their waking hours In the
Intervention prograi. The two percent, set against their whole
life in a disadvantaged environment, mskes the results appear
miraculous. School achievement can last only if something i{s done
to consolidate and move forward the gains made in the early
period. School achievement in particular is dependent upon
continued input of subject matter day after day, year after year.

difficult to summarize because no adequate measures of early
childhood IQ data are available (p. 11). Therefore, the baseline
for comparison of achievement scores established by existing
measures i{s unreliable, and unreliable instruments may be
recording declines or gains that are really not there.
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Table 1

Enrollment of 3- and 4-Year-0ld Children
in Pre-primary Programs (Numbers in Thousands
(Adapted from Digest of eiatigtlics, 1988, p. 55)

.
»

A\l

l TQIAL ROPULATION | 3-JEAR-OLDS | 4-YEAR-QLDS

] Total & of | |

| Total # in Total | Total # in $ | Total # in %

|Popula- Pre- in Pre-|Popula- Pre- in Pre-|Popula- Pre- in Pre-

tion

| | |
1965 12,549 3,607 27.1 | 4,149 203 4.9 | 4,238 683 16.1
1970 110,940 3,106 35.5 | 3,516 454 12.9 | 3,620 1,007 27.8
1975 {10,185 4,955 48.7 | 2.177 683 21.5 | 3,699 1,418 40,5
1876 | 9,727 4,790 49.2 | 3,019 602 19.9 | 3,220 1,346 41.8
1977 | 9,249 4,577 49.5 | 2,978 645 21.7 | 3,061 1,290 42.1
1978 | 9,111 4,584 50.3 | 3,023 759 25,1 | 3,028 1,313 43.4
1979 | 9,119 4,664 51.1 | 3,025 746 24,7 | 3,070 1,393 45.4
1980 | 9,286 4,878 52,5 | 3,143 857 27.3 | 3,072 1,423 46.3
1981 | 9,421 4,937 52,4 | 3,266 891 27.3 | 2,985 1,442 48.3
1982 | 9,873 5,105 51.7 } 3,387 928 27.4 | 3,271 1,496 5.7
1983 10,254 5,384 52.5 | 3,574 1,004 28.1 | 3,414 1,619 47.4
1984 {10,612 5,480 51.6 | 3,609 1,004 27.8 | 3,579 1,603 44 .8
1985 110,733 5,865 54.6 | 3,594 1,035 28.8 | 3,598 1,766 49.1
1986 {10,866 5,965 54.9 | 3,604 1,042 28.9 | 3,616 1,771 49.0
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Labor Force Participacion Rate of Married, Separated and Divorced Women by
Presence and Age of Children: 1965-1987
(Adapted from Table No. 624, Statistical Abstracts of the U.S., 1988, 108th Edition)

I _TOTAL l__ NQ cH - _ CHI
| Married Sep- Divorced{Married Sep- Divorced IMarried Sep- Divorced |Married Sep- Divorced
Year | —arated l arated i —arated | - arated
I I ] ]
1960 | 30.5 NA NA | 34,7 NA NA | 39,0 NA NA | 18.6 NA NA
1970 | 40.8 52.1 71.5 | 42,2 52.3 67.7 | 49.2 60.6 82.4 | 30.3 45.4 63.3
1980 | 50.1 39.4 764.5 | 46.0 58.9 71.4 | 61,7 66.3 82.3 | 45,1 52.2 68.3
1982 | s1.2 60.0 74.9 | 46.2 57.5 71.6 | 63.2 68.4 83.6 | 48.7 55,2 67.2
1983 | 51.8 58.7 74.6 | 46.6 55.6 71.7 | 63.8 68.7 82.2 | 49.9 53.8 68.7
1984 | s52.8 60.9 6.3 | 47.2 59.1 70.5 | 65.4 70.1 84.1 | 51.8 53.9 67.7
1985 | 54.2 61.3 75.0 | 48,2 60.0 72.1 | 67.8 70.9 83.4 | 53,6 53.2 67.5
1986 | 54.6 62.2 76.0 | 48.2 60.4 72,1 | 68.4 70.6 84.7 | 53.8 57.4 73.8
1987 | 55.8 61.4 75.5 | 48.4 37.9 7.9 | ¥l.6 72.6 84.5 | 56.8 55.1 70,5
{ i i [
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Table 3

Percent of 3- and 4-Year-Olds Enrolled in Preschool by
Family Income and Age: 1986
(Source: Bureau of Census, Current Population Survey)

Family Income Age 3 Age 4
Total 28.9 49.0
Under $5,000 15.3 23.5
$§ 5,000-$ 9,999 13.4 29.5
$ 10,000-$14,999 16.8 25.6
¥ 15,000-$19,999 20.6 32.1
$ 20,000-$24,999 23.0 32.2
$ 25,000-334,999 30.1 45.9
$ 35,000 + 49.0 37.7
Income not Reported 39.1 28.1
Table 4

Percent of 3- and 4-Year-0Olds FEnrolled in Preschool by
Labor Force Status of Mother: 1986
(Source: Bureau of Census, Current Population Survey)

Labor Force Status

of Mother Age 3 Age 4
Total 28.9 49.0
Employed
- Full time 37.2 42.6
- Part time 31.3 45.5
Unemployed 17.7 30.9
Not in Labor Force 21,2 34.3
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Table 5

Percent of 3- and 4-Year-Olds Enrolled in Preschool by
Education of Household Head: 1986
(Source: Bureau of Census, Current Population Survey)

Education of i ENROLIMENT RATE
Household | |
Head | _3-Year-Olds | 4-Year-0lds
| l
Total ] 28.9 | 49.0
None to Elem. 8 | 13.9 | 31.0
1-3 yrs High sch. | 14.0 | 39.7
4 yrs High school| 26.9 | 42.9
1-3 yrs College | 31.5 | 56.7
4 + ycs College | 46.2 | 68.1
i ]




Table 6

Key Features of Nine Studies
(Adapted from Berrueta- ~Clement et al. » 1984, pp. 96-99)

| | | | | FOLLOW-UP | | AGE OF
| YEAR | | YEARS OF| PROGRAM | SAMPLE SIZE | | CHILD
| STUDY | AGE OF | PROGRAN { FOR | OF EXPERI- | |AT LAST
STUDY |_BEGAN IQCATION | ENTRY Pl STUDY DESIGN | REPORT
| |

Perry Preschool | | |

I
!
|
]
|
l
New York Pre-X | |
|
f
|
|
|

I |

1984) 1 1962 Xesilanti. MI [ 3or4 | 1 ox 2 1 part-time | 123 | expeximental | 19
| | | | | |

£1982) 11975 NY State | 4 | 1l | part-time | 2058 | guasi ! 9
Harlem Head | | | { | | |

Start (1983) L 1966 NY city | 2 or3 | 1| part-time | 315 | experimsptal | 13
| | | |weekly play| | !

{ 1972 . | from | |group;daily] ] |
Mﬂ.&mﬂwm | 2 _[Pre-K/vesr | 132 | guas{ | _ 5 -6
Mother-Child- | ] ] | |bi-weekly | ] |
Home (1983) i 1363 | Loug Island, NY] 2 or 3 | -2 _lhome visitg| 220 | qussi L 9 - 13

| | I 3to6 | |full-time | | ]
HMMNJMM ] 6 _lyear round | 40__| expeximental | 1Q
Consortium for | i | | | | | |
Longf{tudinal | | FL, IL, KY, NH, | | | | | |
wwmm lJdor 4 | lctoS5 | varfed | 2008 | varied I 9 - 19
Carolina Abece- | 1972 . ] | 3 to 12 | [full-time | | |
darian (1984) | Present] NG ‘Jm!hL-Lm_imeg4 112 | expeximental | 6
Esm Title I alll | | { | |

8Y_pre- . 13 iong datg : 410 | no data L 9 - 13
Philadalphia | | | | ]all day X | | |
wﬁ-—_LlﬁL_l_zmmm_pM 4 | 214 days/week| 130 | guasi {17 - 19
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Table 7

Findings for Scholastic Placement
(Adapted from Berrueta-Clement, 1984, p. 102)

PROGRAM CONTROL

STUDY PLACEMENT GROUP —GROUP
ESEA Title I Pre-K (age 13) Special Ed. 5% 11%
Retention 9s 123
Early Training (age 18) Special Ed. 3% 29%
Retention 53¢ 69%
Perry Preschool (age 19) Special Ed. 37s 50%
Retention 35% 40%
Harlem Head Start (age 13) Special Ed. No data No data
Retention 248 45%
New York Pre-K (age 9) Special Ed. 2% 5%
Retention 16% 21
Mother-Child-Home (age 9) Special Ed. 142 39%
Retention 13% 19%
Curriculum Comparison Special Ed. 38% 63%
Group (age 19) Retention 26% 56%




