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CHAPTER I 

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

In discussing the old and new directions in child 

development, Stolz (77) covered the span of the po.st �-5 

years c Philosophios of the foremost personalities in the 

field were included. One theory was that children const:1.�• 

tutn the primary resource of a �ociety, a.nd the direction 

society will take depends in a large measure �pon the k:.n.d 

of chiJ.drEm soc:J.ety o"lvelops. In.creased und0r•standing of 

the Cf:luscs of chl::.d::een I s bGhRvior and the way t;hey J.ear.n is 

gro&tly nsed0d 0 Th.is raquirei:1 �ocial interactio11, teachlng 

a.na resee.x•oh. 

Accordlng to Breckenridge and Murphy (8) all childr-en 

haYe the following basic needs; phys iologicaJ. '1-:ar•rnth, psycho­

logice.l warmth, se cm�l ty, health protection and irnmuni ty .1 de­

pendenr.e end independence, adequate nutrltion» re·st and acti­

vity, affection and social contacts, and a.n opportunity to 

develop intellectually. 

Leeper, Dales, Skipper and Witherspoon (1�3) reported 

ths.t the Buree1u of Census indicated that in 1960 there were 

55,786,000 children under 14 years of a.ge in the United· 

States. This number- included 20,318,000 children under five 

l
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years of age. Predictions are th�t by 1970 this figure will 

have risen to 25,135,000 chi.ldr(m undor five years of age. 

In 1960 there were 2!�,14.6,000 women in tne labor forces. The 

prediction is that the number will increase to 29,€?49,000 

by 1970. McDermott (50) stated that while these mother's e.re 

gainfully employed outside the home to supplement the family's 

income in  order to provide basic needs which otherwise could 

not be met, children under• school age despe:r·ately need proper 

care. This is a universal problem in depressed areas among 

various ethnic groups. According to Jerdone (38) the Arnel?i­

can Indians on r0serv·ations ara as .much in need of day care, 

as any othel"' gl'Oup in the nation ., In :tndus tr·ial ar0R.s many 

Indian mothers are engaged in ga:i.nful employment outside the 

home .,

Gyorgy (26) 1,ecorrun€1nded pr•eschool pro tee tion. programs 

called 11 Crash11 prograr,�s, to reach the p1,eschool populat;:lon 

in developing count:des O Gyor0y suggested increasing the 

e.vailnb:i.lity of protective foods, organizing prog,,•ams for 

tmproved feeding of preschool children, and establish::l.ng an 

educational p�ogram geared to mke the population at all 

levels o.ware of the problem and of the preschool protecti.on 

Since families in lower income brackets a.re less able 

to pa:y tho fee requil�ed for• child cs.re e,t many private 

nu:raery .schools and day care centers, Arnold (3), 

:p1"ogrnm. 
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Bi-ecl;:enridge and Murphy (8), Hosley (35), e.nd McDermott (,SO) 

err1phasized the challenge now being offered the Child Welfare 

D1:1.y Care Centers. The Child Welfare Amendment (3) of 1962, 

made it possible for states to request federal funds for the 

extension of welfare sorvices in dep1"essed areas. All needy 

children are not being reached, but greater e fforts are being 

made to reach them. Under this amendment every state is re ... 

quired t o  provide some child welfar·o ser,rices by July 1, 

1975. Todd and Hefferman (81), and Tyler (82) agreed that 

dur1.ng the present decade greate:t> emphasis has been placed 

on 1�eaching the c·u1turally deprived child. According to 

Loeper
9 

Dales, Skipper and WithArspoon (/.�3), Head Sta1:•t is 

tho most important ad•,ancement in childhood education sinco 

Corr..anius who advocated the mother school for the first s1.x 

years of life in 1657, and w rote the first ptcture book for 

children in 1650 0 

Child Welfare Da.y Care Centers wer·e o f  particular con­

cern in this study. The centers w�re at one time looked 

upon as "keep" schools, or baby-sitting services, away from 

hom-s. But, today day care centers are rapidly being im­

pr•ovcd. 

Th0 Minimum Standards for Day Care Center (74) as es­

tablished by the Stn.te o f  Texas requi:L"es, among other things, 

that: 



1) the facili ty be well staffod: om� staff mernber
to every 10 children over 2 years of' age, and one
to every 4 infants under 2 years of e.ge,

2) buildings and oquipraent meet state s.nd local ordi­
nances for health and safety,

3) chairs, tables e.nd cots for res ting be of child
size,

4) each child has a medical examination by a licensed
physician before admission,

.5) each child not previously immunized obtained imrnun­
iza tions fm' s!nallpox

j 
diphther•ie. and other cornroun­

icnble diseases within JO days of admission.

Murke:rji (.53) emphasized the :i:•oots in early childhood 

education, especially of three and fo�lr year old c}·i:tld:ren. 

Tho implication :ts t hat hJ starting early f child:eon can ·get 

to & c-orta:i.n point fa.ster6 or· can go farther in the education.al 

process. H:urkcrj:J. added that there is no scient:tfic data. to 

s ubn l.a11tia te this;. the belief is bas 0d on the followh1g 

.fac: toi•s: 

1) 

2) 

Psychological roots; thr1 earl y chJ.ldhood years 
a.re the root-forming years during v.hic:h ch:U.dren. 
mE:et the challenge of knowlng who they n.re j_n,

relation -co people out.side their families., 

Roots of concept formation; the e arly childhood 
year•s are I'OOt yoP..rs in concept formation, 
accorutng to Hunt� (1964) .. 

Roots of language; the early childhood years �re 
the root yerxcs for la.ngua�0 clevelopmant.. Altnough 

~-
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th9re can· be t hought without language many 
kinds of thought a.r·e int:tmately linked with 
and dependent upon language. 

li} Roots of creativity; the early childhood
years nre the root years fo r creativity.
Creative imagination during the early year•s
reaches s. peak between four and four-and-a.­
half' years of age, and is followed by a
drop about age five l·Then the child enters
school. Thero are indications that this
drop is d ue t o  man'"m..9.de culture, 1•ather
than natural phenomenon.

F:n�ironm0nt 

Caldwell (9) reported that a cRreful preparation of 

the learning envirorunent for the young child calls for a. da­

g1�0e _ of thinking, com.mi ttm9nt, and personal control. The 

rich cxperlences noeded by the child are not always fou.n.d 

ln the natural environment, but arrangements cun be made 

for t;he child ·to obtain enriching experiGnces a.way from 

ho:ma c ln the case of wo1�1cing mothers the day caro cent0r 

:mEl.y bo tho nnswar.

Research hns sh own that a clear l'.•elationship exists 

between early childhood experiences and formal learning o

Rn.dolph and Cohen (68) and Fowler (23) suggested that kin­

der·gar.ten ls almost too late, because many things have hap ... 

pen,:>d to the child which would influence his ca.paci ty to 

grow and achieve in school long before he is ready to enter 

school. Gott and Jones (24), in evaluating the Head Start 

ProgNtm, compa.rod fil�st grade children who had experiences 



in H�a.d Star•t with children who ha.d not participated in Head 

Sts.rt •. Results 1•avealec! tha. t children who had expe:t•iences in 

.Head Start scored higher in learning proficiency and in ln­

tellec tual curiosity, end were less likely to b ecoms school 

drop outs than children who d:td not have Hea.d Sta.1•t expar-

iences. 

Rucker (67) investigated the environments of cultux•ally 

depri v-ed and of privileged children, and observed that the 

children from privileged honAes had more experiences with se­

lection and use of books than children from cul tu.rally ae ..

pr:l.ved homes. Both groups Here enrolled in preschool 01�ga.nl.-, 

zatlone, and had an average of six reading periods por week 

a.t school. 

Anwar (2) studied pa1 .. en ts t use of li terntu.ra in the 

home and reported that 98 per cent of ·the parents boJ.ieved 

th11.t the child who saw hi a parents re ad was mor€, J.ikoly t o  

fo1.'m the habit o f  reading than tha child who sa,-r little read ... 

ing in the hoI110. Parke (58) stated that to prepare the child 

for reading means giving· him a broad baclcground of exper­

S.t'mces I such as going on t r1.ps, t1inging, dancing, building 

wl th blocks, playing housekeeping, using ·a wide variety of 

c1•aa.t.iv� materials, including scissors, paper, paf.ite, clo.y 

arid otho:c art rnedia 0 The study of Crandall (16) revealed 

that onvironmcnta.l 1ncent:1. ves were factors in learn:i.l,g. 

6 



Some four and five-year-old children learned to read where 

vinual, verbal, and printed mate�ials were used as stimuli. 

7 

King (!�O) found that young children were more inquisi• 

tive, and tended to talk more than oldei• child1•en. Neither 

intelligeno0 nor sex was sub!:ltuntially related to cu1�1osity. 

Technlques used to foster self'-reliance include plac1.ng de­

mands up on the child for salt-control, high levels of perf'or ... 

nmnoe, and 1.ndependence in docision. making and beh.avio1.�0 

Baum.rind and Black (5) observed that firm discipline in tho 

home, f&ilt:ld to produce conformity at nursery school. Boys 

from homes w1th firm discipline were tirn least conforrnlstso 

Independence in eir•ls was assoc1a. t·3d pos 1 ti ve1y �d. th par-en .. 

tal dem.J:Lrids, and negfttl vely with high acceptance o Ffrn1 ao­

manas of paPents W;;lre not assoc:t ated with punitiveness, ox• 

lack of warmth. 

Odom ( 56) inves t-J.gated the relationship of sod.al 

clD.ss on development of problem solv:J.ng strategles used by 

five- e.nd si:<-yee.1�-old children from two sociooconomio ba.ck­

g1•ounds. Results showed that:; s ocioeconomtc level and age 

made a significant d i.i'forence in the kinds of strategie� 

used c As aocioecononrl.c and a.ge levels 1ncres.sed, so did 

cogr,J.t:tvo prooef;ses in problem solving. Blum and Adcoclr 

(6) observod that young children ca.n pay attention, nnd a.re

nble to concent110.te fol" a rela.ti v�ly 1 ong period of· time if 

given the r:!.e.ht tH-ltting and equipment. 'i'he young child 
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lea!�ns 1n terms of the c oncr�te, or in ter•ms of what he can 

manipulate. It might be that success in ngamas that tsaoh;'' 

lies mor·e in the child I s m�nipulation and facilitation, of 

"trying out, 11 and seeing what happens than in playing organ­

ized game� .. 

Kilpatrick (39) reported that the Montessori Schools 

were first designed with the purpose.of improving the lives 

of children tn certain tenem,;nt dwell:l.ng h.onses in Roroe. The 

schools caring for the children du.ring the g1"eater par t of 

the day offered groat assistance to fam:lies in the lower 

sooioec onom.1.c brackf!t. Kilpatrick s t:8. ted that many par•ents 

had v-c!'Y low standards of' 11 ving. Tho "ChJ.ldr0n' s Houses� 11 

e.s thoy were called, gave much attention to p6rsot1aJ. ·claa11 ... 

liness and d1•ess. Many of the children �1.0 enroll in day 

carE-) centers -today come from homes with limited incomes and 

low living standards. 

preschool Pro$rams 

Hodges and Specker (3l�) stated that the traditional 

preschool pPograrns pro::iuce only slight intellectual improve­

ments in d i�advantaged children� but those desigped specifi­

cally to meet the needs of thei disadvantaged children appear 

to p1�oduce greater galns. During the past 30 years,. accord­

ing to Hunt (36), many boliefs havo changedo The following 

are sorne of the conceptions d 1scussed by Hunt: 



1) fixed intelligence is no longer tenable,

2) learning is not completely predictable,

3) what goes on between the ears is much less like
a telephone switchboard or e lee tric computer

., 

4) learning need not be motivated by painful sti­
mulation; there is an intrinsic motivation
which is inherent in information processing and
action.

Mayes (49), in his philosophy on intelligence testing, 

dj.sagreod with Plato's doctrine, that intelligence is fixed. 

Mayes concluded that intelligence is adaptable and can with­

in llmi ts b(3 influenced by a beneficial environment. 

Orem (57) stateo that during the first decade of this

century, HontEJssori became interested in education while 

working with defective children in a psych:.ta.tric clinic in 

Rome. Out of those experiences was devised a. new apprcaoh 

9 

to the O(lt:tca.tion of normal c hildren. Thus
6 

the fir·st Ce.so. 

dei Bam"b:Lni, "Children 1 s House," was started to test this 

e.pproach o Hontessori broke away f1•om traditional pedagogi­

cal p1•ac: tic es by combining 11 be1•ty with the organizn tion of 

wo1•k 0 This was the first educational innovation to basically 

alter, in concept and in method, the timing and format of 

We3torn educational practices. 

Spodek (73) pointed ont that.today's attempt to meet 

the needs or preschool c hlldren is not new. Early educators 

for more than ha.lf a cen.tu:t'Y have viewed the nu rsery school 

and klndergarten as one answer to the needs of childron. 



Spodek further stated that unwittingly, parents may either 

impede or accelerate the p1°ogr.ess of their children by the 

things they do, or fail t o  do. The school plays a part in 

1.0 

the child's r•efinement of skills; but Cherry (13) asserted 

that during tho preschool phase of development, the mold is 

set for fntur•e skills, abilities and emotional responses. 

Montessori (51) described how watching three to six-year-oJ.d 

children became A. practical co ntribution to r esearch a.nd the 

development of The Montessori 1'1ethod c "The interest and en­

thusiasm of the child, 11 sa.id Mont.essori, "necessi ta tad deter•� 

mining what was an appropriate response to the eternal needs 

of a life in th€1 process of doveloproent 11 (51). Thus, th0 

teaching of young children was based on spontaneous interests 

of the c hildren with complete freedom of choice of act:f.vities. 

Stern (76) emphasized that some day care center pro­

grams wero structured to meet the language neads of the 

children. From observations in day ca.re centers, and exten-• 

stve revlow of subcultu1:•al differences in chl.ld1�en's use of 

language, Cazden (11) concluded that tJle environment•·\..-as e. 

contributing factor. Taylor (80) asserted. t hat child1'ein in 

preschool groups e njoy plays on words, the fLm of �epeti tion, 

and non-sonso rhy1nes. Through 1·epeti tion they lee..1•n the 

words without formal training. Margolln (46) found that 

chD.drcn from low socioeconomic groups lacked th0 awareness 
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t):l:?.t tho teacher expected whBn she asked s. question. The 

children w ere not accust·omod to being addressed, or treated 

as entities in their own r.i.ghts. Borswengor (7) reported 

on Luria's expcrimentnl work, and pointed out the importance 

of la.ne;ue.ge in inc1�easing the hurnan capa.clty to learn. In 

evaluating children at the end of their first school term, 

Pe1•ry (59) observed that the children we1.,e not only more se­

cure in their achievements in painting, block building and 

cltmblng
_. 

but also in verbrtlization. 

Rhine, Hill and Wandruff (64)
s 

evaluated responses of 

preschool children to cards with line drawings of children 

ong8:e;e,d in various activities. Some c:i.ctivites were commonly 

consldcred goi)d and s ome bad, while others were considered 

neutral. These investigators observed that the verbal con ... 

copt of 11 bad II appeared around the age of twos while the ver­

bal concept of 11good 11 s.ppeared at the a.gf; of three or four�

PollRch and Gensley (61) ste.ted that throughout the 

nursery school years the chiJ.d absorbs geometry in his play. 

Three dlmenslons of space are explored daily as the child 

soes, feels, crawls th rough, balances on, and climbs over 

.forms II which in addttion to other properties have geometric 

shapes. In public school t.r1e child learns to verbalize the 

con�opts ).earned in nru�sery school. Rudolph and Cohen ( 68) 



asserted that children gain some number concepts in lea1•ning 

about quant:S.ties, and develop skills in communication when 

mFJcing requests. 

Role of Play 
---� 

12 

Sutton-Smith (79) reporting on the classical psychoana­

lytic and Piagetian theory, showed how play has a compensatory 

function. Play helps to reduce tension whi ch might lmpede in­

tellectual activities and permits the child to respond to 

fantasy even when he cannot respond to reality, and protects 

his sense of autonomy. Read (63) stated tha.t play activitlea 

include the use of materials which the child learns to pt1t 

a1,-1ay. At this level o f  development the child wants to be 

helpf'uJ. o Hend:i.':1.ck (32) noted that play becomos mean:!ngful 

wo1•lc to the c hi ld .. 

Riley (65) 1�eported that carpent1•y as a part of the 

child's play, is an enjoyable learning oxperienco, but the 

child needs g uidanco a.nd encouragement to help him follow 

th.rough to a fini:'-!hed product. Riley added that sawing and 

naJ.ling for sheer run, learnlng to put a.way materials, and 

clee.nL""lg the area are important factors ... 'h'tch will be re­

flected la.te1" in the c hild's life .. Riley stated that tho 

child should make his OWJ.1 choice in this activity, but he 

should be told what will be required. The child might be 

assisted in selecting a project in 11n� with his skills. 



Behavior With Peers and Adults 

13 

In tho process o f  development the main function of par­

ents and teachers is to provide conditions for behavior. change 

in children. Vance { 84) pointed out tba. t specific training

procedures must be provided for aiding children in develop­

ment of new behaviors or mo difying old behaviors. In obse1•v­

ing the special programs for und0rp1 ... ivileged childr•en, 

Levens (�4) reported that in the nur1sery school at Ve.ssar, 

the children learned to accept the college physician and 

visitors, Scott, Burton, and Yarrow (71) observed that adult

approval ox• disapp:t•oval was erfec ti\ro in controJ.ling posi tl ve 

and negative responses o f  a four-year-old boy in a nu�sery 

environment. 

Mason ( t�7) studied the leadership charac tE:lris tics in 

fou1•-year-old children to identify behavior tra.1.ta. Dilma.n 

o.nd Adelbery (17) found that a high percentage of the child­

ron in child welfare day care centers l�arned to share, and 

that gi11ls learned more quickly than boys. Nicolaysen ( 55)

reported tr.at adults, obs.erving preschool children e7.hibi ting 

possess 1. venes s o ver toys or play areas, considered the ba­

hnv-101� und0sirable. Nicolaysen stated, however, that this 

is one aepect o f  the child's need to establish him�elf as a.n 

individual; to achieve security and mastery, ru1d to partici­

pate in the world as he sees it. Gaining security enables 

the child to move on to �ignificant socie.l growth. 
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In tho nursery school both Langford (!.�2) and Read (63) 

stressed ·th.at the child is able to express his feelings of 

hostility in desirable ways. Samorijczyk (70) observed the 

1•esponses of' children who had p1�eschool experiences and child­

ren who had no preschool experiences upon public school entry. 

Langford found no sign:tflcan.t cUfference due to sex .. Child­

ren with no kindergarten 0xperience we1�0 more responsive to 

motiyational instruction than children who had kindergarten 

expe1 .. icnce. Char'lesworth and Hart.up 1 s ( 12) :l . .nves tigation of 

social re:tnforcernents in nursery school 1•ev0aled t.hat older 

childr•(.,n reinforced thei.1'." peers at. a significantly higher 

ra.\:e theJ1 the younger chtldren� Tho &mount. of r<:d.nforcomont 

given was posi t:l..vely related to the amount received� Hl'l.l'.'tup 

and Cc8.ts (29), B:a:x•tup, Glazer and Che,rlesworth (30), and· 

Hartup ( 31) all concln<le d that ch1.ld1�en' s behavior is infJ.u ... 

0nced by their peers. H:::.rttip (28) cbserved that children who 

r•sce i ve:,d nurturance fo1"' J.O mlnu tos just be:fo:r•o performing two 

ta::1ks, requ�.red more t;1:•5.ol::i to a,Jhiove than a id children who 

r·eco l ved five minutes nu:r•tura.nce followed by f :t ve minutes of 

wi thch•a,�al ju�1 t boi'o:t'e ptn�1·c):>ming the same two tasks. He-• 

sults ind1.cf.tod the cle,rnloprnent of independence j_n the nm:-­

tu:r.•Hn.t�G withdrawal group, while the 10 minute nur.-turance 

r,r•oup we.}J less independent $ 
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R�gar.dless of the term used· to described the specific 

nursery school, Hosley (35), Levens (44), and Stolz (77) 

:3.gre-3d that ultim9.tely the tndividual teacher determines the 

qua..l.ity c-f the p1�oeram in the school e The teacher· ls th.a one 

who provido::i oJ:> fails to provide an inestimable service to 

the chlJ.d by {siving hir1 parents an a.pp1�oprlate focus on his 

noDds. Moore and Hic}w.rds (52) emphasized that the teacher 

pla::is the rov:ax•d:\.ng and lea.rning experiences, essential 

:rout5.nes lm<"i ::tcti v:t tj_ef;J th.�1.t cen best integrat0 the child 

!.nt.o th0 total pr-01:-�r::.:.m. Colllor (15} insisted -that que.lii'ied 

gr·adt.� R sho1.1].d b�> recogn.:1.zed ari profess :tonalfJ :l.n tbe :tr f:leldR .. 

G-:r:-oss (25) set up the following bas:t0 inner qua11.ties 

1) 

') \
C, I 

3) 

5) 

6) 

fop teRoh8rs of very young ohildPon. 

Dlstingu:l.shes b0twe0n personal needs and thosE 
of r,th0rs. 

!\nows how ch:i.ld1•Ein learn. 

Recogn1zos self discovery, room for error and 
the need fo:i:- exper5.0nc0. 

Gives supportive structure in child learningo 

Hun e. c o:,11fo1•tablo open-ended pers ona.J.1 ty. 

7) Takes ple�sure in working with parents.

In co;r�parlne trw teacher" s e 1ro.J.uation of the child 

a,SHin.:;t th0 c}.1ild's self-evaluation, Dryer and Haupt (19) 

of Ver.1!. You~ Children 



repor·tecl that children with autonor:ioua self,-evaluation mani­

fe.:-::1t mo:r•,j :1.ndependence and achleve,1�ent e.s well as more e.ffi­

lia ti ve beh<". vior-. Ca the art 9.nd BrandhofeJ:· ( 10) ob:Jerved a 

la0k of' cornrnunication bet\·,.een nurr.wry schools and five 0J.e,-

1m'lntRr-y SGhools tn which these childr�n enrollecl in f1.rst 

grEtOt" .,. In en effort to as ca.bl iah communica.t:ton between the 

teachers, th& :!.nves t:!.Gl:1. to!'s \{ere able to demonstrate to the 

teachers how tho ga.p could be bridged, a.nd how the children 

co11).e; bo hc:�p�)d to make a smooth r .. c1just.ment from m1.1:-sery 

schoc,1 to pu.1)15.c 3 cbocl.

t��ohina include listening to parcntc 1 concerns, giving them 

snµport.tvo ll3surance, and helpinr.s them to ut:tlizc ths:!.r own 

r·es�urc(,.:1 to the fullost. in guiding children. Kroh'!'J. <11.l) 

a.rt�r obser,ving prei;ichool programs in th0 United Stu t•::s 

gn:ln.ed infortr.ation on pln.nnine; !)reschool p!'Of..:T-:.l;lla to in2c;t 

the nec,cl3 of the culturally depr:t voti child, and how to :Ln­

volvi:3 parent� of �cung childNm :I. n the progra!lls. Krown 

clwime.d that the o>tp�ri 0noe would b0 valuable ln planning 

p1•ugPc�m� fOJ.' d:tsad\rant:aged ch:tldren 1.n Israel, ond would no 

doubt affect investigatlons at the Hebr·ew University and en­

hnnoe tho valu.0s. 

Tiaadin0as end Achievement 
-·-·-·�·-,,,.,--- _. ----·-· ... --

t,rrias P.,nd Ile (1) conriGcted exten3ive testing programs 

an0 ccncludcd that the time for stD.rting to school should be 
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~it.~it1 (7~) Bugz ested that the basic pr:i.nciple:i of good 
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Ames nnd Ilg (1) conducted extensive testing programs 

and concluded that the t5.rne i'or starting to school should be 

determined by the chiJ.d I s behavior rather than his chronolo­

gical age. If the child is considered ready for kindergar•ten 

at age five he should be behaving like a fi.ve-yea.r-old. , '11hes0 

rasearch workers found a correlation between school perfor­

mance and p:i...,,edictlon of r'3adlness based on behavior tests. 

Rossi a.nd Wi ttr•ock ( 66) tes ti;id the. recall of four-year­

old children, and observed that tho children tended to group 

�1tl.rmli i!'.l.to ,,e1•bal categorie�1. 1l.1ho examiners concluded r-0-

suJ..ts needed to be supported by further stud:les. Ma:;on t=tnd 

Pra1;e1• (48) evaluated kinderg&rten children who had co:npl0ted 

a ti•irn0ste1• of s truotured r-er-.di.ng instructions f O!" ints lli•� 

gr:inc0, NH.:.diness, pe1•sonal-social adjustment ar1<l soc:i.oecont,­

mic stntus. Results showed increased reading readiness 

scores over the controls. But teachor·s reported that the 

childr0n found it d if ficul t to r-..ake cons is ten I; p1logress, and 

the.. t; ne6ati ve bGha. vior in boys increased. Huttenlocker (37) 

I'(lpo1�t8 c1 that ch ildren were able to copy the order of a s0 t 

of objects for the first t :I.Ille be two en the age of four e.nd · 

fivec A special relationship was observed between the sample 

and the child's copy. When the child's copy was lined up 

cne-to-one, the task was less difficult. 

1rh� results of three different reading p1�ograms i'or 

fil•st-6ro.de children were analyzed by Potts and Sa,fino (62). 
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Results indicated that: all �hroo prog1•arns were significant at 

the 1.0 per cent level, but tl1e program which used extensive 

phonetics training was most significant, while the program 

emphasizing "whole" wo1'd reading was least significant. Wol­

lon'berg ( 87) compared results of progranuned materials with 

th0 basic reading s&ries approach on first-gr•ade children. 

No significant difference was observed be tween achievements 

in Scott Foresman 1 s reading materials., Sullivan's Programmed 

Haading Se:::'ies, and Gates I Primary- Reading Tests. Cobbs (lJ.d 

co:r1pa.1�ea thr-ee sroups of disadvantaged children a.s to rcad:'.ng 

reP..d5.noss and achievement; no p:;:,ekindergarten ., oight-wealrn 

pr�kindsr_sl.!.rten, and 26 weeks of prekinde1'ga.rten. Results in~ 

dica.t,e a a. si.gniffcant dlfferonce in favor of the preld.ndergnl:'-­

ter. groups O The 26 week group was more signi.fica.nt than th':) 

c ighi.:M1,mek g't'oup. Smi th1 s study (74) revealed that the pro .. 

ktnd�1"'[:0r•ten groups scored s1gn1fi.�an tly higher on the 

S�f���:£ 00B1_1}Elt and tm Peabod:t: Pictu1•e _'[.9..cabul�.r:y: !� than 

those with no preklnde:-garten, and supported Cobbs' findlngs. 

Dj_tson (18} used a six ... weelts visual training p:-ogram 

with ch.ild:r.en ,�ho had learning di sa.bili ties. The conclusior:i. 

was t.hat the child learns through experiencos, and tho kind 

of experiencss in which he pa rticip ates depends npon his 

sons0ry-motor mechanism and actualization offered by his en­

vir•on.ruen.t; that the child can be helped by those who in­

tt,!rnaly in vol v·e therns0J.ves in acceptance of him a$ an 



individual, and those who strtve to understand him as a. pe11
-

so11. Tyler (82) used Metropol itan neadiness scores to com� 

po.re f1r3t-grade children v.rho were enrolled in Title I En­

richment program nine months be fore entering firs t--grade. 

Results indicated that_ the preschool EnPichment Pr•ogram was 

bt:3neficial. but· suggested further resea:c-ch, including the 

positive attributes of the culturally deprived child. 

Statement of Problem 
-·------ .. -_,_ 

Ne1v0i1 before in the hi.sto1•y of c 1 vilization ha.vc0 par, .. 

ent.::; and 0duca tors found the task of helping the child face 
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n clrnnging social or·der e.s serious as it is today e The child 

is born into rm env1.I•onment in ,,ihich many mothers D.i'.'tJ em­

ployed outsid9 the home. A great many of, these young ehild�­

ren tu•o 10ft to the cape of relatives· and fi-•ien<ls, who pz,o­

vide little or no supervision ., Oth,�rs a:re pla<;0d in pre .. 

school orga.nizations of varying de6rees of competency. These 

organ:t za.tionc may or may not be staffed and equipped to meet 

the needs of the chilu e At the age of six yell.rs� whether thEl 

environment has prepo.red him or not, the child enters pu.blic 

sc:hool and has to compete -.-Ji th the mo:r•e advantaged child. 

His six -yea.r•s of expflr•iences may not have pro�oted good health 

and normal development which would equip him for learning. 

Educators are interested in tho value of state approved 

day co.re cent(➔ l'S in helping tho child bridge the gap be tween 
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en1°ly enviro11ment and public school. Adjustment nnd proe;:i•ssn 

made b·.:r the child in school are re la tea in many respect!'! to 

ea1•ly prascl:iGol experiences. State Supe1•visory Personnel in 

Ch:lJ.d Welfar-e e.nd Head St::J.rt have expressed the need for addi­

tional information on the value of day care experj.ences to 

the preschool ch:lld. Many studies have beon conducted on 

child rearins practices, child behavior related to social 

claRs, ethnic groups, educations occupation, and religioua

b& 0Kgr::.,t,1.nd of pa.rents c A ca.ref ul sear ch of the 11 tera tm."0 

reveals a scE!rc1 ty ,:yf inf'or1na tion. on the r<=,lR ti.onsh5.p of' da.y 

care exp0riences in state approved centers to behavior pat-

'.I'.he px>esent study was pi:>imP-.rily conce:rn0d wi t.h 'i.:h<1 v&lne 
I 

of day ca:r:"e oxpePiencor� as proj0ctcd .i.n the ch:tld 1 s fut.UP$ fld•·

j ustmen t; and pr·ogre�:s. Tho physical de\1cloprnent, emotional 

and so(•.:tnl b�:Ju:tV:l or, school rendines s end s chol&.s tic o.<;h:Leve.�­

mant of e selected group of fir3t-grade children enrolled in 

the Tylo1• Public School System were studied, Ch:l.ldrcn �.,:ho 

1,10re pre.viously enrolled in Th(:: Day Nm•sepy c1.t rre.xas College 

and tb.0 rf-;rler Day Nm-serv W<H'0 co!,ipnred wlth Em equal nu:nbel' 
., ., 

cf f:l.l'•f-lt-g.r-F.tdo children who did not ha.ve day e::-1re exper•i'ences., 

Tho specifjc ptu•poses of the pr•t-Jsent; study WBre: 

1) 'J.'o investig:.1te the physical development, social
and emotional behavior, school readiness and

PTJR POtU~S OF THE S'l'UDY 
---.-.. - '-)I - - -··-- ---· 



scholastic achievement of first-grade child­
ren who previously attended a state approved 
day care facilit7; 

2) To detel'mine whet.her there was a relationship
between experienc:es in a state approv'3d day
care center and physical development, social
and emotional behavior, school readiness and
scholastic achievements;

3) To compare the physical development, socinl
and emotional behavior, school readiness and

scholastic achie,rements of first-e;rade child--

1'<:m who did not have day care experiences.
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CHAPTER II 

PLAN OF PROCEDURE 

PURPOSES .QE THE STUDY 

The purposes and procedures of the present study are 

th0 result of the author's 19 years of experience with 

young children in th0 Day Nursery at Texas College in Tyler·, 

Toxas. The a.utho1,t s firm co:nvic i;ion tha. t the ear·ly- yes.r·s of 

the c bl ld I fi life are most important, in tha. t e8:rly e2::pc,1'� 

ionces will be 1•eflec ted in the child I s future 0moti onul Ft7!d 

social behe.vior, e:..s well as school readin�ss and acholasttc 

acM.�vemont has pr.ompted this lnvestigat:i.on. 

'l'he pupposes of tho pr0sent study worn to: 

l) 

2) 

3) 

Review ?>ece.!lt resear•ch on physical development, 
emotional and social belrn.Yior patterns, school 
readiness and scholastic achievements of firat­
grad0 children �10 hQd previously attended a 
state approved day care facility� 

Dotcn�minr: w110thor oz- not; Ct relation.sh:tp exist0d 
bctwoen OXJ)B1�1encez in a stato e.pp1"0,,ecl da.y c&:r•o 
cent.el" i:;....nd physics.l developmont, emotional and 
social bohavior, school readins�s a�d scholas­
tic nchiovementB e

Comps.Pe t..lie physical developr.1ent, omotion,9.l t-md 
social behavior, school readiness and scholastic 
f,chiev£:ments of first-gT.'ade children who pro­
vlouB1y had day car•e oxper:l.e.nces with f':l.rst-­
gr,1de children who did no_t have preschool ex� 
peP:i.ences. 

22 
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Literature related to behavior pattorns of children 

five to se\ren yea:rs of age was examined, Spec.ial a.�tention 

was giv0n to phystcal development, emotional o.n.d social be­

havior, school readiness e.nd scholastic achievements of 

first-srade children o

Th0 ex,pe1 ... imental gr·onp for the present stu<ly con-

sls ted of. 56 first-grade children enr·olled :tn the Tyler 

F'ubllc Sc•.hool System; who had prev:i.ot:sly e.ttended Tyler Day 

Nu:r.�s:t,y (CHi).<,,8.SiHn) and tho Ds.y Nur:'lery at Texas College 

(Negro) c- ThA control gi-•0L1p c. ons is tod 0f 59 children v!ho 

hnc1 no pr0school a.✓..perienco. A personal in te1'view was held 

with each c:h1.ldts mother or guardian as she corepletod the 

i:R0oall Ins-ti•uinont 11 designed by the author. Dm•ing thE,se 

conferences the a.Lither discover0c1 the.t two of the child1'en 

ir! the cont1•ol group h.u.d attended kinde1"ga:i:-ten or nu�sery 

school br,;f'ox•e moving to Tyleri tho:i.'efore, they wer•e oli-­

m:i.nated from the studj-:-. Th.r0e children in the expe1•imental 

gr-c.,np and fou:r• in the control group transferred to scb.ools 

in nnother school diDtrict before the achievement test::i 

v.oro achnlrd.stered; hence, they were eliminated from the

.study. 

The final sample population 1n this ln•,astigation in­

volved 91 fs.m:tlies and two groups of children. Group I was 



composed of 53 children who r..a.d pr01Jchool ox:perionce, and 

Grot!p II :5.nclu.ded 53 children who had no preschool exper­

ienc�� ., The following qus.liftc;.a ti ons wc2•e r•equired for ad­

mies�.on to either group: 

l) Children whose school records indicated that
they ·were physically and mentally normal.

2) Ch:1 ldren ts ages wero w:i. thin the range of five
to s0von yenrs.

3) ChiJ.dren rosid0d in Tyler, or in Smith County
w:t thin tho Tyler· }?ublic School District ., 

Ins trumenj;_s� _fo_£ the Stuc};! 

21.;.

FouP instruments w:are used for the collection of data. 

ln the �tudy: 

l) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Of'ficial school records showing· scores c,n th0 
M_etro�ol.i t� _!!eacUry_g Read in���. T�� fo!� § ... 

Scores on the Metropoli te.n Achiev13n0nt 'J.lerits, 
Porm A, which were adminis tereddurj.ng t:�-
1as t fi':i.lf oi' the first year in sch.col., 

11 Tyler Public School Health Growth Records" 
(Form Number 22) completed on first-g1'a.de 
children upolJ entering �chool. 
ttpar,ents' Recall I:n.str•umE:int 11 designed by ,ch0
c,.u t:hoi> to determine pi;t:i-en '!;s t impr-ss s ton of the 
chlld I s :::-aspon.soe t.o � ver.•yday pr'oolems; moto:i."' 
skills and coordination; intellectual level 
and emotion.al a.nd social behavior.

Til� Htl_ropog� Read 1115 Reac!_in eE2. �-�)) Ii��..!'� � (33) 

i!J a standardized test which is de::iigned to measure achlova­

m:.:,nts tht. t contribute to readiness for firat-grade in-

s t:r-�c t.1 on. 'l'ho test is comprised of six pa.r•ts: Word
-·
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E2E.� (Appendix A). !:I:i.loreth and Griffith. (33) stated

that the progress you.n,5 children make when they enter school 

depends to a la.1•ge degree u pon readiness for learning, and 

upon provisions mnc.1.e by the school for variations in read­

inens. HildY.'eth sna Griffith added further• that e.m.ong the 

ch.5.ef fa.c t:ors ths. t o ontribute to ree.dines s for school are 

JJ.ngu:ts-tin s.tt:a.inmants, apt;i tudes ,. visual and auditory p01.•­

cep-cions 1 m.n.scular coord:tna tion, motor skills, number know­

ledge .. attentiveness and a.bilit.y to follow directiorn10 T.he 

bGginr.tt'H'' s ndvftnc-em9nt will depend upon his intolli5ence
., 

home bacj{gl'.'ound, heal th o.nd physical condition, degree c.f 

r.mtu1.•ity, s,_,cte.l adjustment and general backeround of ex­

p0r:l.ences ,. 

stnndn1'dized instt.>ur.'!.ent which includes a �er:tes of melltmr0 ... 

t&.ry school cur!'iculu:.n. P1--ima.ry I A, :ts for the latter 

half of the first gradl3. It consists of four testa: Word 
--··,. 

fu..12:JJ-e.�,.i!:) ?L2E'E. Disc1•im1}},8.�ion; Read.1.lJE; and Arithm.et1:,£ 

S:�2.�. !lE.,Q §�}.l).:E.. (Append ix B) o 

The 11 r11yl0r Public School Heal th Growth Reco:r:-d" in­

clud'3s: age; height; weight; vision and auditory por­

copt,ion; condition of teeth; 1mmu nlzf'. tions for smallpox; 

dipht.h-02."iil �i.d whooping cough (Appendix C) • 

m,:mt-8 in ilr.;:io:Ptant alcills and content e,ree.s of the ol0m-?Jn.-



ThG "Parents' Recall Instrumont .11 " designed by the 

autho1• consists of physical ni.aturity skills in handling 

everyday problems, motor skills ar.d coordination, intel­

lectual responses, emotional a.nd so cial behavior (Appen•• · 

dix D) � 
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The t-test was applied to scores on tho Met:rooott!� 

Roa.dlr� Test�, � §., (33) and the Metr•�?._"Q_olit� !::tdlif::!2.­

� '11ests_,, For·1n ! (20) for b oth the expe:r:>imental and CC>J1.­

ti•ol groups .. Ari U.1.m.etical means aud deg1�oes of .freedom 1-TElrc 

computed for tho fo llowing variables: 1) �di.,!�S Readiness; 

2) !!�r,beJ:• Rea.dJ.-St:.�0J ancl 3) Total �-�" Variables for

Achlevem":lnt Tests had t .. t0st a.ppl:t ed also* They a.re a.s

follov!n: 1) Word I<".no,-:J.ed£_�; 2) Word -�8crir�i�.tion; 3)

Ree.dl�B) lil.'2d 4) .{tr�� CC?.!l��.P.i� �1d, pkills,

Chi-squara teor .... '1ique was utilh:ed to ano.J.y.zo data from 
11 Pa.r·e11ts, Rc-,,call Instru.m.1:mt." The v·a1•ir..blez c oncer·ned ..Jere:

1) }1v0ry Day Problems; 2) Motor Skills and Coord1.nati.on; 3)

InteJ.lec tual Level; and �-) Emotional and Soc ie.1 Behavior 

Patterns ., Chi-square was also applied to v-ariables in the 

11 Ch:tld' 8 Heal th Growt:h Record:" 1) Visua.1 C:onoepts; 2) Audi-­

to1•y ConcE;pts; and 3) Condit:J.on of Teeth. 

The popu.lation sa.mple's height and weight were eval-­

uatod on th0 basis of Stuart Meredlth�s �:.8.P..� e.ndw ��_llJ;. 
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Percent:i.�. _??ables as reported by Watson o.nd LO\•wcy ( 86). 

These research workers collected widely scattered IilAterials 

on child growth and development, and presented infornw.tlon 

in readily ava:tlable form for physicians, persons !n public 

health, education and related fields ,. Watson and Lowrey 

stated that a number of research centers for the study of 

g1°owth and development of children were established as early 

as the 192or s. 



CHAPTER III 

P R E S E N T A T I O N O F D A T A W I T H 

A N A L Y S I S A N D D I S C U S S I O N 
-- ------------

The study consisted of 106 first-gz•aae children in the 

Tyler Public School System, Tyler, Texas. The exper:tmental 

group included 53 fir•s t-grac1e children who ware previously 

enrolled in the Tyler Day Nu1•sery (Cauce.sinn), e.nd the Day 

Nu.1•aery at Toxas College (lfogro). The control group wa.s 

composed of 53 fir•st,-grarlo children who did not hE.1.re pre­

school eA-perience pr:l. or to ent1:�ring first-gradE:1. 

1',our instruments were ut'llized in collecting the data 

for the study: 1) Officifll school records showing scores on 

the Metr.£_poli t:rn �ea_diTIB Readiness !�JI Form !?. ( 33), 

Hild re th and Griffith; 2) Metropolitan �chievement Te�, 

!..<?� !, Du.ros t, Bixler a.nu Hildreth ( 20); 3) "Tylor Public 

School Heal th G1•owth Record, Form 22; 11 and 4) the 11 Parents 1 

Re.cal]. In::itr·un1ont" developed by the autho:r c 

Backgr·ou.ns_ Informa. tion Concernin$ �artic ipar_1�_s_ 

The population samples were taken at random from 5 ele­

menti::try schools in Tyler, 'l'exas: 1) T . ..  T. Austin; 2) Marsh,; 

3) Birdwell; 4) St. Louis; and 5) Mamie G. Griffino The 106

children represented 91 families, including Negro,

28 
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Mexican .. Amcr•ican and Caucasian parents. The children. ranged 

in. age from. 5.5 to 7�7 yea.rs, with a. mean age of 6.5 years 0 

Group I, the experimental group, included 37 girls and 16 

boys. Group II, ths control group, consisted of 25 girls 

und 28 boys. Two of these boys had been 1•eta.ined in the 

first-grade. 

The !-test was utilized for compa.rison of readir..g 

l"'eadiness datn. .(see Table I). Mean scoi,0 for <;hildr'en who 

had presohool e xp0ri.ence pr-i or to enrolling in f'irst:-grs.de 

was 49.2. �he mean score for child1•en without preschool ex..-
-:· .. : 

p0r.iencc-: �-rn.s 4.2.5. 'rhe standard de�r:tation for· children with 

preschool experience was 11.l, and for chilcli:'en w:tthout pre .. 

school CY.perience 
P 

the standard deviation was 12.2 0 TI1e t-• 

va.luo was 2.90, with 104 c1E1gree:1 of f1•eed01u., 1.ndicatlng �­

?igniflcant difference at 0 0 01 per cent level 0 These find­

ings support earlie1• findines by 1-iason (L�8) and Tyler ( 82) � 

According to Parke ( 58), th.c child shouJ.d havEi a broad back­

ground of' expei->ien(.ias to provide for enr!.chment and r0nd:l.ness • 

. Crandall (16) insisted that environmental incentives were in­

fln,1no5-ng fe.ctors in learning to read ., 

The Day Nur:rnry at �rexas College provides free per5.ods 

fo1• looking through books and p:l.c tures. The daily schedulo 

included a e tor·y pe1•1oa when s tortes were raa.d to the child.-.. 

Nin frnrn hooks, t1!' ahoi--m on. the scroen. Some perlods were 



TABLE I 

eoMPARISON OF READDiG RI:;J\DINESS OF CEILDREN IN GROUP !---PRESCHOOL 

EXPERIENCE, P.N'D CXliL:;)?3N nr GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Population 
3an!ple 

Group I 
Pre3chool 

= 53 

Gro!.l:o II 
No Pre­

school 
N = 53 

N =- Number 

I 
Heen 

49 .. 2 

42.5 

iH�- = Highly Significant 

I Sts.r..da.rd 
I 

Deviation t--.,·alue DF Probability 
-

I 

11.1 

2.90 104 P < o. 01-:Ht-

j 

12.2 

\.,..) 
0 

I I 
-

. 

I 

I 

N 

I 
I 

I 
~ 

I 
l 
i 
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sched!.ll0d for creative _story telling by the chD.dren. Many 

of these storiea were recorded and played back to the child­

ren. The ma ter,ials pro vided, including books and pictures
., 

were comparable to those used in day care c entern·o Some of 

the children come i nto possession of their first story books 

after enrolling in nursery s chool. When children wish to

share stories with the group, personal bool::s are brought to 

school and the teacher reads the stories. 

NumbAr Head�.ness 

The number read:lness comparison of the experimental

and control groups was determined and illustrated in Table IIo 

The 1-:i.ean scoro i'or chD.dren with pr·eschool 0xpc:l0ience was 

13.5., and for ehildren with no pr0school experience, the mean 

score wr:ui 9.2� The nt�:n<lard deviation was 5. 7 for the child­

ren enrollo::1 in the experimental gro'..lp, and 5,.1. for ch1.ldri0n 

enrolled in the control group� 'l'he J-v-alu.e was 3. 96 with 104 

degrees of.' freedom indicating a significant; d if'ference 

(Pr �05) e ·rhts was in nsr00ment w:1.th Pollach and Gcmsley 

(61) who stated that the nursery env·ironmfJn.t enoonre.ged ·en::�•

p:tora tJ.on of tlu•ee d im::ms io nr. of sp1:�ce da:! ly as the children 

c11mbod overs balanced on, and crawled th1"ough g0ometr:i.c 

forms. Or.her contributions to the growth and use of numbers 

ln tlw day nur3ery at Taxas College included counting object.9 

snch as the numbei-> of children seated ut the tablo a.nd the 

n.�u11ber of dPinks to be ser,,ea to cbildren(I
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TABLE II 

cm1:.PARISO:N OF NUMBER -READINESS OF GHILDREN' IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPERIENCE, AND CHILDREN IN GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Population Standa1� 
Sample :Mean Deviation t-valuo DF Probability 

I -

Group I

·preschool 13.5 
N = 53

I 

Group II
No Pre-

school 
N = 53 9.2 

. 

N = Nwnber 

-::-.:" = Y!ighl"r � · • f" 
· 

• J:_ ,1 ..... 1.gn1_ J.CB.11"� 

-

5.7 

3.96 104 P<0.0l-::--�
4

s.1
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Mean �L'otal Re9.d iness 

Total Readiness scores on the �etroRoli��� Readines� 

'l'e:.sts, Fo1'm §. for chlldren who h@..d preschool experience , and 

children who did not have preschool experience are shown in 

'.fable III. •rh� mean ·score for childr0n with preschool ex­

p&rience was 68.0, and fo r children with no preschool exper­

ience, the meRn Has 55.5. Th0 t-v·alue was 3.51 which indi­

cated i .. signtficnnt difference between the two groups 

(P < O o Ol) � Analysts of data on total 1•eadiness tended to 

subst[mtiate Cherry 1 s (13) contention that 11in the pr·oschooJ.

phHse of cleve:!_(,pment, the mc>ld is set for future abc abili•� 

tics. 11 

Data perti�inlnG to Readiness Status of the two groups 

of ch:tldr0n wer·e rated as 11 sup0rior, 11 "high noNaal� 11 11aver-

age, 11 n1ow nor•mnl, 11 and "poor r•isk. 11 In the 0,xpe1•tmento.l

group 

wb.1.le 

Ntted 

9.l+ per cent

1.9 per cant

11 s ll'D""'ior� •J. .._,�. e 
11 

of the 

of the 

A total 

children W01'0 rated as "superior·, 

children in the contr-ol group 

of 20.8 per cent of' the chilci1•en 

1! 

1 n tho E1xporimentn.l group were rated o.s 11high normal, 11 but 

not any of the children in the control group rated 11high 

r�01"ma.l. ;, Fifty per cont of t.he childPan in the expor:t:nentul 

.�;roup c lu� tcJ:oed around 11 ave1•a.gf3 11 nnd "hlgh normal, 11 while

t:m Toi;al Readine s s 
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TABLE III 

C01-iPARISOU OF TOTAL READINESS OF CHILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPERIENCE, AND CHILDP.EN IN GROUP II--iXO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Population Standard I Sample Hean Daviation t-value DF Probability 
I

-

i 

Group I 
Preschool 68.o

I 
17. 7

N = 53 

I 

3.51 104- P< 0.01-ii--:.:-

\ 

I . 

Group II 
No Pre-

school SS.5 18.3 
= 53 

--

1\1 = Number 
-::-;;- = Highly Signif'icant 

I ' ! 

r 

! 

I ·-;· 

I ! 

I 

, 

. 
i 
I 

N 

--·--
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81 per cent of the controls cluste1•ed around 11 average11 an<.1 

"low normal. 1
1 There were mor e children rated 11 poor risk" 

in the control group than in the experimental group. As 

indicated in Table IV� approximately 17 per cent of the 

first-grade children in the control group were rated as 

11 pc.or risks 11 while 7 06 per cent of the children in the ex­

pe:cimenta.l gr•oup were classified ln this group. Tho mean 

score for tile expe1•imental group was 68, for tht:: control 

g1•oup, 55. :Jo The t-test indicated a highly s ignif:i.cant 

differenc� betwaen the two group means. 

WI'rH.OUT PHr:�SC HOOL EX.?E:iUEI{CE 
----- ---· --·----·� -

Inform.atio�-i obtained ri�lating to �;rd Knowl0du� g.chie�­

E.!Ent 1-10.s analyzed as sh.own 1.n 'l'able V. The mean score for 

chtldren in Grc1:1p I was 48. 9. Children in Group II with no 

preschool 0xpe1·ience had a mean score of 39.3. The standard 

d�v:l.f.1.·c:l.ons for the two groups ·were 9.8 and 8.6 respectivelyc 

'I'he �·••vulue waa S e 30 which indicated a highly slgr.dficunt 

d:tffer-cnr.e (P, 0.01) 0 'l'hese fi.ndings tend to Sllpport 

Taylor 1 s (DO) assertion thRt preschool children enjoy play 

on wo:r·ds and learn words as �1 part of fun in play. '!'he Day 

Nursei,y at 'r('lxas College hs.� a suff ic:i.ent number of staff 

b ' t a t · .. ,. -�-o·:;r_-J-.p attention to tr_1ernenLcrs anG s ·u en· assis·van;;s v ,__,-•-

COMPARISON OP ACHIEVT~MEN'l'S OF' CHILD·rnN WI'rH A}ID 



' 

! 

H,\TINGS O! TOTAL RSADINESS SCORES CF C�iILDREN IN GROUP I--PRE3CHOOL 

EXP3RIENCE, Ar D CH.i.LDREl L.' GROU? II--.:.rn PRESC.l OOL EXPERIENCE 

I Group I Preschool Expericn0e Grou.p II No Preschool 
I Levels: 

Frequencies I Per- Cent Frequ.encies 

Superj_or 5 9./J.2 ! 1

Hieh t� ormal 11 20. 75

Average 16 JO 15 18 

Low Normal 17 32008 25 

Poor Risk 4 
I 

7.60 i 9 1 

Experience 

Per Cent 

1.87. 

33.95 

47.17 

16.99 
) 

Tn.BI,E IV 

-
I 

I 
j , 

" 

I 



TABLE V 

COMPARISON OF WORD KNmvLEDGE ACHIEVEr--:ENT OF CHILDREN TI-1 GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPBRIENCE, AND CHILDREN IN GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPE.qIENCE 

�ation s canda:id I .:>ample Menn Dev5.e.tion t-value DF Probability 
-

i 
I 

Group I 
Preschool 48.9 9.8 
N = 53

I 
I 

I I 

I 
So30 104 P< O.Oli:•.;�-

Group II 
No Pre- 39.3 8.& 

school 
N = 53 

N = Number 
*-::- = Highly Significa...'1.t 



children's concern about words. Children feel frse to ask 

questions because teachers are willing "iio give them an 

answer. Word repetition is often used. in games, and the 

children are able to learn many words as a part of the fu..11 

in the game. 

A significant difference was observed between the two 

groups in Word Discrimination achievoment. As illustrated 
- ··---·---

in 'rable VI, the moan score fo:s:> chlldi"'en with p:r.csch.ool ex•� 

pi::1:Ptence was ,51.·5, and for children with no preschooJ. ex­

perience, the mean score v;as 4.0.1. 'l'h0 standard deviation 

for the experimental g:r.•oup was 9.3, and for the control group 

the standard deviation was B.o. The !-value was 6.64 with 

104 degroes of freedom. Th& differenco between the group

means was highly significant (P< 0.01). These results agreed 

with the findings of Gott and Jones (2!�) who report;ed that 

f:"t.:est-grade child:r-en with Heat1 Start Program experience 

scor·0d t1igher in learning proficiency and curtosity than did 

oh1ldren who did not have Head Start experience. 

Data obtained on Rea.ding_ Ach!�!;.�ent w0re R.nalyz.ed and 

D.lustrs.ted in Table VII. Ch:i.ldren who we re previously en-­

:�•()lJ.ed in ,'iay nursePy h ad a mean score nf 52. 7, w11ile child­

l'e;,. who had no preschool experience had a mean score of l�3o'7 • 

Word Discriraination Achievement ---·----·----
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TABLE 'VI 

COHPARISON OF WORD DISCRIMINATION ACHIEVEMEN'11 OF CHILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPERIENCE, AND GHILDREN IN GROUP I!--rTO PRESCHOCL EXPERIENCE 

Population 
Sample Mean 

Group 
Pres0hool 51.5 

= 53 

.-

Group II 
No Pre- . 

school. 40.1 
= 53 

H = Number 
** =Highly Significant 

I 

I t-va�
Standard 
Deviation 

I 
DF -

9.3 I 
I

.-

6.,64 104 

s.o

Probability 

P ( 0 ,. 01•:!-"k 

-

I_ -

. I'-

--r - ~ 

I 
I 

N . 

. 

N 

- ·- -



TABLE VII 

COMPARISON OF READING ACHIEVEHENT OF CHILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPERIENCE, AND CHILDREN IN GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Population Standard 
Sample Mea.'1. Deviation t-v�lue DF Probability 

--,· --

I 

Group I

P:>eschool 52.7 10.0 
N = 53 

- 4o 75 104 P< 0 .. 01�.:--.: 

Group II

No Pre-
school 43.7 

I 
9 ., 2 

N = 53 
-

N = Number 

�H} = Highly Signi£icant 
+="" 
0 



The standard deviation for G::.,oup I w&.s 10.0, e.nd for• 

Group II, 9 �2. The t,-va.lu0 wan t�. 7 5 with 10/.� degrees of 

freedom. R0suJ.t;s were hishJ.y significant (P< 0�0l). These 

results supported the findings of Smith (72), that disad­

vnntaGed children who did have preschool experience scored 

higher on the Stanfo!:c!-Blne� and Peabod_x Pict!::;E.£}
0 

.Y.££.§.l:.E>Ulary 

:rests than dis advantaged children who did not have pr·eschool 

experi0nce. Doth e;1,oups in the present study i ncluded some 

d5.sad,rnntagod ch:tldPen o 

A compari$on of Group I and G:r:>oup II with respect to 

Ar:i th.rn0tl� Conc0pts and Skills !'evealed a signifieant di'f­

forence be tween achievements of chi ld:i:>en 1 wi th p::t'f;School 0x­

perience and chilcJren Hi th no preschool expt°?l,ience. The mean 

scor·0 for Group I was 53.2 and for Group II the mean was 

!1.5�:L The standard devlation for Group I was 9.3, and for

G1•oup IJ th0 standard deviation was 8. 5. As shown in Tabla 

VIII, th::-il't) :.,re:r-e 10�. dcr;rees of freedom, and a t••v-alu0 of 

l .1�63 wh:i.�:-i in.dicr.tc�cl a highly significant d:lffeNmce. 

J-,ccor.:.1i11i:: to Pollach and Gensley (61), tb.e child lear•ns .in 

pnl>JJ.c s c·,i.1001 to verba11ze the number concepts that he learned 

j_n_ r!ursery school. '.I.1he f inc1ings �eem to s uppo:rt Pollach and 

Uensley's report (6l) o 

hl 



TABLE VIII 

COMPARISON OF ARI'.rENETIC CONC;;_;prs AND SKILLS OF CHILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL 

EXPERI.BNCE, AND CEIL:SREN IK GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Population Standard I' 
Sample Mean Deviat::. on i t-value DF Probab:i.li ty -

--

Group 
Preschool 53. 2 9.3 

= 53 

4e63 104 P < 0.01�:�-

Group II 
No Pre-

. 

school 45.1 8 0 5 

I N = 53 I -
N = Number 

-::--::- = Highly Significant 

I 

N 



PAHENT� 1 RECALL OF CHILD'S 

BEHAVIOR PAT'rERNS 

A personal 1nt.er>vlew was held with the mothe11 or 

guarcH an of each child selected to participate in the study ., 

Twonty-fivo suardians including 12 grandparents, four aunts, 

sj_x sisters
i 

and three brothers responded. 

Inte:::·vh'1·:f: :i.•c.vealed that th:ree child1•,3n in the control 

group dawdlocJ at n�eals> one si;_c:l�ed brue,d y two chj_ldren re­

quired 8.i�ej:1tanc0 with fastening sin!pJ.e fasteners
t 

three 

children �..-are still unnounr.i11r., toilet needn when they on­

rolled in. firs t-gra.do, and one child oc casionally wet him­

self. Eight children in thi; control group had to be reminded 

to rest qn10tly after going to bed, two children took a, 

favorite to:, to bed, but soon stopped aft0-r starting to 

school. Chl•-square analysis on the 1
1yes 11 e.nd 1

1 no 11 responujs

r:irry be seon in Table IX o 

J.n comparing the two groups it was observed tl1at child­

Nm tn tha oxper:tmor.tal group showed g:r1�e.ta:r maturity P as maai:i­

ured by the parents1 recall on children 1 s beha�ior patterns,

than ,lid eh:tldr•0n in the control group. One child daw·dled 

Rt mEi-sJ.:1� ono chS.ld required assistance with simple fasteners, 

f:l ve chlldren in the exper•imental group had to be reminded to 

Ac:1r1.t:: vements wlth p:ery..9ay P:roblerns 



'l'ABLE IX 

PAP.EN1j_1S' RECALL OF 106 CEILDRErPS BEHAVIOR PATTERNS 

Items Group T 
...

Preschool 
:f =

Y0s 

Achie·,ement of
Everyday Pro- 400 

blems 

Motor Skills 248 
and Coordination 

Intellectual 

I 
555 

Performance 

Emotional and 162 
Social Behav:!.or 

I 
. • . lii ::: ri'umber 

-!(· = Significant 
** =Highly Signiricant 
NS = Non-significant 

53 

I 
I 

Group II 
. 

:No P:;:,eschool Ste.tistical 
N :::: 53 

No l Ye::s No 
-x_2 

DF 

j 
. 1 4- <

'"'

4..,� 100 32.,34 J. I 

I 
I 

22 I 23h 41 6.09 1 

17 527 52 18. lµ.i. 1 

I I 

1 150 s 2.93 1. 

An&lyses . 

Probabi-
lity 

P < 0. 01-::--�-

P< 0.05* 

P< 0 ., 0lJ,Hf 

N.S ., 

I 

I I I ' I 

I 

I 
I 



be qui.et after golng to bed. Group I hE{d a scoro of L�OO� 

Chi-square value was 32 ., 34
., 

with one degree oi' t'reedom which 

indicated a hi.ghly significant difference at the l o O 

por cent lev-el. 

Moto1• Slci.lls o.nd Cooi-dlnn tion 
-- --·- --..:..- -. --.. ,.,. 

:No defo1"'mi ties were i'ot>.nd in o it.her group of· childr·en. 

:Motor skills of t!'le oxpe1•iinental grc.,up ware superior to 

moto1• skills of children in the cont1-.ol group. Five ohild­

!"en :in the control group could not ride, a bicycle, hm:eveP, 

this could hav0 r0sulted from the lack of an opportunity to 

l0arn. Four child::-·en in the c0ntrol g1•01lp c0uld not sl�ip 

when thoy 0m.>ollecl :l.n fir·st.�-graae
jl 

eight� children d:l.d not 

stand 0r0ct, or o.s is conunonly used w·lth,t�h:tldren., 11stana

tall c ii One child was not alert in pJ.Hy acti vi ti.as, and on."'

joyed ph1.;1in3 a.lone,. Pe.rents and guardian� reported tho.t 10 

children could not tie theil, shoe strlngs when they ente1•ed 

Two children in ths expeJ.•:i.men-te.i group could not ride 

a bic:yc�1.o; age.in th:t s could be due to lack of an oppo:c•tnnity 

t'.) lec:r-n,, '11

}·!1'00 chtldren did not stand erect or "sta.nd ·tn.11." 

1..J.1 th� cbJ.ldr0n in tho experimental group were actlve in 

p'lay a.:1<.l 0n.,ioyacJ pJ.Hylng with other chlldren o Children in 

ds.y nw:-�:cn•y hr.ve a long rest p0.,,:tod 9 at wh:J.ch timo moat of 

thoni. ts.J:,c n. nap 0 Euch child lear•ns to tie h:t.s shoe strings 
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by age five-and-a-half year_s from the daily routines "Yes 11 

responses for the experimental group totaled 248. and fo� 

the control g:roup the number was 234. The chi-square value 

of 6�09 was significant (P< 0.05) as shown in Tab-le IX 0 

Intellectual Performance 
-- ,._,._ 

According to parents' evaluation, the attention span

of two children in each group was short. All children in 

Group I knew their names, ages, bir·thdates, parents I namaa 

and addresses. Lcarn1.ng or:ie Is own birthda to, home address 
9 

and parents I name::: is another pRrt of the clay nurse:r-y curri­

c�lum, One boy was referred to the day nursery at the age 

cf four when h:ts doc tor found nothing physically wrong w:I. th 

him, but had beon unsuccessful in gettlne the boy to talk 0 

'l'his child enjoyed play, and throl,.gh group play and story 

telling, began showing signs of progress in six weeks. By 

the end of th0 first year in nur•sery school 
P 

this child was 

as cu1•lous and inquis j_ ti ve as other boys of the s mi:e age. 

All ch:.i.ldron in the experimental group responded to music j 

enjoyed llstonin3 to stories, telling parts of stories,· 

J.ookln,g a.t p:lc tures and coloring.

li'ive children enrolled :ln the control g1·•oup c:ould not 

gi v0 pa1•1:,nts I no.mos and hom0 address. One child failed to 

"'} · t t; • • stories or art activities. He was· .,_:ww :Ln ,")re�·- in music, . . 



ver·y acti v0, and the mother reported that ho was the 11 out 

door" type� An interview wtth the mother revealed that the 

child had spent a. great deal of time in the country with his 

grandparE:nts � Scores on intelleci;ual performance are shown. 

in Tabla IX. The mean score for the experimental group was 

555 9 and for ·the control group, the menn sco1"e was 527 o The 

chi-�,:p.l2.r0 value was 18.41+ which indicated a highly signi­

ficant differe nce. Intelligence scores were not availa.ble 

at th e time these data were collected from the schools; hence� 

t est scores for first-grade children were not compared. How­

over s- the findings SLlpporte.d Leeper j) Dales 9 Skipper· and 

Witberspoon 1 s (L�J) contention that there is a wide variat:ton 

in intsllectuul development of children of the sam0 ageo 

E!notional and Social Behavior 
---··--·--- --

Ch:i.ldren part ici.pating in the experimental g2•oup were 

e.cc u� tom0d to nharin{) toys, t aldng turns at play equ:ipr:ieni; �

l)lo:ying r alr with others, and enjoyJng playing with other·

c.hildren. Two boys ln the e;roup had to be reminded of tbe 

r:i.0ht.s of othel'S occas iona1ly. Ps.rcn ts reported that t�o 

1�hildren in the control group a id not get 1:1long well wit};_ 

pe0:es. One mother stated that sho i-laS pa1,tly responsible 

for her child's b0havior. The mother had not en1'olled him 

in nursery school, neither had she arranged fm:- social 
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contacts. The mother ins1s·ted that children would fight · 

this child. l"Iost of the children· in the 0xperlmental group 

were a.ble to relate well with peers, and enjoyed playing 

with children. Table IX ill ustrates the difference between 

the emotional a.nd so cial b ehavior patterns of children in 

the experln;en tal group, and children i n  the control group. 

'.rhe difference was n.ot signifi.cant. 

Ace ording to Nicolaysen ( 55) a chtld needs a.n oppor­

tunity to e stnblish)d.mself a.s an individual, to achleve 
,, 

secur:t ty :Ln group relations, end gs.in mastery by pa.rtici-

pa tlng in his world as he s ees it. lHcolaysen. s'�n ted that 

ga ining security enables the child to move on to s:i.gnifi­

cant social g1�owth. The nursery environment provides a. 

clj.mate ln which the ch ild is able to acli:teve growth at his 

ovm rs.to. These findings did not agree wlth Dilrna.n and 

Adelbe:r•y' o (17) observation, where th0y reported tha. t onl.J 

12 per cent of the children in a. welfa11e day ca.re c en-tel' ex­

hibi tsd sharing o

EVALUATION OF SELECTED PHYSICAL DEVELOPMEN'J�S 
-----·• - --- _"_,,___ _____ ,_,,__,_ .. ____ _

.YJ.s�l,9.l C onc0pts 

Information obtained on visue.1 concepts of children 

studied indicated that three children who had preschool ex­

pcJ.�:!.enco had some visual defects when they enrolled in first­

grsdo .. Only one with no prescho ol experfoncf? had visunl 



defects w hen enrolled in fil's t-g1•ade ., Tho author was not· 

able to account for t his difference. However, the dif­

ference was no t statistically significant� 
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Children em•ollod in the DaJ Nursery a. t Texas College
,, 

and the Tyler Day Nursery havo the advantage of visual and 

audi·tory screening t ests in the spring. Any child found 

with de.fee ts is referred to his physici.e.n for examination. 

This happened with two of the children in the study who had 

visual dofec ts. Afte1• the sc1•eening of tests s these two 

children were fitted with glasses before enrolling in first 

grade. 

Analysis of de. ta on Yisua.l concepts is f ow1d in 

Table X e; Chi-square value was l q 09 with 1one degree of 

freedom wh.1.ch indicated no significant difference between 

tha groups. The impor·t.ance of good vision has be en dnly 

r·ecognizC:lcl by em:l.nent authorit:tes in the field of child ae ... 

velopment. The child's vtsual sensory equipment must be 

healthy if he is able to cope with the tasks society has 

set for him. 

Responses obtained on auditory tests upon enrolling 

in first-S:t:'ade revealod that three children in Group I, 

and f'ou.r children in Group II had some type of auditory de­

focts � Two other children no doubt would have been in the 

Audltory Concepts 
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_TABLE X 

CONPARISOrl OF' SELECTED PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENTS OF CHILDREN IN GROUP I-­

PEESCHOOL EXPERIENCE, AND CnILDREN IN GROUP II--

Items Group I 
Preschool 

= 53 

Good 

Visual Concepts so 

Auditory Con-
capts ' 

so 

Condition oi'

Teeth 32 

N = Number 
DF = Degrees of Freedom 

-�- = Significe.nt
NS = Non-significant 

I 

NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Group II 
No Preschool Statiscal Analyses 
H -- 53 

Poor Good Poor -x2 DF Probabi-
lity 

' 

3 52 1 1.09 l N.S., 

3 Lr9 4 0.15 l N.S. 

21 19 

±39 
l P< 0.05-11-

\'1. 
0 

. 
I H -

, 

-
---
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defective group had they not been screened at nursery 

school. As a result of screening," tho two children were re­

ferred to their physicians. Each child had a tonsilectoroy 

.at five-and-a-half years of a.ge. These two children pass Gd 

the auditory test with no trouble. Results of data. analysis 

a.re shown in Table X. A chi-square value of 0.15 was 

non-significant indicating no real differences between audi­

tory concepts of children who had
0 

preschool experience, and 

children who did not have preschool experience. 

Condi ti on of Teeth 
-·---

Data collected on t he condition of teeth of first­

grade ch.:ildren who had previously attended day nursery 8.nd 

chj_ldren who had not attend•3d the day nursery revealed that 

32 children ln the experimental group, a.nd 19 childr•er.. il:1 

the cont.r·ol g1•ot:tp had teeth in good condition when t.hey

enrolJ.0d in public school. Twenty-one children in the ex­

peri1;10ntal eroup, and 34 children :J.n the control group had

t.eeth in poor c onc!i tion when they enrolled in public school.

Table X shows a ohi-square value of 6.39 indicating a signi­

ficant difference between the groupso

Day nursery children at Texas College and Tyler Day 

Nurs0r.·y hRve as supplements to their dietaries: 



1) Two or more c ups of rnilk 0 

2) One serving of meat
., 

fish, or poultry.

3) One or more servings of green
., leafy, or yellow

vegetables.

4) One fruit or vegetable salad.

5) One serving of starchy vegete.ble.

6) O11e serving of fruit juice0 

7) One or more servings of enriched bread with each
meal (sandwiches are mac:!0 with enriched bread
for afternoon snacks).

8) One or more ser•vings of fruit or :tco crea.m (des­
serts made with m1.lk and eggs nre served .fre­
quently).

9) One weekly servine of dried beans prepared Wit.h
grour1d beef.
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Gyorgy (26) recomrnended in pr•eschool protect:i.cn pro­

grams the incrensed availability of protective £cods and 

impi•oved feeding progr•arri..s for pre school children. Findings 

of. the present study indicate an advantage 1.n supplementing 

th.a diet.a.ry of these preschool child:t'E>no Another important; 

factor is the teaching of cleanlinoss at the nursery s�hool 0 

Childr•en are taught to wash their hands with soap before 

moo.ls, and after outdoor pla.y e The 1}hild:ren are taught to 

brush th.t=Jlr tee th regula:rly. Quite often the Public Heal th 

Nurf:!e leaves samples of toothpaste and tooth bru13hes to be 

distributed t o  tho children ., A collection of heal th pos­

t,.n•s from the local ·ruberoulosis Association is used in con­

nection with teaching cleanliness, and prevention of spraad­

in� Ber•r:2s when sneezing or c olJghing. 
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Percentile ratinB is one of two methods commonly _used 

in the measurement of children's heie;ht and weight. '11he 

other method is mean value, and one or- more d eviations .. 

The author chose to use the percentile method. According 

to Watson and Lowrey (86) the number of percontiles i.nd!­

ca.tos the position which a measurement holds in a typical 

series of 100 per cent. Height ratings for g:l.rls and boys 

:i.n this study are shown in Table XI. Analysis indic9.ted 

that 61+.8 per cent of the girls with preschool experience 

fell between the 10th and 90th percentiles; 64 per cent of 

the girls with no p reschool experience fell bet�·!een the 10th 

e.nd 90th pe1"csntilerJ. Fifty per cent of the boys with pre­

school exper16nce fell between the 10th and 90th percen­

tiles, while 60. 7 per cent of the boys with no preschool ex� 

perlence fell between th� 10th and 90th pe:i.�centiles. Child•· 

ren in both group� tended to clustar around the 97th per­

centile, with boys being somewhat taller than girls of the 

same age. This is a normal trend for this age group; how­

ever, g5.rls go into the preadolescent spUl�t earlier than 

l?oys, and height will :'-ncrease over boys for a period of
.. 

time. 

Weight Porcentile Ratinli:!, 

A:1alysis of data. pertatninG ·to weight, illustrated 1.11 

Table XII� revealed that 75. 7 per cent of the girls \.!ho hn<l 

Jieight Percentile Ra.t!D_g_~ 
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TABLE XI 

HEIGHT PERCENTILE RATINGS OP CHILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE, 

AND CHILDREN IN GROUP II--NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Percentiles 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 97th Per cent be-
tween 10th & 
90th Percen-
tiles 

Girls: 
Per cent Fs.lling on Each Percentile 

Groi..1.p I -- 2.7 21.6 24.3 16.2 35.2 64.8 

N = 37 

Group II
-- a.o 12.0 20.0 21�.o 26.0 64.0 

··- 25 ' 

Boys: 

Group I -- 6.2 12.5 18.8 12 • .5 50.0 .50.0 

N = l6 

G!'Otlp II 
3.,6 14.3 10.7 7.1 25.0 39.,3 60.7 

= 28 
.

N -

N 



TABLE XII 

WEIGHT PERCENTILE RATINGS OF C!iILDREN IN GROUP I--PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE, 

AND CHILDREN IN GROUP II--lrn PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

· Percentiles 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 97th Per cent 
between 10th 
& 90th Per-
centiles 

I 
Girls: Per cent Falling on Each Percentile 

Group I -- 10.8 18 .. 9 24.3 21.7 24.3 75. 7

N = 37 

Group II 
4.0 4.0 - 20.0 28.0 32.0 12.0 88.o

N = 25 

Boys� 

Group I -- 12.5 18.8 37.,5 6.2 25.0 15.0 

N = 16 

Gro1....p II 

I
46.4 17.8 3.6 96 .. 4 -- -- 32 ., 2 

N = 28 \J\ 

I 
I . 

. 

\1\ 



56 

preschool experience i'ell between the 10th and 90th per-

centiles. Eighty-eight por cent of the girls with 110 pre­

school experience fell between the 10th and 90th per•cen­

tiles. Seventy-five per cent of the boys who had preschool 

experience fell betwe�n tho 10th and 90th percentiles, while 

96.l+ per- cent of the boys who had no preschool experience

fell between the 10th and 90th percentiles. 

Watson and Lowrey (86) suge;ested that 80 per cent of 

the weight measurements of child1°en at a given age may be 

oxpec tl3d to fall between the 10th and 90th percentiles. 

Three boys in the cont1•ol group were above the 97th percen­

tile in weight and height, and one girl in the control group 

was above the 97th percentile ln weight� 'I'he ave!•age boy in 

the control group was tall.or and hea_vier than the e,verage 

boy in the experiillental group, but boys in the expe1�imental 

group achieved greater than those in th9 control. Greater 

physical ma.turity does not mean gr-eater· intellectual e.nd 

scholastic achievements 

Watson and Lowrey (86} insisted that in any group of 

children, s measurements, weight is probably the best ind�x 

of nutrition becauae it sums up all the increments in sizo. 

Watson and Lowrey advised that a careful evaluation bo given 

to any tendency toward obesity. Complete evaluations of 

nutr:ttional status were not made upon school entrance, but 



i11formation gained indicated that girls a.'1.d ·ooys with no 

preschool experience we·ro heavia1• than girls and boys who 

had previously attended a day care facility. 
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Children in the experimental group had wholesome sup­

plements to their dietaries at regular scheduled periods, 

which would normally promote good physicaJ.
0 

social and emo­

tional development. With many mothers employed outside the 

home, no effort was made to d etermine what the childr•en in 

the c ontrcl group consumed. The tendency towe.rd overi-mlght 

could bo the result of an unbalanced dietary s.nd ir1·egula.r 

meal patterns .,



CHAPTER IV 

S_]LM M A,_B....,X, C O N C L U S I O N S A N D 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S 

Th0 present study was an outgrowth of the author's 

19 y0aN1 of experience working with very young childl'•en iri 

o.n approved de.y care center, e.nd her firrn convictlon that: 

l) '.rhe em•ly yoars of the child's li.fe are the
most important o 

2) Eai•ly €1.hl)erieno,�s will be r0flected in the
child I s physical dcv-eloprnent

p 
school rea.d5.�­

ness � :;_earning profic ioncy, emotiona.l and
social boha.vlor patt0rns o 

3) The environment should moet the basic n-30�'k1
of t.he child.

'l'he study wr,s bv.sed on the assumpt1on that en.vire>n­

nIDntal factora ar& determinants of the chlld 1 s future de­

vc,J.opme!1.t and adjustment in later lifo. Af'te1"' e. period of 

years :in obB orving achievements of children who had attended 

the day nursery, the author was inspirad to make a.n inten­

s:I.Ye inv-estigation to d0termine if day care experiences con­

t:rtbut;e toward: 

1) Better physical dovelopment ..

2) Grente1• emotion9.l and social o.djustrnent. ·

.3) Higher scholastic achie,rements of f1.r�t-g1•ade 
children.,
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Specific objectiveu of the study were to: 

1) Review recent research on physical development;,
emotional and social behavior patterns, school
1•eadiness, and scholastic achievement s of first
grade children who pre viously attended a state
approved day care facility.

2) Determine whether or n ot a relationship existed
between experi ences in a state approved day care
center and physical development 1 emotional and
social behavior patterns, school readiness, and
scholastic achievements.

3) Compare the phys:i.cal development, emot:!.ona.1 nnd
social behavior, school readinei::s and schola3t:l.c
achievements of firs t-grar10 chi:I.dren who pro­
v:tously had de.y ce.ro expe1•icnco:1 wi tb. chlldX•(;J:l
who did not have p:t•eschool experienc0s.
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The sample con�iz•;jcd of 106 f5.rst-g1•a.d�.1 c:nn.d:ren en•� 

rolled in f:i.•10 el0mentRry schools located in Tyler•, Texas. 

'!'he 50 ch:lJ dron 1°op::resentcd 91 Ca1.v;as:i an. 1 Neg:!'o, and MexiGan­

Ar•ieric:111 families� '.!.'he ch:lld:.-•en ranged in �.ge fz•orri 5 o 5 to 

7.5 -:roaT'S t with a mean age of 6.5 yea.rs� Chilc1ren in th.0 

o:x:pe1:·lment, ..... 1 g.ro1.ip had n.t:tec.dcd a d�i:y car•e feteil:t.ty. 'I'h$ 

g:i:•oup co .. ui:ts ted of 37 gt:i:-J.a E•.n.d 16 bc,ys. T.!10 contx·ol group 

. 2_8 b ano oys� 

Th.�1 fcur inwcrumE,f.d:;e thu t were used in c 01100 ting 

data fo1:- the study are s.s follows: 

l) 

2) 

M 1 :l. R' 
. . n 1J ·"�S ri�"'"'tS Fo· ... 111 s (33' etr-crno_ .-cen �,ad:;_!;_C,' n.e2..C.lU� .. : _;2.�_d, • .,__-;_,n !-... ,. 

--·-·-� ...... ---.. -··--- --·-•·"'·' ---�� ___ _.. ......... ., ......... � -

}btrc•}olit?.n Aoh:tovem�nt 'l'ests, F'o£1!! !:.. 
(20).

------1.--�---· -�-------···- ___ , 

h!ld no p:r:·cschooJ. c .:i::;Jc,: i e::H:e, &Ed ,uu·~ composed of 25 girl3 



3) "Tyler Publ:1.c School Health Growth Record,
1',orm #22 � 11

l�) 11 Pa.rents 1 Recall Instrument," designed by the
author. 
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Data obtained were analyzed in accordance with pur­

poses of the study. Metropol:J.ta,n Readi.!}g_ Readiness Tests, 

E'�'?.1'� � (33), scores were used to measure the achievement of 

the child bes inning in school that contribute to readiness 

for first-grade instruction. Areas of p&rticular concern 

were word meaning, sentences, information, matching, number·s

a.nd copying. Childr•en who had attended a da.y ce.re nursei,y 

st�hool px·ior to e·nrolling ir1 fj_rst-grade had a h:tgher mean 

score than children who had no p::r•eschool experience. More 

child1•en uith preschool experience 1•ated "superior" and 

11hlgh n.ormal11 than did chllaren Hith no preschool expcrienco. 

Statistical analysis of the data on Motro_p2].:l._tan 

!�.::.1!iev0.1;��nt Tosts, Foi•m A (20) revealc,d that children who

}u�.d preschool expe1'ience scored higher in !!2£.9. ,li!1_0,wled� 1

:I�!..r.l piscriminatioll
ti 

Readigg_, and Arith��lli £.c�xicepts anq

Sldlls r than f:J.rs t-g1�a<l e children. who had no p1�eschool ex-
--�-.-" .. ··- . . 

perienca ., Information gained from. "Parents' Recall In­

st1•u.ment" indicated that c hildren who attended day nursery 

p�ior to enrolling in first-grade scored signifio�ntly

higher in achievements of Everyday Problems, �otor Skills 

e.nd C oorc.H ne.-i;ion, and Intcllec tual Performar1ce than 



children with no pr•eschool experience. No difference was. 

found between the groups in Emotional and Soclal Behavior. 
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Statistical analysis of data obtained on selected 

physical developments indicated no s ignificant· difference 

between the experimental and control eroups in visual and 

auditory concepts, There was, however, a significant dif­

ference in the condition of teeth. 

The Percentile Method was utilized for treatment of 

heights and weights of the ch:tldren in th0 study� Height 

�atinga 0f girls in the two groups studied were similar� 

Boys i.n tho contro1 group tfJndcd to be taller than boys 

in tha exrerimontal group. Some children in each group 

tonded to cluster aro1.rncl the 97th percentile, but boys w01·e 

ta} \er than g '!.rls. Percentile ratings on weight :re�,ealed 

t;lwt gJ1,J s nnd boys in the control e;roup tenclod to be heiwj_e1• 

'i:.har; c:tr}.[' r.1nd boys in the experimental ex•oup. 

Th0 f'olJ.o,,d.ng c:oncl us ions were bas0d on ane.lysir. of 

� ' · 
"'i t -" chiJ.d-..•e11 w·1t·h ar1-� •·•1'•i-,h-LD1cr�ation obtained on L rs ·-gra,J0 . � u H • 

1) Children who had ds.y cDJ'.'El exper-:i.0nce pr:i.or· to
. enrollin� in first-er�de had a better foundation

fo1' first-grade inst1·ucU.on than children who 
had nc preschool expt!.t•icnce. 



2) Children �1th day care experience scored higher
on He_��2ol,i,�E12 �eading Readiness Tes ts, Fo� S 
than ch:l.lc1ren with no preschool experience• 

-

3) Children with day care experience achieved
higher scholastic attainment in first-grade than
children with no pPe�chool exper:1.ence.

4) No significant difference existed bet�cen emo­
t:t.onal and social behavior of ch :l.ldre.n with day
care experience and children w.tth no preschool
experience.
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5) No signif:1.cant differer.1.cu existed between visual
and aucli to1•y concepts of children with day car�
experience and chiJ.c1x·cn wh.o did not have pre;;chool
0xperience.

6) �:he teeth of chiJ.d.r·en who had d.,.y care expE-rienco
were in bc➔ tter conc1i tlon than te0th of ch.iJ.drcn
with no pre9chool �X?erien0e 0 

7) No difference existed ·oefa·rnen hf:, ight por•o011til$
rating of g:i.rls in ·;;ha two group� o 

6) A gr�ater percentage of boys in the cont.r•ol lV'01.1p
fell betwe'3n the 10th and 90th height per-cent:Lles,
but SO per cent .of th0 boys ir,, tha expGl'i!licrntRl
group fell at the 97th percentile�

9) Girls and boys with no preschool cxper-:l.er1ce tended
to be heavier than g1I�1s anci boys who had day car•0
experience, bnt failed to score as h:!.gh on
Metropolitan �_f

.:..
ad� Readine�s TeE_ts.r,, .�c��2 !>. (J3) f 

and Metr.2..E.£1.:J:..!8� -A<ff.1i�.���1t �fes.!:_�, �-��� !}_ { 20) as
girls and bo·ys who haei preschool e xperiance. 

It :l.s recommended that -?..dd:i.tt0nal research be un<ler­

takon. to verify the findings in thl3 study: 

1) 

2) 

A lnreer sample of first-grade children.with and 
without pro school experience should be studied. 

A variety of standardized instruments should_ be
ut::l.ll7,en, 3uch ns: Bonham (4) !'lat.urlt.Y. l•�ve� f_oY, 
:E��ttranco and Rea.di.LIB. Readi1�z�::!.; fl_ntne_£-C�1.Eghar� 
'Frfr.1a1�Y, 1e�ts"T6bl; HariTs on--Stre:ud7'27) Hee.din� 
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Readiness Profile (27); SRA Tests of General 
Ability, Form K-:� (22); c·a1·:1."fornTa�Shor_1; 'l'�st. of 
Menta1_ I'ia.turi tr- Sullivan, Cla1"k and 1'legs (78T; 
and Murphr-Durrel� �-�sU:,_np; fleadine�E_ An.alys is ( 54). 

3) Follow-up studies be conducted on the same child­
ren from year to year• through elementary school.

4) Some of the research centers that have developed
better methods of understanding and pro::noting
human development should be contacted; such as
Iowa Child Research Station, Brush Foundation at
Western Reserve University, Yale Clinic of Child
Development, Child Health Division of' Harvard
School of Public Health, Child Research Council
of Colorado, and Fels Institut� for the Study of
Human Development.
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H~ALTH GROWTH RECORD 
NAM" ADDRE$S PHON" 
SCHOOL. I YEAR I GRADEi AGE I HEIGHT WEIGHT l VISION HEARING TEETH TEACHER NURSC: FAM ILY STATUS 

I 

I 

I I 
OTHER INFORMATION: 

For m #22 · CODE: 1--Good 2-Fo.ir ~Poor P-Pamd F--Ft.ilcd N-Neecls Mcdic:ol Care W. G.-Wears Glouu 



.!.Ll� N D I X D 

PARENTS' RECALL INSTRUMENT 
. -

(Experimental and Control G:i:·oups) 



PARENT St RECALL INSTRUMENT 

CHILD'S PHYSICAL MATURITY SKILLS 

SOCIAL ~ EMO'fIONAL BEHAVIOR PATT-2:RNS 

Child's Name, 

Place an X under Yos or No Yes No 

Ao How child deals with e,re:ryday problems 

2 .. 

3. 

lt-o 

5. 

Eating-
a. Usually first to finish his meal 

--:---1----t--b. Ea-cs steadily but not the first to 
finish his meal 

co Usually the l ant ~t--0_..,,f,...,.in__,,i_s..,...h-e-a"""'t•-,1-n.i_i;r-_, _..,... __ _ 
... ... _.. ----~·--

Sleep 0·1> Res t-
a. Lies qui etly at once - --- -b . Need:J he l p to relax 
c .. Takes f a vorita object to bcC· - ..... ___ q-
Toileting-
n. Indcpena 
b. Announce 

ant with toilet routine 
s his need to go ·to the- -1··-----~ 

toilet 
c . Wets him self occasionally_~-·-··----~--~-- -

Dres s:tng-
a., Independ 

a.re la 
b. Ce.n fa.st 

f'astsn 
c. c~m ·1ace 

string 

ant in dressing if clothes ·. 
id out -----,,---::---~·-- ... ___ ---en and unfasten simpl~ 
era -----·----~ , tTe an.d untie own shoe 
s -

Removing Wraps -
a. Removes wraps without being 1,e •• 

minded 
nps Til ··pro·p:-ern,. laco ------f __ -~ ·--bo Hangs wr... . ~ _ ·-

c.. Throws wraps d ow11 any placa_____ ~~----

84 



Motor Skills and Coordination 

1. Body Posture-
a . Stands erect with ee.se 
b. Stands relax.ed -
C • Deformity affe_c...,t_s_p_ostur 6 . 

2. Coordination-
a~ Runs and skips with eas 
b. Runs or skips with much 

e ·--concern 
c. Unable to run and skip_ --------

3., Equilibrium-
e. Rides a bicycle with ea 
b., Rides a bicycle with mu 
c. Unable to ride a bicycl 

L~. . Play Ac t:l. vi ties-
a. Plays vigorously at all 
b. Enjoys playing with oth 
c . Plays alone most of the 

c. Intellectual Level 

1 0 Attention Span 

se 
ch ·-concern ---e alone __ ,.,. __ 
.times --------ers 
"tiim.,;¼ __ ,_,~ ... 

f'or a :i.~ea.son-
•---M•••-•-

Yes 

i 

-

- -~ --

~--
. 

85 
No -

·-
-

---· 
-
·--

-·---. 

·----
a. Able to g i v~ attention 

s.ble length of ti.me __ 
b. Attention span V8ry sho 
c., Unable to give Attentio 

Pt ----·--..... 
,_.,_, _ _ , 

n _____ 

2 0 Speech .. 
ct - -r 

a.., Speech c loar and dis tin 
h. Speech is not very clea 
c. Used many gestures (Poi nting, etc-r ·~ 

3. Stories-
rles a. Enjoys listening to sto 

b., 'Repeats simple stor>ies_ 
c. Repeats only parts of s 

-·-·---... ---
j_ mp 1 e~st~or1 fl s-

l~. Interest in Music-• 
a. Enjoys liste~ing to mus 
b. Enjoys singiri..g, ___ _ 
c., AttemptR to sing ___ _ 

:le ·-
..-..... ---~-

·----··--
5., Interest in Pictures-

es a . ., Enjoys looking at pintnr 
b 0 Pays little attention to 
c 0 Likes to a.raw p:1.ctures_ 

pictw~es 

--

------
--_, ~- --... ,n 

·->--------
---- ·-

- ----
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6. Interest in Colors {art)-
a. Enjoys painting or us:l.ng colors 
b~ Does not ex.press interest in co"""l_o_r_,i_n_g __ ---
c. Attempts to paint when asked 

· es No 

--------'"'1"-
Knowledge-
a. Yi..11ows own name I age and address 
b. Knows parents' name ------i---~-
c. Unablo to give home address --------+--•v~-

D. Social Behavior Pattern 

Friendships-

2. 

a • . Has many fri.ends 
bo Has few friends ----------------f---1---
c • Has no f'avoi-•i te fr:i.ena,_::._' ----------.---:----------------~ 
Fair Play- J a. Plays fail" with peers ____ ,. _ ___ ,. ____ _ 
bo Unfair with peers l:l.t tlm0s __ ·---~------ - -·-
c. Plays unfair Most all the tlme ___ ~ -~-~----

3., Shar:i.ng-
a. Takes turns most of the time 
b. Takes turns sometime s en his·o;in--~~--~--.~·1·•~~---
c~ Never W!-lnts to take turns _ _____ _::=:.=::J. .. =---ft 
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at P:r.a.:tri0 V:tew A and M College majoring in Arohi t�ctu1,a .,




