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Abstract - : e

R

The purpose of this study wds

: @;tl to investigate the oplnlons of selected school g L
Lo 4
admtnlstrators about maJor events 1n the development of

’1

j early ch1ldhood services programs, | -
2. to investigate the opln1ons of selected schpol o

adm1nlstrators about the preSent organization anp

T poss1ble 1ncorporat10n of ktndergartens as a reguired

T . i”«
kL -

r part of the educattonal system,
3. to explatn what these schoo} adm1nystrators see as some
of the advantages and d1sadvantages of thts posstble
' 1noorporatton | ‘ o w | .
Da;a'were collected by the use of a semi- structured
1nterv1ew Seven 1nterv1ews wére carr1ed out” w1th | f
1nd1v1duals who had beentextens1vely 1nvolved in early '-‘ )
ch1ldhood services programs 1n the Edmonton Publtcgﬁ\moo”,//

Dtstrtct The. length of the 1nterv1ews ranged from one-and a

hqlf to- two and a half hours The data from the 1nterv:\ﬁ?;

°’%f. were analyzed by the means of latent content anQQYSlS

A number of cdhclus1ons were drawn frtmythe study.
l.,gThere is a dearth of literature that deals w1th the
: alk1ndergarten area, . This was ev1denced by the fact that
m'limany of the sourees used in thls study were from prlmary
K *sources e.g., reports government documents( mtnutes, 3

. etc, There were very few secondary level. stud1es that

. could be found

'2;“‘The rj}pttonshtp of school board operated ktndergartens

C. . V ~
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- k1ndergarten should becom; a requ1red part of the school

b

b

g
e

R

P <

5

4.

6.

-

- board operated Klndergartens Know little about how

/‘and p; vately operated Ktndergarfens is under

reSearc ed. This again was evidenced by the lack of

material 1n this area

privately operated'programs funct1on This. was evtdent
when the 1nterv1ewees were asked about pr1vate operators
and: most ind1cated they Knew l1ttle or nothing about
these types of . programs ;

Parents played a large part in the development and

. operat1on of k1ndergarten programs. There was concern

that if Klndergartens became a: mandatory part of the

o schcol system this’ parental involvement may be lost

Kindergartens underwent a process of rat1onal1zat1on
“when they beceme a de facto part,of the school system
this had both pos1t1ve ‘and negat1ve consequences

Most of the people 1nterv1ewed felt that. there was a

- need for two types of ktndergarten operators within the

rovance S
p - //na

The ind1v1duals 1nterv1ewed d1d not feel that

‘ "8':-'

There was - a paradox in regard to the 1ncorporat1on of

- Kindergarten as a pa\t of the school system As noted

above interv1ewees d1d not feel that it should be

1ncorporated yet on the other hand each one of them was

: flable to cite a number of advantages to 1ts

& o
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. autonomy

incorporation. “’;' S

Manys of the issues that. surrounded the early deve |pment

of Klndengprtens were being raised agaln as the 1ssue of

articutatlon emerged These 1ssues-related to parental

.?involvemenf transitions between’ levels. and the

l<¢qwnward projectlon of grade one requirements

Aﬁtlculatlon was genera+ly viewed as a positive move

ﬂvprov1ded that. the issues h1ghlvghted above could be

;sresolved and that B\hdergarten did not - loose its

i
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&
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nfch1ldhood serv1ces programs were deve]oped An ear]y

- ]earn1ng Consequently 1t was felt that some degree of

1. Chapter 1
U INTRODUCTION ~

AL Introduction, g 'ﬁ‘,[?j}\.ﬁwr 7“g§
_v In the ear]y 1970‘s concern on the part of parents.‘
educators and government over the qua11ty and coord1natlon ¥

o 4 ‘ ,
of preschool educat1on resulted in the 1ncorporat1on in

¢
1973 ,of an organ1zatwona1 unit Known as .Early Ch1ldhood

/-
Serv1ces Th1s un1t was 1ncorporated as a branch w1th/7”the
Alberta Department of Educat1on The Early Ch]ldhood

Serv1ces Branch was spec1f1cally des1gned to provide:

”=;a coord1nated de11very system of local, re91 nal,
-and ‘provincial programs concerned with the

‘developmental and special needs of childref and. j' -~

.their families with particular emphasis on the
.'pre sohoo] years(A]berta Educat1on,_1982 1),

The 1ncorporat1on of- th1s type of coord1nated system of

programs 1nto the Department of Educat1on was based on the

‘fprem1se that the exper1ences ch1ldren have durtng the early

'control was requ1red over these exper1enoes and early ,

LY

'ch1ldhood services program refers to:

_ha program for chlldren parents and staff w1th
"educat1ona1 goa]s and obJectlves, funded by A]berta
- Education under ‘the-Early Childhood Services '+
. program, .and. which makes use of the services
provided by a variety of: government departments and
‘1commun1ty agenc1es(Alberta Educatron 1984a 111)
Y - .

¢

77years of thelr 11fe are - cruc1a1 to the1r future att1tudes t0'pt



: }}Yergarten program (4 1/2 - 5 1/2 year olds) The Alberta o
School -Act makes reference to th1s age group of ch11dren o

Eunder the rubr1c “early ch1]dhood serv1ces programs 'and 1n '%,

two separate parts of the Act In Part 543f~the

UL T S
- e

p01nted out that

A board subJect to th1s Act and the{‘ slations, ﬁﬁqkﬁ o
- may . (1)prov1de for -an-ear ly -childhood: sérvices. =~ ' .
- program in accordance- with- .the regu1at1ons ‘under, ‘the
Department -of - Educdtion Act and charge ‘tuition fees ,
- . :and transportation fees for children attending" the
T ’_fprogram (Government of the Prov1nce of Alberta.‘ .

"»:In Part 8 of the Alberta School Aci) School reference to #;fﬂ

f@early ch1ldhood serV1ces programs 1; made under "Agre ‘ntsf

s

189 (f) Here 1t is. stated that: /

"],A board wwth the pF]OP approval of the M1n1ster B
. may... {f)enter into an agreement with any person-or @ -
I;'organ1zat1on to provide.an early childhood serwvices, - L
program to children resident in the district. or :
division (Government of the Prov1nce of - A]berta

"=1982)

t LThe Department of Educat1on Act (1980) also makes spec1f1c P
i'reference to the rules and regu]at1ons govern1ng early

,”Vch1ldhood serv1ces programs under 6 (1)

(g) (h) (i ax (J) (K) ( ) Here 1t is. stated that
*The Minister may maKe regulat1ons : ’
N tg)proh1b1t1ng any person from: offer1ng or prov1d1ng
- an early childhood services program ‘unless he is
licensed to do so under the regulations;
", . (h)goverhing the establishment, adm1n1stratlon,
o operation, ‘management and control of early ch1ldhood

) serv1ces programs, ,



'ﬁg Qua11frcat1ons Regdﬁat1ons defmnes school board operators

oy
Y

o ,
ORI IR P . A
R A S i L L
R T : - . . - -,
R ! " ¢ . e I3

. B I " - \

(1)concern1ng the 1ssue of Ticenoes to persons Ce
offering or prov1d1ng ear ly childhood serviges:’ ‘"jf..“ ‘
. programs.and the suspension and cancellation of KR
" “Ticences so issued; . - .
’ 5(J)concerning the cert1f1cat1oh and spec1al
requirements of -teachers and the ‘cancellation. and
: i“suspens1on of certificates of teachers who' dre
. '~ involved.in early .childhood $érvicés- programs; -
’ ﬁ(k)concern1ng the qualiftcat1ons of persons who, may
. act as imstructionpal assistants and aides in .-
“institutions offer1ng edrly ch1ldhood serv1ces
"programs; - . ‘
p,(l)def1n1ng the express1on early chitdhood serV1ces
programs" for: the purposes of the.regulations; and:
‘the Regulation’s ‘Act applies ‘to any regulation ‘made
- - untler this section. (Government of the. Prov1nce of
- “Alberta, 1980).. » -

. What - has eVoTved 1n the Prov1nce of, Alberta as a resu]t
’jof these regu]at1ons are tWO dast1nct types of early

\ Chl]thOd servxces pnpgram.operators Thesevare com \nly

'breferred to as school board operated programs an:“privately
-ﬁ'goperated earTy ch11dhood serv1ces programs The/Department

_fof Educat1on Act, The Ear]y Ch11dhood Servxces Teachers

-
N . B . P B s R /
Cas: ';_:_‘ N R R T -'-'/./@

] board of trustees of a. school d1$tr1ct or school S

division and includes the council of a county and

the council of a city or town merged’ purisuant . to. The
..MUn1c1paT and - SchooT Administration Act whose-early. -

childhood services program has been’approved by the

M1n1ster (Government of the Prov1nce of Alberta,
jw* 1980 o

Pr1vate operators may be one of two types those run by
pr1vate early ch1ldhood serv1ce soc:et1es and those run by
1nd1v1duals as pr1vate schools They are deaned
respect1ve1y 1n the foTlowwng manner
f;' ‘a sor1ety or ‘a corporat1on that
a. is a non-profit organlzat1on,

Db, s incorporated under the Soc1etfes Act The
A Companies Act, or Cooperat1ves Assoc1atlon N



"fgwithin the prov1nce The klndergarten programs ;”"”

Act v s ‘ *”Z o
_has filed with the M(nister evidence of TR
, incorporation along with .a copy of the ' .
o “-wby laws -of - the society or corporat(on and
'pu;d.\ has had. its program approved by the' ‘ ,
vt We-Minister; ¢ . e
2., an individual~ : 2 e .
277 a. - who does not operate’for monetary ga1n and - .
" B. .whose program has.been approved.by the ;"
o Mjnister (Government of “the, Prov1nce of
T Alberta 1980) R e

'\';The school board operated programs are run by schdbl boards -

/

- in var1ous schoo]s w1th1n the 1ndiv1dua1 school‘boards The

\

o early ch1ldhood services teacher is’ a member of the

\

"wtnd1v1dual schoo] s staff and" therefore an integral part of '

- the schoo1 system The second type of kindergart\hs. pr1vate
: 7
qearly ch11dhood Serv1ce soc1et1es and‘pr1vate schoo} ;§F4y

\\
~

ch11dhood serv1ces, are - referred to collect1vely 'as

§ private(y operated k1ndergartens (as outllned above) ‘These
programs are run 1ndependent1y of the school system by |
) societ1es corporat1ons or prlvate 1nd1v1duals“ however,_vﬁ

e

'i those 1nd1v1duals who staff these programs mus t "qua}1fy as |

early chtldhood serv1ces teachers in accordance with -

‘[Department of Educat1o ] regulat1ons (Alberta Teachers
:hAssoclatﬁon, 1983 76) The Department of Educat1on Act The
'?Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ges Teachers Qua11f1cat1ons : :

: Regulattons Sets forth the follow1ng cOver1ng regulatlons..‘p

1. An cperator An conduct1ng an: early ch1ldhood services - -
program may employ as earily chi'ldhood services teachers only
those’ persons - qua11f1ed as early chi 1dhood sery1ces teachers

. in accordanoe. with ‘these regulatfons. .

2. To, qualtfyb‘s an early childhood serv1ces ‘teacher, a

person .shall e la)an Alberta teaching certificate or a

's?fletter of _authorYty, and (bla special early childhood
‘Ji«servwces d1ploma or an 1nter1m perm1t (Government of the
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The emergence of these types of kindergarten operators."
'school board and private early chlldhood services operators

: has brought with it some distinct differences in the

V’%,,D

.Opportun1t1es they provide These opportunities are ,fﬂde*

~

\\;f\elabopated on 1n the ensuing text and summarized 1n Table 1

.7 L

F1rst, since they are s1tuated within® a school. school

Aboard operators are ablé to taKe adyantage of the facilitles

"resources of the' school and the system in wh1ch they

~g;;operate For example ‘chlldren oan take adVantage of otheuf
wschool Fac1l1t1es such as l1brar1es,.drama areas. gymnas1a .
gand So on. They can also make use of 5chool system resources -

Ay

bhsuch as teach1ng mater1als. aud1o v1sual a1ds," | \
‘?]psycholog1sts, speech therap1sts and other resourceﬂt'w 5}‘“;
ﬁ‘ipersonnel Students are also able- to take advantage of :'r
.;ropportun1t1es that are made ava1lable to the school through
'rthe school system but wh1ch are not necessarily ava1lable,to
fpr1vately operated programs, for example. v1s1ts by cultural ;
isi_grOUps,kart1sts or the opportUn1ty to attend sport1ng ‘ 7
“fé;events Pr1vate operators, on the other hand ‘may operate iR
:flfichurch basements commun1ty ha]ls. daycare oentres, etc and

?7f5fconsequently they are not able to prov1de srmilar

f fac1l1t1es, resources and opportun1t1esifor thexr students
There is also a d1fference between‘ hese two agenc1es'iv

in réTat1on to the organtzatlonal su” astructure wh1ch each

- can utlllze School board operators can make use of the : 'ij

'fiadm1n1strat1ve apparatus present w1th1n the system to
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dlsperseqﬁunds to’ lndivldual schools.tpay»teachers handle

.;; fbenefits for programs and teachers malntadn classrooms and

\gfafacillties ‘provlde lnsarance. etc on the other hand

| "prlvate~operators may rely on a handful of supportlve o

parents or one ind1v1dual to adminlster the complexitiesﬁofv,
: ‘their program. . h'l“,“" o _5“l_ o
. prog , 2 SR @
Another relevant point relates to the relative -
stability of the admtnlstratlve suprastructure of school

board Operatorstvls a vls pr1vate operators In the former, :

this adm1n1strat1ve structure generally exhlb1ts some degree "

of stab1l1ty as usually admln1strators do not change " s
it?:rap1dly However rn the c%se of the pr1vate operator, where'fi}
the adm1n1strat1ve supras&PUCture 1s often compr1sed of : h
' parents or pn1vate rndlvlduals. the adm4n1strators who maKe
f1;up the executtve may vary almost yearly Thls po1nt may be f:
\ {extended to relate to therstab1l1ty of fac1l1t1es .as agaln
1n the former there 1s usually l1ttle change. however ih the:%,
“flatter s1nce fa01llt1es ars &ften in church halls. commun1ty
'\‘bu1ld1ngs: etc . they may change from year to year F1nally L;
the day to day stablllty of prtvate operated programs may be

\‘1nfluenced by the act1v1t1e§ of other groups in the same

;fybffacll1ty and the ma1ntenance of adequate program fundlng

RN Dlscrepanctes.between school board operators and

ugfprivate operators can also ar1se 1n relatlon to benefits for
pthe teacher Teachers empléyed by school board operators are”
.f'cons1dered a panrt of the total school system and

?consequently they have access to ‘the resources 1t possesses

'



Foriexample, these teachers have access to such benefits as

] teacher aides professlonal secretarles and such employment

”perks as professlonal development days. teachers
N \
conferences. in serv1ce programs, teacher effectiveness

‘programs and travel money They are also ellgtble for
vmembershlp in the Alberta Teachers Assocnat1on and.canv

yaVail\themselves of the services . 1t provldes Integration in

f?the school system means teacbers are able to gain the

T ow

fsupport and serv1ces of other educat1onal‘personnel within
"»the school ahd the system. for example, area consultants.
@psycholog1sts. and spec1al teachers such as those ‘who' may

1nstruct m051c and phys1cal educatlon w:thln the school

Yet another dlscrepancy between the two types of ,

';operators ar1ses when salarles of teachers from school board

: operators and those oﬁ/prlvate operators are compared

- WY

) Teachers who are pa1d by prlvate operators are .generally,

,ﬁpa1d on a much lower scale than those teachers pald by

school board’ operators Part of this. dtfference is based--on

‘w*the fact that pr1vate school teachers are not part of a

“ngcollect1ve barga1n1ng unlt and . therefore belong to the -

Alberta Teachers Assoc1at1on as assoc1ate members which - o

g )
“mrnlmlzes the1r barga1n1ng power. A .more-obvious dwfference

'fg1s the government fundtng allocated to school board

operators as opposed to private operators in terms of total
program fund1ng\.0bv1ously monetar1ly it is more beneficial
for a teacher to be 1nvolved w1th a school board operated

prqgram;as opposed tq a pr1vately,operated program.
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| As can be seen it appears that ‘the majority of
a'Qadvantages lie with school board operated programs. The one
“major advantage ‘that private operators do have 1is the fact

that they are relatively autonomous and not sub ject to many
~ of the constraints (e.g. fixed breaks, formalized patterns
i of operation, etc.) that are faced by school board
operators ' R

S final and very important poﬂnt% for“this. study. which

relates to the operation of two types'of Kindergarten
_-operators is the fact that at. the present time and under the
present system attendance at kindergarten classes of any
type in the province of Alberta is not reduired'as pgrt'of a
child's formal education Consequently some parents choose

to enroll their children, others‘doynot Figures gathered

«»€=from the Early»Childhood Services Branch do“hOwever\support

the premise of overwhelming parental support for the program
as 98% of Kindergarten age children attend a Kindergarten
program The discrepancy in facilities, resources, teachers,
etc between public and private Kindergartens can
consequently lead to students entering grade one with
5varying degrees of preparation It can also lead to teachers;
;and parents placing varying expectations on: these students
;as'they enter grade one. At the present ‘time kindergarten
programs may differ in their goals. the prinCiples on. which
they (the Kindergartens) are operated the material and
equipment - they use and the role which parents play in the " .

delivery of programsg<Also the ph,_ilosophiesof,teachersL : 2
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Kinderqartens

A Comparison of School Board and Privately Operhtfj;‘:‘

o N
AﬁEA)

,1eacher

Benefits

X

Facilities

Stu&ent‘
Benefits

- Program
"~ Needs—

. support
- - Staff

AAdmih;

Salar1es-
and . ¢
_Benefits

Member ATA,
benefits, sys

inservices, pr®gssional

'development days member

of school staff.

Stable, housed in
schools, access to

‘special areas, e.g.

gyms, music rooms, \etc

Access to library,
gymnasiums, -resource
personnel, school

(o} nity.

Close .assimilation

- through K .- 3, school or

system plann1ng

"Psychologists, speech
"therapists, etc. -

Sysfem»adminjstration
handles funds,, salaries,

‘benefits, ma1ntenance,
?ic , stable

' Sdaie established by ATA
"and local bargaining

unit.

‘Associate member of ATA,
. may not have benefits.

pension, etc may teach
alene

"Liable to change, housed

in churches, community
halls, etoX, usually no
access to special areas.

Autonomous program, may
lack access to various
resourees

+ Teacher d1rected

plapning.

Depend oh Health Unit, -
Social Services, etc.,
for support staff.

Individual

‘administration, may

change each year,
operator/ parent group
handles funds,” salar1es
etc. - .
Decided by employer .
(society or pr1vate
operator).
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schools, tystems etc. ‘may 1nfluence the implementation and
delivery of prcgcams For example. the repeating of the o
Kindergarten year . for particular students, and the possible
issuing of report ‘cards may all be handled differently by
different kindergar fens. Although each .program must assess .
its own particular needs there is-no standard curricuium |
developed for the province -which would increase consistency

in the kindergarten area. Ue have however in the past year,d

'"‘seen more emphasis placed on an integration of the

,kindergarten through grade three school yeart *Tnls has been
ev1denced by the promulgation of a recent research paper .
"1nitiated and introduced by the. Early Childhood Services ;
Branch of Alberta Education This’ -paper was entitled

““Articulation Linkages: Children and Parents in Early/Basic

, Education

-

- {It} was conducted to study and document the factors

. associated with successful articulation of early"
childhood services and primary school programs.
Articulation as defined for this study has to do
with providing continuity of éxperience for shildren
according to their individual needs from early
childhood services through the primary grades. Data

- were collected through observations in early

~ childhood services and Grade 1 classrooms and

- through interviews with teachers, principals and ;
parents. (Alberta Education, 1984b ) ,

| From the focus of this study 1t can be seen that
fkindergarten is indeed viewed Qj-dhr prov1nc1al educational ‘
;system as an integrai and important aspect of a chyid{s}
complete*edycation; However'as'previously shownithere'are
problems’and therefore the qdestionlcan’be‘raised‘why is it

not then incorporated into the school system and made a

»



't'grade"bf‘schoélfﬁﬁatqaﬁchild"iSbneqdihgdﬂfbhggggﬁdgl];‘

ﬂ.yB Statemcnt of the Problem x"“{‘f_j,vﬁﬂvtf.Q“

| ‘As a result of the concerns previously outlined apd ‘the’

i'jﬂgeneral belief/that kindergarten is gg_igéﬁé a part of the f
trequired schooling of each child in Alberta. the purpose of

f',‘this study will be

1) to investigate the. opinions of selacted school . 5it“n“
‘}\atttadministrators about major events in the development of
h'{ftgearly childhood serVices programs. | _ R
'~,§;‘ﬁto investigate the opihions of soﬂected school
k ladministrators about the present organization and
'\possible 1ncorporation of Kinde;gartens as a requ1red
~part of the educat jonal system.'f o q"
3. to explain what these school administrators see as some
| of the advantages and disadvantages of this possible :n
lincorporation 3 N wa:, ‘ et |
. (C dustification for the Study f - o ,'“f ;5;;157
Over the past fifteen years those 1nvolved w1th early .
schildhood education 1n the province of Alberta have observed
_dramatic changes in the implementation of these programs ‘
, 'One. of the most’ notable changes would be the restructuring
Ld'\of serVices within school board operated programs Emphasis
r}has been placed on the 1nformal 1ncorporation of the
Avkindergarten year into the toial spectrum of the early '
"‘childhood school years Kindergarten through grade three

~

~
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.‘.xﬂecent relearch conducted:b\
B Servtces entttled "Arttoutat, ‘Ltnkages ;13 examtntng the
'iprovtston of a conttndtty o 'experiences krom earlyT B
| chtldhood dbrvieee t\roug” he primary grades. |
| It wou'ld. seem ttmely and appropr iate that an
g 1nvestigat¥on of the major events in the development of

—
R

"?_early chtldhood services proqrams, the optniens of fhose W
tf”qsaff 1nvo!ved with earty eNQtdhood servtoes proqrams as to 7
u;:the 1ncorporation of Kindergarten and the _ advantages and - JQ
disnyvantages oF this 1ncorporation be conducted *This tybe
of otudy would help- substantiate or, chalIenge the «

'”dﬁ;k1nd¢pgarten 1o grade three school ph1losophy that Alberta

L

| y_Education is currently researching C 'Mf._«\ R

Appropriatety the investigation should be conducted

";f'wtthin a school eystem and the one chosen For ‘the purposes

';ffof this study Wit be the Edmonton Public ‘Schoo! District K:
,;!clear underskanding of the role of the Ktndergarten year |
.'within a snhool system w1ll be deve1oped from data prov1ded

: ;eby a nuMber of key 1nformants who are or have in the past

been involved in an administrattve capacﬂty in.ear1y N

":;childhood education Since these 1nd1vtduals are often those'
- who' are prtmary decision-makers in the school system 1t 1s’ 3

-vf‘their opintons that may have tnfluenoe on the future .

o dlrection of programs Ouestions W1ll be ratsed as to L
,whether the Kindergarten year shou]d be 1notuded as a part .
'e.fof the school‘system s compulsory educattoN'and the |

E advantagesﬂ rct tages of this action A]though many



..i ‘ by f"t;;ﬂm Vt‘. et ‘? R ,,T'::;;' xx_s g " o i o A .z‘»,“: e o "::,:';',.:::;r;i;w{.;‘i fi
eduoators have posed and discusled this idea informaliy.
formai atudy in this provihce has invastigated the opinions

- of‘Key informantshabout this possibility.’

D. Definition of Térms ° R
Articuiation | o o ' ‘ N
| A process which ensures. continuity in the lélﬁﬂing ‘y
’periences of cﬁildren accomplished through ongoing Q‘

xcooperative development impiementation and evaluation Of\;
early childhood serVices and primary education.programeiby
instructiona1 staff e.g. teachers. aides,..f. program

. administrators, e.g., prin01pals.‘superv1sors,;

4 coordinators,.. , parents. and community resource~persons

Loe.g., pubVTb-health nurses,_librarians in Keepinq with it
\\\J/the pr1nc1ples of child deveiopment (sic)(Alberta Education. ‘

Eariy Chiidhood Sarvices Program
| An eariy childhood services program refers to a program g
for chiﬂdren parentq,and staff thh educationai goais and
}obJectives funded by Alberta Education under the Eariy
';jChiidhood SerVJces Brancb and which makes use of the :
*'services.prov1ded by a variety-of goverument departments and

community agen01es (Aiberta Education 1984a iii)

- - ‘ . . ."l s

-
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gffEarly Chilpf_ Serviceszranch

A bray:h'wfth1n the Alberta Department of Eduoat1on

‘5,7d1rected at the 1ntegrat1on of educatlohal health

'recreat1onal. and soc1a] services for young ch1ldren below

Q;fthe age of school entrancelAlberta Educatzon.-1985 15)
: T : : L ,’y . R ot o :,f. :

?fiEducation

Any exper1ences wh1ch oontr1bute to the development of

‘vthedyhole ch1ld Educat1on, 1n th1s sense, 1s a shared

o

'-trespon51b1l1ty of the home school, church and conmUn1ty

o

'S?(Alberta Educat1on, 1984a 1]1) 'Jf:;;’ ,ﬁ 7];-?*'J5J;-,;,lDf'l;3

sid i LN e T R - v o A .o By AN
Rt S . K . EECR
\ : v i ] .

;*°p°"at°" SRR e gﬁ%?“"?'

LD
An operator is a school board or: prwvaté non prof1t

’rfcommun1ty based soc1ety, 1n06rporated under the-SOC1et1es

v;rActr(RSA 1980 Ch S 18) or other legal enttty that offeﬁs an‘:“”"“

‘itiearly ch1ldhood serv1ces program(Al“erta Educat1on.
,1'1985«16) e ‘ I AR
“:fStaff

Those who adm1n1nster,ldellver or support the early

'«W{ch1ldhood serv1ces program such Ef coord1nators. teachers

L‘1nstruct1onal ass1stants. a1des and volunteers who 'oqb W1th

.VL

'"W”Young ch1ldren 1n an early ch11dhood serVTceS program A; ’i ;;ktli

(Alberta Educat1on, 1984a;w?f’ﬁi.r;
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E. Limitations and Delimitations . . °

- o | Lo . o .

L1m1tations SR B ;* e

The study was 11m1ted to-. o e

R ‘the" extent that the respondents were Knowledgable and':
tw1111ng to g1ve truthful and accurate responsec'

‘2,, by the 1nterv1ew techn1que used to el1C|t th&

{ A
-a'propr1ate data and "y

33;3;how representat1ve the op1n1ons of adm1ntstrators e

d.,selected were of all adm1n1strators concérned thh earlyfi;;

| ch11dhood serv1ces programs W1th1n Edmonton Publuc ;..:‘-:f“

e

ffSchool D1str1ct ”y‘@' o ‘;f)ffﬁj??fi}t% }J‘t

De11m1tatlons 1 | L Sh
The study was deltmtted to a selected group of

\ adm1ntstrators,,e g superv1sors, prlnc1pals,.and ' o
'coord)nators, who were and/or are currently 1hvolved 1n thei:fi
.bearly ch11dhood serv1ces programs of the Edmonton Publ1c o



Chapter IL
REVIEw OF - LITERATURE
A Introduction vv e o o
"The purpose of thlS study was to 1nvesttgate the'

)school adm1n1strators about the |

.op1n1ons of selected
Vdevelopment of. early ch1ldhood serv1ces programs, the;;f
1ncorporat1on of the k1ndergarten year as a requ1red part of"
Fi\fthe prov1nc1al educat1onal system and subsequently to

}expla1n what are seen as some of the advantages and
tﬁffd1sadvantages of: th1$ type of . 1ncorporat1on Consequently it

/;'

';enwas felt that the rev1ew of l1terature should deal wwth
:iffthree areas. ) "‘“jt#ﬂ:‘ﬂ ' y |
‘Ejt7fThe events‘surroundang the establlshment of Early |
»"Ch1ldhood Serv1ces Programs dne the prov1nce of Alberta
rﬁ1n 1973 and 1ts subsequent development Th1s was deemedf
‘5""¥;dmportant as 1t would allow the current s1tuat1on to. be L
?mcompared w1th the<orrg1nal 1ntent of early ch1ldhood |
':Vserv1ces programs Consequently areas of s1m1lar1ty k
”tecould be h1ghlwghted as could areas Where the or1glnal
fﬁ}1ntent of the programs had. been lost and the programs
df.lhad been approprlated for alternate purposes
””ﬂdQEf}The development ‘and’ role of the early ch1ldhood services
. dftfprograms as perce1ved 1n .one. school d1str1ct the
. Edmonton Public School Dlstrlct It was. felt that the .
"i}lnformatwon generated 1n th1s part of the study would be

: l*ﬁ;qseful as the foous of the research was on the present

P

Cow.



- research 1Qstrument could be developed 11) 1t would
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or ;at1on and poss1ble 1ncorporat1on of the

::k1ndergarten year as.-a mandatory component of a child'
percept1on of how a school dlStPlCt v1ewed thws typeiof
'program Edmonton was seen as an appropr1ate district as
apart from 1ts conven1ence to the researcher it-was one
"of two school boards (the other being Calgary) to
,:rece1ve fund1ng for a p1lot k1ndergarten project
'(PrOJect Tenderness) pr1or to the format1on of the Early‘f
‘Ch1ldhood Serv1ces Branch. in 1973. )
3. The potent1al ram1f1cat1ons of the "Art1culat1on )
Planning. Pollcy ,\recently released by the Alberta .d:
.Department of Educatron; far “the future of Early -
‘Ch1ldhood Serv1ces Programs 1n the prov1nce was . also .
vexam1ned S1nce this pol1cy essentlally suggests that
 the Knndergarten year: be 1nvolved w1th program and
'curr1culum plann1ng w1th gradaagone through three th1s
;ﬁ w1ll have 1mpl1cat1ons for the klndergarten year and 1ts
'j posslble'further 1nclus1on as a part of.mandatory ’

schooling

It was felt that 1nformat1on from these three areas wals

also relevant as it would 1) prov1de a ba51s from whlch the

h1ghl1ght both the past development and present orientation
of early ch1ldhood sev1ces programs in the prov1nce thus
allow1ng compar1sons w1th adm1n1strator s percept1ons and

111) it would prov1de relevant 1nformat1on WIth wh1ch the

. S
» : . Rl
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results of this étudy’neould ‘be-compared.

EVents 8urround1ng the Development of Early Chlldhood
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" Services‘Programs fn the Province of Alberta

“Educational Planning

In 1969 the N:12 Educatfon Task Force: was establ1shéd

freferred to as elementary and secondary schools

o

_by the Alberta Department of Educat1on s Commiss1on on

~that segment of Alberta s educatlonal structure commonly;
. The:

Its mandate was "to exam1ne in depth !

| dfscope of concern of the. Task Force subsequently encompassed_

I3

"'the ages of :three to e1ghteen years

} - .

In relation to the early. years of. a ch1ld's educat1on{j’f

= 5

™

fl e., below 5 1/? years of age, the report referred to thts

Early EdUCatlon (p. 16).

?task force on early educat1on was’ conslstent w1th other

) years of a ch1ld’s llfe are the most creat1ve and

s .

product1ve (WOrth 1971 16). ’Consequently the strongest

<Chtldhood Educat1on were that

In general the~op1n1on of the

r;'world views (e. g. Br1t1sh Infant School) that the ' early

a. the potent1al of early ch1ldhood educat1on
lies/in the prov1s1on of appropriate

experiences.

.Rather than thinking in terms
of - extend1ng school1ng downward, it is felt

- that all education should proceed from the
_basis of the earliest possiBle exposure to °
'learn1ng eXperlences, and that these should
be primarily in the ‘feeling’ and 'doing’

f1elds.rather than the 'thinking’' field.

55b. It is strongly urged that there be a maJor‘

shift of thinking from that of relating

=N j.jstudentshlp with spec1f1d”chronolog1cal age.
Cooes It 1s felt that in Alberta }t is d1ff1cult

w o VT )

-orecommendat1ons com1ng out of - th1s report in regard to’ Early

a .



to establish ‘N’ as @ constant A |
e 'Furthermore, as ‘society shifts; so demands
S - . .for extending edUcation in aﬁy direction 1s
.., -bound to shift. ,
‘d,pflt is urged that 1ncreased 1nvolvement of " o
B parents of children. younger than the present
.- Grade 1-age be- sought and- thgt this whole"
process be pnopelled at greater speed.
e. While there are’ some excellent Kindergartens ‘
. ~in existence, a responsible viewpoint
~compels us to deplore the existence and -
. cdsual mushrooming of many $econd-rate" .
- ‘.kindergartens...Poor quality. of educational
- - experdiences is befng provided under :often
inadeguate conditions, phyé1cal. emot1onal\'
. and ‘environmental.
.. f. -Present trends indicate. that, because of ..
. working mothers, marriage breakdown,m‘
- _economic, pressure, etc., an increasing’ .
.~ number of. children, below:the age of 5 1/2.
- are'being ignored. from the ‘'standpoint of
.-+ receiving valuable 1earn1ng experlences
: ,,'(WOrth 1971 16 17) .

As a. result of the recommendat1ons put forth by the TasK
Force the foIlow1ng prqposal regardﬂng Early Ch1ldhood :
’ Educat1on was promulgated R Vﬂ -ﬁff ;. - R .;

Proposa1 No. 3+ that for the per1od up to 1980 '
public institutions be established-in- Alberta to .
© . which parents may, ‘at théir. discretion, bring: the1r .
- children-when théy reach:ages 3, 4 or 5. The '
) empha51s in these institutions should be : on}i.
providing children with'a variety of- exper1ences in’ .
"an environment in which children are able to move at
their own rate. It is presumed that these children
will move continually  toward Phase B2 of.the
‘educational system. Maturity would. be ‘a-major: |
criteriom upon which to base movement. from PhaSe
A3 to Phase B (Worth 1971:16+ 17)\ ' .

T

- At the same t1me as. the WQrth Comm1ss1on Rebort was

putt1ng forth varrous recommendat1ons for educat1ona1

.<‘In th1s respect 'N’ was used to denote nursery or
preschool. - - )

2Phase B would serve ch1ldren ages 6 - 10 as proposed by the

N - 12 Edication Task .Force.

"3Phase A would serve children ages 3 -5 as proposed by the

N --12 Education Task Force :

4’ - Lo
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) ﬁfprocedures across the province» the?e was a concurrent

r;ftgr ing concern on the part of educators and parents to ‘

1973 1)

A Jish some form of ijfiversal”-program for the ch1ldren
b.jfof 4 1/2 - 5 1/2 years//1 e. pre-grade . one. DUring the years‘
1971 and 1972 a ﬁﬁaﬂér of studies Were conducted to = |
investigate the 1mplicat1ons of such a program and how it
,should be implemented Some of the more notable studies used;
‘ﬂto set the foundat1on for later government pol1c1es on early
'%'ch1ldhood education were, ‘as previously ment1oned the N 12 ;
7-Educat1on Task Force plus 1n add1t1on, the M1n1ster s
Adv1sory Comm1ttee on Early Chi 1dhood Educat1on, and a ;‘;
1pol1cy paper ent1tled Opportun1t1es for Infants, by L W B

”)Downey Research Assoc1ates Ltd (Government of Alberta,,

ST

”E The M1n1ster s Adv1sory Comm1ttee was the body that Th

- :dune, 1973 was replaced by the Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ces

{f Dwrectorate of the Alberta Department of Educat1on The ?;w
;Downey pol1cy paper was prepared by a pr1vate research f1rm
"~JL W. Downey Research Associates) and was a follow-up to the

.Htprov1nc1al Human ResOurces Research Council’'s exper1mental

- prOJects an Edmonton (PPOJeCt Tenderness) and Calgary The ¥
Downey paper summar1zed ex1st1ng knowledge on early _ .

}educafion and ‘made a number -of necommendatlonsvon"early :

,ch1ldhood development It is 1nterest1ng to note that “

- although all three of the prOJects. the N 12 Educat1on Task &
_ Force, the M1n1ster s ‘Advisory Comm1ttee and the Downey

.paper had d1fferent beg1nn1ngs several of the key actors in
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“early childhood education in the province were directly or

.indirect1y 1nvo]ved in all of these initiatives.

A}

- .

As the”bontroversy over the establishment of universal

[ FLXY "o

preschool programs g;ew. a number of groups became iﬁbolved

in researchlng the pros and cons of th1s program The
LY

.

‘Alberta School Trustee's Assoc1at1on commﬁss1oned the
~ Alberta Human Resources Research Council to produce a
fea51b111ty study on ' An lntegrated Approach to Early
‘Chiidhood EdUcation" The pr1nc1pal 1nvest1gator was Dr. -

- QMyer Horowitz Cha1rman of Elementary Educat1on. The

'ﬂ;Univers1ty of Alberta and the report was publlshed in
November of 197] Previous to th1s in duly of 1971 the Early
ChIIdhood Educatlon Council of the Alberta’ Teachers’
Association,had produced afposition‘paper which presented
the beliefs, gbals and philosophy of the Early Childhood
Educat1on Counc11 on the educat1on of young ch1ldren

| Basical]y all the 1nformat1on comp11ed in support of

the 1mplenentat1on of k1ndergartens had common areas of .

———
-

5agreement They were f . L . R
3 an emphas1s on early educatlon,
TLb. the proy1s1on of - alternat1ve programs in‘early
" education; . |
'igcl<lcoord1nat1on between early ch11dhood education and
| the’ requ1red grade one year, (
\'ZK jbo{‘icoord1natlon between early ch1ldhood educat1on and
v" ﬁ;outs1de agenc1es£’e g ' Hea]th and’ Welfare, Soc1a1
. Services, Public Health_\ T PR |



. A .
3 A

‘_e},.the preparattonlof‘professionalsv1n‘the‘earl§; -

‘childhood field; " e

f. goveﬁnment funding of programs. -

'parental 'involvement - in prpgrams.'

' hif'an emphasis on parent and family educat1on

It 1s interesting to note that during the

organtzationaT period of policy formation on early childhoodw

;Aeducat1on there ‘were vary1ng v1ews on the cred1b11ity of )

th1s type of program as a prov1nc1ally funded- opt1on Durwng
- the early-?970’s a maJor advocate of th1s program was Lou ;
'eHyndman. the-then Mﬁ11ster of Educat1on and a ma1n opponent

was Calgary Schooi Trustee Harald Gunderson who was quoted~

as say1ng of Early Ch1ldhood Educat1on "We can’t afford 1t

.and early schooling cannharm young ch11drenf,(Edmonton

dQurnal, 1972:5).

o%e .

" A major pol1trcal debate ensued and the 1dea of
un1versa1 Kindergartens across ‘the prov1nce was reJected A~
more unstructured approach was adopted st;l] 1n»keep1ng wtth,

. the current theories on early chi 1dhood Educationﬁ As was

stated in the Edmonton dournal newspaper artlcle of :November
27, 1972, Mr. Hyndman 1nd1cated that R

‘the prov1nc1al government w111 not give priority to
introducing universal Kindergarten education in

~ Alberta, because of controversy as to its :
value...instead he says the government will

’ concentrate on helping to reduce disparities .
affecting disabled or disadvantaged children. He
also expressed more interest in le'ss formalized
programs to help enrich the env1ronment of children
in early years.



The gcvernmenf progressed 1n»estebi¥sh1ng early
childhood educatibn across the'provincerby abpoint1ng'a‘.‘ .
Minister’s Advisory Committee on Early Chiidhood Education.
Their recommendations set the grdUndwork-Fer the initial
_ guidelines and policies used to establ1sh the Alberta
‘Department of Education’s Early Childhood Services Branch in
1973. It is important to,note,' for the purposes of this
: the&is. the initial policies or operational plans'that were
 set out. They were:. | -

1. ~Ear1y Childhood Education is an lmportant part,
but only one part of a comprehensive.system of
Early Childhood Servnces (early childhood
services) .

2. Provincial and local organ1zatlons through which
early childhood services are provided must -
encourage and maximize the involvement of
parents and the commun1ty Early childhood
services must include the prdvision of such
educational, nutritional, sogiag and health
services that will help young children.

3. Services offered by early childhood services

- need not develop simultaneousty.- Priorities must

.be set for phasing-in programs. -For example,
activities that meet the needs of. handicapped _
children will take precedence over those
. activities involved in establishing universal
C -early childhood programs. Initially, program -
. development and support will be directed toward
children from birth to less than 5 years 6
months and their parents. This will have strong
implications for present primary school
' rams.

-4, "tEvary effort- should be made to avoid unnecessary

elling" of children and’ parents in early

childhood services programs.

5. Early Childhood .Services should not be viewed as
an extension downward of the present primary
program. -

6. Early Childhood Services should be provided to
the child and-his family on an optional basis.
No child under compulsory school age will be
re?u1red }o attend(Government of Alberta,
1973:i-11
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L Out of the Mtnlst&r 8 AdVlsory Committee the Early
Chtldhood Servtces Branch was formally established 1n the
'spring of 1973. It came: under the auspices of the Department
of EduCatlon and a Direotdr of Early Childhood Services was
appofnted. Dr Irving Hasttngs. The Program Planning Manual_
of the Alberta Depar tment of Eaucation suggested that the ”
'early childhood services progrgm.was established by ‘the
governmeht‘for the folldwing reasons: '

1.” The coordinatfon at the provincial policy level
‘ of services offered by several departments of
government to mee§ the needs of Yyoung children
and their families.
2. The development and maintenance of needed
services throughout the province. ,
3.. The promotion of a coordinated approach to .
services for young children and* their families
. and the encouragement of inter-agenly ‘
cooperation among all local agencies whtch
provide these services.
4, The provision of grants and consultat1ve “
to community groups and to school
_jurisdidtions for the establishment and .
maintenamce of comprehensive early childhood
services programs (Alberta Educhtton, 1985:4iv).

nts outlined in ‘this section of the Review

of Literature reveal there were clear beliefs under lying the .
origlnal‘Puidelines and policiee'which were set forth for |
early childhood services programs in the province of
Alberta. It is interesting to note that the majority of
these beliefs still remain compatible with'oresentldey
philosophies on early childhood educatlon. However as
klndergarten became an integral part of individual school
boards end mos t lmportently primary schools it began to
operate within a system of paradoxes. On one hand it was

deemed to be viewed "not as an extension downward of the
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' ading sKills. etc. to prepare tha child for

ry into grade one The original principie aiso stressed
that a positive self- concept and a feeiing of success were

to be fostered in the child' s development and yet the issue.;_
of ”retention"‘arises each’dunefas the question of whether )
children should proceed onto grade one'is raised. One last
issue which poses various implications for kindergarten is -
the one presentiy being suggested by Alberta Education,

termed ' articuiation This will be discussed in. the iatter
part of “this chapter However briefiy. it should be notEd

that government agenCies have strOngiy suggested that :
planning occur between kindergarten and grade one. educators :i
in respect to program and ounricuium The question this u:ilf

A ’:.'

poses is will this cause Kindergarten to Joose some autqpomy

o~

: prov1nc1ai curriculum concerns affect the dip Fion ﬁhe ST

- . . - .A,\* «r‘,;' ) ¢
. planning Wiii go’ SEAEREE ;;,:n L ",g_ ‘_;,:,:.

In summary many interesting points can be raiszd*in
"r»ood |

serVices programs in 1973 and the degree to which t s area

. has’ changed Up to 1986 More emphaSis Wiii ‘e piaced oni,;i;/

these various points in the foiiowing chapters of this

thesis.



’f- as-a separate entity with1n the school 1tself

- rooms at Delton and one each at North E{'O

-

and the need for a kindergarten then available space 1.e..

: This pilot_dtudy was.set up to run in a

_miééte

L c The: Deve lopment and Role o#' Early Chlldwood SQrvioos
Programo in the Edmonton Publlc Sohool Dlstrtot '
T A

1970- 1973 e e

Prlor to the establlshment of the Early Childhood
Services Branch ln the provlnce ln 1973 the Edmonton Publch'

.School oard had supported parent cooperative'KlndergartenSa'

- in thelr schools If an adequate number of parents withln a

”ommunlty grouped together to demonstrate thelr interest in

-«

-

classrooms in varlous sphools was prov1ded to them »
Statist'ics show that as of 1971 ‘the Edmonton PUbtic School

District had fourteen parent.cooperat1ve krndergarten f.—*"

claSses 1n the schools with. a total enroJlment of six -
hundred ‘and ‘forty" ch1Jdren lKing. et’ 17, 1972:4). It is
1mportant to Qote that these were!autonomous _parent ‘

supported programs and although the parent‘groups had a

L close lxaison with school dlstr1ct personnel. they operated

:: At the same time as, the parent c00perat1ve '
kindergartens were functwon1ng wrth1n schools, the Edmonton

Publlc School Board 1tself entered 1nto a separate a-reement<~

w1th the Department of Educat1on to operate four

kindergartep classrooms 1n three ' 1nner city

ar manner to -

N -
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the parent coepbratlve'ktndergartens

but the provincial ?overnment was provtdi for the'
evaluation of them 1n order to determine. nge : ‘
effectiveness and benefits of -Early Childhood . ¢
‘tducation. in addition they;provlded $50,000.00 ¢
'year toward -the cost. of these‘Ktndergartens(E )
PUblleSchOOl District, 1971:2).

The programs were called'Project TenderneSs and t
qperation in'the" fall'ef 1970. The Kindergartens
Jointly sponsored project had as thelr‘objectives

1. tolassess the 30cial phystcal 1ntellectual A V-
" cultural and emotional needs: of the chi ldren 'p,“‘

“shen taby enter and as they progress through

* schoo

.- 2. to provldk\é«pe iences approprlate 1o these .

- = .needs whether they be of a compensatory nature

. for children f disadvantaged .homes, or of an

-, ..enrichment nature for children #rpm the mos t

- - advantaged homes in the city.

3. to provide a climate of trust, warmth.‘secur1ty.

. .and understanding which will assist each child -~
to create an attitude toward himself and others
conduc1ve to the development of a posltive self.

, concept. .

4. to 1nvolve the ch1ld's parents. as well as other
resource personnel, in the assessment of needs
and in the determlnation of appropriate learning -

- . experiences. '

5. to help the. chlld’s parents w1den and enrich

. their own knowledge and understanding by.

) contr1but1ng to ard-participating in the

esggrlences provided, by the schdol(Reld
1 1 . l

S

£

It s 1nterest1ng to note’ that these four ktndergarten ‘
classrooms were set up in somewhat 1deal sttuat1ons All of

the four classrooms were totally renovated and approx1matelyt

-'f-$7 500 OO was budgeted to be,§bent on equtpment and

'&,suppl1es Th1s was in stari contrast to the parent _
hcooperative K1ndergarten whioh operated in any available
7 classroom and whose equ1pment and supplies had to be

| purchased by the parent group In addition to the twow~



prev1ously ment1oned types of klndergarten programs an
}.

| act1on research prOJect was also be1ng coord1nated by Eldon

o

Bl1ss of ' the Edmonton Publ1c School D1str1ct The prOJect !

had 1nput from the Un1vers1ty of Alberta. the,Social

&lann1hg Branch of the Alberfa Department of Soc1al

tw

’

o 1ncluded grades l 2, and 3. Its’ ma1n pUrpose was t

‘”prov1nc1al educat1onal personnel P ";;

U the government as an 1nnovaa.¥e prOJect The prOJecb

_manner as. the K1ndergartens in. the Syst ;,vtv

~Development and the Early Ch1ldhood Educat1on Sect1on of the 1,

Alberta Department of Educatlon Th1s éarly ch1ldhood

educatlon program 1n1t1ated 1n the early 1970‘s was "The

Cooperatlve Early Ch1ldhood Educattpn PrOJect“’and 1ts two fy4;

'ma1n ob3ect1ves were: f“" ,f;“v,v ~;ﬁ¢_ QA“;f«

1. _to develop an- 1nd1v1dual learn1ng approach to o
- - early chi 1dhood. educat ion -in which’ the i :
-~ curpiculum, teach1ngqprocedures, and gy
.« 'school/classroom organization are. congruent and
7‘1ndharmony w1th Knowledge of child development ’
. an o
2.. to develop close l1a1son articuiatldh and

- unity of purpose among- the school: staff home
and .community, the :teacher training” 1nst1tut1on,

‘- and the support service of both the school . .. -
district and the community regarding the total
‘educational effort. involved in the growth'and

’ deve lopment ; of the chtld -up to the age: of elght R
i' e years(Krysowaty 1972 6)(emphas1s addedl ‘9_,v,~'

-The Cooperat1ve Early Ch1ldhood Educat1on PrOJect was
located at Forest He1ghts Scho;?)and was part1ally funded by,a~

i.,

these grades operate on—the same ph1losophy and :

~

As 1ntere t1:‘;

;to note that th1s type of 1ntegrated approach to early

ch1ldhood educatlon 1s the ma1n pr1nc1ple beh1nd the j;:j;;;3; .

art1culat1on ph1losophy currently belng espoused by
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In summary then 1t may be seen then that by the1r
5 involvement in the parent cooperattye Ktndergartens, PrOJect
iTenderness and the COOperat1ve Early Ch1ldhood Educat1on o
H_‘Pro,]ect the' Edmonton Pub‘hc School Board had 4n the early ' ‘
;1970’5 demonstrated a strong support of early ch11dhood -

= educatton prOQrams

o A—"

At the,prov1nc1a1 levelitherefwas'however stiit no

jr;igovernment department or ‘subunit w1th the prtmary mandate

- for early ch11dhood ‘education. Th1s §1tuatton was to change

in 1973 when the then Mtntster of Educat1on, Lou Hyndman.
rrestabl1shed the Ear]y Ch1ldhood Serv1ces Branch w1th1n the
;ﬂAlberta Department of Educat1on Th1s branch was the result
’ of 3 number of pressures F1rst the prev1ously ment1oned
:PPOJeCt Tenderness and a s1m11ar endeavor in Calgary,.t'.j
V1n1t1ated as p1lot progects r the prov1ncta1 government |

{ 'had been ‘seen as successful Second there was parenta] g

;preSsUre on the government to 1nst1tute un1versal |

C K1ndergartens w1th1n the prov1nce There was also concern'
" that these Ktndergartens be operated in a method con51stent

'ﬂ.w1th acbépted early ch11dhood ph1losoph1es(for egample ‘the "

"‘Br1t1sh Infant School) Thtrd at the same ttme there were

f’~as outitned in. sectton t of the Review of Ltterature a

';,number of studles 1n1t1ated by educat1onal agen01es to. maKe

7dnecommendattons about the future ‘direction of early

@

'educatton programs within A]berta anal]y there wasvgjyf

L

tb-‘-



pressure because Alberta was the last province to adopt a
pol1cy concern1ng early educat1on Once the Early Ch1ldhqod

‘ SerV1ces Branch was estab11shed 1ts intent was to 1mprove
‘the quality of these: programs by prov1d1ng adequate fund1ng.

‘ a consistent early ch1ldhood ph1losophyr~aiﬂ'§uperv1squ of

the preschool exper1ences However initial fundtng in 1973
was to programs a]ready in ex1stence and theré were no

/ mon1es allocated for new programs Th1sﬁdlscrepancy between
»the 1ntent of the government on the support of "un1versal«

pgkk1ndergartens ano the fund1ng that actual]y was given:
broughtrapout ‘a lobby by the "“Parent Cooperat1ve
'Kindergart&hs of Greater Edmonton to 1nsure new
K1ndergartens had a source of fundlng Due to the 1ncreased
pub11c awareness of early chw]dhood educaf!on and the | .
pers1stence on the part of ‘parents and educators, the iirf
M1n1ster of Educat1on. ‘Lou Hyndman. announced on danuary.10

. .1974, an. expan510n of Ear]y Ch11dhood S@rv1ces to prov1de \
un1versal access fo? all ch11i!§n 1n the prov1nce aged 4 1/2 \
- 5 1/2 years. It -was dur1ng th1s 1973 1974 pertod of o
trans1t1on that the Edmonton Pub11c School D1str1ct |
1dent1f1ed one of thenr pgrsonnel asv Superv1sor of Early
Ch1ldhood Programs to assist and coord1nate the 8 o
Klndergarten programs w1tn§ﬁ the system The person g1ven
th1s mandate was Mrs Kay Chernowsk1 ‘Under her d1rect1on'
the early ch1ldhood-programs grew from a éréuﬁ of | N
autonomous. parent 1n1t1ated classes: to an ordered
coord1nated and cohe51ve gperatlon The @aJor emph'§1s 15_

-



‘s

the ensu1ng years of deve1opment from 1973 1980 was on
greater utilization of funds in respect to program’ plann1ngt
support staff teacher 1nserv1c1ng. spec1al needs programs
-and parent 1nvolvement In this perlod the provxnc1al
government monwes a]located for fund1ng the ear]y ch1ldhood.
programs ex1st1ng 1n part1cu1ar schools was not released to
the school system themselves but to the ind1v1dual early
childhood programs. To el1m1nate the duplication of
submi tted proposals for funding, serv1ces, and the
repetitive yeirly reporting a coord1nated effort was put 1n g
place by ‘the Edmonton Public School D1str1c!adm1mster

h

. and ‘oversee the d1sbursement oﬁpearly child 5seruices’_
funds to 1nd1v1duaﬂ programs Theq&ifectlveness of the

" effort was qu1ckty recognlzed 1ocally and by the prov1nc1al
government Th1s arrangement entered into by the school

. board was g1ven official approval when .on December 15 1975
The School Act was_amended to give a school board the
ihitia]rauthority and the‘power to contract with
1ncorporated 1oca] parent communlty groups Thus maKing'a

- school board involved in this agreement 'a school board
operator”. As out]ined in a 1975 édmonton Public School
Board Early”Chitdhood;Erogram Directive trom Mrs. Chernowski
- the aims and objectiuesfof being‘a  school board operator’
:‘were:ciearly stated‘ o | .

1., to have a teacher whose attltude and behav1our
. indicate that she/he ‘enjoys working with young
‘%ﬁ children.
. 'to have a. teacher who accepts and apprecwates
.- each child as he/she is, a unique human being.
3. to have a teacher who understands the stages of



child development how young- children learn. ahd
4 .. how children aoquire .language.
" . 4. toihave learrngg experiences that promote the
L child’'s total development,. social, physical,.:
IS intellectual, cultural; ahd emot1bnal »
" 5., to have the child's parents respected as .
- _.'persons, welcomed, ‘and involved in the school
. . 'that he/she attends '
6. to have a principal who. understands the:
* implications -of child development for school
- -activities.
7. to_have a learning env1ronment in the home, 1n
. the:'dchool and in the ‘community, that will
+ + support and encourage his/her growth and
‘ developnent(Chernowsk1.1975 ).

It is 1nteresting to note that comparat1vely 51m1lar-
rfpr1nc1ples,.appear in a recent May/dune 1986 edition of ';)
--Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ces, Program H1gh11ghts wh1ch features
{ the topic of_ art1cu1at1on In this pub11cat10n reference
is made to Dr Kerr1 Pa1n ] suggest1ons as to what
articulated schools are, hese suggestions appeared in the

document "Art1oulat1on L1nkages Ch1ldren~and Parents in

4

"anrly/Bas1c Educat1on,and were: o

involve parents;

encourage teachers to commun1cate .and plan

jointly,; -

have. principals who are v1s1ble and supportive;

emphasize development of individual children;

encourage interaction: children working

together, helping one another; .

use concrete and man1pulat1ve mater1als(Alberta
, Edecation, 1986a:4) . , ‘

d’i 9B w N —

To summar1ze this early period, 1973 - 1980‘ it was'av~
- t1me of growth for early ch11dhood serv1ces programs wi thin
the Edmonton Public School District. As 1nd1cated in Table 2

" a concentrated and effect1ve network of support was des1gned

o to ass1st the teachers and ch1ldren 1nvolved in these -

programs..The organwzat1on of this network was orchestrated

*®



. ' ) Table 2.

i‘uUrganizational Framework for Support Services ) anrly
\ ,”Ch11dhood Services Prograng;g Egmgnton Public Sghools
S ) A - (1 198 '

,.Sdberintendent/Edmonton Public School Qtstricth
Assoctaﬁe Super intendent
Asststant\Suoe;tntendent
| Djrebtor of(Instrdction ,:'_

Supervisor, Earty Cht}dhood‘Programs‘

‘Social - Early “+ > Psychologists Public, Speech o
Worker . Chi ldhood ' Health '  Therapists .

g K Services- *. Nurses S
- Consulfants S AT '

I SR Primary, Sd e

Consultants

1]

Early Childhood Services Programs.andfTeachers I

‘ by the Superv1sor of Early Ch1]dhood Programs and was' set up

| in such a way as to prov1de support’ for teachers and _their |

students through visitations to c]assrooms, referral systems

and inservicing It is 1mportant to note that th1s support

' system was’ funded by the mon1es rece1ved to-f1nance the
early childhood services programs operating w1th1n the :

vschoo]s The Kindergartens, rap1dly became an 1ntegra] part.
of the schoots,‘and enjoyed an ‘autonomy and c]ear identity

of their own. Stddents had the benef1t of school

fac111t1es(gymna51ums.vmus1c rooms. 11brary, etc ) and
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teachers were part of a proﬁe_“jonal school stjff where

n

support could be obtained, but at the same t1me the goals ;

*“and objectives of the early childhood services program couldh

be nurtured and developed In summary some of the major or

most s19nificant achlevements of the early ch1ldhood

7

services programs 1n the Edmonton Publlc SchooV D1str1ct

. dur1ng the pertod of 1973 1980 were

1.

- The 1ntroduction of un1versal, early chtldhood serv1ces

N programs 1n ‘the Edmonton Publlc School District.

-developmental areas of a chlld's exper

;_/The un1que program wh1ch was. developed around the five

fphy51cal 1ntellectual cultural and' emot1onal Two

program gu1des were Wr1tten A Trip Wlth Us“ and-

ot

' "Supplement to A Tr1p With Us"

The aim that every program should have a teacher a1de to

assist jn the program | ;

The area of parental 1nvolvement was very 1mportant
parents were encouraged to acquire newvsk1lls and -
knowledge relative topearly childhood»education'through
parent inservices, parent-teacher'conferences andwﬁ
classroom 1nvolvement

The 1dent1f1cat10n rof ch1ldren“w1th special needs wh1ch
led to the developmental,K1ndergarten (which no longer.
exists),.alternative earlypchildhood services programs
such as French,.Ukranian;:Cree, German and Chinese
Bilingual.

Special government funding for early childhood services



r

children from “inner city" sch091§ or disadvantaged A
areas of the city | ‘
Ty Thg funding established for early childhood services

| cﬁiquén wi th mild, moderate on severe handicaps to
eﬁable these childrén f; participafe in these p}ograms.
with appropr1ate superv1s1on and care.
8. The emphas1s on the inyolvement of community agenc1esj’3g
o and resources that could e utilized by the early i
ch1ldhood services children, parents, and staff e.g. ;
Local Board of Hea]tB City Pol1ce(Block Parent
Program) Alberta Social Serv1ces : A
9. hThe coordination and emphas1s on allocated inservice
prbgrams for eérly éhi]dhood,personne] on a regulaf |
‘basis. |
10. The provision of consultative services to early
childhood services teaching staff, e.g., speéch
therapists, p§tholbgists, éarly childhood services
éohéu]tants. ‘ ‘ | |
11. The establishment of Local Advisory Committees(LAC) in
| each early chi ldhood ser&jces program comprised of
:‘parents to assist in the de&elopment of program planning
suited to the children’s needs and the available
resources of the community.
1980 - f986 .. . ) . o
In 1981,tﬁe Eémoqtog Public School District underwent a

ma jor organizational change. The -essence of this change was ‘

—~—
-
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to decentralize the budgeting- process and introduce what is
termed ' school based budgeting'.iFor the early childhood

h services programs, namely Kindergartens, this wasfto have a
stgnificant effect on their funding. Prior to
. decentralization, fundslfor each Kindergarten wereealiocated'
by the schobl board to that Kindergarten. The Kindergar ten
.would then pay an amount proportional to its requ1rements to
the school for serv1ces. e.g. heatvng. 11ght. water, paper,
etc. Under the new system the K1ndergarten funds were
comb1ned with the rest of the school funds and all th1s was
| allooated in one sum of'money to the school Essentially
th1s meant that the K1ndergartens no longer controlled their
own funds as they had in the paJt but now these were
‘contrqlled by the school principal. Concurrent .with this
'budgeting change there was also a‘change in the role(of the
Edmonton Public School District’s Early Childhood Program
Supervisor. In the past this indtvidual had the solevtask of
— deating wtth Kindergarten programs; under the new system the
N 1nd1v1dua1 s role was expanded to 1nclude the respons1b1l1ty
of program. planning for grades 1, 2 and 3. This type of
change in orga jzational responsibilities was 1nd1cat1ve of
the future directlon the Edmonton Public School District
would take in regard to Kindergartens, i.e., an
“articulated" program ‘
To summar ize as a resu]t of th1s sh1ft in organization
there ‘has been a number of changes over the past four to

five years that have had.a further effect on the
v : ' .
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kindergarten program. First, supplies and materials .for the

kindergarten are no longer the concern of a central
supervisor, now these requirements are 1ncorporated into the
general supplies and materials for the school and are the
respons1b1lityvof the schoqivprincipal. Second, the
‘ consultative services, e.g., psychologists, speech

‘therapists, efc{} that were previously provided\solely for
kjngergarten programs have been incorporated by the “bqreau
team". a centralized service for all schools. Third, this

shift has meant that rather than trained early childhood

.S ec"‘llsts be1ng respon51b1e for these programs they nowr
fall .nder the Jur1sd1ct1on of . a pr1nc1pa1 who often has :
litt or no formal tra1n1ng in this area. Finally, this has
been another step in the move by the Edmonton Public School

District to view and»1ncorporate Kindergarten as a formal
ﬁar of schooling. |

D. Perceptions and 1mp11cations of Early Childhood Services

- Primary ArticuIatlon for Early Ch11dhood Serv1ces

R

Programs L |
. When Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ces was established in 1973 .
there was a clear d1rect1ve from the Department of Education
that there be a number of alternat1ve programs of early
: educat1on ava1lable as the need arose. What arose as a
result of th1s were a number of early chxldhood services
programs such as nursery schools, playschools, daycares,

pr1vate early ch1ldhood services soc1et1es. school board .

. . e
T L. B - : e
i '
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operated early childhood services programs, modified Grade
Ones; and kindergarten/ Grade One.split classes.'Howeverf-

~although the 1ntent of ;alternative’ programs was '

well directed_ the dutcome has been a disparity of—
philosophies and goals among the’ numerous - early childhood’
centres.’There indeed arose a need to assess the direction
the early childhood services programs were going and to
ascertain from‘the findings the appropriate course of '

\“—’action. As Alberta Education had primary responsibility for

earty chjldhood services and primary programs the main |
emphasis or thrust for a more coordinated plan was to_
originate with them. Their ma jor goaf Was to'proyide a
continuum of well coordlnated, sequent1al interactive. and

"articulated’ program plann1ng across the early ch11dhood

’spectrum(O-B years). One area specifically identified in

need of reorganization was the government s need to def1ne

"clear lines of funding partlcularly in regard to program

planning.

. Beginning in'1982 there were three significant events
which led to the recent endorsement of an art1culat1on
policy in the province. The first involved an Early\
Childhood Services Policy Adv1sory Council which was
appointed by the Minister of Education in the fall of 1982.
The maJor focus of this committee was to concentrate "“on |
providing policy and procedural advice on improving

_communjcatton‘and coordination‘among all programs for

children (0-8 years)“(Torgunrud.1985-86:5). In respect to
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this the committee gave speclal attentlon to. monitoring the
development of policy for the proposed artloulatlon of early
" childhood services and primary educat ion"
(Torgunrud 1985-86: 5) The second event was'the'
reorganizatlon of AlbertaﬂEducation in danuary 1983 Early.
childhood servlces - prlmary articulatlon was identlfied as
a prlority and, through the department policy on thls was sg
to be reconmended to the Minister and government A thicd
and mos t s1gn1ficant event {n respect to one of fhe 1njt1al
1973 policies is the fact ‘that: o

on May 17 1984, Mrs. Myrna Fyfe MLA for St.
Albert, "tabled the following motion in the Alberta
leg1slature "Be it resolved that the government.
consider the upward integration.of Early Childhood
. Services with Grade 1”. The debate, begun on that
occasion, was concluded and the motion carried on
"November 8, 1984(Torgunrud 1985-86:5). =
' Due tb these c1rcumstances the government's attent1on turned
'to the proposed art1culat1on pollcy and two stud1es were'
_commlss1oned by Alberta Education and thelr f:nd1ngs have
‘been distributed. to early ch1ldhood serv1ces personnel L

across the prov1nce lhese stud1es, Artlculat1on L1nkgges.

'Ch1ldren and Parents in Early/Ba51c Educat1on and Human ’

Development The Early Years have been used to ass1st 1n thev

development of the proposed art1culatlon pol1cy The one

study, Art1culatlon L1nkages Chlldren and Parents in "

:.‘Early/Bas1c Educat1on collected informatlon on the |
percelved obJect1ves of art1culat1on by v1s1t1ng public and
'pr1vate 1nst1tut1ons where succesSful art1culat10n programs

'were in pract1ce and dlso by - v1s1t1ng those where the
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potential for articulation was evident but was not in place

'Parental involvement was identified as a significant area }

‘w‘;frcm which information was gathered through observation and |

‘ project’ ‘has been continued by Marianne Berube, Acting

-interview techniques The initiator of this study was Dr
, - .
- E. A Torgunrud, who at the time was Director of Early |

Childhood Services for Alberta Education Dr Torgunrud was :

' seconded to Lac Le Biche in 1986 and the articulation nf'

_-Associate Director of the Early Childhood Services Branch
"~Keith Wagner Assoc1ate Director responsible for elementary |
cation in the Curriculum Branch and Deyid deffares,L -
Acting Director. Early Childhood Services .The’ second study.
" Human ngelgpmgnt The Early Years(lQ__l focussed on a ,:"‘

vre'iew of current literature pertaining to the developmehtal

children T K SR

The findfvgs of these two comm1551oned studies were hav«
‘_’distributed provxncially to various interested groups and ‘
_ 'individuals such as The;Early Childhood Education Counc1l of
~htlhe Alberta Teachers Assomationl The 6’bbctor of Early ’
'i§Childhood Serv1ces, The Early Childhood Services Policy
;AdVisory Counc1l the early childhood serVices superViSOrs
,of large and small group systems,,the Alberta Educatton
":Articulation;Steering Committee, school superi@tendentS-and
fgpustees for-feedbackiend reviewsélhe distribution took-the>
'torm;of five'discussion‘pepers. written by‘E;AJ Torgunrud'
and entitled Prospectus(1985), Mredebated- by the -
véﬁ%ous agencies previously mehIToned jhroughout 1985;‘The
[
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Early Ch1ldhood Services and Curdfculum Branches of the el

Program Devélopment Division Alberta Education. in
consultation with the Policy Advtsory—Coqui\ were.
: responsible}for collaborat1nglpp«the acqutred reactions

P

towards the articulation of early childhood services

*

' prqgrams and primary educatfid and devising an 1n1t1al

VQrsion of policy. gu#del; d prccedures From that

initial translation of th Qs in early danuary 1986 to

'“"the present dune 1986 there have been ar t°t£] of five N :

N rev1sed drafts defin1ng the policy. guidel1 es and

procedures for. early ch1ldhood serv1ces programs and primary
i educat1on arttculation'f | )
At the present time, i.e. » June 1986 the Department of

Educat1on 1s def1n1ng art1culation as: L
La process which ensures conttnu1ty in the 'learning:
experiences of children accomplished through ongoing
cooperative deévelopient, implementatlon and -
evaluation of early’ ch11dhood servites and prl,.mary
‘education programs by, instructional staff, e.g. S
_teachers, aides,...,phogram administrators, e.g.

- principals, supervisors; coordinators, ..., perents

and, community resource persons, e.g. public’ health

nurses, librarians, ... in Keeping with the.

pgégg}ples of child development(Alberta Educat1on.
1 L . o .

2N

the 1mp11cat1ons wh1dh ‘may ar1se for ear1y chxldhood
: services programs as a reéult of early ch ldhood serv1ces
programs and pr1mary educat1on art1culat1on At a recent May
7, 1?86 ﬁart1cu]at1on inservice sesstoh attended by the
researcherfand«presented by the early chi 1dhood serv1ces
éonsultants_of the Edmonton Public SchooW'DiStrict theh

i

N

It is 1nterest1ng to nqte for the purposes of thls the51s.v-

k4
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,f0110wing‘concerns om issUes mere presented These concerns t”
‘were the. underlyxng issues’ wh1ch contr1buted to the o
1n1t1at1on of th1s pol1cy as a mandate from Alberta

"‘aEducat1on Some of the main - issues in a condensed V/rs10n .

were: o {": ﬁ'-" ) | |
1§ the advancement of chlldren from program to program.'r
,namefy early ch1ldhood servwces programs 1nto Grade 1y

\‘_from .Grade 1 1nto Grade 2, and so on; .

\

faQZLh.the ease of trans1t1on from program to program.~

‘ 3”,-thé child's feel1ng of -:non- success wh1ch cbntr1butes to

academ1c and emotional problems,' s

- 4. tthe present entry age deadllne to eanly Chl]dbOOd :

serv1ces/programs of March 1 ‘
o R s
the retent1on rate of early ch11dhoodvserv1ces programs

7

‘-1 ch1ldren - what is, to be done w1th ch1ldreﬂ who cannot
_ — e

i
it

oo

- be put- forward 'gf“.'f' ‘J.ﬂ’» : “':TV?,f;ijffﬂﬁfﬁ

6./\the developing of read1ness SKI]]S 1n earﬁﬁ ch1ldhood

.serv1ces programs student 1n preparat1on for Gradej&

7. begwnn1ng academ1c programs*ear11er and ear41er 1n a,

. Chl]d's lee.

‘ ’_reSUlts o y AL
In compar1son Alberta Educat1on(1986) made the4$ollow1ng
'statement concernlng the CUrrent status cf the.programs 1n§f :

-‘the1r draft on Po]1cy. Gu1del1nes and Rroceddres for EarTy

w

e Ch11dhood Services and Pr1mary Ed&bat1on Art1cu1at1onv_ S Qi
Early ch1ldhood serv1ces and’ pr1mary educat1on f‘ L
programs range from unstructured act1v1ty based and

A . - . ‘ - . 3 _‘.. ~
: ¥ ) i PR TR

Y S S . “ o 3 M .
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v,1ntegrated learn1ng exper1ences to more structured
jteacher directed .amd subject-bound classroom .

activities. Instructional ob3ect1ves and pract1ces.
. evaluation of program outcomes, and.children’s
. - progress, program administration and the 1nvolvement
v<;. of parents and community are not ‘always artlculated
Consequently, children may experience a variety: of
~ adjustment factors which hirder . their learning - :
~.progress as they proceed. from early childhood .
' services programs into Grade 1, from Grade 1f1nto
Grade 2 or from Grade 2 into Grade 3. :

,

GFor the purposes of thtS research it ]S 1mportant to note
-the,51gn1f1cant mandate tpe provinc1a1 Department of

)EducatIOn has set for 1tse1f in terms of the art1cu1at1on -
i po]1cy More 1mportant1y though will be the perceptwons of

thoselrnvolved 1n early ch11dhood educat1on as tO‘the

_con51gered are 1n terms of the follow1ng |
1.dfthe ear]y chfﬁdhood serg1ces programs ieacher S.

L‘V7hfpercepttons of their r01§ in a 1CU1at on;

fthe 1mp11catlons of program p]ann1ng between ear]y
| | Chl]dhOOd serv1cés programs and Grade 1; | »
:G:G,p:the d1rect1on that 1nstruqttonal methods will follow to
.'jensure the bas1c ph1losoph1es of. early ch11dhood
u ?Tserv1ces programs. SRR | ”'
"t;h%t:the methods used to eva]uate a ch11d’s progress in early
.:'i:chlldhood serv1ces programs..Grade 1, and so on; =1J%iﬁ
'f;»é;f}the emphas1s on. parental 1nvolvement& S ; | |
ij6fftprogram adm1n1strat1on, i, e , pr1nc1pats,isuperv1sors
:As a f}hal po1nt the follow1ng quote from the Early

" Chtldhood Serv1ces and Pr1mary Educat1on Art1culat10n
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" Policy, Guidelines and fnocedﬁﬁes;foverview (Mérch. 1986)

) - gtates: — - —

T‘%'From.th%g'bdiht“bn then it will be antrﬁnteresting to

i

+ . ..the concept of articulation has moved from

voluntary implementation to mandatory

. implementation. As of .September, 1986, school

I .

" bodrds, private schools agd private early childhood '

services operators are expected to begin the ‘
development of policies, guidelines,  and procedures

4o use in their implementation of the articulation

policy. This development is o be completed by
September 1987 so that implementation may be -t
monitored and evaluated in 1987-88(Alberta

Edﬁ@g{ionr19866);'#{”.

~ observe ihé;changeérthat may arise from articulation and to

<0

see whether‘?his‘bolicy<will-bnihg;early chi]dhéod'services

e programs(Kinaergarieh) thafioné.step‘cioser to becoming a
3 . "-‘461 . . ) N N )

mandatorygs}adelbf_schoo]. ' B .

| %



Chapter III% -
METHODOLOGY T .

A, Introduction 4 b \
: The purpose of th1s study as prev1ously ment1oned was .

1. jto 1nvest1gate the op1nlons of selected school »
adm1nistrators aboﬁt.maJor events 1n the development of
early ch1ldhood serv1ces programs. | lm
2 °2, to 1nvest1gate the op1n1ons of seJected school
| ‘.admtnlstrators about the present organ1zat1on and

p0$s1ble 1ncorporat1on of k1ndergartens as a requ1red
o '- part of the educat1onal system, ' ';ﬁ

3. to exp1a1n what these school adm1n1strators see as some
‘of the advantages and dlsadvantages of tHﬁs poss1ble
j;1ncorperat1on. ‘
As the Review o?*Literature _has shown there is a. dearth
of research mater1als that deal cUrectly w1th e1ther of .
these two issues. Consequently~the nature of th1s study

;would be what Burton(1981: 10) terms expleratory and
E j1ndtcat1ve~ rather than definttiVe and representative”

‘ That‘ts#tp saypthat‘the-study~would expiore\the-epinions of

. selected sehoel administrators about the infegration of the-:

:kjhd%rgarten‘yeér'jnto the formally designated'sehool years;

*it wOuld a]so;attempt to indicate the ranee and'types of -

Jissues wh1eh emanate from these op1ntons The study would -

not atgganJto defthe part1cu1ar var1ables emanattng from
the Aﬂ&tntstrator s op1n1ons nor would it attempt to

e / L s
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' def%rmine the representatlveness of. these variables among
all school administrators “This type of appnpach was seen as,;
being necessary in-order to lay the groundwork for the '
development of concepts that may ‘later form theoretical
linkages which in turn could be empirically tested Babbie h’
"~ has. emphasized the 1mportance ‘of using th1s type of approach*
in work that is relat1vely new and as yet undefined. ‘He |

po1nts out ”'%"‘ ff. - 'ji

A great deal of socfaﬂwmesearch is conducted to

explore a topic, to provide a beg1nn1ng fam1ltar1ty

with that top1c Thé; purpose is 'typical when a u
researcher is examif¥ig a new interest or when the = |
subject of study is 1t$elf relat1vely new .or C \g

unstudied(1975 85) . . ) : o
4 \ .

Babb1e(1979 85) also suggests that d&ploratory stud1es o

\
\

are most typically done for three reasons all of wh1ch ha e A

\
&£

relevance ‘for this research First, he suggests exploratory \\
" studies are done "simply to satisfy the researcher s o
t*curloSIty and de51re for better understand1ng As an early
ch;ldhood teacher for approx1mately ten years the researcher ’
- conduct1ng this study had - developed an 1nterest and o
cur1051ty about some of the seem1ng COntradlct1ons ’i’ o
surround1ng the K1ndergartEn year Babbne s second. reason
L for exploratory studles "to test the feas1b1l1ty of ~‘
undertak1ng a more careful study" also is relevant While
there is no planned followup study to this work 1t is. hoped
that the 1nterv1ew data will reveal concepts that when ’ (//i
-»ltnked with those from other studies (cf. Torgunrud 1935);.'

. will be usable 1n a more theoret1cally and emp1rlcally

. r1gorous study Flnally the study may in Babbie's terms help



*develop the methods to be employed in a more careful

o
v
5
'

* .

study". For. example the interview questions developed for

‘this study may, depend1ng on the data they elictt be used

‘as is or in a mod1f1ed form for a quest1onna1re survey type

\

E ,facil1tate\£he collectton of data that wou 1d prov1de the

study where a large sample could be’ drawn and consequently

wmore general1zable results obtained

In order to undertake an approach of the nature deemed

 féasible for. th1s study the research method selected had. to-

necessary range and var1ety of types of concepts to form a

basis -for further theoret1cal and emp1r1cal 1nvestlgat1ons

Consequently of the three maJor research methods. used in
f_educat1ona] adm1nlstrat1on. the case study, the experwment, 5 f

- and the survey the 1atter was seen as be1ng the most

‘.'ﬁapproprtate

GB Research Method and Data Gather1ng Techn1que

As Babb1e(1979 315) po1nts out

Surveys may be used for descr1pt1ve exp]anatory and
“exploratory purposes. They are chiefly used in *
studies that have 1nd1v1dua1 people .as the un1ts of.
'analy51s . )

As a result of this study be1ng descr1pt1ve and

ekaOratory‘and‘thegfact that individuals were the unit of

analysisathé survey was seen as an appropriate research

'(method There are essent1a1ly two main data gatherlng

techn1ques that are used in survey research the S

»quest1onna1re and the 1nterv1ew Although both techniques

;'have advantages and d1sadvantages,,the interview was seen as .
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the most appropriate for tﬁis study. There are several

‘. Feasons as: to’Why the 1nterv1ew was seen as being the most~r
uttable ‘First because the study was “to be exploratory in

lnature it was felt that the 1nterview would provide "a

richness oﬁ@dgtaj wh1ch could not be elicited using a

'”quest1onnalre That is to say, the interview would allow the

'1nterv1ewer to probe and explore statements about - tf LY

: dvantages and disadvantages of 1ncorporat1ng the»”
Klndergarten year as'a requ1red part of the educat1onal
system. The second reason"forﬁselecting the ln%erview was
that it a]mostvalways provides‘fewer incomplete answers than
a questionnaire(cf.Babbie,. 1979). This was an impor tant |
.factor in this study as agajn due to its exploratory nature
1t was important to get opinions on all possuble advantages\
A".and d1sadvantages of 1ncorporat1ng the. Ktndergarten year:’
Finally, the 1nterv1ew was. seen as a more approprlate data-
gather1ng technique since’ 1t provéded a more personal
encounter s1tuat1on than the quest1onna1re As a result of
the fact that the researcher had been involved in the
klndergartenaarea for: a number of years and personally Knew
“the potenttal respondents it was\qg?t that the interview
would allow her to capltalize on these established
/relat1onsh1ps ‘That is to say/ that, the familiarity the
1nterv1ewer had w1th the 1nt4£v1ewees was such that she was
able to establlsh the type of rapport that would more easily

facilitate obtdin1ng information. It was felt that a_

questlonna1re due to 1ts tmpersonal nature would not allow
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this same type of interchange. As a result of these three
factors: the richness of-data that could be obtaihed the
lesser chahce of incomplete responses and the intertiewer s
re]ationship to a number of -the interviewees the interview
was seen as the.most appropriate data gatheringetechnique.
Moser and Kalton(1972:2ZO) suggest that ihteryiews take
varieus‘forms that range betWeen the highly formaivapppoach'
qsed in large scale surveys and a number of variants of
' infoﬁmal.apbroaches to interviewing. Madge(1965:165-195)
:ciassifies these informal'approaches into four areas, the
non-directive interview, tpe focused interview, life
histories and the 1nfonmsrﬂinterv1ew Of these four types
one of the most frequently used and the one seen as most

appropriate for this study was the'focused interview.

C. The Focused Interv1ew .

Merton, FisKe and Kendall (1956) suggest four ways in
‘which the focused interview is different and consequentiy
mayee more appropriate in some stiudies than other tybes of
interyiews. First in the focused interQiew the' eoﬁle being
‘inter\}iewed "are known to have been involved #a particular
' situation". second significant aspects of the topie under
'study are seen to have undergone prior analysis by the
researchee, thiﬁd an interview guide is prepared and finally\
the interview is constructedtso as to focus on ‘the .
subjective experiences of peEsons exposed to the R

 pre-analyzed situation in an effort to ascertain their
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definition of the situation".

In-fhis'study all four of the basic characteristics
were seeﬁ to periain to the research; consequentl§ the
focu;ed interview was. seen as an appropriate data gatheringi
techniqbe. The first cheraeterisgjc was facilitated by the
fact that all the interviewees had been involved in an
\admin1strat1ve dapac1ty in the de11very of early childhood
. services programs The second characteristic was fulfilled
by the fact that the researcher had been 1nvolved with
'K1ndergarten programs for a number of years as a teacher,
nprogram<planner and advisory bogrd member . These positions
aﬁbng with the'writingvof pabers in preparation for this
s tudy Qere deemed to be sufficient to allow the researcher
"to claim some prior analysis of the situation under study.
ﬂThe thjrdwcharacterisdjc, the interview guide,lﬁas prepared
besed on the insights gained from‘the experiences ouflined
above and the review of literature. The interview guide is
inclpded in this éﬁapter and in the appendices‘of this
stud&. The final characteristic that Mertbn et al. referred'
to was the fect-that the interview focuses on "the |
isubjective.experiences of the persens exposed to ;he
pre;analyzedvsituation in an effort to aseertain their
definitionlpfithe situation”. SinEe the research focused on
people involvgd in eérly-childhood services programs (the
prior/gnélyzed situation) and it atteMpfed tb'qscertain
the;r definition about the intergration on one aspect of

this program, Kindergarten, into the school years it was



51

seen as fulfilling the fourth criteria

~ As a result of the fact that the s1tuation under study
appeared to fulf111 the criter1a for using the focused
interview and>the fact that the focused interview would
allow the tyde of flex1b1lity needed for this exploratory
research, 1t Was the data gather1ng technique selected for

this study. : :' | |

¢ 1
i

D. Development of the Interview ScheduIe

Once it had been determ1ned that the data for the study
should be collected ﬁhrough the use of a focused interview,
the next step was the constructton of the interview

schedule. The 1n1t1al cons1derat1on i developing the

1nterv1ew schedule was what topics should be addressed. The "

topics for the schedule essent1ally came from three sources.

" LFirst, topic areas were extracted from the_d1scuss1on of

-,school board operated versus privately cperated
Kinderéartehs in Chapter 1. .Second tepics came from the
review of literature found in Chapter 2 and finally the
t 1cs cape from the researcher s own extens1ve background
as an early ch1]dhood teacher
A1l topic areas that were generated from these three
areas were written on a p1ece of paper. The topic areas were
_then consjl1dated under the follow1ng gener1c head1ngs
1. Interviewee’'s Knowledge about the history and
deve]opment'of the early chi 1dhood services programs in’

Alberta.

+
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2. 'lnterviewee s bacquound and hnvolvemen‘m ith 'an early
| childhood services program S :ﬁ_
3. Present organization and 1mplicattons of Kindergarten
‘operation. ' ; : " I
4. Areas of concern in school board operated vis a vis
priQater operated kindergartens,x‘ |
. a. Facilities |
b. Teacher Benefits - or;:f{:]- k
c. Student Benefits } B .
d. Program Needs | '1;7{f1 |
Support Staff \ SR ‘ fd<;‘-/ o ;o

(14

f. A8ministration o

g. Salaries | |

Once arranged under these headings, qUestions'weref“
generated for each topic area; several questjons were \.f .
generated for eaoh area. Fol]oWing the intent of the focused
interview the questions.that were generated were open ended
questions. As Babb1e(1973 140 141) po1nts out in open ended

questions "the respondent is, aSKed to prov1de h1s (sic) own

\
»

| answers ‘to the question”. Because of the nature of this
‘research, i.e.. "exploratory and 1ndlgat1ve , this was

perceived as a better apprqach than usino closed ended
questions where the respondent must:select one response fromv:'
" a predetermined 1tft. In the Wwording of' the questions every
‘attempt was made to follow Babbie’'s (1973) guidelines about

fquest1on construct1on That is to say quest10ns were wr1t?%n

in clear and unambiguous terms.’double-barrelled quest1ons

L
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.‘were avoided and the questlons were' relevant to the | : ﬁb
‘respondent's area of expertise An attempt was also made to
keep questions short and negatlve question ltems were
avoided. A . ‘
Onte the questions had been generated they were then

placed in a sultable order to ask(See lntervlew schedule
later 1n1}his chapter) Essentlally in thts case that’ meant -
| that the’ less demanding questions were placed fxr:t Crano |
and Brewer(1973 186) suggest | “HNE':-i’,-'”f L I
It is generally the case that the less threatenlngr

least demanding, most general and easily answered
.questions are-presented initially. Latér, once .
hcooperatlon has beén assured and the opnfldence of -

the respondent in the integrity of thé interviewer:

is well establisfed more difficult, specific,

“private and/or personal 1nformat1on may be

requested . . o . L

In this 1nterV1ew schedule’ th1s meant that quest1ons

about the 1nterv1eWee s background and 1nvolvement in early
ch1ldhood serv1ces programs were asked earlwer on in the |
1nterv1ew the more controvers1al questlons about the . ‘
advantages and dlsadvantages oﬁvthe two types of ’ .
-ktndergartens were Jleft- to later lt should be noted however
that the nature of a focused 1nteﬁ%1ew 1s sem1 structured
.and freedom was glven tohthe Jnterv1ewees ‘to talk about ‘
items they felt were: relev\nt That is to say tha't although
the 1nterv1ewer w1ll 1ntroduce the 1n1ttal questlons 1f the
>lnterv1ewee moves tvother toptc ereas 1ﬁcluded in the
Allnterv1ew schedule they w1ll be aTWowed to pursue those
areas. The inferviewer will However &nsure, by bringing

interviewees "back on'stream“,‘that‘all,the questions on the
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schedule are addressed This t‘

of the focused interview and 88 such provides the richness

epprqe;h is the essence
:of,dataeneeded -for this type of study.

" E. The Pilot Test of The Interview schedule \\ :
.( ' Once. the interview schg?ule had been developed it was
' pilot tested A pilot test Was deemed necessary to determine
";the suitebility and comprehensiveness of the interview _
schedule . The pilot test was conducted with three early |

R U

childhood education administrators from the Edmonton apea. _:_;

F. The Interview Schedule N

?‘-1, InterViewee s Knowledge about the History a i e
Development of the Eeriy Childhood SerVices t.“! )
Alberta j} "‘i o 4;- i ;:frfgk
a. Could you te]l me'what you, Know about tbe}hastor -f;’é:

— — and development of the ear ly " chi 1dhood: i ~;‘;;i:
programs in the province of Alberta, f: ; vl f;}é;
how they wer formed who were the ke% ¥ esin
their inception and what wer'e the in&t : y ;:3;‘ é

. , guidelines set out for the establishme these”g_jﬁ -

| | .programs° ~ T ti 1.'.t€;€

k“ﬂe b. EQy stii 1d w

have support-s-,T e 2.~
oy

~



‘5 1f2‘yeah"olds,ﬂbould you tell me)wdpt you knov;”

"about the organtzation of theselprograms; for

egamgte.'who operates'them. where thev'arefset up;
‘the programs they. offer and who teaches them.

c. In your opinion whatsare some af the’ mafenygoals and
objectives set out by the Dept bf Ed , Alberta
Education, e kindergarten programs°

d. Have there been changes in these goals and

obJectives? How have these changes affected the
®

program? ‘ I °
\'2. Interv1ewee s background and\1n¥?lvement uhth an Early \
Chﬂdhoed Services Program: ¢ | ‘ IR s
&;{: >laL ‘Could you tell me about your 1nv01vement w;th early

chi 1dhood serv1ces.programs. i. e when ‘you were ]
";' involved, the duration‘of\your wnvolvement the role
‘ « you: performed and how or if: you are currently
<rnvolved. ‘ _ : f , ’
b. Did you feelsynu'had a decistoh-mak{né role? what
wdec1s1ons were you respons€b1e for mak1ng” : |
c. Dur1ng your 1nvolvement what were some of the maJor ;;'
.events you saw in the development of the ‘ v
I K1ndergarten program° : ‘j.#.;‘;
| d. What are some of the?maJOr changes you have seen in
: *k1ndergarten programs’ “v | , 
;% dfe. How - have these changes affected the Klndergartens
dt E "and the people 1nvolved it them’ . o S
\\\\Pesent organlzat1on and 1mp11eat1ons of k1ndergarten




operataon S I co, .,gykafi‘ju
. a. Thefe are- two types of K1pdergarten operators 1n the

prov1nce - school goard and pr1vate” What is your w?»;;

e . ) R
Knowledge about .these two Operators and how they ‘

. > "\, o o ’;. o ;

':ex1st in the<prov1nce7 ST

I
4

tb."In yourrop1nton. is there a need for two operators

ein the prov1nce Tf'not who do you feel should

"Operate k1ndergarten programs in the prov1nce° ‘%;;h g

L c., At.present k1ndergarten attendance is’ volunﬁary Do

i f you fee] >t should be mandatory° 1f so, why° 1f- not, “
’4é; Areas of concern in schoot board operated s’ a. v1s _ ”ﬁz“jJ
'. hprwate’ly operated k1ndergartens.ij[gfflﬂnig_ﬁff |
;1amt Teacher Benef1ts ‘ %Wﬁﬂ '”l:uh'ﬁiaij Q;jyc .
‘ ,1), In .your op1nron what critéria, shou\d be - used ‘,iT;Z{
| 3 "0 wheq set:ctlné a. K:ndergarteh teacher7'!f?" i'Vifie |
‘ 2%» Do you feeﬁ 1t is benéf1c1al for ‘as klndergarten e
' : teacher ‘to-bé an 1ntegra1 part of the school on
e »ﬁdf y to rema;ﬁ autonomouS* S “lfl;,jfﬁlfn
- 3) in your op1n1on What benef1ts ‘do. you fee] a.
. " qteacher ga1ns from teach1no for a school board AT
; C operated program as opposed to a pr1vate{*;f: ?;;f.';
ORI g operated program7 bh the reve se’ i?t.g;

T;4); if we see-krﬁdergarten bec' rnandatory;f'-,"'f-;:‘f5“'T

4 PR RTCRN I

ER what d1rectlon do you see the tra1n1ng of”earlyﬁ

o 2T cg1ldhood spec1a1fsts go1ng° Should there st1l]

PO

R "ff be regu]at1ons govern1ng those who are able to




'teach th1s program? .

T i5)75Although k1ndergarten is not avrequired grade of
',‘;Tfschool the Department of Educat1on is -
7=;fcons1der1ng mandatory K 3 art1cu1at1on plann1ng

'"~)for school boards What 1mpl1cat1ons do you see

"%;for K1ndergarten teachers posed by tHe s1tuatwon

J.nmof art1culatlon p]ann1ng°

"b;}hFac1l1t1es
| 1)‘vHow 1mportant are f.c1l1t1es in the del1very of

v'ear]y chlldhood pr rams?'

\
!

.2)f=Across the system-do you. feel there are = AN

4

;id15par1t1es betwee fac111t1es and the programs

-

;‘wh1ch are able to operate in them’

H&ef fﬁ Jét What' advantages oF d1sadvantages do you see to
o ‘,.ka1ndergartens op%rat1ng 1mvschools° |
N ff4) 'When do you fee;/there should be c]ass siie'/ﬁw\\~’

restr1ct1ons 1n/respect to fac111t1es. program -

’“iﬁ:faf& Needs and\i;jdent benef1ts7
Student Benefit ﬂ f .f'tf ‘

;ﬁft)fﬁln your op1n1on what benef1ts does a“child" ga1n

lATfor the ch11d to attend%’ - :?:

C g
L] PR L

\””'9f7;}23}100 you feel there are benefats tO the Ch‘]d who

7fby attend1ng K1ndergarten° How' 1mportant ﬂs it

attends a school board operated program as*
L"*fgopposed to ‘the- pr1vately operated programs° In»
- f";rﬁdf{'h‘“what respects’»' ' .

".3);11n school board Operated prodgzms the 1ssue of;f

s



4)

5)

'steach1ng practwces of k1ndergarten teachers,

Program Needs
1)w

2)

3y

-under what cwcumstances‘7 o

are K/1 split olasses.\Do you see this as an

" teac

, 4 ] cooe -
"retention” is raised. (Do you feel a child

should be retained in a kindergarten program,and

e

.,

At present in the Edmonton Public Schools there

appropriate placement for~studehts'in the

k1ndergarten pnogram’

There appears to be d1spar1t1es amongst the

1'1 e. centres opposed to seatwork. structured as

L)
opposed to unstructured, downward projection of

~GradeyzOne curriculum ﬁo~you’see‘this as a

pr‘ob«lem'7 How' could it. be rectlf)ed° i

I 4

-

h

'Through your 1nvo]vement wath Klndergarten

progr.ams do you fee] there is a need for more 3

" direction and guidelines in nespect tp‘the

fteacZing of these programs, ile, uniformfty of

1ng~sty1es(centres)‘ a. prov1nc1a1
K1ndergarten curricu1um etc.? -
TherDepartment of Education is 1ntroduc1ng the
qon,ept of "articulation" ‘1n A]berta schoo]s in.
198 -1986v'Could yOUupleasefte]l me what you
understand art1culatton“to be?, | ,

Art1culat1on may become mandatory for K- 3 ‘:

th,r-oughout the provmce?What 1mp11catlons does
\

"thIS have for k1ndergarten7
/ . i i

| " . 0 ~, R |

- ; S ! . S,



4.

In your opinion do yourfeel‘it“ts'advantageous

.« 'bY
» N .
-t

»

- for kindergarten to be*involvéd in the program

5)

planhing of'grades’1r‘2”andj3?

Could you pleasge list what.you.feel)are

“important components of a successful

l”,k1ndergarten program?

_GL

)

"Do you feel “the Klndergartep program should .

"rema1n autonomous 1n 1ts obJectxves or become

1ntegrated 1nto the school curr\culum°

S . ;Support Staff

Cou]d you tell me what type of support staff are
ava11able to a]l k1ndergarten programs operatlng

in the Edmonton Public: School D1str1ct7 1 e

r

_psycholog1sts, speech theraplsts etc Is there :{

.rany cost 1ncurred by the 1nd1v1dual school or

. - 2‘)

"program for the1r\services° PR | ey

,be used hn the program7

LoEe a._ ’

-

In your op1nton ‘have there been any s1gn1f1cant

changes 1n the organtzatﬁOn of support staff for

k1ndergartens, . e_& ddf!hons. deletwons of

_ personne] How havewthese changes affected the _i‘

.S "t
overall program’

»

# ‘ T
As far As you.are aware iﬁ?%}eacher aides an ;“fg

‘1ntegral part of every ear]y ch11dhood program’ f’

How do they benef1t the program° How should they

T

>
.

Wh1ch factors do you feel~account for an

1ndqv1dual school acqu1r1ng a teacher aide for

TR
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| the: kindergar ten program?
5) Do yeuwthihk;kihdergarten teacher aides‘should‘
| ;have speciaffeérly chi 1dhood tretning ih order
~ to assist 1n k1ndergarten programs° “ﬁ7
'6) What role do you see parents play1ng in the
| eggzort and development of K1ndergarten ‘ |
rams’ ' .
7)"00 you feel there is st1ll the same emphas1s
N placed on,parent groups (LAC) to partlc1pate in
planning. areas of the K1ndergarten programs?
. Administration = ‘
'h 1) Could you!tei1 éé What you Know about the -
-1 devegopment of the adm1n1strat1on of. the early ﬁf
_ vchtﬂdhood serv1ces programs in the Edmonton )
S Public School District? ‘
’ f}; what. are some of the most 1mportant changes in |

v o ‘the adm1n1strat1oh of these Kxndergarten

H VDPOQPéms"
How have t;éSé changes affected the overall
Vi 7 .concept of the early Ch”dhood sef‘V'lces .
:programs9

4)° Do you feel there is the same emphas1s put oh
the qualqty andlcoord1nat1on of early chi 1dhood
services programe‘as there‘waetetithe inception
© in 19732 T
5) How do-budgetary dec1s1ons at the school level

affect the Klndergarten programs°

[ .~ . _," (
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¢ e ) 6) Do you feel there are provisions mede for each

g

i

school Kindergarten program to opérate;irgm’{be'
same base, i.e.gequipment.‘materials{
facilities, support staff. If.there‘are.
,diScrepancies why do they exist? R
9. Salaries and Benefits . | L
| 1) There is a° dlfference between the salaries of
school board operated K1ndergarten teachers and ‘
'_ private operated Kindergarten teachers in the
.‘prov1nce o . | ) o
2),:What do you fee] are some of‘the Key reasons for
the d1fference in salar1es between school board
operated teachers and pr1vate operated teachers7‘
'3) How do you feel these d1fferences in sa]ary may
| ‘,affec% the qua11ty of staff and programs in
) school board operated programs and pr1vatel¥ Q .
operated programs? ;::TB ‘ b
-4) 'What other benefits :do you see a'teacher gaining
; by working for a schoo] board operated program
4n terms of wage, benef1ts profess1onal E
affiliations, etc.? ) o o

(}

~

'G. Selectioh of the Interv1ew Sagﬂﬁtﬁ;

The sample used for the data cf‘tect1}3u¢jﬂ bl'f “"_b «
selected school adm1n1strators 1nvolvéd W1th early. ch11dhood

-

services programs in the Edmonton Public Sch001 Distr1ct

The type of samp11ng method used was atnonprobab111ty sample
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andﬁcomprlsed what Babbie(1973 106) calls a purposive or
judgemental sample This 1s where. the researcher ;
selects. his® sample on the basis of his own knowledge

~ of the populationh, its elements and the nature of
his research aims(Babbie, 1973:106). .

This was seen as an appropriate method of sélecting a .
sample as the researcher wanted to ensure 1nd1v1duals who
:were most Knowledgable and experlenced about early ch1ldhood
‘services programs Th1s depth of - Knowledge and exper1ence
_was necessary as the study was essentially exploratory in
nature. g probab1l1ty type sample would not have yielded
this type of indivfgual The interyiewees were selected by"
the researché@ through her knowledge of the key actors in
the ‘ear 1y chi 1dhood serv1ces programs,, from recommendat1ons
by university faculty members familiar w1sp the area-.and by |
recommendations from'the 1nterv1ewees themsedves. In total
seven 1nterv1ews were conducted They ranged in length from 4

, | \

pne and a half to two and a half hours.

4 ’ B . —_—
. -

L -

H. Treatment&and Analysis of the Data S L

S -
Each of the 1nterv1 was transcr1bed folloW1ng the

~

meet1ng w1th the 1nterv1e' 'f The data obta1ned wds analyzed

‘,up.

n-content analys1s 1s more su1table'to‘ fé w1th standard1zed
. 7(_5‘ Y

quest1onna1res as 1t 1nvolves counts of words phrases, etc
.. that are relevant to the study Man1fest content analys1s 1s
A oo ; . :

o, | . . . ! . 3
) HE Lo & ’Il{n\" s
. L . . -"‘Mf.l?"-

R
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-

h1gh in reliability but low on validity ;
Lateﬁé content analysis on the other hand 1s concerned
with textual analysis and adentifylng major themes, thrusts
er opinions. It is h1ghly val1d and attempts to get at the
true meaning of _issues related to the phenomenon under
'study. Since the natqreﬁgﬁ this research was exploratory and
its purpose was to soligtt)opjnions and.Meanings retated to
issues, latent'centent;analysiélwas seen as the most
appropriate. | | ‘ o
| After the 1nterv1ews were transcr1bed they were
-xeroxed One copy was Kept intact, the second copy’ was cut -
“up so that 1nterv1ewee s responses about a certatn top1c
" could be grouped together. The grouped data were then used t

1n the writing of the results and dlscuss1on

=]

-



| Chppteh“lv _ |
~ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION -

o

A. Introduction
The purpose of this section of the thesis is?ﬁa report
the results of the interViews and to presentﬂfhe‘analysis
‘and disdussioh of these'data The resths and discussion
’WI]] be_presented in the following order: |
1. The development of early childhood services programs in
the Edmonton Public School District. | |
»2. The present organization of kindergartens.Within the
province and the situation surrounding their possibie
incoﬁporétion as a required part of the'provinci§1
educatjonal system. - i. - | . v#%
»3. The advantages and disadvantages of the 1ncorporat1on of
kindergarten as a requ1red part of the educational

system. Spec1flcally the fOIIOW1ng areas will ps

- examined. 4 | @ﬁ?
a Teachér Benefits , . ' \ é@%
~b. Facilities | . 3 §
c. Student Benefits : o ' »%fw
V4. Program Needs , “ ;
e. Support Staff ‘ | 'A I "wf,
f. Administration o, ~

g. Salaries and Benefits-

However , befpﬁé presenting the analysis 6f the data a-brief

.“ 64 Q
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description oﬁ the interviewees will be presented.
S AR . b ) . ’

¢

B The Interviewees Selected for the Study ‘

- As was pornkgd out‘in Chapter three seven 1ndividuals
were selected to- be 1nterv1ewed f0r this study Although -
each of the ind1v1duals had followed d\fferent career paths

‘there were a number of commonalities in the backgrounds of

Yo the respondents that are worthy of mention. First, each of

the interviewees had at one time or another been an early
ch1ldhood teacher, and all had been or were currently
1nvolved in a consultant/superv1sory p051t1on wrth early
ch11dhood programs Six of the seven had been elementary |
pr1nc1pals in schools with school board operated
Kindergartens. All of the-interviewees'had been extensively
involved in professional actiVitjes”with‘early chi 1dhood
programs, e.g. running clinics, workshops .working with
parent groups. prepar ing mater1als. wr1t1ng papers, etc.
Several had worKed in the early ch1ldhood area w1th the

provincial government and/or the university and some had

graduate training:.in this ‘area. All of the interviewees used .

in_this study were females. |

It was felt that the sample contajined the key actors in
—early childhood education in the Edmonton area. The sample
through their involvement, also spanned the‘last fjfteén‘
l'years(\»‘l_hich;‘;\al‘as the majorhepoch‘in the development of ‘early
chitdhOpd programs in the provinbel .

3
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C. The Development of Early Childhood Services Programs'ln
the Edmonton Public School District ' |
The majorvevents,in tbe development of early childhood
service programs in Alberta.and more specifically in the' g
Edmonton Public School Distritt have already beenﬂoutlined .
in Chapter three. The purpose of this part1cular section of
the study is therefore, not a reiterat1on of this material
nor is it to prov1de a detalled history of the development
~ of early childhood service programs. Rather it will serve to
. supplement~the factual material already presented, by
outlining what ‘the interviewees saw as some of the major
1ssues in the development of early childhood service
‘,programs This will be accompl1shed by a presentat1on and
analys1s of the p01nts highlighted by the 1nterv1ewees
spe01f1cally. their opinions about issues and trends that do
not appear in the formally documented mater1al concerned ’
w1th the inception and development of early ch1ldhood
SQ;Vlce programs. '
- The first point, which was stressed bv all
,;interviewees, relates to the involvement of parents in the
initial development of universal Kindergartens. As was |
qDlnted out in Chepter three prior to the establishment‘of_
;dniversal kindergartens in the‘province there existed a
;number of .parent c00perat1Ve klndergartens These were
-programs which were initiated by groups of parents w1th1n a

connunlty who demonstrated an interest in creat1ng a

kindergarten. However, th1s type of system_brought with it

A



some inherent problems The parent cooperat ive. Ktndergartens

were paid for by the parents of the children who attended e

them; the cost of furniture, room rentals, and’ teacher 8

C galarles were all borne by these indiyiduals. What this type

of System meant was that those children whose parents could

afford to pay for thithype of experience gained ah .

educational advantage err those children whose‘parents did’

S ¥ ' ce e

not possess similar economic resources;‘This type‘of
advantage coupled with the. cultural capttal usually inherent
in children from the upper soc1oeconom1c strata meant that

"1nequa11t1e§'were being created in the educat1onal system. .

As one interviwee po1nted out: ‘ L
« The programs that were in existence were organ1zed
by parents who were able to organize a program, able
te hire a teacher, had the money to pay for it and _
all the other childrén... were going to no program- .
hecause their parents were unable to organize it and
couldn’-t afford it. L :

As a result of the creation of this type of inequality
w1th1n the system and the desire by parents for ,universal
k1ndergarten the prov1nc1al government was faced with a
strong parental lobby. As another respondent noted:

‘ The foous was pretty much’ for children who Were
arriving deficit(sic) because of -eco c
circumstances...so the province began looklng at
introducing early chi idhood programming through the

-'(Prov1nc1al) Department of Education.
" The parent lobby alonQVW1th an 1ncreas1ng awareness

~ among educators of the: 1mportance of preschool exper iences

resulted in 1973 w1th the creation by the proy1nc1al

government of the Early Childhood Services Branch of the _

Alberta Department of -Education. An’ Edmonton:Pub]ic School
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'
Board memorandum fnom this period emphasizes the tmportance
of. catering to chtldren from. the lower socioeconomio strata
when lt;polnted out ‘that: *g; . e e

overnment's paper (an Uperational Plans for
L y. Childhood. Services) states that the -programs
RS _to meet .the needs to 'twa icategories of children -°. .
1 "the handicapped" and “the socially disadvantaged' -
- are-itg first consideratton (Memorandum, E,P.S,D.,
Aprid 19 1973) | T

The memor andum goes on to say“that the Edmonton Public

School District agreedvk;lh\the bas1c principles outl1ned in
the government's paper _‘d _' }" ’ :
However despite the government $ apparent committment
- to helping "socially d1sadvantaged“ chlldren when it '
started to allocate monies for k1ndergartens these were only'
allocated to already ex1st1ng Ktndergartens Thus,frhe .
‘ government by their actions were helptng to perpetuate and
s
he1ghten the class based 1nequaltt1es that Were already
present in the. education of Ktndergarten age ch1ldren As a.
1973 memorandum of a“meeting between the Min1ster of - o
Educetlon and the Parent Cooperat1Ves of Greater Edmonton
poxnts out -the problem started in the btased assessment by
the government of what was needed Theyfsuggested R
\ .. supporters of. universal Ktndergartens have been ,
callously branded as unenlighténed‘people who' seek
- *Wnothing moré than free baby-sitting services, or
people who confuse pre-school programs as a lower
form of elementary education to be preparatory ‘to
grade one skills in readingT writing and reasoning
Memorendum(m1meographed) Apr1l 17, 1973).

As a. result of these con*s over the umversallty of

Ktndergarteﬁs a large lobby was organized by parents,_
éi the Edmonton Phbltc&School Dlstrlct . The purpose . thi

-
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‘ ﬂlobby was to ensure that new. kindergartens were aiso abdé to*ﬁ

"v’obtdhn money Due to this parental lobby and others wtthtn i
 the province ahd the strong support of Key educators»the,

.t[expansion of early childhood services programs was annoudced
»’1n danuary. 1974 o P

LN ¥ v‘ ,

~ Undervthe hew funding system Kay ChernowsK Edmonton

‘

Publwz S;éhoo' cmtf'ict § Early Childhood Services Di‘rector
ﬁifmrganized parentswto have the money for kindergartens

4 4

llocﬁxed ﬁo the school board The school board 1n turn
. ) i ’ A
prOvrded ﬁbr (the'Kindergartens) whatever the money cou\d ’

buy“ ‘iéﬁéher materials.f urribulum, teaoher aides*;and v

LY

| would'providg\fo@ t em Whatever space they cou]d ln schools
that had space and 1n those thal d1dn t portables were'moved
1.n and,ptrlized As ponnted out -in Chapter three the |

%

usef’u'lhess iof th1s type of arrangement Wa&/qUICkLy R P
necognt;ed Consequently 1n December, 1975 the arnangément

et

was g1ven offictal ahproval The gchOOJ Act was’ ammended to

N

gnvé’a sohool board the 1nzt1a1 authorlty andtpOWer to %

contract'w1th loca} parent commun1ty groups ahd conseduently

4 ]

school board operated K1ndergartens were born aaf* )

What the br1ng1ng .of K1ndergartens under the , ",'~,c
‘JUPISdlCtiOn of the school boards d1d was to beg1n a process

of rat1onaltzat)on for these orgah1zat1ons The concept of //
rattonallzat1on emanates from the soc1ology of Max weber but

has come to be: 1ncorporated 1nto the wn1t1ngs oF many §

'17

J worgan1zatlonal theor1sts Essentially rthe procéss of

k4

‘-rat10nal1zat1on means that the organ1zations are coﬁs¢1ously



1h de51gned’accord1ng to rat1ona] pr1nc1dlesn,the purpose be1ng

' make the1r‘?\ture more stable However th1s Wa%%ach1eved at

~w.'the expehse of some autonomy as schodﬂ boards coUld now

to maxim:ze productiVe effucIency What this meant for jf';"

'K1ndbrgartens~was that the process of nationallzat1on wouid

[y

exercise*some qdntrol over them ‘Th1s 1n‘essence then was

Q%the start of the de facto 1nCorporat19A,of K1ndergarten ag a’ ;"

-A:ov,m “,“e are st1l1 1n exxstence § number of pr1vately

°’iessent1ally happened here a precess og‘mutual 1ntegrat1on is.:

(-.trade ofﬁs have to ocgur to br1ng prev1eus modes of’

;v:oqgratw?nm 'F.‘;f _ s ,\]/' )  ;1;§,‘

e

part of the school system although asyth1s;thes1s hae la1d (

that t1me (and st1ll does) mean fhanges fcu.allraspects of

: A N ‘
* the program. When any two organlzatlon ﬂergé‘Whtch 1s what

-

‘;‘3' G

1n¥ojved and a number of orgap1zat1ona1 changes and

L

LooLt
):

,'-.‘_‘operat@n 1nto 11ne One 1nterv1ewee conmented about the

9

~f§change perlod from pr1vate operat1on to SChool beard ',=iﬁ:'§\"

A R R
1 really not1ced a d1$¥erence between the year of
,'. operat1n§'str1ctdy funded by the -parents anrd havfng'ﬁ~ -
o them 1n@p1ved right from :hiring of the teacher, - -
right. ‘'up”to being 1ﬁVoived n what we were-using on - :

\’jfﬁ a daily basis %nd helpipg w1th program development

" we lost some of our au¥onomy. It was-a trade-off for i
“the funding that al} o a‘Sudden we had alﬂ these ii. ‘
“'restr1ct1ons\to mee{

. b, z
Khat she was allud1ng to wa

\‘ J _ A . ¢ /
the d1]8mma that face /i_’“'

Krndergartens Who whllegthﬁ“[wanted t? obtaIn govennment
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~,ﬁbureaucratic redrtapeW. Elaborating .on her earlier point
:,she'stated A ;ﬁ’ S .-
. - : g :
i We found we had to write down th1ngs lohg before we .
> "needed to write them down. We had to make program
.7 plans, before we met the childrem; which wag a ?’ v* j
.o+ Judicrous to me as we always had. to change them!%ﬂe & A
':?rf%'the children walked through the door. We had to = &
e “1*Just1fy a lot pf things we Knew full well were good -
« " decisians. We"had to 1egtt1m1ze things that. jus%
.« thappened naturally, that just happened as a flow of -
L ydeveloping good programming for ‘¢hildren, 1 remember ‘
ij; kmuch time being.spent writing and. rewr1t1ng things . *
EE because sometimes the way you put things -down was =
a'~“»“ hot: the. same way. that people redd them and then came
~the phohe call sgying or a Tetter saying that the
N letter was unacceptable so you had to redo 1t - S0 we
gfkt Iost a’'lot of autonomy

EA ,.w

-

t .

What these K1ndergartens were see1ng then were

- man1festa¢1ons g;}%?ﬁs ratlgmnﬁ&?at1on, 1ncr sed ‘7" L
gp -

formal1zat1on of procedures; the: 1n1t1atlon of rat1ona1
3

plann1ng syste etc Wh1le these may a]l have eventually

‘bfbeneftted

K1ndetgartens they were problpmattc at’ tbts
”

t1Me because they were an encroachment on autoﬁomy As

*

po1nted out Jn Chapter thnee the rat1o ‘ltzatlon of

a0

. _Kmdergarten programs has cohtmme' An various ways %ntt]

’ )

the-present There have been both pos1t1ve and negattve R

. s N
\ :
o

y‘Fam1£1cat1ons Lhe current proposal to art1cu1ate

Kindergar ten w1th the grade one tq, grade three ea;‘s o‘
.fschoola1s both a part of th1s prooess of rat1ona1~v N and i
aﬁ act1on that wr1l give it a further push As w1th the~f'é?hﬁf’
(\sntuatton 1n ’t’he early"(lears of school board operated 4 E

k programs t@ere w+4+—be~both pos1t1ve and negatwve ;'~‘, L7

E consequences of ad de ]ure 1ncorporat1on of k1ndergarten 1nto B
. R
the sdhool system Some of these advantagps and o

UL
_ - «
[ N L - .
ST : s S - , ST
> e R Soa , .
i C ; L ) ! : B - S
Lo " y ) . . i - . : B ’ .
- RIS - . .
-t . . - ‘ .
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d1sadvanta eg will be outl1ned later 1h this chapter
- Before leav1ng the h1story of the development of Early

’Chlldhood SePVICeS Programs 1n the Edmonton Publ1c School

oo

DlStP1Ct it is 1mportant to po1nt out that school board

operated K1ndergartens\*ave not only been influenced by/the

A

»  school boards, as one interviewee previOUSly out11ned In:

add1tlon a1l inter 3 f?po1nted to at least two manr ways‘

in which k1ndergartens had 1hf1uenced£Bther grade levels of .
schoo; Th1s is ‘an expected s1tuat1on wh1ch arises when two .
organ1zatﬁons come together for some reason, both w111‘9 '
1nf1uen the prev1ous operat1ng patterns,of the other ,
éﬁ':; In terms: of the klndergartens 1nF1uence on other gradew?
‘gﬁlevels of school the f1rst factor is the “whole child®. = ;i ?
approach to teach1ng commonly used in kwndergartens This |
type of approach developed through play and centres of /
learn1ng. focuses onh enhapc1ng a chJ]d's f1ve maJor
developmental‘ neas. i.e. social, phys1cal' 1ntel]ectdal

cultural, and emot1ona1 (SPICE) In short it is concerned o

¢ with the- devel.oRment of the: whole child. Severa of ‘the -

1nterv1ewees felt the rat1ona1e beh1nd th1s tyh

had spread to other levels of schoollng As an ﬁhterv1ewee

e ‘ v e C . ... ."
o= - ° . . A - / '

the hol1st1c nature of the ch1ld is. I th1nk another SRR

‘aspéct of early childhood serv1ces that has - .

spread...the SPICE checklist...It hds endyred (s1nce . %ﬁ?

‘the. 1nbept1ontof K1ndergartens) and spread beyond , _ﬁ

and up the(%evels of school. . = - . ¢ . S .
o , \ o i

K po1nted out:

f Two other 1nterv1ewees echoed thesé sent1ments when they ‘gwf§§§

o

noted "there has beenﬁan_éﬁtenswon of that ph11050phy ,

< . o
el ] Sy



‘(SPICE)'upwardsﬁ and "I think people have maintained these

ideas with g view to translating them throughout‘the sthool
» System.” This'was seen by all as a posttive inc1Usion ;or

other grades of school and someth1ng that may increase 1F

' [
- K1ndergartens were formalIy 1ncorporated into the school
éYSte’“’ e

W, B e e
" . . u. i
»

. The second area that was seen as emanating from the N

K1ndergarten ph1losoph }f“?’the empha31s on parental
d 1nvolvement in the chtl- g program. As was po1nted out

\ =i . from parents to be 1nvolved at a
: :rade one 1eve1 and grade two and on as their child
~ 'moves wWp, beca'se they find it not only satisfying k
to the ehild ‘and parent but also informing to the s .
*parent They get -to know-much more -about what : s
educetion is, what teachers are trying to o and
they can sUpport the program : .

Aga1n thls type of sentﬁm%nt was re1terated by several

i zﬁrv1ewees and aga1n it was seen.as a poss1ble area that Ea

“ wou]d develop even more wijth the 1n68rporat1on of ‘vfb.k -
ktndergartens _ 4 | * :

"In summary then whé& th1s seciJon of b results and ’ ,hj,'
dtscu551on,has done 1s out11ne some of\the 1nterv1ewee s - r'
percept1ons about the development of K1ndergarteﬁs in the |
Edmonton Publlc School D1sll:ot It was generally fett that
: parental Iobb1es played a large part 1n the creat1on of .

" school board operated k1ndergartens ?hese lobbwes were 1n
large part the result of- 1nequal1t1es of: opportun1ty befng'
created in the 1n1t1al fundtng patterns for K1ndergartens

The creat1on of schoo1 board operatgg proq(ams meant that
ktndergartens started to becomg more rattonal1zed Thls had e

e

’ “‘ LR % )



X, .
both positive ‘and negative consequences Gn the positive
side’ was the acquisition of needed funds; but on the )
negative side was ‘a loss of autonomy for kindergarten L
programsl Fygally the interViewees saw that as kindergartens
: developed they not_only were influenc ‘5 other levels of » v
. Sih buty thevy in turn also, influenced the higher levels L
- Thi nfluenoe was mgggfést in two. ‘ways - the adoption of.

- the concept of the educaqq?n of the whole child and the. ‘?x"

emphaSis on parental invblydhent in the‘gigher school

lévels o RS e . . N
R db PRI, L
. fﬁp’. -~ '

D. The Present organiiatioﬁ of k‘in’der-gar-téns Within the
Y

o .

VO e
b+
JEE

Province and Their Possible Incorporation into the
‘&Provincial Educational System . ”, I
At the present time w1thin the proVince of Alberta h |
A’thereeare twoltyp %o f Kindergarten operators, school board
and‘private(fjb’ lined in Chapter One there are a
number of advantages aﬁd disadvantages to this type of
:system, the interViewees perceptions of these Will be
outlined in the final section of the Results and DiscuSSion
z;{However first this section Will prqunt infqrmation on two'}a
'areas related to the present organization and p0551ble "f.po
.incorporation of kindergarten as a réquired part of the S
_prov1nc1al edﬁcational system SpeCifically the
VvinterViewees Opinions on:... | |
°ii}; the need - «for twd. different types o?.operators Wlthln the
' provinoe anq\who should be operating Kindergarten

. e "'o .
LN T - . PR S . Lo ] R . S
L. . ’ ’ . - C ' B ot o
SN o ' : . . . . N
‘ : . f g ’ . . - ' - ooy

N - —
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programs. | g o ; o R 1§S%\‘

2. whether or notﬂp1nder9ar§en attendance should be

mandatory

D
N‘

 These W111 be dealt with in the order prefr

Of the seven 1hd1v1dua-9¢ tterv1ewéd four felt that
re Was a need for prwately bperated kmdergartens. two .
h 1nd1v1duals feltﬁthat they should be d1sbanded as their

: funct1on could be ‘easily assumed by hool boards..one s
»

:1nd1v1dual 1nd1cated that ‘she had no pqgt1cu1arty strong ;,
: fee11ngs on the matten\klt is 1g}erest1ngﬁfo note that five
*of the seven 1nd1v1duals 1nterv1ewed 1nd1cated that they
Kne@”%eryﬂﬁﬁwtle about pr1vate1y operated K1ndergartens

N o .
ghls 1s 1nterest1ng as all of the 1nterv1ewees were . -L;-

consadered ”eXperfs“-1n earl?gch1ldhood educat1on and all

»

had extens1ve exper1eﬁ8e in the ared. The1r %adk-of 9-;"°"v
¢
knowledge about

} there is, 11tt1e

"r1vate operators would appear to’ 1mply that

‘n1cat1on between school board operated

programs and pr1vate operators, ah obv1ous concern in terms )
. of conStstency of- ph11osophy of programs etc. . ‘

. ‘ﬂmong thosb who supported the. retent1on of pr1vate “aiqugg;

operators the ma1n argument puf forward for the1r retent1on
was the cho1ce th1s optwon prov:ded to parents Asu one xq
. 1nterv1ewee po1ntedtout S 7 e o ;'o L

. [ . . . w T B ) Q'

o

P , ’
’ i .o : T
t P . ' I4
-T2 X \\ P ‘ T ’ *



i

off" in the types of structured progr il
: .‘kﬂergarten could br1ng about ,Asw,Bar‘ ;
points out: "

-~

1 think that the pupr needs a choice. I believe
“that variety and flexibiligy in types of prograrmﬁng
‘gnd ‘things Tike that are VBry important to maintam
q early childhood prograj,”

It may be, however that ma'ny parents do not real'ize

they havzg this choice and feel that th 1r ﬁ’n ld s "better

Wandatory
: né( 1985-86:21)

,;E‘;‘s .
e ¥ » !"
L]
2

‘ Early childhood services ﬁrogram;,, because they are

J accountable to Alberta Education, have a. heavy®

’

prwate kmdergartens all the 1nterv1ewees who felt thi

: ,fup at the same“t'ime

emphasis on ,the educational component . Parenta‘?‘,, T
n ve. ¥

not general®aware that chtldren can learn a

. Desp1te tﬁe fact that they suppprted the~ retenttong:

suggested that there Should be some. type o& momtorln‘of

programs The agency seen as betng resp&smle for th1s was

usuaHy the government and 1t w?&» ee as a protechon for
see’

parents and the1r chﬂdren

pr

f The two 1ndw1duals who felt prw@tely operated -

ograms should become: the respons1b1 hty ot »school boards o

gaJe a number of reasons for feehng the way they did. For'

no _ econom1ca1 As one 1nterv1ewee noted: .
¥

x.nple 1t was suggested that the dup1cat1on of @erwces was

.
e

@

ol thmk 1f you re runmng ‘a good program m the B
' .pubhf schools then ‘there shouldn’t be‘a need. for -
o ,

privat Kindergartens to'be dperating. I have a
preoblem with that. from the pomt of view of RS

s >

- economcs | Lo , s

‘hé‘h‘

It was a]‘so pomted out that‘*’ prwately operated ‘ /

way

[
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sohool board operated programs qu e.g. speech therapists.
’f ists. etc School baard operated kindergartens were

4 a

unit and this was seen as: usually a particulan@?;
. o \'u

complex procedure It was noted that tHe pﬁoblem was evéh

long and i
) wmaw .

K more acute’in rural areas where such support servioes were
&ven scarcer and harder to- accggg an in the c1ties The

F) .
'utilization‘of supj’;t staff for arly childhood services

stressed’ by a number of writers (cf.

Torgunrud 1985- 86 Trolian, 1985-86 -and Klein, 1981). Xt is

' programs has”

| felt that this type of support  is v1tal to the concept of
early childhood and gomething that private operators may. not
e have as e451ly available to. them as school. board operators .
‘It was also felt that private operators .did not have .
'access to the inserv1ce opportun1t1es -that school board
. operaﬁors had and so this could influence the ality of
their progﬁamst Several other p01nts were rais::\g§\a numher.
: of the 1nterv1ewees ahd while fhey are neither pro or oon -l "'f
(the dissolution of privately operated Kindergartens theyqare;fﬁ
"pin and of themseﬂves 1nherently interesting ‘and help ‘

) illuminateﬂtﬁy present 51tuation sucroundrng Kindergarten

educat‘ion o ” . .J ' ' R
o Ftrst, a number of 't e 1nterViewees 1ndicated they felt

A private operators followed a 51milar philosophy to school

board operators Althodgh most 1nterv1ewees also 1nd§pated
: [
they Knew little of private operators and that this~ ',f*



paraiielling of philosophies was occurring by adEident

vgﬁsgfgn | . f"

Secondf"s &tagpd eari{er all interviewees felt that

rather ti_f

regardﬂes§3L pperatod them there must be. a monitoring w

?-kindergarten pr ;

', apply to/ﬁ“ f!a s but to- staff, faciiities, etc. to ensure

i-the fact ﬂhﬁt»school board Operated programs usualiy could
*[pa¥ Q;?heﬁ salaries than priyate operators. This 51tuation w

: _Wl?"}

§eepias being a de51rabie one as 1t created.

Sberazions .;. o R
"o
- FinaifV"’one 1nterv1ewee.suggestedtthat from her own

A
y.oo0N T

.personal experienoe she felt that children entering q\adg”%é

#'privaﬂ

from a privateiy Operated.pnlﬁram experienced more
"transition trauma"'(her term) than ohildren coming from a
school board operated program ATthough she d1d acknowledge :,

“that this trauma -she felt was iess if the private operator

’

was housed 1n a schooi This is an 1nterest1ng,concept and
_although the difference in tran51tions froﬁ’private '
operators versus school board operators has not been

' investigated one of the few studies found by this -

. researcher did deal with kindérgartenzto-Grade i \

tran51tions The~article’“0riehtation to;School'and

Transitions of Children between Primary Grades" by Dr

‘Margie Mayfield did suggest that a,iarge,numbep (over 75%)

-, N



of k"hergarten and arade 1 teachers’andtschool prtnctpals

"indicated bhat they thought children, had pncblemJQMaktng -
the transit';“ |
(Mayfield "

between ktndergarten and Grade 1

3:282). Although as noted above, the study
did not compare operators it did suggest that the reasons
for the problems in tran51tton were usually not - i T
“school centered" but "chi d- centered“. eg. shyness. |

0 : |
learntng problems, etc: This toptc 1ike others raised in .

this thests suggests a further area for study , .
| ) To conclude - thts part of the second sectton/ th‘
majortty of 1nterv1eweesl4 2) felt that prtvately operated'
'Kindergartens should be retained. .Arguments were presented'
for their incﬁorpbratiort?y school boards but the main . -
argument agatnst thts move, i.e. the"right of choice. '
appeared to outweagh the” reasons for 1ncorporatton A number )
;‘ of other 1ssues whtch alsonsurroﬁnded the dtfferences
between prtvate ‘and- 'school board operators ‘wergq also ralsed
These 1ssues focused on tﬁe commonattty of phtlosophtes.d
monttortng of programs, a compartson of salarres and the‘s
.vtran51tton from the respecttve programs . to grade one
- The Interviewees Optntons On Whether Or Not Kindergarten
> ‘Attendance Should Be Mandatory
A11 but one of the seven 1ndividuals interviewed feltm
that kindergarten attendance should not be mandatqry Thts
1s in Keep\ng w1th the Alberta Educatton Program, Poltcy

Manual whtch suggests that N ~ - r



80’

- % \

: Early Childhood Services'is a voluntary program
“directed at the inte?ratipn of education, health,
recreation and social services for young children v
below the ago of school entrance. -

R The ma jor . factor which was stated against making \-\f\\

'
kindergarten‘mandatorapwas once again choice As one

interviewee noted ' ;\\x\ .

»

1 think parents should make»a d §ion whether they
want their child to go to an institution at this

. early™ag=e. While'public education should jasl mos t
in suggesting<that these programs do -as .
chtldren.- I .think ,the parent ghould have
say. on whether they want the4r® children. 1S

Y

Several interviewees supported this idea altho
did not support kindergarten being mandatory felt "a good

\

. home could do far better than-even the verY‘best

. Kindergartfn program". The individual who thought | ’

’ Kindergar en should be mandatory noted however that: :

.1 Know that a lot of people say "oh well L do alT
- these things at home with my children anyway" but
' you kKnow its not the same. It’'s not the same as’

- ‘having them with that group of ghildren where they e
o learn to socialize. p- ' ' "
Soc1alization was seen to be one of . the major faciors

put- forward even hose who did not sgree with

Kindergarten be gnmandatory One 1nterv1ewee supported this

when she noted hat *‘learning to’ get along w1th other

children is ver helpful“ H6wever the right to-choose‘was

felt to outwei h this fa;tor

i

Another a gument.against making kindergarten‘mandatory
Whioh was put forward by seVeral of the intervieweesjwas,_

‘ that education was broader than the schooi That;is. school

(,3) .
L

. W i, , S
: “- RS ¢ : . “ay

is not the oniy place children learn : 2"

.

-

. G

*
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It was‘nofed however by the one individual who felt
.kindergarteh shguld be mandétory and evan by a few Who;did
not that children who attebded kindergarten were generally
bet ter eguipped to handlefﬁrade dne. That is'the children
who had been to a Kindefga%tenvwere deemed better able to

handle the transition to gbade one. Mayfield(1983:278) noted

that -28% df‘parehts of chi dreﬁ,whp had attended = o (
R . @ v - [N SRR . c -
) Kinderggrten felt their.childgpnd difficulty making the S,

‘Jtéécher§ oh. the need for mPEe coordination” (between the

/\

[

oL

‘transition from Kindergarten€%0jgfade orie. She pointed

out (1983:278) that there waé a "rejativefy“high perCentabe
. . . ‘ "" ’ ' j #
of agreement between Kindergarten teachers and grade one

-~

levels). Mayfield(1983:279) also reporged that p#hents
indicate "a desire for information about what'ﬁa§ expected
b# their child an.d. what “their child would be. doifg during-
tﬁe\yéar, Kelly and‘keijy(1985-86:1é)Apoins out that the:

.transition betwgen preschool -and elementary school .
may be too ste&sful for many younhg children because’ f
of ‘the .different learning styles present in each.. AR
“Very-often in a preschool program children learn - RN
through play in group activity'centres, whereas, in . | L.
. the Grade 1 classroom, 'many lqarningAtaSKS‘are‘donewwsuﬁg-Ai
windividually, sitting at a d@sk} using pencil and * a&a
_ paper. For some children, this more formal, =~ = ~a¢°¢
structured approach can:be yefy unfamiliar and '~ ;‘%;'
urinatural. Most -of” the stresses of Grade.1 are not A
academic. Th&y lie in the social, physical, and
emotional areas. o : S >
This problem of the transition .from kindergartén to grade
- L 4
one is obviously difficult and maybe more so for children.
. ; T p

who enter grade dne straight. from thelhome situatiog?;"r-
Promdters of the.concept of articulation currently being
proposed in Wiberta have made much mention of this 1

\

-
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transition period. as 1t is one Qf the major issues/which }%
confronts them as they begin to implement "their ideas wi thifgg
" the school systems o ‘ o f
‘\ Several of the interviewees suggested that they” o
. supported the idea of cooperatﬂon with- parents -as suggested "
. by Mayfield and the building otha-relatjgnshtp between f

. kindergartgg teachers and grade one teachers They also

: "noted thatﬁﬁi consultants they had attempted to foster this~
type of appr%ach Also they felt that ;f klndergdrten did '
bedome ‘a grade of school it would possibly take the parents:
otrt: ::?-the progb%m and this was problematic Both .
'Torgunrud61985 86) and Trolian%/985 86) have suggested‘that .

;.’e.:

within articulatibn that parental invol

s\'nt"must be-

'preserved as an 1ntegral pant of the pr ?iam. ‘
Mayfield(1983 278) suggested tHe main réasons that

tchildren had difficulty in makfng the kinde;garten to grade‘, N

| Lone tran51tion was a lacK of maturity and problems they had |

‘?uwfth the relatively structured cur;iculum of grade one.

AQ? {' a nuwber of’ in‘ter‘vfi"i_'_."".):’“’,:fﬁls&d thésmints and”:

,-“"

: . ,i
. One 1ntery1éWée suggested that early .

" t much on cognitive sk1l\s She suggested that there could
Jbe a displacement down from Grade One of- the cognitive
emphasis and some people would feel. that the sooner they

" could get children worklng at cognrtf‘ifsgi]ls "the smarter

i problematic in tdrms ‘of other’ -

L
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e that faced. Kindergartens in 1973 are still man

/
g

'~art1culatton

-
PO

\\ ' .
A \- o SN aa:m.m

'; areas of a ohild's develbpmen' It is interesting to ote.

that* this isage is raiSed in 1986 as when Kindergarten were

origtnally being developed in Alberta a memorandum from\

meeting between the Minister of Educatron and the Parent

Cooperative Kinderqartens of Greater Edmonton pointed out

‘ that Kindergarten‘ie notV“a lower form of elementary

education té*be preparatory to grade one sKills in reading.

writing and reksoning ‘Tt would appear that ‘t

that beset ‘it today. = - - ',

e problems

i

‘of the ones«

t

A £inal djsadvantage that was seen if kindergartens' /l

wereuincorporated as’ a grade of school was that they woul’f"

loose thelr child centered approach and become product

{ ° o o e
..

i

SR oriented" Consequently it would haVe to- become a struct red

Jin suq?ary then the majority Oplﬂlon of the :-.

fntervteW&es was that although Kindergarten was generally

-seen as being benefic1al to children it should not become

{l

mandatory The right of - parents to chOOSe for their crildren

was seen as belng paramount It was also Felt that because a

“lot of chtldren dld attend Kindergarten there was need for ‘W?

more efforts to maKe the trahsition to Grade, One as smooth .

~

as possible However the kindergarten program should still
be Kept relativelylunstructured and retain its philosobhy»of

N 4
B ’o , ‘ . L ‘// ‘ [ ’ X' ; ‘u
. .

1
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focus1ng on. all areas of: a dh1ld's development o
SR . S S ,‘ly:,
E The Advantages and Disadvantages of the Incorporation of i |
Kundergarten as a Required Part of the Educational System Lo
The purpose of thls sect1on of the results and tr ‘ “_w"'
Jid1scuss1onf¥* to outl1ne some of the advantages and . \
d1sadvantages thét the . 1nterv1wees saw as emanat1ng from the‘i
‘1ncorporatton of K1ndergarten as' a requ1red part of the o
}educat1ona1 system These advantages and d1sadvantages are Es\h'
‘l;dealt w1th in the order 1n;wh1ch they were or1g1na4ly
,fpresented as:. 1ssues 1n Table 1, i.e.éﬁ' |
'7;1‘j Teacher Benef1ts -
. Fac111t1es |

Student Benef1ts _f“ xtt;h*tf? ;f ’

Support Staff :"§" ;

o Salar1es and Benef1ts“nla e e LT

2

3.
jA. Program-NeedS'-~'\
5

6 Adm1n1strat1on
7

..
~

:'Teacher Benef1ts o _ SR :
: At ‘the present t1me 1n the prov1nce of Aﬁberta_fV' f
Jd«K1ndergarten programs are coordlnated by two d1st1nct types
f%fof operators -- school board and pr1vate They operate ,“ﬁ”

.1ndependent1y but yet are both governed by the Earlv ‘p | |
'A'Ch1ldhood SerV1ces Branch of the Alberta Department of }f[f'
L: Educat1on In relat1on to these programs and who can teach

'1n them Ear]y Ch11dhood Serv1ces of Alberta Educat1on has

- . . . . . e
P - FR N ‘ i
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set forth the follow1ng cover1ng regula&1onsﬂ /
BT ;An operator in conduct1ng an early ch/ 1dhood
_ services' program may employ as early,qhgﬂdhood \
services. teachers only those persons qua11fied.'
- as early ch1ldhood services. teachers in.
Co accordance~w1th 'these regulations./ .
2. qhgt1fy as an early childhood serv1ces
tea r, a person shall have
a.

8

ST, n Alberta teaching cert1f1cate or a letter o
oW of authority.vand e S e
R b. .a special early, ch1ldhood rv1ces d1ploma e
~or an:interim permnt(Alber a Educat1on, -
1983) R e

.

Ihe f1rst top1c that 1nterv1ewees were asked to comment

on was the set oh.cr1ter1a they woyld use: for/Select1ng a

kmndergarten\teacher There/were a number~of‘areas,of

B
e

A ;L
consensus on the part1cular \proflle of an 1deal early -

_ -ch1thood\teacher (These areas/can be summar1zed 1n the 2‘ _
’§;follow1ng po1nts It was felﬁ/the early ch11dhood serv1ces ‘
~fteacher shoUld have w%,'l-;‘ o 'y '“"‘i

background tra1n1ng o# an early ch11dhood d1ploma 1n -

‘early ch11dh00d eduoét1on

N,vpr1or exper1ence 1n ear]y ch11dhood serv1ces programs. o

" a de51re to worK/W1th young chlldren

YA

therab111ty to WOPK w1th parents

U, s w N

Qrvthe ab11:{y td/work in a creattve, flex1b1e progdam '
All respondents felt 1t was v1ta]ithat ear1y ch1]dhood
'fserv1ces teachers have tra1n1ng in early ch1tdhood | _
"eduoat1on\_The tpa1n1ng was seen as essent1a1 to provtde ‘the fi.
| necessary background Know]edge 1n Chl]d develoﬁment &Tﬁe f:eeg
centre learn1ng approach and the “who]e ch1ld concept of :
t}iteach1ng A]though these were seen as the qua11f1cat1ons for ﬂ

Vd

<fall types Of k1ndergarten teachers it was noted that there )//?’

) &



| fwere a number of benef1ts to worK1ng for ‘schooT board
‘hioperated Kindergartens and these were such that they may
;,‘attract teachers who more closely met these 1deal type . gf
yreq1rements AR ,} " o | §
When asked to respond as to thé»benef1ts teachers 1'u

‘»ga1ned from work1ng 1n a school board operated program there‘

N

1;}were 2 number perce1ved by the 1hterv1ewees The benefxts\.;'

- .wer'e. B %»- o o B ‘ . s
§ - ‘

1 the resources w1th1n the school and system ava1lable to :;‘
the teacher . -

o2' the contact w1th other teachers 1n the school and

\ S

' system

» .

: 3ﬁftthe dalary the teachers rece1ved

‘4.‘,t5é Profess1onal growth a teacher 1s able to ga1n(1 e., . -

L

‘_:A‘TAF afhha&on conferences, etc ) -

' -5. the 1nservrce tra1n1ng ava1lab1e

1

:6;; the access to fac&4‘t1es and resoq‘ce personnel

t’

T, 'the support system within a schooﬂ and school

;k\\ 7d1str1ct(1 e.,. pr1nc1pals,‘secretar1es, Janltors;' ;
d\§11brar1ans) R j* | - I ) L
T8, the serylces prov1ded by the system to ass1st .in the
o yteacher s program p]annwng(1 e., consultan&i arearv
y,aspec1a11sts, "bureau team) O : ) ";f"L~
j‘9. the fact that teachers are v1ewed as an 1ntegra1 part of
the school staff . "-m e e
J ﬁ.hi As one: Tnterv1ewee expla1ned one of the mos; 1mportant

. benefwts was

@



e

. 3‘...the resourCes around.. the contact with the other RS
teachers.,The services that we have that the teacher .
. can_tap.d@nd- the inservices that one can attend and
really the support system that ‘we have from our o
-congultantg& from our subject area. péople. In fact,
;']»from the gspdce that you,can manipulate within the .
school.. If there's a musit room you can use" it. RN o
‘there” s a-gymnasium, you can'use it. EYen in a.
private school they may have it but you really have
- more resources.’ at a system level:-available to.you
than you do.in‘a private school which is™ 11m1ted-:

only to that school, A 4.;v

There were howev”r%a number of d1sadvantages the ”mi:tf
1ntervLewees cited for ‘a- teacher who 1s 1nvolvedﬁbn a school
board operated program They were R
1. ‘the constra1n1ng forces on ‘the teacher R ptann1ng of a

1f\program as a result of be1ng part of a large school
wtboard (1 e ; school t1metabl1ng.‘assemb11es concerts,v‘f

Tete. ).

Qrator early ch11dhood

3 " ‘»\

teach rs’ may f1nd themselvef in when the 1ssue of

‘._._a

1s raised based on grade one, read1ness ;
@ L e e T

"retention”

- -°the only th1ng that I can th1nk of is a ‘measure of

.~ - ~autonomy. ‘There are school _district policies and L
: ‘most of ‘them are pretty good po11c1es I don't have T

. . any particular quarrels with them but it does mean:
- ° working within: the constraint® "that policies and " - W
‘ regulations-within d school district might have... o
there are ‘constraining forces as a result of be1ng

j‘part of-a b1g school d1str1ct

Another 1nterv1ewee noted the fo]low1ng regard1ngvthe,vf
' - ' .



kindergarten.teacher s role with respect to retentton of .
&‘students in the program e ~"», R |

We sttll seem . to be basing our progress on a. graded
system attitude...and you see, that to me is where I
© get into_the goals and ob;ectives of the early
.. childhoo®services. I don’t 'think from what I .
- “'understand- it back in 1973 and .those goals still
- hold true, that;it ever had the - implication of . '
readying this chitd for Grade One and I don'-t think .-
.~ -that_ in the: purest sense this was ever the, intent of
'“f*ﬁan early childhood serv1ces program L

Another Key 1ss¢e which will affect both school board
I and prtvate operator S teachers is the recently 1ntroduced
‘:onl1cy on arttculatton As the government has suggested
;_thts poltcy should be adopted 1n 1986 87 and plannlng 1n '
Phase ] should beg1n between the ktndergarten and, grade one ;
‘teacher The effect "art1culatlon p]anntng W111 have on a.
.'k1ndergarten teacher was summartzed by one 1nterv1ewee when
;she commented _ - ‘
1 th1nk 1t s 901ng-to be a greater demand on hts/h ro
. time~ ‘Cause 1 think that in terms of that planning
process, they will be heavily involved, at the
“'school level. So-if they don"t_ n?e . fo spend any

- more tipe doingethings;: this will make it even ,
~ harderfgr them. 1.'think from a positive pomt of

N “view it will be-an opportuntty to .have more of the
.+ philosophy and. the focus validated. So I think there
~will be negat1ve .aspects, there might be some things
- thdt take .some energy from, actually doing the '
‘program and’ woﬁkﬁng with the parents, but I think
_that 'most -teachers will be able to see the -
opportuntty to, to seize the: opportun1t1es when they
can really make some 1nput ‘ o Ny '

Art1culatton was also seen as prov1d1ng some degree of

“lconttnu1ty between staff as 1t would essent1ally force

o

‘k1ndergarten and grade one teachers to 1nteract\'

e

"”Troltan(1985 86 10) ‘sees" staff conttnu1ty as an 1mportant

_,part of the move to arttculatton She poznts out that:

F A
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“Klein described staff continuipyﬁas the attempt by
teachers, aides and instructors to gain an
understanding of their student’s previous learning
. s@xperiences before entering their respective - o
programs and to gain further knowledge of the future ’
5 learning experiences of these children ' ,

Staff continuity could be fostered through 1nserv1ce

-

sess1ons professional devétgpment days, - etc All |
admin1strators 1nvolved,w1t Ktndﬁggarten and grade one
programs must be cogn1zant 5 its value and work to promote
it. Th1s may however brove more diff1¢ult for Klndergarten 1
teachers in pr1vately operated programs as they are. not in pi

-as close proxlp1ty with' eanh other as are teachers in a ’

'school board operated program Consequently the move toﬂ‘
art1culatxon may be one whach will beneftt teachers in .

, school board operated programs morefsggthzn;fhose 1n prjyate

: operat1ons - ‘:p} o w_‘ ’ A_ |

In conclu51on then it can be statep that a. typ1cal

prof1le” of an early ch1ldhood teacher would be an |
1nd1v1dual who possessed early chlldhood training and’ an :

'early ch1ldhood d1ploma had exper1ence work1ng w1th
ch1ldren‘and parents and conducted a’ flex1ble early ’
ch1ldhood,program The benef1ts these 1nd1v1duals would
obta1n from work1ng in aﬂschool board operat1on could be ‘
summar1zed under three broad categor1es " ' |

3 .

1. 1nd1v1dual salary and health benef1ts,

!

2. profess1onal grbwth and development wi thm the system,
o 3;, serv1ce ‘and resource personnel to ass1st in the

. programs

:‘_:
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The main disadvantages seen for the’ teacher worklng in

a school board operated program were

‘Qlf‘ the.constralninglferces imposed by a large school

// 2. Tthe loss of autonomy. “ - .

“"‘was relevant to'1nclude quest1ons about fac1l1t1es in~ ::

/ system, . , o ' .

3. the issue Of retent1on of kindergarten students.
“In regard to ' articulatlon planning" the major1ty of

respondents agreed that k1ndergarten teachers w1ll play a

ﬂv1tal role 1n the coordination of plannlng for art1culation

andrensur1ng the'goals and obJect1ves of early chi 1dhood -
- s o .
services programs are Kept in place. There may however be

more benef1ts from art1culat1on for a school board operatqr

‘than for a pr1vate operator

-
oy

Facilities : | Ve

For the purposes’ of th1s study the researcher felt it

'f.relat1on to the del1very of early ch1ldhood service

' A1ssues surround1ng fac111t1es wh1ch were o . ﬁﬁ

,eprograms The people 1nterv1ewed responded to four Key

"l; the1r 1mportance in relation to early ch1ldhobd service

' 2:gwthe d1spar1t1es between schbol board operated

programs..

‘facalit1es

‘*'3; xthe advantages and d1sadvantages of Klndergarten be1ng

.i,located in school board operated fac1l1t1es

*‘4.d‘the class size restrlct1ons 1n school board operated



facilities..

From tﬁb*data colifcted the unanimous opinion was that

facilities were very’ iJgortant but secondary to the .

importance of a skilled and knowledgable teacher . Th,
" was emphasized by one of the interviewees as they comme
on the importance of facilities

.you have to-‘be carefui because the faciiity and
the things within that room are only as good as the
teacher,‘makes them. You can have. a beautiful room.
You can‘have all the most expensive .and modern Kinds

~ of furniture and equipment and if the teacher

" doesn’ t krow how.to organize and utilize those ,
pieces of equipment and so on and other resources,
then it doesn’t.work. No matter how much money you
Tspend on that L

_Obviously there 1s a needtto furnish . a, faCility

'vappropriateiy to meet ‘the needs of the program and children
VJWIthin school board operated Kindergartens the fac111ty is
",generaiiy a school classroom and the quaiity of spa’e (slze,
.'lighting. location)_can vary between»schools. Th;se

_disparities in the guality of faciiity can be in terms of m;
dﬁd achool as oppo;ed to]afnew school, the uselOf a portable
}-td hoUse)a'Kindergactenmroom; the‘iack of space,
'Hinsuffic1ent iighting poor locat,oq in respect to O
ZAbathrooms, sinks water, access to piayground etc. It was
{i'felt all: these phy51cal restraints set on the program. by

‘the very: nature of the facility, could 11m%t the scope of -

fi’the program and affect the teacher s morale On the other

. hand there could be an 1mportant boogt to pupil and teacher
v‘moraie in attractive and comfortable ﬁurroundings Obviously

Qlthen,if kindergarten does become 1ncorporated into the



school system it is beneficial }or appgoprlate facilities to’

be #¥ailable, this type of program must not be merely

" K" in any available sp%ce - -
///;ueAll interviewees vlewed lt as a very advantageous
s1tuation to have klndergartens operating wlthln schoglk.
fac1lities Some of the more obvious adyantages cited were ,
the accessibll1ty to and use of var ious areas. of the school
(i.e. llbrary. gymnas1um, art room, sclence room, ‘misic
noom. staff room for use of fridge and stove);'and the °
feelingwof community %ithin the school student population of
wnich(kindergarten‘is considered a parf(i.e. buddy system,
playground contact). hAgain Trolian(1985-86:10). stresses lhat‘
it is beneflcial if the early chi 1dhood services and prlmary
programs are housed in the same bu1ld1ng She suggests
sometimes this may be d1ff1cult partlcularly in rural areae ’
but‘administrafors andﬁfeachers;should work towards this
goal. She also suggests'that there are other ways in wbioh
oprograme can be physically brooght together, these include
ingerclasg visits, combfnlng field trips, special events,
etc..Agalnvif Kindergarten is to be'incorporated into bhé'
‘SCHOOl sYstem theee factorfymust be considered‘in its
incorporation. o g
\ In relat1on to the dlsadvantages of k1ndergartens ‘
ooerat1ng within a scheol one point was ra1sed - the problem
- of flexibility for the klndergarten program “As a part of

the school a Kindergarten program sgon becomes governed by

‘school t1metabl1ng, schedules, bells, assigned recess,
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breaks, etc this in turn can cause constraints on the
program the teacher plans | - L.

In respect to faciiities a valid consideration was
_class size This was addressed in the questioning and all
respondents felt there shouid be class size restrictions but

this shouid be governed by the particular circumstance and

g‘.

, the needs of the chiidren As d:e interviewee summarized
t

.whatwe' re talking abou is a range rathilf than a’
number or limit or a restricted number or s&mething
like that. And then I think it has to be judged on
the circumstances of the situation. What Kind of
skill does the teacher have? Are there teacher éﬁde

" people available that havé got skill and that are

. well trained? What kind of backup is for that
individual in terms of special needs children,
‘whatever? How involved are the other adults in the
community, parents and sc on? And I think the
judgement has to be made given the factors. And it's
so different from one school to another, from one
area to another. : . .

Again 1f kindergartenq become 1ncorporated con51deration
mus t be given to their unique requ1renents 1n terms of élass
size. —_— RO ‘} IR | ‘ :
In conCiusion’this»section on‘faciiitieg‘retiected the
opinions that Kindergarten facilities were jndeed veryc
important,_that disparities between facilities offered 16"5'
school board operation could affect. the program by the very
real impact ofﬂclass Siie and location. It waS-felt-by-ali
respondents that there vere many benefits from a
kindergarten being housed in a schooi(gym, library,
resources. equipment, etc.) but because of the e
"orgenieationél timetabling within the school there could be

“dan infringemggtien:the flexibility of the kindergarten .

(.



program.7All respodg;hts felt there should be a maximum

'class s restriction in school board operated programs.

however vafying circumstances should dictate how individual
schools andled the enroliment in eacr gjndergarten class.
 Student/ Benefits

T roughout~the entirety of this research‘the underlying
pur se was to. investigateﬁhow early childhood services has

- be efitted the development of appropriate programs for the

-~ Kj dergarten child. Clearly, with the establishment of the ~
Early Childhood Services “Branch in 1973 it was shoWn there

' strong;ﬂdvocacy for these programs. The concern

| expressed over the quality and coordination‘of‘these

programs encompassed four areas inherent in the eanly.

ch1 1dhood serv1ces system They were: 1) the chjld;\2)hthe~

- family; 3) the. staff and 4) the community

“’i This particular section w1ll deal Wlth the child -and:
the benefits that were’ perceived by the 1nterv1ewees for
the oéild attending a mandat;ry kindergarten program. FtPSt
it was felt by all 1nterv1ewees (7) that children benefitted
: from a kindergarten program A well planned and organized
| program. in. Keeping with the ba’Hc Early Chi@dhood Serv1ces
'.goals and objectives, could prov1de the child w1th a wealth
of new experiences (i. e".‘field tr1ps exposure to ne&‘.
mater1als, interaction with: peers ‘and adults,. portunity to
try new 1deas. and being involved in a learning s1tuation)

_Second. 1nterv1ewees felt that children benefitted from

-



| lthelr 1nclualon ina school communlty which in turn helped
with the transition from Kindergarten to grade one. As
Mayfield(1983) h&s previously noted this fsaan igsue which
requires attention from those involved with the'Kindergartenf
and grade one programs. The children were also given &
opportunities to be included in school assembl fes, school
activities, buddy systems(pairlng of a ktndergarten student
with‘gnotherAj:udent in the school), camps{ concerts, etc.
which, in tarn, could‘give‘the kindergarten children a
positlve attitude toward the school setting, Third, it was
perceived that through interaction with other children,
teachers and parents and their 1nvolvement in new and
~tnteresting experiences the Ktndergarten children,wculd -
develop COnfidence in themselves and a positive
self concept
( These findings serve tq,re emphasize the obJecilve
previously set out by the Edmonton Public School D1“TF—Et
when it stated that/one of its goals was:
to provide a climate of trust, warmth, security, and
understanding: which will ass1st each child to create
e _?Re‘éélél’;‘&%ﬁ'{“é‘? a pos1 LSZ%Z??"’Q&EE’S?‘(ESS e
-1970: 1) _ _
We see this stated again in the goals of the Early
Chlldhood Services Branch(1984) when it is wr1tten that
"early chi 1dhood serv1ces programs should |
.contribute to the development of a pos1t1ve.
R - elf concept in . young children, This includes the-
- ‘Knowledge, acceptance and: appreciat1on of oneself as

- an individual 3@% -an acceptance and appreciat1on of
: others as indi uals ' )
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With the. possible mandatory inclusion oi"thou‘ programe
" under the auspices of schooi board operators there were two .
factors identified by the interviewees which thay felt could
nqditively affect the kindergarten chiid The first one
identified was the issue of retention or what is ‘
cdlloquially referred Yo as “repeating Kindergarten®. Al
those i nterviewed feolt thiézissUQQhad to be dealt with very
carefully in terms of the purpose behind the retention
decision as it could possibly affect the child's

self-concept. As was stated by one” respondent TN
Q[’ |

» the term ‘failure and the concept of failing
to ga, absolutely. Use of that concept has not
correlated in any way. to the development of positive

. self-concept. It is a negative approach and it's
very narrow and narrow minded I thinkK and not at all
conSistent with early ‘chi ldhood philosophy

6 got

~ Another interViewee saw the s1tuation somewhat differently.
she noted: | '

- One area of concern I would have in that area of
retention is that we tend to base a lot of the
reasons why we retain a child on the intellectual
and yet we profess to look at thée total child and we
say that we do have a continuous progress sort of
attjtude in this system and yet I wonder if you
don't feel that- when you retain a child, how does
that affect them when he sees his group of friends
maving on and he is sti}l back in a different
classroom : .

As well as affecting a child's self- -concept a notpble

- reason for_ retention was identified by one 1nterv1ewee when

she said: o . - -

the spoken reasons are that the child is not ready
for grade one. The child does not have whatever is
deemed the readiness skills and many of those are’
based on how well a child recognizes the alphabet,
the number system, how well* the child handles pencil
and paper, how well the child follows instructions



.~ on" pencil paper tasks and this kind of th1ng
This, reason beh1nd retentlon was expressed by the o
m\jorlty of respondents as a maJor concern For the - |
ifar reach1ng affects may be that K1ndergarten programs are

dg geared to prepare ch11dren for grade one by focus1ng on one
:°}iaspect of thetr development - the cogn1t1ve or 1ntellectua1
f“and therefore 1gnor1ng thelfour other equally 1mportant’
‘Vf areas - soc1al phys1cal creat1ve and emot1ona1 A fear. was'w
wt,expressed that in’ essence what was happen1ng was a’"downward_,a
d’prOJect1on of. grade one’ curr1culum and program onto these
ch1ldren to prepare them for the entry into grade one In

,lwght of th1s a-second concern arose which related to a'

"ch1]d’s progress 1nto grade one 1 e., the trans1t1on from a

' f}ch11d*centered approach to the structure and restra1nts qf a

'-},graded school system 0b71ously there was ‘a concern on the

'part of the prov1nc1a1 government when the recently released ;_

Y

,,zpol1cy on art1cu1at1on was announced Thws was supported~

'by the words of one 1nterv1ewee j . - 3 S

'»I belteve that the. d1fference between our .
*K1ndergarten programs, which I think for the most

- part in our province are fairly strong, and then the

.- 'shift into the grade one program with a preset:
curriculum and- preset expectations whichcare often

{-5*"jt1mes unrealistic and not suited to individual
S - “students was a reason. for the 1n1t1at1on of an

'/fart1cu1at1on ‘emphasis. S LT

» One of the Key 1ssues dealt w1th in thts pol1cy was the

t-{jtransttion from grade to grade (K- 3) When questloned on

'q th1s 1ssue of transrt1on al] respondents were 1n agreement;

~

l_f‘w1th the basic obJect1ves of art1cu}at1on in terms of =

!’meac1fwtat1ng a smoother trans1tlon for the K1ndergarten
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f;dchild HoweVer/a more far reach1ng effect from the S
‘art1cu1at1on pol1cy may weﬂlxbe the 1mpact Ktﬁdergarten w1ll
' p*have on the Prades of school Th1s v1ew was expressed by

"(‘one 1nterv1ewee when she stated \
I see'the knndergarten teacher as the Key person ih .
the whole process. I -think: that the K1ndergarten<

: ‘teacher . ﬁas 16 be- someone whO\can convince her
e 4co1leagues that there are. th1ngs that she does that
are not just play, that are valuable approaches to
: 'help1ngfch1ldren learn, that :centres can.provide
.. learning, opportun1t1es for -children. She needs to
_share her ways -of evaluating ch11dren in that .
. “sett1ng with them and- work closely in letting them -
' seé her program and. show an openness -and w1111ngne§§
to look ‘at their programs so that they can 'try- to
_4;coord1nate what ﬂs happen1ng from program to . ¢ o
~~;program S ) . ' ,\Q C

‘.'Tn1s type of comment re1nforces Tro11an s prev10usly c1ted
vfcommentary on the 1mportance of staff cont1nu1ty ‘ \\
| In summary th1s sect1on on student beneftts has, :'-h \

VT-yout11ned three ma1n advantages for a child: attend1ng a ‘

,jimandatory k1ndergarten program speC1f1ca11y a school board//

\ R

:fﬁoperated pPOgram They were :.,‘ - - ] L

/o

_ui1&t the opportun1ty to part101pate in new and enr1ch1ng

= | V

o exper1ences § ;:' g .'ix , f;_‘:“ 5 ]"‘

~

“:“2. the exposure to 3 school s1tuatxon in terms of

A fac1]1t1es, resources, and c11mate =

*lé; the 1nteract1on w1th peers, teachers and other adults

wh1ch can lead to a fee11ng of conf1dence and develop a,j
pos1t1ve self concept IR \‘ | I
' Two areas of - concern were ratsed‘tn respect to a .} T
h’ch1}d’s 1nvolvement in-a mandatory K1ndergarten program

rfThey were the 1s§ue of retent1on 1n regard to a ch1ld'

.,\ N



progress 1n k1ndergarten and the ease of transition to! grade
"one from a cent,e approach" learning situat1on The
.maJor1ty of res ,ndents(6 1) felt that the concept ot

uld address these issues 1f Sin fact thé'd.i

o art1culation
'K1ndergarten teacher became a strong lobbyISt for the

:f be11efs of an early chlldhood program prOJectlng up through

“the. grades "t'f\”'.(i‘ ‘ f%f»/~‘*s‘,. . y:,”ﬂ;,
\ > . A - Sy . . S Lk ;
-8 ". A Vv S + . Lo . _.°I. ' ! S ""w'. . - . \‘ }
;..Program Needs AR ,ffi'a‘,-' N o '.,.ffﬁt

From the 1n1t1al estab11shment of early chv]dhoo{
'_serv1ces in 1973 to the present day k1ndergartens of i9'61
'”onEfnnlque‘qua11ty has rema1ned 1ntact - the program ‘Thig*?”

components of these successful early ch11dhood serv1ces qsflf

i [
-q}programs wh1ch parents, educators and government 1obb1ed so

ffdhard for in. the early 70’s are st111 reflectedtﬁn the a

”7'gu1delrnes set out in Alberta Educat1on s(1985) ed1t10n of

' Program Pol1cy Manual They are A LR _*'f'}‘,

S voa) 1earn4ng act1v1t1es. y e :
v (V) are sequent1ally undertaken by. ch11dren in V8
accordance .with their .individual--needs, and S
. 'tii) .are experienced w1th1n structured and
~child- initiated pha T
. .b) emphasis ip plac d on the development of a ,; PR
-« positive selflcor :nt -and" the- assurance of S -
“-self-satisfadtfof "each child; '
e} opportun1t1es ara provided for learning w1th1n an’
exploratory environmgnt designed to meet - the -
. physical, emotional, Jsocial, 1ntellectual and' -
. creative needs of -egth child. - :
- d) pdrents are provided ‘with. clearly def1ned
. opportunities .for direct as well as indigect « -
““involvement in planning, implementing.an evaluat1ng
+ - their.children’-s programs and those which are =
. undertaken by :the parents themselves(Alberta S
. ;JEducatIOn 1985 15) , A

~
(f
‘ [ . g ~ a N Ve

o= Ty
N
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These guideHnes reﬂect the opintons of the people ';c
' 1nterv1ewed ‘as-. to the1r bel1efs concern1ng the successful
- compowﬁi;s of a mandatory Kindergartenﬂprogram were As one f

1nterv ewee stated R .
N

the most suocess?ul components are. the attention
_Jto the needs of the child as a focus, the total '
: needs of the child as the focus of the o .
. - program. . .beyond that 'is the 1nvo]vement ‘of the - R
families as an extension of the child... the C '
. -~ wholistic nature of the program is a very flexible
. Kind. of . instrument that really, can’ be expanded or
. g,contracted depending on what it is.you need to do on.
‘.any part1cular t1me 1t's a very creat1ve process
ATthough most respbndents ref]ected on the flex1ble.
N
o creat1ve aspect of the program there was also agreement that

k1ndergarten program plannlng ‘should become 1ntegrated 1nto

I3

the school curr1cu1um Th1s presents somewhat of a

\contradlct1on*as k1ndergarten 1s not a requ1red grade of the

7/ .,

_ prov1nc1al school systems But as one 1ntsrv1ewee stated
-
T ;as ‘it becomes more 1ntegrated w1th the school .

- ‘currlculum and- I don’t think that there’s any doubt,

- we’'re well on.the way to that and I think it should/
A as. long as we-don't lose some of those nice

_ qualities, that it-doesn’'t get watered down to the/
T p01nt that you can hardly recogn1ze the d1fferences

\ Dnefmethod of ach1ev1ng a successful unton between'i
' 1eg1slated sch001 currxculum and early ch1ldhood ﬁf' :
»ph1losoph1es has recentiy been 1ntroduced by Alberta ,
\Educat1on under the label ‘of “arttculatJon When asked
about art1cu1at1on one respondent answered
1 think“that they -are looking ‘for teachers (K 3) to
o« ~work more- closely together 4n terms of the way they
“present .information® to' children, the resources that -

- are used and . the goals and obJect1ves at the Var1ous
- grade levels. And. I th1nk that's"a very pos1t1ve ' '

\th1ng to be do1ng



L be ]ost rather there~s'

{

)

“'?fIn terms ‘of the effects that "arttculatton planntng" may
‘m;Khave on Kindergarten programs. all respondents were very
~h positive abput th1s approach As one intervewee po1nted out

1 think the ktndergarten teachers can - facilttate the
. ygrade 1, 2 'and 3 teachers’ development in ternis of
'understanding ‘the early childhood objectives because
~all our early. childhood teachers have early
> childhood diplomas, all of our kindergarten teachers
. have. ear 1y .chi 1dhood dtplomas ‘The majority of our
? grade 1, 2 and 3 teachers .do hot. And I think -
'-K1ndergarten teachers,.planning and worKing with :
. grade.one teachers for example will help grade one e
.. teachers understahd the appreach, the early - S
- ~childhood phllosophy.\Also, obv1ously if they plan e
»iogether, ‘continuity can_be better ‘addressed, and R oty
there’ s no“doubt: that there’s benefit to the " - S
> 'Kindergarten teacher, L& she-or. he has better )
insight Tnto what the g ade oné\gurricujum~per se
is. - . ~

bl : - \

In summary of th1s sect1on on program needs there was a

clear consensus that the early cht]dhood serv1ces*program

o

was a well establtshed and beneftctal 1nf1uence on. the—}\;' u
. educattonal perspect1ves 1n our prov1nce There were. four
untque attrtbutes to- this program They were: |

',1f ‘the 'centre approach or play" theory of learntng

2. -the: deVEIOPment of conf1dence and'.a postttve -

3

self- concept in each ch11d . o S -

~.3f *the emphas1s on the flve developmental areas of.a chlld'

-'the physical, \oetal emotional, cultural and
1nte]lectual aspects

. 4 Y ‘the parental tnvolyement"taspect of the program

“ ~’If ktndergarteh was to become a mandatory part of the

school system 1t was felt these four attr1butes should not

uld be .an effort to prOJect them

v other grades of school.".In

O

upwards 1nto grade one an R

i



K4 PR} '

PO

terms of the recently 1ntroduced poHcy of articulatton,
respondeqts felt th1s would help thls upwagd project1on aﬁa
(provrde the opportunity foy Kgpdergarten teachers to f

1ntroduce these/un1que and valuable oharacterist1cs of an

Barfy ch1ldhood program to the pr1mary grades (1 2‘aqg 3)

jConsequently th1s would result 1n*the 1mp1ementation of

changes that would see more)cont1nuity for the ch11d in /_
e 1 ’

. terms of program and 1nd1v1dual progress , H‘g .o

| f$upport Staff RN

) .

As- the scope of the Kwndergarten encompasses the fOUr

r‘areas prev1ous]y ment1oned in Student Benef1ts*¥ 1) the

ch11d 2) the fam1ly 3) the staff and 4) the communlty 0

too the support for these. programs are drawn from these

~ sources. F1rst suppOrt comes 1n the form of recogniz1ng_the
-un1que character1st1cs of the parents, ch1ldren and famrlles
'1nvolved in the K1ndergarten -and attempt1ng to be oogn1zant

'A‘of these character1st1cs when plannlng the k1ndergarten

lpprogram W1th regard to th1s concept of br1dg1ng the gap

o

'between home and school the 1n1t1a1 gu1de}1nes for early ‘

.ch1ldhood serv1ces 1n the Edmonton Pub11c School Dtstr1ct

';‘programs stateﬂ one of 1ts maJor purposes was

to help the ch11d's parents widen' andtenrlch the1r
own k ledge and understandlng by contributing to

-and par patlng in the eXper1ences prov1ded by the
T schoo](Re1d 1970 ). :

i R ‘
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" The resu1t1ng etfects of th1s pollcy have been perhaps o

'the most 1nfluent1al—outcome of early ch1ldhood educat1on

"ph1Tosoph1es across the spectrum of educatlon W1th1n the
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‘total school dlstrtct ““Pérental 1nvolvement“ 1§ an 4f

‘,establjshed part of the majorlty of eafly childhood programs

and 1ndeed a]so a part of the . total school’ framework As one ‘

4

interviewee states in support of th1s poltcy

“the backup by the parents to. the work of the
;program is absolutely critical. Parents working to .
understand what’s happening and participating with
the teacher in developing the programs and f““ B
participating in the programs I thlnk 1t' ' . .

absolutely critical.- ; - ’“ﬁt
t ®.

All respondents felt that parental 1nvolvement was very

Wﬁfmportant to the success of the program however there was a_

; concern that 1n many 51tuat1ons parents were tnvolved 1n

many "token" tasks (cutt1ng,,Lam1nat1ng, f1eld tr1ps,

"classroom work). Although th1s type of support was very R

" worthy it was felt that 1f K1ndergart?n became mandatory

-H.more effort must be exerted 1n plannﬁﬁg act1v1t1es for the .

FEL L
Ve

hpa?ent 'S lnterests (guest speakers program plann1ng,

‘“‘rp-..* “ ',

\,

e'$ﬁf Second 1n terms of support for- the K1ndergarten progrjp

v;?peclal talents. etc ).

[

and teacher from the . school staff and the educat1on system—

help 1s obtalned from such 1nd1v1duals as teacher aﬂ%es, ;j,

t sohool support personnel (l1brar1ans. counsellors,"

i7 Secretarwes and Jan1tors) -and system resource personnel
"*such as psycholog1sts, speech therapists etc ldeally all
i(respOndents felt a k1ndergarten program could benef1t,from .

hav1ng ‘a teacher a1de 1n the: classroom Pr10r1t1es were

placed on an aide s banground experlence tra1n1ng and -

attltude when select1ng them for. placement in a program In'

fe'relatlon to the role of the teacher aide w1th1n‘the,early o
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cﬁtldhood program the words of one 1nterv1ewee summartze the
d‘-major points made by the other 1nterviewees
. We defined the rale: here as three things. One is °
providing assistance to the teacher: in working *
directly with the chtldren and that’s the most
critical role. The second is providing backup to the
- teacher in terms of materials, selection, = = .
; development. acquiring, using materials and so .
.back up the teacher there. The third is ‘basic
secretar+al work so that the teacher's time, can be
more intently spent on educational plans and not
miniscule, trivial secretarial work. So we look for
‘people who:are first skilled:in working with -
..children and ‘people, second have some knowledge of
materials, preparation and developme? and third,
‘ hopefully. have some secretar1al sk1 1s'we can put
. to use. R ‘ »

It was ' felt by the respondents that factors affectlng
fthe hlnnng of an’ a1de. 1n the maJor1ty of cases, were baSed ;
| on 1) F1nances or budget of the school and 2) the concerted :

effort on. “the part of the staff or principal in fac1l1tat1ngv
fth1s. Ln respect to the tra1n1ng of an alde all respondents
(7) felt 1t would—be very beneficial for the aide to have
educattonal tra1n1ng 1n the area of ear]y ch1ldhood
'feducat1on.'although it was felt th1s would not be the solen
_‘determ1nant of a successful aide. In respect to the school'
-f51tuat1on, a K1ndergarten very often can ut1l1ze the
thserv1ces of a;school~secretary, the 3an1tor, the librarian
- and the-counsellor This'aga}n is an’eXample of how school
“board operated programs have some of their operat1ona1 costs
absorbed by the school and ult1mately the school d1str1ct.
~In the area ostupport staff, across the system who.
are 1nvolved w1th kindergarten programs another group-of,

- resource personnel were 1dent1f1ed This team of "bureau"
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~'Sbé¢ia1jsts ¢onsists.of»bbychologists.‘speeéh therapists, -

so¢tél.woékér3’and coudsel]ors. Their'servfces aré avqilable

to the school board operéted programé which is.an extremely

{mpor tant resource when assessing a child’s development in

- specific areas. As one interviewee noted:

" ‘available to the school but from outside the school -
“are psychologists, speech therapists, social 4
workers, reading specialists, occupational )
‘therapists, physiotherapists. We've got some other
people that are available in terms of physical
handicaps that: have different specialties and then
all of the coMSulting people. A1l the conguitants in-
child development, early childhood educution -
specific content subject areas, instructiona® -
processes. So it's a pretty full range in a big

v mschool district like this one.

e 13

There are no agsighed costs to the individqa program

for these services from the system’s resoufce pérs nnel.
" This is a significaﬁt hdvantage to the school board operator

.as opposed té the private operatorVth cannot draw from such

a "pool"ﬁof.¢Xpertise and:who must, when fhere\iS‘a need,
pay for the services out of their'annual budgets .-

Tﬁeylést area of support for programs can be drawn from

‘the community. Community health'seryices are available to

the majority of programiAthEough:community health nurse

visitations.. . Teachers are encouraged to invite in guests,

" speakers, service people and those with special talents to

“enrich.and provide ekperiencéé for the child and parent.

This belief is inherent in the,early childhood services =
philosophy as is noted 1n_the'Phj1050phy, GoaTQ'and,Prégram‘

DimenSions : L . o A
L . . . X 5 . ' .. .v ) . . ] .A\‘“
community resource persons can assist in meeting

developmental and special needs of children and



- fam'l"H’es(Alberta Education, 1984: 1) |
- To summarize the findﬁngs of this section on suppert
“staff it‘can be concluded that support -comes from ﬁéﬁter |
;,sources - 1) the child 2) the family, 3) thé staff and 4)

tne commuﬁity. First the most significant source of s.{?;

fnom the ogj1dvand family, is "paren | 1nyolvement" N
has endured'from\ghe initial establi of early |
ch1ldhood programs in this’ province and hds been shown to -
have a profound effect up through the gn@des of school.
'\Second the support of the staff can be categorized in:
respect.to 1) school and 2) sVStem; In regard to school
staff support kindergarten programs may elictt the help of
teaoher aides,_principals..librarians.’counsellors. school
secretar1eg and janitors. The system of fer's the services of_
the "bureau" team (psycholog1sts. speech therap1sts, soc1al
workers, counSellors, etc.), consultants, early childhood"
specialists, etc. One last souroe of support comes from tne
COmmunity in Eespect to community health services and the
wealth of “talenteo?.peopte who can offer assistance to:the

program (polﬁce. nurses&\artists. guest speakens. etc.).

Adm1nistration

One of the differences between school board operated

-

kindergartens and privately-operated Klndergartens is in the
‘administration of the two programs. In school board operated
kindergartens the programs are able to make use of a

" relatively complex administrative supra structure to manage
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.“This mesns things 1ike

N

the affairs of thelyartouh prograﬁ

salardes, benefits, maintenance, etc are all centralized

and usually highly standardized. These types of

)“RfMUnistrations are also usually”stable in terms of

- may‘often be different people from year to year. These

‘personnel, location and even such intangibles as phtlosophy
In contrast prtvately operated Kindergartens are not able to
call(/i the same: type of administrative supra structure. ”
they are essentially operated like many of the other
vo1untany type agenc1es ‘that exist in our societyo'

Consequently the adm1n1stration is often of an unstable.

4,people bring with’ them different philosophies to the‘

‘organization and this may proye problematic in terms of

program cont1nu1ty '~\_.'

A1l interviewees felt that if Kindergarten became
mandatory the type of adm1n1strat1ve support g1ven by school
bqard,operators was advantageous They did express concern
that within this system as it presently exists there are
many dtscrepanc1es As one interviewee pointed out in
regards to program areas l1ke field tr1ps matertals,
suppltes. etc |
‘this is where we see a var1at1on from one schogl to
another. For example, we’' 11 see some teachers
managing up to two or three field trips, g
month. . ~where as others will have to l1m1
themselves to maybe one per month
Another interviewee felt that these types of discrepancies

were often a result of the emphasis a principal of a school

{‘f\

»tcansient nature and- the actors within.the administratiop
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'9?piaced on<eariy cniidnood education. As pointed out b@iﬂﬂ”“"'
4in an extract from her interview, sha feit this situation
was improving as more people within early chiidhood

' education were being made principais She noted.

I suspect there are some people still in
administration who don’t understand early- chifdhood

' education and over the last while maybe one of t

- significant changes that is happéning is that there
‘has been a tremendous increase in the number of

. school princiﬁals that have early childhood -
-education backgrounds. I .think this is having a
tremendous impaét as it means early childhood gets: a
'better deal- as they understand the problems. .

Despite the discrepancies that did exist interviewees.
'as'noted earlier, did support the centralized _school board.'-
operated administration The centralization was‘geen as
imaking Kindergarten operations more consistent more
egai)tarian and often more efficiént. | ‘

There were however concerns, for example a privately _
operated Kindergarten w1th a more informal administration
tcouﬂd easily make dec151ons They did not have to go through ‘
the formal bureaucrat%c channels as did school board
noperators As ~one interviewee p01nted out, 1n'an example,

" this had its advantages | | | B
If you want your. rocm painted you get some parents
to do it you don’t have to wait until your school‘s
turn comes...or if you go ahead and do it yourself
face vidlating some type of 'union regulation.
Although this type of‘“freedohf,was seen to have benefitS‘
- the standardized and centralized administrative system was’
seen as a very definite benefit‘that wouid be available. to

3 e

aLi kindergartens if they all became a part of the school

stystem.
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Dne important aapect of a teacher; Job‘aatisfaction-is

‘the quality of environment that they exp.'ience in‘their

Jjob. To feel peraonally fulfilted the* re personal rewarda .

or types of remuneration that ane. hope to. gain from their

occupation In relation to Early C hldhood Services Programs

| this job satisfaction may vary aCCordiqg to whether a

teacher is emplmyed by a private or achool board operator

fThe circumstances may vary greatly in terms of salary and‘

personai benefits It was because of this reagon that the

';researcher telt it was important that this area of concern

be researched and,the various recorded points of view be

examined o S L | \
: One of the major points which surfaced in each

~_interview was. the fact that large school boards have the

capacity to absorb a lot of the operational costs of’ ‘

'ﬂkindergerteﬁs,li.e.. facilitmee7'equ1pment, furniture\.

transpontation'which'in contrast'a private operation cannot.

Therefore because of the tax on the budget of. private

| operators there may be iess monies for teachers salaries.

As’ an employee of a school boanb operator. a teacher

| belongs to a col]ective bargaining unit, and therefore can

be a full member of thefAIA In this respect a teacher'’ s //ﬁ

quaiifications(training and experience) are assessed on a

‘ - grid and there is the assurance of rece1v1ng the. wage agreed

‘upon by the school board and ATA LocaT “The teacher.can also

enter into a teaching contract which can give the security

4

[ g P
L. Ao s S
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of ﬂtFMOﬂOﬂCY Of pb!ltton. As one 1ntQFVfUWiC ﬂéf?d“

" The contract. the continuous contract is a very good
.deal for teachers. The support throu?h you know.-
the salary beneflta. the leaves. that Kind of...the
whole mechanism ‘that is associated with our
contract. ‘

In terms of the whole meohantsm another area is the heelth

.beneflts provided by the school system (1.e. dental care,

hearlng/ vlslon. health 1ns&?ance. l1ife insurance and
penslonvbenefltsl To the largest extent the cost of these
health premlums are'coyereditoox by the school system.
Although'prlvate operators‘are'encouraged'by Alberta

Educatlon to offer benefits and salaries on parity with

school board oberators thjs is not always financially
feastble

As a result of these prev1ously ment ioned beneftts.

.' salary and contract, school boards are able to attract

certif1ed degreed well;quallfiedtcandidates for their

' posit1ons The secur1ty that a school board can offer a

successf I ca 1date can in turn benef1t the kindergarten

\/_,

: program There are fewer reasons for turnover of staff or

,transiency which can be hard on the,conttnU\ty of a program.

"In relation to the secqrfty)of'positjon a contracted teacher

has the .assurance that even if enroliments drop in a

-

part1cuﬂar school or area of her/h1s school jurisdictlon .

there will be a teach1ng pOSltlon elsewhere in the system

For the teacher in a privately operated K1ndergarten thts

can be problematic since the monetary base for operation 1s

dependent’inflarge parf on pertpuptl‘grants from‘the'



', government and thefassessment of fees pa1d by the parents -

This, 1n “turn, i '"'s dut a very cr1t1ca1 d1fference 1n

fthe operat1onal system‘ of‘schoo] board and pr1vate

r

Aoperators - the levelv of fund1ng A]though both operators

. depend‘on prov1nc1al fund1ng (. e ) per pup1l grants) the ‘ ;Mt‘
'cruq1a1 d1fference is, the 1nab111ty on the part of the

‘pr1vate operator to tax the pub11c One 1nterv1ewee c1ted

‘th1s as
.~ . the 1nab111ty of a pr1vate operator to tax is
probably the main thing. They just do not have

' access to fhe same funds that the school districts
haVe , ,

W It is 1nterest1ng to note that 1n'1975 two br1efs one
from the Calgary K1ndergarten Teachers Assoc1at1on and the
| .other from the Lethbr1dge Pre Schoo] PrOJect were presented
" 'to the "Commf?tee to Study Brlefs to the Early Ch11dhood
f.Serv1ces Coord1nat1ng Counc11 “An area of concern wh1ch
" arose from both br1efs waS"fund1ng from early ch11dhood '
erv1ces .is not suff1c1ent to. operate the program amd pay
ucompet1t1ve salar1es for the qua11f1ed teachers prov1nc1al
:r regﬂlat1ons demand"<7;} _i | _‘ | |
‘ ]b After a geview of the 2r1efs,‘fhe comm1ttee s flndlngs y'
- were. summartzed One reference to salar1es was stated as:
v"Many pr1vate operators have no 51gn1f1cant source of
‘*;add1t1ona1 f1nancaa1 support except for the" ghar1ty of staff

L
L

‘j‘work1ng for’ below dhrket 1evel wages(Comm1ttee to Study oy

<

v Br1efs. 1975)

A]though commlttee recommendat1ons were made to ensure

equttable leveﬁs of government fund1ng and to 1nvest1gate a

o " . ’ B A - . N
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"“per program"’fund1ng,}1t m1ght be sumar1zed that the l ;V-ﬁ v

1nequallt1es st1ll ex1st eleven years later Thl% is one
A

area recomMended by the researcher for further study and

reportlng. i.e the outcomes of these recommendations made )
. L \ .

'l-tp the Prov1n01al Early" Chtldhood Serv1ces Coord1hat1ng

"Counc1l at thElP September meet1ng 1n 1975 : ;f"f'f '}‘kv
o Thls d1screpancy 1n respect to these funds can well

"'

;-lead to ‘even more d1screpanc1es between the serv1ces offerec ;

? by school board operators 1n respect to prtvate operators

4’ n\“,,'-i;:"{» G P A - 112 |
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ruKtndergarten teachers operat1ng in schools have a dnrect "TQ?;,‘

line to the conSultat1ve and referral serv1ces of ;L ,gi'*
':profess1onals and educators such as. pr1nc1pals. resource;
'k;personnel(l1brar1ans,:area spec1al1sts, system early j’b
. h1ldhood serv1ces consultants,’*eachers on staffl and

;_jconsultatlve serv1ces (bureau team, 1 e. ,,psychlog1sts,viu_

‘ yspeech therap1sfs, weekly school v1s1tat10ns by Communlty

:L:Publ1c Health Nurse The cost of reta1n1ng the serv1ces of {\,(*'

1?_these profess1onals 1s borne by the total operattonal budget
:bfof the system i,a luxuny a-pr1vate operator cannot afford

y In regard to the area of salar1es and bepef1ts there 1s
-,Qa somewhat.”grey“'area concern1ng the 1nequal1ty of measures

to 1nsure a standard" qual1ty of" benefwts for the early

:-ch1ldhood serv1ces teacher on the part of Early Ch1ldhood “~"{d

drServ1ces On one hand Alberta Educatlon dlctates that all
| early ch1ldhood serv1ces programs shall be taught by early

nch1ldhood serv1ces cert1f1ed degreed personnel and yet thlS

[z

‘same govern1ng body has not prov1ded an equ1table salary or L

i .
N . .
PN N ' A
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benefit\package base for teachers of th1s program As Was

prevnously ment1oned 1n.thls section recommendatlons were

made in Sebtember 1975 to the Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ces J'w“’"'

Coordlnattng Counc1l about salar1es but to the best of thls 17

researcher s knowledge no changes Were made f; L ‘f
/ - " ‘
In concluswon, there are three matn flnd1ngs that come

<.

out qf th1s sectlon and need further 1nvest1gat1on and

b

-

g,li‘ the 1nequal1ty in the salar1es patd to schOol board

operator s teachers and private operator s teachers

:f: although both operators reqU1re early ch1ldhood serV1ces

¢
A r

cert1f1ed personnel to operate the1r programs,)'

~

hA2f. the ab1l1ty of school board operators to ahsorb

\

j‘Kwndergarten operat1onal expenses out of the1r total

budget where pr1vate operators ‘must bear the costs

1ndependently. ﬂﬂ; | fi_} J'g.,”‘l "f

' 3.} and the grant structure of fund1ng 1n respect to the

: taxat1on versus fee system

All three bf these concerns would be ellm1nated 1f

k1ndergarten became a mandatory part oF~the school system

~N

AN
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- A Summary N
The purposerf th1s study was '7‘
,1;- to 1nvesttgate the—op1n1ons of selected school _

/t adm1nlstrators about maJor events 1ﬁ%khe development of
\ W-lear}y chtldhood serv1ces programs, | e
2. to 1nvest1gate the op1ntons of selected 'school -
vadmlntstrators about theagresent organlzatlon and
‘poss1ble 1ncorporat1on of ktndergartens as a requ1red
part of the educat1onal system, |
3. dto explawn what" these school~adm1n1strators see as some i
”of the advantages and dtsadvantages of th1s poss1ble-

>'1nco¢porat1on PRI | e

| Data were coll cted by the use of a semi- structured
1nterv1ew Seven interviews. were carr1ed outa&gth
1nd1v1duals who' ha been extens1vely 1nvolved in early
ch1ldhood serv1ces programs in the Edmonton Public¢ School
;D1str1ct The length of the. 1nterv1ews‘ranged from, one and a
“_half to two and a half hours The data .from the 1nterv1ews :
.qwere analyzed by the means ‘of latent content analys1s \
o The analy51s of the data may be summar1zed as foll::i////)
First, s1n regard to maJor events 1n the development of rly
‘ch1ldhood serv1ces programs several 1nterest1ng 1ssues were’
d1scovered It was generally ‘felt that parents played a

G

1'5f7/. Loma
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large part in the creation of school board o

2 .
.élndergartens The parental role was ma1nly 1n the form of a

_3\strong lobby to QOVernment The lobby was a result of the
‘Jfact that 1n1t1al government fund1ng patterns for
v,klndergartens meant,ﬁhat only already ex1st1ng Klndergartens 4

'?,were rece1v1ng funds Th1s s1tuat1on served to perpetuate or
. N O R
»he1ghten 1nequal1t1es that already ex1sted in the prGV1s1on

o

'of K1ndergarten.programs - ' ‘:";]. .

The creat1on of school board operated K1ndergartens
. 't g

;‘_meant that K1ndergartens started to. become more R

. ratlonallzed There were boﬂh advantages and d1$advantages

]

to th1s process From the pos1t1ve po1nt of v1ew - ¥ S .;

e
3

\ﬁklndergartens ga1ned a more stable future from the» Wegﬁ-»«)
guaranteed prov1s1on of funds On the negat1ve 51de the Ujfz (
A_process of rattonallzat1on resulted 1n a certa1n amount ék' |
iloss of autonomy for Ktndergarten”programs ;AlsoAthe
" development of Klndergartens was ndt onJy seen as a ‘one way
process Although there -was no doubt that k1ndergartens had
.;ﬂbeen cons1derably 1nfluenced by the other grades of school
}p'several 1nterv1ewees also felt that k1ndergarten had an
‘.1nfluence on the rest of the/school Th1s 1nfluence was seen
.as be1ng manlfest 1n two ways. 1).-the adoptlon of the .

~,

concept of the whole child be1ng the focus of educatlon and ~

2) the adopt1on of the concept of parental 1nvolvement in
the plann1ng and operat10n of the h1gher levels of” school

In regard to the second area of. 1nqu1ry w1th wh1ch th1s

study was concerned the following- summary is presented The
e ,



. N

PR - ) i . ) . LN . oL
) ! o . R : T T N , v
A R o i 4 . 0} L

T

j majerity -of 1nterv1ewees felt that the existtng two types ofj
| Kindergarten pr1vate ahd, school board operated should be
) reta1n9df The ma1n arguments against 1ncorporat1on of
private oper ted kindergartens into ‘the school system was
the r1ght ofiéarents to choose the1r chtld’s early o, r
A; educat1on A number of’ other issues wh1ch related to the)‘
_ dlfference between the two ex1st1ng types of K1ndergarten’
- operators were also ra1sed These lssues were the ji
| commona11ty of phtlosoph1es withln the programs. the’°'
mon1t\r1ng of programs, the d1fferences in teachers
. salar1es in the two programs and the trans1t1on from the /
respect1Ve programs to grade one
In regard to the 1ssue of maklng K1ndergarten a -
‘ mandatory part of the. school system all but ‘one 1nterv1ewee ‘
“felt that this was. hot a des1rab1e move .. Aga1n the right of
parents to choose was c1ted as a maJor 1ssue aga1nst
, mandatory k1ndergarten The 1ssue of the transition from :
K1ndergarten to grade one was also ra1sed here and it was
felt th1s was a- ma jor concern in regard to th1s age of |
school1ng and an,effort shou]d be made to ensure the g,'
trans1t1on ‘was as smooth as posswble‘“1t~was felt however,
that th1s transition should not sacr1f1ce the . retat1vely

s

unstructured nature of k1ndergarten and it should reta1n 1tsA

ph1losophy of focus1ng on all areas of a child’'s }

development S o S , e
'"f The f1nal area of the study dealt w1th some of the

advantages of_K1ndergarten being xncorporated as a-required |

o
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“part of school board operated edubation programs The :<f

1nterviewees raised a number of issues about s.weral areas‘
-that WOuld be directly 1nfTuenced by this type of move .
.These,areas w_ 3 teacher benefits, facilities. -student.
"'benefttsv'program~needs,”support staff,_adm1n1strat1on. ahd

" salaries and benef1ts ‘The overall tmpression of the o
interviewees was that each of these areas were better dealt
w1th if Ktndergartens were 1ncorporated as a reQu1red part
hof the school system Although there were some dtsadvantages :

c1ted many more advantages were seen if this system was put

'1nto place

B. Conclusions ‘ | ‘

A number of conclus1ons can be drawn from th1s study
Whtle most of these d1rectly emanate from ‘the results of the
_studylthere are also a number of conclus1ons ‘that can be -
drawn from other parts of the study. . | |
*1; ‘There 1s a dearth of l1terature that deals w1th the

kindergatten area. This is evidenced by the fact - that'
: many of the soUrces used in this study.are from primary
“sources, e.g.., reports. government documents, m1nutes.’
etc There)were very few secondary level stud1es that
could be found.
ﬁﬁ2) The relat1onsh1p of school board operated k1ndergartens_
and privately operated K1ndergartens 1s under

.

researched This aga1n is ev1denced by the lack of

Al

mater1al 1n th1s area.
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- 3. Those individuals in administrative positions 1q,school
| board operated Kindergartens know little about how
' pr1vately operated programs function. This was evident
when the 1nterviewees were asked about private operators
and most 1gd1cated they Knew 11tt1e .or nothing:about
these types of programs. This fact may in turn lead us
to conclude that there is little communication between
_— these two types of agenc1es h
4, Parents have played a -large part in the development and
| operat1on of K1ndergarten programs There is concern

1

that 1f k1ndergartens become a mandatory part of the

"""" school system this parental 1nvolvement may be lost.

‘ 5.. Kindergartens have' undergone a process of .
rationalization since they became a de facto part of the
school system, this has-had both positive and negative
consequences

6.  Most of the people 1nterv1ewed felt that there‘was a’
| need for two types of K1ndergarten operators ‘wi thin thek
province. L Ty - |
‘7._.The 1nd1v1duals 1nterV1ewed did not feel that
Zklndergarten shou]d become a requ1red\part of the school
system. _ | - "
sf. There'is a paradox in regard to the incorporation ot
vKindergarfgh as a‘part of the school system. As noted
above interviewees did not feel that it should be -

incorporated,. yet on the other hand each one of them was

able to c1te a number of advantages to 1ts ‘
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vincorporation

' Many of the issues that surroUnded the early development

of kindergartens are being raised again‘as the issue of
artﬁculation emerges. These 1ssue5'relate'to parental
involvement, transitioné-hetween levele. and'the
downward projection of grade .one requ1rements '
Articu1at1on is generally viewed as a posit1ve move a -
provided that the~1ssues.h1gh11ghted abovewcan be -
rggolved'and‘that kindérgarten‘does not loose its

autonomy .

& c Recommendations for Further Study

' As a result of thls study the follow1ng recommendat1ons

for further study are suggested‘

1.

A deta11ed history of the development of early chi ldhood
serv1cegt8rograms should be undertaken To date only a
handful of ‘ma jor stud1es have prov1ded any background

mater1a1 as to the historical perspect1ves*set out by

‘the estabb1shment of the Early Ch11dhood Serv1ces Branch

in 1973:°

A.comparative study‘Of the structure and operating
processes of school board;operated and private]y
operated kindergartehs should be undertaken, There
appears'to be great disparities between the operational
procedures.of these two types of kindergarten operators.
Although they both fall under the governing arm of: the
Earlv'Childhood Services Branch, Alberta Education,
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greater liberties are often granted to the school board
operator because”of'thé large.organﬁiational'unit with1n4“

which it operafes. A étROnger supervisory role should be

assumed by tbe Early Childhood Services Branch, Alberta

 Education, in relation to the schgol.board operator to

ensure that policies and guidelines are being édhqred -

to. At this time there appears to be little or no

-» .
. communication between school bbard and private operators -

in the province whiéh indeed is horific when the

& ' _
original intent was for "more coordination” between
[ J ’ ' .

© these types of programs.

An extensiyetduestionnaire survey‘should be under taken
to determine opinions on'whether or not andergartén
should Be a required paﬁt of schooling aﬁd the |
advaﬁtéges and disédyantages of this type of system. A

maiob'féctor-in the delivery of an effective early -

- childhood services program is the teacher and the

parents. These groups should be questioned as to their

opinions in regard to mandatory Kindergarten in the

L

province}
The paradox that’ this study raised, i.e., the fact that
intervieweQS,feltkaat Kindergarten should not be
mandatory yet Sawvmany angqtages ifvit was, shoula be
investigated in more dépth. The fact that this paradox
exists arises from the vabyiqg perceptions pebple have
of these programs across the province. A major review or

re-evaluation as to the direction of these programs must
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take place in this provﬁhce. The discrepancies between

programs, even within school board gperators, has

created a situation not much unlike those prior to 1973

A CTéar def1ni110n of policies guidelines and
philosophies must be set out forﬁboth private and school
board operaters. An individual school district should |

not be, ab*g to alter these stated policies and

guid lines becégie/of their own inteoqa\

'restructuring(i e., Edmonton Public School D1str1ct 5-

school based budgetting).

A1 aspects of the process of aﬁgfcolation need
extensive study. It is too naive to-assume that simpl;
because art1culat1on has been g1ven priority in

1985 1986 it will, in fact, come to'be. The term e
"artfcu]atjon" is indeed a new word given po an old
concepi.vOne which waS‘oeing referred to in the early
18970 s but moce in ter of_fpe‘scope of early‘childhooo
education in Kindergart tHrough grade 3. [f
Kindergarten is not considered a prepatory year or a
dowhward projection of grade 1 or in fact a grade of
school why mus™ there be planning with'g‘;ﬂades 1,.2 and -
5 . | ’ .

The strongest recommendation would be tha{wihe Early
Childhood Services Branch, Alberta Educat1on, accept and
indeed carry out 1ts initial committment to early '
childhood education from 0 - 8 years as stated in t%e‘

1970’s. There is a need for gfeater coordination and



sup‘e;Vvisori'vgoverninﬁ of t.he»se pﬁograms' to ensure g |
quality of programs wherever the child"may \gttend. When‘
this recommendation can be made thirteen years after the
initial establishment of Early Childhood Services in..

| 1973. the question must really be asked "How far have we

come?". oot
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The Interview Séhedule

1§" lnterv1ewee s Knowledge about the Htstory and
evélopment of the Ear]y Childhood Serv1ces
g Programs in Albérta .f" ’
| f'a._ Could’ you tell me what you Know: about the

- | h1story and development bf the early . |

Jf& | ;;\-ch1ldhood serv1ces programs in the prov1nce

7 i of Alberta for example how they were

formed who were the Key figures 1n their
1ncept1on and . what were the 1n1t1a1
gu1de11nes set out for the establ1shment ofh-

- these programs7' | .

b. Early ch11dhood services. programs in the

| prov1nce have supported K1ndergarten programs;
for the 4 1/2 -5 1/2 year olds. Coqu you

i tel1 me what you Know about the organ1zat10n
of these programs,.for example who operates
them. where they are’ set up, the programs

h_they offer and who teaches them

. C. vIn yoor opinion what are some of the ma jor.

,v goals and objectives set out by the Dept. of
Ed., Alberta Eduéation,’for Kindergarten
programs°_ . h |

d.. Have there been changes in these goals and
objectives? How have these changes affected‘a
the program? - | o ; ‘ ‘

2. Interviewee’s background‘andmthOlvement with an



o

PR

Early Ch1ldhood Services’ Program

,a.‘-

Present organization and 1mp11cat10ns of
K1ndergarten operat1on

a.

’

‘Could you tell me about your 1nvolvement with |

earl%kchildhgoq servlces programs, i.e. when

| you were inVolved, the duration of your

involvement, the role you performed and how
or if you are currently;invo]veq.

Did you feel you had a decision-makingirole?

“What decisions were you responsible for

-~ making?

ﬁpuringfybug involvement what were some of ‘the

major events you saw in the deve lopment of

the‘kindergartehjprogram? .

. What are some of the major changes you;hgve

seen in Kinaﬁrgértenrprogréms?ji
How have Ihése changes affected the

Kindehgartené andﬁthe'pe0p1e involved in

- them? o : teo

‘

5

‘There are two types of.hindeﬁgartgn 6perafors
in the‘province N school board/and private.

What is your knowledge about these two

- operators and how they ex%st in the prOV1nce°

In your opinion, is there,a need for.two)
operétons'in the province. If not, who do

you feel-should opepate Kiddergarlén¥progrpms

in the province? . - \

‘ Ptao,
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"c. At present Kindergarten attendance is
voluntary. .Do you feel it shduld be l,)
mandatory? If so, why? qu“notJ wﬁ;;—
4. T kreas of cohcern in school board operated vis a*
vis privately operated k1ndergartens '
a.}‘ Teacher Benef1ts'

In. your oplnion what criter1a should be used when select1ng
a k1ndergarten teacher° - ‘

2-)'~

*

I Do you feel it 1s benef1c1a1 for a K1ndergarten teacher to

be an 1ntegral part of the school or to’ rema1n autonomous°
A 3) - . . . ® '

In your op1n1on what benef1ts do you feel a teacher gains:

{

from teach1ng for a school board operated program as opposed

_to a private operated program? Or the reverse°

a

4)

If we see Kindergarten become "mandatory” in whaf.direction

-do yoU see the frainihg'of earlyfchifdhood specialists

goin95 Should there still be regulat1ons govern1ng those »

'who are able to teach this program?

LY

5 -

y

’ Although'kindergérten-is not a required gradeﬂof school, the

Department of Education is considering mandatory K-3
° : .

articutation p]anning for school boards. What implications

do you see for “Kindergarten teachers posed by the>situation

of'artic%iition,planning?



b, 'Fa§ilit1ei ©
1)
t How impor tant are fac111t1es in the del1very of early
| ch1ldhood programs°
2) - » "
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\

| Acrbss the systemxdo'you feel there are disparities between
facilities and the.programs'which are able to operate in .
them? 3) o )
. What advanfageg or disadvantages do you pee toukindérgartens
operating in schoo]j) | | '7 \
e L4 :
When do you feel tﬁere shduﬂd be class size restrictions in
srespect to facilities, program needs and student benefits? .
,C; Student Benefits a |
1)
In your opirion, what benefits does a child gain by
attehding Kindergarten? How imbortant is-if fgr the child
‘to attend? 2) |
. Do‘youffeelvtheré are;benefiis to. the child who attends a *
SChool board_operated brogram as opposed to the privately
operated programs° In what respects? | o
3) ’
In school ‘board operated programs the 1ssue of 'retention"
is ra1sed <iDo you feel a ch1ld should be. reta1ned in a
Klndergarten program and under what circumstances?
e 4)

‘ R .
At present in the Edmonton Public Schools there-are K/

\- / ' L
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split classes. Do you”sée this as an appropriate placement.
for students in the Kindergarten program? .
- 5) -

There appears to be disparities amongst the teaching’

.

”practipes of kindergarfen teachers, i.e. centres opposed 'to
§eafw0rk. structured as opposed to unstructured, downward
projeclioh of Grade One curricu}um. Do you see this as a
_probiem? How'could it be rectified?
‘d.  Program Needs '
v1)‘ ‘
Through your involvément with Kindergarten programs do you
féél'there is a need for more direction ahd guidelines in
reséect to the teaéhing ofﬂthese progfams, i.e. uniformity
of.teachfng styleS(centress, a provincial kindergarteh | .
‘curriculum, etc.?' | ' N

, o 2) | |
- The Départment of Education is introducing tHe concept of
"a;ticuiation*Jin Alberta schools in 1985-1986. Couid you
please tell me what you undefstand "ar&iculation“to be?

' . 3) | |
Articulation may become mandatory for K-3 throughout the
‘provincgf What imblications does this HaVe‘for
kindergartén? 4) -
In your 6pinion do you feel it is advantageous for
Kindergarten to be involved in the pfogrém>plann€ng of
.grades 1, 2 and 3?

5)
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Could you please list what you feel are important components
of a successful kindergarten program?
6)
Do you feel the Kindergarten program should remain
autonomous in its objectives or become integrated into the
school curriculum? * _ ¢ |
L e, Supbort Staff

Could you tell me\what type of support staff are aVéilable
to all‘Kindergérten programs operating in the Edmonton
Public School Dfstbiét? i.e. psychologists, speech ‘
therapists, etc. lIs thgre any cost incurred ?y the
individual school of.progbam for thefr seﬁyices?

c— 2) ' - L
In your opinion havé there been any significant changes in
the.orbani;atidn.of support s;aff for Kfndergartens. iue.
addihtionsfletiongof‘per;sohnel. | ‘How have thes§ charjges

affected the overall erogram?

[

As far as you are aware are teacﬁer;aides an integral part
of every'early childhoodnbroéram?y How do they benefit the
program? How should they,be~usedéjn the program? g
' 4y , B
Which factors do yéu‘féé] accéunt for an individualfschbdl
acquiring,a tééﬁhen aide for tﬁé Rinderggrten brograh?
5)

Do you think Kindergaftéh teaéhér aides should Have'specian
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‘qcrly chi 1dhood tr;ining in order to assist in kiﬁdergaftgn
programs? 6) |
What role do you see parents playing in fhe support and
development of Kindergarten programs? " |
. 7) o
Do you feel there is still the same emphggis placéd on5\$;,'
parent groups (LAC) to participafé in'pIanning areas 6f.fhé
kindergarten prog;amS? .
f. Administration
1)
Could youltell he what you know about the developmeﬁt of the
administration of the early Childhood servidé; programs’ih
‘the Edmonton Public School Diétrict?
2) |
- What are some of the most:important changes ia the .
administratioﬁ of these Kindergarten programs?
3l
How have these changes affected the overall concépt df}thé
early childhood services programs?’ k.
4 v . |
Do you feel there is the same emphasis put on thevqua1ityl‘_
and coordination. of early chi]dhood.serv{ces programs as
there was at the inception in 18737 a |
™ | 5) " | N
How do budgetary decisions at the school level affect the
' Kindérgarten programs?. |

~ 6) ,
s v _
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Do yourfeet there‘are'provistons made for each\schoolp>
Ktndergarten(program to operate from the same base, i.e.
' eqdipment materials. facilities, suppor t staff If‘there
are discrepancies why do they exist?

9. Salaries

| 1 g
There'isvaadifference‘between the sataries of‘Schoolvbdard
operated kindergarten teachers and private operated
Ktndergarten teachers 1n’tpe—pcov1ncer

C2) e o
What do you feel are some of"the Key reasons for the
difference in salar1es between school board operated
ﬂeachers and prtQate‘operated teachers?:
o e o

How do you feel these dlfferences in.salary may afffect the
qual1ty of staff and programs in schoot board operated
programs and pr1vate1y operated programs°

S 4)

-,

”\Whatjother-benefits do you see a teacher gaining by ‘working
for a school board"operated_program in terms of wage, |

benefits, professional affiliations, etc.?
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Individuals -Interviewed for this Study .
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~ Sherry CdeQsR? Edmonton Public school
District teacher," former Primary Cg;sultant for
Edmonton Public School District )
Mrs. Kay Chernowski. retired former Early -
'Childhood Program Supervisor for Edmonton Publitc
iSchool District
u'Mrs.t Ruth LeBlaﬁc. Curriculg
f C;ohdfhator for Edmonton P
- former Early bhildhood‘Pr’

Planning Sérviées. ;
chool District,
ervisor (K-3)  for
Edmonton Public School District |
Mrs. Sylvia McLaren, Principal of Bﬁooksidé J
Elementary School, former Edmonton Public School

District Kindergarten teacher

. Mrs. Mary Oswald, Early Childhood Consultant for

Edmonton Public $chool District, former Principal-
for Edmonton Public School District |
‘Mrs. Pat Semeniuk Pr1nc1pal Julian K1n1sky
ElementaryzSchool for Edmonton Publ1c55cﬂbol
District, former Early'Childhqod Associate
Supervisor for Edmonton‘Pub]ic Schoo1 Boérd

Dr. Sue Therrien, Vice‘?rihcipal HaEry Ainlay
‘High Scheol for Edmonton\ Public School District,
former Early Chi 1dhood Program Supervwsor for

Edmonton Publ1c School District -



