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The study was an investigation of parental decision-

making regarding preschool programs for their children. Data

indicated that parents investigated a preschool program

beyond a conversation with the preschool director and that

non-educational aspects of preschool programs were important

considerations in the selection of a preschool program by

parents. Parents educational preferences tended to coincide

with the educational programs of the preschools they selected,

although parents indicated favorable opinions of more

educational variables than any of the preschools surveyed

offered. Levels of education attained by mothers appeared

to have little effect on educational preferences, and

parents whose first child was attending preschool had edu-

cational preferences similar to those of parents whose older

children had attended preschool.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The study was an investigation of parental decision-

making regarding preschool programs for their children. The

main areas of inquiry were the processes parents followed in

selecting preschool programs, the parents' educational objec-

tives for their children, and how closely parental educational

preferences coincided with the educational programs of the

selected preschool programs. In order to understand the

status of early childhood education and the choices facing

parents, some background information is appropriate.

Background Information

Interest in early childhood education in the United

States was stimulated by two major events. The first was

the 1954 Supreme Court decision, fl yp'u. flj Boa4 e i scaua

Tof fr"fl which promised equal opportunity in education to

all children, regardless of race. The second event was the

launching of Sputnik by Russia in 1957. Americans equated

being second in space with being second in education

(4, p. 1; 7, p. 25). Until that time, most early childhood
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programs were based upon the theories of Comenius, Pestalozzi,

Froebel, Dewey, and later Gesell and Freud (1, p. 12). In

1950, Frank and Frank (6, p. 43) described preschools as

essentially play groups, stating, ". . .they are not intended

to teach academic skills. They provide experiences . . . for

developing physically and emotionally,. . . There are no set

goals' or objectives." This concept of early childhood

education evolved throughout the first half of the Twentieth

Century and seemed to be generally accepted in the United

States until the late 1950's and early 1960's.

Around 1960 a plethora of studies was conducted by

psychologists and educators concerning cognitive development

and developmental psychology in young children. Many of

their studies were aimed at disadvantaged children and their

failures in public schools. Bruner, Bloom, Hunt, Deutsch,

and Skinner were some of the earliest and most prolific

experimenters and theorists (3; 4, pp. 2-3; 5). Interest

in the works of Freud, Montessori, and Piaget increased and

apparently influenced the studies of other researchers and

writers. From these theoretical bases a number of preschool

and infant programs were developed and evaluated. They

ranged in orientation from the Becker-Engelmann (and later

Bereiter) Academic Preschool to the Educational Development
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Center Open Education Model, based upon the British Infant

School (#, pp. 30-33). Many of the most successful programs,

as determined by various tools of evaluation, were used as

models for Bead Start programs and later for Project Follow-

Through (9, 1l). Bead Start, which was established in 1965,

was the single most significant development in early childhood

education in the United States in this century.

The experimentations of the past two decades have con-

tributed to widely diverse approaches to early childhood

education. The concensus seems to be that by the age of four

years, most children are ready for experiences outside the

family which provide opportunities for enhancing social, cog-

nitive, physical, and emotional development. There is no

consensus, however, regarding the specific learning theory or

program best suited to meet the needs of specific groups of

children, much less of all children. Much of the dispute

concerning approaches to learning seems to depend upon the

philosophic orientation of the evaluator and whether he con-

siders the goals of early childhood education to be training

for the academic challenges of public schools, development

of ego strength and social skills, facilitation of motor skills

and body awareness, or a combination of these goals (for

instance, 7, 8, 11, 12).
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Significance of the Study

The comments, arguments, and studies of experts in the

fields of child development, education, and psychology appear

in professional journals and publications, for the most part,

rather than in media accessible to parents. Most parents have

not formally studied child development or psychology (10, p. 6).

They may lack the time, inclination, or resources to learn

about valid research in these areas. The study was designed

to find out if, for example, they have been influenced by

articles in popular magazines which advocate early reading

and early mathematics-quantifiable skills (7, p. 153)--to

the exclusion of other areas of development or if, in reaction

to the recent emphasis on cognitive development, they espouse

the traditional views of preschool as an agent for sociali-

zation (11, pp. 16-19).

In 1972, 41.6 percent of the children in the United

States aged three through five years were enrolled in pre-

school programs, including day care centers with organized

educational programs (2). Of this number, 70 percent of the

prekindergarten children were enrolled in non-public programs.

The increase in the number of preschool programs and in the

number of young children attending them has made parental
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decision-making an area of importance in early childhood

education.

Hopefully, the results of the study will shed light,

not only on parental educational values, but also on the

effectiveness of scientists, educators, and researchers in

informing the public about child development, psychology,

and educational innovations. The results will also indicate

how effectively parents who participated in the study evaluated

the preschool programs they selected and how effectively the

preschool directors communicated with their clients. Finally,

the results may cause some parents to clarify, and possibly

reconsider, their priorities for the early educational

experiences of their children.

Research Methodology

Subjects for the study were parents of four-year-old

children enrolled in five preschools in north Texas, The

preschools were selected to provide diverse educational

programs, non-educational services, tuition costs, and

ownership.

Questionnaires were sent to the parents of the 199

children enrolled in the selected preschools in the spring

of 1976. The questionnaires elicited information concerning
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1) how the parents learned about and evaluated the preschool

program they selected before enrolling their children, 2) what

non-educational services were important to them, 3) what their

educational objectives for their children were, their own

levels of educational attainment, and 5) whether or not they

had children who had previously attended preschool programs.

Questionnaires completed by the five preschool directors

elicited parallel information regarding the educational

objectives, program format, and non-educational services of

each preschool.

Hypotheses

Data from the questinnnatres were used to examine the

following hypotheses:

I. Parents investigate a preschool program beyond a

conversation with the preschool director.

II. Non-educational services play an important role in

the selection of a preschool program by parents.

III. Similarities exist between the educational

preferences of the parents and the educational program of

the preschool they have selected.

IV. Parents who have attained similar levels of

education have similar educational preferences for their

children.
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V. Parents whose first child is attending a preschool

have educational preferences similar to the educational

preferences of parents whose older children have attended

preschools.

Scope and Limitations

Children of the parents participating in the study

attended tuition-supported preschool programs. No Head

Start or other federally- or state-supported preschools were

included in the study. Also, all parents lived in middle-

class suburbs, so parents in urban and rural areas were

excluded from the study.

Because all of the children whose parents were surveyed

were enrolled in preschool programs, it was assumed that the

parents felt that some sort of play and/or educational

experience was appropriate for them at the age of four years.

Only educational objectives of the parents for their four-

year-olds were examined, so long-range educational and

vocational goals of the parents for their children were

excluded from the study. Also, child-rearing practices out-

side of preschool education were excluded from the study.

Data were obtained only from those parents who completed

and returned the questionnaires. No reasons were given by
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those who did not respond. Hence, data is limited to those

parents who had the time, interest, and willingness to par-

ticipate in the study.

No attempt was made to assess parental objectives,

both educational and non-educational, at various times during

the preschool year. Empirical data were developed at a single

period toward the end of the preschool year. Quite possibly

parental preferences changed during the course of the year.

Organization

A review of research related to parental decision-

making is presented in Chapter II. Complete research

methodology used in the study is detailed in Chapter III.

The presentation and analysis of data compiled from the

questionnaires is included in Chapter IV. A summary of the

results of the study, observations, and subsequent recommen-

dations for future research is contained in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH

Selection requires a judgmental decision based upon a

set of standards or criteria which reflect the values of the

decision-maker. In early childhood education, the first

decisions are made by program developers. Once their programs

are established, potential clients (parents of eligible young

children) must decide which programs best meet their criteria

for the most suitable early education experience for each of

their children. Research and resulting sets of criteria

available to educational professionals are numerous and

increasing each year. Guidelines for parents, too, are

increasing but are not nearly as abundant, Information

directed to and made available for parents of young children,

as well as research regarding parental attitudes and satis-

faction with preschool options, are scarce but are given

greater emphasis here due to the nature of the study.

Criteria for Professionals

Much of the research in child development and psychol-

ogy is used to provide professional educators with criteria

11
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for developing sound preschool programs. Caldwell (7) estab-

lished the need for and importance of just such sound programs

as she traced the history of early childhood education and

research. She concluded that staff training and commitment

and thorough, longitudinal evaluation are essential for the

development of practical, effective preschool programs.

Kohlberg and Mayer (17) discussed more extensively the

evolution of Western educational theories with their under-

lying psychological bases, epistemologies, ethical values,

and educational objectives. Their conclusion is that the

developmental-philosophical criteria, based upon cognitive-

developmental theory, "are the best ones for defining educa-

tionally important behavior changes"(17, p.4 67). Cooke and

Cooke (8) explored cognitive, developmental, and behavioral

theories of child development. They concurred with Kohlberg

and Mayer and stated that programs based upon child develop-

ment theories "could produce more satisfying results than

those which are arbitrarily founded on tradition, intuition,

and personal opinion" ( 17, p. 115).

Auerbach and Hutchinson (2) based their criteria for

effective early childhood programs on the facilitation of

the creative act, as defined by Koestler. The creative act
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involves the bringing together of habits and experience in a

new manner and can occur physically, emotionally, socially,

or intellectually. Auerbach and Hutchinson considered that

different children might require different kinds of environ-

ments in which to maximize their creativity but that certain

conditions limit creativity in any setting. Limiting condi-

tions include emphasis on product rather than process,

insistence on verbalization (all experiences cannot be satis-

factorily verbalized, leading to frustration for the child),

excessive use of large group and teacher-directed activities,

and reward systems for motivation. Facilitating conditions

include freedom of movement in the classroom (of children and

materials), adequate free choice activity periods for a child

to acquire new skills and to try variations of them, and

individualization of instruction. These conditions can occur

in structured environments suitable for learning disabled or

handicapped children or in strict environments sometimes

suitable for culturally deprived children.

Iymes (15, 16) lists some of the changes in American

society which have spurred interest in and demand for early

childhood programs (i.e. greater educational and job oppor-

tunities for women, family mobility, and suburbanization of

neighborhoods) and indicates research which supports the fact



that good group experiences can be highly beneficial for

young children. He bases his criteria for sound preschool

programming on the characteristics and needs of the children

to be served, competent and adequate staffing, small classes,

work in freely-chosen small groups, first-hand experiences,

opportunity and equipment for ample gross motor activities

and encouragement for self-expression (play). He includes

practical suggestions for program developers and teachers.

Eight specific goals for preschool programs were

established by Biber, Shapiro, and Wickens (6). They are

1. to serve the child's need to make an impact on
the environment through direct physical contact
and maneuver,

2. to promote the potential for ordering experience
through cognitive strategies,

3. to advance the child's functioning knowledge of
his environment,

4. to support the play mode of incorporating experience,
5. to help the child internalize impulse control,
6. to meet the child's need to cope with conflicts

intrinsic to this stage of development,
7. to facilitate the development of an image of self

as a unique and competent person, and
8. to help the child establish mutually supporting

patterns of interaction.

Each goal is accompanied by activities and suggestions for

curricula designed to attain it.

More general goals applying to all aspects of various

kinds of early childhood programs were formulated by



15

representatives of professional organizations of educators of

young children (1). Criteria fundamental to attaining their

goals are:

1. the home is recognized as the base for the child,
2. responsible sponsorship for the program is assured,
3. the staff is educationally qualified, experienced,

and adequate in number,
4. the unique responsibilities Ot the family, the staff,

and the community are defined,
5. licensing and accreditation require supervision to

ensure quality of program, adequate preparation of
personnel and comprehensive health and safety
standards of the facilities,

6. a quality program includes health, education and
welfare components,

7. findings of research studies are utilized in
planning, organizing and directing the program, and

8. funds are made available to cover essential services.

More extensive explanations and specific requirements were

developed for facilities, staff, and educational programs.

Other individuals and organizations have delineated

criteria for overall program development, for specific types

of early childhood programs (5, 21), for specific areas of

development (2, 25), and for specific groups of children (18,

19). The bulk of this information is written for and dissem-

inated to professional educators.

Criteria for Parents

Realizing that few guidelines were available to parents

for assessing preschool programs, Curtis (9) compiled a com-

prehensive set of criteria and suggestions for implementing
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them in an evaluation of any given program, Curtis gives

specific behaviors to observe in teachers and children,

questions to ask, and a list of equipment and materials that

should be available. She suggests that the class be neither

chaotic nor rigid in atmosphere and that the room be neither

overly messy nor unnaturally tidy. Examples and explanations

augment her suggestions. Curtis also detail, curricula

appropriate for the preschool level without excluding a

variety of program formats that might be suitable for various

types of children.

German (13) adapted Curtis' criteria to day care. Be

also incorporated Bulls' work from the University of Texas

Child Development Laboratory and Nursery School. He includes

checklists for health care, food, equipment, and teacher and

child behaviors. His booklet was written for the client in

terms familiar to laymen~

Feldmesser and McCready (11) compiled a more general

guideline for researching schools at various levels. They

claim that most information on educational evaluation is

written for professionals and is too technical for parents.

Using six sources for educational evaluation, they found

that the most frequently mentioned criterion for effective

education was instruction adapted to the individual child,
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followed by physical plant features, pupil-teacher ratio, class

size, atmosphere, standards of performance set for students,

and levels of student achievement as indicated by test scores.

Although these criteria were meant primarily for elementary

schools, they could be adapted, for the most part, to pre-

schools.

Criteria developed by Prescott (20) for early childhood

education are based on the assumptions that different children

have different needs and are at different stages of development

at a given time. In order to judge the quality of a program

and its suitability for a particular child, a three-stage

evaluation should be made. In the first stage, class activ-

ities are placed in these categories: teacher-directed group

activities, teacher-directed individual activities, free

play (using all the equipment and materials in the room),

free choice (using a variety of materials and equipment

provided by the teacher), and official transitions (e.g.

moving indoors or outdoors, preparing for snacks and/or

changing activities as a group). An open or closed structure

for the program can be determined from the length of time

spent in each type of activity. Either structure has advan-

tages and disadvantages for different kinds of children. The

second stage of evaluation involves a list of equipment and



18

materials important to a quality preschool program regardless

of the type of structure. The third stage looks at activity

settings for a closed structure and spatial arrangements for

an open structure. Prescott's criteria were developed from

extensive observations of "non-thrivers" in various types of

preschool programs. "Ron-thrivers" are children who are in

a program which does not meet their needs. Prescott's

criteria for evaluation are meant to prevent children from

becoming "non-thrivers" when they are enrolled in preschool

programs.

Information flows from researcher to educator and, to a

lesser degree, from educator to parent. The reverse flow,

from parent to educator, occurs even less frequently.

Information from Parents

Zamoff and Lyle (26, p. 351) contend s that "lack of

information about community preferences and needs for day

care in this country is a great obstacle to the development

of public policies about this increasingly public issue."

Elsewhere in the study they suggest that the following

kinds of information are essential to day care planning:

1. Who are the target populations for day care and
where are they located?

2. Which children are currently served by what types
of day care?
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3. Do parents have strong preferences between custo-
dial service and programs with the developmental
components?

k. What specific services do parents prefer?
5. What kinds of day care currently exist?
6. Why do parents fot want to use certain types of

day care?
7. On what basis do parents assess the adequacy of

the day care they do use?

Their survey indicates that parents at all socio-economic

levels perceived quality day care as being beneficial for

their children. Also, the mothers not working full-time

indicated that they would probably seek full-time employment

if satisfactory day care were available. Educational compo-

nents and competent staffing were considered of primary

importance to all groups of parents, but their lists of

services and components, potentially endless for ideal day

care, were curtailed by the amounts of money they were able

and willing to pay. Although the study concerns day care,

educational programs are inherent to many day care programs

and are apparently desired by parents.

Three studies partially answered one or more of the

questions posed by Zamoff and Lyle. The first, conducted

in 1972 by Barker (4), was a survey to determine the degree

to which preschool education was accepted by parents and

which children benefited from it. The subjects were children

aged three through five years who were enrolled in preschool
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(including kindergarten and day care centers with organized

educational programs). Of the nation's population of young

children, 15.5 percent of the three-year-olds, 33.5 percent

of the four-year-olds, and 76.1 percent of the five-year-olds

were enrolled in preschool programs, the highest percentages

ever enrolled. Of the three- and four-year-olds, over 80

percent were enrolled in non-public school programs, while

less than 20 percent of the five-year-olds were enrolled.

Enrollment rates were highest in metropolitan areas outside

of central cities and lowest in rural areas. In general,

children most likely to be enrolled in preschool programs

came from families with an income greater than $10,000

(50.9 percent) where the head of the household had four or

more years of college and a white collar job.

The second study, completed in 1973 by Datta (10, p. 4),

presents the conclusion that

parents who can afford them often choose the more
expensive early childhood education programs over
custodial services if day care is needed. Even
where mothers are not working, many affluent parents
send their children to play groups and nursery
schools for educational and social benefits and,
perhaps, for a few hours relief from the heavy demands
of child care. Many more children of middle-class
parents than of lower income parents are enrolled in
early childhood education programs at every age level,
and have been for the past decade.
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Thus Datta concurs with Barker, that the majority of children

enrolled in preschool programs are from middle-class families.

The third study, conducted by Sibbison (22) in 1972,

attempts to determine why some parents might not choose to

enroll their child in early childhood education programs,

particularly day care centers, for children under six years

of age. Focusing on maternal role perceptions and expectations,

Sibbison derived three generalizations. First, about two-

thirds of the mothers, when asked for general opinions about

the use of child care service, referred to their own roles

in the home or how they perceived the role of a "good" mother.

They indicated concern that the use of child care services

might threaten their own position in the family. Second,

most of the remaining one-third of the mothers indicated a

positive attitude toward part-time child care as being bene-

ficial to the child. Their attitude tended to be negative

toward full-time care. Third, few mothers indicated the more

pragmatic aspects of child care (e.g. hot meals, convenient

hours, adequate transportation, etc.) to be important in the

utilization of the services. Conclusions were that womente

perceptions of the role of a "good" mother in the home

hampered acceptance of bhild care services for young children,

and that use of the services tended to result from economic
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or emotional necessity rather than for any benefits the child

might derive from the program.

Drawing specific conclusions from these three studies

can be hazardous. Barker and Datta seem to agree that

children enrolled in preschool programs tended to come from

middle-class homes. Sibbison's study deals primarily with

day care and faits. to consider the adequacy or appropriate-

ness of the programs offered. Such a consideration might have

decreased the sharp contrast between her findings and those

of Zamoff and Lyle. Furthermore, the economic status of the

one-third of the mothers who favored part-time child care as

being beneficial to their children might have placed them in

the middle-class majority of preschool users observed by

Barker and Datta. None of these three studies examine, parent

criteria for quality in preschool or day care operations.

One study which sought just such information was con-

ducted by Frost and Schneider (12). They compared parents'

preferences for day care services with the major types of

day care available using ten completed surveys. They found

that parental expectations could be influenced by what they

thought was realistically available. Parents might not

expect some of the features they considered most important

if they felt their ideals were unrealistic. Also, "the



factors which lead parents to choose a particular form of care

may be quite different from the features which become important

to them after they become accustomed to it"(la, p.3k). Of all

the day care options, middle-class parents tended to prefer

commercial day care centers. Educational and developmental

programs were appreciated, provided they were not highly

structured. In fact, middle-class parents preferred social

experiences to academic work for their children. Character-

istics and services desired most frequently by the parents

in the ten surveys were

1. qualified staff (mentioned as one of the two or
three most important concerns by parents of all
socio-economic levels in all ten surveys),

2. good quality care (cleanliness, no overcrowding),
3. safety (a minimum requirement),
4. nutrition (many would pay extra for a hot meal),
5. discipline (one-third expected behavior training),
6. social experience,
7. educational experience,
8. convenience (hours and transportation),
9. health care (not mentioned frequently), and

10. parent participation programs (in one survey,
participation in policy decisions and in another,
parent education programs).

Once again, although the study concerns day care facilities,

much of the same kinds of information could be applied to

preschool programs.

Handler and Fredlund (14) state that there is a growing

emphasis on client involvement in agency decision-making, but



there is no systematic means to investigate attitudes, expec-

tations, and perceptions of client groups. Using day care

centers as the agencies, they compared the differences between

highly satisfied and not highly satisfied clients of the day

care centers. Of 100 parents, sixty-nine were highly satis-

fied and thirty-one were not. The two groups were similar

in race, level of the mother's occupation, family income, and

type of center used (private, non-profit and proprietary or

non-user supported). The not highly satisfied mothers tended

to have achieved higher levels of education. Also, not

highly satisfied parents tended to give child related reasons

for using day care centers (e.g. enrichment, socialization,

or help for special problems). Highly satisfied parents

tended to give parent related reasons (e.g. parent works,

studies, or needs more free time). Parents were asked to

rank five goals, 1) information (letters, numbers, colors,

etc.), 2) training in socialization, 3) good care (meeting

standards of care and safety), 4) therapy, and 5) stimulation

(creativity and curiosity). Differences are not statisti-

cally significant, however, not highly satisfied parents

tended to rank information and stimulation as being more

important than satisfied parents, who emphasized socialization

and good care. In general, not satisfied parents tended to



have greater expectations of the day care center and tended

to initiate efforts to see that their criteria were met.

Perhaps the most definitive effort yet to provide

valid information about parental attitudes and expectations

is being undertaken by Bailey and Ellis (3). They developed

a questionnaire to provide parental input into an educational

needs analysis model for professional educational needs

assessors. Although the questionnaire has not been fully

tested, its eventual use could supply a great deal of infor-

wation from parents to educators in local communities and to

researchers in early childhood education. t Far too often

parental attitudes and desires have been considered only

when a program is already in trouble rather than during the

design stage"(3,p. 9). Hopefully a flow of information from

parents before that time will help alleviate the problems

of Handler's and Fredlund' s not highly satisfied parents

and of Prescott' s non-thrivers. Educators can be helped to

realize their role in providing "service to the parents

rather than expert' translation of middle-class social

wisdom into universal child-rearing practices" (23, p. 135).
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research about attitudes and opinions requires several

components, a population to be surveyed, an instrument for

soliciting data, a procedure for data compilation, and an

analysis of the data. This chapter includes the first three

components, which deal with research methodology. An

analysis of the data follows in Chapter IV.

Selection of the Population

The study was conducted in a large, middle-class

suburb, in north Texas, in the spring of 1976. In order to

establish a population of parents of four-year-old children

enrolled in preschool programs, a number of preschool directors

listed in a guide to local early childhood educational facil-

ities (1) were interviewed in a brief, preliminary telephone

survey. Data obtained during the survey included tuition

costs, facility sponsorship (franchised, privately-owned,

church-owned, or others), size of four-year-old enrollment,

non-educational services offered (including day care),

29
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general information regarding the educational program, and

the willingness of each director to participate in the study.

Based on the telephone interviews, five preschools were

selected to participate in the study. They were chosen to

represent as great a variety of programs and services, tuition

costs, sponsorships, and enrollment sites as possible. One

preschool, which is church-sponsored as two of the schools

are, and offers day care as the other two schools do, was

selected to test the questionnaire and research procedures.

The enrollment in the test school of thirty-nine children

was considered an adequate size for the test. The number of

preschools selected was arbitrary but was selected to provide

a larger parent population, hopefully with some diverse

characteristics.

Once the five preschools were selected, appointments

were made with the directors for personal interviews. The

Preschool Director' s Questionnaire, a sample letter to, the

parents, and a Parent Questionnaire were given to each

director at the time of the personal interview. The purposes

and nature of the study and the uses of the data were also

explained. The governing board or owner of each preschool

approved the letter and questionnaires and gave consent for

participation in the study.
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Limitations g fte.Selection 2 frgjhools

Diversity among the preschools selected to participate

in the study was limited by several factors. First, given

the nature of the community, there was a scarcity of preschool

programs sponsored by local, state, or federal agencies.

Therefore, none of the preschool programs came under, for

instance, Bead Start regulations. This fact also precluded

the selection of publicly-funded preschools operating on a

tuition-free or sliding-scale basis.

Second, at the other extreme, three privately-owned

schools, operating preschool programs in conjunction with

primary school programs, were contacted during the telephone

interviews. These schools tended to have relatively high

tuition costs and a wide variety of educational and non-

educational options in their programs. All three directors

expressed a willingness to participate in the study them-

selves but felt that implicit in their contracts with their

parents was the potection of the parents' right to privacy.

One school had participated in a study a few years earlier,

and many of the parents had criticized the director for

involving them in research. Therefore, the study does not

include high-tuition private schools offering educational

programs beyond kindergarten, exclusive of day care.
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jaac istics of the Selegted flnskools

Although the five preschools were selected with variety

as an objective, all share some similar characteristics, All

five preschools charge tuition. All have defined curricula

for their educational programs. All five preschools have

single-age rather than multi-aged grouping. Finally, all

five preschools require some form of in-service training or

workshops for their teachers.

jogfl A.-- School A is church-sponsored. It offers

educational programs for three- and fourtyear-olds and a

Mother's Day Out program for infants through four-year olds

one day per week. The four-year-old educational classes

meet Monday, Wednesday, and Friday from 9:00 a.m. until

12:00 noon. The enrollment is forty-two, and there are three

regular teachers and a music teacher. The average pupil to

teacher ratio is 14:1. The educational curriculum is deter-

mined by the teachers and the director. The preschool does

not require, but does encourage, personal interviews before

enrollment. There are no screening procedures. The preschool

employs a non-directive, developmental approach to education

based upon the Christian tradition that God loves each

individual, and each individual is a worthy and contributing

member of the group.
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School B.-- School B is one of a chain of four privately-

owned schools in north Texas. It offers full-day care for

infants through four-year-olds and after-school care for

children from elementary school. Mornings for infants through

four-year-olds are devoted to educational programs. The four-

year-old enrollment is sixty-five, with four of the children

attending only mornings. One teacher and three aides are

employed, making the child to adult ratio approximately 16:1.

The educational curriculum is determined by the Executive

Director ftor the tour-school chain. Personal interviews are

not required prior to enrollment, and there are no screening

procedures. The program is based upon the theories of Piaget,

with Montessori equipment in use, and the philosophy that

each child requires individual attention and love.

School Q.--. School 0 is church-sponsored. It is

comprised of a four-year-old preschool, kindergarten, and

primary grades. Two four-year-old classes meet thee days

per week and one meets two days per week from 9:00 a.m. until

12:00 noon. The four-year-old enrollment is forty-eight

children. Two regular teachers and a Spanish and a music

teacher are employed. The average pupil to teacher ratio is

16:1. The educational curriculum is determined by the
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teachers and the director. Personal interviews prior to

enrollment are not required but are encouraged. There are

no screening procedures. To develop each child's self-image

and respect for others and to encourage self-discipline and

joy in learning are the goals of the program.

School fD.-- School D is a member of a national chain

of day care centers and preschools. Full-day care is pro-

vided for toddlers through four-year-olds, and after-school

care is provided for school-age children. The morning

program consists of an educational component. Twenty-five

four-year-olds are enrolled, and two regular teachers are

employed, making a pupil to teacher ratio of approximately

13:1. The educational curriculum is determined by the

chain's home office and by the teachers and the director.

Personal interviews before enrollment are required, and

there are screening procedures. The goal of the preschool

is to provide an atmosphere which nurtures each child's

growth while stimulating in him an eagerness to learn.

Shgl ..-- School E is church-sponsored. Full-day

care is offered for preschool-age children, and after-school

care is offered for school-age children. Classes are also

offered for primary grades. The mornings for preschool
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children are devoted to an educational program. The four-year-

old enrollment is thirty-nine children. Two teachers are

employed for the morning program, making the pupil to teacher

ratio 20:1. The director determines the curriculum with the

consent of the church board. Parents must come to the school

to review class structure, and teachers will visit in the

home prior to enrollment. A simple maturity level test is

given if parents wish to enroll their child in the four-year-

old program at an age younger than is prescribed by the public

school cut-off date. The goal for the program is to give

each child the individual attention that will be second only

to the love and attention he should receive at home and to

provide a Christian atmosphere for a learning experience.

The Parent Population

The parents of a total of 199 four-year-old children

were surveyed. The families lived in a large, middle-class,

suburban area in north Texas. A minimum of demographic infor-

mation was sought on the parent questionnaire, so a broad

range of characteristics for the parent population is not

available. Because all of the parents had four-year-old

children enrolled in preschool programs, it is assumed that
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they believed that some type of educational and/or group

experience was beneficial at the age.

Instruments for Soliciting Data

Two questionnaires were developed for the purposes Of

the study. One was for parents, and one was for preschool

directors. Research by Bailey and Ellis (2) was helpful in

the development of the questionnaires. Other sources were

considered for educational criteria and objectives (3

through 11 and 13 through 16). The use of questionnaires as

instruments for obtaining information rather than, for

instance, personal interviews, has both advantages and

limitations.

Advantages of uestionnaires

Questionnaires can be completed at the convenience of

the subject without the difficulties involved in scheduling

convenient appointments for personal interviews. Also,

considering the size of the population surveyed, personal

interviews with each family would have consumed an extra-

ordinary amount of time. In addition, questionnaires

eliminate bias inherent in personal interviews, for example

the appearance or mannerisms of the interviewer or his

methods of asking questions. Further, all respondents
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receive the same information in the same manner. None are

given additional information, unsolicited or in response to

questions, that others are not given. Finally, in the

study, the anonymity guaranteed by the Parent Questionnaire

allowed for candid responses which might not have been

forthcoming in personal interviews.

Li&t jip of Quetionzires

In an attempt to keep as many variables constant as

possible, yet to give the respondents an opportunity to

express a range of opinions, the Parent Questionnaire was

lengthy, three pages; and detailed, a possible ninety-six

responses. To some parents, the questionnaire may have

appeared tedious or intimidating. Even with these provisions,

the nature of the Parent Questionnaire required a limited

number of responses to each question, preventing deep

analysis of the reasoning behind responses given by parents.

A few parents felt the need to clarify their answers and

added marginal notes, which, in almost all cases, were

amplifications of answers encompassed within the scope of

the questionnaire. Although the majority of the questions

was stated in objective, layman's terms (referring to

materials, behaviors, or people), misinterpretation or
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misreading is a possible limitation in the use of question-

naires. Finally, response rate is critical. An unknown bias

may be caused by those who did not respond.

Dj.Aren Questionnaire

The questionnaire for parents, presented in Appendix

A, was designed to elicit information pertinent to an

examination of the five hypotheses presented in Chapter 1.

Part I of the questionnaire requested information

regarding how the parents learned about the preschool their

child attended.

Part II asked how the parents investigated the sub-

stance of the preschool program.

Part III asked if the parents visited the preschool

before enrolling their child.

Part IV asked the parents to rate eight possible

non-educational aspects of the preschool program which were

important in their decision to enroll their child. The

rating scale was --- very important, 2-- important, 3--

neutral, 4-- not important, and 5-- definitely not important

or not applicable.

Part V requested parents to rate sixty-six variables

which might be included in a preschool program. The rating
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scale was 1--should be required in a preschool program,

2--beneficial but not essential in a preschool program,

3--neutral, 4--not important in a preschool program, and

5--definitely should not be included in a preschool program.

The specific variables pertained to the following general

areas: staffing and class size, school communications with

parents, parent participation, testing, social development,

emotional development, cognitive development, physical

development, special educational experiences, community

involvement, teacher- and child-directed activities, and

facilities, equipment, and materials.

Part VI requested personal information: the level of

education attained by the parents, whether or not they had

had training in education or child development, whether of

not the child currently enrolled was their first child to

attend preschool, and who completed the questionnaire. The

occupations, income, religion, race, and age of the parents

and the size of the family were outside the scope of the

study. Also excluded from the study were the long-range

educational and vocational goals the parents had for their

child and their child-rearing attitudes and practices apart

from the early childhood educational experience.



The Preschogljijtors iiuettijnai e

Each preschool director completed a two-page question-

naire, presented in Appendix A. The questionnaire requested

the name of the preschool, the name of the director, and the

name of the sponsor or owner. Other questions pertained to

advertising, tuition fees, enrollment, staffing, and curricu-

lum. The questionnaire also asked if personal interviews

were required before enrollment and if the preschool used any

screening procedures. The remainder of the questionnaire

consisted of a checklist of the same variables and non-

educational services rated by parents. The directors indi-

cated those variables which were included in their programs.

The eter to Parents

A letter, presented in Appendix A, was written to

accompany the Parent Questionnaire. The letter introduced

the researcher, indicated the nature and purpose of the

study and the use of the data, guaranteed anonymity for the

respondents, and noted endorsement of the research effort

by the preschool director.

The Pilot Procedure -- School E

School E was selected for the pilot survey. After a

sample questionnaire packet was approved by the director and



the governing board of the preschool, a packet was prepared

for and mailed to each of thirty-six families in mid-February,

1976. The packet included the letter to parents, the Parent

Questionnaire, and a stamped, addressed envelope for returning

the questionnaire.

The primary purposes of the pilot survey were to

determine inadequacies in the questionnaire, as indicated

by the number and kinds of "other" answers given; ambiguities,

as indicated by marginal comments or failure to answer

certain questions; the rate of response; and the length of

time required for questionnaires to be returned. Also,

barring major alterations in questionnaire design, the data

obtained from the pilot survey was to be included with the

data obtained from Schools A, B, C, and D.

Ten days after the initial mailing of the questionnaires,

returns had ceased. A post-card was sent to all families,

thanking those who had participated in the study, and

requesting that those who had not returned their question-

naires do so as quickly as possible.

Results of the Pilot Survey

Of the thirty-six questionnaires sent to parents at

School R, a total of twenty-five (69.4 percent) were



returned. Twenty-one (58.3 percent) were returned before

parents received the follow-up post card, and four (11.1

percent) were returned later, as indicated in Table I. The

final questionnaire to be returned was received five weeks

after the initial mailing. All returned questionnaires were

complete and usable.

In order to determine inadequacies in the questionnaire,

"other" responses were compiled and categorized. In Parts

I, II, and V, "other" responses did not constitute a great

enough percentage of the total responses to indicate changes

in the questionnaire.

In Part IV, five "other" responses were given indicating

"a Christian atmosphere" as being a "very important" or

"important" non-educational aspect of the preschool program.

These responses represented 62.5 percent of all "other"

responses given for School E in Part IV and 20 percent of

the total possible "other" responses in Part IV. Therefore,

"Christian atmosphere" was added to the final version of the

questionnaire.

Questions in Parts III and VI were answered by all

respondents, and no changes were indicated.

The marginal notes which were included on some of the

returns were not of sufficient number to indicate that any
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revisions were necessary for clarity. Because only one variable

was added to the final version of the questionnaire, the

results of the pilot survey were compiled with the results

of Schools A, B, C, and D.

Data Accumulation --
Schools A, B, C, and D

Sample questionnaire packets and Preschool Director's

Questionnaires were approved by the directors and owners or

governing boards of Schools A, B, C, and D. A major change

in methodology was required when School 0 declined to release

the names or addresses of the children enrolled in their

four-year-old program or of their parents. The director did

specify that the questionnaire packets could be sent home with

the children. In order to keep survey procedures as uniform

as possible, arrangements were made for the packets to be

sent home with the children in Schools A, B, and D also. All

directors agreed to encourage parents to complete and return

the questionnaires. The quality and degree of their encourage-

ment or of encouragement by teachers are unknown factors. The

rate of response, presented for the five preschools in Table I,

was generally insensitive to the method of distribution with

the exception of School D, where the lack of parental response

was forewarned. (Directors of preschools with characteristics



similar to those of School D, interviewed in the initial phone

survey, also forewarned lack of parental response.)

Due to the various meeting days of the four-year-old

classes at each school, distribution of the questionnaire

packets took place over a seven-day period in mid-March,

1976. Packets were identical to those used for School E.

Signatures of the researcher on each questionnaire were

color-coded to allow classification of returns according to

school.

At the end of two weeks, the number of daily returns

had ceased. Follow-up letters were sent with the children

to parents of Schools A, B, and C. The response from School D

was so low (33.3 percent) that questionnaires were distributed

through the children a second time. Accompanying letters

explained the low response rate, thanked the parents who had

participated, and encouraged those who had not responded to

do so as quickly as possible.

A final date for the acceptance of returns was estab-

lished late in April, 1976, approximately six weeks after the

original distribution. The total number of Parent Question-

naire returns was 128 (6*.3 percent).
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TABLE I

RATE OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS

H
0
0

0
c()

- -- - -- - U

43

CD
00

00
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0 0

v aU)H

0
)

0
A4
U)

(1

C)

A 40 27 (67.5%) 4 (10%) 31 (77.5%)
B 65 38 (58.4%) 2 (3.0%) 40 (61.5%)
C 40 25 (62.5%) 0 (0.0%) 25 (62.5%)
D 18 6 (33.3%) 1 (5.5%) 7 (38.8%)E 36 21 (58.3%) 4 (11.I%) 25 (69.4%)

All 199 117 (59.8%) 11 (5.5%) 128 (64.3%)

Compilation of Data

A computer program (12) was used to compile frequencies

and cross-tabulations. An analysis of the data is presented

in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

OF THE RESEARCH DATA

Information from completed Parent Questionnaires and

Preschool Director's Questionnaires was compiled and organized

to provide a basis for the examination of the five hypotheses.

Hypothesis I

Hypothesis I states that parents investigate a preschool

program beyond a conversation with the preschool director. A

conversation with the director was chosen as the minimum

contact the parent might have with the preschool prior to

enrolling his child because, in all cases examined in the

study, that was the quickest and easiest means of obtaining

registration forms.

How. frirata !aiaa4 Out, flgutjthe Presehools

Three areas of inquiry on the Parent Questionnaire were

devoted to an examination of Hypothesis I. First, parents

were asked how they found out about the preschool. As

indicated in Table II, the greatest percentage of parents

k8



(45.6 percent) were told about the preschool by friends. The

next largest percentage (22.8 percent) found out about the

preschool from advertisements (in the Yellow Pages of the

telephone directory or in local newspapers). All five

TABIE II

HOW PARENTS FOUND OUT ABOUT TEE PRESCHOOL

Sources of Number of Percentage
Information Responses

Relatives 7 5.5%
Friends 58 45.6
Advertisements 29 22.8
Affiliations 17 13.5
Other 16 12.6

Total 127 100. %

preschools in the study have at least one-line listings in

the Yellow Pages of the local telephone directory. Schools

B, D, and E advertise in local newspapers. The third largest

percentage (13.4 percent) of the parents found out about the

preschool through affiliations with the church or organisation

sponsoring the program. "Other" answers were given by 12.6

percent of the respondents. The majority of these parents

indicated that they saw the sign posted in front of the
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building, which all five preschools have. Several parents saw

one new school as it was being built. One parent was referred

to a preschool by the Health Department. Finally, 5.5 percent

of the parents found out about the preschool from relatives.

In general, word-of-mouth communication seems to be the

most effective, Perhaps parents are more willing to listen

to friends whose opinions they trust rather than impersonal

advertisements or even church affiliations. Generally stated,

friends tend to be selected as people with like interests and

opinions.

One possible explanation for the low response to infor-

mation received from relatives is that in our mobile society,

particularly in suburban areas such as the one in which the

study was conducted, people may be living apart from family

members who could give advice. Another reason may be that

family members do not always agree on such matters as child-

rearing.

How Parents Invest tgated tE Progr m

A second area of inquiry was concerned with how parents

investigated the substance of the preschool program they

eventually selected. (See Table III.) Respondents indicated

as many as three of a possible eight sources of information
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TABLE III

SOURCES OF INFORMATION REGARDING
PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

0
E)

0
U)

Relatives
Friends
Advertisements

Affiliations

Directors

Teachers
Visit to a
class in
session

Other

0
a

0

0

8

45
9
7

96
26

19

8

H,
0
4J

q4
0.

60

0
4
0

0

0m0D

0
a
03
0

6.3%
35.2

7.0

5.5
75.0
20.3

14.8

6.3

2

9
1

2

38
6

0

6

tooW
00

,40

0

0 0

00

A40

3.1%
14.1

1.5

3.1

59.4
9.J4

0.0

9.4

043

0

5Wp

101k

0
0)
0
0
0
P.

1.6$

7.0

0.8

1.6

29.6
4.7

0.0

4.7

Total * * 64 100.0% 50.0%

* Because 50 percent of the respondents gave two or three
responses, the total number of responses will equal more than
the total number of respondents, and the percentage total will
equal more than 100 percent.
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regarding the contents of the preschool program. Of the 128

questionnaires returned, 64 (50 percent) indicated only one

source of information, Of these 6k, one parent checked the

"other" response and admitted to no knowledge of the program

content. One other parent checked "other* and said knowledge

of the program content resulted from the child's attending

the preschool classes. Two sources of information regarding

program content were indicated by 35 respondents (27.3 percent).

Three sources of information, the maximum allowed on the

questionnaire, were indicated by 28 respondents (21.9 percent).

So fully 50 percent of the parents did not research the pre-

school program beyond a single source of information, and two

of these parents did not obtain any information about program

content at all prior to enrolling their children.

The most frequently tapped source of information about

program content was the preschool director, as anticipated by

the formation of hypothesis I. Thirty-eight of the 64

respondents (59.4 percent) indicating a single source of

information used the director as that source, far surpassing

any of the alternatives. Of the total 128 respondents, 96

(75 percent) used the director as a source of information

regarding the preschool program. Since one of the functions

of a preschool director is to represent the preschool to ,the
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public and to be in charge of registration, the frequent usage

of directors as a source of information is not particularly

surprising. What was not anticipated was the relatively lower

frequency of reliance on the director by the single-source

parents. Although they relied most heavily on the director,

some turned to other sources of information about program

content.

The second most frequently tapped source of information

regarding program content was friends. Forty-five (32.2

percent) of the total number of respondents used friends as

a source. Of that number, 9 (14 percent of the single-source

respondents) used fiends as their only source of information.

Friends are a logical source. As stated earlier, they are

often selected on the basis of common interests and opinions,

They could speak from a parent's point of view rather than

as someone working for the preschool, thereby perhaps offering

a more objective opinion. But as sources for information

regarding preschool program content, they were not considered

as valuable as preschool directors by the parents in the

study.

Teachers were the third most frequently used sources of

information for the total number of respondents (26, 20.3
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percent) and for the single-source respondents (6, 9.4 per-

cent). Again, teachers are logical sources of information

regarding preschool program content, but, being in the class-

room during most of the hours they are at the school, they are

not as accessible as directors or friends.

Relatives, advertisements, and church affiliation were

not frequently tapped sources of information. None of the

single-source respondents derived their information from a

visit to a class in session, but 19 (14.8 percent) of all

respondents claimed a visit as one source of information.

The reasons for a lack of information from relatives mentioned

earlier apply here as well. Advertisements, even relatively

large ones, do not give particularly complete, detailed

descriptions of program content. Church affiliation may have

little relationship to parental educational objectives or

non-educational service requirements. A visit to class in

session may give an idea of the methods of the teacher, the

atmosphere, and the equipment and materials used, but it

may give a very narrow view of curriculum and non-educational

services.

Six of the 8 "other" responses indicated various single

sources of information.
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Visits to thelschools

A total of 107 respondents (83.6 percent) visited the

preschool in which they enrolled their children prior to

enrollment. At the very least, most parents saw the facilities

before their children began attending classes.

Sugmary. g the j

Once parents learned about a preschool, primarily from

friends, 50 percent sought more than one source of information

regarding the program contents. Only 29.6 percent of all

respondents relied solely on the director for information,

and 83.6 percent visited the preschool before enrolling their

child. These figures indicate that hypothesis I, that parents

investigate a preschool program beyond a conversation with the

director, is supported by the data.

Hypothesis II

Hypothesis II states that non-educational services play

an important role in the selection of a preschool program by

parents. Parents were asked to evaluate eight possible non-

educational variables which may have been important in their

decision to enroll their child. The rating scale for each

variable was I--very important, 2--important, 3--neutral,

k--not important, and 5--definitely not important or not

applicable, The results are included in Appendix B.
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Reasoe*tie !iion

For 73 percent of the parents, reasonable tuition was

very important or important in the decision to enroll their

child. Only 7.1 percent of the respondents felt that tuition

was not an important consideration. Tuitions for the preschools

were comparable. Educational programs alone ranged from $20.00

per month for a two-day per week program to $30.00 per month

for a five-day per week program. All-day child care, including

a morning educational program, ranged from $90-100 per month.

The figures indicated that tuition is a major consideration

for most parents.

'ranportatin

None of the five preschools provided transportation to

and from home, and, as might be expected, 78.7 percent of the

parents considered it not important or not applicable. How-

ever, Schools B, D, and E, which also provide day care for

older children, do provide transportation to and from public

schools for before- and after-school care. The 17 parents

from Schools B, D, and E who considered transportation an

important consideration in their decision to enroll their

child may have older children participating in the day care

program and could want their children to be together. Or,
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some of these parents may be anticipating future years when

their preschool child would be attending public school but

would feel more comfortable in the Same day care center. In

either case, transportation as an important consideration may

reflect a desire for continuity for their children. In

general, transportation was not an important consideration

for most parents.

Of the five preschools in the study, Schools B, D, and

E provide all-day care, and School A provides a Mother's Day

Out program from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. one day per week.

For parents from Schools B, D, and B, 80.6 percent felt that

day care was a very important or important consideration in

their decision to enroll their children. As might be

expected, parents whose children attended School C regarded

day care as not important or not applicable in their

decisions.

All of the respondents from School D considered day care

important in their decision to enroll their children. Thirty-

four respondents from School B (85 percent) and 17 from

School S (68 percent) regarded day care as important. For

School B parents, day care appeared to be a crucial
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consideration. Only 4 parents (10 percent) felt it was not

important. However, for School parents, 5 (20 percent) felt

it was not important. For these parents, other educational

or non-educational variables may have had greater influence

on their selection of a preschool program. Some of these

parents may not have their child enrolled in the day care

components of these programs.

Three parents whose children attended School A (9.7

percent) regarded day care as an important factor in their

decision to enroll their child. The great majority of parents

who felt that it was not important in their decision may not

have enrolled their children in the Mother's Day Out program

or may have felt that the educational program or non-educational

services offered by School A outweighed peripheral advantages

of that program.

k9r4i1&z a H Lii

Seventy-four (58.3 percent) of all respondents con-

sidered the proximity of the selected preschool tottheir

home or work an important factor in their decision to enroll

their child. Forty-one (32.3 percent) were neutral or felt

that it was not important. Twelve (9.4 percent) indicated

that proximity was definitely not a consideration. While
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proximity did influence many parents, some were willing to

be inconvenienced for the sake of other non-educational

services or educational considerations which were more

important to them. A minority did not consider proximity

in their decision to enroll their child at all.

keitbborhood 9hi]4re

One hundred two (80.2 percent) of the respondents

considered carpooling conveniences resulting from neighbor-

hood children attending the preschool not important or

definitely not important. Fifteen parents (11.8 percent)

were neutral, and only 10 parents (7.9 percent) felt that

it was very important or important. Some of these 10 parents

may not have been able to provide transportation for their

children without cooperation from other parents, so con-

venience may have been a necessity for them. It is interesting

to note that almost 60 percent of the parents wanted their

children to attend a preschool near their home or work

while only 7.9 percent sought a preschool with possible

carpooling as a major consideration. Rather than relying

upon cooperation in carpooling from other parents, most

parents seemed to ignore the distance factor or to select

among preschools close to their home or work.
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n fl Servies

Schools C and I) provide some type of health services

and screening for potential health problems. Schools A, B,

and B do not. Yet of the parents from Schools C and D, 11

(34t percent) felt that health services were important or

very important in their decision to enroll their child while

47 parents (50 percent) from Schools A, B, and E felt that

health services were an important consideration.. The larger

percentage of parents who considered this variable in their

decision to enroll their child came from schools not offering

the service. Perhaps health screening was confused by some

of these parents with the developmental testing done by

School A or by the policies formulated by Schools B and B

for dispensing prescription medications and for isolating

children who become ill during the day. Or some, perhaps,

were expressing the desire that such a service be offered.

In all, 67 (53.6 percent) parents were neutral or did not

consider health services to be an important consideration in

their decision to enroll their child. Only 25 parents from

Schools A., B, and E (20 percent) recognized health services

as not being applicable to their situation.



Christian Atmosphere

The non-educational variable, "a Christian atmosphere,,"

was incorporated in the questionnaire after parents from

School B had participated in the study. Therefore, the

results from School B are discussed separately. In all, 82

respondents from Schools A, B, C, and P (79.6 percent) indi-

cated that a Christian atmosphere was an important or very

important consideration in the selection of a preschool

program for their child.

Schools A and C are church-sponsored and regard pro-

viding a Christian atmosphere as part of their educational

philosophy. School C is a parochial school, and children

attend chapel each class day. Twenty-four parents from

School C (96 percent) considered a Christian atmosphere to

be important or very important. School A does not incor-

porate Bible lessons or chapel in their program, but Christian

attitudes on the part of the teachers serve as models for the

children. Twenty-six of the parents from School A (83.9

percent) regarded a Christian atmosphere as an important or

very important factor in their decision to enroll their

child. No parents from either school felt that a Christian

atmosphere was definitely not important or not applicable.
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The figures are not surprising considering the sponsorship

for each school.

For Schools B and D, neither of which is church-

sponsored, 32 of the parents (69.6 percent) considered a

Christian atmosphere to be an important factor in their

decision to enroll their child. Neither preschool incorporates

a Christian atmosphere in its philosophy, but these parents

may have seen in the preschools conditions which met with

their own concepts of a Christian atmosphere. Nine parents

from these two schools (19.6 percent) felt that a Christian

atmosphere was not important or did not apply to their

circumstances.

School E, which is church-sponsored and which does

incorporate a Christian atmosphere in its philosophy, had

five parents (20 percent) who included a Christian atmos-

phere as an "other" response. It is very likely that more

parents from School S would have considered it an important

factor in their decision to enroll their child had it been

included in their version of the Parent Questionnaire,

"9fe," br nses

Twenty-four respondents (18.8 percent) listed non-

educational factors which were important or very important
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to them in their selection of a preschool program. The most

frequently mentioned factor, referring to teacher attitudes

and individual attention, was listed by fifteen respondents

(62.5 percent of "other" responses). The size and condition

of the physical plant were listed by four respondents (16.7

pereent). The remaining "other" responses were widely

divergent,

For all parents from all preschools, tuition was an

important or very important factor in their decision to enroll

their child by 73 percent. For parents whose children were

enrolled in pre schools providing day care, day care was an

important or very important consideration (80.6 percent).

For parents in Schools A, B, C, and D, a Christian atmosphere

was important or very important (79.6 percent). (That

variable was not included on the questionnaire for School E.)

For all parents from all preschools, proximity of the preschool

to home or work was important in more than half the cases

(58.3 percent). Only attendance by neighborhood children, of

the eight non-educational variables listed on the questionnaire,

was considered not important by the majority of parents.

Responses to health services were fairly evenly distributed,



although none of the preschools offered that service. The

figures indicate that hypothesis II, that non-educational

services play an important role in the selection of a pre-

school program by parents, is supported by the data.

Hypothesis III

Hypothesis III states that similarities

exist between the educational preferences of the parents and

the educational program of the preschool they have selected.

Parents were asked to rate sixty-six variables (including

"other") on a scale: I--should be required in a preschool

program, 2--beneficial but not essential in a preschool

program, 3--neutral, k--not important in a preschool program,

and 5--definitely should not be included in a preschool

program. To facilitate ranking the variables by parental

preference, an averaging system was employed. Each response

was given a value to correspond with the numbers on the

rating scale (e.g. one point for a 1 response, two points for

a 2 response, and so on). The points were accumulated and

divided by the total number of responses for each of the

sixty-five variables (excluding "other" responses, which are

discussed separately) to obtain a mean response (referred to

hereafter as MR). The MR is thus an average of all responses
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for each variable. The variables were then ranked from the

most positive (lowest MR) to the most negative (highest N).

The list of variables, their rank order, and their Rs

appear in Appendix C. MRs range from 1.008 (a very positive

response) to 3.81 (a negative response). In general, the MRs

tend to be positive. Twenty-nine of the sixty-five MRs

(44.6 percent) are below 1.5, indicating that most parents

believed that these variables should be required in a pre-

school program and that few parents, if any, felt that they

were not important or should be excluded. Twenty-six variables

(40 percent) received ERs of 1.5 to 2.5, reflecting a general

opinion that these variables are beneficial to a preschool

program. Only nine variables (13.9 percent) received MRs of

2.5 to 3.5, indicating generally neutral or negative opinions

by parents. In some cases, the neutral MR is the result of

fairly evenly distributed negative and positive answers on the

individual questionnaires. Only one variable received a MR

greater that, 3.5. In general, parents rejected this variable

as not being important to or as not belonging in a preschool

program. Fully 84,6 percent of the variables received MRs

indicating a positive attitude toward them on the part of

parents. Only 15.4 percent received generally neutral or

negative responses. Parents tended to indicate acceptance
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of a wide range of teaching goals, materials, and subjects for

their four-year-old children. Observations can be made, but

differences between MRs for variables ranked next to each

other are slight, sometimes within .002.

ka Rejpses frl tkbe 7To
Parent oulatign

Trg variab l hs th . lovest .. ,;ag response .--Table IV

lists the ten most highly ranked variables. Parents heavily

favored social skills, including cooperation, learning to work

and play with other children, learning how other people feel,

and self-control. In fact, only two of the 128 respondents

considered cooperation beneficial. The remainder felt that

it should be required in a preschool program. Learning to

feel good about himself, ranked first with cooperation,

received the same response. Feeling good about himself was

the only variable included on the questionnaire which related

directly to ego-development or self-image, and parents indi-

cated strong concern in this area. Parents also valued skills

that would aid a child in succeeding in a school setting,

including learning to obey the teacher and learning to follow

directions. Interestingly, learning to answer the teacher's

questions was slightly less highly valued by parents, giving
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TABLE IV

VARIABLES RECEIVING LOWEST blEAN RESPONSES

Rank Order
by Lowest
Mean

Response

1.5

1.5
3

5
5
5

7

8

9
10

Variable

Learning to feel good
about himself

Learning to cooperate
Learning to play with

others
Obey the teacher
Follow directions
Recognize colors, shapes,
numbers and letters

Equipped outdoor play
area

Learning how other
people feel

Self-control
Display areas for

children' s work

Mean
Response

1.008

1.008
1.055

1.079
1.079
1.079

1.093

I .09i1

1.110

1.117

Percentage
Responses
Rated I

97.7 %'

97.7
93.0

92.9
92.1
92.1

91,4

92.1

92.1
90.6

it a lower ranking than following directions. All three

variables relate to teacher-directed activities, although

answering questions implies attention focussed on the indi-

vidual child and his verbal response. In regard to facilities,
parents highly valued equipped outdoor play areas and display

areas in the classroom for work done by the children. The

only acquisition of knowledge highly valued by all respondents

-MIN

WON
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is learning to recognize colors, shapes, numbers, and letters,

which are traditionally included in preschool programs.

V riables rQnked ll-3Q.--Ninety percent or more of the

respondents thought that the variables in this group were

beneficial to a preschool program or that they should be

required (except for bathroom facilities adjacent to the class-

room, to which 88.8 percent of the respondents indicated

favorable responses). Variables in this group are listed in

Table V. Emphasis in this group of variables was on curriculum

and materials, including field trips, special visitors to

class, learning about community helpers, physical education,

group teaching for stories and lessons, music and musical

instruments or rhythm instruments, show and tell, crayons or

paints for art lessons, and a general emphasis on reality,

as opposed to fantasy. Parents wanted their children to learn

to behave with manners, to be able to work or play alone, to

solve problems, and to answer the teacher's questions, In

order to find out how and what their children were doing in

class, parents favored art papers or worksheets for the

children to bring home as well as parent-teacher conferences.

Parents also favored small class sizes and college training

for the teachers. Regarding facilities, an indoor play area'
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TABLE V

VARIABLES RANKED 11-30

Rank Order Mean Percentageby Mean Variable Response Responses
Response 

Rated 1 or 2

Indoor play area for
rainy days

Behave with manners
Parent-teacher con-
ferences

learning to play alone
Answer teacher' s

questions
Art papers and work-

sheets to bring home
Small class size
Learning to solve

problems
Field trips
An emphasis on real

life
Group teaching to in-

crease attention span
Special visitors to class
Learning about community
helpers

Physical education
Music
Show and tell
Crayons for art lessons
Bathroom facilities ad-

jacent to the class-
room

Musical instruments
College training for

teachers

S aod
I. *4170

1.188
1.195

1.197
1.197

1.228

1.281
1.288

1.305
1.315

1323

1.339
1.386

1.398
1.398
1.k06
1.49
1.448

1.k92
1.56

98.4
96.9

94 .5
96.1

97.6

95.3

94.4

96.1
93.7

94.4

96.1
92.9

92.2
95.3
94.5
92.9
88.8

90.6
96.1

11

12
13

14 .5
14.5

16

17
18

19
20

21

22
23

24.5
24.5
26
27
28

29
30

-

9#j.*4 6
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for rainy days was highly valued, and a bathroom adjacent to

the classroom was considered beneficial.

It is interesting to note the lack of emphasis on

facilities and equipment in this group of variables. Greater

concern is shown for curriculum content and learning and

social skills. Furthermore, the 0 for an emphasis on real

life (1.315) contrasts sharply with the MR for an emphasis on

fantasy (2.476), although the two are not mutually exclusive.

Finally, parents favor personal feedback from the preschools

in terms of the children's papers (MR 1.228) and conferences

(M 1.195) as opposed to letters to parents (M 2.078) or

progress charts (M 2.087) or, particularly, report cards

(MR 3.41). Children' s papers and parent-teacher conferences

inspire dialogue between parents and children or teachers

rather than providing one-way communication.

variables Vied 2_.- --Variables in this group had

MRs ranging from 1.58-2.5, generally positive, but with more

widely scattered questionnaire responses. Classroom activities

and subject areas in this group included free choice art

activities; frequent, regularly scheduled free choice activity

periods; special clay or play dough activities; frequent

periods of teaching the entire class; school programs; dance



71

or movement activities; art lessons; short free choice

activities to break up learning periods; studies of community

ethnic groups; basic science ideas; basic arithmetic; simple

reading; religious education; and foreign language. The

emphasis in this group of variables is on specific skills and

subjects which many parents might consider beneficial to but

not required in a preschool program or which might draw

slightly more negative responses than those in the previous

group. For instance, learning about community helpers is

ranked twenty-third (M 1.386). "Should be required" responses

equalled 69.3 percent, "beneficial" responses equalled 23.6

percent, "neutral" equalled 6.3 percent, and "not important"

equalled 0.8 percent. "Should not be included" responses were

not given for this variable. Responses clearly tended to be

favorable. However, simple arithmetic is ranked fiftieth,

(MR 2.281). The Mt is still favorable, but it is less so than

for community helpers, In the case of arithmetic, 32.8

percent of the respondents indicated it should be required in

a preschool program, 35.2 percent said it is beneficial, 11.7

percent were neutral, 11.7 percent said it is not important,

and 8.6 percent said that simple arithmetic definitely should

not be included in a preschool program. Some of the variables



72

in this group drew enough clearly negative responses that

this factor must be noted.

Variables included in this group outside of specific

classroom activities and skills include developmental testing,

extrinsic reward systems (i.e. charts and stars), an emphasis

on fantasy, learning to compete, letters to parents regarding

the childts progress, parent education meetings, and classroom

aides. Variables relating to facilities and equipment include

grass, live animals in the classroom, carpeting, and a place

where the child can be alone yet observed by the teacher.

These variables also received generally favorable responses

with some clearly negative responses. Competition, for

instance, received 1. percent "should not be included"

responses.

Te variables receiviqg jjte highef gpa reslponses.e-

Variables included in this group, listed in Table VI, received

MRs of 2.622-3.81. The variable most clearly rejected by the

majority of parents is long periods of free choice activities.

It is possible that parents were indicating a preference for

direction to their children's learning rather than to a type

of custodial care that some parents may feel is implied by

the variable. Long periods of free choice activities
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TABLE VI

VARIABLES RECEIVING HIGHEST MEAN RESPONSES

Rank Variable Mean
Order Response

65 Long periods of free choice activities 3.81
64 Report cards 3.41
63 Clay always available 3.14
62 IQ tests 3.03
61 Crayons always available 2.86
6o Parent participation in the classroom 2.77
59 Soft furniture in the classroom 2.68
58 Water play 2.64
57 Sand 2.63
56 Grouping according to ability 2.622

received by far the largest percentage of "should not be

included" responses (45.3 percent).

Other variables in this group include testing for IQ,

grouping according to ability, and report cards. Although

these factors are standard in many elementary schools, many

parents in the study felt that they were less appropriate for

four-year-olds. Such traditional preschool materials as

sand, water for water play, soft furniture, crayons or paints

and clay or play dough always available were also given largely

neutral or negative responses. Parent participation in the

classroom on a regular basis also received largely neutral

responses (40.6 percent). Since over 50 percent of the



respondents had their children enrolled in day care centers

and presumably were employed, perhaps they considered parti-

cipation during non-working hours possible.

"9the" s for vrl2Aes.--Nineteen "other"

responses (14.8 percent of the total possible) were given.

Six (31.6 percent of "other" responses) referred to positive

forms of discipline. Two (10.5 percent), referring to

nutrition, were from parents whose children were enrolled in

day care centers. The remaining "other" responses varied

but included one "should not be included" response to strict

regimentation.

o.arison of P rental Preferences wth

PreJflol Prorms

Variables offered ] 2all preschools.--Variables incorpo-

rated in each of the preschool programs, as indicated on the

Preschool Director's Questionnaires, were compared with the

results of the survey of the total parent population. All

five preschools offered 26 (40 percent) of the 65 variables,

including the 14 most highly ranked variables, and all of

these received MRs of 2.0 or less except one, as indicated

in Table VII. The exception is paints or crayons available
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TABLE VII

VARIABLES OFFERED BY THE FIVE PRESCHOOLS

Variable Mean
Response

Learning to feel good about himself 1.008
Learning to cooperate 1.008
Learning to play with others 1.055Obey the teacher 1.079
Follow directions 1.079Recognize shapes, colors, numbers,

and letters 1.079
Equipped outdoor play area 1.093
Learning how other people feel 1.094
Self-control 1.110
Display area for children's work 1.117
Indoor play area for rainy days 1.148
Behave with manners 1.188
Parent-teacher conferences 1.195
Learning to play alone 1.197
Learning to solve problems 1.288
Field trips 1.305
An emphasis on real life 1.315
Group teaching 1.323
Community helpers 1.386
Music 1.398
Musical instruments 1.492
School programs for parents 1.77
Basic science ideas 2.0
Crayons or paints always available 2.86
Clay or play dough always available 3.14

at all times, which received an MR from parents of 2.86, largely

neutral. State licensing standards require that age-appropriate

materials must be available to children (1). To many direc-

tors, age-appropriate materials include paints, crayons, play



dough, clay, and rhythm instruments. In these cases, parent

opinion would have less impact than state standards, even if

parents clearly disapproved. In conforming to state licensing

requirements and in planning their individual programs, all

preschools in the study met parental objectives and expecta-

tions with regard to d0 percent of the variables presented in

the questionnaire. Importantly, of the 30 variables most

highly valued by at least 90 percent of the participating

parents, 22 were offered by all five preschools. The

remaining eight variables were offered by most of the pre-

schools.

Variables offered . none of the fiveools.--

Five of the variables listed on the questionnaire were not

offered by any of the preschools participating in the study,

as indicated in Table VIII. Only one of the five variables

received a MR of less than 2.5, parent education or discussion

meeting, which received an MR of 2.047. The parents indicated

an interest in learning about child-rearing and in having

the opportunity to ask questions and to discuss problems.

On the other hand, parent participation in the classroom on

a regular basis received largely neutral responses and a MR

of 2.77. So while the parents were interested in discussion
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groups, they did not feel their presence was required in the

classroom.

TABLE VIII

VARIABLES OFFERED BY NONE OF THE FIVE PRESCHOOLS

Variable Mean
Response

Parent education meetings 2.047
Soft furniture in the classroom 2.68
Parent participation in the classroom 2.77
IQ tests 3.03
Long periods of free choice activities 3.81

The remaining three variables not offered by any of the

participating preschools were soft furniture in the classroom

(MR 2.68), standardized IQ tests (MR 3.04), and long periods

of free choice activities (MR 3.81). No conflict between

parental objectives and preschool objectives is indicated

here as none of these variables was particularly highly valued

by the majority of parents.

Variables offered some of the fiv reschools.--In

order to examine the efficiency with which parents selected

preschool programs for their children, comparisons were made
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between MRs of parents from preschools which offer the variable

(referred to hereafter as N) with MRs of parents from pre-

schools which do not offer the variable (referred to hereafter

as NO). The assumption is that the MR of PW would be lower

than the NB of PWO, as PW0 would not be expected to value as

highly a variable not offered by the preschool program they

have selected. Similar MRs were considered to be those with

a difference of less than .5, or one-half an answer on the

rating scale. Of the thirty-four variables offered by some

of the preschools, fifteen (44.1 percent) received similar MRs,

twelve (35.3 percent) received different MRs, and seven (20.6

percent) received lower MRs from PW0 than from W.

variables with similar mean xspns.--Two considerations

are important in examining these variables, which are listed

in Table IX. First, all but two of these variables received

total MRs of less than 2.5, which is a generally positive

response. Second, none was included in the ten most highly

ranked variables, which received at least 90 percent "should

be required" responses. So while the majority of PW and PW0

indicated that these variables were highly valued, they were

not among the variables required by participating parents.

To NO, although these variables are important, other aspects
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TABLE IX

COMPARISON OF SIMILAR MEAN RESPONSES FOR PRESCHOOLS
WITH AND WITHOUT THE VARIABLE(S)

Variable MR * MR MR
W PWO1 ***

Art Papers or worksheets 1.228 1.197 1.268
Small class sizes 1.281 1.175 1.385
Special visitors to class 1.339 1.291 1.542
Physical education 1.398 1.264 1.571
College training for teachers 1.56 1.485 1.875
Free choice art activities 1.58 1.379 1.72
Short periods of free choice

activities 1.617 1.493 1.772
Teaching to whole class 1.734 1.667 1.789
Dance or movement 1.781 1.689 2.16
Art lessons 1.84 1.844 1.844
Developmental testing 1.906 1.889 1.923
Grass 1.96 1.875 2.175
Letters to parents about childas

progress 2.078 1.844 2.168
Area where child can be alone but

observed by the teacher 2.3 2.069 2.28
Sand 2.63 2.516 2.667
Report cards 3.41 3.188 3.49

* Mean response from total population.

* ,Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which incorporates the variable in its educational
program.

Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which does not incorporate the variable in its
educational program.
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of the program might have been more important or, perhaps,

the parents were unaware of the deficiencies.

Sand was met with largely neutral responses from both

groups. Report cards were regarded more negatively by NO,

as might be expected, but neither group indicated special

interest in seeing report cards in a preschool program. N

may not have realized that the preschools they selected used

report cards as a means of communicating with parents. Or

perhaps they valued other aspects of the programs they

selected more than they rejected the use of report cards.

Dance or movement is not included in the program f or

School E because of the influence of the sponsoring church.

However, most parents from School E indicated that they felt

that this area of learning was important in a preschool

program. These parents did not know about the contents of

the program in this regard or felt that other aspects of

the program were more important than the exclusion of dance

or movement.

Variables with different mean responses.--Eleven

variables are in this group, as indicated in Table X. Each

received a lower MR from N than from WO, as would be

expected. The differences in MRs ranged from .547 to 1.052.
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TABLE X

COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT MEAN RESPONSES FOR PRESCHOOLS
WITH AND WITHOUT THE VARIABLE(S)

VariableMR MR Differ-
V eMR* N** NO ence

Teacher aides 2.27 1.55 2.602 1.052
Foreign language 2.367 1.944 2.911 .967
Live animals in the classroom 2.11 1.941 2.8 .859
Simple arithmetic 2.047 1.766 2.580 .814
Simple reading 2.203 1.702 2.494 .792
Progress charts 2.087 1.951 2.667 .716
Bathroom facilities adjacent

to the classroom 1.448 1.31 2.0 .7
Study of ethnic groups 1.976 1.843 2.52 .68
Religious education 2.367 2.0 2.603 .603
Emphasis on fantasy 2.476 2.221 2.82 .599
Carpeting 2.48 2.373 2.92 .547

* Mean response from the total population.

Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which incorporates the variable in its educational
program.

*** Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which does not incorporate the variable in its
educational program.

The highest differences were for teacher aides (employed only

by School B, which has the highest pupil:teacher ratio) and

foreign language (offered by Schools B, C, and D). Variables

in this group may reflect some of the factors influencing

parental decision-making. However, none of the MRS, even for

PO, was 3.0 or above, so none of the variables was clearly
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rejected by either group of parents. This fact is especially

interesting with regard to religious education, which was not

rejected even by the majority of parents whose children attend

preschools not associated with churches. Perhaps they and the

parents from School A, which does not have formal religious

lessons, valued the Christian attitudes they felt were

imparted by the programs and personnel of the preschools

they selected.

Subject areas included in this group were reading,

arithmetic, ethnic studies, and foreign language. School E

incorporated none of these subjects in their program.

Schools B and D incorporated all of them. Parents who

would want to avoid pushing their children into subjects

they might consider areas of formal study might select a

preschool on the basis that these are not taught in the

program. Conversely, parents who feel that their children

are ready for and would benefit from these subjects might

deliberately seek preschools who offer them.

Variables with lower mean responses from PWO than from

PW.--The NRs in this group, listed in Table XI, were contrary

to what might be expected, but because the differences did

not exceed .5, they could not be considered conclusive in any
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TABLE XI

COMPARISON OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR VARIABLES WITH
LOWER MEAN RESPONSES FOR PRESCHOOLS

WITHOUT THE VARIABLE(S)

MR
Variable MR MR PW

* PW** **

Answer teacher's questions 1.197 1.230 1.125
Crayons or paints for art

activities 1.409 1.463 1.319
Clay for art activities 1.67 1.906 1.596
Short periods of free choice

activities to break up
periods of learning 1.87 1,966 1.675

Learning to compete 2.19 2.222 2.169
Grouping according to

ability 2.622 2o673 2.59
Water play 2.64 2.839 2.478

* Mean response from total population.

* Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which incorporates the variable in its educational
program.

4 Mean response from parents whose children attend a
preschool which does not incorporate the variable in its
educational program.

way. However, due to the positive nature of most of the MRs,

indications are that some parents were missing activities they

would have liked for their children, whether they were aware

of it or not. Communication between parents and directors or



teachers is important here so that parents know why certain

activities are included in or excluded from the preschool

program.

Special note should be made of the responses to water

play. Schools A and B, which do not have water play, had a

MR of 2.478, while Schools C, D, and E, which do, had a MR

of 2.830. However, School B is the only school with a

swimming pool and swimming lessons. Parents from School B

gave a MR of 1.947 to water play, which may reflect a positive

attitude toward the pool and swimming lessons as opposed to

the more traditional forms of preschool water play. Parents

from School A gave a MR of 3.129, which is lower than the

2.839 for the preschools which do offer water play.

Pta Sumuary

Parents from all preschools in the study tended to give

positive responses for most of the variables listed on the

questionnaire. Negative responses to long periods of free

choice activities may reflect rejection by parents of any

type of custodial care for their children. Also, some

educational practices which are standard for older children,

such as giving out report cards and testing for IQ, received
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negative responses from parents for their four-year-old

children.

Variables included in all five preschool programs out-

numbered variables offered by none of the preschools and

tended to be highly valued by parents. Variables included in

none of the preschool programs received largely neutral or

negative responses from parents. Variables included in only

some of the programs, for the most part, received at least

comparable MRs from P1 and WO or lower MRs from PW, as might

be expected. Those variables receiving materially lower MRs

from PW, such as reading and arithmetic, may have been factors

influencing parental decision-making regarding preschool

programs. However, differences in MRs for variables receiving

lower MRs from PWO were not material.

In general, the data supports hypothesis III, that

similarities exist between the educational preferences of

the parents and the educational program of the preschool

they have selected.

Hypothesis IV

Hypothesis IV states that parents who have attained

similar levels of education have similar educational

preferences for their children. Questionnaire
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responses indicated that questionnaires were completed by

106 mothers (82.8 percent of the respondents), 7 fathers

(5.5 percent), and 15 parent couples (11.7 percent). There-

fore data concerning levels of education and educational

preferences were computed for mothers on the assumption that

their influence on questionnaire responses greatly exceeded

that of fathers. MRs for each variable for each level of

education attained by mothers were computed and compared.

Only one mother attained no more than a junior high school

diploma, so her responses were omitted in order to maintain

balance in average comparisons.

Another aspect of educational background for all

respondents, though particularly for mothers, was whether

or not they had had any formal training in education or

child development. MRs for those with formal training and

for those without were computed and compared.

Effects ~f Levels of Education

on Educational Ob ectives

Thirty-six mothers (28 percent) completed high school

(referred to hereafter as ES), sixty (48 percent) attended

college (referred to hereafter as C), twenty-two (17 percent)

earned college degrees (referred to hereafter as CD), and



nine (7 percent) completed some graduate work (referred to
hereafter as G). The small number of mothers who attended

graduate schools should be noted as identical responses are
more likely to occur in a small group than in larger groups.

In order to compare preferences, variables receiving

less than 1.5 and greater than 2.5 1Rs were compiled and

compared.

Variables eceiving Mean responses les

Thirty-four variables received MRs less than 1.5 from one or
more of the educational groups, as indicated in Table XII.
IT had twenty-five variables in this range, C had-twenty-
eight, CD had twentyfrive, and G had all thirty-four, The
number of highly valued variables is comparable among groups

except for G, who may have reached agreement on more variables
due to the small size of the group. However, it is interesting

to note that G rated more variables more highly than any of

the other groups.

Twenty-two variables (33.8 percent of all variables)

received MRs less than 1.5 from all groups.

Four variables received less than 1.5 from three of the
groups, with G being the only group to rate all four that

highly. In each case, the group not rating the variable

87
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TABLE XII

VARIABLES WITH LOW MEAN RESPONSES FROM
EDUCATIONAL GROUPS OF MOThERS

Mean Response
Variable jSa Cb CDC Gd

Feel good about self * ***
Cooperate
Play with others * * * *
Obey teacher
Follow directions * * *
Recognize colors, shapes, letters**
Outd oor play area
Learn how others feel * * *
Self-c ontrol * *
Display areas for work * * *Indoor play area ***
Behave with manners * * * *
Parent-teacher conferences
Play alone *
Answer teacher's questions
Art papers or worksheets * * * *
Small class sizes
Field trips *
Emphasis on real life
Require group attention
Community helpers *
Music * *
Special visitors to class 1.514 * * *Solve problems * * 1.545 *Show and tell * * 1.5 *
Physical education * 1.5 * *Crayons for art activities 1.528 * 1.545 *Free choice art activities 1.778 * 1.727 *Short periods free choice activities 2.0 1.533 * *Bathroom facilities adjacent 1.514 * 1.727 *Movement or dance 2.028 1.783 1.545 *Clay for special art lessons 1.771 1.695 1.5 *Musical instruments 1.583 1.5 1.5 *College training for teachers 1.629 1.533 1.682 *
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TABLE XII--Continued

* Mean response less than 1.5.

a Mothers who have a high school diploma.

b Mothers who have attended college.

C Mothers who have earned a college degree,

d Mothers who have complete some graduate work.

as high gave it no greater MR than 1.545. Thus differences

in MRs were not material.

Four variables received MRs less than 1.5 from two of

the four groups. Crayon or paints for art projects received

no more than 1.545 from the other two groups. Free choice

art activities received 1.7 from the other two groups. Short

periods of free choice activities received 1.533 from C but

a 2 from HS, a substantial difference in MRs from the groups

rating the variable high.

Four variables received MRs less than 1.5 only from G.

Three of these variables received no MR greater than 1.771

from the other three groups, However, dance or movement

received 2.028 from ES, a substantial difference from the MR

from G.
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Thus, although there is a high degree of agreement among

the four educational groups on highly valued variables, Gs

tended to give lower Mis to more variables and ES tended to

give slightly higher MRs than C or CD.

rables efll ;mepan ao es ea r t iha i.--
Seventeen variables received MRs greater than 2.5 from one or

more of the four educational groups, as indicated in Table

XIII. ES had nine variables in this group, C had eleven, CD

had sixteen, and 0 had eleven. The number of low-rated vari-

ables is comparable among the groups except for CD, who were

neutral or negative to all seventeen variables except sand.

Six variables received MRs greater than 2.5 from all

four educational groups. They tended to be the same variables

which received high MRs from the total population. Long

periods of free choice activities earned the highest MR from

each of the four groups.

Four variables received greater than 2.5 from three of

the four groups. Two variables received 2. or greater from

the remaining educational groups. For grouping according to

ability, ES gave 2.083, and for emphasis on fantasy, ES gave

2.306. Differences in MRs are not substantial, but ES tended

to give lower MRs than the other groups.
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TABLE XIII

VARIABLES WITH HIGH MEAN RESPONSES FROM
EDUCATIONAL GROUPS OF MOTHERS

Variable Mean Response
a b CD0  Gd

Long periods of free choice
Report cards
Clay always available ** *
IQ tests
Crayons always available * * * *
Parent participation in the class * * *
Grouping according to ability 2.083
Emphasis on fantasy 2.306
Sand * * 2.409 *
Water play * * * 2.444
Learning to compete 1.694 2.263 * *
Teacher aides 1.944 2.317 *
Carpeting * 2.407 * 2.111
Soft furniture in the classroom 2.333 * * 2.444
Arithmetic 2.083 2.317 * 2.111
Reading 1.889 2.267 * 2.333Religious education 2.083 2.483 * 2.222

* Mean response greater than 2.5.

a Mothers who have a high school diploma.

Mothers who have attended college.

c Mothers who have earned a college degree,

d Mothers who have completed some graduate work.

Four variables received greater than 2.5 MRs from two of

the four groups. Highest MRs from the remaining groups once

again given by HS, who gave 1.694 to learning to compete and
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1.944 to aides in the classroom. Differences in MRs for ES

are material for these variables.

CD gave MRs greater than 2.5 to three additional

variables. MRs from C and G were within .5 for each variable.

13 gave lower MRs to each variable, including 1.889 to reading.

The differences in MRs for S and CD were material.

Summary _of the... data.--Differences in MRs among educa-

tional groups were not substantial enough for the lowest MRs

or the highest MRs to support hypothesis IV, that parents (in

this case, mothers) who have attained similar levels of

education have similar educational preferences for their

children. However, for the most part, E3 tended to give

fewer very low or very high MRs than C, CD, or G.

Effects of Formal Training on

Educational Qb4jectives

Of the 128 questionnaire respondents, eighty-four indi-

cated that they had had no formal training in education or

child development (referred to hereafter as NFT), forty-two

indicated that they had had formal training (referred to here-

after as FT), and two did not respond. MRs were computed and

compared for FT and NFT. NFT gave lower MRs to twenty-six

variables (Table XIV), FT gave lower MRs to thirty-eight
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TABLE XIV

COMPARISON OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR VARIABLES
WITH LOWER MEAN RESPONSES FROM PARENTS

WHO HAVE NOT HAD FORMAL TRAINING IN
EDUCATION OR CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Variable MR MR Differ-
NFT* FT** nce

Report cards 3.310 3.929 .619
IQ tests 2.655 3.1k3 .488
Parent participation in the classroom 2.627 3.095 .468
Teacher aides 2.155 2.548 .393Learning to compete 2.085 2.429 .344
Grouping according to ability 2.5+2 2.857 .315
Progress charts 2.0 2.238 .238
Letters to parents on childts progress 2.012 2.238 .226
Reading 2.119 2.310 .191
Art papers or worksheets to bring home 1.169 1.3104 .141
Parent education meetings 2.012 2.143 .131
Teaching the whole class 1.679 1.810 .131

*Mean response from parents who have not
training in education or child development.

had formal

**Mean response from parents who have had formal training
in education or child development.

variables (Table XV), and both groups had identical MRs for

one variable .

Four variables received MRs with a difference of .5 or

more. Three of them were given lower MRs by FT: sand, grass,

and ethnic studies. Sand received 2.286 from FT (fairly

positive) and 2.819 (neutral) from NFT. Grass and ethnic



TABLE XV

EDUCATIONAL VARIABLES WITH LOWER MEAN RESPONSES FROM
PARENTS WHO HAVE HAD FORMAL TRAINING IN EDUCATION

OR CHILD DEVELOPMENT THAN FROM PARENTS WHO HAVE
NOT HAD FORMAL TRAINING

MR MR
Variable FT NFT Differ-

* ** ence

Area where child can be alone 1.829 2.265 .436
Carpeting 2.238 2.602 .364
Live animals in the classroom 1.881 2.2 1 .360
Water play 2.405 2.765 .360
College training for teachers 1.357 1.675 .318
Short periods of free choice activities 1.390 1.702 .312
Emphasis on fantasy 2.3 2.595 .295
Physical education 1.214 1.46 .262
Art lessons 1.667 1.905 .238
Music 1.238 1.476 .238
Science 1.833 2.071 .238

Mean response from parents who have had
in education or child development .

formal training

* Mean response from parents who have not had formal
training in education or child development.

studies received 1.595 (positive) from FT and 2.131 and 2.133

(fairly positive) respectively from NFT. MRs for sand, indi-

cating two different attitudes, may reflect respect given

this free-form material by people trained in child development

that may not have occurred to those who are not. Also, FT

gave much greater emphasis to grass and ethnic studies, two
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unrelated variables which might not traditionally be considered

important in a preschool program, FT was the only one of all

groups created for the purposes of the study to give such

importance to grass. Perhaps its usefulness for the active

play of young children, important for all areas of development,

was recognized by FT. Also, the importance of young children

learning about other cultures and the people living in their

community seemed to be recognized more by FT than by NFT.

Report cards showed the greatest difference in MRs. FT

gave a MR of 3.929, and NFT gave a MR of 3.31, with a differ-

ence of .619. People trained in child development showed less

regard for report cards than NFT did.

An examination of variables with the greatest differences

in MRs reveals that FT tended to be more positive about more

variables than NFT. Furthermore, variables given lower MRs

by NFT tended to be variables less highly rated by both

groups but given slightly higher MRs by FT than by NFT. Vari-

ables receiving lower MRs by FT were generally more highly

rated by both groups but given slightly lower MRs by FT than

by NFT. These variables tend to deal more with curriculum and

materials (i.e. art lessons, science, music, carpets, animals,

water, fantasy, and physical education) as opposed to the first
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group of variables, which deal more with aspects not directly

related to classroom activities (i.e. IQ testing, parent

participation, aides, progress charts, letters to parents,

and parent discussion meetings).

8ummr o tA.--Clear differences in MRs between FT

and NFT are not substantial enough to form definite conclusions.

However, observations are that FT expect more from preschool

programs and tend to give more higher and lower MRs than NFT.

Perhaps training in child development and education gives one

the opportunities to develop more definite opinions, pro and

con, regarding various aspects of early childhood education.

Thus, although levels of educational attainment seem to have

little effect on parental educational objectives for their

children, a clearer convergence of thinking is demonstrated

by parents who have had formal training in education or child

development.

Hypothesis V

Hypothesis V states that parents whose first child is

attending a preschool have educational preferences similar to

the educational preferences of parents whose older children

have attended preschools. Of the 128 participants in the
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study, forty-eight had older children who had attended pre-

school programs (hereafter referred to as 00), and eighty had

children enrolled in preschool programs for the first time

(hereafter referred to as 'C). MRs were calculated and com-

pared for both groups. The criterion used for earlier

discussions, that a .5 difference in MRs indicated a substan-

tial difference, was applied. Only one variable, studies of

ethnic groups in the community, showed a substantial difference

in MRs. The MR for FC was 1.775, and the MR for 00 was 2.139

(a difference of .544). FC gave 51.3 percent "should be

required" responses compared to 29.2 percent for 00. Also,

FC gave 1.3 percent "not important" responses compared to

16.7 percent for 00. These were the major areas of difference

in distribution between the two groups.

Forty of the sixty-five variables were given lower MRs

by FC, as indicated in Table XTI, while twenty-five were

given lower MRs by 00, as indicated in Table XVII. FC tended

to expect more in preschool programs for their children than

00 did. Differences in MRs for variables given lower MRs by

FC tended to be greater than for those given lower MRs by 00,

although not materially so. Neither group of variables showed
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any trend according to subject areas, activities, or facilities

and materials.

TABLE XstI

DIFFERENCES IN MEAN RESPONSES FOR VARIABLES WITH
LOWER MEAN RESPONSES FROM PARENTS WHOSE

FIRST CHILD IS ATTENDING PRESCHOOL

Variable MR MR Differ-
FC * OC** ence

Study of ethnic groups 1.775 2.319 .544
Long periods of free choice activities 3.638 4.104 .466
Religious education 2.213 2.625 .412
Letters to parents about child' s
progress 1.925 2.333 .408

Parent participation in the classroom 2.633 3.0 .367
Emphasis on fantasy 2.342 2.702 .360
Area where child can be alone 1.987 2.319 .332
Crayons always available 2.747 3.064 .317
Foreign language 2.263 2.542 .279
Physical education 1.3 1.563 .263

* Mean response from parents whose first child is attending
preschool.

* * Mean response from parents whose older children have
attended preschool.

In general, the minor differences in MRs between FC and

C indicate that the data support hypothesis V, that parents

whose first child is attending a preschool have educational

preferences similar to the educational preferences of parents

whose older children have attended preschools.
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TABLE XVII

DIFFERENCES IN MEAN RESPONSES FOR VARIABLES WITH
LOWER MEAN RESPONSES FROM PARENTS WHOSE

OLDER CHILDREN HAVE ATTENDED PRESCHOOL

Variable Differ-
00* FC** ence

IQ tests 2.833 3.163 .33Grouping according to ability 2.583 2.646 .269Bathroom facilities adjacent to room 1.298 1.538 .24
Learning to compete 2.043 2.278 .235Developmental testing 1.792 1.975 .183
Science 1.896 1.063 .167
Learning to solve pro4ems 1.191 1.346 .155Parent-teacher conferences 1.104 1.25 .146
Show and tell 1.333 1.45 .117Animals in the classroom 2.042 2.152 .110

* Mean response from parents whose older children have
atended presooot.

** Mean response from parents whose first child is
attending preschool.

Ml "L , .L r~
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, OBSERVATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The study concerns parental decision-making regarding

preschool programs for their children. The main areas of

inquiry were the processes parents followed in selecting

preschool programs, the parents' educational preferences for

their children, and how closely parental educational pref-

erences coincided with the educational programs of the

selected preschool programs.

Research regarding early childhood development and

education has continued throughout this century, with parti-

cular emphasis being given to the study of young children in

the past two decades. However, the results of research

appear in professional journals and publications and often

are not available to parents. Further, there is a definite

lack of research regarding parental attitudes toward different

types of early childhood programs and parental educational

objectives for their young children.
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Summary of the Methodology

Questionnaires were sent to the parents of children

enrolled in the four-year-old programs of five preschools

in a large, middle-class suburb in north Texas. The question-

naires elicited information in five general areas: 1) how

the parents learned about and evaluated the preschool program

before enrolling their children, 2) what non-educational

services were important to them, 3) what their educational

preferences were for their children, 4) what their own

levels of educational attainment were, and 5) whether or not

they had children who had previously attended preschool

programs. Of the 199 questionnaires distributed, 63.8% were

returned.

Questionnaires completed by the five preschool directors

elicited parallel information regarding the non-educational

services, the educational objectives, and program format of

each preschool.

Summary of the Data

Data from returned questionnaires were compiled and

analyzed to provide the bases for observations regarding

the following five hypotheses:
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I. Parents investigate a preschool program beyond a

conversation with the preschool director.

II. Non-educational services play an important role in

the selection of a preschool program by parents.

III. Similarities exist between the educational pref-

erences of the parents and the educational programs of the

preschool they have selected.

IV. Parents who have attained similar levels of

education have similar educational preferences for their

children.

V. Parents whose first child is attending a preschool

have educational preferences similar to the educational

objectives of parents whose older children have attended

preschools.

Sypothesis I
The most frequently indicated source for initial infor-

mation about a preschool was friends. In-.their investigations

of the contents of a preschool program, half of the parents

tapped two or more sources of information, with the single

most frequently indicated source of information being the pre-

school director. Furthermore, most respondents visited the

preschool before enrolling their child. Hypothesis I, that
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parents investigate a preschool program beyond a conversation

with the director, is supported by the data.

Thesis II

Reasonable tuition was considered to be the most

important non-educational variable by most respondents. A

Christian atmosphere was also important, as was day care for

parents whose children were enrolled in preschools which

offered day care. Hypothesis II, that non-educational

services play an important role in the selection of a pre-

school program by parents, is supported by the data.

Ebpothesis ll

The mean responses from respondents indicated a posi-

tive attitude toward the majority of variables listed on the

questionnaire. The twenty-six variables which were offered in

all five programs tended to be variables valued highly by

parents. The five variables listed on the questionnaire

which were not offered by any of the five preschools tended

to be regarded with neutral or negative attitudes by most

parents.

Thirty-four variables listed on the questionnaire were

offered by one to four of the preschools. For the most part,
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mean response of parents whose children attended preschools

offering each variable were not materially different from the

mean responses of parents whose children attended preschools

not offering the variable. For the eleven variables with

material differences in mean responses, parents from preschools

offering the variable gave the more positive response. Thus,

hypothesis III, that similarities exist between the educa-

tional preferences of parents and the educational programs

of the preschool they have selected, is supported by the

data.

Hypothesis IV

In order to study hypothesis IV, mothers were divided

into the following groups: high school graduates, those who

had attended college, college graduates, and those who had

completed some graduate work. Twenty-two of the sixty-five

variables received very positive mean responses from all four

groups. Mothers who had completed some graduate work tended

to give more positive mean responses. High school graduates

tended to give fewer decidedly positive and negative responses

to more variables than any other group. However, differences

in mean responses among the four groups were not substantial

enough for the data to support hypothesis IV, that parents
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who have attained similar levels of education have similar

educational preferences for their children.

Mean responses for respondents who had had formal

training in education or child development were not substan-

tially different from mean responses for parents who had not

had formal training. However, respondents who had had formal

training tended to expect more from preschool programs and

tended to give more decidedly positive or negative responses

than those who had not. Thus, while levels of education

attained seemed to have little effect on parental educational

objectives, formal training in child development or education

revealed a greater convergence in thinking.

tQ,5the is V

Mean responses to variables for parents whose first

child was attending preschool were not materially different

from mean responses for parents whose older children had

attended preschool. Thus the data supports hypothesis V,

that parents whose first child is attending preschool have

educational preferences similar to the educational preferences

of parents whose older children have attended preschool.
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Recommendations for Future Research

Research regarding parental educational objectives for

young children is very scarce. Researchers have studied

child development and education but have studied parental

attitudes and expectations relatively infrequently. Further

research in this area is needed to provide information to

program planners and directors for assessing the suitability

of their educational programs and non-educational services

to the parent population they are serving.

Specific areas of research might include comparisons

of non-educational services and educational variables valued

by parents of different socio-economic groups. Information

could be obtained to make decisions regarding preschool

programs serving homogeneous or heterogeneous groups of

families. Also, comparisons of educational objectives of

parents of different ethnic groups could provide data

necessary to determine how these objectives reflect the

cultures from which the children come and how well an educa-

tional program may be suited to the population it serves.

Longitudinal research could indicate if and how

parental objectives change from time of enrollment to the

end of the school year or as the children proceed from a
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three- to a four- to a five-year-old class, The curriculum

of a preschool may cause a parent to modify his opinions

regarding educational objectives rather than his educational

objectives influencing his selection of a preschool program.

Research pertaining to the educational objectives of

parents whose children are enrolled in preschools with

widely divergent programs could reveal the similarities and

differences in thinking of the various parent groups. An

area of inquiry could be whether or not these parents want

their children to learn different skills or if they are

primarily interested in the teaching methods. Another area

of inquiry could be whether parents select preschool programs

which provide the educational variables they value or which

do not incorporate educational variables or teaching methods

which they might consider harmful to their child.

With the increase in the number of children enrolled

in preschool programs and day care centers, information from

parents is becoming more important to ensure the development

and maintenance of sound preschool programs. Research on

many levels, including the individual preschool, is needed.



APPENDIX A

109



110

FIGURE 1

COVER LETTER TO PARENTS

Date

Dear Parent,

I am a graduate student in Early Childhood Education at

North Texas State University. (Director's name), Director of

(Preschoolss name), has given me permission to send the

enclosed questionnaire to all parents of four-year-old children

enrolled in the school. The information obtained from the

questionnaire is essential for completion of my waster's

thesis, which concerns how parents select a preschool and

what you expect from the program for your child. All question-

naires will be anonymous, and your frankness will be appreciated.

I want to know what you think is important for your child. A

copy of the summary of the results will be furnished to

(Director's name) for you to read.

When you have completed the questionnaire, please use

the enclosed envelope to return it to me. Do not use your

return address. The questionnaire will take about thirty

minutes to complete.

I appreciate very much your time, cooperation, and

promptness.
Sincerely,

Researcher't name
Researcher's address
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FIGURE 2

PARENT QUEST IONNA IRE

I. How did you first ifind out about the preschool yourchild attends? (Please check one.)
1 From relatives.
2. From friends.
3. From advertisements (newspapers, phone book,

etc.).
4. Through an affiliation with the church or civic

organization which sponsors the school.
5. Other. (Please specify.)

II. How did
offered
three.)

4.

8.

you find out about the contents of the program
by the preschool? (Please check no more than

From relatives.
From friends.
From advertisements.
Through the church or civic organization.
Discussion with the preschool director.
Discussion with the preschool teacher.
Visit to a class in session before enrolling
youth child.
Other. (Please specify.)

III. Did you visit the preschool (not necessarily in session)
before enrolling your child? Yes No

IV. Which non-educational aspects of the preschool's program
were important in your decision to enroll your child?
(Please circle one number for each statement.)

I - very important
4 - not important

2 - important 3 - neutral
5 - definitely not important or not

applicable

12345 The tuition is reasonable.
12345 The preschool provides transportation.
12345 The preschool provides day care.
12345 The preschool is close to home or work so transportation

is easy.
12345 Neighborhood children attend the preschool so a carpool

is available.
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FIGURE 2, Continued

12345 The preschool provides health services to screen poten-
tial health problems (i.e. vision, hearing).

12345 The preschool provides a Christian atmosphere.
12345 Other. (Please specify.)

V. On the following pages are a list of possibilities for a
preschool program collected from the writings of many
experts in the field of early childhood education. The
experts do not agree as to what should be included in or
excluded from a particular program. (Please circle one
number for each statement.)

1 - Should be required in a preschool program.
2 - Beneficial but not essential in a preschool program.
3 - Neutral.
4 - Not important in a preschool program.
5 - Definitely should not be included in a preschool

program.

12345 College training for preschool teachers.
12345 Small class sizes.
12345 Parent-teacher conferences to discuss the childts

progress.
12345 Report cards (checklist or grade types).
12345 Letters to parents to inform you of your child's

progress.
12345 Charts or stars in the classroom to reward children for

good work or behavior
12345 Teacher aides even for very small classes.
12345 Parent participation in the classroom on a regular basis.
12345 Parent education meetings or informal gatherings to

discuss children's growth and activities.
12345 Standardized testing to determine IQ scores.
12345 Standardized testing to determine developmental levels

in coordination, emotional maturity, language develop-
ment, etc.

12345 Grouping according to ability.
12345 Art papers or worksheets for your child to bring home so

you can see what he is doing.
12345 School programs so you can see your child perform.

12345 Learning to cooperate.
12345 Learning to compete.
12345 Learning to feel good about himself.
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FIGURE 2, Continued

12345 Learning how the other person feels.
12345 Learning to obey the teacher.
12345 Learning self-control.
12345 Learning how to play or work with other children.
12345 Learning how to play or work alone.
12345 Learning how to answer the teacher's questions.
12345 Learning how to solve problems.
12345 Learning how to behave with good manners.
12345 Learning how to follow directions.

12345 Recognizing colors, shapes, numbers, and letters.
12345 Reading on a simple level.
12345 Simple arithmetic (i.e. adding and subtracting).
12345 Basic science ideas.
12345 Music.
12345 Foreign language .
12345 Dance and/or movement.
12345 Art lessons.
12345 Physical education (not necessarily game rules).
12345 Religious education.
12345 Show and tell.
12345 Free choice art activities.
12345 Studies about other ethnic groups in the community.
12345 Community helpers (i.e. mailmen, firemen, policemen).
12345 Special visitors to class.
12345 Field trips.

12345 Long periods when children choose their own activities.
12345 Short but regular times when children choose their own

activities.
12345 Short periods when children choose their own activities

to break up the learning periods.
12345 Requiring group attention for lessons, story time, etc.,

to increase the children's attention span.
12345 Frequent periods of teaching to whole class so all the

children learn the same information.
12345 Emphasis on real life activities and ideas.
12345 Emphasis on fantasy and make-believe.

12345 Carpeting.
12345 Bathroom facilities adjacent to the classroom.
12345 Clay or play dough available at all times.
12345 Clay or play dough available for special times,
12345 Sand.



FIGURE 2, Continued

12345 Water play.
12345 Crayons or paints available at all times.
12345 Crayons or paints available for art lessons.
12345 Musical or rhythm instruments.
12345 Display areas for the children's work.
12345 Live animals in the classroom.
12345 An area where a child can be alone yet observable by

the teacher,
12345 An equipped outdoor play area.
12345 An indoor area for active play for rainy days.
12345 Grass.
12345 A sofa or other soft piece of furniture in the room.12345 Other. (Please specify.)

VI. Personal Information

1. Is this your first child in a preschool program?
Yes No

2. How many years of schooling have you completed?
Junior High Some College Graduate
High School College Degree Work

mother
father
guardian
other

3. Have you had any formal training in education or
child development? Yes No

4. Who filled out this questionnaire? (you may check
more than one.)

Mother
Father
Guardian

-Other (Please specify.)

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Researcher's name
Researcher' s address

114
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FIGURE 3

PRESCHOOL DIRECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Name of School

2. Director

3. School Sponsor

4. How do you advertise?

5. TuitionM.|||

6. Days and hours children attend

7. Four-year old enrollment

8. Number of teachers for four-year olds
Number of aides

9. Teacher training and experience

Aide training and experience

10. In-service training, workshops or conferences with teachers
and/or aides

11. What are the philosophies or developmental theories upon
which your program is based?

12. Who determines the curriculum?
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FIGURE 3, Continued

13. Do you require a personal interview before accepting a
child?

14. Do you have any screening procedures?

15. Which of the following are part of your program? (Please
check.)
College training for teachers
Small class sizes
Parent-teacher conferences to discuss the child' s progress
Report cards (checklist or grade type)
Letters home to parents regarding the child's progress
Charts or stars in the classroom to reward children for
good work or behavior

_fHealth services
Parent participation in the classroom on a regular basis

.~Parent education meetings or informal gatherings to discuss
children's growth and activities

standardized testing to determine IQ scores
Standardized testing to determine developmental levels
Grouping according to ability
Art papers or worksheets for the child to bring home each
day to show parents what he is doing
School programs so parents can see their child perform

Learning to cooperate
Learning to compete

. earning to feel good about himself
Learning how the other person feels
Learning to obey the teacher

NNjearning self-control
Learning how to work or play with other children
learning how to work or play alone
Learning how to answer the teacher's questions
Learning how to solve problems
Learning how to behave with good manners
Learning how to follow directions

Recognizing colors, shapes, numbers and letters
~~Reading on a simple level
.._ Simple arithmetic (i.e. adding and subtracting)
,,,,Basic science ideas
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FIGURE 3, Continued

Music
Foreign language
Dance and/or movement
Art lessons
Physical education (not necessarily game rules)
Religious education

'~Show and tell
Free choice art activities
Studies about other ethnic groups in the community
Community helpers (i.e. postmen> firemen, policemen)
Special visitors to class
Field trips - about how many per year?

Long periods of free choice activities
Frequent periods of free choice activities regularly
scheduled
Short periods of free choice activities to break up
learning periods
Requiring group attention for lessons, story time, etc.,
to increase attention span
Frequent periods of teaching to whole group so that all
children get the same information
Emphasis on real life activities and ideas
Emphasis on fantasy and pretend

Carpeting
Bathroom facilities adjacent to the room
Clay or play dough available at all times
Special clay or play dough activities
Sand

Water play
Crayons or paints available at all times
Crayons or paints available for art lessons
Musical or rhythm instruments
Display areas for the children's work
Live animals in the room
An area where a child can be alone yet observable by the
teacher

. An equipped outdoor play area
An indoor area for active play for rainy days
Grass_. A sofa or other piece of soft furniture in the room
Other
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FIGURE 4

FOaLOW-UP LETTER

Date

Dear Parents,

I would like to thank all of you who have taken the

time and effort to complete the questionnaire. The informa-

tion I have received reflects a great deal of thought and

consideration. Many of your comments were helpful and

interesting.

If you have not yet returned the questionnaire, I

would appreciate your doing so as soon as possible. I hope

the information obtained from the study will be of use to

you. If you have any questions, or if you have misplaced

the questionnaire, please contact me or (Director's name).

Sincerely,

Researcher's name
Researcher' s address
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TABE XXVII

MEAN RESPONSES FOR PARENTS WHO HAVE HAD
AND HAVE NOT HAD FORMAL TRAINING IN

CHILD DEVELOPMENT OR EDUCATION

MR*
Variable FT NFT

Studies of ethnic groups in the community
Grass
Sand
Area where child can be alone but observed
Carpets
Animals in the classroom
Water play
College training for teachers
Short, regular periods of free choice
activities

Emphasis on fantasy
Physical educat ion
Art lessons
Music
Science
Free choice activities to break up

periods of learning
Free choice art activities
Small class sizes
Dance or movement
Learning about community helpers
Musical or rhythm instruments
Crayons or paints available at all times
Clay or play dough for special activities
Emphasis on real life
Field trips
Indoor play area
Foreign language
Parent-teacher conferences
Equipped outdoor play area
Special visitors to class
Clay or play dough available at all times
Learning to play with others
Soft furniture in the classroom
Require group attention for lessons

1.595
1.595
2.286
1.829
2.238
1.881
2.405
1.357

1.39
2.3
1.214
1.667
1.238
1.833

1.619
1.429
1.143
1.643
1.262

1.381
2.81
1.571
1.214
1.214
1.048
2.286
1.119
1.024
1.286
3.048
1.024
2.619
1.31

2.133
2.131
2.819
2.265
2.602
2.241
2.765
1,675

1.702
2.595
1.476
1.905
1.476
2.071

1.855
1.655
1.357
1.845
1.458
1.56
2.988
1.744
1.373
1.373
1.19
2.417
1.226
1.131
1.361
3.131
1.084
2.679
1.341

Differ-
ences

in MR

.538

.536

.533

.436

.364

.360
.360
.318

.312
.295
.262
.238
.238
.238

.236
.226
.214
.202
.196
.179
.178
.173
.159
.159
.142
.131
.107
.107
.075
.083
.06
.06
.031
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TABLE XXVII--ontinued

ME MR
Variable FT NFT

Self-control 1.095
Recognize colors, shapes, numbers, letters 1.048
Display area for children's work 1.143
Show and tell 1.405
Learning to answer teacher's questions 1.191
Religious education 2,.37
Learning to cooperate 1.024
Learning to feel good about himself 1.024
Crayons or paint for art activities 1.429
Learning manners 1.214
Learning how others feel 1.119
Simple arithmetic 2.262
Long periods of free choice activities 3.857
Learning to play alone 1.238
Learning to obey the teacher 1.119
Learning to follow directions 1.119
Developmental testing 1"952
Learning to solve problems 1.341
Bathroom facilities adjacent to classroom 1.524
School programs for parents 1.833
Frequent periods of teaching whole class 1.81
Parent education meetings 2.143
Art papers or worksheets 1.31
Simple reading 2.31
Letters to parents about child's progress 2.238
Progress charts 2.238
Grouping according to ability 2.857
Learning to compete 2.429
Teacher aides 2.548
Parent participation in the class on
a regular basis 3.095

IQ tests 3.143
Report cards 3.929

1.12
1.072
1.155
1.417
1.193
2.357
1.012
1.012

1.398
1.181
1.084
2.226
3.81
1* 181
1.06
1.06
1.893
1.268
1.407
1.711
1.679
2.012

1.169
2.119
2.012
2.0
2.542
2.085
2.155

2.627
2.655
3.31

Differ-
ences
inMR
.025
.024
.012
.012
.002
.0
.012
.012
.031
.033
.035
.036
.047
.057
.059
.059
*059
.073
.117
.122
.131
.131
.141
.191
.226
.238
.315
.344
.393

.468

.488

.619.61
* Mean responses for parents who have had formal training

in child development or education.

** Mean responses for parents who have not had formal
training in child development or education.
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TABLE XXVIII

MEAN RESPONSES FOR PARENTS WHOSE FIRST CHILD
IS ATTENDING PRESCHOOL AND FOR PARENTS
WHOSE OLDER CHILDREN HAVE ATTENDED

MR .MR Differ-
Variable iC 00 ences

* * in SCR

Studies of ethnic groups in the community 1.775 2.319 .544
Long periods of free choice activities 3.638 4.104 .466
Religious education 2.213 2.625 .412
Letters to parents about child's progress 1.925 2.333 .408
Parent participation in the class on a
regular basis 2.633 3.0 .367

Emphasis on fantasy 2.342 2.702 .36
Area where child can be alone but observed 1.987 2.319 .332
Crayons or paint always available 2.747 3.064 .317
Foreign language 2.263 2.542 .279
Physical education 1.3 1.563 .263
Parent education meetings 1.95 2.208 .258
Art lessons 1.75 2.0 .25
Free choice activities to break up

periods of learning 1.785 2.021 .236
Dance or movement 1.7 1.917 .217
Simple arithmetic 2.2 2.417 .217
Soft furniture in the classroom 2.538 2.708 .17
School programs for parents 1.713 1.872 .159
Short, regular periods of free choice

activities 1.563 1.708 .145
Learning about community helpers 1.338 1.468 .13
Teacher aides 2.225 2.354 .129
Frequent periods of teaching whole class 1.688 1.813 .125
Simple reading 2.163 2.271 .108
Free choice art activities 1.55 1.646 .096
Clay or play dough available at all times 3.113 3.208 .095
Learning how others feel 1.063 1.149 .086
Field trips 1.288 1.362 .074
Water play 2.615 2.681 .066
Indoor play area 1.125 1.188 .063
Clay or play dough for special activities 1.658 1.702 .044
Learning to feel good about himself 1.0 1.043 .043
Music 1.388 1.417 .029



140

TABLE XXVIII--Continued

MR MR Differ-
Variable FC 00 ences

in MR

Learning to play with others 1.038 1.064 .026
Learning to play alone 1.188 1.213 .025
Equipped outdoor play area 1.088 1.104 .016
Learning to follow directions 1.075 1.085 .01
Learning manners 1.188 1.191 .003
Report cards 3.413 3.416 .003
Special visitors to class 1.338 1.34 .002
Art papers or worksheets 1.228 1.229 .001
Learning to answer teacher's questions 1.2 1.191 .009
Learning to cooperate 1.025 1.0 .025
Recognize colors, shapes, numbers,

letters 1.089 1.063 .026
Carpets 2.494 2.458 .036
Emphasis on real life 1.329 1.292 .037
Self-control 1.125 1.085 .04
College training for teachers 1.563 1.521 .042
Sand 2.646 2.604 .042
Display areas for children's works 1.138 1.083 .055
Learning to obey teacher 1.1 1.043 .057
Grouping according to ability 2.646 2.583 .063
Progress charts 2.114 2.042 .072
Grass 2.0 1.917 .083
Small class size 1.313 1.229 .084
Musical or rhythm instruments 1.525 1.438 .087
Crayons or paint for art lessons 1.443 1.354 .089
Animals in the classroom 2.152 2.042 .11
Show and tell 1.45 1.333 .117
Parent-teacher conferences 1.25 1.104 .145
Learning how to solve problems 1.346 1.191 .155
Basic science 2.063 1.896 .167
Developmental testing 1.975 1.792 .183
Learning to compete 2.278 2.043 .235
Bathroom facilities adjacent to the

classroom 1.538 1.298 .24
Require group attention for lessons 1.436 1.167 .269
IQ tests 3.163 2.833 .33



TABLE XXVIII--Continued

* Mean responses for parents whose first child is
attending preschool,

** Mean response for parents whose older children have
attended preschool.
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