
ED 165 471

AUTHOR
TITLE-

/

Ai7TUTION.

SPONS AGENOY bepartment. of National Health and' Welfare, Ottawa
(Ontarto).; Ontario Ministry of Community and Social

,oceualtirr RiS0811

PS 010 218
41! /

Wright, Mary J.
Follow -Up' Study of Children in the U.V.O. Preschool
Project. Progress Report: Academic fear, i977-78..
Research Bulletin No. 476.
University of Western Ontario, London. Dept. of
Psychology.

Services, Toronto.,
PUB DATE: Jan 79
NOTE -

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 Mc, 4.67 Plus Postage.
'DESCRIPTORS Academic Achi = ement; Cognitive Development;

*Disadvantaged nth; Econoa14Disadvantagement;
Elementary-Schoo udents; Follovup Studies; Foreign
Countries; Interpersonn.d.ebmpetence; *Intervention;
Kindergarten Children; Longitudinal Studies;-
Preschool Children; *Preschocl Programs; Primary .'
Educatign; *Program Evaluation; Social Development;
Social Differences; *Socioeconomic Status;*Tables
(Data)

IDENTIFIERS *Canada

ABSTRA:
This followup study, one of a series of documents

assessi g the University of Western Ontario Preschool Project,
exasines the long range effcts of the Projedt on the performance of
children from low income families after entering the public, schools.
This 'study summarizes data accumulated by the end of tie academic
year 1977-78 and describes subject performance at three grade levels

--itandergartem, Grade 1 aud-Grade 2t. Two groups of preschool -progras
graduates (one group including children who had started preschool as
3 -year -olds, another including children who had started preschool as
4 '-year -olds) were compared with a group of control/children who had
begun kindergarten4as 5-year-olds without prior preschool or group
care experience. Measures were used to assess social adjustment as
well as cognitive competence, intellectual ability and academic
achievement. The 'results so far indicate that presdhool graduates
have maintained their preschool IQ and other gains; their academic
achievements have been generally satisfactory .and have been:superior
to those of the controls; all of.the,preschool graduates h*ve been 1"
promoted each year, but severalOf the controls have repe#ed a -

grade. In general, children who started preschool as 3-year-olds
appear to have made .greater initial cognitive gains` than children in
the other groups, and have o far saintainyd theme.
(Author/SE)

e

*************************************** *i4*****iovir***************
A

* Reproduction's supplied by EDRS are the fileatithat can be made *
, ,

*
. from the original,doodmen4. . . *

*************************************T*****************************
,..,:, %\.. i

. if r fr, '1

P.;

at



U S DEPARTMENT. HEALTH.
EDUCATION WIELPARII

' NATIONAL INSTITUTE OP
EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT NAS BEEN REPRO.
OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVELI PROMTHE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-ATING IT POINTS OP way/ on OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY RUPEE-sE Nt oF iCiAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF- EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

fr

1'

FOLIEW-LP STUDY (F CHIEDRIN IN 11E U.W.O. PRESCHCOL PROJECT

PROGRESS REPORT: kAteuc YEAR 1917-78

C\/
RESEARCH BULLETIN # 476

J
ISM 0-7714-0376-4

ISSN 0316475

en
411,

MARY J. Wrueir

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUC ONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND
USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM."

Jr .1979

C:111

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO LONDaN, CANADA

2

16,



;
.47

Follow-Up Study of Children' in .ithe U.W.O. Preschool Project

'ProgresS Report: Academic year 1977 -78

Mary J. Wright

ado

Principal Inte6tigator

t

e

The research reported in this Bulletin was supported by grants from
Health and Welfare Canada and the Ministry of Community and Social Services
of the Province of Ontario.

0

r



Abstract

The University.of Western Ontario Preschool Project began in the academic
year 1973 -74. Its purpose was to study the social, motivational and
cognitive characteristics of Canadian, white, anglophone children from
.low-income families, by comparing th6 with children from middle-. and
upper-income families,' to identify their special needs and to develop an
early education program which was appropriate for th

The initial findings suggested that the 'difference' betwein.the low-
and the'high-income children were greatest in the cognitive areas and
sanest in'the motivational and social areas and it was concluded that their

developmental theory was therefore designed, which focused on !thedevelop
greatest need was for cognitive stimulation. A.program based on

went of representational skills and conceptual intelligence and this program
was successful in inducing, in both the low- and the hilly-income-children,
significant cognitive and also social gains.

The goals of the program were long-term as well as short -term.
Therefore; the present follow -up study was undertaken to'determine if the
low-income children maintained their preschool'gains in the primary grades and
L if they were more successful in schocil-thaacomparabie children who bad no. ,.
preschool experience. I di

The study is still in progress and the size of the subject samples is
stillimmall. This Bulletin, summarizes the data accumulated by the.dhd of
the aeidemic year - 1977 -78 and describeS subject performance at thkee grade
levels (Kindergarten,aGrade 1 and Grade 2).

.

. So far the results are' encouraging. The preschool graduates have
maintained their. preschool IQ andother gains; their academic achievements
have been generally satisfactory and-have been Auperior'to those of. the
controls; all of them have been prOmotea each year, but several of the
controls have repeated a,grade.
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INTRODUCTION

The disappointing results of the National Impact Study of H. d

Start (S. H. White, 1970) brought compenslotory preschool education

under attack._ Such education, starting at age thre

/
or four years,

was said to be too little too late (B. L. White, 1973) or the traditionAl

view that mental ability is primarily a reflection of genetics and

cannot-be substantially changed by experience, was reaffirmed (Jensen,

1969). However, many reasons have been given for the disappointing

results of Head Start (Wright, 1973). Some claim that the special needs

of the disibventaged were wrongly identified (Berets & Baratz, 1970) and

that the programs designed for them were inappropriate (Ginsberg, 1972)

and others have argued that the methods and criterion measures used to

-evaluate the programs were inadequate (BrIOnfenbrenner,.1974; Zigler &

Trickett, 1978), Now.it has been shown that the benefits.of compensator:

programs may be long-term rather than short-term (Palmer, 1976) and

that folios' studies -'of Head Start children_were. terminated'before.the

effects of these benefits were observed.

Much Read Start research failed to distinguish adequately between

cultural and economic'disadvantage (rulkin, 1972) and studies in which

low-income minority group children, such as blacks, were compared with

middle-income whites were so confounded that no clear conclusions could

be reached. Perhaps the long lists of deficits which American instigatiprs

have found in the children of the poor are reflections of the bias of the

culture of the majority o, of other social and political realities which

influence the behavior of minority groups (D.H.E.W., 1973). Yet, this

impressive scientific literature is read widely by students and teachers



.

in not only he United States but other Entilish-speaking countries such.

as Canada, an the undisputed assumption-that all tower-class children'

are inferior-is, too often, akcepted. Stein (1971) lays' the blame for

the failures of impoverished children in school on the expectancies of

educators who have been influ9ncod by this literature, and others (Rist,

1970: Ryan, 1974) have found evidence that kindergarten and nursery

school teachers behave differently with lower- than with middle -class

children. perhaps because of their expectations.

There is. reason to believe that Canada's economically disadvantaged

may be different from those most frequently served by Head Start (Wright,

1973). While Canada is not without its poverty and its cultural biases.

it has traditionally valued cultural diversity rather than conformity and

the pfessures.on its minority groups may be somewhat less damaging.

In addition, social legislation affecting the conditionsof-the poor;

such as subsidized housing in middle-class suburban areas, low cost or

free medical services, and unemployient insurance is somewhat more advanced

in this country. It seemed, therefore, that an effort should be made

to study the characteristics and needs of some of Canada's econdisically,

disadvantaged children rather

United States.

when the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario

(UWO) opened its first Laboratory Preschool in the fall of 1973, children

be guided by litera/e from the

from families with both low and high incomes were enrolled and a research

program was initiated, the primary.purpose of which was to obtain

information about the characteristics of Anglophone, Canadian, economically

10
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disadvantaged th e- and four-year-olds and to use this information

to develop a suitable preecho91 program for them. The early result's

of this project suggested that the differences between the high- and

the low-income children were greatest in the intellgctual, cognitive, and

. cognitive style areas and smallest in the motivational and social areas.

These findings were consistent with those of other investigators (Sigel,

1971) Hunt, 1972) who had cbncrdded that the intellectual problems of

the children. of the poor derive primarily from difficulty in processing

...-

information sydbolically, or in representational form and that such

difficulties were the result of growing up in a home whore there was

little cognitive stimulation It was concluded, therefore, that the

prl*axy needs of these children were stimulation with ropresentatidhal

materials and a maximum amount of involvement in problem solving activities

which would encourage "thinking" in its various forms and the development

of conceptual intelligence.

The MO- preschool program. which is described: in detail aleewhere
4

(Wright, 1976) was, from the' start, based on cognitive-developmental

theory (Kohlberg, 1968) and the views of John Dewey, W. E. Slats, and

Jean Piaget. After the first year the focus w4s, however, more clearly

on thinking. TeachiQg strategies were directed toward challengiftg the
o'

child to "think things through" in small groups or individual, teacher-planned

activities as well as independent, self-directed activities. The 'development

representational abilities in language and the creative arts (especially

dramatics) was emphasized and game-like activities were pumped to induce ir

an understanding of concepts ofoguantity and number, spatial and temporal
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relations. mariarion. and classification. Problem-solving. maikinq

predictions about the outcomes of alternatives for action. recognising

cause and effect relationship* in byth intellectual and social interaction

situations were stressed. This program induced significant immediate

cognitive gains in the disadvantaged children who were enrolled in. it

(Wright, 1970).

A wide variety of types of preschool programs have induced i iate

intellectual gains (Wcikart. 11671 Klaus fi Gray. 1960; Narrater, 1972).

but these gains appear to havn beep lost after one or two years in the

primary grades (Bronfenbrenneta 1974). However, the reduction over time

in the differences found between preschool graduates and their controls

has reflected in part, gains mode ey the controls after entry into the

primary grades. There is, however, some evidence which suggests that

intellectual gains made, in preschool by subjects ,(aged three years)

are greater and more permanent than those map by children who enter an

early education program later (preschool aiage four or kindergarten at

age five) (Beller, 1972).

The primary purpose of the present project (still in progress) is

to assess the long-range effects of the uwaLaboratory Preschool program

on the performance of children from low-income families after they anger

the friaary grades. These effects are measured, primarily, by comparing
.

the performance of the preschool graduates (PGs) with that of a smple

of control subjects from low-income families who enter an early education
d'

progrdm for the first time at the Kindergarten level. *be ent to' which

the gains made by the PGs in preschool are maintained in the rimary grades

12



.A
examined, as well as the effects of age.at eFollmentin this early

-eddcaabn program °A the siie and permanence of thekgains made.
m .

_

The focus o'f study AT.on :intellectual and cognitive competence

indademic achievement but,the childrens1",social behavior and adjustment-

itlithe school system and their. attitudes toward teachers as well as school

0

.

work are also assessed.

METHOD.

Sub'ectS

There are three groups of subjects. TwaWconiist,ofk reschool

, graduates (PGs) : Group A (PGs who started preschool a

and Group B"(Pa who started preschoor as four-year7-olds). The third,

-year-olds)

Group C, is made up of.Control subjects

as five-year-olds without any prior group care orearly education).

The presChool subjects were selected on the basis their socio-

economic status (SES), age, sex, and if they had no. prior group care

or education. Half were from single-parent (mother present) and half

(children who entered Kindergarten-

fromtwo-parent families. Half were boys and half girls. They were not

pke-testedor selected on the basis of test scores. 1Itheir intial

assessment began in mid-Octobetki more than a month after enrollment,

. ,

when they were familiar with preschool setting..

The control subjects were selected on the basis of pre-testing as well

as SES, age, and sex, to equate Group C with groups A and B. The purpose

.
of the pre-testing was to select, children whose cognitive competence

(relative'to their age group) was, at the.beginning of Kindergarten, similar
4

to that of the PGs at the beginning of their first preschool'year. Tie

primary criterion measure was the Preschool Inventoky (1970 edition)
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percentile score. This test was uped because ite.authors suggest that

it reflects the degree of disadvantage.a"child has suffered. Binet I

were also usede as a supplemenpary measure.

As they.now stand (for follow -up purposes) elk-grol)Ps are only

'approximately-equated on allTarthe variables. This i% due to attrition

and the difficulty in locating suitably control subjects (described elsewhere,
\

Wright,:1977). 'Thar mean SES\indices (Blishen, 1967) areas follows:

Group A-30.52 (SD'3.92), Group 8,3P.25 (SD 5.22), Group C 32.52 (SD 8.01).
, 4

Their mean Preschool Inventory Percentile scores at entrance to'preschoal

or school were .Group A 20.9 (SD 26.9), Group 561.0 (SD

,.Group C 59.3 (SD 24.0) and their mean'IQs were: Group A 87.4 (SD 11.7), '

Group B 93.2-(ib 11.83),' Group C 90.6 (SD 11.0). ,

Thus, Group,C appeared to be slightly less disadvantaged than the two

PG groups and' atAhe start to be somewhat more cognitively competent than

.

Group A but sligh'ilY less competent than Group B. A complete descripticl
1

of the groups, by individual pubject, showing th00[-sex, age, SES indeg

and test scores, at entry to the project, are sh6tim in Appendix A.

The number of,different subjects in the project in 1977-78, including

five who were still in-the preschool, is shown:by group and year of public

,

school entrance _below:

Year of Public
School Entrance Group A f 'Group B - Group C Total

ala

1971475
- 1975,.76

1976-77
1977-78
1978-79

Totals

AL
'lir

"N>

0

8
-4 .

,,, 12

0

24

1

1

0

5
5

12

0
6

12

6

24

.,,

'

1

15

16
23
5

60

1

14
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of subjects,op whom data have now been accumulated at each
,. -,..

, i
,

of fo leyels(shown by:year in school and grade level) is as follows:
.,- 1 - . ._

/First, l*in fitrte..0.- '55 (al PGs,, 24 controls)

Seconly*4. 13" -
32 (14 PGs, 18 controls)

Y".-Th.l.i.fd.',(qdde-.1.,ihd:.-2) 15 ( 9 PGs, 6 controls)
Fidilrth-GrOde 3k1:' 1 ( 1 PG, -0 controls)*

, -14
. ) .- ' 1. '.,

'Y'A 4.0' ,f
.,..- 1 -,1

4" ---' .
1

-Tn the, re$( ts. e'dtibn it will be found that the number of

subjects vary_some by,testing time. This is because (a) dUking some

assessment perioclIsoother of the subjects was temporarily 'lost,

H.-(b) two subjects:werepermanently lost in mid -year and were assessed in

'the fall but not thesprifig'and (c) one control subject, in her third

year in school, was *pfatitiqgrrads. 1 and was not given the Grade 2'

t

academic achievement 1,StS..

perhaps i s.it is permIsble,"tb,note here that by the end of 1978-79

-the failure kate;in the control group will present a Serious methodological

- e '

problem. Six of the controls, `but none of the PGS have now failed a year

(five Grade 1 and one Grade 2). If sailing subjects are not given tests

,

fortheir."year-in-school" group, the effect. will be to comparethe PGs

with7Ohly the "best" of the controls rather than the total sample ancL.

thus: distort the findings:

Schools.attended. In 1977-78 the subjects were enrolled in 28'different

schools (PGs in' 20 and controlsin 15). These schools were in widely

separated areas of the city. In eight, schools there were both PGs and

controls but in 13 there were only PGs and in seven there were only controls.

School chants. More Pps.thancontroS changed 'schools once or more

during the school year (30% of the PGs as compared with 4.3% of the controls).

15



9ne'PG was.aslcanas four schools. Thitfigding it'Consistent.With
.

the SES index data suggesting that,the controls as a group, Come from

somewhat more stable homes than do the PGs.

,

Assessment Criteria

The names of the tests and measures used at eacrgrade level are -_

presented in Table 1. All of_themea.sures are standardized tests except

Insert Table 1 about here

the SChool Adjustment Report and the Behavior Rating Scale, both of which

are completed by the teachers. The School Adjustment Report was developed

'brY the present investigator and a copy of it is appended (see Appendix B).

The'Behavioi Rating Scale includes;50 items. The first 20 were taken

from -a Be vier Inventory developed for assessing the outcome of Head

Start pro rams by Hess and Shipman (1966). The next 21 were from the

Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (Spivack & Swift, 1967)..

The last nine werelnade up by the present investigator to obtain additional

information but the results obtained with these are not reported here.

The measures were used to attest (a) cognitive competence (Preschool

Inventory, Circus tests, and KRISP or MFF),(b) intellectual ability

(Binet IQ), (C) academic achievement (Stanford Achievement tests, School

Adjustment Report), and (d) personal-social adjustment in school (School

Adjustment-Report and Behavior Rating Scale).

Procedure

There were two assessment periods each year, one'in,the fall and -

,

the other in the spring. Some tests were given at both.and some at only

16



Table 1

Names of the Tests.and Measures used at the Kindergarten and Primary Gr

KINDERGARTEN GRADE 1

Stanford Binet.

Preschool Inventory

Circus: 'Say & Tell ,

Form A

circus: Think it Through

Form A

Stanford Binet (F)

Circus: Say & Tell (S)

Form B

Circus: Think it Through (S)

Form B

Circus: How Much &'How Many (Sy

Fori B

GRADE. 2

\Stanford Binet (F)

GRADE 3

Stanford Binet

a

,Stanford Early School Stanford Early School Stanfoement Testsrd hiev 'Stanford Achievement Test

Achievement Level I Achievement Level ,yrimary I/Battery (F) Primary II Battery

Primary DTI Battery (S)

Kansas Reflection- Kansas Reflection- Matching Familiar Figures. Matching Familiar Figures

Impulsivity Scale for Impuliivity cafe for Test / Test

Preschoolers Preschools s

Behavior.Rating Scale (S) Behavior tipg Scale (S) Behavior Rating Sc (S) Behavior Rating Scale (S)

"
Sc Adjustment Report (S) 'School Adjustment Repo School Adjustment Report (S) School Adjustment Report (S)

Note

1. All measures administered in both the Fall un

(5) Spriig Only.

17

s otherwise 'indicated as follows: (F) Fall Only,

18
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one of these assessment times as indicated in Table l_presented above.

At the Kindergarten level, in the fall,the Preschool Inventory was given

first and then the Binet (October) and the rest of the tests were

administered in no filed order in-November. At the higher grade levels,

the Binet was also the first test given, In the spring (late April,

and June) when tests gives in the fall were readristered, the children

were tested in the same'order as they had been in the.fall.

.

Only. one test was given to any child on a_single day. There were

four tester17ge of whom administered only the initial Preschool

Inventories. The other three did 11.1.1 of the rest of the testing, but

administered different tests at each assessment time to avoid expectancy

effects.

RESULTS

.

To avoid confusion, the results will be presented in separate sections

by grade level. In the first section -the data accumulated at the

.Kindergarten level will be reported and discussed. "Tlie second and third

sections will deal similaril5f with the data accumulated at the first and

second grade levels respectively.
4

BecaOseithe samples ale still small, especially at the first and

second gr 6 levels, no elaborate statistical procedures have been applied

to the dAtk. Only means or percentages. are reported, along with the number

fi.77-of subjects on which these are based. When appropriate, the reiSultb are

also presented graphically to show more clearly the trends which are

urging.
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'KihderigaXten Level Re-sults

Preschool Inventory Percentile Scores.

The mean Presdhool Inventory Percentile scores for each group at

each level and assessment time (through preschool to the end of Kindelca:en)

are presented in Table 2. Changes in the mean scores overtime are

shown graphically in Figure 1.

Insert Table'2 and Figure 1 about here

The two PG. groups (A arid B) showed no decline in performance at

the Kindergarten level but de no further gains, The control group made

substantial gains in Kindergarten (14 points), but the gaps between this

group and the two PG groups were not-closed.

The effects of age were in the expected direction. Group A '(at age

three) gained moe in its first preschool year (37.3 points)' than did

Group B (at age four) in its first preschool year (11.3 points) or Group C

(at age five) in its first year in school (14.0 points). It is, however,

noteworthy that both of the PG groups made summer holiday-mean score gains

after their first year in preschool (Group A 12 points and the seven Group B

subjects now in Kindergarten 12.1 points). Group/WM not'make large

additional summer holiday gains after its second preschool year and,

unfortunately, -it is not known whether Group C made significant gains in

the summer following its first-Year in school at the Kindergarten level.

Binet IQ

The mean Binet IQs for each group at ach age level-tested (preschool
,

to Grade 3) are presented in Table 3 And changes in the mean scores over'

time to the end of aaf' graphically in Figure 2.
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Table 2
.0

"..
Mean and (SD) Preschool-Inventory Percentile scores.for each group at ea

_

age 'level and assessment time to. the end of Kindergarten

Age Level and
Assessment Time

Preschool
(three-year-old level)

n

44.

Group A
n

Group B
.n

Group C

Fall 24 20.9 (26.9)
Spring 24 58.2 (29.0)

Preschool .

(four-year-old level)
Fall 24 70.2 (24.9) 12 61.0 (31.8)

Spying 24 85.9 (16.7) 12 72.3 (23.8) , ,/

Kindergarten .

(five-year-old, level)

-1

Fall 22 87..7 (17.6) 7 89.7 ( 8.9) 24 59.3 U4.0)
Spring 23 87.2 (17.2) 7 89.7 (11.4) 24 73.3 (15.8)

Note

Percentile scores are directly comparable from one age .level to another.
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lbInser t le 3 and Figure 2 about here

V

The IQs of the PG groups did not decline in Kindergarten but continual.

to increase slightly. lise mean IQ of Group C also increased (four poUts)

but not enough to close the gaps between this group and the two PG groups.

The effects of age were in the expected direction. First-year-in-school

gains were: Group A (at age three) 9.2 points, Group B (at age four) 7.5

Ooints, and Group C (at age five) 4 points.
":0

Circus "Say and Tell", Form A (Language)

Mean scores for the Functional Language sectionof.this test are

presented by group, age level, and assessment time in Table 4. Changes in

thermeans over time are shown graphically in Figure 3.
C-

Insert Table 4 and Figure 3 abolit here

There was no decline in the Functional Language performance of the two

PG groups at the Kindergarten. level. Instead they continued to improve,

especially Group B which gained just about as much in Kindergarten as in

its single preschool year. Although by the end of presc 1 the PG groups

were still performing slightly below average (as judged U.S. national

means), they made summer holiday gains and in Kindergart n, in both the

.fall and the spring, their performance was average or above average.

In\hadergarten, Group C improved somewhat more than Group A but somewhat

less than group B. Thus, therewas some narrowing of the- gap between groups A

and C but a slight widening of the gap between groups ,B and C. However, by the

end of Kindergarten the' performance of Group C was still slightly below average.
% -



Table 3

Mean and (SD) Binet lQ scores for each group at each

age level and assessment time

4
Age Level and Group A : . Grgyk
Assessment Time

.s

Preschool

(three-year-old level)
Pall 16 87 4 (11.7)
Spring 16 96 6 (11.4)

Pkeschool

(four-year-old level)
. Fall ' .1141415. (13.8)

Spring 23 102.6 (10.1)

11 93..2 (11.8)

12 p017 (11.5)

Kindergarten

(five-year-old level)
Fall

Spring

(six-year-old level)

23

23

102.7

104.4

(40.2)

(11.3)

7

7

102.1

105.6

Fall 12 107.8 (10.2) 2 108.0

(seven-year-old level)

Fall 7 5.1 (13.0 102.5

'(eight-year- ld level)

Fall 1 118.0

( 8.0)

( 5.3)

I

Group C

90.6 (11.0)

94.6 (11.3)

(22.7) 18 95.8 ( 7.7)

(17.7). 6 94.2 ( 8.9)
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Table 4

Mean and (SD) Circus ."Say and Tell" Form A Functional Language scores for

77
each group at each age level

)
and assessment time to the

)

Age Level and'
Asseisment Time

PreSchodl
(thiee-year-old level)

Fall
Spring

Preschool.
(four.-year-old level)

Fall
Spring

Kindergarten
(five-year-old level)

Fall
Spring

end of Kindergarten

Group A.

16 17.9 (15.6)
16 30.3 (15.8)

23. 55.6 ( 8.2)
23 57.7 8.5)

24 37.6 (11.4) 1X 34.2 (17.2)
24 47.6 ( 9.9) 11 43.8 (14.9)

7 51.0 (16.2)
7 59.4 ( 8.7)

Group. 4... Group

U.S. National Means and (SDs)
Preschool 49.5 (13.0)
Kindergarten level: 51.0 (f3.7)

d

IP

.

,,

C

w .

24 42.7 ( 6.3)

24 50.4 ( 8.,6)
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. Circus "Think it Through", Form A (Problem Solving)

The mean total scores on this test are presented by group, age level,
4 A

and assessment time in Table 5. Changes in the means over time are shown

J4
graphically in Figure 4.

Insert Table 5 and Figure 4about here

Again, there was no decline in the performance of the two PG grOups.

Instead,.they continued to improve, especially Group B which gained on this

test about as much as it had in its one preschool year. Group C gained

no more than Group A and somewhat less than Group.B and showed no signs

.of "catching up" to either of the PG groups.
.

is noteworthy also that although at the end of preschool and the

beginningof Kfndergarten the two PG groups were still perfjming atoa

slightly below asprage leVel'(as judged. by U.S natio meabs), by. the.

r.

end of Kindergarten their-performance was average. Tie con group, on

the'other hand, made relatively small gains in Kindergarten and at the end

of the year was perforriin%at'a level lower than the average .for even

preschool children.

Stanford Early _59hool Achievement Tests, Level 1-0.
Mean 5cofres on this battery f_tests arerpresented by group and

"assessment time in'Table 6. Changes in the means from fall to spring afe

shown graphically in Figure 5.

Insert Table 6 and Figure 5 about here

4.4,-Ik

7k.



Table 5

.mean and (SD) Circur! "Think it Through! Form A tot41 scores for each group

at each age level and assessment time to the end of Kindergarten

ipe Level and .Group A Group B

Assessment Time n n n.

Preschool .

(three-year-old level)
Fall

. Spring
*Preschool

(fouryear-61d level)

16:,,

.16

7.6
12.5

( 5.2)

(f 5.6)

Fall 244 15.1 11

Spring 24 19.9 (-3.6) 11 s

Kindergarten
(five-year-old level)

o

Fall 23 21.7 ( 3.3),

Spring 23.7 ( 3.8)' 7

Note

U.S. National Means and (SDs) '

Preschool level: 21.5 (5.7) 64

Kindergarten level: 22.2 (5.4)

I

t.

12.5
18.6

43.6
24.9

4111111W,

GrOup C

( 5.5)

( 5:2),

( 6.2) 24 17.6 ( 4.7)

( 5.0) 24 19.7 ( 3.8)

J
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Test

Environment

Mathematics

Table 6

Mean and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievement, Levet 1 scores by group

Letters and Sounds

Aural Comprehension

Ai Total Score

4

and testing time at the Kindergarten level

;

Group A. . . Group B

.°

Group C.

Fall.4 Spring Fall Spring. File Spring

(n'23) (n*23) (n'6) (ng6) (ng24) (n24)

30.2 ( 5.7) 33.2 (4,2) 29.0 ( 5.8) 31.3 ( 3.6) 22.5 ( 4.8) 28.3 (5.3)

16.2 (4,5) 18.2 ( 4.5) *B.( 5.3) 19.7 ( i.7) (3,1) 14.4 ( 4.1)

14.9 ('4.9) 19.0 ( 5.2) 16.5 ( 5.0) 20.5 ( 4.6) 11.7 ( 4.8) 16.0 ( 5.3)

17.9 ('4.0) 20,6,( 3.2) 15.3 ( 5,6) 19.3 ( 5.2) 13.5' ( 3.2) 16.4 ( 4.7)

79.0(15.9) 86.7 (21.0) , 75.7 (18.3) (90.8 (154;6) 58.4 (10.6) 7,5.1 (15.0),

Not

Range of scores in Stanine 5 (average performance based on U.S. standardization data)

34

Kinder e (Fall) -End of Kindergarten (Spring)

Mnvironment

0 Matiimetics, 12 3

*letters and Sounds 10-11,

Aural ComiiehensiOn 15-17

Total Score 637

Environment 33-35

Mathematics 19-21

Letters and 1790'

Atr4 compiektion. 19-11

Total Score 87-96

35
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At the boginniqg of Kindergarten the overall academic Achievement
. Sli,..

of each of the PG groups was higher than that of the control group and by
.

.. .

the end of the school year, although there was a slight narrowing of the

gap between groups A and C there was no changi in the difference

between groike R and C.

As judged by U.S. standards, the achievement of each oethe two PG

1 I

f

groups wen above average at entry into Kindergarten in all areas assessed.

but only average at-the end of Kindergarten and belOw average in Mathematics.

This, however, raises the question of whether it is appropria te to compare

the academic achkevement of children;in Cinadian schools with that.of

children in schools in the Uhited States, because achievement depends on

what is taught as well as a child's ability to learn. In London, Ontario

where this study was done the emphasis in Kindergarten is on the development

of langyage, pre-reading and social skills rathei than Mathematics. The

vector:17mm Of _Group C was balcill aveiaga all areas assess/psi la-both,

the and the spring,

4.
.

Teacher Reports of School Adjustment and Performante

Ab

Tip teachers' responses to the questioni they were asked about the

subjects. at the end of their Kindergarten year are summArized iniTable 7.

*NB

S

Insert Table' 7 about here........
sag nest that *the PGs- in Group A adjusted to Kindergarten

better Ai. were somewhat more positive in their attitudei to

school,, esNOMMAriad school work (Tiestion 2), and were better adjusted

Personally and socially (question 8) than were either a in Group



e

Table 7

Summary of 'Neches Reports of adjustment and performance in Kindergarten

f

1. How will has this child adjusted to your class?
Group A 17.4 ailOve average 78.3 average 4.3 below average .

Group 8 0 above average 83.3 average 16.7 below average
Group-C. 12.5 above average 66.7 a4erage 20.8 below average . ..

2. Are this child's attitudes toward school, teachirs, mnd'school work. positive?
. , Group A 21.7 above average 73.9. average . 4.3 .4elow average

'Group B to'' above average 100.04verage O. below average
,.. Controls 16 71above.aveagi 75.0 average 101.3 below average

143. Nis this,c4ild rprepared academically for the work of. your class?.
Group A 34.8 above average 52.2 average. 13.0 below average
Group B '0 above average 83.3 average 16.7 below average
Group C 12.5 above average 33.3 average.' 54.2 below avow*

4. How well has this child prOgiessed academically during the current year?
Group A 26.1 Above average 60.9 average. 11.0 below average
Group B 0 aboVe average 83.1 average 16.7 belo4,average

. Controls. 13.0 above aVerage 65.2 average 21.711110w average

5. Did this child heed remedial help?
Group A 9i..7 No - 8.3 Yes
Group B 100.0, No 0 Yes
Group C No 25.0 Yes

6. Did this child attend school regularly?
Group A 87.9 Yes 13.0 No
ammap 601.3 Yes .164.7110

Group C 87.5 Yes 12.5

7. Was this child promoted to the next gr ?

Group A 100.0 Yes
Group B 100,0 Yes
Group C 100.0 Yes

What is Your
Group A
Group.B
Group C .

9. 'Mat is.yOur
Group A
Group B
Group C.

0 HG
0 .No

.

general appraisal of this child'i personal and-social competence=
73.9 good 174116mome concern 8.7 poor
16.6 good; 66.7 some concern 16.7 poor
56.5 gopd 39.1 some concern-. 4.3 poor

general appraisal of this Child's:academic competence?
39.1 above average . 47.8 average .13.44be.ow7 average

0 above average 83.3 average 16.7below average
4.3-above average 56.5 average 39.1*below'average

*
As for. groups 144 48, and C are 23, 6...-epd.24, respectively.

2. No report was obtained onthe 24th Group:A subject but this subject received
no medial help. and was promoted (guestiOns 5 and 7).

3. All figures are percentages. .

AV.
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or the controls. The PCs in Group 8 were appraised somewhat more favourably

than the controls on questions 1 and 2, but less favourably on question N.

Concern was expressed about the personal-social adjustment of five of the

six Group II subjects who were assessed.

Also, academically, thtt PCs in Group A were judged to be better prepared

for school (question 3) and competent (question 9) than were either

.. .

the PGs in Group 8 or the Pairs's. The preparation for school and the

academic competence of over a third of the Group A subjects was judged.

to be above average,' but the preparation of over half and the academic

competence of over one third of the control subjects was considered below

average. In Group 8 none of the six sphjects assessed were judged to

be above average but only one was considered below average in preparation

forildhool and academic competeAte.

More of the controls than the PCs received remedial help during the

year (question 5) but all of the subjects in all groups were promotedt6

Grade 1 (question 7).

8ehairior Rating Scale

Mean teacher ratings of the classroom behavior of the subjects at. the

Xindergarten level are presented in Table 8.

Insert Table 8 about here

The behavior of the three groups, as assessed by this measure, did not'

appear to differ very much. Although the trends favoured Group A over the

other two gimps. an eight of the ten dimensions, they &led faeiured.Group.0

,over. Group 8 on eight 'a the tan dimensions. only dimensions on which -



co-

Table 8

Mean and (SD), Behavior Rating Scale-scores.at the

end of Kindergarten by group

. Dimension
Group, A. Group

(n6)

'1. 12.6 (3.1) 10.2 (3.1) 2Aggression

2.. Verbal-Social Interaction 11v9 (3.1) 10.8 (2.6)

3. Tiiidity 12.7 (2..6) 10.212.4)

4. Independence 12.3 (2.3), 11..5 (2.1)

5. Ac*devement Motivation: 12.2 (2.8) 9.3 (1.5)

6.. Impatience 10.9 (3.4) .

. External Reliance 14.1 (2.8) 12.8 (2.9)
II

Inattentil.!e4ithdrawn 1216-(2.3) 8.5 (2.9)

9. -Creative-Initiative 10.3 (2.j9) 8.0 (2.3)

10.. lleed for Closeness 11.8 (3.0) 10.2 (1.6)

Note

Group C
(h=24)

13.3 (3.0)

12.2 (3.6)

12.1.(375)

10.9 (2.5)

11:0 (2.9)

(3.0)

11.1 (2.8)

11.0 (2.9)

9.0 (3.4)

11.6(3.3)

For Aggression; Timidity, Impatience, Miternal Reliance, Inatteritive-4ithdrawn,
higher scores indicate less Of the behavior.

/-
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both Group A and B scored slightly higher than Group C were independence

and self- (rather than external). 44iance.,

These results are consistent with the teachers' remarks, in the

bpen4nded questionnaire, about.the personal-social adjustment of the'subjects..

-They suggest that the-PGs in Group B, who had only one year in preschool,

displayed-less effective-ffichool behayior in Kindergarten than did the PGs

in Group A who had had two years in preschool and, also less effective

behavior, as judged by the teachers, than the control subjects' who had"

had no preschool experience--;

Kansas Reflection-Impulsivity *Scale OCIUM:9

The number of subjects in.each:classlfication category for this match-
.

to-sample perceptual discrimination- test are presented by group and assessment

time in Table 9.

insert' Table 9 about here
.0

A larger-perdeiltage of ,thILPGs than'the.controls perforied satisfactofllY
.

-

on this measure were very reflective; reflective, average, or fast-

accurate). The' percentage. of subjects in these categories (combined),

+in groups A, B, and C resp e ively was 65,.10p, 42 (ir the fall) and 87,

86, 46 (in the spring): More PGs than controls were reflective and fewer

were impulsive at each assesspent, time.

Summary of Findings, kindergarten Level

Intelligence and cbgnition. -These findings indicate that the IQ gains

and the cognitive gains made by, the PGs in preschool were maintained .at

the 'Kindergarten level. There was no decline in their IQS or their Preschool



Table 9

Number of dubjeCts in. each SP category by group and. testing

time at the»Kindergarten level

S

up A.. Group B., Group C
(n=7) (n=24);

-Fp/1 spring Fall Spring. Fall Spring

)

".\

Slow-Accurate
Very Reflective'
Reflective

Average

Fast Accurate

Fast-Inaccurate.
Verir- ImpulSive
;Impulsive

0

SloW"7,;naccurate 5



Inventory Percentile'S4ores and the

16

continued to, improve their cognitive

fabiliples wiikvage.as me&sured these
-

tests and the Circus teett.'

bt
,

The age at which the subjects began preschool or school appeared.to

important variabiein deterMlApT

education.-- ThoSe who were enrolled as three- ear7olds (creur*A). made the

ate impact':of'their early

,greatest initial gains. However, those who-were enrolled as four - year

olds appeared to benefit cognitively from their year inOpreSchool. more'
,

than was immegiately apparelt. Durimgthe summer follOwing their year
.

in preschool they'made further gains, ,comparable.in size to those made

by" the Group" A subjects aftei their first preschool year,cand-then were

able to utilize their/ dergarten-year'to improve their,Languagejind

- .4. .

Problem..Solving

4

illfi Aat:me eldbyHthe Circus tests) to' .

comparable that attained by Group A.

The controls roved their Preschool Inventory Percentile scores in

4
.

,Kindergarten but the-PG groUPs did knot, suggesting that the PGs were

functioning on-this measure at a level which was consistent with their

r"
capa4ty. However, the gains made by the controls were not as great as those

made by the PGs in presclorel or in the summers following-preschool, so

thatioy the end of Kindergarten they had not."caught up" to the PG groups.

Also although Group C gained 4 IQ points and'groups A and B only 2and

3 IQ points respectively in Kindergarten, this IQ..g.tin was smaller than

that made by the PGs in preschool. Therefore, here again Group C failed`
4

to "datchUp" to the PG groups.

On the Circus tests (Language and Problem Solving) Group'C tended to
r

gain somewhat mere-than Group A but less

0

than Group B and less than the PGg

44
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had gained in preschool. Thus, on these measures Use control$ also failed

to "catch up".

Academic Achievment. The PGs were clrarly better prepared_. for school

academically than were the controls as indicated by their higher'fall
01,

scores on the ,Stanford Achi t tests and: also the judgments of their

teachers. Both the PGs and the controls improved their academic performance

during the year and although there was a slight narrowing of the gap. between
. -

. groups A and C'(reflecting slightly greater improvement for the controls),
1 v.

Group B gained as'inuch as Group C and the 'difference between these two

.gioups was nOt.changed...

SchOol ehavior. and Personal-Social Adjustment. The teachers' judgments
.

-
of the behavior and adjustmeneof the subjects generally-favoured the PG4 01r

in GroUp A over the controls but the cOnttols over the PGs in Group B.,

714,finding. suggests:that two years of preschool experience (Group'A)
7*

. .
. :, :

had greater positive effects the social adjustment and learning 'styles

.of the PGs than one year in. preschool B).. However, it is difficult

to interpret the:finding that the PVIwith at leait one year of preschool

experience, appeared to be adjusting more poorly than the controls,.

. who had.no Preschool.experience. Because the sample of Group B subjects

is ,still'small this finding may be spurious. It is also inconsistent with

the results obtained with the Kansas Reflection-Impulsivity Scale which

suggest that the cognitive styles of the Group B sutects were more efficient

than those of the controls.

The only behavipral dimensions on which the PGs in both group's were judged

to be somewhat superior to the' controls were independence and self - reliance..



Grade 1. Results

At this level dab have bevn a lerted on 32- subjects

2, group C Jr, 18) .(Loo4)-*: 12,'GroUp

Binet IQ

18 10

The mean IQs of the groups at this level were presented in 'Table 3.

. .

They wire.107.8 (Group 8. (Group 13) and 95.8 .(Group C).. There was

no decrease in the scores of groups. Instead, they continued to

ificrease as did the mean score''of the control group.

Circus "Say and Tell", Form B

Mean scores bar groups A and C on Form B of this test are presented

in, Table 10. Results foripGrb .8 are -not reported because

N .

...

available for only one subject.
,

.,

--- - - -
..

Insert Table 10 about here'

_
4

em.41.,14

theY. were

There was little difference,betWeem the'groups on Descriptione but

Grouip A perBbrmed slightly better 'than Group C on Functionaf Language
. -

or

(giving the proper forms for lolurals, verbs, comparisons and conjunctions).

On Narration (the ability to make up.a story in response to a picture)

the Group A subjects were more voluble than'the controls. (number of words)

but not different from them in the proportion of different words to the.

'umber of words used. HoweVer, the quality of the stories produced by

Group A '(as measured by the number. of external events) was superior to

those produced by Group-C. What is assessed on this measure (external events)

ithe number of times events are.tied to specific causes (e.g., conjunctive),

phrases are used such as if; since, because; so that, although; "Since ^,c



or

Table 10

Mean and (SD) Circus "Say and Tell" Form B socres

for groups A and Cat the end of Grade 1.4?

Section of 'Tess t

Paft I Description .' ;.r

.

Group A.

Pencil &responses 7:5
Dollar ilrespotises , 2.6

1 I

Part II Functional Language
Total A responses ' 21.6

- /

Part III Narration,
Number of werds ' 110.8
Number of afferent words 19.1
Ratio of different words

. to total words. .5
Ratici of different. situations

to total words .. .1
Number of external evOnts 4.7

Group C U.S..
(n-18)

..'

National ideate

( 0.7) 7.0 (. 0.7) 7.0 ( 1.4)
. ( 0.8) 2.7 ( 0.7)' 3.8 ( 1.8)

.
( 4.5) 18.7 ( 3.4) 14 41 3.7)

(51.3) 86.6 (32.0) - 56.6 (34.7)
(24.4) 39.6(15.8)

( 0.2) .5 ( 0.2) .5 ( .1)
,

( 0.2) !2 _(... 0.1) .2 ( .1)
(4.5) 2.2 ( 1.9) . 1.4 ( 3.1)



he was late he had tsbburry"),. the number of times a chiricter is
4

animated (e.g., "He thinks he'll.go", "He wants to... ) and.the number

of times an external event or object not pictured is introduced (e.g..

"Then he_ went home"):

It is noteworthy that both groups were peforming at or above the U.S.

national means on both FunctionalLangpage and Narration.

Circus "Think it Through" and "How Much and How Many", Form B

Mean scores for groups .A and C on the B forms of these two tests are

_presented in Table 11. Again, the results for Group B are not presented.
. .

because they were available for only one subject.
41

'4
Insert Table 11 about, here

"Think_it Through ". GrouP241. performed better than Gr bup C on Word
_ .

. -.

Problems (Classification) but not consistently'better on the other two

.sections of this test. As judged against the U.S. national means on Word

Problems, the mean score of Group A was above average (better than 67.6%

of the U.S. sample), b'ithe,mean of Group C was below:average (better
moi

than only 10.9% of the U.S. sa mple). nowever,-both of the groups performed'

at a slightly below average level on the other two sections of this.test.

I
.

"How Much and How Many". The performance of Grobp A was consistently
.

better than that of'Group C on all parts ofthis-test. As judged against

-,'"'

the U.S. national means the performance of croup A was above average (on
.

.

Paxt.I above 68.3% and on Part /I above 90.2V of the U.S. sample), but

the performance of Group C was belovi`average (on, Part I above only 34.2% and

on Part II above only 36.6% of the U.S. sample).

t`



Table 11

Meanand (SD) Circus "Think it Through" and "How Much and How Many"

Form 8 scores for Groups A and C at the end of Grade'l

Measure

Think it Through

.Group A
.(22=11) .

Group
(n=18)

U.S.
National Means

word problems
fclasiificationi

11.8 (1.5) 9.6 (4.1) 11.1 (la)

losttemmi (deducing 5.0 (2.4) 5.4 (2.0) 5.6.:41.2)
''-and applying rules)

Mazes (selecting shortest
path to goal) -

54 (1.4) 4.8 (1.4) 5.5 (0.6)

How MOch and km Many
Part .I (counting, numerical

concepts, adding,
26.0 (5.0) 23.4 (3.6) 24.5 {4.2)

subtracting)
Part II (matImstatical

concepts and
conservation)

20.7 (4.6) 17.9 (3.5) 18.3 (2.7)

49
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Stanford Early School AcJivement Tests, Level II

. This battery of tests was administered at both the beginning and end of

20

. p
the subiectS' Grade 1 year. -Mean scores for groups A and Cat each testing

time are presented in 12. Changes in the.means from fall to spring

are shownraphidal/y in Figure 6.
.

Insert Table 12'and Figure 6 about here

The performarite of Group A was consistently better than that of Group C

on all of the tests ih.this battery. As judged against the, U.S. hational'Means,

in both the fall and the spring,, the achievement of Group A was average or

slightly,above leverage in all of the areas absessed except Mathematics, but

the achievement'- of Gioup C-was below average in all of the areas at both

testing times. Also, as shown in Figure 6 there was no narowing'of the gap

between the total scores of the two groups.

-Teacher Reports of School Adjustment and Performance

The responses of the teachers to the questions they were asked about the

subjects at the end of their Grade 1 year are Summarized in Table 13.

InsereTable 13 about here

r
s

In general, the teachers' judgments favoured the PGs:' Fifty percent of

.1
f

the Group A subjects ebut only 11% of the controls) Were judged to be above

4

average in their adjustment .to the classroom lqudtion 1) , and 50% -of the Group

sUbjects (but only'22% o,Xtle controls) were described as above average in

ad

A



. Table '12 ,

.
f

Mean and (SD) Stanford Ear1V, School' Achievement', Level IT sakes for groups

- i A

Land'C at the beginning and end of Grade 1 ,

.
,

GroMp A GiollIVC U.S. Norms: 'Stanime 5 (1)
1

a Fill N Spring Fall Spring

Tat . (nm12) (011) ' (n18) (n 18) .

avironient 23.9 (5.3)' 28.0. (5.6) 19.5 (3;6) 21.6 (3.71.

Fall Spring

4.23-25 25-27

t

. 29-33 43-46

28-32 37-36

4 e

'16-17 191

23-28 49-53

- 18-25

.
1907.191

Mathematics 27.1 i9) '411.6 (9:4)... 21.3 (5:0) 364$ (7.9)

'tetiers.amdpclds .. 11.7 (6.8) . 31.7 (I.4) ' 22. , .;,.34.1:14.4)
, . . ar,

Aural Comprehension ' 17.9 (2.9) 20.1 (2.8) 13.6 . 16.8 (4.4)

Word Reading. 29.4(6.1) 50.8 (5:6) 22.11'0.9) 42.9 (9:9).

Sentence Reading TNA(2) 21.4. (11.4). MP' 12.7 (If.4)

. .

Total Score 129.5 (23.4) ,192.9 (26.0) 98.4 (26.1) 155.7 (23.4)

Notes,

0

1The range of scores im'Steanin 5 represent average performance at the beginning of Grade 1 (fall) and

the end of Grade r (spring), .

.

2
TNA'

4 ri
s test not, administered (because the, iubjects had received nolms ction in sentence readi g

'
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?Able 13

Summary of Teacher Reports of ool aairement at the Grade 1 level

for 10 Group Nets (1)
and 18 controls

4.

,How (cell has this child adjusted to your,class?
PGs' 50.0 above average 50.0 average. 0 -below,av
Controls 11.1 above average 72.2 average 16.7, below a

2. Are this child's attitudes toward school, teachers, and school work positive?
PGs 50.0 above average' 404. average 10.0.beldw average
Cbntrols 22.2 above average 77.8 average 0 below average.

3. Was this child well prepared academical) for your class?
'PGs 40.0 above average 50.0 a erage 10.0 below average
Controls 5.6 above avers A 61.1 erag! . 33.3 below average

4. How this child pm:1r ssedtac emically during the current year?
PGs 50.0 above a age 40.0average 10.0 below average
Controls 17.6 above average 64.7 average 17.6 below average

5. Did this chit need special remedial help?
PGs, 1T0.0 No 41p. 0 Yes
Controls 50.0'No 50.0 Yes

Did this child attend school regdla y?
PGs 100.0 Yes N
Controls 88.9 Yes. .. s 11

7. Was this 1041d promoted to 4 next grde?
l.PGs 100,0 k . k. O. VINO

8. Whalt.is your

Controls

What is your
PGs

Controls

-

general appraisal of-this.child's.perionaPand social competence?
80.0 good ''20.0 some concerni. 0 poor,
.50.0 gobd 33.3 some concern 16.7 prior

general appraisal -of this child's acadeule.competence?
6070 above average 40.0 average.% O. below average
'5.5 above average 66.7 aVerage .27:8 below average

.Notes .

.
"

or-.,
1. Tnere'vere 12 Grodp A PG; at

on b.**. them. HowevSer, it

rimedial 41obth were pro
2: 'All' percentages..:

f.o. 9'

thiklevel but reacher reports were sublitted-?....
is laidWn that, al ugh sect, received

mat.ed 9rade 2 (gastions 5 7).

, 4

t.

. .
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40111mir attitudes (positive) toward school, teachers, and school work (question

The personal-social adjustment of the'Grdup A subJeCte Was-judged to be
)

"good" for 80% of the.sample and "poor" for

50% ofithe control sample and "poor" for 16
. .

The academic competence of '60% of the PGs in Group A was judged to be

above average and none was considered below average question 9). In

.contrast, only 5.5% of the controls were considered above average4nd 27.8
s.

One of the PGs was given.some special

none, but'to be "good" for only

.7% (question 8).

were judged to be below,average.

academic assistance, but 50% of the controls received such help (question 5).

Finally, all of the PGs were promoted, but 27.8% of the controls "faileav

and were not promoted to Grade 2 (question 7).,

Rating ScaleBehavior
r

Mezeteacher ratings Oi ,the schcioi behavior of the

---.

made 1 level are preseh in Table 14.,

Insert Table 14 abOdt here,

objects at

2) .

J

.

As was the case,at the Kinde4garten level the claterences between.the

-.,
.

groups as assessed by this measure weresdall. This wag. ISurprising here,,.

because it was -aoi consistent with

.

.
.

. .
i4the.:.school adiustmenp reports..
Kansas Reflection-Impulsivitiy Scale (KRISP)

1 -

the teacher descriptions of the subjects

classificatiOns of the subjects, based_on theirerformance on, this
.

'-tAstr-aie presented by' group and tasting toe in Table 15

''-4/nsert: Table 15 about thOure''
1.mo

4 the spring, though. no the'lall::asomewhit larger propotiontof

it di.

,*

than the., contriiis. performed satoisfaVt6Filir-cg this test'

-t
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Table 14

Mean and (SD) Behavior Rating Scale scores for

groups A and C at the end of Grade 1

Dimension

Aggression ,

Verbal-Social Interaction

Tinidity.

Independence

AchieVement,Notivation

Impatience.

External Iteli.an.ce

rnattentive-Withdr

Creatiire-In.i.tia,B.ve '

Need for Closeness

.

Group A GroppC
(nm10) (n=18)

11.8 (3.2)
r

13.7 (2.3)

41P .

13.3 .(2.8)

11.9 (3.6)

11.6 (3.8)

.0.4 (2:8)

12.2 (4.2)

11.1 (3.2)

12.6 (2.4)

.

Note
411

For Aggression, -Timidity, Impatience, Exteggl Reliance. Inattentive-Withdrawn,

higher scores indicate less of the behavior.

13.7 0.1r

11.7 (3.0)

12.5 (3.2)

11.1.0.4)

1,2.3 (3.3)

11.4 (3. 0)

11.9.0.2)

13.0 (3.7)

8.6 (3.9)

11.9 (2&9)

.tt

I

7



Table 15

Number of subjects in each KRISP categoiy by group, and testing

time 4t the Grade 1 level

a

Group A GrOup B Group C
n=12 n=llw n=2. n=2 no18, n=17
Fall Spring Fall .Spring Fall Spring

Slow-Accurate
- Very Reflective 2

Reflective . 1- 2

thvelMmire

Fast-Accurate

Fast-Inaccurate
Very Impulsive

- lopulsive

Slowlniiccbrate

1 1 1 0

0

2 0 0

0 . 0 1
N

.0' 0

V

3

3

4

3

5

I
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very reflective; reflective, average or fast-accurate). one percentagef

subjects in these categories (combined), in groups A, 8 and C respectively,

was 83.3, 50407.7. (fall) and 100, 100 and 88.2 (spring).

Semmay of Results, Grade 1 Level

Intelligence and Cognition. These findings indicate that the IQ.gainp made

by the PGs in preschool were maintained at the Grade 1 level and, their mean

score continued to increase slightly. as measured by. the Circus tests,,

-

their cognitive competence was Whintained of improved during the year. In

the Spring their performs:Wel/IS above average in Classification and Numerical

Concept ands perior in Mdothematical Concepts and Conservation. _.- 1

'

.

-4' 4.;

the mean IQ of the cdhtrols increased by one point but their
I, .

.

perfo ice one Circus to is waiil!elow average on every measure except

-
the League Say and ).

In gen , rewas no evidence suggesting that the control. subjects
4 .

were 'cat q to. the PGs or that the level of performance of the PGs

a

eVelent. The performance of the PGs was average or better

as judged against U.t., norms) in all areas except Mathematics

4.? .

the fal And the spring, but the performance of the controls was below

"average in, all areas at both testing times. Also, there was no 'narrowing of

thelpaibetween the two gioups suggesting that the controls were,not "catching

up".. The belowilaverage achievement of 'the PGs on Mathematics was not consistent

with their .superloi performanc the:"How Much and How Many" Circustesta

Thus; the level of achievement ob in this area may have been a refiection
0

of how much Mathematics was taught
t. .

sChOOls) rather:than the sUbjeets'
6

in dieftondon schools as corred with

00
ability to learn Mathematics.



Further evidence that the PGi were pe

23
f

rforminq better, academically, than

the contras was that only oneof them Iheapived any remedial training (as

compared to 50% of the controls who did) and all of them were promo rd (as.

compared to 27.8% of the controls who were not). Al., o the teachers judged.

the academic competence of the PGs to begin every case average or above average..

Social behavior and Personal-Social Adjustment. In general, the teachers judged

the PGs to be superior to the controls in their social adjustment and attitudes

toward school:and s chool work. 1

Grade 2 Results
. -1

At this level, data have been accumulated on only 15 subjects: nine PGs

(seven in Gi-oup A and two. in Group B)and six controls. All were.inGrade 2

except one control subject who was repeating Grade 1. In mid-yeah gfte,of the

controls moved out of the city-and was lost. The findings with these small-

samples are reported but they must be regarded its inconclusive.

Binet IQ
.

.
At the beginAng:of Grade 2 the mean-Ws of the too PG groups. were 105.3

(Group A) and 102.5 (GrOupB). These scores comparAfavourably with the

-%,

mean IQs of these particular:smarlsamples oivbjects-at the eneof their
a

preschool year(s) which were 106.16 (Group and 101.5 (Group B). Thus,

-4 theselhildren wereclearly maintaining their preschool ins. T he mean
.

111,2 Of the six controls was 94.2, slightly lower t hha the mean of

96.7 attained by themLatathe end of Kindergarten.

Stanford Early SchoolAchievment.

The Sate on this measure f6r only groups A.apd C. are reported, because they

'.
40ere,available for only one of the Group B sUbjecti.- 4ean'scoreson the Primary\
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'24t
I battery, which was administered in the fall, and On the Primary If battery,

which was administered in.thlinq are pc anted separately in Tables 16

'fend 17 respectively because scores on these
. _

41.

bitteriee are not comparable.

Insert Tables 16 and 17 Apiout here

At the beginning of Grade 2 tqlPGs (Group A) were achieving at an

average or above avenge level (as judged by U.S. norms) in all areas assessed

except Spelling and were excelling in Word Study Skills and'Arithmetic (at

the 92 and 96 percentile levels respectively). However, in the spring their

achievement appee to be belpie average in all areas except Word 'Study Skills
.

and Language. However, here again the use, of U.S. normsfor4144zing the . .

academic achievement of childrentin Canadian' schools is questionable:\

In this regard it isnoteworthy that in the fall the performance of the control

*objects was also above average in the areas in which the PGs were excelling.

1104Ir achievements on Word Study SIII;s and 'Arithmetic were-Ot; the -80-amit- h

OS percenV.le 1 vels respectively. This suggests that, in the London schools,'

the skills, measured. by these two tests were emphasized in 'the Grade 1 and early

..,,Grade 2 curricula.

Although it is difficult to judge with this measure how well the PGs were

1.
maintaining their achievementlevel4 throughout this grade, It is clear that

_ . .

they wereZentinuing to achieve atbleve4s higher than the controls in all of the
1.

assessed.

. AA'
Teacher Reports of School AdjUStment and-Performance

(,The teadhers' responses to the-open-ended.gueetionnaire for the subjects

in Gradepre'sumenriped in Table: 18.



Table 16 ,
. .

Mean and (SD) Staidordlarly School Achievemeht.Primary I Battery test

scores for groups A and C at the beginning of Grade 2

Softest

Nord Asading

4.

Group A
(n7)

24.3.x(7.5)

Group C
(n5)

14.8 (5.7)

Paragraphitiespiag 23.3 (12.7) 6.4 (7.0)

vocabulary 23.7 (4.8) 18.6 (1.5)

Spello A 10.0 (5.3) 4.4 (4.1)

liAtiLiudy Skills 39.9 (8.5) 28.0 (9.6)

Aritlatic 35.7 (14.0) 29.2 (13.1)

Note

Range.of -scores- in Stanine 5 (average performance based on U:S. norms)

Word. Reading 20-22 ,

Paragraph Meaning- 20-22.

-'0/obabulary 24-22

Spelling 20-22

Word Study Skills 20-22

Arithmetic '20-22

415'

I
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Table 17

Mean and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievement.Prfeary II Battery

test scores for groups A and C at .the end of Grate 2

Subtest

)1ford Reading

Paragraph seining

4cience i Sold Studies

Spelling

Word Study- Skillskills

Language

Arithmetic Computation

Arithmetic Concepts...

Note.

Group A
(n -7)

'16.6 ( 519).

23.9 (11.8)

15.7 ( 2.2)

10.0 ( 2.6)

36.0. (14.2)

33.6 (10.2)

18.7 (9.8)

10.0

Range of scores in Stanine 5 (average
Word Reading 28-30
Paragraph Meaning '0 27-30
Science S Social StudieS 27-31
Spelling 26-31
Word Study Skills 27-33
Ziangua9e '27-30
krittaostiCe Computation 28-30
Arithmetic Concepts 27-31

(3.7)

Group C

(n-4)

7.5 ( 3.5)

9.8 ( 8.4)

13.0 ( 3.6)

6.3 ( 5.21

20.5 (14.8)

26,5 ( 7.8)

10.8 ( 4.4)

6.3 ( 2.6)

performance based on U.S. norms)
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Insert Table 18 about.here

p - -

Moro of thp4PGi than the controls were said to bea4lusting well co school

(question 1) and to have positive attitudes toward school, teachersi, and school

Whit (question 2). Also, the academic competmmmo` of\cme third of the PGA,

(as compared to none of the controls) was judged to be above average ((question C

However, two of the Seven PGs received some special acadelic help at this
4 .t

,

Ay

level (ams is liathe(satics.and.one in Reeding),.burtwo of the four-control

subjects also received such help (one in Reading and one 'in Lammage).400 All

seven of the PGs, but only three of the four controls, comPletedthaLZ'

2S

year successfully Ead-were. picloteit to Grade. 3. (question 7). The Personai-,

Social adjultment of the PGs was alsorai,d.higher thethe controls. (questios; 8).

Behavior RatingAcale-'

Mean teacher iatings Of the classroom behavior of thqroups ip Grade 2

are prelented in Table 19.

AM. .1.

Insert Table 19 about here

Agaii.n, as. at the earlier'gr'ade levels, this measure did not differentiate

the grape, a finding which was act consistent with the responses of the

teachers to, the open-ended qmestiohnaire.
4

Hatching raailiAr -Figures Test orn
The data obtained with thisimmommmcmli not be intespreiMdwith such a

. .

man sagas and are therefore .not reported at thiCtime.
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Table 18

Sumlary ofsTeacher Reports of adjustment and performance in Grade 2

1. How.Well has this child adjusted to your class?
PGs' 50.0 above average 33.3 average 16.7 below average
Controls 0 abovifeaverage 66.7 average f 33.3 belowaverage-

2. Are this child's attitUdis toward school, teachers, allasdhool work positive ?'.."'
PGs 33.3 aboVe.average 66.7 average 0 below average 1
Controls'.25.0 above. average 50.0 Average 25.0 below average

3.100 this child well preparect4cidemically for, your class?
FIX PGs -16.7 above average 66.7 average 16.7. below average

Ccr!trols 0 above average 50.0 average.' 50.0 below average

How well has this child progressed academically
PGs 16.7 above average 83.3 average
Controls 0 above average 75.0 average

5. Did this.child need special remedial help?
PGs 33.3 Yes 66.7 No
Controls 50.0 Yes 50.0 No

6. Did this child 'attend school r
PGs 83.3 Yes
COntrols 100.0 Yes

7. Was this child promoted tothe
.11.G3 ;.00.0 Yes

Controls 75.0 Yes

egularly?
16.7 No
0 No

next grade?
0 No
25.0 No

during the current. year?
0 below average

25.0 below average

L
What is your general 'appraisal of this child's persomel and social

'Oda 66.7 good .33.3 noise concern 0 poor
Controls 50.0 "good 25.0 some 'concern 25.0 ,poor

9.. What is-your general appraisal of this child'sacademic oompeter
s 33.3 above average 66.7 :average 0 below av agePGi

Controls 0 above average. 5.0 average 25.0 average

competence?...

Notes

t
1: There were seven Group. A subjects at this level but no teacher report was

obtained for.lellit dthem. However, it is known that this subject' required
no remedial -passed to Grade 3,

27Attrition: PCs : one subjeCt of.the original group of eight was
(mura- :' lost at the ehd of Grade 1

:controls one subject of the original group of six was lost
tua4) in the middle of Grade 2. The other subject was not

included because she.was repeating Grade 1

4

.

65



Table 19

Mean and (I0) behavior Rating Scale spores for grows

tiamnsion

Land C at the end of Grade 2

,
Graiip A

(n-6)

.:GrOup c
( nem5r

. .

1. Aggteision":

2. Verbald.Social Interaction

3. Timidity

12.2 (3.3)

12.2 (3.6)

13.0 (3.7)

13.0 (3.4)

12.6 (3.2)

4i. Independence 10.54.(5.4) / 11.4 (2.7)

5. Achievement Motivation. 12.8 (2.9) 11.4 ( .7)y

6. Impatience 13.0 (3.0) 13.4 1.8)

riternal Relianoe 13.0 (5.0) 12.2

8. Inattentive-Mithdrawn t,41. 12.0 (3.8) 11.$ (2.9)

8.4k

9.,

10. Med fht Closeness V

.11.2 (4.2)

11.5 (3.3)

12.2\;(2.9)

12.8 (3.2)
.

essiOn, Timidity, Impatience, External Reliance, InattentiverMitldramn.
indicate less of the behavior: #

Group C (me.5) includes thirsubiject repeating Grade -1
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MAMMY 01 "emits, Gride,2

Pds at this level continued to maintain their preschool IQ gains.

Although their Stanford Achievement scores were'below average in some areas
. .

in the spring, they were hither that% those of the controls. All of the PGa

were judged iy their teachgra to be average di above average in academic'

competence (although two of them received some extra instruction) but, none

of the controls was.considered above average and one was judged to be below

average and two received extra instruction. All nine, of the PGs pasiid their

year successfully and were promoted to Grade 3 but one of the fourccoai,rOle,
.

faired and only three were promoted.

-DISCUSSION

In general, these findfigs are encouraging. The ?Gs, even those'at the

second grade level, have maintained their preschool IQ gains. As a groupthey

time done acceptable or. above average academic work and no PG has been required
. . .

"1-to rotten-1'0404. -Tk-1515httitt',the'adadeild-AthieViibtit'Of the cob grotip-'

has.beenpmore.often than not, below average and six of the controls have been

required to repeat a grade.
c.)

As was expected; at the kindergarten level, Group C made somewhat greater

gains than Group A odall of the tests and'greater giins than Group Bon

three of them.' However, these gains were not as great as those made by-the PG

grows in preschool, laid the control did not "catch up".

By the endof Grade I the Lasguals abilities' of thocottrol subjects had

improved and,' although their scores below thOst of the PGs, in

Functional LancOmge antfearration they were performing at an avdrageor above

average levId-J1t'tbis time the PGs were clearly performing at:a cognitive.

. 6.7



*-

27

level which was higher than the opetrols, as evidenced by their higher.
y.

soores'on ClassificatiOnAathematical Concepts, Conservatioh. This
11,

finding 'it of pertiOoles interest since the componsatoMY Program Offered them

in preschool focused on'the activation Of the procesits which art:thought to

underlie the developolent of logitil thought. 71;s acadeeic area in which'the

Ms were slaking greater progress than the controls was in leading. This

wijilmszent at both the Grade 1 and the Grade 2 leve1sp

s it46pieeature tOkraw any conclusions about the effects of age
.,.-:

,

0 ''
/ s g .

.

at entry into preschool or sohool becemseetbe size of the Group-e sample
r

r -
,

. t A.L...
. it .

it still so enall. Hovel\lif, the children who Alerted preschool as three -y tel:"/

:111111

.appeer to hail, made greater initial.IQ and Other typee,Of cognitive gains
' . .

,:. , \

those who started preschool es. four-year-olds *ittndergarten as fiats-year'
. - 40

,ilva.

.
.

and so far'these gains have been maintained. - , -

./' . ... *
Finally; thkpersonhl-social &Otis t of the PGe in the public =bodiless '''

has been, in
I
generil, satisfactory and

"
t superior to the controls,

-.*

although thehehavior of the PGs with only one year of preschool experiencehas

been less acceptable than the behavior of those wi4th''two years of preschool..

.
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s APPENDIX A(i)

e, sex, Preschool -Inventory Percentile Score and Binet IQ of each.

child when'heishe'became a subject in the ,project bx group

GROjt:"A . GRDIIP 14.
. . ..: , .

. aROOP . C
Subject' ,- Sbbject --`. .., Subject

* CA Sex PI- IQ # VC- Sex PI IQ * CA Sex PI

z.\

1--3-0., F ... 3 4.84) 19 4-10 ..,M 88 (1101 5-6. - ..F!..,11 . 92

2 37.2 Tp- 0 (r 77) 44 4-0 14. 12-, 78 . _..202 52-9- F 76 93
. , .

3-3' F 3 (102) 102. 4-8 .: '14' 6CL. 99 203 4-11 ; F .89 103i
4 3-0 m 3 ( 8 048) 1 4-7 F. 79 - 102 204 4-10- 76 92- .

.
it

, -
6 3-1- F 17 (104) .105 47 9 m 95-. .104 205 4-11 M 82. 94

3-6 F 56 (108) -106 4-1.-- r 91 106 , . 207. 5-5 F. 25 '77

3 -8 F 13 .(;97)- 107 3.10 F 1 --,F,I. 210 5-4 e M 18. 60
. .

:.3 -0 'm 10 (102), 120. 4-0 M 23 2 211 5-6 F 82 95

42 372 ,M .-7. 91 -. 122 4-6 M 69 ,. 89 -'21.1- 5-0 M 75 ,_._. j:90.---
...

.. -

.. .43 -3-8 .14 3. 90 - '123 4- r 71 104: 213 5-4- F' 132 86

- 46 3-7 M 37 85
1

124 .44; 24 62. 92 214- 5-6 M 55- 95

47. 3-0 F 0 77 125 4-2*, F p98 "215 5-3 'M 63 72

70, 3-3 24 6 .82 /... 216 5-0 M 48 '94
.. ,..

IQ

. .72 3-8' M 59 96 217 5-3 M 82 .100

73 3-3 -M . "8 -77 r 218' 5-2 F 72 96

74 3-2 F 13 88. 219. 5-2 F 72 104

75 3-6 F 97 105 - -- 220 5-3 -:,--:1" 69 103

76 3-3. M 7_,_ . l00 . 221 5-3- ''''-,'F 66 '71

77 3-7' M*10 83 230 4:711' M 91 103 al
78 3-9 M 25 90 231 4-11 F 25 91

79 3-3 F 0 75 . -232 5-5 F 43 98

80 3-2 F 53 112 . 233 5-0 F 48' 81
.

81 .3-3 'F 1 68 234 5-6 F 32 95

82 3-0 F 0 79 235 5-5' F 41 .90

Notes . ,

1. CA: Age when child was first tested (micd -October). -is shown by years-
and wont' (1...e...,' 3-6.= 3 years and 6 months) . . .

.iinet, IQ: The icores, in brackets were obtained in the fkl1; following
the subject's f*.rst yew in preschool (the Billet was' not included

the test battery` in the firSt year of the Rreschool project) .

Table: the' above data are 'summarized ,- Appendix A (ii) . -.

2



.

(kescri'ption of the groups' by sex and mean -age Prescliool Inventory; -.
...

.
. -

Percentile score Q at entrance into the projept ,I 4
Itt

0*

4

Chroncrlogical Age
Mean (in months)
Range

Sex
"tales

Females

'Preschool Inventory.
_Percentile

Mean
-sb
Range

Binet IQ*
-Mean
SD
Ra

Group. A

(n=24)

-39.6 (2.9)
-3-0' to 3-9.

26.9
0 to 97

87.4
11.7

68 to 112

Gioap B- . Group C

(n=12) (n=24)

6 51: 3 -(3.8)
3-10 to 4-9-..

.61.0
31.8

1 to 91S,

93.2
11.8

71' to 106

62.8 (3.0):
4.-10 to:5-0%

90.6
11.060 tor

it -
IQ data do not include scores obtained after 'a child's first preschool year
(shown in brackets on preceding page). The n's were as follows:
16 (GrOup- A), 11 (Group B) , .24 (Group C)-

40



PLEASE. COMMENT. 04 THE FOLLOWING.:

Hcioi Nell- has this child adjusted to your class?
appropriate box and then".corment.

below . aierige average

: .

to

,Are this chfiet attitudes toward school, teachers and school Wirk
po5itive?s Please check in the appropriate boxand then comment.

, ?
below average I-1

L_J
average above avengei 0

ti

Was the child welt, prepared academically for
Please-check-in the appropriate box and then
stierigthf and weaknesses.

below average f---1 average n
1_1

the worLof your class?
comment indicating

above average

74
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Bid child need- -b-1 *remedial trea nt or .special help of any --
kind during this acad ic-year?- -Yes fi No 0
If yes, please

. How well has this child prom:tossed academically during the current
year?' Please peek arid-'-co on changel erfonitance over ipe

-year.

below: ,average 0 average D above average CI

. .

6. 1 the child be promoted to the next grade? YesAI ."No. .

-4--...---77 no, please explain-why:.

7.1 --Has this child attended.school regularly?

If no ,explain:

Yes 0 No.



- ir

.What is your: ;eral, appraisil personal-andial
cosipetence? t

4

9. What is your general appraisal of this- child's academic competence?

rr1110.

s4

4

10. Please provide any additional descriptions of this child's behavior
.which are particularly striking or'characteristic, or any other ,

relevant information.
4

t

C


