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Preschsol Ëxperience and Adjustnnent Z

Abstract

The effects of type and duration o'f preschooi peer experience on children,s
adjustment to Kindergarten vvere investigated. Forty-six Kindergarten childrer¡ were
randonnly selected. lnformation about the type and duration of these ehildren's preschool
peer experience was obtained through a parent guestionnaire. Categories for type of
experience included center day care, farníly day care home, regular eãre by a s¡tter or
relative, nlJrsely school, church activities, sports activities, 

-play 
group and other

aetívities. Teachers evaluated the children's adjustment aftãr tu¿o months of
Kindergarten using the Child at School Sehedule (Kysel et a!., 1gS3). Statistieal analysis
indicated that there were no differences between the chilelren who had partícipated ln any
paÉieular type of preschool peer ëxperienee and those who had not. hffects of durafioÃ
were that e hildren who had medium duration (4025-5e15 hours) of preschool peer
experience were significantly hretter adjusted than those with low duraiion (ü-gf 6?
hours)' Ëhildren with medium duration were also better adjusted than those Wtn irlgtl
duration (6704-10963 hours), though the difference was not signíficant. Additionaf
analysis found that chronological age ef Kindergarten chifdren had no sig¡ificant effect
on adjustment scores , nor did the nunrber of preschool peer expêriences in which the
children had taken par-t. $tatistieal analysis by gender, however, indicated that femalcs
were signifieantly better adjusted than males at the Kinclergarten level. Direetions for
further research include investigation of variable interaetions made possible with e larger
sample size, studies using longitudinal designs in order to investigate the cha.racteristies
and quality of prescl'tool experienees, and use of qualitative research methods tCI
determine parerltal reasons for selection of type and duration of preschool peer
experienee.
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Chapter CIne: lntroduction and Review of the Literature

Statennerit of the Froblem

The effects of out-of-home carê ön subsequent soeial adjustment is ä

controversial issue within both the scholarly (Beisky, 1986, 1988; elarke-stevirart, Xgg&)

and popr'll*n pnesses ([-{owes, 1gg0). The purpose of thís research was to study ihe

relationship befuve*n ehildren's adjustnient to Kindergaffen and the type and duration of

their prcschool peer experienee.

Past research has beer¡ ineonclr¡slve and contradictory regarding the so*lal

effects of presehool peer experienees. Early neseareh was limited to issues of parent-

child bo¡'¡ding and sulosequetlt researeh foeussed on the effects of eare-orie¡.lted

settings. Few studies have investigated the effects of peer interaetisns on ehlldren,s

ad.lustment. Those thai har¡e løoked at peer i¡rfl¡.¡enecs have stressed the ser!CIus

consequênees of peer nejection and early school nralad.iustment but have failed to
provide *trategíes for avciding these ÕonseqrlenËës.

ln aeknowledgment of the lack of past research as well as the gräve

*CInseqLtenees of maladjustment, the focus of this research is to investigate the

relationship between ehlldren's type and duration of preschool peer experience anci their

adjustment to Kinderganten. By foeussing on fa-ctors related to adjustment, this research

may aid educators in suppotting ehildren's earfy school adjustment and may help

F:anents in making the nrost appropriate choices of preschool peer experiences fsr theír

children.
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Research Hypotheses

Ëecause past research provided no elear pattern of findings regarding the effects

of type and duration af Õare çn ehildren's Kindergarten adjustment, the hypotheses for

thís study w+¡"e r'¡ull statenrents. TÍre hypotheses are: (1) the type of children,s

presehool pee!' expenier¡ees witl not influ¡ence their adjust¡nent to Kindergaften; (Z) the

dunation of children's preschool peer experienees will not ir¡fluerïce their adjustment to

Kindergarten.

Definitions of Variables

Adjustment was defined as "...the outco¡nes of ehildren's atternpts to adapt to

the demands of the school errvironn"¡ent" (Ladd, 1ggt, p. 1083), and was re¡rresented by

the children's scores on the Child at School $chedule (Kysel , Varlaam, Stol!, &
Sammons, 1983). Type of preschool experiençe was defined as the activities in whieh

the ctrildren partlcipated with other children þefore entering Kindergarten. Type of

prögrâm was deseribed by category, those being center day care, family day care horne,

spotts activities, chureh activities, play group, cornmunity elub activities, nursery school,

regulan eare by a baby-sitter or relative and other activities. Ðuratio¡r of preschoo!

actit¡ities was defined as the total nun'lber of hours ehildren attended preschooN aetivities

with their peers as calculated from infornratio,n providecJ by the parer.lts.
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Review of the Literature

lmpoffianee and Effecis of Adjustment to School

Children's abiliiy tc, adjust to the Kindergarten sehool envlronsnent effects not onfy

their oultcomes in terms of success in Kindergarten, but !s influential on ft",ctLjre

perf,ormance in and attitudes toward sehool and ultimately to school success or failure

iladd & Priee, XgST). In recognitiori of the implications of early school adjustnlent,

researchers have begun to stress that social competence should be considered equally,

if not in gneater ffieasure than ehlldren's acadenrie skills as a Sauge of sehool suecess in

Kindergarten (Connoliy& Doyle, 1981;Pellegrini & Glíckman,'lggt; Vr/aters & Sroufe,

1S83). Hxplaring and evaluating social competence has been difficult, however, heeause

of problenns in defining the construct. ln 1978, Zlgler and Trickett called upon social

seientists to develop a practical definition and a coherent measure of socla! compete¡lce.

More recent researehers have aecepted that challenge. Fellegrini and Glickman (f gg0)

accepted Zigler's and Trickett's (1978) position statement and suggested using nruttiple

ffieäsures to achieve this goal. Pellegrini and Gliekman felt that peer relations and

school aehievement were important, interdependent measures of sehool adaptation.

They suggested that measuring social competence was best achieved using

observational data, teachers rating seales, peer nominatiCIn rrleasures and standardized

tests. These views werereflective of those of many other soeial scieniists (Anderson and

F/Tessiek, 1973; Clarke-Stewart and Fein, 19S3; F¡essick, 1gB3; Wate¡.s and Srçufe,

x s83).

Through measuring cirildren's sceial eompetence in a school setting, resea¡'chers

began to discover disturbing implications of Kinderga*en maladjustment. Using peer

aeaeptanee as ã measure of social adjustnrent, researçfrers ldentified peer rejeetion as a
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most r+liable preelietor of later psyehosoeÌal malaCjustment as measured by incidenee of

juvenile delinquency (Roff, Sells & Golden , 1972), of mental health referrals (Cowerr,

Federson, Babigian, lzzo 8. Trost, 1973) and of dropping sutof school (Ullman, 1S5Z),

Further, children establish attitudes and reputrations du¡ring KindergaÉe¡r that follow ther¿r

thrnugh ffiany years of schooling (Ladd & Priee, 1ss7). Ladd and Frice (1gg7) found

that aggressive behavior and negative peer contact led to peer rejeetion and were

concLlrrently and predietively related to teacher's pereeptions of str¡dents as maladjusted.

Ohildren who experíence maladjustment in Kindergarten need to be identified

and assisted in the adjustmenf process. The advantage of early identification is grat

these children tän be piovided with supBorts to foster their adjustment and that

infor¡"nation about effective interventions can be learned and used with other chlldren. [n

aeknowledging the impiications of Kindergarten maladjustment on school success,

researchens anei edueators are eallecl upon to explore the faetors influencing adjustnnent

and to ensure that each ehild is supported in his or her efforts to adjust to the seht¡el

environment.

Effects of Day Care

During the late sixties and early seventies, nnost research related to preschoo!

eetivíties explored the effaets of ssparatioft batwøan mother and ehíld en the ehilei,s

mental health. Belsky (19S4) repoffied that negative effects were expeeted as a result of

separation and that str,¡dies were set up speeifieally to determine the eauses of these

etïects. lt was ¡rot untll the late seventies that day care research experienced a major

refoeussing' lMueh of thôs ehange in direction Ëan be aitributed to the erforts of BelsÇ

and $teínberg (1978) and their review of day rarë research at that tínre. Belsky and

Steinbeng, in repoding the findings of their review, found that the research supported that

high-qi;allty, eet:ter-based day ear* had n* negative effeets *n th* mcthcr-c[rild !rCI¡.1d.
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Fr*s't'l theçe findings, sr"tbsequent research began to explore day eare's effects on

ehlldren's eognitive, physieal and social-emotional development. T6e results ef these

studies were varied.

sc¡ne ef the studies (Gold & Andre, lgBT; Ladd & Frice, 1gg7; shwarz,

Stickland & Krolick, 1972) suggested that the effects of day care êxperience on children

were positive' Ladd and Priee (1gSÐ esndueted a study on fifty-eight children by

n'leasuring adjustnrrent in preschool, early Kindergarten and late Klndergaften. Th*5r

investigated the presehool is scho*i transition an<i were interested in faetqrs wlrich

predicted ehildren's adjustment to the schcCIl setting. Ledd ane* Prlee faund that ehíld¡en

with greater day Ëare exFerience cjennonstrated less anxie'ry as a result of the transition to

Kindergar-ten and that those who attended day eare were better adjusted than children

who had not attended. These findings wêre supported by those of Gold and .Andre

(1978). Gold and Andre studied 'l'i0 ¡rursery sehool *hildren to see whether maternal

employme¡rt had an effect on Kindergarten adjustment. They found that there was

significant differences between children whose metlrers were employed and tlrçse whose

mothers were not employed. Children whose mothers were employed dennonstrated

better adjustment on nine out of eleven ffileasurement items. Gsld and .Andre eoncluded

thai these effects may have been a result of the ehilejren with employed mothers heing

adapted to nonparental care prior to Kindergarten. Another study wlth similar findings

was that of Shwarz, Striekland and Kroliek (1972). Shwa¡z et ai. matehed tvtienf,u

children who had staÉed day eare as infants with twenty chílc$ren who began day eare at

age three or four. l$dhen they measuired adjustment at the first and fifth week of nursery

sehsol, $hwarz et al. found than the ehildren whe had attended infant day care

derne¡ns't¡'ated íess tensieln, shelved filÕrë pesitive affee'e ar¡d had higher social interaeticir

sçores' ,4[Ëhcutgh the sç*res of þoth groups inereased during the measurenrent period,

the difflerenees beh¡Ieen those childnen with infant care and those without remained
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signifTeant. Thesethree studies (Gold & Andre, 1978; Ladd and priee, lgg7; Shwam,

striektand & Kroliek, 1972) support the positive effects of day care.

Õther studies (Finklestien, Dent, Gallagher & Ramey, 1g7B; Ramey et a!., .Tgg1;

Shwarz, Strickland & Kroliek, 1974 ) found that the day care experiences had negative

effeets on chlldren. !n a later study, $hwan, Strickland and Krolick (1gTAj failed to

neplicate their'1972 findings when ihey cor"rduct+d similar researeh. Shwarz et at. (1g74i

studied ni¡'leteen children who had entered day care as infa¡rts and nratched thenr with

nineteen ehildren who had no day cäre expedienee. When behavíor wãs rneasured at

ages three and fot¡l', children who attended day care were found to be rnore aggressirre,

mo¡'e active and less eo-operative vr¡ith adults. These findings were supported by

Finklestien etal. ('19S2). Fi¡'lklestein eta!. found that, while children who atrended clay

care demonstrated no signifieant problems ln social development in day care, signifíeant

diffierences were found irl aggressiveness and hosti|ity between the day care group and a

controi üroup when measured at Kindergaden entr1. Ramey, MaePhee and Baker-Warcl

(1981) also found that thein research findings identified chlldren who had atrended day

eare since infaney ä5 more hsstile than iheir home-reared peers, äs measures by their

teachers in early Kindergarten. Thus, the rnain negative eff*cts of day çãre ês icl+rrtíËíee{

in these studies were aggression and hostiliby.

ln her review of day care effeets, e larke-Stewaffi (19S2) ldentified both positive

and negative erfleËts äs ä ¡"ês,L¡it of e{ay eärê êxpérisnee. tÍarke-Stewart reportec{ that

chi[dren with day tare experience were found to be more helpful, mûre outgcing and

ËHüre eo-operative. They were found to have mrre cornplex, reciprocal and mature

interactlons and tc be less tinrld and feaffu!. Their social skills were superior to

agemates with no day eare experience. Upon starting sehosl, ehildren who attenclee$ elay

çare were better adjusted, more persistent at tasks, ænel ¡'lote likel¡l to be fsaderç.

However, the negative effeets of day eäte êxperience were also discussed. Õlanke-

Stewar"t founcí *hildren vuith day Gare experieiree to be rnore lcud and h*istercL¡s, |*4ilre
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competitive and aggressive. They were less polite, less agreeable to adult request*, and

less respeetful of others' rights. îhese effects, both positive and negative, were found ts

*arry s,ver the first few years of school.

Üther studies (Heist,'198'l; Matloek & Green, 1989; Moskowitz et al., lgTZ;

Õ'Co¡'lnell, 1983 ) challenged the findings that day eare promotes these negative

behaviors in ehiidren. l"'leist (19S1) reviewed seven studies about the effects of day eale.

One of the findings consistently repo*ed across the studies wa$ lack cf aggressi*r: çnd

negative behaviors in eenter day eare anef famity ciay care settings (g'üonne[¡, ,lg6g].

þJlatlock and Green (1SSg) condueted a study ccmparing 45 four year old childre¡r- 1S

who had attended day care and 27 who had not. Matlock ancJ Green found no siEnificant

differenees between children who had afiended day care and those i,vho vi¡ere honre-

reared' Neither Eroup was found to be more aggressive than the other or to be ffi*rë

soeially eompetent than tlre other. ft¡Íoskowifz, shwara and corsin; (1g77) found that

while day eare experienee may lead to some behavioral ehanges, there was nÕ paftieullar

iendency toward an increase or decrease in maladjustnrent or psychosociat disorders.

Thus, the research about the effeets of c{ay care presents flndings that day eare

experience promotes positive behavior, promotes negative hehavicr, pronrotes ¡rositive

and negative behavior and does not promote negative behavior. With such eonflieting

findings, it became apparent that the transition from conduetíng research on parent-child

separation to studying th+ ctiects of clay eare haei identified sùme major iim¡itatio¡ls ar¡d

qualifuing features sf the nesearch. Belslcy and Steinberg (197S) identified nrajor

limitations in the way day cärë researeh was being eonduetetl a¡rei eaileei Liiä{r¡r sociaË

scientists to make the approprlat*^ methCIdology changes. Belsky and Steinberg

suggested that the a¡tificial iaboratory seffiing was not the best ¡rlaee to eonduet

observational and hehaviora! researeh Õn ctrildren. Th*y also suggested Ëhat

researehers should give more atter¡tisn to the loirg-term effieets of day eare rather than

foeussinrg exalusively cf the lr:rrnedlate effect*. Betsicy ane! $teinheng *haltengeef
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researehers to change their research designs to be more representatlrye of th*se usil'lg

day eare. Researehers of day eare to this point were foeussíng their ¡:opulatir¡¡.¡s iqî

University-based day tares, whieh prcvided *are whieh vuäs n*t nee*ssarlny

representative of the standards in other day care se{tings (Belsky and Steinberg, lSZE;

Olarke-Stewart, 'tr$82; Zigler asrd Gorden, rce?). Although research so far had fCI*r.¡sseel

on center-based care, the nnajority sf children in care wère, at that time as they are today,

in li*ensed on unlicensed farnlly day eare h*nres (Biemiller, Regan, & Lero,.lggT;

FenÇe, 19S8)' Methodology conçern$ made the abilig to generalize the results of these

studies questionable. As a result of Belsky and Steinberg's review, researehe¡.s ir: the

early 198Ü's began to diversify theír approach to studying the effects on e hildren in care.

Different program types \{¿ete examined in an effoff to deternrine the best type of ca¡.e.

More emphasis was plaeed on diseovering actual outeomes than on eNplaining assumec;

outcomes. Less reseæreh focussed o¡r University-based centers, and more family day

eare hotvres aneì eermmunity-based centers vr¡ere studied. The results of these studies

varied.

Untí! 1978, few studies examined the effe*ts of dlffererrt {rpes çf n*nparentai care

settings on children's beh¡avisr. üire eNeeption was a study eondueted by Vülnnet,

Fuchs, Moffeta¡"¡d Nervlano in 1977. Winnetetal. studied 124 ehildren ageet three to

five and one half years old who had affiended a variety of eare seffiings including 35

children in eenter day care, 't5 chilefren in family day care, 43 children i¡r no day care and

3'Í children in a mixture of family anci eenter day care. They fsund t¡at eaeh grouB of

children clid not differ systematically from tÍre others on social development. The day

eare eenters used in the study werë tCImmunity-based as opposed to University-based.

Á.notf'rer *xeeption waS a study conducted hy l-ippman and Grote (1974). Lippman and
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Grote studied 198 children aged one to four years ofd. The children attended family day

eare, center day eare or no day carê. These researchers found that the Sroups did not

differ systematícally by soeial and emotíanal charaeteristics sueh a* eo-operativêne$$

and reaction ts stress. ln 1978, Golden, Rosenbluth, Grossi, Folieare, Freeman arrd

Brownlee presented a longitudinal study oî 437 children whs attended center elay eare,

family day care, and no day care. At eighieen and 36 months, the el-rildren were

evaluated o¡r various areas of developnrent. There were no signif,can'lt differenees

between the groups at either ffeasurement age in terms of social development ratings.

The day care centers used in the study were eommunity-based and publiely subsidiued.

The family day eare hsmes were licensed. Gunnerson (1978) conducted a similar study

and fçund sinnilar results. Gunnersen studied '101 e hildren who attended centen daSr

eare, famlty day eare, play groups, no day care and a mixture of settings. Gunnerson

alsç found nc *ignífieent díffer*n*es b*tween any of the Sroups. His findings supporÈed

thss* of Winnet ei al. (1S77), Lippmarn and Grote (1974), Golden et al. (IEZS). Two

r*tre studies reffeeted these findings. The first was that of Howes and Rubi¡rstein

(1978). l-ior¡i¡es and Rubinstein studied forfy toddlers- twentywho attended family day

care and tvuenty who attended eenter day eare. They faund no signifieant differenees ín

peer soeial behavlor and interaetions or in social interactions with earegivers. The

seeond study is that of MlcKinncn, Flaggeffi and Patterson (19S2) who stud[ed the l*ng-

term effects of Montessorí presehool, other preschoof and no preschr:ol. flulcKinnsn et a!.

fot¡¡ld that there vìJere no signifieant differences hehrueen the groilps in terms cf s**ial

development measured at ages five through nine years. These six studies, *panning an

*ight year period, suggested that the type of preschool eare that ehildren experience hacj

na effec't on their soeial development.

Üther studies found that fype *f care did signifieantly effeet children's soelal

behevior. For example, in 197? Saunders and Keister reported their findíngs of the

effeets *n infants in eenter day earc a¡rd in family day eare settíngs. Twenff-twc infants
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vdere studied, twelve who ãffiended family day care homes and ten who attended eenter

day care' The ehildrên were measured at tl"¡ree month intervals up to the age cf three.

$aunders and Keister found that, over the two year ffieasurement perlod, F*ø/o cf the

children in family day eare homes experienced loss in soeial developmer¡t seE:res. åi'r

çontrast, a farge percentage cf the ehildren who attended eenter day care experien*ed

increases in soeial development seores. Clarke-$tewa¡t (197g,1g8ü, lgSZ) etrntjueted a

study of 152 children aged two to four years. The chíldren attended cesrter day cares,

family day eares, paft-time nursêry school, no day care and a mlxture of eenter elay car*

and baby-síttíng arrangement*. Çlarke-$tewart foulnd that tfie ehildren with nc day eere

experience seored poorest Õn mêasures of social eompetenee. ehíldren in family day

eare homes seored above children with no day eare experience, while ehildren wíthir¡

center day care seffings scored higher than those in family day eare homes. The

*fiild¡'en !n ¡rart-tinre nilrsery sehool seored the highest of all groups. Ghildren who

attendecl farnily day eare homes scored lower than ail other gröups on ffieasures of co-

operation and prosocial behavior with adults.

ÜlÍTerences in soeiai l¡ehavior- vrâ$ again found ín a 1982 study by Mecartney,

$Çarr, Phillips, Grajik, and Shwarz. fuilctartney et al. studied '156 children aged three to

five years. The children had attended family day care, center day care, or baby-sitting

ar!'angeÍnents for at Íeast siN months. Thrs study found that the ctrildren enrolted in

center day eare ae infants we¡re rated as môflê en'¡otionally maladjustëd than chlldren in

othe¡'groups v'¡ho entered *are as ir'¡fants er at later ages" Na differences in soeial

adjustment was found þehrueen family day care and eenter day care settings. Type of

Ëare was again shown to be signifieant !n a study d*ne by Ê.ndersson {'lSS$}. ,endenssCIn

st¡'¡died 1 19 ehildl'er¡ who attended center day care and fanriiy day eare. tÍrildren,s

development and behavior was followed frsm the first year of life until age nlne. This

siudy reported that ehildren in early eenter clay eare were rated more favorably on

s**iopers*na! affirihutes than children who attended center e*ay eane at a later ägê rr
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those wh* attended family d.a,¡ oar*. lt shculd [:e noted that this study took plaee in

Sweden.

Thus, the research çn the effects af type of presehool peer *xperi*rr** +¡r

ehiådren's adjustment is very eontraeliet+iy. While several studies indieate that type of

presehool Peer experienee does not have an impact on social competeney, other studies

demonstraied that type of preschool peêr êxpêrienee does have great impact. tf those

studies dernonstrating that type of eare is significant, few agree as to which type of care

ís most lcenefieial to enhancing prosoeial behavior and adjustment.

Ëffects sf Duratlon of Fresehool Peer Ëxperienee

As is the case with the effeets of type of care, the effects of duration of eare are

equnlly c*nir"*r'ersíaÍ. A varief.y of research suppor"ts that longer duration of eare

inereases the positive effects of day cârÊ experience. t-add (1ggû) conducted a stnrdy

cCIneerned with deternrining the predietors of chlldren's early school adjustrnent. While

Ladd found that d¡;ration of day carê experience did not effect ehildren's early

perceptions of school, the duration of preschool care did forecast changes in children,s

pereeptions toward sehool, that would take place as the sehool year unfolded. He fsund

that the ehildren with greater day care expërience cleveloped more positive attitudes

toward school. Andersson's 198$ study iook a longitudinal nrcasurerrlent of ehildren's

acljustment at the first year of life through nine years of age. Andersson found that

ehildren who began day carê âs infants were rated by teachers ãs more persistent and

independent, ntore soeially confider¡t, less anxious and as having an easier transiti*n

from nurserysehool io Kindergar"ten. Ladd and Priee (1987) studied fifty-three children

cf mixed socioeecnonîic haekgn*unds who werç randon'll3r seleeted frcm r*idvueçterr:

Ameriean day eare centers before entry into Kindergarten. Ådjustment was measured in

Pr€Æ{;h*+|, æarl;*'{"r*r}'+rgert*n *nd late Kindergarien. Ledd and Frice f*und a signiflcant
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relationship hetween the duration of ehildren's öare and their adjustment to Kindergarten.

Cl'tildren with greater duration of eare were rated as be'eter adjusted by their teaeher,

Field (1991) eonducted a sirnilarstudy hut used battr parenta! and teacher rating seales

to measure adjustment. Ëarents of ehiEdren viiith greater elay carë ëxpérienee rated iheir

children as having emotional rn¡ell-beinS, leadership, p*pr:larlff, attract¡veness,

asse¡tiveness and deereased aggression. Teaehers agreed that the children with more

day çare experlenee rated higl'ler çr"t em*t¡cnæ! well-b*inE, attraetiveness and

asseftiveness. Field went on to find that the children with extensive preschool day eare

experience in high quality eare aehieved higher grades than their peers and vr¡ere rïÌóre

frequently plaeed in programming for gifted learners.

The negative effeets of longer duration cf care were refleetecl in several res*areh

studíes (Raph et a[., f 968; Shwa¡z et al., 1974>. Shwarz, Strickland ar"icl Kralie k {1#74}
compared children aged thrree and four years who had attended infant day care enei

those who had not. They found that ehildren who had more extensive day eare

experience were rated as less co-operative, more aggressive and less tclerant of

frustration. The findíngs about the detrimental effects of fong-term day care are refleeted

in the vievrrs of Raph, Thomas, Chess and Korn (196S). Raph et al. eopnpared hiu*

groups of ehildren upon entry into Kindergarten. The first group had over two years of

presehoof day care experience and the seeond group had less than one year of

preschool earê. lt vuas shown that the children with greater e{ay eärê duratic¡r¡

denior"¡strated ffiorë negative lnteraetions wíth their teaehers than those vuith less

preschool eNperienee.

!4cwes {1Sg$} exarnined this eontroversy fronr a different perspective. þlor,ves

n'leasured children adjustment at the etld of Kindergaften using teaeher and parent ratipg

scales. She found that longer duration of preschool day eare experienee in high qualify

eane led to better adjustment vvhite longer duration in Bnor quality presehool day ear-e led
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to poorer social adjustment. Griteria fer high and lcw quality rärê wer€ des*riþecf rn

detail ineludlng sueh faetors as adult:child ratios and primary earegiver transitions.

Çlarke-stewañ (19s2) alsc had a unlque perception on duratícn *f eare. $it*
found that the isstie cf peer interactisn vuäs ã eornplex one. Clarke-Stewart feuneJ that

experienee with one peer was better than no peer experlenee and that experience wit¡.r

'two peers was better than experience with one. l{ôwever, she eautioned that at a certain

point toc mErch peer experiene* rnight bee*n're detri¡nental.

Su¡r'rmary

There are many conflicting views presenteel within the literature regarding the

effects of fope and duration of presehool peer experience on adjustment to Kine{erEarten.

Althoilgh the research has progressed substantially from the days where panent-eh¡le!

bonding was the majon concern, tlre focus of the researcli is sti¡õ on the e'ffects oi loeatisr-r

of care and ffpe of caregiver. With the ex*epti*n of one study that considered playr

SrCIups' all research has focussed on formal eare settings such as day eare eenters, day

eare homes and nursery schools. Little attention has been paid to the effects of peer

inte¡actions in situation where the first eoneerR is not supervision of the ehild. Ëu¡ther

exan'lination of less care-oríented peer eontact such as *hur*h activiges, play grou¡=*

and sports activities would provide more information about the effects of peer ínteractions

ch ildren's adjustrnent t* Kine{ergærterr.
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ühapter îvue¡: ÍVlethodology

Fa¡ticipante

Ïhe elasses in the sarnplë wêrê randomly seleeted f¡'om all the Kindergaden

classes in the St. Eonífaee $chool Division whieh use Ënglish as thre language cf

instruetie¡n. There were teR classes meeting this eriterion with a total population çf Zü4

students. Ëaeh class was given a number and randonnly seleeted using a randorn

numbers table. Öf the ten classes. four elasses witlr a total of 6E students were

requested to tâke paffi in this study. Forty-eight students obtained parental permi*si*n to

pafficipate, providing a 71a/o paúieipation rate of those sai"npl*el (see f,lgure 'Ti. îhe
sample represented2S.Sø/o of the totaf population (see Figure z).

re 1: Sa Partici ation Rate

Non-Partici pants (29.0%)
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Ëiqr¡re 2: Fer of Fopulation Sampled

Popu lation sampled (.23.5%)

Population not sampled (76.5%)

ihe sernpleei classe$ \r'r*rË tts"fiprised of students from the two largest Elemeniary

Schools in the $t. Bonifaee Sehool Division- F¡ontenac School and -shamro*k Ëch**¡.

Fifteen ehÍldren participated frc¡m Frontenac School and 3'l ehildren participated fnom

$hamroek Sehool. The age range of the partieipants was from 5g to TZ months at the

iir-ne sf teae!'¡er evaluation, w¡th the mean age treing 65 r'nonths. The sample was

eonrprised of 24 females and 22 males. For all the partieipants, Hnglish was the

language usually spoken in the home. Thus, ihe linrguistlc díversity of the sannple was

çorqewhet limited, possibly indieating a lack of cultural diversifu. Hxploration of eultural

faetors beycnd iænguage spoken in the horne vrras beyond the $rüFe of this study.

Average family incçnre cf familiæ* affiending Shamrock Seh*ol wa* lrigf:er 4ran thcçe ot

families attending Frontenac School, aecording to the Director of Finance for the St.

Bonifaee Sehool Division. !-Jovuever, no *peeifie figures negarding this differencë weíe

avallable fro¡n the ilivisi*n, anei the rircst eurrent çensus inforrfiatio¡r that had been

releaseei rrvas eight years outdated.

The three teachers who taught and evaluated the students were all female and

had been teaehing Kindergarten for at least ten yeÉìr$.
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lnsiruments

There were two ínstrunrents used in this study. The first instrument was a

parent questionnaíre designed specifically for this study {see Appendix A). lt rneets the

criteria feir writinE effeetive questíon established by Babbie (lgBB). Beeause this

questianrlaire had not l:een used before, the questionnaire was piloted on five parents of

Kinderç¡arter¡ eÍrildren, îhe five fanrilies had ehitdren who had attended Kindergarten the

prevlous yêar or wCIuld be attending Kindergarten in the Fall. All lived in the st. Bc¡niface

Sehool Divisic¡n. The questisnnaíre was found to bc satisfaetory. The questionnaire

consisted of three paffis. The first part requested general infor¡,i'rati*n sbor¡t th* chil.J

sush as r"ìêlrÌe, age, gencler, bi¡'fhelaie, sehool aneí language spoken in .the horäe. The

secsnd sectio¡t listed nine pcssible categcrieç sf pr*s*hool experíenee and parents vuere

requested to indicate aetivities in which their ehildren took pari. By listing the aetivity

VP*"ç !* this wæy, this seetion w*s intended to serue es a reminder to parents of possible

aetivities ín which their ehildr-ert rltäy have partieipatecf . The eategories were day eare

eenter, day *are home, nlirsery sehool, play groulp, ehurch aefivities, community cluh

aetivities, regular care by a baby-sitter or relative, and a category called other, whieh

included all aetivitíes not fitting into the categories alreacly mentioned. The third seeiion

of tha parent questiennaira requestad specific infenmaticn *bout the activities !n v',hl*lr

the children took pa*, as indicated hy parents in the sêÇûfid sæction. lniormation

requested ineluded type of a*tivity, staffi date, finish date if applieable, number of heurs

per day and days per week attended, the apprcxinrate numþer of efiíldren in attendanee

with the pariicipant.

Tlre second instrument used was the thild at $eho*l $chedute (KyseN et al.,

1983)- The Child at Sehool Schedule (see Appenciix B) was developed in 1g83 and is a

n't*difled fr:rnr CIf the Glassroorfi Öhseruation Procedu¡'e &ehedule developed hy Ëlre
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l-ondosr Hducatienal Autherity $ehool Psychologi*al Sesviee. The Child at School

Schedule (ÜASS) is now used in Ëngland as paffi sf the íntake infornration eolleeted on

pilpils. The CA$$ eonsisted *f r¡ine pairs of statements regarding a child's

temperament, social behavicr at sehosl and a¡rproacli to learning. Ëach item is rated hy

the teacher on a five poínt scale. The value scoring is reversed on severa! ltems to

encCIuräSe ihe teaehers io read eaeh item carefully, rather than encouragíng all scores at

one end of the visual rating scale. Reliability of this instruinent was repo¡ted as follows.

lnter-rater reliability an<j test-retest reliability were re¡corted as .83 and .S1 respectirrely

using the Oo-efficient of Agreement. Validity is less clearly measured, as #É,SS is a
measure of the teacher's pereeptions of student adjustn¡ent. However, behavisr

schedules have been used successfully by Thornpson (1975) and Hughes, Finkertsn

and Plewis (1979). CASS is similar to ihe lnstruments enrployed in these studies.

Additionally, this test fulfills the four criteria of earefully eonstru*ted behar¡iCIr eheck!ís1 ae

ot"¡tlinred by Colnrar (19S8). This test was seleeted based !n its use in E:revious research

about Kindergarten adjustment and because it is clear, eonclse and easy to adnrinister t*
large numbers of children.

Frocedure

The first step in eonducting this project, after randomly selecting the classes to

participate, was to meet with the various levels of adnninistration and obtaln pernrissi*n t*
collect the data. lnformation meetings were arranged and permission was obtained frçrn

the superlntendent of the st. Bonifa*e school Division, the principals of the two school*

and the three Kindergarteir teaehers vuho took part.

ln early CIciober, parents with ehildren irr the selected classes \liere girJen a

package explaining the study. The paekage eonsisted of a cover letter explaining the

pn*je*t {se* A¡:pendiN A}, ã cfipy of the instrunrent used hy their child's tea*h*r t*
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er¡*fuate their child (see Appendix E) and a permission slip to fill out and return by nrid

Üttcber (see Appendix B). On October 15, the teachers provided the parent

questicnnaire (see Appendix C) tc each parent who had returned a parent perrnissiun

slip' Farents were requested to conrplete ancl retunn the parent questionnaire by the last

school day of October. On CIctober 25, a reminder was sent to parents about the

deadline for submitting the parent questionnaire, During the first week in frlovember, the

teæ*hers evaluated all the partieipants using the Ghild at $chool Schedule. These

evaluations, parent permission forn'ls and parent questionnaires were eollected from the

teacher upon completion and analyzeel.
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Chap'rer îh¡;ee: Results

Analysis of Varianee

A one-way analysis of variance (ANÕVA) ior eharacteristics of the parficipants and

for type and duration of preschool experienee was pe#orrned using adjustrnent s*ores as

the de¡rendant variable. The omnibus F test was selected because it is able to indieate

*ignlficant differenees amCIng any of the r¡ariables. lf a sigllificant differenee is not found,

ns rudlrer anai$icai eonrparisons will yield signifieant differences between any pair of

variahles cornpared, lf the omriihus F test lndicates a signifieant cliffere¡ree ameng the

variables, the researelrer then may eonduet further analytical eomparisons to determine

just where the differenees exãst (Keppel and $aufley, '!g$ti. There w*re fruerlry-three

vaiues eennpared isee îabËe 'ii.

Tl'le variables were dir¡ided in such a \ /ay that the eomparlspns would ï¡ield

information about the effects of each value of each variable eompareci witl-r other values

of the same variables. For exampte, the comparisons would indieate vuhether childrerr

who attended day care cente¡'s were signifieantly more adjusted or signifieanfly fess

adjusted than children who did not attend day care çenters. A lack of signifieant

elifferences vyas also a potential finding.

The one-vr¡ay Ê,NOVA inejicated æ signifieant dlfferenee asnong the Eroups formed

by elassifying the studenås by the variables of fope and duration of presehool ex¡rerienee

ane* hy schçol, age and geneler {E {12, 33) = 2.14,p.<.0b}, as indicated in Table 2.



îable 1 : Vaf ues of Variables

older
y0unger
maÍes
fennales
affiendees
non-attendees
attendees
non-attendees
atiendees
non-attendees
attendees
nor¡-attendees
attendees
non-attendees
attendees
non-attendees
attendees
non-attendees
attendees
non-attendees
low
medium
hígh

31

15
21
25
n

37
'11

35
ã4Lr¡

15
.lõt(}
2p,

11

35
29
17
i5
'1.4

10
JÞ
25
'tü
11

64-72 nranths
5S-63 nronths

eneier

y Care Ceriter

Care Home

ursery Sehool

Group

h Activities

ports Activitles

itter or Relative

t-3167 hours
4ü25-5815 hours
ø7t4-1t$53 hours

Freschool Ëxperienee and ê,cljustmenf. 2,4

Table 2: Aneva Sunrnnarv Table
Analysis of Variance

Source of df Sum of Mean Fur uurrr ur lwlçõtf I r _p.Variance Squares Ëquares

ype, 12 1024.87 85.41 ?..14 t.û5
uration,

e,
rl¿:nclær
l?ar! ¡._ik¡ .

schsol

Ërror 33 1315.19 gg.B5

Total 45 234ü.00
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Analysis of the Effeets of Type of preschool Ëxperience

Simple comparisons were performed on each variable retated to type of preschool

peer experience using the Scheffe test. The Scheffe test was seleeted beeause it is
*snservative and controls the Type lexperimentwise error rate (KeBpel & Saufley, 'TSgCI)"

Ëaeh treatment eondition related to ffpe of presehool experience wãs tested.

Table 3: Gomparisons of Adjustment Means by Type of Freschool Ëxperienee

Adjustment Means

Activity Farticipants Nonparticipants.

Day eare
Ëarniíy day eare home
Nursery school
Play group
Chr.¡rch
Sport
$iffier
Other

. No significant cliffier€nces

16.000
15.818
19.194
¿. L¿¿¿
1$.182
18.176
17.267
18.200

19.73CI
2ü.tüü
18.000
't7.571
18.943
2t.235
19.839
19.222

Groups compared were center day care experience comparec{ to no center day

care êxperience, family day care home experienee eernpäred to no fanríly day care home

experienee, nursery sehool oornpared with no nursery school eNperience, play group

eomparecj to fio play grerup experienee, ehurch aetivities conrpared to nCI church

activities, regular eare byr a sitter or relative eompared tc no regufar eare by a *itter or

relative, and other activitles compared with ne other presehool peer aetivities. Using the
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$*l'leffe t*st, no signifieant clifferenees were found in adjustment means beþ¡u¡een a'ly *f
the Eroups attending a partieular treatment Spe and those who did not affend that

specific treatment type. Although there were sorne differenees in the means, nCI

connparison produeed a statistically signifieant varianee (p=.t5) as indieated in Table S.

It should be noted that the total possihle range of a<ljustment scores was nine to

forty-five, with a score of nine representing positive adjustment and inereasing scûrês

representing less adj ustnnent.

A simple contparison was performed regarding the three levels of durati<¡r¡ of

presehool peer expel'ience. The participants' du.¡¡'ations of preschool peer ex¡:erience

were ¡:lotred on a graph and dividecl into 'lÕtlv', 'medium' and 'high' duration based on

natural eJivisions apparent on the graph (see Figure 1). The range of total hours of

preschool peer expêrience for the 'low' group was zero to 3167 hours. Total hours fsr the

'medium' grtup ranged from 4CI25 to 5815 hours and 6704 to 10g53 hours represented

ihe range for the'high' group.

The Seheffe test was seleeted for this comparlson because it is eonservative and

eonirols for Type lexperimentvvise error (Keppef & öaufley, 1gSü). The tesi resuiis

iridicated a signifieant differer:ee ir'¡ arJ.iustment sÇores bep¡yeen the groups. Tlre mean

for the 'low' eiuration group vuas 21.88ü. The mean for the 'medium' duration group vúas

15.100' The mean for the'high' duration group was 16.000, The Scheffe test indieated

a significant differenee between the 'low' duration group and the 'medium' duratian St.eup

(E (12,33) = 3.2&49,S.= .05).
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Acldltí*nal Â.nalVq!s

Seheffe eomparisons were performed on the deseriptive variables of sehooÍ,

gender aneJ age and on the variable oi varieiv* of aetivities. Three of 'Íhe variahles

compared indicated no significant differences. There were no significant differences in

adjustment scores of chÍldren atlending Shamroek School and children attending

Frçntenac Sehool. There were no signifieant differences found in children in g-¡e

'younger' Sroup of children aged 59 to 63 months and the 'oleler' group of ehildren aged

Ëigure f : Distribuiion of Totai Duration

ffidrãkÆgmd-f-dd ffisffiñwr

þ-l
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64 t* 7? cmonths in t*rms of their adjustment to Kindergarten. Variety of activity was

represented by three values, 'low' (n=14) represented children who had partieipated in

zero tç F¡¿o activities, 'mediurn' (n=23) represented children who had participated in three

to five activities and'high' (n=9) represented children who had participated ín six rr mörê

activities' There were nCI signifieant differences !n the adjustment scCIres of children r¡¡ith

a'low', 'medium' or'hiEh' variety of presehool experiences.

Gender did have a significant effect on the adjustment scores of Kindergarten

ehildren (E(12,-3-3)= a.t-?-9, p= .05), The teaehers rated the fennales (X= 1Z.,t2CI) as

signiËicantly befter adjusted than the males (X= Z1.ZSS) at the Kindergarten level.

Sunnn'¡a¡y of Findings

Ïhe variables were eompared using a one,way ANTVA and it was determineei

that a signiíieant ejlfferenee ciici exisi arnong ihe groups eonrpared. Fudher analytic

eomparisons using the Seheffe test (see Table 4),indieated that participation in any

speciftc type of presehoot experienee did not lead to significant díffierences in acljustment

from those of ehildnen who did not padieipate in that specific type of preschool

experlenee' Age, *chco! *f attendance and variety of aetivíties also failed to indieate

sign ificant d ifferenees.

Analytie con'lparisons using the $cheffe test lndieated that signifieant differences

did exist i¡r fwo of the variables examined. Þuration of presehool experlence Ërad

significant effects of aeljustment, with the group with a medium duration being

signifieantly beiter adjcrsted than those with low duration. The medium group vuere also

hetter adjusted than the high duration gnoup, althcugh the differcnce was not s[gnifieant.

Gender was aiss related to slgnifieant differenees in adjustmerrt. Females were fuund tc¡

be signifieantly beffier adjusted than nrales.
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LË

Age older
youfiger

Shamrock
Frontenae

males
females

31
4ElÞt

31
15

A
A

A
A

A
n
U

Gender 21
25

Day Care Center atter¡dees
non-attendees a7

11

35
31
15
18
28
'f1

35
29
17
15
31
10
36

À

A
A
A
Â,

Â
A
A
A

A

A
l\
A
Ât{
A

A
E

ffi

Care Home attendees
non-attendees

rsery School affendees
non-attendees

Group attendees
non-attendees

eh Éretivities attendees
nsn-attene{ees

ports Activities attendees
non-attendees

itier or Relative attendees
non-attendees
aftendees
non-aftendees

lot'v

nnediurn
hish

25
¡ I-J

11

Tahle 4: Results of the $cheffe Ëonr

"NOTE: Comparison codes that areã
difference (p.=.05) using the Scheffe test.
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Ghapter Four: Ë)iscussion

The $cheffe test indieated that type of preschool peer experience including eenter

day eare, family day eare home, nursery sehool, play group, ehurch ae.tivitles, s¡:ort

activities, regular eare by a s!ffier or relative and other activities were not related tCI

significant differences in the ehíldren's adjustment scores. These results supperrf the

findings of Vtfinnet et at. t1g77j, l-ippman and Grote (1974], Gotder¡ et al. (1SZS],

Gunnerson (1978), Howes and Rubinstein (1S7S) and MeKinnon etal. (lgg2). These

results do not support the findings of Sau¡¡rders and Keister {1972), Clarke-$tewart

(1978, 198CI, 1982), Mceadney et al. (19S2) orAndersson (1S8g). Length of presehogl

þeer experience, horrverrer, made a signifieant differenee.

There arê a number of possible reasons for these results. A wicle range of

potential factors may harre effected, either alone or in some eomhination, the result*.

Limited Retiability and ValidiV in the.lnstruments

Parental recall may have been flawed when filling out the questionnaires. The

questionnaire asked parents to provide information about their ehildren's presehool

experience that occurred up to 72 months in the past. lt is possible that parents omitted

sorne of iheir child's presehool peer expêrience or that they included an experienee that

was not undertaken by their Kindergarten child, but by another of their e hitdren.

Second, the Child at School testing instrument may have been unreliable. This

rating scale is at hest a rTleasurement of the teaehe¡'s perceptions *f Kindergaffien

ehiÍdre¡r's adjustnrent in the iirst rrveek of Nor¡ember. The seores eould have been

effected by a variety of factors ineluding children's behavior, teachet's pereeptions, and

timing' Beeause all students' adjustment was measured within a one week períod,

teaeher perceptions could have been effectcd by the children's mcst reeent hehavior.
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This heharvior, heeause of the Halloween celebrations the previous Friday, mãy Ðr rnäy

not have been representative of the children's usual behavior. Third, the perceptions of

tfie teachers n'ìay also have been effected by their own moods or prejudiees. The

teachels view ef specific ehildren may have been biased by experiences with the

children's older siblings, information about the students passed along frorn the fiursëry

sehsol teaeher, or by personality confliets witlr tlrese ehitdren or their parents. Teaehers

may also have had some predetermined ideas about the effects of presctroel exBerience,

as welf as information al¡out individr.¡al children's preschooÍ eNperience from intake

nreetings wlth parents. These tvr¡o factor$ mäy have corrbined and created a self-

fulfitllng propheey in terms of the teaeher's pereeptions of the chiidren's adjustment in

Kindergaften.

,& possible cause for the lack of significant differences between the groups is that

the ho¡me environment is morê influential to adjustment than is peer preschool

experience, as suggested by MeKinnon etal. (1982). lf thls is so, the effects of horne

envlronment would eer-tainly be enhanced by generous maternity and parental leaves,

and other employment aecommodations for parenting such as work-place day cares,

flextime and job sharing initiatives. All these faetors suppod the family relationship,

therefore enhancing the i¡rfluence of the home environment on the ehild. Fu¡ther stuc{ies

af the effieets of horne environment on adjustment using qualitative research methods

woulel provide morc insights into this variable.

Å,nother possible causë for the lack of significant differences in ehildren's

ne!.i*s,tment as related to tyg:e af preschool experie¡'lee is the potential laek of differences

in the preschool experienees available. Aeeording to Stewart-Clarke (1982), when askecl

af¡out the most inrpoftant outeorne for thelr ehlldren when selecting preschool

experienees, parents' most frequent rêsponse involveei the socialization of their children.

Hou¡es (1$SCI) suggested that tt-re range of aeeeptable behavior within a group setting is
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someinrhat more restrictive than that tolerated by individua! parents. That is, ehildren in a

group setting must adjust their behavior in order to beeome part of the group. Thus, the

potential for socialization in any presehool activity is present. perhaps diminishing the

differences in the effects on children in different activities. The similarities in activity

vpes are further regulated by lieensing bodies interested in the eare *f children. ,&ll eiay

care eenters and farníly day care homes with i¡'¡ore that f'our children must be licensed

and regulated by the Child Day Õare Offiee. h4ost nursery schoots are regulated by the

sa¡'nê organization. Polieies and standartjs related to programming and behavior

management are stipulated by the licensing body, greatty influeneing consistency in

meeting minimum standards and in diminishing differenees ín the ínfluenees qf the

various tyf:es of activities.

Finally, Moskowite et al. (1977) suggested that any preschool experienees with

*ther children may effeet some behar¡iors, but that few children vrrill have significant

effieets related to maladjustment.

Findings ãre suggestive that potentially any ancl in probability a combination of the

above-metltie¡ned factors influeneed the finding that type of presehool peer experienee

had no signifieant effect on ad.lustment of Kindergaffien clriid¡.en.

Effiects of Duratlon of preschool peer Experience

As indieated by the statistieal analysis. children vr¡itfi 'medium' duratíon ef

presehool peer experienee scored signifieantly better on Kinciergarten adjustment than

those i'vith 'low' duration of presehoo! experí*n**. The group with 'hiEh, duratior-l of

presehoof peer exF]erience seored poorër on Kíndergarten adjustnnent than the 'mediu¡m'

duration grÕup, hut better fi,ran flre ,low' duration group.

t3f all the resealcf'¡ reviewed, Stewart-ölarke (1982) is the only soeial scíengst to

re¡:*rt this trene! *f a peat< ln positive effeets and tNren dinrinishing returns. Although
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*ther researchers har¡e eonsidered thÍs relationship, most have found that duration of

preschool is ¡elated to adjustment in a linear way, This non-linear trend suggests rnäny

¡rotential eauses, malnly relateef t* p*rente! lnfluences ancl rëa$CIn$ for seleeticn of

duration, and attribuies of t['¡e aetivities.

Parental lnfluences

The main influence of du¡ration of presehool peer experienee is parents. parents

arê respCInsible for selecting the duration of preschool experience for their children and

this ehoit;e may be based on a variety of factors.

First, the parents' enrploynTent situations may neeessitate alternate care

arrangements. Ðuration of this arrängernent is influenced by work hours and by the

presence or absence of a parenting partnership. All ten of the 'high' duration children

spent most of their peer eontact hours in a eare-oriented setting. Parents who are not

working outside ihe horne or who have evening work fiours harre the opportuniíy to

êngäge their ehildren in other types of preschool experienees with sho*er durations,

where child eare is not the first eonslderation. Children of working and single parents

may also begin their eare ärranseÍyTents earlier thar¡ ehildren vuith at least one parent at

honne.

Ane¡ther faetor which influences adjustment is parental attitudes and skills. îhe
ehoice of duration of care may be reflective of a parent who is overproteetive, or

disinterested. Pa¡ents who do not encourage peer interactions for theír ehildren ffiåg rröt

do so beeause they do not value thi* type of experlence or because they feel that

presehool soeiafization is an adult responsibiliiy. Chitdren whCI are mainly in the

ËGmpany of adults l:efore beginning Kinelergaffien ry]fi]r be adult-oriented and unable to

ínteruct effeetively vuith ehildren. Tlrese ehildren may be shy, fearful or sverdependent

on their parents. Without having the experience of being a Sroup ¡ïenrber, they may

have diffieulty with sharing, taking turns and waiting.
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The thlrd parental influenee is a potential lor relinquishing the role *f prirnary

caregiver to an alternate caregiver. Farents may have little contact time with ehildren

who are in care for'high' duratlons. This may be a result of parents who are very eäreer

oriented, or who need to work for longer periods of time or at multiple jobs in order to

provide the necessities. Çhildren who demonstrate behaviors that parents feel they are

unable to eope with at home may also be placed in 'high' durations of care ln eircler that

their parents be rid of them. Ohildren who are socialized mainly ln a group setting are

influenced by both the other ehildren and by the caregivers. The quality of the prosram

as well as the consisteney and qualiiy of bondíng with the caregiver would have a great

impact on children who spend most of thein tinre in tl.rese settings.

Attributes of the Preschool Hxperiences

Children who attend different durations of presehool aetivities do so for a variety of

reasCIns. Haeh type of aetiviV is characterized by nnany routines slmílar tc other

presehool aetivíties, yet each has so¡tre unique attributes. Â,lthough the ehildren rfiay

have been atrending a eefiain activity for a certain time period, some of this ilme

probably was taken by solitary aetivities and routines su¡ch as napping, dressing and

undressing, solitary play and reading. These routines would be more eharaeterlstic of

eare-oriented activities than of other aetivities sueh as s¡:crt and ehureh aetivities. Types

of presehool experiences vuhieh take up relatively little time, sueh as chureh activities,

spot"t activities, play groups, are usually not licensed or monitored for the quality of

experienee they provide to ehildren. Õften, there are many *hildren per adult, with the

adult being untrained in issues of childheod development and soeialization. ln care*

oriented activities, the tieensing body ênsures thai ihere is seme h*r**gerr*ig ef

eNperienee in that standards must l¡e ¡net. lf longer durations of presclrooi experience
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are linked to specific types of experienües, there may be an interaetion taking place that

effects the findings of this study, as well as the childlen's adjustment ín Kindergarten.

The 'n'¡edium' duration of preschool peer experience greup seored signífieantly

better than the'low' group on measures of adjustrnent. The potential reasons for this are

related to a balance of influenees from the home and preschool peer activities. Children

with 'rnedium' duration of peer contact prior to Kindergaften may fall into this eategory of

duration for a variety of reasons. They may be ehildren vyho irave had part-time peer

contact care or aetivities over the years prior to Kinrcìergarten. For these children, a

balanee of home and presehool ¡eeer influences worked together in sscializing the

children. lt is possible that both honre and peer acti\rities had a positive effect on

soeielizatiÕrl, ûr that detieits in one ärea wëre supplemented by positive influerrces on

acljustment by the other area. Also effeeting these children woulel be the op¡:ortunity for

their panents to seleet and $trëefi their preschool experienees. Ëeeau¡se gre choiees of

aetivities would he influenced only by the parents' perceptions of the positive qualities of

each activity and not by the neeessiff of finding close, eeonomieal, responsible child eare

är!'ängeffients, the potentíal for selecting the best activities is possible. Another possible

scenario which would plaee these children in the 'meciiunn' duration group is that they

had the benefit of primary parenta! care as infants and were placed lrr alternate full-time

on paft-time eare arrangement with their peers at a later age. This situation would foster

a solid parent-ehild bond prior to the introduetion of peer influenees and alternate

earegivers' This security would then be reflected later in adjustment to other new

situations, such as Kindergarten.

The child¡'en with a balance of peer and parental influences ate given the benefits

of having a secure bond rruith their parent, who also is a resouree aned nnode[ for
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appropriate behavior. They are also given an opportunity to practiee their socia! skÍlls

within a setting that earrnot be ereated by adults alsne. Thus, these chitdren gain skills

in interaeting in the eult¡-lre of childhood with the benefit of adult guidance.

The relationship betvveetr du¡ratlc¡n of presehool peer eNperlenee and children's

adjustment to Kindergarten is eonrplex because the non-linear trend suggests so many

possihle eäuses for the significant differences in adjustment scorês. lt is diffieult to knovu

which factors actually eaused the differenees ln adjustment without knowing the reasons

why children expêrienced the variefy of durations of presehool peer experienee. lt is
possible that any, and probable that a combination of several of the possible causes

effected the children's adjustment to Kindergarten.

Additional Analysis

Additíonal arralysis was petformed on four variables outside the scope of the

hypotheses. The reason for this additional analysis was that having more information

about the significant variables effecting the partieipants' adjustment would give more

direetion for fu¡ther research and help to nrake the adjustment factors for this study more

meaningful.

Of the four additianal variables analyzed, gencder analysis yielded flre *nty
signifieant differenees, with the females being rated as betrer adjusted than the males.

Thesefindings are supported by Davies and Eremlrer (1gBS), Anderss*n {1gg$r\, Ladd

(1990) and Matlsck and Green (1g8g). There äre several possibte reasons thai the

teachers perceived the males as less adjusted than the females. First, ohservations of

children's play have shown that boys tend to ehoose and interact with equipment that

encourages repetitive and stylized use, such as r'lellng tetys and *limSing equipment.

The repetitive nature of tl'ris equipnnent leaels to the el"rildre¡l to quickly tire sf one pieee of

equipment and to move on to the next. Teaehers ifiäy perreive these ehildrep, usually
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boys, äs overly æetive and as heing easily distractib,le 0¡Vhyte, lgSS). Another eause of

teaeher's pereeptions relateel to equipment selection is the contrast lretween the

equipment chosen by girls and that chosen by boys. Girls tend to choose quieter

aetivities such as erafts, domestíe play aneJ small grÕup aetivities. Boys tend to cho<>se

play with construction toys, vigorous physical activities and rough and tumhle prlay

(åiforgan and Þunn, 1988). As well, boys tend to spend shortertime periods with many

peers while girls spend longer time periods with a limited number of peers (Ma¡ock and

Green, 19Bg). Observational methods such as time sampling might lead teaehers to

evaluate the girls as better adjusted and as ha',iing better peer relagons than the boys. ln

terms of aggression, rnany Kindergarten females have more highly developed language

skills than Kindergarten males (Ladd, 1990). Whereas the girls rnay have the ability to

negotiate and verbally solve confliet situations, the boys may be more pronê to physi*al

expression of their anger or frustration. This too may effect the teache¡s perceptions of

the children's adjustment. Finally, the teachers of the Kindergarten elasses are

responsible for a large number of ehildren at one time. lt is possiple that in the interests

of organization, they have eorne to value quiet eonformity as a measure of positive

adjustment.

ln order to diminish the pereeived differenees in children's adjustment by gender

groupings, teachers nnight reexa¡nine their own values within the elassrwrn änd the

reasons for valuinE these attributes. Difrerenees might be nrade less apparent if cliildren

were encouraged to play in types of activities that are not stereotyped to only one gender.

Integrating areäs sueh as the house area and the climber or the block area and miniature

figures may alct in gender integrated play. Therïes emerging from this Blay rnight he

infÉueneed by a eollaboration of the players. Another suggestion ís tliat boys might be

entourased to channel their aggression into appnopriate actívíties, therefone pnonrofing

eo-operatlve play.
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An*ther varlaþle examined as additiona! analysis was school of attendaRce. This

variable was analyeed for several reasons. First, the socio-economic status of those

families whase children attended Shamrock School was higher that those who attended

Frontenac School, aceording to the Þirector of Finance for the St. Bonifaee Sehool

Division. lt was possible that this difrerence would be related to a differenee in

oppottunity for preschool peer experiences because of fînancial restrictions. This

variable, however, did not prove to be signifieant in this investigation. lt is possible that

although the soeio-economic status was different between families attendinE the hruo

schools, the soeio-eeonCImie status was not significantly clifferent befuv**n thre trua

samples. This is purely speculative, however, as income levels were not obtained from

families in this stirdy. Another reäson that this variable was irivesfigated was t*
determine whether the teachers Õr students fror¡ school 'rc sehooi werc signiiicanfiy

different. This is unlikely, howeven, for several reasofis. The schools studied are ín c¡ose

proxirnity and staff from one sehool has transferred to the other. This would tend to

increase the sirnilaritíes bef,rueen teaching philosophíes between the sehools. As well,

the principa! of Shamrock Sehool was the prineípal of Frontenac School for ten yeärs

before nnoving to $hamrock School. All these faetors suppoft that the lack of signifieant

differences in adjustment scores between the schsol are refleetive of a laek of arrerall

signifieant differenees in the staffinç and students at the iwo sehools.

The third additional analysis involved comparisons of the variety eii' presetroe>l

experiences had by the children. This variable vr¡as examined to determine whether

children who were better adjusted in Kindergarten were most experienced wiih adapting

to newpeersituations as suggested by l^adct (199CI). This investiEation did notsupport

Ladd's findings and no signifieant differences wëre founel betvucen ehildren with 'high',

medium' or 'low' variety of aetivities. A possible reason for this is that the aetivities in

whieh the ehildren partieipated we¡e rnÕre similar than diffe¡"ent, thus adaptation to the

new Kindergarten environment was rT:ore dependant on the cluration of presehool
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experience than the variety. tsy exploring this variable, it beeame elear that the ehildren

with the most preschool peer experienee in terms of duration were not the ehildren with

the greatest variety of experiences. This leads to the conclusion that children may be

spending longer tinre periods in a limited number of activities instead of partieipating in

many sho¡T-term activities.

The final variable explored was agê. The findinEs that age of Kindergarten

children had no effeet on their adjustment is not suppor"ted by the majority of research on

young children. Most studies (Õlark, 1989; Davies & Brernl:er, lg8g; Meadows, ,tr9g6),

l'lave found that children prosocial behavior develops as a function of age and ability. As

ehildren gain the abilíty to recognize and eontrol emotions and to understand and take

paff with others, they beeorTÌe rTrüre socialízecl within the peer environnnent. pos*ible

reasons for this trend being shovun as nonsignifiearrt in this study are varied. First, the

age range of children studied may have been too snratl tc determine any tnends *r
difrerences in the ehildren's social development. Seeond, ihe teaehers vuerë avväre r¡f the

children's rankirrg in the class in terms of age and may have aeeommodateej for this

dífrerence by adjusting their expeetatíons. Third, the duration of presehool peer

experienee, whieh ís independent of age, may have had greatel' impact on children,s

adjustnrent than diei their chronologieal age. Fou¡th, the sarnple size may have becn tço

small to be aþle tc determine significant differences in adjustmënt by age (p.= E.05).
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thapter Five: öonelusions

Statistieaf analysis based on the data colteeted for this study support the first

hypothesis that the type of ehildren's presehool eNperienee does not influence their

adjustment to Kindergarten. Findings did not suppoft the second hypothesis that

duraticn of children's preschool peer experience does not influence their adjustment to

Kindergarten. Õn the contrary, this study found that duration of presehool peer

experience did influence adjustment to Kindergaften. Further, alçrough this projeet

found that age, school and variety of preschool peer experience were not signifieant,

Eender was found to signifieantly influence children's adjustment to Kindergaffen.

Although these findings eotrtribute to understanding somë of the faetcrs whieh

effeet ehildren's adjustment, more research is needed if the risks of malad.iustment are to

be avoided. Four suggestions for further researeh in this arêa are as follows. First,

longitudinal studies vuhich monitor the quality of ehildren's pres*hool experie¡.lce and

follovu their adjustment paffierns during schosl wo¡"¡ld provide a Setter uncjerstanding of

the attributes present in preschool programs whieh would foster the best adjustnrent to

sehool. Second, use of a larger sample would allow mÕrê eomplex arialysis arrej ailow

researchers to test for variable interaetions. Thilel, qualitative research regarding the

reäsons for seleeting ceftain types and durations of preschool peer experienee wouid

provide insights into the reasons for their effects on adjustment. The present study vuas

lirnited in its exploration of cultural influenees, the inrpact of socio-econonrle status and

of parenting sfyles. A qualitative component wor.lld help to clarify the speculaçon

regarding the ehoiees made by parents for their ehildren's preschool pêer experienee.

Foutth, qualitatlve research tvCIu!d provide infon¡raticn ak¡CIr.¡t how teacfier's attitueles

about gender eharacteristics effeets their perceBtions of children's adjustment to

Kindergart*n.
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Deæ,r Farent *r G¿"lardlan,

I arn studylng the relationship between children's preschool experiences with other
children and their adjustment io Kindergaffien. This study Ís a thesis projeet and is being
csnelueted as paffi of rny ffiaster's elegree progräm in Fdueation at the University of
Manitoba.

Seve¡ai Kindergarten classes have been selected io take part in this study. your child
and his/her classnnates werê ehosen. Thi$ stuciÌ¡ has been approved by the Universíty of
Manitoba Ethics Commitree and by the St. Honiface School Division superintendent.

lf you ag¡'ee to have your child partieipate in the study, I will ask you to fill out a short
questionnaire regarding your ehild's preschaol experiences with other childnen. The
questíonnalre vvlll take five to hnienty minutes to conrplete, depending on the nunrber of
activities he/she attended. You will f:e provided with an envelope in which to return the
eompleted questionnaire. lnformation about your child will not be shared with teaehers,
prlneipals or other parents.

Cnee you have filled out the parent questionnaire and returned to your *hile!'s teaeher,
your ehild's teacher will fill out a sho¡t ehecklist regarding your child's adjustment to
Kinelergaffien. I have attaehed a Ëopy of the checkiist that the teaeher will use. The
tesç¡lts of the ehecklist will be held in confidenee and vuill be used as data for this study.
lnformation about your child's adjustrnent will be made available only to myself. your
child will not be identified anywhere in the findings of the study. All âata will be
destroyed upon eompletion of the study.

Participation in this projeet in totafly voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without
penalfy. A short summäry of the flndings will be given to all those who pariiei¡:ate. lf you
would like to pafticipate, please fill out the parental consent form and return it to ycur
chíld's teacher by oetober 15. You may keep the check list as a reference.

lf you have any questiot'ts about this letter or at any tínre durísrg the stud5r, I can be
reached at .Trans!æt*r* *ari he ærranged if ¡leeded. I will be véry trappy tCI help
in any way neeessary.

Thank you for your help with my project. 1 appreciate yaur tÌme and rnfercsf.

Sincerely,

Laura So,kaf
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give rny permission for my ehild to
partieipate i¡'l Laura $okal's research project. I have read and understand the attacl"rect
information about the study.
Signed
Relationship to child
Dated
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thiisl's rTaffie

Prescli+el Hxperience and Adjustment 5fr

Child's sex: (eheek one) male_
female

Sehool:(eheek one): Sham¡'ock Sehool** Chíld's Birthdate
Frontenae Sehool_

Language usually spoken in ttre home:(check or"le) Fnglish
üther

month year

FART B: LISTING ACTIVITIËS
Please provide information about your child's experienee with other children before 

ikindergarten. Aceuraey in dates is important. ff you are unsure about a date, please ',

cheek with athers involved in the same activity. lf you are urrsure whether or not to :

inelude an activity, please include ít. .

Please eheck the activities yoL,r child attended:
* day eare centet' ;

** day care hcmre

* nursery sehool

- ::lay gioupu
* chureh prograrrs
_ spoffi p!'egrärTls

* eommunity club programs

_ regular care by a relativelbabysitter
others

PART C: DESCRIPTION ÕF ACTIVITIËS
Please describe eaeh of the aetivíties cheeked off:

Type of aotivlfu
Date started:

month Vear
Date finisfred:_** or still attending_

rnonth yeär
Numberof dayseaehweek: (eheckone)1_ Z* 3_ 4_-_ 5__ 6__ T

Hours attended each day: (check one)
less than ene_ 1 to 4* 4 to 8_ ffirlre than 8_

Approximately how many other ehildren attended with your child? {cheek one)
up tc three._ 4 to 1fu* more than 10_
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Type of activity
Date started:_

; montlr year
í Date finished: or still attendino
: **th y-* 

--.'.v-

; Numberof dayseaehweek: (checkone).tr_ Z_- 3_ 4_ 5--. 6_ 7*
Hours attended eaeh day: {che*k one}

less than one* 1 to 4_ 4 to 8* more than 8_
Approximately how many sther ehild¡'en attended vuith your child? (eheek one)

up to three_ 4 to 10_ more than 10__

Type of aetivity
Date started:

month yeär
Date finished:_ ,:r still attending_

month year
Number of days eaeh week: (cheek one)1_ Z_ S_ A* S_ 6_ Z_

Flours atrended each day: (check one)
less than E¡ne I to 4 4 to B more than B

Approximaiely how mäny other ehildren attended with your ehild? (cheek one)
up to three_ 4 to 1t_ more than 1t_

ïype of aetivity
Date startedr_

month year
Date finisheel:_ or still attending_

month year
F,Jumher of elays each week: (eheek one)1_ Z_ 3_ 4_ F_ 6* 7_

Hours attended eaeh day: (eheck one)
less than ûne* 'l to 4* 4 to 8_ rnorè than I

Approximately how mäny other *hileiren at'eeridcrl with yaur child? (eheek one)
up tn three_ 4 to 1CI* mCIre than 1ü_

:': :i
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Type of aetivity
Date staited:

month yeär
Date finishee,:_ .+r still attending_

month year
hlumher of days eeeh week: (check one)1_ Z_ 3* 4* S* ß* T_

Hours attencled eaeh day. ietreek one)
less than one--- 1 ta 4* 4 to 8_ more than I

Approximately how many other children afiended with your child? (check one)
up to three_ 4 to 1t_ more than '!0

Type of aetivity
Ëate stäfted:

month i¡êar
Date finlshed:_-.- or still attending_

month year
Number of days each week: (cheek one)1* Z_ 3_ 4 S_ 6_ Z

Hours attended eaeh day: (eheck one)
less than onê_ 'tr t* 4* 4 to S_ more ttran I

F,pproximately how ffiIâny other ehildren attended wlth your chitd? (ehe*k one)
up to three_ 4 to 1t* rnore than 10*

Thank you so much for your help. My thesis projeet would not be possible without your
help. Please feel free to use the baek of this page to describe addífional experíences
using the same forrnat.

PLHASË RËTLJRN EUFSTIONNAIRE TÐ YOUR ÇþIILD'S ThAÇFIËR FY ÛÇTT}ËHR

29. THANK YÕU.
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Dear Teachers,

Firstly, I would like to thank you for your gift of time and energy in allowing this projeet ta
take ¡:laee in your elassrooms. I feel that the results will be helpful to those praviding
Kindergarten to ehildren as well as to parents who are making preschool programmir.lg
ehoices for their children.

ïhe format of the projeet is as follows:

1 . SEPÏEMEER: A meeting will take place l:etween the teachers and nryself to
inttoduce the design and instrumentation. Copies of all neeessãry forms will be
prepared and delivered to the teachers befare the end of the month.

Z.OCTÖBËR 1 : ïeachers distribute parent information letter, a eCIpy of the teaeher
eheeklist and the parental eonsent form. These wíth l¡e stapled together when they are
delivered to you. Consent should þe returned by October 1S.

3. ÐÇTÇBHR 15: Teae hers distribute the parent questlonr"lai¡'e to parents who have
returned the eonsent fornn. An envelope will be provided for the return of the
questionnaires and they should be returned by öetober ?9.

4. FIRST WEEK lN NOVEMBER: Teachers complete the adjustment checklist on all
the ehildren who harre parental consent fsrms. These sh*uld lre eompleted even if the
questionnaire has not been returned. lt is lmpor"tant that all the eheeklists be **mpletertr
duríng this wegk so that alt the st¡idents in the study are l:eing evaluated at the süträe
point in time.

5. sEcoND WEEK tN NOVEMHER: I wílt pick up the consent forms, parent
questionnaires and teacher checklists.

6. SPRING OR SUMMER 1994: A summary of tlre findings will he avaílable to allthose
wh* took paffi in th* stucly.

I *an he reached at Please feel free to eall nre with any questÍons *r conËerr"ls
and to direet any questions from the parents to me. Thank you again for your co-
operatiori.

Sincerely,

Laura $okat
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Child at School Schedule

This observation schedule consists of pairs of stdemeÍts. Each pair
covers a particular aspect of the child's temperament and disposition, leaming skills or
social behavior.

It is important, before filling out the schedule, to read ALL the
statements carefully. lt is however, also necessary, when rating a child's behar¡íor, to
consider each pair of statements SEPARATELY AND INDEPENDENTLy of afl others.

Judgements should be made on the basis of your personal knowledge
and experience of children of this age - not just in context of this part¡cular ctass. you

should also attempt to b€ts€ judgements on your own knowledge of the child, not whd
other teachers say.

For each pair of stãemer¡ts:

circle 1 if statement A is true of the child all or most of the t¡me.

Qircle 2 if statement A is usualty true of th€ ch¡ld.

circle 3 if the child's behavior can best be described as falling

exactty between the two std€ments, or if he/she ¡s somet¡mes one and
sometimes the other.

Circle 4 if statement B is usualty true of the child.

circle 5 if statement B ís true of the child all or most of the time.

Statement A I 2 3 4 5 Ststemef¡t B

A happy and content child 1 2 3 4 5 An unhappy, anxious or
wonied child

Has difñculties in coping with new
situdions or people 1 2 3 4 5

Copes easily with new
situâ¡oris or people

Even-temp€red, easy going child 1 2 3 4 5 lnitab,l€ or quarrelsome

Cannot concentr?üe on arry
particular task. Easity distracted. 1 2 3 4 5

Can concentrde on arry
task. Not æs¡ty distracted.

Eager to leam; curious and
inquiring child 1 2 3 4 5

Sho¡s little ir¡terest, curiosÍty
of mdivdbn in leaming.

Perseveres in the face of difficutt
or challenging work 1 2 3 4 5

Lacks perserrerance. ls
¡mpa¡ert with difficutt work.

Helpful and considerate towards
other children.

1 2 3 4 5 Bullies or is spitefultourards
other children.

Solitary, withdrawn child 1 2 3 4 5 A sociable, friendly child.

Read¡V acc€pts limits, discipline
and control 1 2 3 4 5

ls generally disrupùive
uncooperative, or
disobecliern
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