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Abstract

=~ . s - @w»
The University of Western Ontario Preschool Project began in the academic ,;)&
year 1973-74. Its purpose was to study the social, motzvational and
cognitive characteristics of Canadian, white, anglophone children from
.low=-income families, by comparing them 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 dlfferenc between the low-

" and the high-inccme children were greatest in the cognztive areas and

smfllest in the motivational and social areas and it was concluded that their
greatest need was for cognitive st;mulatlon. A program based on cognitive-
Sevelopmental theory was therefore designed, which\focused‘onrthe_develop
ment of representational skills and conceptual intelligerce and this program
was successful in inducing, in both the low- anq the highrzncome chzldren,

signifzcant cognitlve 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 prlmary grades and

ff they were more successful in school than\conpazable ch;ldzen who had no
’preschool experience. _ . .

-

The study is still in progress and the size of the subject sambles is
stilljp 1. This Bulletin summarizes the data accumulated by the end of
the afademic year 1977-78 and describes subject’ performance at three grade

levels (K;ndergarten, Grade l and Grade 2) f.___m -

.. So far the results are encouragzng. The preschool graduates have
maintained their preschool IQ and-other gains; thezr academic achievements
have been generally satisfactory and have been superlor *to those of. the
controls; all of them have been prdmoted each year, but several of the.

controls have repeated a«grade. T e

- -
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INTRODUCTION }
‘ The disappointing results of the National Impact Study of HSad

Start (S. H. wWhite, 1970) brought compensatory preschool education
under attack._ Such education, lé&rtinq at age threg or four years,
was said to be too li:tio too late (B. L. white, 1973) or the traditional
view that mental ability is primarily a reflection of genetics and
cannot -be substantial;y changed by experxrience, was reatf;rnod (Jensen,
1969). However, many reascns have been giv;n for the disabpointing
results of Head Staré (Wright, 1973). Some claim that the special needs
of the diliavantaged were wrongly identified (Baratz & Baratz, 1970) and
that the proqraﬁs designed for them were inapprOpriafe (Ginsberg, 1972)
and others have arguad that the methods/ﬁnd crzterion measures used to
evaluate the proqxams were xnadequate (Bqﬁﬁtenbrenner, 1974 Zigler &
Trickett, ;978). Nou,it has been shown that the benefits.of compensator:
programs may be long-term rather than short- term (Palmer, 1976) and
thaafollou-up studies of Head Start children were terninated’befure'the
- effects of these benefits were obs
.
Much Head Start research failed to distinguish adequately between
cultural and economic dxsadvanzige (Tulkin, 1972) and studies in which
_ Iow—xncone minority group children, such as blacks. were compared with
"}?:niddle-incone whites were so c0n£ounded that no clear, conclusion§ could
be reached. Perhaps the long lists of defic;ts which Anezic;n inGbstigagprs
have found in the children of the poor are reflections of éhe bias of the
. culéﬁre 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
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in not only i:o United Statos but other Englimh-speaking countries such.
an

.

as Canada, the undimputed assumption that all dower-class children

are inferior.is, too often, dcepted. Stein (1971) lny;‘the blame for
the failures of impoverished children in school on the expectancies of
educators who have been lntluqncod 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 econdmfcully.disadvantaqod
may be different from those most frequently served by Head'Start (Wright,
1973). while Canada 18 not without its poverty and its cultural biases,

it has traditionally valued cultural diversity rather than conformity and

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

In addition, social leqislaiion affecting the conditions of the poor;
« . ———
such as subsidized housing in middle-class suburban areas, low cost or

free medical serviées..and unemployment insurance is somewhat more advanced
in this country. It seemed, therefore, that an effort should be made

to study the éharacteristics and needs of some of Canada's econouicélly.

. - disadvantaged chifaren rather n be guided by litera;,fz from the

4

United States. g

When the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario
(UWO) opened its first Laboratory Preschool in the fall of 1973, children _
——

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

S |
ptogtan was initiated, the primary purpose of which was to obtain

information about the characteristics of Anglophone, Canadian, econc-zcally

' .
- - .
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disadvantaged th;)e- and four-year-olds and to ume this information \\
. to develop 4 suitable preschogpl program for thom. The early reaults
of this project suggested that the differencos between the high- and .
the low-income children were greoatest in the fétcllqctual. coqnlevo. and
cbqnttxvc style areas and smallest in the motivational and social arecas.
These findings were consistent with those $£ other investi8ators (Sigel,

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

the children of the poqr derive prinnitly from difficulty in processing

S——r .

information syiboliccllz. or in represontat16;a1 form and that such
dif}icult.ics were the re"sult_ of growing up in a home where there U.l'
little cogn\it.ivo stimulation. It was concluded, therefore. that the
T primary needs of these children were stimulation with representatichal
nate;%;ls and a maximum amount of involvgu¥nt in proble; solving activities

which would encourage "thinking” in i;s various forms and the development

of conceptual intelligence. p

A\

- o The G0 preschool program which is described. in detail elsewhere

. - ¢

(Wright, 1976) was, f;om the start, based on cognitive-developmental
theory (Kohlberg, 1968) and the views of John Dewey., W. E. Blatz, and
Jean Piaget. A?tez the firs; year the focus w3s, however.‘nore Clearly
on thinking. Teaching s%rateqies were directed toward chalienqiﬂq the
child to .'think things :hrouqh' in small groupk or indiﬁic!'ual. teacher-pla?ned
M ' .activi_‘ties as well as independent, seif-directed activities. The development -
representational abilities in .lanquaq‘e and the creative arts (especially

dramatics) was emphasized and game-like activities were ‘;_;}nned to induce / -
3

an understanding of concepts o{ qu.;ﬁtity and number, spatial and temporal .

) . ¢ v ~
. ’, -




relationa, meriation, and clasmification. Problem-nolving, na*}nq

predictions about the outcames of alternativea for action, recognizing

cause and offect relationrhips in both 1ntclloctu¢1 and ﬁoctal interaction
sltuationn were utroiuod This program Lnduced signiflcant xuuodtato

coqnxtxvv gains in the disadvantaged thldrcn who were enrolled in. it

(Wright, 1978).

A wide varjety of typ&n of preschool proqra;a have induced i late
intollectual gains (chlurt.‘ 1967; Xlaus s cx_-ay. 1968; Bereiter, 1972),
but these qnzﬁs appear to have been 1§lt after one or two years ln the
primary grades (Bronfenbrennecr; 1974). However, the reduction over time
;n ihe dzttcr;ncou found betweon prfuchool qradu;tea 4nd their cogtrols
has reflected 1n part, gains made 3& the controls atter‘ontry into the

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

.

y intellectual gains made_in preschool by you er'sub;octs faged three years) -
. . . D |
are greater and more permanent than those .19‘ by children who enter an :

early education program later (preschool at‘?qc four or kindergarten at
- . .
age five) (BelIer. 1972).

The primary purpose of the présent g:o}ect (still in progress) is

. . _
to assess the long-range effects of the UWO laboratory Preschool program jft

e .
on the performance of children from low-income families after they enger E

. ) Ny, : .
the primary grades. These effects are measured, primarily, by comparing .

the performance of the preschool graduates (PGs) with_ihqt of a sample

L . : )

of control subjects from low-income families who enter an early education
/ ‘ . /

program for the first time at the Kindergarten level. !hc By ent to which

Yo7 thc gains made by the PGs in prcschool are maintained Ln the rimary grades
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- - '. . .’ _' \ . »” ' i i 5 -
}s examlned as well as the effects of age at enrollment in th1s ear!y

educaéibn program oﬂ the ‘size and permanence of the\galns made. oy .,

The focus of th; study 1? on’ 1ntellectual and cogn1t1ve competence

'andégiidemlc achlevement but the chlldrens soc1al.behav1or and ad3ustment~.

©— — ——a- —— p ——r - ;

work are. also assessed .uﬁt » . : . . . .
- Subjects

.. graduates (PGs): droup A (PGs who started preschool as

Ingthe school systen and thelr attltudes toward teachérs as well ‘as school
L..\ ] ._ . . . o . - : l-

- %" METHOD.  _

. . M . - * : \ ) ’ . . ) -~
ahd'broup B“(PGg who started preschool as four-year-olds). The third,

1

Group c. is made up of control subjects (children who entered Kindergarten’

as flve-year—olds w1thout any prlor group care or .early educatlon).

~

The preschool subjects were selected on the bas1s their socio-

. ~ . :
economic status (SES), age, sex, and if they "had no. prlor group ca%e

‘.
~

-or educatlon; Half were from s1ng1e—parent (mother present) and half

from(two;parent famllles.' Half were boys and half g1rls. 'They were not

pre-tested. or selected on the basis of test scores'T +Their intial

v

' . . \J . .
assessment began in mid-Octobe#y more than a month-after.enéollment,

W

when they were familiar with the preschool setting.” -

.

The control subjects ‘were selected on the bas1s of pre test1ng 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 campetence

‘ . N , N . = .
(relative to their age group) was, at the beginning of Kindergarten, similar

o i
3

to that of the PGs at the beginning of their first preschool’year. T%e

primary criterion measure was the Preschool Inventory (1970 edition)

- . oo,
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percentile score. _This test was"used hecauseAiti\authors suggest that\,

- a4

y

itureflects the aegree of disadvantage;a'child has‘juffered. Binet-IQs\\'

A

As they now stand (for follow-up purposes) ﬁqk grolps are only

, were also used, as a supplemeqtary measure.

-

= 'approxrmatéIY—equaEéd on 51I""f'the varlables.

This 1s due to attrltion

and the drfflculty in locatlng sultabre control subjects (descrlbed elsewhere,

Wright, 1977). Therr mean SES\:nd;ces (Blishen, 1967) are as follows

Group AQEP.SZ (§D 3.92),‘Group B 30.25 (SD 5.22), Group C 32.52 (SD 8.01). -

-.;\.

’ ‘,( '

Y

-tGroup C 59 3 (SD 24 0) and thélr mean‘IQs were

Cesn,
-_:.,"J

Group B 93 2 (SD 11. 83), Group C 90.6 (SD 11. 9)

L . i: N , A . - ‘ l. 1 N -
Thelr mean Preschool Inventory Percentile scores at entrance to preschool

" or school were% Group A 20 9 (Sp 26 9), Group 3161 .0 (SD 31.8k,

Group A 87.4 (SD 11.7), °

L 8

L

Thus, Group C appeared to be slrghtly less dlsadvantaged than the two

PG groups and atigye start to bewsomewhat more cognitively competent. than

Group A but slrghtfy less competent than Group B.

-

Y

a complete descrrpt1o7

of the groups by iddividual1subject, showing‘theﬁhﬂsex, age, SES index

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

»
“

-

school entrance below.

Year of Public
School Entrance
197-75
-1975-76 ‘p

. 1976-77

1977-78 N
1978-79

‘Totals

N

\

Group A { ‘Group B
0 1
" 8 1
4. 0
. 12 5
0 ¢’ ' ’ | 5
24 12

14

5

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

fiue who were still inuthe_preschool, is shown' by group and year of public

Group C Total = //
0 1 A
-3
6 15
12 le
6 23
5
24 60
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The k 323 of subjects‘ on whom data have now been accumulated at each

,ieqels (shown by year m school and grade level) is as follows:

-~ . .-

- AFlrst .ab&garten)‘a ’55 (31 PGs, 24 controls) -, T
- . Second, (p}‘@ 7. 32 (14 PGs, 18 controls) |
X X~ Third " (Grade l,,and~2) 15. - ( 9 PGs, 6 controls)
P Féurﬂ;r tGrpe 3} 1 (1 PG, -0 cohtrols)- -
T B '._ \ Al T ‘ -

S AR ‘~ o PR

’ . "«L\ A

) -'.' A, - .
B ‘i»r" . - -t ~
\In the“ reiués:

eét:l.on it will be found that the number “of
S

subjects vaxy some

A by,.test:.ng tme This is because- (a) d&ing some -
. R .
: assessment penods ohe o.\t ‘other of the subjects was temporarz.ly lost, i

4

. , (b) two subjects were\permanently lost in md—year and were assessed in -~

S S -

S the fall but not the sprmg and (e) one control subject, in her thJ.rd .
S g

year in school was r@péatmg Grade_ 1 and was not g:.ven the Grade 2

v - 1 _.\. ta s_»]

: acadenu.c achlevement tests.,, AT

.‘-.'ﬂ

»

»

2. + Perhaps it is perm‘:.sg:.ble ‘tp note here that by the end of 1978-79
: % A
-the faJ.lure rate J.n the control group wJ.ll present a serious methodologz.cal

o,

- » .

o p_roblem. Six of the controls, }but none of the PGS, have now failed a year

v _ (f-'ive Grade 1 and one Grade 2). If faz.lz.ng subjects are not given tests
for theJ.r “year-in-school" group, the effect w:.ll be to compare the PGs

~

w:.th ‘only the'"best" of the controls Arather than the total sample and | .

c o7

thus distort the findings-

e

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

schools (PGs in 20 and controls. in 15). Th,ese schools were in widely

£

se’parated areas of the citj. In eight, schools there were both PGs and

. controls but in 13 there were onlir PGs and in Seven there were on'ly controls.

\' : " School ‘chancles. More PGs .than .controls changed 'schools once or more

o - ) E _ . . .
during the school year (30% of the PGs as compared with. 4.3% of the controls).:




8 . v”f*?x, 8
One PG was ﬁs'many as four schools. This fipding is consistent. with ° | -
, Ehe‘SES index data suggesting that.the controls as a group, épme from
L . s : . . . ) ) . .
e somewhat more stable homes than do the PGs. . - o -~ - -
Assessment Criteria < - - '
o " The names of the tésts and measures used at eacl“grade 19vé1:érén<

4

. ,ptesented in Table 1. . All of. the measures are standardized fésﬁs'éxéept ; -

- »

the School Adjustment Report and the Behavior Rating Scale;'both of which’
. - are completed by the teachers. The School Adjustment Report;was developed

m‘h& the bresent investigator and a copy df it is:appended (sée Appéndix B).

4

The ‘Behavior Rating Scale includes.50 items. The first 20 were taken

.

from -a Behavior Inventory developed for assessing the outcome of Head

A . , \
Start prodrams by Hess and Shipman (1966). The next 21 were ﬁfom the

Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (Spivack & SWift,11967)-_

‘The last nine were hade up by the present investigator to obtain adaitional_

informatién but the results obtained with these are not reported here. N )
The measures were used to aséess (a) cognitive competence (Preschool |

Inventory, Circus tests, and KRISP or MFF), - (b) intelléctuai abiiity

(Binet'IQ),.(C) academic achievement (Stanford Achiévement te§t§, sEhool : -

Adjustment Report), and (d) personal-social a&justment in school (School-

Adjustment. Report and Behavior Rating Scale).’ | . :

b3 - 3

i

Procedure . : . . 3 ' .

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

- . PR 4 <
v . - . .
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' Tablel B | > oL

Names of the Tests and Measures used at the Kmderqarten and Prmary Grédl Levels -

7
+
!

-
\J : .

KwBGRE . Gl GRADE 2 G 3
‘Stanford Binet .. - Stanford Binet (F) \Stanfqrd Binet (F) L Stanford Binet (F)

Preschool Inventory

Circus: Say 6Tell - . Circus: SaysTell (5) . . - ;o

Foma - " Form B , \ .,:’./v . |
Circus: Think it Through  Circus: Think it Through (5) | | ,
Forn A | " FormB o -

e o Circus: How Much & How Many (S) d

SRR | - Forn B ‘ '

. ) . : e ‘ !
Stanford Early School Stanford Early School Stanford Achievement Tests " Stanford Achfevement Test
Achievement Level I Achievenent Level II™— " Prinary I,/Battery (F) Primary II Battery

| ' ' Primary IBattery (s) '
Kansas Reflectmn- ' fansas Reflection- © Matchidg Pamiliar Pigures.  Matching Familiar Flgures
© Inpulsivity Scale for ~ Impulsivity eale for  +  Test / / Test
Preschoolers . DPreschoolefs ’ : '

‘
!

Behavior Rating Scale () Behavior Riting Scale (5) | ’Behévior‘Ratir;g Scalg (S) - Behavior Rating Scale ()
o ' BE AN '\ ' ’ ‘, '
Schogl, Adjustment Report (S) - School Adjustment Repog%t;) - Sghool Adjustment Report (S) School Adjustment Report (S)

Note , . . . - -

!
.

l All measures admxustered in both the Fall and Spring unl s othemse indicated as follows: (F) Fall Only‘,‘
' (S) Sprmg Only. . \.

ERIC




one of these assessment times as'indicated in Table'l presented above.

L

At the K;ndergarten level, in the fall,the Preschool Inventory was given
fxrst and then the Blnet {October) and the rest of the tests were
,administered.in no fiied order ianovember. At the higher grade levels,

! the Binet was also the first test given.- In the sprxng (late Aprii, Ma .

.
\

and June) when tests glven in the fall ‘were readm&nlstered, the children
were tested,rn_theisame'order as they had been in the.fall.
Only one test was given to any child on a _single day. There were

. four testefgj—;:e of whom administered Snly the initial‘Preschool
Inventories. The other three did all of the rest of the testing, but

administered different tests at each assessment time to avoid expectancy

"effects.

Pt

RESULTS o .
To avoid confnsion, the results will be presented'in separate sections
by grade level. In the firstlsection=the data accumulated at the
Klndergarten level w1ll be reported and discussed. ' The second and third

sectlons will deal slmllarlly with the data accumulated at the flrst and

"D .
-x

‘'second grade levels respectively.

-

I 3!» L 3 ’
Becausefthe samples axe still small, especlally at the f1rst and
e
second grgéé levels, no elaborate statlstlcal procedures have been applled.\
"‘éz.

»

to the daté Only means or pércentages.are reported, along with the ngmner

' of subjects_on‘wnich tihese are based. When appropriate, the résults are
. ; s
+~ also presented graphically to show more clearly the trends which are

S | vging- o . ' - ‘o
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" Group B (at age four) in its first preschool year (11.3 points) or Group C

~

P ' Kihdeggaiten Level Results s,

Preschool Inventory Percentile Scorés’

The ﬁedn Preschool Inventéry Percentile scores for each group at
each levéliand assessment time (through preschool to the end of Kindérgarten)
are presénted in Table 2. Changes in the mean scoreé ovdr-time are

shown graphically in Pigure 1.

- e e e e er e e W e EE W e e W W = e

The'tw§ PG groups (Aj}and B) showed no éecline in performance at 4
the Kindergarten level but de no further gaiﬁs" The controi group made‘
substantiallga;ns in Kindergarten (14 points), but the gaps'beﬁweéﬁithis
g:oué and the two PG groups were not closed. e . S

The effects of age were i; the éxpected direction. "Group A (at age_- -
thréé) §;ined mots i; its fi£st preschool year (37.3 points) than dgé P

(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 firsf ye;r in presch601 (Group A 12'points'and”the seven Group B
subjects now Qn Kiﬂaérgarten 12.1 points). Group, id nof:make large i
addition;I summer‘holiday gaihs after ‘its seéond presch001 §ea; and,

unfortunately, -it i;lnot known whether Group C made gigqificant gainsbihf

the summer following its first™'year in school at the Kindérgarten level.

Binet I0 = - » o
The mean Binet IQs for each group ai/ég;ﬁ éée level- tested (preschool

: /N
to Grade 3) are presented in Table 3 dnd changes in the mean scores over’

~

time to the end of Kindérgarte)'are shown graphically in Figure 2.

-~

TN

20 . -
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Table 2

.

Mean and (SD) Preschool Inventory Percentile scores -f6r each group at each,

e age level and assessment time to. the end of Kind ergarten

. i . .- . hd . s”- ' -

Age level and =~ ‘ - Group A - Group B

‘Assessment Time - n . n ’

Preschaol

(three-year-old 1eve1) h '

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

Pr,eschool' N ' .

(four-year-old level) ) ; . o
Fall 24 70.2 (24.9) 12 61.0 (31.8)
SP!;ing ‘24 85.9 (16.7) 12 72.3 (23.8) .

Kindergaxten : .

(fzve—yea.r-old, level) -

Fall 22 87.7 (17.6) 7 89.7 ( )
Spring ) - 23 87.2 (17.2) 7 89.7 (11.4)
“Note

Percentile scores are directly comparable from one age level to another.

&>

~

AL

’

o

‘ . t'1

24 59.3 (24.0)-
24 73.3 (15.8)

LAt
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i

The IQs of the PG group§ did not decline in Kindergarten but continued.
to increase sl:.ghtly. }e mean IQ of Group C also increased (four poimts)
but not enough to close the gaps hetveen this group and the two PG groups.

The effects of age were in the expected direction. First—year-in-schooi
gains ue;ez ”droup A (at age three) 9.2 points, Group B (at age foﬁr) 7.5
pq%gys. and Group C (at age five) 4 points. ‘ | D e

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

Mean scores for the Functional Lanquage section of this test are
presented by group, age level, and assessment time in Table 4. Changes in

the” means over time are shown graphically in Figure 3.

- e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e W W e

There was no decline in the Functional Linquage 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 ;ingle preschoo; year. élthough by the end of presc 1 the ;G groups

were still performing slightly below average (as judged U.S. natio&al

means), they made s:;mer holiday gains and in xindéygazt n,\ in both the

-fall and the spring, their performance was average or above average.
In\kSndezgarten, Group C improv?d somewhat more than Groué A but ;omewhat

‘less than Group B. Thys, there w;s some narr;wing of theiQap between/qroués A

and C but a slxght,-w;denlng of the gap between groups B and C. However, by the

end of Kindergarten the’ performance of Group C was stxll sl1ghtly below average.

Y -
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: - - Table 3 ,-‘

4 : .
M Mean and (SD) Binet IQ scores for each group at each ,'
age level and assessment time /A
- - f "
4
' _ - . . *
Age Level and Group A - Grq_q% B "~ ¢ Group C
Assessmont Time n 8 ; %7 ]
. N Pet T
Preschool | ‘ o
(three-year-old level)

Fall 16 4 (11.7) . .

Spring 16 6 (11.4) . 4
Preschool L ’/f
(four-year-o0ld level) : . .

Fall - - a5t (13.8) 11 93.2 (11.8) .

Spring 23 102.6 (10.1) 12 100.7 (11.5) {
xindergarteh : Co= . ' ‘
(five-year-old level) | v ‘

Fall 23 °102.7 (30.2) 7 102.1 ( 8.0) 90.6 (11.0)

Spring 23 104.4 (11.3) 7 105.6 ( 5.3) 94.6 (11.3)
(Fsix-year-old level) . '

Fall 12 107.8 (10.2) 2 108.0 (22.7) 18 95.3 ( 7.7)
(seven-year-old levél) - ' ' ~

Fall -7 5.3 (13.0 2 102.5 (.17.7) 6 94.2 ( 8.9)
‘(eight-year-cld level) . .

Fall 1 )118.0

. ~
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- .. - Tablegy,
. Mean and (SD) Circus -"sSay and Tell® F&m A Punc_tibx;al Language scores for
each group at each age levél and assgssme‘ni time to the "
‘ T : end of Kindergarten
. . R -

. ! " . . - . . . .
Age Level and’ ' Group A. .- Group 'B-* . Group C
Assessment Time n ' : n’ '
Preschool o, .- )
(three-year-old level)" “ .-

Fall C . 16 17.9 (15.6)
Spring” = = - 16 30.3 (15.8) ’
Preschool . P . :
(four-year-old level) . S _ - .
Fall e 28 - 37.6 (11.4) . 34.2 (17.2)
Spring 28 47.6 ( 9.9) - 43.8 (14.9)
Kindergarten’
(five-year-old level) e - : .
“+ Fall 23, 55.6 ( 7  51.0 (16.2) /- 24 42.7 ( 6.3
-Spring . 23 57.7 ( & 59.4 ( 8. 7) 24 50.4 (,8.'6
Noge ° )
: Tl v
U.S. Na.tiohal\‘ueans and (SDs) e
Preschool lelel:—  49.5 (13.0) _\ . ;
Kindergarten level: 51.0 {13.7) oo P
RS
4 L ]
. o
i
. L3 :‘»,‘._ . . 9’ .
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R .og ;Fatching up" to either of the PG groups.

12

'

Circus "Think it Through", Form A (Problem Solving)

'-of the year was performzng~at a level lower than the average -for even

The mean total scores on this test arf presented by éroup, age level,
. A .

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

graphically in Figure 4.

'Adain, there w7; no decline in the performance of the two PG groups.
Instead,<they'continued to -improve, especially Group B which 4ained on this |

test about as much as it had in its one breschool year. Group C gained
. 4 !

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

‘5FE=E:E::teworthy also that although at the end of preschool and the

~

begxnnxng -of xfndergarten the two PG groups were st111 perfqrmlng at, a

. sllgh;ly belaw axgrage level (as Judged by U.S. natio _means}, byuthe.

end of K1ndergarten thelrwperformance was average e con;tfzsgroup, on

the’ other hand, made reiatlvely small ga#mis in Kindergarten and at the end

N

preschool children.

Stanford Early Sgltiool Achievement Tests, Level 1- ,
- - — ; A " ~.
: Méanxscdtes on this’Batteryfof_éésts ;ré/brésented by group and ¢

“ . - hi

“assessment timé in’' Table 6. ,Changeé ih the‘ﬁeans-frdm fall to'spriné afe

shown graphically-in Figure 5. -

cb
=



\ Table S
— ‘Bean and (SD) Circus "Think it Through® Form A total scores for each group

at each age level and a‘sessment time to the end of Kindergu'ten b Y

| o‘ o | . . . ! , “ .

. v . N . . F.
jge Level and aGroup A Group B . Group C
Assessment Time n , _ n ’ n

’ Preschool . _— , -

(threq—year—old‘ level) ‘ : ; .
+ Fall =~ . 16, 7.6 ( 5.2) v o T
Spring . .16 12.5 (*5.6) . S
@ Preschool - - . . ' o ..
(four-year-61d level) - S , -
Fall 24, 15.1 (%5.4) - 11 12.5 (5.5
Spring 26 19.9 (~3.6) '11: 18.6 ( 5.2) .
. Xindergarten - . .
<. (five-year-old level) - :
o Fall - .23 21.7 ( 3.3) 7 ]‘8 6 2) 24 17.6 ( 4.7
 Spring- ' . 23.7 ( 3.8 7 24.9 5. ) 24 19.7 ( 3.8)
5 -
. _N_.;t_.e; )* ¢
P ‘,—' ComE Y s e t R A o p’; R . m s :j" T e A :.,, . 1.‘\ o e R
u. S. National Means and (sDs§ s Ny, L e T A RIS
Preschool level: 21.5 (5.7) '+ o e Ce »
. Kindergarten level: 22.2 (5.4) - L e
) '. . . .' -‘ "J - B A A 'i
. - | e e
(3 . ‘ as Soa "
* »
[} T —_ )
v ‘_
. . . . 3
Sy, : - . - .
{ : )
' ) - .31 "
; . | oo E, ,
' ~ . S
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Flgure 4: Changes in’ the mean C‘i/rcus "'niink‘ it Through" total seores over time from
(or. school) to the eud of Lindergarten. by grou A,
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Enviroment

Mathematics
latters and SOunds
‘Aural Couprehension

Y

' Motal Score

. .
AN AT b B e+ R

‘Total Score

3

"I.etters and Sounds 10-11»
Aural cwrehemon 15-17

| esn(;

Table 6

‘l »
S '
, Growpd. .
Fall - Spring -
(ne23) - (ne23)

30.2 (5.7) 332 (4.2) :

16.2 ( 4.5) 18.2 (4.5)

14.9 (4.9) 19.0 ( 5.2)

1.9 ("4.0) 20.6.(3.2)

.0415.9) 8.7 (21.0)

4

| 'Envimnnent
' lhthmtics ,

- Total Score - °

a

"nil
(nmé)

2.0 ( 5.8)

IRTEYER)

arten (S
3335

D L) S
- letters g Soun_ds_ 1740

Abral comprefention 1921
B7-9

16,5 ( 5.0)
15.3 (5.6)

5.7 (18.?)

'

+ " and testing tine at the Kindergarten level

Group B

Spring
(nw6)

3.3 ( 3.6)
19.7 ( 1.7

20.5 ( 4.6)

9.3 (5.2

%08 (15.6)

!

S N A T

* ... Nemn and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievenent, Level I scores by group

Group

3
(ne24)

2.5 ( 4.8)

W2 (3]

1.7 { 4.8)

135 ( 3.2

58,4 (20.6)

LI 7

Spring

(ne2g) '

28,3 ( 5.3)

| 14,4 ( 4.1)

16.0 ( 5.

16.4 (4.7

2.1 (15.0),

\
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At the boqinnxr: of Kindergarten the overall academic jchiovmnt

of o'ach of the PG groups was higher :m 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 change in the difference

t

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

groups was above average at entry into Kindergasten in all areas assessed, -

’ but only average at.the end of xindorqarton and below cv-néo in Mathematics.

L)

This, however, ruus the queztion of whether it is nppropriato to conp.zc

the acadc-ic u:h;bev-ont of children 1u Camdian ochools uith that .of

‘children in schools in the Uhited sutes. because achicvmnt dopends on

4

\
what ix taught as well as a child's lbiuty to learn. In London, Ontario

vmoro this study was done the emphasis in Kindergarten is on the developn
N "
of lanqugc pre~reading and social tkius rather than Mathematics. The

5 P
=
pe:to of Group C was below ,gvd_aqn in ;J..L areas assessad in both
the fall and the spring. ' ' P S
- T - ) - 1_ : ‘b.' N ’
'ruchor Reports of School. Adjustnent and Performantre - AL I

¥

3 teache:s' responses to. t.he Questions they were asked about: the'

subjocts at the end of their !Qndergarten year arc st—ttized in! Table 7o




1}
Table 7 s
Summary of Teacher Reports of adjustment and performance in Kindergarten
1. How well has this child adjusted to your class? ‘
© Group A 17.4 above average 78.3 average 4.3 below average
‘ Grouwp B 0 above average 83.) average 16.7 below average
Group C’ 12.5 above averege  66.7 average 20.8 below average . '
2. Are this chnd'a atucudol toward school, teachurs, md ‘scho0l work. positive?
. s . Group A 21.7 above average 73.9 average . 4 3-Below average
"Group B ° D ° above ave age 100.0 “sverage Below average
... Controls 16,7 ‘above avefage 75.0 average .3 below average /
) 3. wis this cjila 5}1“9:.9&:04 academically for the work of. your class?.
— Group A 34.8 above average 52.2 average: 13.0 below average
' Group B 'O above average 83.3 average 16.7 below average
"Group C  12.5 above average 33.3 average® 54.2 below avexage
) 4. How well has this child pro'q'rouod acad'oliciny dutlnq the current year?
. . Group A 26.1 atove average 60.9 average -13.0 below average s
} Group B 0O above average 83.3 average 16.7 below average
— controls 13.0 above average 65.2 average 21 7 Below average
5.  Did this child_heed remadial help? O :
Group A° '91.7 No . - 8.3 Yes S
Group B 100.0 No - : 0 Yes
Grouyp C '75.0 No 25.0 Yes
6. Did this child attend school regularly? )
Group A 87.Q Yes 13.0 No i &
ARSI U T PN U m— B - 33. 3 m R “ti“_;“ — BN - - .
. Group C 87.5 Yes 12.5 ) ,
7. Was this child promoted to the next gr’z '
- Group A 100.0 Yes . . 0 No _ .
".Group B 10050 Yes . 0 No
Group C 100.0 Yes *0 .No
- 8- What is your general apprmal..ni this child's personal and mm coq:‘tencoz
° : Group A 73.9 good 17.4s@cme concern 8.7 poor L
_Gr’oupn 16.6 good' 66.7 some concern 16.7 poor
Group C . 56.5 gopd 39.1 some concern -. 4.3 poor
9. ' What is your general appraisal of this child's .academic ooqct-nco?
o Group A 39.1 above average . 47.8 average 13.0 below average .
) * Group B 0O above average 83.3 average 16. 7'belov average
Group C_ - 4.3-above average 56.5 average 39.1 below average
s - E
. 1. HNs for gzoups 5, a, l’nd C ‘are 23, 6,,.apd 24, rospocuvoly. B
'2. - Mo report was qbtained on-the 24th Group A subject but this subject recezved
. ’ no—edialhelp.andmpm-otod (qmstiomSand?). ‘ - '
,B.mﬁ.anuareparcenuges . .‘/ . . ‘ .

. . . o . . . . " .
] - . . ' . ”~
‘ k 39 ) v . . B ' ‘ )
o, . - . .
. e \. . g b - R s
. ‘ . . g,
N - L . N
- T . . .- . : . . \
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or the controls. The PCa in .Gro;xp B wero appraised somewhat more favourably
than the controls on questions 1 and 2, but less favourably on question B.
Conoern was txp;tuod about the personal-social adjustment of five of the
six Group B subjects who were assessod.

Also, academically, thd PGs in Group A were judged to be better prepared
«for ochool (quution 3) and Qn compotent (quntion 9) than were either
:ho PGe in Group B or the co%toh The propuation for school and the

acmdc_oolpotonco of over a third of the Group A subjects was judged-

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

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

ivon(p. In Group B none of the six sybjects assessed were judged to .

“be abavo average i:ut only one was considered below average in pnﬁratim

for qchool and academic coq:otohe.
uo:'o of the controls than tho PGs received remedial help durinq the

(quosdon S) but all of the subjects in 511 groups were pro-ot.d to

Grldo 1l {(question 7)

- Beshavior Ratihg Scale

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

Kindergarten level are presented in Table 8. N | ]

] { : Insert Table 8 about here =~ . ' -
m-b.miaofthqthmdmpc, nuus'ndby:hisuum. didnot'

mtodithgvcrymch nthouqhthomfmcmphmrthe

om:unqibupsonciqhtofmundhuuim.thqunhmmc:wpc

over: Group B cnoightof the ten dimensions. The only dinnstmonvhich"

A - Y 40 . . :



. .";".

.

.. 10..

P

‘ ' - k "’.; .. '
- Lo L@ AR
‘ - ' o
”. R ' R ¥ -
g . . . N . 7
.. © T males peit el
- Mean .‘and‘ (SD), Behavior Rating Scale-scores at ,_the -
_ ‘end of Kindergarten by grxoup . o
— . Group A Group B \+. Group C -
(n=6) ..

Aggression

. K dez.ty

4

Achzevement Motivation - ‘t,

. Impatience

Inai:tentiqe?Vif};dré.m R

4

- "%,

. Note

Ve

5 Independence -

(

‘Dimension

' External’ Reliance

Need for Closeness -

-Creetive—Initiati:ve :

: "verbal-Soc'iaJ. 'Interaction

RS

©'12.3

12,2
10.9
| ‘14.1

12.6-

10.3

11.8 (3.

12,-8 (2.9)

-10. 2 (3.1)
10.8 (2.6)

10.27(2:4)

'93(15)

.

Y115 (2. 1)', )

9.2, a 9)"5

8.5 (2.9)

8.0 (2.3)

10.2(1.6)

v -

\

(s

13.3 (3.0

12.2 (3.6)

12.1 (3:5)

N

| 10.8(2.5)
- e
1a’e.9)
‘11.1° (2.8)
11.0 (2.9)
9.0 (3.9) ;

11.6%3.3).

' For Aggresszon, T:Lde.ty, Impatlence, Externa,'l. Rel:.ance, Inattentlve—WJ.thdrawn,
-h:l.gher scores mdlcate less of t,he behav:.or. . o



' and self— (rather than external)-*rll.z.ance'.‘ : '?

-

T accurate). The' pexcentage of subje?ts in these categorles (combmed), .

~.in g_roups A, B, and c respec%uvely was- 65, 100, 42 {ire the fall) and 87,

were. impulsive at each as‘sess;nen,t_' time.

_ Summazy of Flndlngs, lundergarten Level L N '

both Group A and B scored sllghtly ha.gher than Group C were :.udependence

s "

These results are oons:.stent wlth the teachers renaﬁcs, in the

’

open-tnded quest:l.onnaz.re, about.the personal-soc:.al adjustment of the subjeas

- .

'rhey suggest that the- PGs in Group B, who had only ‘one year in preschool, ‘_

-

d:.splayed -less. effectrvegschool behanor in Klndergarten than d:l.d the . PGs
. »
J.n Group A who had had two years in preschool and a.lso less effectgve .

behav:.or, as Judged by t.bie teachers, than the control sub:ects who had

‘had no preschool exper:l.ence-, . v' o . :', \ :
Kansas Refleot:.on—Impulsz.v:Lty Scale (KRISP) L . _' : '.;‘ o }
N . ) . . . .

to-sample perceptxﬁl dlscrmmat\:.on test are presented by group and assessment

time in Table 9. e

inscrt"i 'i?able- ', 9 "about here T,

. = . B
- ! : . R ] ) —_— .
T I

A larger percen,tage of the PGs than the controls performed sat:.sfacto :Lly'

© . on thls measure Cl,e., were very reflectlve, reflect:we, average, or fast~ '

n’.

v

A

86, 46 (in the spring). More PGs than-controls were reflectlve and fewer

A

IntelllL cé and Cogm.tlon. -These fmd:.ngs lndJ.cate that the IQ ga:..ns

~and the cognrtlve ga:.ns made by the PGs in preschool ‘were mamtalned at

the K.mdergarten level. There was no decllne in the:Lr IQs or. thelr Preschool _

LY

) . . PR . ) " .

&
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Slow-Accurate

Very Reflective’

Reflect:.ve
R . F

T Iverage

~

Fast Accurate

A s
51w-}.'naccurate '.,'

el

P

e Fast—Inaccurate o
Very Impulsive -
Impuls:we VR

~—

_ Nunber of subjects in each

Table 9

SP category by group an& test:.ng

N

 Ggoup A~ - -
’ Fﬂr.mg o

L

} tJ.me at the- K.mdergarten leveI

Fall .

-

Group B )
(n—'l) N
Spr:Lng

Group C
(n=24) .

F&!.l

Spr:.ng

7
.

ik
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- )

| -."‘lb . 3" ’ ' ) :,

- - "'."!3".', ¢ < .
: 'a.b:.li,t:x.es w:.th age .as neasured t.'tme tﬁw tests and the c:.rcus tests. o
- N - R ‘ - .

T 'l'he age at wh:.ch the subJects began preschool or school appeared to .

be an nportant var:La.ble in determ:h\z.ng ‘ate nnpact of‘the:l.r éarly

»

educatzon.‘ Those who were enrolled as three- ear-olds (Group"h) made the

T ,greatest :uu.t:.al gains. However, those‘-who vere enrolled as fou::—year- S e
) J ' - . * N
olds appeared to benef.xt cogm.tlve.ly from the:Lr year mﬂ preSchool more B

- . -

than was :unmed:.ately appare# Durmg the sumer :Eollom.ng thelr year

: m preschool they made further gaJ.ns, comparahle in size to those made |

[ 4

by the Group A subgects after the:.r f:.rst presdrool year. and then were ) ' h

‘ Tl able to ut:.lJ.ze the:.r"_';‘“; 'dergartexr year to .unprove theu' ,Languageand w

o F ,".-x R

-

S Problem Solvn.ng :.lls (as me: ,' ed by’ the C:.rcus tests) to a lesrel
2 o S T = R

v

thatattamedby GroupA ' e s

The controls i

'rov‘ed thevzr Preschool Invent.gry Percentxle scores in
.‘n -

o J

Klndergarten but th\:— PG" groups d:.dgnot, suggest:mg that the PGs were '

- >

= T funct:.onmg on- thls measure at a level wh:.ch was: cons:Lstent w:.th their

A B
capaq:.ty. Howeve.r, the ga:.ns ‘made by the controls were not as great as_ those

R

made by the PGs in prescycﬁ or in the summers follow:mg preschool, so

’ oo ' that by the end of K:Lndergarten they had not caught up" to the PG groups. .-

‘
. Also, although Group o gamed 4 I.Q po:.nts and groups A and B only 2 and
B4

3 IQ pomts respect:.vely in K:mdergarten, thls IQ gam was smaller than |

that made by the PGs 1n preschool. Therefore, here aga:.n Group C fa:.led_'

to catchup tothePGgroups‘._ T .: S | .
; On the C:chus tests (Language and Problem Solv:.ng) Group Cc tended to | |

gaJ.n somewhat more than Group A but less than Group B and less than the PGS

’ - . b -

O . S ' . } 44 L . a -
’ . ! - | A . . . * - : ) '
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~ bad gained in preschool. Thus, on these measures the controls also failed

academ.cally than were, the controls as J.nd:Lcated by their h:l.gher fall .

4

-

N
.
-

tocatchup.- C ,

Academic Ach:.evment. The PGs were ctearly better prepared for school i

"

scores on the- Stanford Ach:.e.gement testa and also the Judgments of their
teachers 'Both the PGs and the controls mproved theix: academc performance

du.rmg ‘the year and although there was a- slz.ght narrowzng of the gap between

- - i)

groups ‘A and o (reflectz.ng sl:.ghtly greater J.mprovement for the controls) ’

Group B galned as much as Group c a.nd the d:.fference between these two

\
PO

gfoups was not changed. _ b, Do

School gmv;or and Personal-Soc:Lal Ad;ustment. '.l‘he teachers' Judgments

of the behav:.or and adjust:nent' of the subjects generally‘favoured the PG#
ln Group A over the controls but the controls over the PGs in Group B. ‘ o

‘l'hj.§/ finding. suggests that two years of preschool exper:.ence (Group A)

L )

had greater pos:.t:we effects | the social ad]ust:nent and. learnmg styles

.

of the PGs than one year in preschool (Group B) . However, it is dJ.ffJ.cult
0 \ -

to mterpret the finding that the P% w:.th at .least one year of ’Preschool

o A

L
experz.ence, appeared to be ad]ustz.ng more poorly than the controls, .
- who had.no preschool experlence. Because the sample of Group B su.bjects
is stz.ll small this f:l.nd:mg may be spur:.ous. R It is also J.nconsz.stent w:tth-

t,he results obtaJ.ned with the Kansas Reflectlon-Impulsz.vz.ty Scale which

’

suggest that the cognz.tz.ve styles of. the Group B sukqects were more eff:l.c:l.ent

than those of the controls.

The only behav:.oral dlmensz.ons on w!nch the PGs in both groups were judged

’

to be somewhat super:.or to the controls were J.ndependence and self-reliance..

¢



f“‘- ..’> ’ ’-' N \“:. ': :_ . .‘ ,... ’ . ’ . . ) ' - B . ’ T 18’ ‘ )
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: ' .Grade"»:l Results ' o -

&

-

At thi:s level dath have been a’mnlated on 32 subJects o L T

( %«n-lz,cxoups=z,croupc-1s)

. I I R

et
. [

LY

'rhe mean IQs of the grqups at thz.s level were presented in Table 3. g
TheywerelO?B(GroupA), 08 (G upB)and958(GroupC). 'rherewas L -

T no decreese in the scores of groups. Instead they cont:.nued to .

:.ﬁcrea.se as. d:.d the mean score “of the contro]: group

~

c:.rcus"Sayand'rell",FormB~ . 5' . N

e
’.._ _ neanscores fqr groupsAa.ndConPormBofth:.stest’arepresented

in 'rable 10. Results for Groz.a are not reported because they. were . .

avallable for only one subject. . o S

R A ‘, - - . . j- .
° B . ,__."-_--------.'--..

Insert ‘Table 10 about here AR
.~ " ~ : o D ) ' ", . ) ,. . EI .

. A I gy 2 o

! . A ) . Ov_

There was 1ittle difference~ bet'w'een the'qrou'ps Sn D'e’scription,'-but -
. .

Group A peribrmed sl:.ghtly better t.ha.n Group c on Functxonal La.nguege ‘

(ngmg the proper forms for plurals, verbs, conpar:.sons and conjunct.tons) .

On Narrat:.on (the ab:.l:.ty to make up a story in response to a pzcture) ) "
the Group A su.bjects were more voluble than the oontrols {number of words)
but not different from them in the proport:.on of dJ.fferent words {o the.

"\nunber of words used.» However, the quality of the sto_ries produced by

‘ 'Group A" “{as measured by the mnnber of exteml events) ‘was super:.or to i

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

: 15‘~the number of times events are- tied to spec:.f:.c causes (e. g.. conjunct::.ve)

4
- phrases are used such as if, since, because, so that, although, "Since *( .

. . ) )
. . ! , . . .
. . ,
f . . » . . ! e - - A .
Lo [ . N R ' * v
. - . . - -
. . ) ' -



Sccl:ion
Pa.tt I Description

. Pencil a respaises FR 7.5

@t!F | .

'I'a.ble IO S,
Mean and (SD) Circus "Say and Tell” rorm B scores *
o ‘for groupczliand C.-gt; the end of_t_?ran_ie L",ﬁ
fe. ;I N . . » . . 7 .
o/ e Group A, - : Group C U.S.’ ) -
of ‘I‘esi: i o (n=11) . " (n=18) National Meaps -
Y o ' .
(0.7) .7.0°(0.7)  7.0( 1.4)
J'- . . . " - N : ) .

Part II Punctional

. 'mtal Aresponses'

Languige

21.6 ( 4.5, 18.7 ( 3.4) 141 ( 5.7

. /
Part IIZ Narration: S SR . : :
Number of wprds ° . 110.8 (51.3) - 86.6 (32.0) - -56.6 (34.7)
Number of different words ‘9.1 (24.4) 39.6 (15.8) - -
Ratio of different words - o : LT .
.. . tototal'words. ' " - .5(0.2) .5 (0.2) 5°( 1)
i Ratio of different sit ions_. ' S ‘ L
to total words ?af .1 0.2) 72 ( 0.1) 2 ( .1,
Numbe.t of extetna.l evmts _ 4.7 (4.5) © 2.2(1.9) - l.4 ( 3.1)
. ” . . . . . . . ‘
I ' ' ' '
Ny . * .
- Y r A f
. R
: ' ‘. .
L3 / B
s i
7 S ‘
3 . ’.\ ) ‘A
, N
. '
b )~ ".
- . . . ‘47 ..
l, ® )
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J
annnated (e. g-. "He thinks he' ll qo "He wants to. .. ) and the number

. he was late he had t_g,hurry") the mmber of u.mes\a character is

of times an external event or object not p:.ctured is :.nt.roduced (e.g., . '
. .r-"!« . .
"Thenhewenthome) o _ . S ;.

It is noteworf.hy that both groups were peformnq at or above the U.S.
national means on both I-‘un_ct:.onal. Lanq:age and Narrat:rou.

B ‘“ © . Circus "Think it ‘rhrough" and "Hou Much and How Many", Form B . ' )

uean seores for groups A and C on the B forms of these two tests are

[

-

tpresented in Table 11l. Aga:.n, the results for Group B are not presented

because they were available gor only one subject.'

Y. B . - » o BN
Y ' "’"'T""'-"’"'.""' )
Insert Table 11 about here - - -» s
. , ¢
. cTTTTTT T T T , , AN
"'rhz.nk it 'l'hrough“. Groupnk perforined better tha:i Grbup C on Word -"
Problems (Class:.f:.cat:.on) but not cons:Lstently better -on the other two
sectloas of this test. As’ Jud&d against the U S. nat:.onal means on Word
i : Problems, the mean score of Group A was a.bove average (better than 67%
of the U.S. sample) ' b'ft .the - mean :f Group c was belou average (better .‘ -

than only 10 9% of the U.Ss. sample). However, both of the groups performed
at a sl:.ghtly below average level On the other two sectlons of this test. ‘

'v . "~ "How Much and How Many”. The performance of Grpup A was consistently ./.

/
‘

’ -

better than that of Group C on all parts of this’ ‘test. As judged against

-

the u.s. nat:.onal means the performance of ( roup A was above average (on /)/

Parb I a.bove 68 3% and on Part II a.bove 90 Zi of the U.S. sanple), but

]

the performance of Group C was below average (on Part I above’ only 34.2% and

ra

{N _ on Part II above only 36.6% of the u.s. sample).
’- ’ . . ] o ) . o, . . .




i
) o .
N | . Table 11 S - .
‘ !leanand (SD) cj:rcus Thinkit Through" "leh:chandnownaay C -
T . PomBscgres.;or&oupsaandCat-ﬂaeendofGrade‘l
. . . . ) c-s : . - . . ‘ . .
X ' , _Group A Group C . u.s. ,- ' _
| Measure N , (=11} . (o=18) National Means o
-7 . Word problems . - - '11.8 (1.5) - 9.6 (4.1) 11.1 {1.1)
{classification) ’ — o
| httems’ (deducing 5.0 (2.4) 5.4 (2.0) 5.6°41.2)
“and applying rules) _ . ) Lo L
. Mazes (selecting shortest 5.1 (1.4) 4.8 (1.4) - 5.5 (0.6) .
path to goal) - \ - R :
How uuch and How Ha.ny ‘ o .
, - . Part I {counting, Dumerical . . 26.0 (5.0) 23.4 (3.6) - . 24.5 (4.2)
# . ' concepts, adding, : . o :
' '  subtracting) o - »
" " concepts and } B
conservation) '
’ -
: ~
rr a )
. ) ‘.
" ~ \ L4
*
v B 1 49 ,
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J t_ule are presented inm Table 12. Changes in the nxeans from f.all to spring ‘

. Teacher Reports of School Ad}ustment and_ Performance

v o A . -

swford Earlx 5chool Activement ‘rests, I.evei II

-, .

This batter.y of tests was adnnnlstered at both tpe begmn.mg and erd of

t.he subjects' Grade 1 year Mean scores for groups A and Cc at each testing . |

1 "

ave shown ‘graphically in Figure 6. .

The perfoman\'e of Group .A was con51stently better than that of Group C

\

on all of the tests in th:.s battery. As judged aga:.nst the U.S. nat:.onal means,

in both the fall and the sprmg, the ach;evement of Group A was average or

shghtly above ,average in all of the areas assessed except Mathematlcs, but
- Y {
the ach:l.evement of Group C -was below average in all of the areas at both

testing times. Also, as shown in FJ.gure & there was no narrow1ng “of the gap

between the t‘otal- scores Of the twQ groups. . ) ! o’

» -

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

s

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

Insert’Table 13 about here \ ot "

- e e e o e e e e e s = -
- -

\ . L. . C . v
[ 4 ) . . . N ’

In general, the teachers judgments favoured the PGs;" Fifty percent of

-}
the Group A subjects ebut only 11% of the controls) were judged to be above f

average in their adaustment .to the classroom (quéstlonp.l) , and 50% .0f the Group A

B
. -~

sub]ects (but only '22% o( the controls) were. descrz.bed as above average in

29
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; Hatbmdcs B

Ietters-and Sou\nds | a? {6.8) - 37 7 (b 0 o

- Aural Conprehensxon

" Word Reading-

.§entence- i
i f\mg

Total Score

Notes

mielz 'l'

lleanmd(SD) StanfordEul&SchoolAchievmt.welIImforgmps

Mndcettheheqinningandendofcradel .

{

Group A

Bl Spring
(n=12) E (r=1l)
239 (8.3) ¢ 28.0,(5.6) |
7.1 8.9 4L (9 4)

1.9 2.9

2.9 (6.1)

m(Z) |

“
‘

129.5 (23.4)

20 1 (2 8)

50.8 (5.6) -

a4 (.

.192.9 (26,

1Y

H,

0)

..

" (ne18)

: 22'.*.9)

™.

984 (26.1)

R

rall
e

195 (36 2L (3.7]

LS %4 (1.9

A, '.lv
M
e
N
6 (3

13.

(2. o are

RN ()
16.8 (4.4)

155.7 (23.4)

A

A

"y

4

1'me range of scores in Stanine 5 represent average perfomnce at the beginnnﬁg of Grade 1 (fall) and
the end of Grade 1' (spnnq).‘ . -

2'm = test not; admmstered (because the sub]ects had recezved no\im ction in sentence readu/g)

4

/¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

|

!

(1)

0.5. Noras: Stanise S

Pa}l Spring |

. 2325 s
Mna ok
wn 98

U 19;.0\ ,
e 5
. 16-25

- e

o



‘ | : '- wmt , '. "
M o 6 : |
. E . \ L
e .605 l l.'i l ko

-

¥ 8
—

-

3
¥

"~
wne .
(

T -

" Mean Stores

.

-8
1i\\\L
e
[ o 3
W

\

Lol
N -

?2‘ .
. 3“ )

Sqorei
8.

ean’

LA

, Lcttm and Sounds

mg m1

 haral
40 [ Comprehepsion

Css
Spramg |,

&
e

50

200

Scoraa‘ AT

Bl

Mean
—
g~
[=3
v

- Tl
=
¥

120 p

>
wn

Mean Scorxes

[
(=N

1oy

Mean Sgores -

100 p

"~
)
'.

* \

R [ : . \
) ’!au Sp'ring Y

3 "'*"ure 6 Changes 1in tle mean gtanford Larlv Achievement Level II scores of Croups A and C from fall to

R O
* IO
e

v ‘ : | B
. e pring. . Fall v Spring

opr{ny

Fll

Spring {n Grade I. .

f A i Tox Provided by ERic , . ) . ' '
?: ) ‘ s L. ' . .‘ ) (] N

W - S,
Cooa g e .



.

7 w@ ~°  Summary of Teacher Reports of sghool edmnt at the Grade 1 level
s . . for 10 Group. Ms(l) ‘and 18 controls
y . a o » ’
- 'I'. .How well has this child adjusted to your, class?
¥ R PGs 50.0 above average 50.0 average.
ot | ‘ Controls 11.1 above average 72.2 average -
: ¢ 2. Are this ohild's attitudes toward school, teachers, and school wosk poext:we?_
e PGs 50.0 above average  40.0 average 10.0 below average
' ' Controls 22.2 above average 77.8 averagg O below average .
', 3. Was this child well prepared academically for your class? -
‘ 'PGs 40.0 above average 50.0 a erage " 10.0 below average
. . Controls 5.6 above avera e. 61.1 erage . 33. 3 below ayerage
4. BHow wellj th:.s child pro ssed !ac emically during the current year?
§ - PGs ¥ 50.0 Above a age  40.0.average = 10.0 below average
o . Controls .17 6 above. average 64.7 average 17.6 below average
DoV . 5. Did this child need special remedial help? \ ’ X
‘ ., . . PGs . 100.0 No g 0. Yes .
. Controls 50.0°No " '50.0Yes . - L e
: { Did this child attend sohool regula 'y-? PR L IR
)w o * PGs 100.0 Yes = No. P R T
. 3 Controls: 8879 Yes' - - 11 S .g,».}.- L
" 7. Was thz.sdxud promoted to t¥ next gr de?: N ", T 3 o
’ PGs' . 100.0 Yeg .o ¥ 0. S 1 ER A
— ‘i“ _“_y ::.'-. . m . 72 ..",._'A,. . ./ .- 27«_:.%.; > S _. w ._4.}. N ; e T A
'. - What ds your general appralsal of tlus chlld's persona): and soc:.d. competence?
T T Bes & 1 80.0 good *'20.0 some ‘concern’. 0 ' poor. ¥ s _ .
; - cOntrols 50 0 good . 33.3 soue concern . 16. 7 poor., EPSER
A . ‘9-‘. What is your general appra:.sal of this ;:h:.ld’s academic competewce"
. ' " PGs .- 60,0 above average - 40.0 average » 0 below average -
. f /_) COntrols 5 3. above average . 66.7 average 27. 8 below average LR
s i - ,/ -_.."-.,_._ Ja.- R SR S
: . . ' . .: . Ty '.'.‘ .‘.r_‘;. . %- SRR ] "f |3 PRI
B S ‘ e‘/‘\—)} N L « sy
s L oW T Notes., m -',-"_u‘ " ‘,." »_'x . : ,
‘{ ' D "0' ) v -f * .

’ e 1. 'I‘here were 12 Group A PGs at thrs level but geacher reports wer’e .o submtte& R
on two:gf. them. Howexger, lt is kndwn that, al ugh ?Fe ec't rece‘:.ved '

. 2. ALl fiqurfesfellt - '
] N . - ‘lw;
- /s
I‘ ‘ /: ;.f “3




C | o . "f o 21
'vmr'a.ttitudes (positive) toward school, teachers. and school work (question 2) >~
. ¢ .
<@ e, e
"~ The personal-social adjustnent of the Group A subjocts was judged to be =0
)

| o
good" for 80% of the- sample and "poor" for none, but ‘to be "good" for only
50! of the control sample and “pcor” for 16.7% (question 8)

R !rhe acadenu.c conpetence of. 608 of the PGs in Group A was Judged to be: 3
' 7

' o - above average and none was considered below average '(questmr_l 9) . In : S

. contra'st, onljg. 58 of the controls were considered above average and 27.8‘:7,
cons & ,

_were judged to be below average. One of the PGs was given .some special

’

' academ.c assistance, but 50\ of the controls recez.ved such help (quest;on 5).

Pinally, all of the PGs were promoted, but 27.8% of the controls "fa:.led” .
. ) ' -
and were not promoted to Grade 2 (quest:.on _7).{ o , .

'Behav:.or mgng Scale : -

SO 3 |

* f” L e

'G.rgde 1 level are preseh 1n Table 14.

R ) : , =~

#&ML..}. e ;J_:,.Jw . : ,:, o e —— e - I SN —— ’ -
, - . bhswas  the case~at the Kmder;garten level the diﬁerenees between the )

» groups as. asssssed by th:.s measure were s‘all. Th:.s was Su::pr:.smg here, -

~

.

beca.use it was mot consxstent ‘with the teacher desct:.ptlons of the sub]ects
n e .

- -uqa:he -school ad]ustment reports. A o i K

Cel Kaﬂsas Reflect;on-Imp_ulsxvxtH Sca’le (KRISP) a o T . .

: T . A - ‘ ‘ r - : . . : -

M TIPS 'rh% class:.f:.cat:.ons of the subJects, ba?ed_on their: performance on, th:.s )

P - .‘"- . . ..'.- . . o ) . ) - 3 -. . &
.. '-test, are presented by group a.nd .t:asct,mg ', :.n 'rable 15. - .

; . B -. )
B e el P s
R T -'-'Insert Table 15 about hére ' '\‘

5 h - s w = e ot o m - .... - d '-— ’ :

- . ‘ . ] - o PR REIRN \; . . . ’\‘ = "._ . ...,
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g
111 the spring, - though no\t ,in the fan& a somewhat 1arger propoi-t:.oniof

iy .PS than the, contr&s. perfomed saqsfactop;ly on th.tso test (% were

. ‘. T R -
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. - | Table 14.'_ . . '

Mean and (SD) Behavior Rating Scale scores for

groups A and C at the end of Grade 1

1. e S D £ Group A : . Group -C B
_ Dimension . 7 (awl0) . (n=18)
. C Aggression Z/ . g - 11.8 (3.2) - 7 13.7 (3.1).~, ;
IS ' . R vy, ' - C o

. Verbal-Social Interaction 13.7 (2.3) ‘ : 11.7 (3.0) .

TilidityJ o . - -13.3°(2.8) 12.5 (3.2)
. . . ) \ . .o . ' R . X K . ) ) ‘.': A - . ’;‘w ‘. ' ‘
R Independence T 119 (3.6)} : R 11.3:(3.4)

d

po Achievement Hotivat;on 7,,,7 1d.e (3. 8 . Cx208 (3 3)
o e Impatience .',.M.. ST /q—(3 1).. B 114 ('3 0)' |
1 4.0" (2 a).:'k"-”"l‘ 1,11.9159.2)-: T

- *
4
",‘.‘.. . '- ' S . e

i -.: Exte.rnal Relxance

. 7, - “ ) . ". v . L. . .
A rﬁ:ttentive-WLthdr'wn ' f.'v';' ‘, 12 2 (4 2) Ce= T 13,0 (3.7) Y
- e ST T o 3 S

(;reg’txve—rniuai‘iye St 3 , vllt.,l.'(3.2):"’ r SR 8. 6 (3.9) - |

. Need for Closeness & ., - 12,6 (2.4) - 11 9 (259)
;b,':-ru.',‘ Tk T e et L Lot "r..,,_ e O P, Lt .&z,. e A‘._‘ SSRERLl! L AT ".,4 I .- . B .~.- LI ‘A:V;"N. . - e -:.‘.u,::,:..{fv .. LS oty v, - x. u-.u.:'..'.'.c.;u.u'.u:
. | - ‘ . * P ) o ‘ :".
Note . o ] o ’ | .
. For Aggress:.oa, ’I‘J.md:.ty, Impatlence, the£1 Rel 1anc§ Inattentxve-Wxthdrawn,
N higher scores indicate less of the behavior.

[ . .- ‘ <.
. - .
. ) . -l
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, : R - Table 15

[

Number of sub;jects in each KRISP category by group, and testing

¢ ‘ 4 . . .,
.y v time @t the Grade 1 level :
o . B R N
: Group A Group B Group C
. L - n=12 n=11’ n=2_ _n=2 - nel8, n=17 .
) : - ' Fall Spring -Fall .Spring . Fall Spring
Slow-Accurate R - . : ) _ ' v
Very Reflective 2470 é&o o o 3.
Reflective S D 0 2 - 3 4

Average ! 1.1 1 o I .@ 3
4

Fast-Accurate ' = Lo % . 8 .
=y Ts T . Co . S

o
O

%

e

. ' Past-TInaccurate N L.
' Very Impulsive
.+ Igpulsive -7 -0 . 0

N Slow-Inaccurate © B . o' o . - o .0 - -0 0

e} W ! . . - he - - )

L ..
L ‘;;’;
. ’ N
Y P e PN - - - e a? . —y
. ’ N
e - 2 . a’ ‘ . ‘
i .. ) . & » .
T ) ) .
! ‘ > ‘
r N
‘ \ )
‘ - - N
» .
. - . o~ r
< v
. - 2 - >
- [ e '
.. w
* “ .". % :
. ~
. : : C ! K- .
. < . ’ “
BTy . 3 - L E v .
4 L. .
S .
- - -
E 4 - \ .
. . - « - \
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. vory roflectivo. xeflective, average or fast-accurate). ;!'he parcantaqo\of

oubjocts in these categoriel (combined) + in groups A, B and c rupectively. *

" was 83.3, 50.0,77.7, (fall) and 100, 100 and 88.2 (spnng). .

“, . A}

Sulnary of Results, Grade 1l Level

Intelligence and Cognition. " These findings indiqate that the IQ0.gaing made

by the PGs in l'preechool we'ra'uiaintained' at the Grade 1 level and‘their mean

-«
score continued to increase slightly. ‘l-o, as measured by the Circus tests,
their cognitive oompetence was §&.ntaimcl or impr.'oved during the year. 1In

the sprinq their performn‘.t‘e was a.bove average in class.tfication and mmerical

ﬁvl‘

"o). - _- “‘»‘ . ’ j“ | | ‘ . g ’l ’ - ' ‘. C N _!
In ,gen ral, Te was ‘no evidence suggestin that the control subjects '

. . . -, . s » . .

were catch..nq up to the PGs or that the level of performance of the PGs .

"Say and

- . ~ - L B ~*

TR T Lt T, ool lsm:-m . R e e e LTI L A e e T T L mmens e el e
L) -
; : - ) ° o - ® .
A A . - . - - . . . ‘-
M -~ .

- . .-
. . - . . A

"ev'e'nnht". 'rhe performance of the PGs was average or better

» ~y

}werage in, all at both testing times. Also, the::e was no narrowmg of

the ’yap between the two groups suggesting that the controls werexnot catchmg :

’ S up® . The belomaverage acluevement of. the PGS on Mathematics was not cons:.stent :

| w:.th their superio.r perfornanc the "Bow Much and How Many Circus test4_

’ -

L "rhus, the lave‘l of achievement obv in this area may have been a re!lection

.

I '
of hov nuch Mathematics was: taught (m tﬁe‘!..ondon schools as ; ed-.wi-th Uu.S.
. ,. K ‘8t : F - [} ; ;
' ’ls) rather' than the suh:eets abil.ity to learn llathematrcs. - . /\/, "

. . _ | ) ' !




w% | t23
‘_ % . | | K
!'urthor evidence that tho PGs were performing better, acadomically. than
. tho ‘controls was ‘that only one: of them h*.ived any remedial training (as .
coupero@, to 508 of the controls who did) and all of them were promoged (as .

- compared to 27.8% of the controls who were not). Alsg, the teachers judged - ' \.
- . vy ,

the academic conpetence of the PGs to be.in every case average or above averuge .
. Social ‘Behavior and Personal- Social Adjustment. In ge'ﬁeral. the teachers juaoed ’

’

! ~ the PGs to be superioz to the controls in their social adjustment and attitudes

toward school:aud 'school work. - N

- ,'
. : . - Grade 2 Results : .
- - .
At this level data have been accumulated on only 15 subjects. nine PGs

- (seven in Group A and two. in Group B]) -and six controls. All were.m; Grade 2
. ‘ . except one contrgl subjeet who was repeating Grade 1. . In mid-yeéi"*‘ ohe _of the

controls moved out of the c:i.ty-a.na- ~uas lost. 'rhe find:.ngs with- these small

(4
.
Y - w?

samples are ‘reported but they must be reqarded as inconclusive. s -

.. oo -

. r R . > _.t. ] - :
= s Y . . ™

PR W L. ! i RS .zt o s aa

' w’Athhe beq.mn!ng of Grade 2 the mean ‘IQs of the two PG groups were 105 3
(Group A) and 102 5 -(Group B) : These scores oompar& favourably with the

mean IQs of these partxcular smal"]. samples OMJEC":S' at the end of the:L,r

preschool year (s) which were 106. ® (Group A) and 101 5 (Group B). Thus,

Do -
- g these \children were. clearly mamtazning the:.r preschool ins.’ The mean
than

the mean -_of
3

!Q of the six control s }e\ts was 94.2, slz.ghtly lower,

967atta:.nedbythetrabtheendofxmderqarten -

L ‘, | Stanfordi_:EﬁX School- Achievement . _ | - R 4/

'rhe d’ata on th:.s mea.sure f6r only groups A- and C atre reported becauge they ‘
. AT,

- '_ 5',wer.ﬂe available for only one of the Group B Subjects Mean scores. on the Pr:.mary
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- Y
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I battery, which was administered in the fall, and on the Primary If battery,

which was administered in tKe spring are prepented separately in Tables 16
v ' - ‘
"#and 17 respectively because scores on these batteries are not comparable.

s | .

- edn m m e e =.m e = e.m em e-m e = m = = -

¢ At the beginning of Grade 2 t‘h‘?Gs (Group A) were achieving at an

" average or above a rage level (as judge;l by U.S. horms) in all aress 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
achievenent ap) to.be beloﬁ sverag. in a.ll areas except word Study Skills
and Language. However, here again the use,of U.S. norms forﬁQg\ing the |
acawc achievenont of ch:.ldren‘ in Canadian®schools is questionsble
In th!.s regard it :.s‘noteworthy that in the fall the performance of the dontrol

'.subjects was also above average m the areas in wh:.ch the PGs were excelling.

“cWeaix achievements ‘on Word Study Skj:ns ma- nrithmetic were &t the -80-and-~

8. percemi,i.le 1 vels respect:.vely 'nus suggests thlt, in the London scbools.

' B
_the slulls measured,; by these two tests were emphas:.zed in the Grade 1 and early

Qrade 2 curncula. SRR
Although 1t is d;ff:.cult to Judge w:.th t.h:.s measure how well the PGs were

A ~ -
m.mta.ining thexr acluevement levelg throughout this grade. it is clear thst

’.

Y

,they were Eantmumg to ach:.eve as levels h:.gher than the controls in all of the

‘acadafaqr/easassessed. » - T

‘ &5 ,
_'reacher Reports of 5chool Adjus‘tment and Performance ' _‘ L S
( ‘l‘he teachers responses to the 'open-ended quest:.onns:.re for the’ subjects
:-;_.j\-:_ . . ) N R \ﬁ& 24 .A . 14
i -in-Grsde&re su-_nri_.,zec_l _:.n‘:\l.ja_ble;le. B L ,
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L o Table 16 . :

L 2

Mean and (SD) sunto:d Early School Achimr. Primary I utmy test

. , -cozoo !or groups A and c n: thc beginning of Gude 2
. L /
: : : Group A . Group C '
Subtest ) I. (n=7) . - - (n=$5) '
Word Reading C 7 24.3.41.5) o 4.8 (5.7)
Paragraph’ Neaping 23.3 (12.7) 6.4 (7.0)
Vocabulary 237 w8 -  18.6 (1.5) ‘
. .SPQII? N 10.0 (5.3) . 4.4 @D
| werdStudy Skillé o 39.9 (8.5) 28.0 (9.6)
Arithmetic - 35.7 (14.0) 0 29.2° 23.1)
- Note n e :
e 'Ranga of scores in Stanine 5 (average perfomance bned on U. s. uom)
Word Reading 20-22 : :
_ Paragraph Meaning 20-22 R .
MY nvm ) ) 20-22 )
ot -..:-SPelling’ .20-22 . ..
7 7 Word Study Skills 20-22 |
~ Arithmetic 20~22 - | '
Lo | | . :
N S _
4 ? R N
. ) 3 ol R . .
“ N - .
) . - i s " -“,.' v ) . -




. i \ Table 17, n
Mean and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievement Primary II Battery
test scores for groups A an‘d C at .the end of Grade 2 |
. o | ' | .
’ i Gron.;p A G;oup s
- Subtest (n=7) (n=4)
_)llord Reading - ‘16.6 ( 5.9) g8 5)
Paragraph uouunq 23.9 (11.8)‘ 9.8 ( 8. 43

l lci.ncc & SocP Studies

Spelling |
Word sux‘y-'s%;h ‘
Arithlotic': Conp\_xtaltion

Arithmetic Concepts

.. . )
3‘ N
N )
.
[

 Note = .- ‘ ‘
Range of scores in Sta.nme 5 (average performance based on U.S. noms)
Word Reading - S 28=30 | .
Paragraph Meaning ¥ 27-3p .
Scignce & Social Stu.!ies 27-31 ,

- Spelling : T 26=31
Word Study snus .'~\' { 27-33 Fd
Janguage ' "27-30 T
Arithnetid Conputauon 28-30 o
Arithmetic Concepts 27-31 . ¢

‘," v | 5 . f'él.
% . '
' > -

15.7 ( 2.2)
10.0 ( 2.6)
36.0(14.2)
33.6 (10.2)
18.7 ( 9.8)

10.0 (3.7):

. 13-0(3'6)
6.3 ( 5.2
20.5 (14.8)

26.5 ( 7.8)

10.8 ( 4.4)

6.3 ( 2.6)

TL ML L R

ES



Insert Table 18 about.here - ¥ :
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1 . . . . Y

ﬁod%@ﬁwtﬁomhmuuwh-djum'nu@ school
(question 1) udeohcvopoduvomitmm.chool mchommdochool

/"

(quntion 2). Also, the acad-:lc m\of\om thi.rd of the l;Gc . -

.(ueoquroduomozthocontmu) judgodeoboabonavcnqoa(qnudonﬁ.

.
-

v, m.Mo!mmmn«iMmmcthhlpuml" R
| M‘l (min_hthﬁnﬁ.csndomhm).but'twoottbofourm ,
ubjoctlahoroodvodmcbhdp (ouinmmdminunqw).éul | ‘
.Q. umolmm.butmlythncofmfourmh.comhtdm . )
. ymw!ullyumcprmwctma(qusucn 7. 'rheﬁo:mﬂ
oochl adjmt ofthoPG-mu.o rated higbtrthantbecmtrols (quution 8).
Behavior Ra o - : ‘/_.

Mtoacberntinqaofuncmmhwmrofmwxpcudez

. are pnicnud in hble 19. ’
. ’ Insert Table 19 about here : ’
iﬁ 4 . . ! N
. L e e e e - - ————- - -- c
Aga.i.n as. at the ‘earlier’ gnae levels, this measure did not diffeuntuce
) mw.afindingvhichmmtcondnmtwi:hthewofth‘ - »
. teachers to, th. opon-endod qnutioumir. ‘
: Mr.umnmsgstm L “ _ .
' . mauwtaindd&msmmmuhummm; .
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- . . : < e 1
-— ) N o l‘ . ~ .




'rth 18 . b -

8_u'y of 'ruchcr lhporu of adjusmnt and performance in Grade 2

.
1) ' ’

1. How well has this child adjusted t6 your class? .
,. PGs’ S0.0 above average 33.3 average 16.7 below average
~Controls 0 above average 66.7 average - 33.3 below _average -

2. Are this child's attitudes toward school, teachers, as¥ school work positivo?
PGs 33.3 above average 66.7 average 0 Dbelow average
Controls ' 25.0 above average 50 0 average 25.0 ‘below average

thi- chud well prapared: &cadtaucnuy for, youx' class?
“ « ' +16.7 above average 66.7 average 16.7 below average Lt
Com'.mu 0 above average 50.0 average " 50.0 below average '

'4.. How well has this child progressed academically during the current. _year?
PGs 16.7 above average 83.3 average O below average
Controls O above average 75.0 avoragc .25.0 below average

5. Did this.child need special remedial help?

» PGs 33.3 Yes - 66.7 No :
Controls 50.0 Yes - 50.0 No - . T
6. Did this child attend school regularly? - - .
PGs 83.3 Yes , 16.7 No
. Controls 100.0 Yes - - 0 No : " Y
7. Was this child promotod to the next grade? ' ’ )
‘PGS 100.0 Yes ‘0 No . . . f )
Controls 75.0 Yes - 25.0 No ‘ “
2 8. 'Nhat is your qeneral appraiul of this child's personal and. social oomet.mz
—J Pes 66.7 good  33.3 some concern 0 poor. .
, Controls 50.0'good 25.0 some ‘concern  25.0 poor
9. What is-your general appraisal of this chﬂd'macadenic competen ' - _,‘i
PGs ' . 33.3 above average 66.7 average 0 below avdrage o,
Controls 0 above average - 75.0 average  25.0 average ! .
. L a g e .. o
. , ~ ¢ _ '
1. There were seven Group A subjects at this level but no teacher report was
"7  obtained for ong them.  However, it is known that this subject"’ reqnixed
no remedial ‘passed to Grade 3,
2. M:ttition* PGs ,-1 .- ohe subject of _the ar'!ginal group of eight was
: . (n=A)Y™:* " lost at the ehd of Grade 1
) '.Controls one subject of the onqinal group of six was lost .
(n=4) - in the middle of Grade 2. The other subject was not

included because she .was repeatinq Grade 1

[
R
Oy
D
»

n



. ;'

2.

» Timidicy, Imum m.l Reliance, Inttqtin—ﬂithdtm.
i.ndiuu 1m ot‘ the behavior.

y . / o :
,., . - ‘Teble 19 ' |
lbcnlnd (BD) Behavior lpt;m Scale scores for groups ‘
N A and C at the end of Grade 3 : ;
- - ' . . B ’. .
dimensicn OO ) o b (nmSYE .
Aggression” : '1‘3.1;1{3) 13,0 3.7) )
Verbal-gocial Thtaraction 12.2 (3.3) 1.0 0.0 y
rmuty | 12.2 (3.6) - 12.6 (3.2) "
Indepentence " 10.5.5.2 7 netan
Achievement Motivaticn "l s 114 < 7
Inpatience 13.0 (3.0) \ 13.4 (187
External umnp. . 13.0 (5.0) | - 15.2. .ff" _
Inattentive-Withdrawn or (’12.‘0 (3.:0’_) .8 2.9 .
ers&-muwm '11.2 (4.2) \ 2.3z - ,'
M m Closeness ns @3 » . 12.8 (2.8). | g



. The Pds at this level continued to maintain their preschool IQ gains. ‘.
Although f.;ui': sStanford Acm.onnnt SCOYes were 'bolqw_av_c:s:nqo in oo.o u-?n
in’the spring, t.hoy vere hiGhet than thoss of the controls. All of the PG
were judged h.y't'hotr teachers to be average dr above average in acad-;c y
competence (although two of them received some extra 1Mtrucito§) but,nont
of the controls vu.comidirod above aMa« and one w.u judged to b‘o' below
.mnuqo and two ncctvop extra ‘i.nlu'uctton. All nine of the PGs pnﬂd their

"Z year successfully and were promoted to Grade 3 but one of ';hov-!ou{ c_w'g',rél-o_t. ‘ .\

failed ané oaly thn,i‘g:o' prc-oéod. ) e _ o
. N , "DISCUSSION .
\ h . In 9mrﬁ,' tbeu ﬂndﬁq: a're encouraging. The PGs, even thouvjat the

ye .
L . . .

- ucond grade leval, ha{rc maintained their preschool IQ qaim.- As & group -they

-haw dono acccpublc or. above average acade-ic vork and no PG las been roquirod

R - rop“!“ a grads. ‘Iﬁ“ébntu:t, ‘Ehe acadeslc-achievemert of the conttét m‘@=
has been, more often than not. below average and six of the controls have been -
| requitod to roput a qnde.'
) A-mcxpocted atmmmmenlm,cwcmm:gznu:

- . ga:l.nsthanGroupAonvanofthemuandgmtetqaimﬂunctoupsoa_j'

three of un- However, these gains uere not as qrut as those made by thc
a _
- gromps in preachool, and the control ‘:oup did not catch up..

By the end- -of Grade 1 the unquaio abilities of tbe oo’trol s&j«:t: had ,

) ’ -,Wand althoogh thoi:scoruwerestill hlovthouofthom. in

hmctiml me and mtation thcy were pazfoniuq at an avéaqe or above

p .

. averdge level. -At this tilo the PGs were cleuly pu‘forninq ngp cognitive

[ 4

Y
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O

level which was mm: than the oonr.:ol-. ad w&dcncod w their hl.qb-r
m:{. ou auuucatm. M:Lcd Ccmc-a.u. nnd como.rvnr.ion. 'nu.l

. ' findm 'is of putmm interest unco :h- mutoly pa'oqnn otund t.hon

Ln pmchoe.l !ocuud oa"tho act.ivnuux ot the procum which crc tbouqht to 3
- md.zu. tho development of loqicn thought. -rh- academic ares in which' the
PG. wn._n)unq greater proqrut tm ‘thc controls was Ln Reading. - '!‘M‘o T ,-5‘-
: t at both the Grade 1 and the Grade 2. levels: o ‘A g

n’u pmwu toq.uv my concluiom lbOllt. the ottocu of nqo 'Q.
L t -

* ac onuy 1nto pruchool or cohool bocm-cz un -uo of the Group™® sample

is uux so -.u. ov.\; the chrudrcn whd im:.a preschool as three-ye
-apput to have made qruur um.m IQ andé:bcr :ypoco! cognitive 9d.nl

_thooo ‘who ouriod preschool as- four-yur-oldu wmrquun as t:b.-m:’

(XY

and so tu thou gains have bun uinuined. =~

Finally, the personal-social adjustadht of .the PGs in the public achobls D -

» has been, i.n' mrgl. uushctory nnd " supoxior t,o the contxoll. -év “ o

ut.houqh thc bohavtor ol tha PG: with only one year of proscbool cxperience hn oy,

LaNTAT AN 2 N ASTR PPN .
e At - SRTRIN P USSR - — e

.bocn less accopu.blo t.han tho bohavmz of tbou \d‘th tvo years of pzeachocﬂ

9 k ,;
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1. CA: Age when chzld was firet tested (m1dr0ctober) ‘is shown by years: ,f

and monéhs (i. ey’ .3-6 = 3 years and 6 months)f-

{]:2 ~Binet 10: ‘The scores~1n brackets were.obtained in thé, fall, follow owing
' .. " the: subject s ﬁ;rst yapx in preschool (the Blnet was not 1nc1uded
the teSt battery 'in the first year of the’ reschool project). -
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" Chronological Ag

Range - 0 to 97 1 to_'ss ll"to.91l

Binet ',IQ* . - '

. Group A __ffi Group B L Group C . ) ;;-["m‘
_ (nf24) ST (n-12) . . (n=24) f-;_.“: panh

"',' s e T st -

Mean (in mont} "39.6 (2.9) +-51:3 (3.8) “62.8 (8,09 -
‘Range - .7 °3-0"to 3-9. 3-10 to 4;9f; 4-10 to»5—§ '

s'ex . . N . .. ~ ’. ,.: . . '- . ‘ o Tl - | N _; C . . v‘ __ . | .
. - _Males o : .} ,-. ,..‘ . 11 -. . . . . - 7 . i . 9 ) _" ._',- B _.. : -
' Pemales R & S5 18 AL

Preschool Inventory ;f, i"l‘ﬂ'il“a SRR f:{:-_.jﬁ'}:_:'jl_“,g;'

_Percentile " ° ST Do : - = : _@;ﬁf ;”
Mean . - - 2009 . = .861.0 o 59.3"
sb - T 26.9 ' : 31.8 © 24.D

-~

Mean -~ 3 g7.4 - 93.2 . 90.6 S
sp .. 1.7 - 11.8 11.0
"Rare@® . - 68 to 112 ‘71 to 106 60 to.ioa

-

.

®- _ _ -

: IQ data do. not 1nc1ude scores obtalned after a Chlld s first preschool year

{shown in brackets on precedlng page). “The n's were ‘as follows::
16 (Group A), 11 (Groqp B),.24 (Group C)-. _ o ._~»a
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, 5. How well has th"s chﬂd p sed academcally durmg the current

»- .. year? Please ‘ehec‘k and c on changes/ﬁ\perfonnance over ﬂ:e
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