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Comparisons were made of the performance of three groups of low-income

childrén in\\he primary grades. Two groups consisted of children who had been

*”in~the'University-of~Western—Ontario Laboratory Preschool Program: (a) ones.

who had. been enrolled as three year olds who attended for two years (Group A)

and (b) ones who had been enrolled as four year olds and .attended for one year
E +

(Group R). The th1rd group consisted of children with no preschool experience~

(Group C). The total numbers of subjects (and the numbers in each group: A, B,

_and C respectively), studied during their first to fifth year in school were:

?

‘First year (Kindergarten) 66 (24, 12, 30); second year 59,g24 12, 23), third

year 41 (22, 2, 17); fourth’year 14 (7, 2, 5); fifth year 1 (in Group B).

fThree kinds of performance were assessed: intellectual and cognitive
competence, academic achievement, and sociai—nersonal edjuStmeht.

It was found thet the two groups (h and B) with pteschool'experience
madntainea the gntellectua]‘levels they had attained in preschool at all primary\
grdde levels studied (i;ef, ehere-waé no decline in Binet IQ) and they made further

ks

' - ; ] - . .
cognitive. gains as measured by the Circus tests in Kindergarten. The grouyp without

preschool experience (Group C) made a 'significant IQ gain in Kindergarten, but it .

was not any greater than the gains made by Groups A and B. In both Kindergarten

and Grade 1, Group C made substantial cognitive gains as measured by the Circus

A
tests and by the end of Grade 1 was performing on the language measures just as well

.as Groups A -and B. However, there was no closing of the gap between the 1Qs of

Groups A and C or B and C and on the Circus tests, othe; thad the langusge-test3 the

performanke_of Groups A and B\éontinued to be average but that,of Group C continued
‘ .

\

The academic achievement of the two groups with ﬁreschool experienoe was

H. : 4 _' .."
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superior to that of the group with no preschool experic¢nce and Group A with two
years performed,somkwhat better than Group B with only one year in preschool.

o . . KR ' .
These differences were reflected in their scores on the achievement tests, the

teachers' judgments of their academic ability (although the teachers tended to
-

underestimate the achievement ot the Group B subjects as indicated by their test

scores) and their pass/fail rates. The failure rate was three times as ‘great inL‘
Group C as in Group A  and more than twice as great in Group C as in Group B and at
. \

the end of the project only 60% of Group G were at grade level (with 10% 2 years.
below grade level) as compared with 86% of Group A and 83% of Croup B.
The findings concerning the personal—socia}.adjustment of the groups,in

school were equilocal, perhaps because all of the measures of this were supjective,
) o -
i.e., based on teachers' ratings and appraisals. ‘However, con7istent trends ir 1

the data suggested that the behavior of the children with two years of preschool

<

/experience was’ more acceptable to teachers than that of the other two groups.

| The findings -strongly sapport the view that preschool education for children
from fow-income families can significantly reduce their risk of failing in the
alementary school and reduce the cost af their e&ucation by eliminating their naed‘

¢ . .
_ _ \
for placement in special classes and reducing their need for remedial "instruction.

.

They also suggest that the assumptions made at Western about the'needsfof low-income"
. _ \ :

-

children in a moderatg\aized city such as London were valid and that the program

P

designed for them in the Laboratory Preschool was appropriate and therefore more

-

.sugcessful than most compensatory presg§ool programs have been in ach1ev1ng

\

long-range as “well as short-range goals in the 1nte11ectua1, cogn1t1ve, and

academic achievement areas.

\ . .
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The University of Western Ontario Preschool Project began in the academic
year 1973-74. Its purpose was to study the social, motivational and cognitivel

characteristics of Canadian, white, anglophone children from low-income famij

= & . e - - - — . — - e . . A
- 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 them.
Initial findings *suggested that the differences between the low- and the high-

o - income children were greatest in the cognitive areas and smallest in the motivational
. ‘ . *

and social areds and it was concluded that the greatest need of the low-income

children was for cognitive stimulation. A program based on cognitive-developmental

. \ N
'theory was therefore designed, which focused on the development of representational

skills and-cencepfﬁal intelligence and this program was successful in inducing, in °~

- J ’ .
both the low- and the high-income children, significant cognitive and also social

gains. 1

The goals of the progrem.were lepg-term as well as short-term. Therefore,

‘the follow-up study, which is described in this report, was undertaken to determine - .

the extent to which the low-income‘children maintained their preschool gains in the

v 3

" primary grades‘end were more successful.in school than comparable children who had’
- no preschool exberience y \

Th1s report contains three chapters.‘ The chapter form 'hes been used in
J organizing the material because a book describing the nptal prOJect is in preparatlon

‘ These three chapters will, form part of the bogk although the third chapter will be

)
-

elaborated. -
The book will be «in two sections, the first section will prov{de a qgfcription
\.-

« of the preschool program and the research which influenced its development "The

second section will repqrt the evaluatlon of the program and it ‘wild have two parts

. .

Q . " X <. 7 <t
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The first will deal with the immediate impact of the program on the children whek

they were in preschool and the second will deal with the long-range impact after

T thé children entered the primary grades Kthe follow-up study described in the

» -
t

present report). N _ ,
\‘ . . v .

The book will also include a %7port on the basic research which was done, as .
. N - . .

. part of the project,- to develop a new objective measure of social competence and
. - . . - 3 & AN ‘. - \ -

to add to knowledge about the processes involved in the development of social

, dbilities in preschool children. ' :
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CHAPTER: 1
/
. . L ] '
The Foﬂﬁow Up: Objectives, Method, and Results

at the Kindergarten Level

»

The primary purpose of the follon-up study was to assess the long-range

effects of the UNO preschoBl program-on the performance of the low+income
children after they entered tpe primary grades. Would these children maintain

the intellectual and cognitive gains they had made in the preschool? Would

L

they adjust better to school, be better academic achievers and fail less often

than ¢omparable children who had no prescheol experience? Would those who
entered the prescheol as three-year-olds and had two years in the program be

more successful than those who entered as four-year-olds and had only one year

in the’ program?
‘A variety of different types of preschool programs have been succkssful

iﬁ'indbcing immediate IQ and 6ther types of gains in low-income children (Weikart,

t

. 1967, Kleus & Gray, 1968 Bereiter, 1972) but these gains have appeared to Be ‘:

lost after one or two years in the_ primary grades (Bronfenbrenner, 1974)

Over time the size of the initial d1fferences betyeen the test scores of the //

L4
/

preschool .graduates and their controls have gradually diminished, due in part

., + [

~to. e“reductlon in the performance levels atta1ned by the preschool graduates,

but also to gains made by the q?ntrol subjects after they entered the kindergarten.

However, in several recent follow up studies (Palmer!, 1976 Weikart et al., 1978)

*

it has been found that after six or seven years in the elementary school significantly

more of those With preschool experience than their controls were- j the appropr1ate

» -
grade for their age. Such findings have been interpreeed by some as ''sleeper"
effects and it has been: suggested that the benefits of preschool experience are

not likely to show up when chlldren are 1earn1ng basic skills in the primary

grades but_gnf; when they meet greater cognitive challenges later on. However, Y(
| . . 11 B . s \\'
. , . - ,
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{f the controls "failed" a year more frequently than thdse from the preschools
this probably began cven at the pfimary levels.
Currently in Canada, there is a growing public demand for universally

available pre-kindergarten education in the public schools. If this demand is

-

met, at what age should children be enrolled? There is some evidence that

youngsters who start preschool as three-year-olds make greater immediate

intellectual gains and maintain these gains better than children who start

1]

preschool as four-year-olds of children who start school in kindergarten as

five-year-olds (Beller, 1972). Although the maintenance of the_gaiqs-may be

-a‘{gnction of the amount of preschool experience, rather than the age of preschool

- 1 .

entrance, this finding, if verified, would have jmbp‘tant prac;}ca] implications.
]
On the other hand §f it were not verified, that is if one year of preschool-

experience which starts when qke child is a four-year-vld is as effective, in the
long run, as two years of preschool,'then the practice, common in most .
municipalities, of not admitting children until they are four-year-olds would

“

have. some research support. Because of the practical'importénce'of this issue,

v
an Qttempt was made to assess the differential long range effects'of‘tgp years
of preschoolhstarting at age three, and one yea?-of preschool starti?g at . ’
ag;_four on later academic achievement. C /
Although the focus in the follow-up study w#s on intelléétual and
cognitive competence and‘academic achievement an att;mpt was also made to .
a;sess the children's personal and social adjustment in the school setting and -
their ;ttitudes toward tgpchers and scheol work. |
, METHOD ; .
| Su.bjeg'_tr ‘
Preschool graduates (PGs) g2 All of tgb children from lou-id%9me families
LA | - . ' ,:_/ , , ’ ).

. 12
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(but not those from high-income families) who were studied in the preschpol
- r. . - : .
and were subsequently enrolled in. the London public and separate schools, or

- the Mlddlesex County public schools, were followed up. They will be referred to
3 . -\ 1Y
.as preschool graduates (PCGs).. In all, there were %b pcs 24 who started

-

" preschool as thrcc year- olds and dttended for two >¢ars (hroup A) and 12 who

-

started pr®school as four- year olds and attended for only one year (Group B)

- .

Control sub)ecﬁs. Thirty control subjects weré obtained. These constituted

- 4

. . . ¢
a_third group (Group C}. They were children from low-income families who had

.
*

had no preschool or day nursery experienCe and were énrolled in an early

v
Al

education program for the first time as five-year-olds in kindergarten. These
. subjects were seiected on the basis of age, sex, SES and test scores to -

equage Group C as closely as possible with the two PG groups, A and B.

Selection procedure for the gontrol sub;euts. The prlmary selection

- ‘ . .
criterion was the PreSchool Inventory Percentile Score. It was -chosen for this

purpose because the authors of the test claim that ft reflects the degree of
Vo . ‘)

N . |

. dlsadvantage a child has suffered The Stanfg¥a Rimet Intélligeuce test was
also used as a supplementary criterion measure. The controi subjecfs"selected

. ._were ones who obtalneu scores on these measures, at entry into kinde arten,
L ;yhlch ‘were comparable to the scores obtalned on them by the «PGs when they were

first enrolled in the preschool. The tests were admlnlstered,t the control

. ~ . -
subjects;'as they had been to the preschoolers& no sooner thanfsix weeks after
, , ) \ ] . . : 4

_ they had been enrolled for the first time in school.
Suitable control subjects were extremely difficult to obtain. This was

4 primarily because the school authorities were not permitted, for ethical reasons,

- A

‘to reveal any information about the socio-economic status of families. They
“ could provide information only about whether ox.not children had had any
’ - ’ /_/ . . '{n

I
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* preschool éxporioncé. The initial intention was to select the Controls from
. . \.\
only those schools in-which the PGS were envolled, but by the second year,
¢ ~-
for two reasons; this plan was abandoned. {irst it was not yiglding dnough
I‘ ., ' » 1] - ) .
subjects. Second, the PGs were being enroflled M so many dlfferent.schouls_
and were changing schools so frequently that to avoid My possible school-of-
: ’ ' ] .-
“enrollment effects it was decid®d that the.controls spould aiso.be enrolled -

in as many schools as were the PGs. To increase the likelihodad of findidh(
low- income families, -schools located near subsidized housing were included. .

Also the cooperation of public health officers and: nursesygas finally obtainéd

and these provided the names of a number of potential §hbjects.

_ Before the pre-testing was done, parental permissions were-obtained,.

A letter (see-letter #1 Appendix A) emplaining the project and seeking permission

to stgdy.a child was sent out to some 200 or more families. About‘two thirds ~

répliéd'and agreed to let their child participate. Thus approiimaielé.lZ% a

children were pre-tested. Aftor'}ho tést{ng, a preliminary selection of .
hﬁkubjecfs wag made based on age, sex, and test scores. Then tng'procéﬂhre

for determining the socio-ecenomic status of the families (the findl selection

criterion) was in%&{atéd. SES was judged (a% it was for the PGs) on the basis

. Y :
of information obtained from the parents during semi-formal, scheduled interviews

4

and home visits.1 In these interviews rapport was established with the families,

and the interviewer also made sdrentﬁe child had not had any previous preschool
: J .
t experience and had no spegial disability which would make him/her unsuitable for '

¢

the project. After the SES ‘index of the families was estimated the_final_sglegtion

AN

of control subjects was made and Fhe Sfnilies of those who had not been selected

for further study were notified (see letter #3, Appendix A}.
<’ : .. - '

1n copy of the letter tequesting an interview (letter #2) is provided in .
Appendix A along withra copy of the Parent Interview Form which was employed.

'
[ K ooy
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Schools attended and s

All, but one, of the ontrol subjects were enrolled in the public schools,,

¢

but a quarter of the PGs ware enrvlled in the qeparate (Roman® Cathollc) schools.
‘J.
In some schools there were both PGs -ang controls, But in others there were only

- PGs; or -only controls. -Many of the families were highly mobile and their

cﬁildren'chaﬁged §choois fregugntly. The following provides data on these
vari§b1es for the last two years of the projecf.

In 1977;78 when there Wwere 36 PGs and 24 controls in the project,.these 60
cﬁildren were 4in 28 different schools. In eight there were both PGs and contréls,

but in 13 there were only PGs. gnd in seven only controls. During that year

-

30% of the PGs and-4% of the controls changed schools onc‘or wore: In 1978-79

F]

_ o ~ ‘
when there were 34 PGs and 28 control$ in the project, these 62 children were

~in 35 different.schools. In nine there were both PGs and controls, byt in 15

there were only PGs and in ‘11 only controls. 'Duriﬁg this year 24%-of-the PGs
and 32% of thé controls changed schools once or more. . .

General descr1pt1on of the total sample

The subyects in each ‘group -are described 1nd1vidua11y by age, Sex, SES index,
L8
Preschool Inventory Percentile Score and B;net IQ (when available) at entry

kY

into thé pgoject (at the preschool or Kindergarten level) in the appendix
(see.Appendix B). A summary description of the groups studied at the kindergarten

level is presented in Table 1. ~ _ \ PR .

e Ifisert Table 1 about here

-
-z

" SES. In general the controls appeared ‘to be, if anything, somewhat
' ' \ 4 ' :

less disaévantdged than the PGs. Only 40% of them were from §ingle‘parent

families as compared with 50% in Gréup A and 80% in Goup B. However, the

. -
]



Table |1
Description of the Groups studied at the Kinderparten level by sek,
SES index, age at entrance to Kindergarten, and Preschool Inventory
A .

Percentile score and Binet 1Q at entrance into the prdiect

v
Variable , Group A ‘ Grbup B Group C
- : (n = 24) (w = 12) (n = 30)
Sex . * .
Males 11 (45.8%) - 7 (58.3%) 14 (46.6%)
.+ +Females 13 (54.2%) . 5 (41.7%) - 16 (53.3%)
SES index
X ' - 30.5 30.1 32.8
SD . 3.9 « 57 7.5
Range 27.8 - 44,2 27.3 - 47.6 -27.0 - 51.7
Age at enterinpg ‘ D
Kindetgarten in.months '
. X. , 63.6 ) 63.3 62.3
sp 7. - 3.0 | 3.8 . © 3.1
Range i . 60~6Y - 58-69, .~ - 58-69
\\. : : ..
Preschool Inventofy .
. Percentile score at \ ,
"entry into the project" . ] -
X 20.9 X 61.0 59.3 -
SD - 27.0 31.8 25.4
|  Range . N 0-97 ‘ 1-95 11-91
. Stanford Binet IQ2 at o
"entry into the project' ) ) o
e X _ 87.4 93.2% 90.5
SD . 11.7 11.8 11.8
‘ .Range « . 68-112 71-106 g 60 -108

i

{
!

Note 1. "entry into the prdject” was at approximately age 3, 4 and 5 for

‘,*7: Groups A, B and C respectively.
Note 2., The mean Binet*IQs for Groups A and B'are_based on 16 (of the 24)
v and 11 (of the 12) subjects respectivaly, because the Binet was

not included in the test battery in the first year of the project.

14
L3
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mean SES index (Blishen, 1967) of Group C (32;8,'§D 7.5) which was based on
the usual ocgupation of the heads of. the families (mother in single, father
in intact), if or when they were emplQyed, was not s1gn1f1cantly higher than

the means of the other two groups (30.5, sbh 3.9 and 30.1 8D 5. 7 for A.and B

L ' reqpectlvbly) The educat1ona1 level -that the family heads claimed they, had

+

achieved was sl1ght1y higher in Group B than in the other two groups with Groups

A and C being about equal. The pe%centage in each group§c1a1m1ng atta1nment .
o

at each of three 1eJErs was for A, B, and C respectively, as follows:
[]

Above Grade 10: 12.5 16.6 — 17.2
\ . Grade 9 of 10: 50.0 - 66,7  48.3 |
| e Grade g\or below: = 37.5 16.7 34.5 .
\‘\‘ _ Ethnicitz; Most, but not all of the children were White\bauc%sians. There

- were four native (Indihn) subjects in Group A (3 girls, 1 boy), one negroid 'girl
~ ' -

. in Group B and one pative QInd)an) girl and one negroid boy in Group C.

Lo .Rrg te$t scores. The - initiad-mean Preschool Inventory Percentile scores -

¢ T ew e e

of the groups suggested that .Group A was more dlsadvantaged than the otther "two -

© e e smanrs ~

[y

groﬂpa Group A's score (20.9) was significantly lower than Group B's (61 Q)

[ )

or Group C's (59.3) score p < .01. However, their 1nitial mean 1Q scores
(87. .4, 93,2, 90.5 for A B and C respectlvely) were no{ signlficantly different.
- Foxr sex, G!oups A and C were fairly well balanCﬁEJBith slightly more: than
- ' half of the eubJects in each being girls (54.2% in Group A and 53. 3% in Group C)
but in Group B there were proportionately more boys than glr}Q (iny 41.7% were
. girls) K | | . .

For age, the groups were satisfactorily equated Their mean age at entry .

"

into Kindergarten was for A, B, and C‘rospectlvely 63.6, 63.3, and- 62 3 months.

S |
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. . ) | .
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Numper of post-kindergarten yeers studied

_All of -the 66 subjects described above were followtd up for one year
after entry into Kindergarteh, but successively tower were studied at each of
the higher érade‘levels. -This was because thehprescnool subjeCtslentered |
Kindergarten by LOhOTt 1n flve consecutlve sLhool years and new control subjects
yere also selected in each of these years This, for example, only the Flrst N

‘ cohorts in Groups A and C had completed their fourth year in school by the end

of the project. There was also some attrition 1n each of the groups over, tiﬂb
The numbers of subJects studlep dur1ng their first to fifth year in school is

shown by group. and assessment time in Table 2. |

Because both the size and constitution of the samples of each group .

studied beyond Kindergarten changed by year in school, they will be

]

‘ 3§cr1bed‘1n greater detail later, jyst prior to the presentatlon

of the results
)
at each of the hlgner grade levels..

- 5 D ~

ASsessment instruménts . -

» ' . . * ,' )
* An -attempt .was made to aSsess: (a) intellectual ability, cognitive ¢ -

~

> competence and cognitive styles, (b) academic achievement and’ (c) personal-social

adjustment in school. .’ _ ’ .

s

L Intellectual and cognitive competenée measures. The Stanford Binet

In addition, at the kindergarten

4

Intelllgence Scale was used at all ‘devels.
'\
level the Preschool Inventory,‘xwo Circus tests, (Form A) "Say and Tell"
" and "Think it Through“ and the Kansas Reflection- Impu1s1vity Scale for

“Preschoolers (KRISP) were employed and, at the Grade 1 level, three Circus

S i 19‘
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/ .
/Tablq 2~
The number of subjects studied during their. first to £i€tH year
L 4 “ .« v ) .
after entry into Kindergarten
. - . .
PIRST (Kindergarten) SECOND (Grade 1) THIRD (?rade 2 or below) FOURTH (Grade ¥ or below)

GROUP Fall Spring Fall spring Pall spring Fall . Spring |
‘ +

A 4. 24 - 24 24 22 o1 7 7

|
B 12 12 12 7* 2 2 2 I
. . l. . )

c 30 : 30 23 23 17 17 5 5

) ) N ' . ) _
Total 66 - 66 59 54 41 ,30 14 13

"\ -
’ : &

-

*Note. In the termination year of the projéct, fall (but not spring) tests were given to cohort 3 of Group A

(n = 11) and>cohort 4 of Group B (n = 5) but not to cohort 5 of Group C.
. L |

1,

.'t-' . X ¢

L]

fe

[y

FIFTH (Grade 4)

Fall

Spring,
0
1
0
.



tests (Form B), "Say and Tell", "Think it Through'", and '"How Much and How Many"

and the KRISP were used. _ X

Academic achicvement.. This was assessed in two ways (a) through ,testing and

Ilb) through teacher reports of progresé/and promotion. The tests used "eﬁf the
\ ¢
~Stanford Farly School ALh1evcment test Level | (first_year in school, i.e.,

k1ndergarten level), the Stanford Early Suhool Ach1evement test Level Il (second

yYear in school), the S§anford Achlevement Test Primary I Battery (fall) and
Primary I1 Battery (spffhg) (third year in schoel) and the Stanford Achievemeht

Test, Primary I1-Battery (fourth year in school). The report form used by the -
\ .
teachers was developed by the author. A copy of it is appfnded (see Appendix C)

It was called the School Adjustment Report and included open-ended questions which

- (g

permitted the teacher to comment freely» on the child's behdvior and abilities. -

»~

v Personal-social adjustment. his was measured in part by teachers' responses
J a N p ¢ P

to’ questions on the School Adjustment Reporf-réferred to above and by scores on a

Behavior RéfingaScale. A copy . of the Behav1or Ratlng Scale is also included in

]

. the_appendix (see Appendix D). It is a 50- item scale which assesses the extent

to which children are ”like"' hildren who display behavig:'which has been found

to be related to classroom achleVement Each child is’rated on §ach,item as '"not

ey

at all like'', "véry 1itt1e‘11ke" "somewhat like" or 'very much 11ke" on eac?////

s

v

item.’ The first 20 it%of the scale were taken from a Behavior Invem;ory

.developed for assessing the outcome of Head Starf programs (Hess et al., 1966).
N “ - . L4 . :
Twenty-one of the next 30 items were taken from the Devereux Elementary School -

Behavior Rating Scale (Spivak & Swift; 1967). Nine additional items, made up
by the present investigator, were inciuded to obtain additional information.

Procedure o \

4

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

LI ' '

~ [ ]

. f'. } . | - 1; o .. | 2!1

S



ip the spring. At the Kindergarten level all tests were given in both the fall

and the spring. However, at tke post-Kindergarten levels only the academic
N,

achievement tests (and the KRISP in Grade 1) were given at both the fall and

spring assessment times. At these higher levels the Binet was given only in the

fally and at the Grade 1 level the Circus tests were given only in‘the spring.’
The teachers completed the School Adjustment Repdrt and the Behavior Rafing Scale
once during the school yeagw, i.e.,lin'the late séring. ~
‘At the Kindergirten level the Preschool Invéntory was given first (i£
October), no soone£ than si; wegks after the children were enrolled -in school,
and the Biflet was administered approxim%tely one wg?k later. Thev}est of the

]

tes&s were given in November in no fixed oxder. However, in the. spring when N

' pJ . )

tests given in. the fall were readministered ‘(May-June) the children were tested

in- the same grder as they Jad been tested in the fall. At the Qigher grade levels
. - . : -,

the children were also tested in the same otrder ip the.spr&ng as' in the fall.

7/ . ' ’ T T
Until the final year of the project there were four testers, one of whom

- gave only the initial preschool inventories. The other three did all the rest, -

- . .
of the testing, but administered different tests at each assessment time to avoid

expectancy effe@ts. In the final year a professipﬁal psychologist, who had no
I‘ . - ~
knowledge about the children or the project, wg‘hhired to a?minister the Stanfsrd

. { .
Binet to 16 subjects: This was done as a special reliability check on the scores.

The children tested were those in the last cohqrt of each of the two PG groups
« 0

(A and B). e

\J

RESULTS: First year ip'séhOOI,(Kindergarteﬁ)

Lg§e11éctual and cognitive competence

The mean'scoreé of the three groups’at the beginning and_en? of kinder-
gaftpn on four of the measures used to assess intelligence and cognitive

competence (Preschool Inveritory Percentile Scorgé,_Binet IQs, Circus "Say and
[} Y, . .

L4



Tell" functional language scores, and Circus "Think it Through" total scores

\ are presented in Table 3. g ' .

- - - e ~ - -

The data obtained.with these tests were subjected to a series of 3 (Group)
. x 2 (Time: fall, spring) Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs). When signifigant effects #

were ¥ound post hoc analyses were done using Dunn's Multiple ‘Comparisons test

-

(Kirk, 1968).

Ptreschool Inventor’. There was a main Group effeot, E_(2361) = 11.9, -

En<~301° In the fall the two PG groups (A & B) were not signifiéau}ly different
but both ef these groups scored higher than Group Cp < .01

From fall to sprlng the two PG groups (A § B”lmnjnalned their end.of-
preschool performance ‘levels, but made no further significant ga1n§ and Group C

geiped more than the two PG groups, (Group x Time 1nteract1on, F (2,61) -“3.9,“_

P < 05) : . : . \
In Qhe %pr1ng the differences between the PG groups and the Con{rol group

t
' were reduced, but Group A still scored higher thf séroup C (p < .05).

Binet IQ. There was a maln Group effect F (2,61) = 10.4, p < . In ?he {\
fall_the_scores of rhe two PG groups Qﬁ § B) were not significantly dlfferent, iy ' ]
‘but both of t;he'se groups scored hig“h'er than 'Grouﬁ Cp < .01.. «

Frou f511 to spring all three groups made significant gains,'E_(l,Gl) |
= 17.0, P < .01 and there were no significant differences among the groups in

the s1ze of these gains..”

In the spring, both of the ?G groups 5till scored h1gher than Group C \

(p < .05). ' : -

23
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-

\ . . : €2
v “Group A
n = 24
Fall . Spring
X (Sh) X (SD)
Pl [ 4 .
Preschool Inventory 87.7 (17.6) 87.2 ("2
Percentile Score - :
"Binet IQ 102.7 (10.2)  104.4 (11.3)
Circus ) \
"Say an¥ Tell" 55.6 ( 8.2) 57.7 (8.5)
. Form A7 -
Punctional Language: , ¢
! .
Circus _ 21.7 ( 3.3) 23.7 ( 3.8)
- - .

b ~N0t e [

Table 3 . .

Mean and (SD) scores on fou?fmeasurey’of intellecfual.and cognitive ability

for the groups at the Kindergarten leve¥l by assessment ‘time

"Think It Through"
Total® scores '

"Say and Tell" functional language 51.0 (13:7),
nThink *It Through''-total score 22.2 (5.4).

3

&roup B
| n= 12

Fall
X (D) X

Spring
(5D)

83.3 (20.6) 89.8 ( 9.6)

104.3 ( 9.0) 108.4 ( 8,3)
5

~50.3 (16.0) 56.4 (10.6)

L 1

19.8 ( 5.2) 24.7 ( 4.53

!

{ \

™

US National means and (SDs) for the Circus tests at the Kindergarten level:

* .
Group C
n =30
Fall . Spring
X (sD) X (sSD),
-/

59.3  (25.4)

T.

90.5 (11.8)

43.3 ( 6.91\ 50.1 ( 8.6)
- \ -~

17.4 ( 4.9)

72.3 (16.6):

95.6" (11.6)

» -

*

J9.8 ( 4.3)

€T



= 28.6, p < }94. : : {

- scored hlgher than Group C (p < .01).

,in Group-A. :q
—E.é .01; Group B, p < .05). It should be noted also that the two

~Group C scored below that level

“"Say and Tell" functional language. There was a main Group cffect,

® -

E.(Z,ﬁl) = 85.4, p < .0l. In the fall the scores of the two PG groups

(A § B) were not significantly different but Group‘AM(although not Group By

scored higher than Group C p < .01.

< _
From fall to spring all three groups made sfgnificant gains, F'(1,61)

In the spring, there wer® no significant differences among thé’!hree

groups. However, it should %e noted, that éhe two PG grotips were hpth

1

performing at a level equal to, or aboyé} the US National mean, but Group C

was .perfornting below that level.

3

Think it Through total scores. 'Thefe was a main Group effect,

E CZ 61) = 10,35, p < .01. In the fall the scores of the two\R\ groups ,

TA § B) were not slgn1f1c|ht1y different Qyt Group A (although no Group B)

\
\~

\

From fall to spring all three groups gained (F (1,61) = 29.4, E.‘ w01).

but the gains were greater in Group B (p < -01) and Group C (p < .05) than -

L

T In the spring bdth_of the PG groups scored higher than Groﬁk\: (Group A,
G-

groups both scored at a level equal to orlébqye the US National meanﬁ\rut

~

KansqaLBeflect1on Impulsivity Scale for Preschoolers (KRISP). The number

of subjects 1n cach group who were classified, by their performance on th1s

ﬁhémeasure, as reflective, impulsive (or otherwise) at each assessment t1me are -

] . )

.



shown in Table 4. The(p&assifications reflective, average or fast-accurate

1 ‘ . Insert Table 4 about here Y

f***“““*ffiﬁepres9n£fsatisfactory performance. . : . ' e
In the fall 65% of Group A and 92% of Group B, but only 42% of Group C

N _ ] .
. performed satisfactorily (as defined above) on this test.
\

In the spring 87% of Group A, 83% of Group B, but only 47% of Group C

performed satisfdctorily.
At both assessﬁent times a larger proportion of the Control than the PG

subjects performed impulsively (were fast and inaccurate).
N

Summaxy of Results on Intellectual and]tognitive Competence

First, gompgrisonsqu thg two PG groups A & B-revealed the following:
lj At the beginning of the year the scores of these two
groups were not significantly different on any of the
measures . |
2) From fall to spring, both groups maintained their preschéol
N i ' ga&gs and on three hegspres'(fhe Binet, "Say and Téll"a
functional lan%u?ge, an? "Think it Through"):made further |
_gains.- Group B made greater gains than Group A on "Think
it'Through",ané somewhat greater gains on ''Say and‘Tell"
-fu.ctional lénguagé, but npt on the Binet.
3) At the endﬁof the;year the scores of thé two PG groups

. were still ﬂot‘significahtly different, ,
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Tabie 4

Percentage of subjects in each KRISP category by group

- ' ~and assessment time~at the Kindergarten level
Group A Group B ~ Group C

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
Reflective 17.4 21.7 8.3 33.3 3.3 3.3
(slow-agcurate)
Average - 30.4 30.4 66.7 259 26.7 26.
-Fast Accurate 17.4  34.8 16.7 <. 25.0 10.0 16.7
Impulsive 30.4 4.3 8.3 . 8.3 . 56.7 36.6
(fast-inaccurate)
Slow-Inaccurate 4.3 1 8.7 0 o 8.3 3.3 16.7

B




k)
- Second, comparisons of cach of the two PG groups (A & B) with the Control

Group (Group C) revealed the following: =

1)

2)

3)

4)

At the beg1nning of th@tyear, Group A performed (on
all five measures) and broup B (on three measures
Preschod&*ﬁhventory, Biriet, and KRISP) signlflcantly

better than Group C.

From fall to spring Group C galned, on the’ Preschool

. Inventory, more.than either of the two PG groups and

£
gained more than Group A (but not Group B) on "Think

it Through'". However, there were no significant
differences among the groups in the size of the gains

made on the Binet ‘or 'Say and Tell™ Functional language.

oAt the end of the.year; both of the PG groups scored

higher ;han.Cfoup C on the Binet and hThink:it Through"
and both performed more satigfactorily on the KRISP;

: '
Also, Group A (although not Group B) scored significantly
higher'than Group C on éhe Preschool Inventory: 'By this

time, however, the differences among the groups on ''Say

" and Tell".Func;ional language were not large enough to

be significgﬁt.

At bo;h“the begi;ning and end of the year, the two PG
groups'pegformed on all measures at an aVerqge or above-
average level, but thﬁ performgnce of Grbup C was low

average or Jelow average on all of the measures.

[} o

Academlc Achievement

-

The Stanford Early School Achievement Test, Level 1 is @ battery of

'Y J

Fal
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]
tests., It yields 4 sub-test scores (Environment, Mathematics, Letters and
Sounds, and Aural Comprehension) as well as a total score. The mean scores
of the‘;hree groups on these measures at each of the assessment ‘times are

-
presented 1n Taé/e 5. : . \g

The data~obiained with these measures were subjected to a series of
3 (Group) x 2 (Time) ANOVAs followed by post hoc énalyses where indicated.

Environment. In the fall there was no significant difference between

the scores of the two PG groups (A and B) but both of these groups scored higher
1 :

i ‘y
than Group C, F (2,60) = 11.54, p < .01, (A, p < .01; B, p < .05). From

fall to spfing, significanf kains were ﬁide F (1,60) = 55.6, p < .01 by

- Group A (p < .05) and Group C (p < .01) but not Group B. In the spring there.

was: still no difference between Groups'A and B, but Group A (although not

~ Group B) scored significantly higher than Group C (p < .05).

L]

Mathematics. In the fall the scores of the two PG groups (A and B) were

not significantly different, but both of these groups Scored higher than Group c,

F (2,60) = 16.6, p< .01 (A, p<.0l; B, pc< .05). From fall to

& / A ..
spring a11 three groupS'made significant gains, F (1,60) = 60.3, p < .
In the "spfing .there was still no significant’ d1fference between Groups A and e
B, but Group B galthough not Group A) scored significantly higher than Group C

- ’

(p < .01).

Letters ;ndzﬁounds. > In the fall the differences among the three groups

were not, large enough to be significant. From fall to spring all three groups

mde significant gains, F (1,60) = 86.8, p < .01. In the spring there were

A



Y
A\ ' Table 5 \
Mean and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievement, Level I scores by group
and testing time at the Kindergarten level
I4 »
Test . _ Group A Group B
oo Fall Sprihg- Fall Spring
' (pn = 23) (n = 23) (n = 11) (n = 11)
. \ .
En;;}onment - 30.2 ( 5.7) ° 33.2 ( 4.2) 28.8 (5.7) 31.4 (A.7)
. . ] .
Mathematics 16.2 ( 4.5)- 18.2 ( 4.5) 16,1 ( 4.2) 20.3 ( 3.6)
. : \
Letters and Sounds 14.9 ( 4.9) 19.0 ( 5.2) 15.9 (-4.4) 20.7 ( 4.1)
Aural Comprehension 17.9 ( 4.0) 20.6 ('3.2)° 16.5 ( 5.4) 18?§'t\5;1)
X Total Score 7*0'(15.9) '91.0 (13.7) 77.3 (15.8) 91.2 (14.9)
R |
. Note co _ . ‘.‘ : ) #

‘Range of scores in Stanine 5\ averagh performance based on U.S. standardization data)

Beginning Kindergarten (Fall) End of Kindergarten (Spring)

' Environment . 26-29  Environment 33-35
_ Mathematics 12-13  Mathematics 19-21
Letters and Sounds 10-11 Letters and Sounds 17-20
Aural Compyehénsion 15-17  Aural Comprehension  19-21°
Total Score' 63-73 Total Score . 87-96
‘ \ o -
Nl \0 | *

» Group C
Fall . Spring
(n = 30) (n = 30)
22.8 (. 4.9) 28.5 ( 5.4)
11.2 ( 3.5) 15.0. ( 4.5)
11.6' ( 4.8) 16,5 ( 5.6)
13.3 ( 3.6) 16.4'&4.7)
58.2 (12.4) '76.4 (16.4)

.’\

3

D
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still no significant differences among the groups.
' >

Aural Comprchension. Tn the fall the scores of the two PG groups (A and R)

were nat significantly different, t Group A (although not Group B) scored
significantly higher than Group c,ﬁz,eo) = 93.5, p< .01 (A>C, p< .01).
From fall to spring significdnt gains were ﬁade,-f (1,40) = 29.5, p < .01 b;'
GToupIA (p'? L01) and Group € (p Tfiel) b&t not Group §. In the spring there
was still no significant difference between Groups A and B, but Group A

(and d?t Group B) again §corgd significantly hlgher than Group Q.QE < .01).

1

. » :
Total Score. In the fall the total scores of the two PG groups (A and B)

were not significantly different and both. o% these groupS'séored higher than
‘Group C, F(2%0)=123 p_< .01 (A>C, p<.01; B>C, p< .01). Fromfall to
spring a;) three groups made 51gn1f1cant gains, F (1,60) = 14.8, p <k 01.

In the spring Bhere was still no 31gn1f;cant difference between Groups A and Ay

- C .
B, and both of these groups scored higher than Group C (K; p < .01 ] ¢

B, £<.05).( , .

Summafy of Results on the Stanford Early School Achievement Test Level I
First, comparisons of the two PG grogps (A and B) rgyealed the following:
1) At the beginning of the year there were no significant
diffeg;nces between these groups by sub—iést or total scoPe.
2) From fall to sprlng 51gn1f1cant gains were made by Group A -
on all four sub*tests and the total score and by Grbup B on
two sub-tes;s (Mathematics and Letters and Sounds) and_the
. total score, |
.3) At the-end of of the year fhere_wére still no significant
\ differehces between the scores of these two groups by
sub-test or total score.
‘

Second, comparisons of each of the two PG groups (A and B) ‘with the

\

‘% o : ‘ :3€¥_ -
I - .
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|

Control Group (Group C) revealed the following:

o

<« 1) At the beginning of the year both of the PG groups obtained

. X
hlgh?;)total scores than Group C. However, the sub-test score

differences between them and Group C varied by sub-test and

A

PG group. The differences were greatest .on Environment apd’
Mathematics, with both Groups A and B scoring higher than Group C,
less on Aural Comprehension, with Group A (but not Group B) scoring

higher than Group C,-and least on Letters and Sounds on whigp
the differences amo g the three groups were not large eroygh

/’ .
to be signiffcant.

N\

. :
2) From fall to spring Group C (likplGroup A) ' made significant
* /

- gains on all four sub-tests and the total écore, but Group §

\+ made significant gains on 6n1f two of the sub-tests and the
tétal score.

3) At the end of the yéar'both of the EG grouei\agéin obtained

higher total scores than Group C, but the sub-test .score
{ .~ . : :
differences between them and Grggpfc still varied by sub-test

4

and PG éfbup. Grbup A (but not Group B) scored highér than ;

" Group C on Environment and Aural'Comprehension, but_Group'B (and

L 4
[

hot Group A) scored higher than Group C on Mathematics and there

L)

« were (as in the fall) no significant ‘lifferenées among the three

. " 4
groups on Letters and Sounds. i

4) The overall performance of the two PG groups, whef judged
: agaiﬁst US norms, was aboJ¥ average, or average, in both the
fall and the spring, but the ‘performance of the Control group

0

™ was below average at both assessment times.

A o
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Teacher judgments of academic achievement. The School Adjustment Reports
were interpreted and analyzed by the principal investigator, T?ﬂthtfk the

reliability of the interpretations, twenty of the reports (randomly selected

L

from amohg the three groups) were scored independenily by a second investigator.
The agreement of the two investigators was 166%. {

The percentages of subjects assigned fo each judgment category in the Schoot
Adjustment Réport are‘bregpnted by group in Table 6. No attempt was made fo assess

s

_____________

the statistical reliability of the apparent differences among the groups which this

4

subjective measure revealed. The findings reported below should, therefore, be

interpreted with caution. The results on academic competence/ were 33 follows:

1) Academic Competence (item 9). A lérger percentage o
IS . .

the.subjecxs in Group A (39%) than Group B (]8%) or

~ "Group C (3%) were judged to be above averaﬁe in academic

R

competence and u,smaller percentage of the subjgﬁts in
% Group A (13%) than Group B (2’%)/or Group C %(41%) were
judged to be below average.

' . . . » N\
2) Preparation ‘for School (item 3). A.larger percentage of the

subjects ip Group A (35%) than Group B (9%) or Group C (10%)
were_jﬁdgéd to have had abbve average preparation for- o
kindergarten work.' Although tbis.c;ﬁparisén suggested tﬁat_ ’
Group B was non better ﬁrepared.for school than Group C,2 |

\\. ) smaller percentagé of the subjecﬁs.in Group B (27%) fhan,

Group C (53%) were considered poorly propgred. Only 13%

of the Group A subjects were judged to be poorly prepared.



» ) . Table 6
Percentage of subjects assigned to sach judgment category of the
School Adjustment Report by Group at the Kindergarten level

e h*\\\\. 1. How well has this child adjusted to your class? :
S C - - Group A 17.4 above average 78.3 average 4.3 below average

Group B 9,1 above average 72.7 average  18.2 below average
Group C ‘36.7 above average $3.3 average 20.0 below average

2.  Are this child's attitudes toward school, teachers, and school work positive?i

“Group A  21.7 above average ’*ﬁg average 4.3 below average
Group B 18.2 above average average 0 below average
Controls 16.7 above average 73.3 average 10.3 below average

3. Was this chy1d well prepared academically for the work of yolr class?

_ Group A - 34.8 above average 52.2 average 13.0 below average

T Group B 9.1 above average 63.6 average 27.3 below average
Group Av 10.0 above average  36.7 average §3.3 below average

4. pr-well has this child progressed academically during the current year?

. ' Group A « 26.1 above average 60.9 average 13.0 below .average
Group B 0 ' above'iaverage 72.7 average 27.3 below avorage
Controls 10.3 abovexkvernge 69.0 average 20.7 below average

5. Did this child need reue&ial help?
Group A 91.3 No '\ 8.7 -Yes
"Group B 72.7 No - 27.3  Yes,
Group C  73.3 Mo 25.7 Yes -

6. Did this child attend schopl regullrly? \E

iy Group A B87.0 Yes 13,0 o
Group B 90.9 Yes 911 MNo
' Group C 86.7 Yes . 13.3 /No

7. Was this child/bromoted to the next grad ?
Group A 100/0  Yes C

Group B 100.0  Yes

& Group C 100.0 Yes

£ this child's persona)”and social competence?
17.4 somo concern_” 8.7 poor
54.5 some concern 9.1 poor

8. What is your general‘abpraisal
Group A 73.9 satisfactory
Gropp'B  36.4 satisfactory

. S ] - Grgup C 58,6 satisfactory 37.9 some concern 3.4 poor
e 9. Wh# is your general appraisal off this child's academic competehce?
Group A  39.1 above .average 47.8 average 13.0 below average
Group B 18.2 above average 54.5 average 27.3 below averag

Group C 3.4 above average. 55.2 average 41.4 below averag

Notes * |

v

_ Group A: Complete reports were obtaine

all 24 were promoted.

Group B: Complete.reports were obtaincd on only 11 of the 12 subjects, but

P] . all 12 were promoted, ' .
Group C: Tomplede reports were obtained on all 30 subjects. .

T

v

on only 23 of the 24 subjocts, but-

-~

p L
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3) Academic progress during the year (item 4). A larger

percentage of the subjects in Group A (26%) than Group B

(0%) or Growp C (10%) were judged to have made above average

progress during the year and a‘'smaller pércentage of ;he

subjects in Group A (13%) than Group B (2%%) or Group C (21%)

e -were judged to have. made below average progress. Note that
in these comparisons, Group B appeared to be progressing no

»

¢ more successfully than Group C. ) /

4) Special Instruction (item 5). A smaller percentage of the
subjects in Group A (9%) than Gréup B (27%) or Group C (26%) *
were given renedial help or special instruction. This fiqSing
was consistent with the one reported immediately above and
suggested that Group B was judged to need'asﬂmuch special help

- as Group C. T

5) Promotion (item 7). The decision to promote at this level didrn
not differentiate the groups. The repofts indicated that all |
subjects would be promoted to a grade 1 class.’ |

. : ' In summary, the teachers' judgments of -the children favoured Group A
) (which hadgéwo-years of preschool experi;nce) over Group B (which had only

ane year in preschool) on all items dealing with academic achievement. /
Furthermore, although they judged Group B to be somewhat more capable
académically than Group annd-somewhat better prepared for school, they -
édﬁsidered_the progress made/by this group during the year to be no'bétter
than that made by Group C. 'Th¢3e findings were puzzling beéause they were
inconsistent with the results obtained with the‘Stanford achievement té!\g

which suggested that Group B's academic performance was, more often than not,

as satisfaétoryfas that of Grpup A and clearly superior to that of Group C. %\,

®
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Personal and Social Adjustment

The School Adjustment Reports included questions about the social and

personal adjustment of the children. The percentages of subjects in each group

assigned to each judgment category in the personal -and social areas were presented

S »
above in Table 6. The findings were as follows:

1) Personal and Social Competence (item 8). A larger percentage

~of the subjects,in Group A (74%) thamr in Group B (36%) or

¥
CGroup C (59%) were considered to be "well-adjusted' personally ,

and socially. Note that Group B was considered less 'well

¢ ' \ ~ >

-adjusted" than Group C. The teachers expressed concern about,
or reported ''poor" adjustment for 64% of Group B, 41% of Group C
and only 26% of Group A.

2) Adjustment to the Classroom (item 1). Only 17% of the subJectq

‘H"

. ~ in Group A and og}y 9% of Group B as compgared with 27% of Grougﬁf

were said to have made '"above-average" adjustments to the class—

room. Howé\er, a smaller proportlon of Group A (4%) than Group. h

. (18%) or Group C (20%) were said to have made below average };
. ;
~  adjustments. : . ¢

C

-\

3) Attitude to School, Teachérs, and School Work (item 2). 'Thé'gfduﬁg

were not judged differently on this itém and it is noteworthyéthat
'i?’

.

none of the Group B subjects' attitudes were considered below
\—-" . h

average.

- - : .
The Behavior Rating Scale. The mean scores of the groups on each- dimension

assessed by this measure are presented in Table 7. The findings were as follows:

- me w wm wm w = = = . = a =

‘/ Insert Table 7 about hefg .
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Table 7
Mean and (SD) Behavior Rating Scale Scores at the

4

End of Kindergarten by Group -

AN

/’ _ d}oup A «Group B * Group C
e Dimension - - - . p=23) . (m=11) . (a=30) . .
1. Aggression® . 12,6 (3.1) 11.9 (3.7) 13.0 (2.8)
. F
2. Verbal-Social Interaction 11.9 (3.1) 10.8 (3.9) 11.8 (3.7)
3. Timid'ity1 | 12.7 (2.6) 11.0 (3.8) t 11.6 (3.6)
‘ 4. Independence 12.3 (2.3) 10.9 (3.6) 10.7 (2.7)
§.  Achievement Motivation ¢ 12.2 (2.8) 10.7 (3.0) 10.9 ¢3.0)
6. Impatiencel - 10.9 (3.4) 10.6 (3.2) 10.6 (2.9)
7.  External Reliance’ 14.1 (2.8) 13.0 (3.1) 11.2 (3.1)
8. Inattentive-Withdrawn’ 12.6 (2.3) 9.9 (4.4) . 10.7 (3.2)
9., .Creative-Initiative } 10.3 (2.9) 8.8 (4.1) 8.9 (3.4)
o
10. Need for Closeness 11.8 (3.0) Mo0.5 (2.8) 11.% (3.3)
Total (all dimensions) 121.2 (18.5) 108.1 (28.4) 110.9 (22.3)
Ambition? ‘ 37.1°(6.2) 32.6 (9.4) 33.2 (8.2)
' . B | \
i Notes ! :
- Y . . »
' 1. For Agression, Timidity, Impatience, External Reliance,
- Inattentive-Withdrawn higher scores indicate less of the : \
behavior.
2. "Ambition" is a combined score fox Timf8lity, Independence
and Achievement Motivation.
' ) & ™~
[ .

“

s
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Scores on only ont dimension, External Reliance, significantly

. differentiated both of the PG groups (A and B) from Group Cj

F (2,61) = 6.1, p < .01. The PG's were rated as less-dependent
on external direction (looked less to see what othore were doing,
relied less on teacher for direction about how to do things,
needed less direction.to"proceed successfully, had less

difficulty deciding what to do when given choices, were

»
less swayed by the opinions of others) than were the

Group C subjects.

On th; dimension Inattentive-withdrdwn, the differemnce between
Group A and both of the other two groups approached-signifipance,
53(5,61) = 3.5, p < .04& Group A.was rated someghat less

A

indttentive and withdrawn thith t other two groups. (Attended o

+

to teacher explanatio? longer, seemed to pay attention to teacher,
i.e., looked elsewhere less often, was less often 'not wi:h ie",
was less difficult to reach, i.ex less preoccupied with own
thoughts.) ) 'S

On th& other dimensions aséessed, the trends generally favoured
Group A ovet the other two groops, but the differences dmong

them were not 1arge enough to be significant.

In summary, (he teachers? \judgments of the personal adjustment and social

behgvior of the groups were gen 11y cons1stent with their judgments of -their

-

academic ability and progress: By and large they tended to favour Group A

/ .
ou .
[ ) s

over the other two groups, but in the personalnsocral area, also tended to fav

* Group C over Group B. It appeared that only one year in preschool (as opposed to

" two years) may have developed tendencies in the children, such aqp"internal" as

‘opposed to "external".reltance which, when unaccompanied by_other kinds of

>

+

40
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desirable behavior, were unacceptable‘to the teachers. The teachers! rcaqgions
to such tendencies may have, to some extent, generalized and atffected their
judgments of the children's academic ability. 1f so, this might account for why

their assessments of Group B's academic ability and progress relative to that of

.,

either Group A or Group C, were inconsistent with Group B's actual performance o

a4

the achievement tests.

- "

.1
}
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Lett'er #1 \
{

. :
The University of Western Ontario -
sculty of Socis c‘ nce . .
gopl.rttymomszflf’&sc:olow \ ' . . . ‘ /

London, Canads NBA 5C2

Ly

.
P ‘ ~
* ’

I am writing to ask if you would give us permission to include your
child in a study of the effects of nursery sthool experience on the perform-
ance of young children in kindergarten and the primary grades.

.Children who gd to nursery schools learn things which often help
tﬁéﬁ‘do well at school, at least in the first few years. However, children
who have not had the opportunity to go toj a preschool, often cat¢ch up to the
nursery school children quite quickly and in the long run appear to do just

as well. : . /

k: ’ . We are studying the péogress 1ﬁ%k1ndergarten of a group of children

who have attended preschool at the University and we would 1ike to compare
this with the performance of other children ¢f the same sex and age who have
not had any preschool experience. We understand your child has not been to
a day nursery or nursery school and this is why we would Yike to include

thim/her in the study. ' '

If you permit us to include your child in this project we would
jve him/her a series of'tests in the fall (October) and again in the spring
?May or June) to see how well he or she has progressed. The tests are rather .
1ike games which the child enjoys playing.- His/her performance on the tests
would be kept confidential and' any report of the work would provide group
- rather than individual results. '

: We will be grateful if you will permit us to-study the prod?bss of
your child and we will appreciate having your decision about this indicated
on the form attached. This form should be returned to the school at your.

gerliest convenienceﬁ

»

Sincerely, -

* Mary J. Wright, Ph.D., Professor and

MIW/1v.
Director, University Laboratory Preschool.

Encl. -
<

R | '.45 |



CONSENT FORM

“In response to Dr. Wright's request for permission to have

participate in her study

Name of Child
~——"-— - - - -pgase check in the box below ahd sign: e
. //"

]
Permission is given Date
Permission is not given ‘ _ Signed :

- ~ Parent or Parents

[ J

e : .
Ao, . . . . . L]



1.
Letter #2

Dear Parents: . .

This is, first of Aall, to thank you for giving ue permission to
include your child in our dtudies of the effects of pre-kindergarten
experience on the performance of children in the kindergarg{sn and primary
grades.t We greatly appreciated your interest and coopexration,

As you know, wad seenh last fall by three different ladies.
 Bverything 'went well and . seened to enjoy the sessions. These same ladiol
are looking torunbirto seeing again in May or sarly June.

Since the study will continue next spring and perhags next year, we
thought you might like to find out more about it and to mset at least one
of the persons whe will be working with your child. Hence, I have asked
Mrs. Ada Meecham, whom I know you will-like, to get in touch with you and
arrange a short visit with you at home or elsewhare if you prefer, at a
convenient time. She will be plemsed to answer any questions you may have.
she will also be grateful .if you will give her some. information about your
chila’ th and development during -early years.

 Mrs. Meecham will phone you sometime in the ndémr future. We hope that
‘you will be ablo to find the time to see her, for we very Iuoh look forward

to getting to know you and your c¢hild better. ‘r .
uany thanks again. ¢
Sincerely, )
MIW/1y. Mary J. wWright, ﬁh.D., Professor and :
' ' Director, University Laboratory Preschool.
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UNIVERSTTY OI" WESTERN ONTARIO LABORATORY PRESCHOOL

Follow-Up Study

' t
b Parent lnterview FForm
Name of Child: | . Date of Interview:
Nage of Parent: \
Address: ! Telephone: - .

Person Interviewed:

(mother, father, both, other) 7

' . ' ~
Assessment of Soclo-Ecohomic Status . : ,
Marital’%tatus: Married Divorced Separated widow Single
Source of Income: - Employment Welfare Mother's Allowance

Other '
Home Con%itions: : 4 -
/ hs)
1 ! A
& x .

Father's Occupation:

Education:

Mother:s Occupation:

)

. Education:

Siblings (how many and age): : o o

—

Other adults or chilgren in the home: .

] . 1 B L

Child's Developmental and Health History
>

Pregnancy: -Full term Premature

Health‘(any‘serious injury or illness; if so, describe): R .

* Sensory Equipment (vision, hearing):

Physical Deformities: § . z
.Jﬁ Special Eehavioral or Managemeht Problems: ' -
B
Summary {usc reverse side if necessary) X . .
T " . : ' : -

B Y
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lLLatter #3
L
|
) N
L‘ -
4
o
. N\
N - 4
. s

Dear Parent: ' ' ’

This is to t.ﬂnnk you for qiving us p’cmiadoﬁ\'to' inclugde your child
in our studies of the o{octs-of pre~kinderqarten cxpcricn’co on (.ho
performance (o,! children in the kinderqgarten and primary grades. ' We eatly

. appreciated your. interost and cooperation. 5 »

* This is also to let you know that we examined a larger ‘number of g
ldren in the fall than we «can continua ¢q study over a longer time’period

"and that we will not be testing. your child again in the spring.

3

Again, let me say how ‘grateful we were for your positive approach to
our request. - .

: \ Vary sincerely,

!

MIW/1v. Mary 'J. wright, Ph.D.\ Px'.'ofinér and .
{ Director, University Laboratory Preschoel.

M

49



.Subject

# CA Sex

1 30 F

© 2. 3.2 F
3 3.3 F
4 3.0 M

6 3-1 F

7 36 ¥

8 3-8 F
9.  3-0 -M
42 32 M
43 3-8 M
46 3-7 M
#4 3-0 F
70 3.3 M
72 38 M
73 33 M
74 3-2 F
75 3-6 F
76 .3-3 M
77 3.7 M
78 3-9 M
79 3-3 F
80 3-2 F
'81 3-3 F
82 3-0 F

Notes:

Description of each individual subject in each group by age,
\ .

Preschool Inventory Pertentile score and Bine
PO
GROUP A _

"PI

1.

2.

CA = years and months, i.e., 3 years, 2 months, etc.

Binet.

SES

28.1
b 2

3¥.3

34.6
36.1
30.9
3231
28.1
29.
~30.

W oSN NN W
N S0 N Y s

NN NN NN NN
00 ~N N W W NN e W
o = 00 00 O W BN N = N DO RN W

N
~

\

In Group A scores in brackets were obtained
at the beginning of the child's second year
in preschool.

In Group B the score in brackets was obtained
at the end of the subject's first year in

6

preschodl.

IQ
( 84)

(77).

(102)
( 88)
(104)
(108)
( 97)
(102)

91 .

90
85
77
82
969
77
88
105
100
83
90
75
112
68
79

Appendix B

~
[%2]

Subject
# . CA
10  4-0
44 < 4-0
102 4-8
104 4-7
105 4-9
10  4-1
107 3-10
120 -4-0
122 4-6
123 4-7
124 4-1
125  4-2
/

GroUP B| /.
ex SES |PI IQ
W, 27.5 |88 (112)
M 20.0 |12 *y8
M 27.8 |60 99
F27.8 79 102
M 7.6 104
F 27.8 17 106
F 28.1 71
M 29.3 2§ 82
M 32.1 6 89
F 27.8 71| ~104 .
M 27.3 62| 92
F 20.7 81| ‘o8
[

20
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sex, SES index,

IQ at entry into the project

GROUP C
Subject |
--# CA Sex SES
201 5-6 F 27.8
202 5-9 F 27.8
203 4-11 F7 44.2 4
204) 4-10 M 49.6
292)\4 11°M  27.3
207 5-5 F  27.8
210 5-4 M 33.5
)1tf 5-6 F 31.3
212 5-0 M 27.3
213 5-4 F 51.7
214 5-6 M 27.8
215 5-3 M 27.8
216 5-0 M 29.3
217 5-3 M 27.0
218 5-2 F 49.6
219 5-2  F> 29.2
220 5-3 F 27.8
221 5-3 F 39.5
230 4-11 M 28.}N\/
231 4-11 F 27.CV
232 5-5 F 27.5
233 5-0 F 32.1
234 5-6 "r 317
235 5-5~E 27.3
236 4-11 M -39.8
238 5-0- M 37.1
239 5.2 M 27.3
242 4-10 F  39.5
243 4-10 M 31.3
244 5-7 M 29.4

PI

11
76
89
76
82
25
18
82
75
82
55
63
48

- 82

72
72
69

66

91
25
43
48
32
41
25

28,

35
&
91
89

e
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Appendix C

38

Please check in the appropriate box and then comment indicating
strengths and weaknesses.

below average M average i) above average t:]

L™
. _
U.W.0. -- Wright
School Adjustment Report g
- |4
Child's Name : Teacher
School Date .
- ww - —

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING: , A
1. How well has this child adjusted to your class?' Please check in the

appropriate box and then comment.. : \

below average [:] | average {:] above average [:]

(
-
_ _ ¥

2. Mfe this child's attitudes toward school, teachers and school work

positive? Please check in the appropriate box and then comment.

~

below average [i] average [:] ‘above average [:]

N . |
3. -Was the child well prepared academically for the work of your class?



- 6. l

,Did'this child need special remedial treatment or special help of any

kind during this academic year? Yes f‘] No '[:]f

If yes, please describe:

H%w well has this child progressed academically during the current
year? Please check and comment on changes in performance over ipe
year.

b ]

below average |7 averige ] above average [7]

’ -«

A}

Will the chﬂld be promoted to the next grade? Yes [] No [:]

If no, ple#se explain why:

/ ‘\ |
Has this ¢hild attended schoo] regularly? Yes” [:] No [

If no, please eXplain:

3

19
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8.

10.

. [
Ng&f/¥s your general appraisal of this child's personal and social
competence? . _. J .

What is your general app(;?kal of this child's academic.competence?
¢ . .

-

R »

Please provide any additional descriptions of this child's behavior
which are particularly striking or characteristic, or any‘otheﬁ

relevant information. _
4 . N’

~ 40



V/ .' P
v U.W.0. -- Wright
' BEHAVIOR RATING SHEET . |
\ A R
> ' ’ Program
. o ‘ >
Child # , School " '
! -
* Teacher o Date
Instructions: '
+ . - : bt
Please.rate how this.child behaves by xircling one of the four responses to each question.
Very Very" Not At
Much Somewhat Little. All
- Like . Like Like _ _Like
)~ 1. 'JE usually carefree, rarely becomes 1 2 3 4
: frightened or apprehensive. : .
. ) . . . ) o ’ )
2. . Talks eagerly to 2du1ts about his own A 2 . 3 4
. experiences and what he thinks. o : : ~

3. Oftén‘keeps aloof from others because he ~ 1 5 2 . | 3 4
is uninterested, suspicious or bashful. '

4. Tries to figure out things for himself | 1 2 - 3 4
before asklng adults or other children . o
for help . , ' .

5. Has little respect for the rights of other - ‘ T2 3 4
children; refuses "to wait his turn, takes ) ‘ !
toys other children are playing with, etc.w . <

6. Seems disinterested in the general quality of 1. 2 4

. his performance -

-9
- BN H.
54~ | $ ~ _ y

1 g xipuwddy -



i . e
, - . ~ ‘
v Very Very - | Not At
Much Somewhat Little Al
Like __Like - _Like Like
\ ' _
e . 7. Mhen faced with a difficult task, he either & & 3 4
“b w" *  does not attempt it or gives up very quickly. B
8. Likes to talk or socialize with teacher. 1 2\ 3 4
9, Is eager to inform otﬁ\? ch1]dren of the 1 -2 \ 3 4
experiences he has had. = 7 : \_;Li>
- € ; N
10. Appears to trust in his own abilities. 1 2 T 4
1n. Respondg"?B&{;ustratkdh or disappointment 0 2 3 . 4
by becoming aggressive or enraged. .
12. Js cgnstricted, 1nh1b1ted or timid; needs 1 .2 3 4.
o be urged before engaging in activities. \ .
13. Asks many queStions for information about 7 B 2 . 3 4
things, persons, etc. (Emphasis here should .
- - -be BN question prompted by genuine curiosity
rather than bids for attention.) -
14. Emotional response is customarily overstrong; 1. 2 : 3 . 4
over-responds to usual classroom problems,
frustrations, and difficulties.
15. 1Is lethargic or apathet1c, has little energy : 1 ¢ 2 3 ' 4
or drive.. i ) '
. R « 7% . ’ < / ’ .
16. Is often quarre]some‘w1th classmates for minor 1 2 3 { 4
reasons. : S ) .
| - ) .
17. Does not need attention or approval from adults A 2 _ 3 Ny
F to sustain him im his work or’ p]ay : \ ' _ T
- . : ) ‘ ’ / ' T e 57
< ) 'nh
= vy N
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o - Yy
) I‘ 1 4
y |
| - A Very Very Not At
) o : Much Somewhat Little - All
| Like _Like Like Like
18.. Has a tendency to discontinue activitiés 1 2 3 . 4
after exerting a-minimum of effort. ' - 3
19. ‘Goes about activities with a minimum of | ' 2 , 3 4
assistance from others. ‘ o . i
20. Often will not engage in activities unless ] 2 3 | 4,
' strongly encouraged.
' 21. Starts working on something before getting J i 2 3 (A; 4
the directions straight. _ o ) -
227" 1Is responsive and friendly in his relationships =~ 1 2 ‘ 3 4
with the teachers in ¢lass (vs. cool or distant). )
233 Looks to see how others are doing somethjng 1 - -2 3 4
before he does it (eig., when teacher gives -~
directions).
3,
24. Quickly loses attention when teacher explains S 2 » 3 4
something to him. . |
_25. Brings things to class fhat relate to current 1 i 2 . 3 4
4 topics (e.g., co]]ectioqs& art1c1es, etc.). ’ -
26. Appears to trust and 11ke h1s %Qacher 1 | 2 . 3 4
27. Sloppy in his work {e 9., products Are dirty, 1 2 3 4
~ marked up or wrinkled). _ ‘ :
-~ 28, Relies on teacher: fﬁr d1rettt§ﬁ<;gnd to be told 1 L 2 . 3 4
how to do things or proceed ~c1 : . I .

_ 58 o |
- o | | 59.
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— o ) S Very o - Very Not At

Much Somewhat Little Al
" Like Like - _Like Like
/ 29. Seeks out the teacher before or after class to ] —~ 2 .3 . 4 |
talk about school or personal matters, - '
30. Makes you doubt whether he is paying attention ‘1 ' A 3 4
to what you are doing ar saying/ (e.g., looks E
elsewhere, has blank stare). : . ,
,31. Tells stories or describes things in an ] - 2 3 . 4
interesting or colourful fashion (e.g., has : Al -ﬂ!L
an active imagination). !
T . 32. Appears to like school. | _ | | 2 3 - 4
33. Offers to do things far the teacher (e.g., erase 1 2 3 .4
" ~ the board, open the door, etc.). N _
34, Is unwilling togo back over and improve his 1 2 3 4
| work. -
' 35. Cooperates with his peers and works well in ] - . 2. ' 3 -4
group projetts. ' ' ~ |
- 36. s unable to follow directions (e.g., needs S 2 3 4
precise directions before he can proceed ’
successfully). - - .
= ) - - - N .
37, Is oblivious towhat is going on in class (e.g., 1 2 3 .4
not "with it", seems_to be in own "private" o | -
closed world). R i _ _ /
. ' . -“\""’“-m,_ . ) . Q _ o ) B .7,
60 | 38, Initiates classroom discussion. , 1 2 -3 - 4 6
\
{
v




¢ . Very \ - Very - Not At

, Much Somewhat Little A
N ) Like _Like Like . _Like
39. Cooperates with the teacher and conforms to 1 2 3 § 4
requirements (is easy o manage).
* 40. Rushes through his work and therefore makes -] ’ 2 3 ' 4
' unnecessary mistakes. .
41. Likes to be close to. the teacher (e.g., hug, ] 2 3 g
touch, sit near, etc.). .
42. Has difficulty deciding what to do when given a 1 2 3 4
choice between two or more things.
43. s able to apply what he has learned to a new 1 2 .3 ' 4
! situation. Sy o ~ B
- 44. s difficult.to reach (e.g., seems preoccupied 1 o 2 o 3 _ 4
with his own thoughts, may have to call him by . °
name to bring him out of himself). ' ‘
45. | Introduces into class discussions personal 1 | 2 | 3 ' ' 4
experiiences ar things he has heard which ¢
relate to what is going on in class. ‘ .
46. 1s attractive and likeable. ’ . ] 2~ 3 4
] .
. ~ 47. s swayed by the opinion of his peers. : . , 2 3 . . 4
. - - ¢ ¢ . .
- 48. 1s imaginative and offers novel ideas. - { L S 3 4
49. 1s reflective and usually thinks before he acts. 1 ZQQQEHE- 3 ~ 4
50. Appears to be well 1tked'by his‘peers. I 2 . 3 4.

12 4
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46
Items included in each dimension

measured by the Behavior Rating Scale

A
”~

Dimens{ons Items
1 Aggression _ ' 5, 11, 14, 16
- 2 Verbal-Social Participation 2, 8, 9,13
-~~:'i- — 3 Timidity ' A 1, 3, 12, 20
4 Independence : 4, 10, 17, 19
5 Achievement Motivation | 6, 7, 15, 18
5 Impétience 21, 27, 34, 40
7 External Reliance 23, 28, 36, 42, 47
8 Inattentive-Withdrawn A N 24, 50, 37, 44 .
9 Creative-Initiative , | 25, 31,'38, 45
10 Need for Closeness to Teacher : 22, 29, 33:‘41

4

Additional (non-factored) Items

(a) Attitude to School 32

(b) Attitude to Teacher | | 26, 39
(c) Teacher Attitude to Child S T 6

(d) Peer'éelations o J:. 35, 50
(e) Comprehension ' . 43

(f) Imagination . : 48
(g) Reflectivity . 49
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CHAPTER 2

Results at the Post-Kindergarten Levels
The results obtained at-all levels above kindergarten

»

are reported in this chapter

Second Year in School (Grade 1)'0.

. The subjects oJSrhom either complete or partial data were obtained at

thi’s levelfwere, in’ the fall and spring respettively, as follows:

FALL - - SPRING
Group A 24 (11 males, 13 femaleg) 24 (11 males, 13 females)
Group B 12 ( 7 males, -~ 5 females) 7 ( 4 males, . 3 females)
Group C 23 (9 males, 14 females) 23 (9 males, 14 females)

The project terminated in the middle of the écademic year-in which the last
cohort of Group B.subjects (n = 5) was in Grade 1. The subjects in this cohort
were, therefore, tested in the fgll but not in the spring. |

The groups at this level, as described above were not significantly
Idlfferent by age or SES 1ndex, but they were poorly balanced for sex. Thée
proportlon of girls to boys was greater in Group c’ than in the other two groupss
(1.6 as compared with 1.2 in Group A and .7 in Group B). Th1s.probably gave
Group C an advant;>e over the other two. groups because the failure rate in the
= ~ primary grhdes has been generally found to be greater for boys than for girls.

Irregular attrition occurred at each assessment time particularly in the
PG groups, i.e., one or other of the subjects was temporarily lost (absent
from school and the/whereabouts of hls/her family unknown). Such a ch11d was
sometimes lost during one whole assessmént period or only part‘of it. In the
tabular presentations of results, the means shown are based on the scores of
dll of thé subjects in. each group whéltook the test, even though the subjectsf

[P i RS . ‘ N




and the number of subjects vachzf somewhat from test to test and assessment

‘ 4
time o assessment time.  When, however, the data were subjected to statistical
analysis and changes over time were assessed, only the data on the subjects

who were tested in both the fall and the spring were included.

The data were subjected to ac¢series of 3 (Group) x Z (Time) ANOVAs and,

e ///’When positive effects were found, to post hoe analyses using bunn's Multiple

Comparisons test (Kirk, 1R68). The fall data obtained with the Stanford

Binet and the Stanford Early < ol Achievement tests, which included scores
on all 12 subjects in Group B rather than only 7 of tﬁem, were subjected .
also to one-way ANOVAs to explore for group effects when the Group B sample
was larger.

-

Intellectual and Cognitive Competence

Stanford Binet IQ (Fall aséﬁssment). The two PG groups (A and B)

maintained their preschool IQ gains'and Grpup B maintained the additional

gain it made. in kindergart&n. Group ¢ also maintained its kindergartey gain.
’ ] -

The mean Binet.IQs of the three groups, at each preschool or pryhary grade level

tested up to Grade 1, are shown in Table 8,

+ At the Grade 1 level, Group B scored 5 points higher than<{group A. Their

mean scores were 109’and 104, wespectively.  This difference was not statistically

51gn1f1cant but it was consistenht with the difference found between these two

groups dt the end of Kindergarten when their mean scores were 108 and 104,
respectivély: .
Both of the two PG grousé (K’and B) had higher mean scores than Group C°

~.

(Group A; p < .05; Group B, p < .01) at the Grade I}level -

r—~ -

C\ ~ S(i,
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\ o Table 8 _
- ) . N
f‘ . . rean and (SD) Binet IQs of the groups at each assessmént time
* from entry into the pro;ect unt1l the beginning of Grade 1
™ ~~
» .
: Preschool @ Preschool ’ ' )
Kindergartea Grade
' ) age 3-4 years . - - X
. :p ‘ age 4 S yeoars -.go S-6 years age &
| Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall
. n X S m X S an X 8 n X S - =m X 8 .m X '8 » X s
.a‘i —
Group A 16 87 (11.7) 16 97 (11.4) ), 95 (13.8) 23 103 (10.1) 23 103 (10.2) 23 '104 11.3 24 104 11.7
G [T ] Y, Sy e '
roup 8 ' 15,93 (11.8) 12 101 (11.5) 12 104 (9.0) 12 108 &3 12 109 14.2
, . : R . : Sy
. c : -t ~
Group : ) 24 91 (11.0) 24 .95 11.3 23 96 1.7
s y . \
. 4
L] 2 ’ ‘
»
X 4
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Circus |.'Se.y and Tell'

LN

. language sub-test, there

" (Spring assessment only). On the functional

was a significant Group effecr, F (2,48) = 4.24,

p < .01. Growp A (but not Group B) scored higher than Grofly CE(p < :05).

However, on the other sub-tests in this measure, there were no statistically

\

significant differences among the groups. _ ) "

It_is noteworthy that when judged against US means, the functional &

language scores of all th

-

ree groups were above average. The mean scores

>

Group A) scored somewhat h1gher than Group C. However,

obtained on this test are presented in Table 9.
) S s e
' Insert Table 9 about here
. ' ]
r ) .

* Circus "Think it Throug_" and "How Much and How Many" (Spring assessment
‘ooly). Although &he rrends suggested somewhat better overall pérformanoe for
the two PG groups (A and B) than Group ¢, the oifferences between them only
“approached ;tatistical signif#ance on P;rt IT of "How Much and How Many' -
.;(Mathemaxioha:fConcepts and Conservation), f_ (2,49) = 3,16, p < .06. On this
measure Grgup B (but )not
whq‘ﬁjudged against JS normg, the mean scores of the two PG groups (A and B)

7 were average or abovVe ave \

Group B), but the scores

'The mean scores obtained

’
[ )

j //, _KRISP. " In the fall,

78% in Group C performed

of Group A, 100% of Group

_this level the KRISP appé

rage (on 4 sub-tests in Croup A and all 5 sub -tests in
of Group C were average on only one of the sub1npst5

on this test are presgnted in Table 10. \ ¢

- e~ = - - - - ~ = = me  me

88% of the subjects in.Group A, 71% in Group B, and
satisfactorily on this test and in the spring, 100%
B, and 86% of Group ¢ performed satisfactor11y At

ared to,be easy for’ most of the subjects and’ these

c

50
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Table b
\C

Mean and (SD) Circus "Say and Tell" Form B-scores

) ~ of each group at the end of Grade 1’
)
| Group A ‘Group B Group C
Section of Test (n = 22) (n = 6) (n= 23)
Part I Description
- »
“Pancil A responses 7.6 (0% 7.7 (0.5) 7.2 (0.7,
Dollar A responses . ™27 (0.8) 2.8+-(1.0) 2.7 (0.7
Part 11 Functional Language - ~~
" Total A responses 21.7 ‘(4.8) 18.0 ( 3.1) 18.4 ('3.4
Part I1TI Narration \
_Number of words 104.7 (54.9) 88.0 (25.2) 86.6 (29.7
Nunber of different words * 63.9 (24.7) 40.3 (9.5) = 40.1 (14.2
Ratio of/ differenfgiords _ ,
to total words 5 (0.1)) 5. .00y 5 (1
Ratio of different situations -
. to total words 5 ( .1.) 2 ( .0) 2 ( 1
~+« Number of external events 3.9, ( 4.4) N7 (1.5) 2.1 (1.8
(, ® .
! - o -~
. 7?() L

/

U.S.

National Means

&

7.0 (1.4)
3.8 ( 1.8)
14.1 (3.7
56.6 + (34.7)
5 (.1
20 .1
1.4 (3.1
R
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‘ : ’
Mean and (SD) Circus "Think it Through' and "How Much and How Mardy"

Form B scores of the Groups at the end of Grade 1

“
: Group A Gréﬁp B Group C - U.S.
Measure (n = 23) (n = 6) . (n = 23) National Meai
Think it 7hrough
Word problems < ‘ ' ‘1.9 (1.2) 11.5 (0.84) 10.04 (3.9) 11.1 (1.0¢
Y (classification) : . :

Patterns (deducing 5.8 (2.4) 7.2 (1.2 5.74 (2.0) 5.62 (1.1¢
land applying rules) - |

Mazes (selecting shortest 5.3 (1.4) | 6.3 (0.8) 5.04 (1.4) 5.49 (0.6
path to goal ! : .

‘How Much *and How Many -

Part I (counting, numerifal 25.3% (5.2)  27.5 (4.8) 23,13 (3.8) 245 (4.2
concepts, adding, - , : :
subtracting) ' : : .

Part II (mathematical concepts 19.9 (4.0) 22.0 (2.3) ‘18.04 (3.7) - 18.3 (2.7

. and conservation)

-
-» ;
<
\ |
\ o (1
-

N J




e
results may have, at least in part, reflected ceiling effects.

In summary, therefore, at this level, the intellectual functioning of
the two PG groups, (A and B) was, as measured by their Binet IQs, superior to
that of Group'C, and, although their cognitive competence, as assessed by
Circus ﬁThiﬁk if Tﬁrough" and “Ho& Much and How Many“, appeared to be.little
different from thAt of Group C when ;tatistical measures of the significance
of the differences were applied,.when judged against available normative data
for children in thé United States, their performance was generally average
or above average while that of Group C was generally below average. On the
language test Circus ''Say and Tell", however, althodgh Group A scored higher
than the other two groups on functional langﬁage, all three groups performed

at an above-average level when judged against American norms.

Academic Achievement _ o {/

. —

Stanford Early School Achievement tesg; Level II. -The-hegn scores of the

groups on this battery of tests are presented in Table 11.

-
oS
» iy
__________ J e S \

- - = e= - - = = - P -~ -

The one-way ANOVA's on the fall data, when the number of subjects in

Group B was 12, yielded sigiificant group effects for Mathematics, Lgtteﬂ'

A ]

and Soﬁhds and Aural'Combrehensioﬁ, but not for Environment or Word reading,";eu

~ (and Sentence reading. was not tested in the fall) as follows:

3

Mathematics,.f (2 56) = 8.9, p < .01, Group A was not,different

from Group B, but bdth Groups A and B scored h{gher than Group-C
QP < .05 and p < respect1vely) |

Letters and Sounds, F (2, 56).:'6.9 p < .01. Group A was not

dlfferent from Group B, but‘Both Groups A and B scored higher
-.§‘)

[, ks




Table 11
/\)

Mean and (SD) Stanford Early School Achievement, Level I1 scores

of the groups at the beginning and end of Grade 1

¢

Group A Group B Group C
Fall Spring Fall Spring : Fall Spring
Test * (n = 24) (n = 22) (n = 12) (n = 7) (n,= 23) (n = 23),
Environment ) 22.3 ( 5.6) 27.1 ( 4.7) 23.1 ( 4.9) 25.6 ( 2.9) 19.3 ( 3.5) 22.0 ( 3.6)
Mathematjcs 27.8 (10.1) 40.7 (10.1) 33.4 (10.8) 46.7 ( 8.2) 20.7 ( 5.6) 36.7 ( 8.7)
Letters and Sounds 28.5 (7.3) 36.3 ( 3.9) 30.1 ( 6.1) 38.3 ( 2.4) 21.8 ( 8.5) 33.7 ( 5.6) .
e - . . " 14
' Aural Comprehension 17.9 ( 2.9) 19.0 ( 3.3) 17.2 (4.0) 19.4 ( 2.0) 13,4 ( 3.4) . 17.0 ( 3.9)
. Word Reading 25.7 (f1.7) 49.3 ( 7.6) 26.6 ( 6.2) 49,9 ( 6.3) 20.9 ( 9.5 42.5 (11.5)
Sentence Reading = : 18.8 (12.3)‘. 14.0 ( 8.1) 13.1 (11.8)
Total Score K - \191.1 (31.7) 193.9 (18.5) 164.9 (35.7)
s Note: US NORMS: Range of scores in Stanjne.5 indicating average performance )
Environment - 23-25 (beginning of grade) 25-27 (end of grade) ’
= Mathematics 29-33 . 43-46
Letters § Sounds 28-32 " 37-38 .
*  Aural Comprehension 16-17 T 19-20 _ )
¢ Word Reading - 23-28 . 49-53 : 74
_ Sentence Rpading -—- 18-25 : .
73 Total Scor - ' 190-209
[AY
* e ~
)
- . - £ o
1 i’ ~_,,{ - ’

14}



than Group € (both p - .05}, .

Aural Comprehension, F 8?,56) = 11.4, p < .01. Group A was not

different from Group B, but both Groups A and B scored higher

than Grohp C (both p < .01).
" The 3 (Group) x 2 (Time) ANOVAs on the fall and spring data, with the
number of subjects in Group B only 7, yielded the following results:

- Prvironment. There was a significant group effect, F (2,49)

= 6.7, p < .01, In the fall the differences among the groups
werc not large enough to be significaht. There was, however,
a significant Time effect, F (1,49? = 52,1, p < .QJ. Bqth
Group A and Group C (but not Group B) made significant gains
(both p <-.01). 1In the spring, dlthough the.dlffere;ee‘between
the two PG groups (A and B) was nPt significant, Group A (but
not Group B) scored sigﬁificantly higher than Group C (? < .01).
‘ As'judéed.against US means, in both the #al1 and the spring, the
performance ;f the two PG groups (A ‘and B) was average, but the

performance of Group C was below average.

' » Mathematics.. There was a significant Group effect,_E (2,49)

= 6.3, p < .01:  In the falk the difFerence between the two PG

—
.

groups (é/and B) was hqt significant, put.Group B (although not
Group A) scored‘higher than Group C (p < .05). There was a’
51gn1f1cant Time effect, F (1, 49) = 156. 4 p < .01. All.three
groups made significant gains (B f).Ol). In the sprlng there
were no statisrically significant difference& among the groups.

4
However, as judged aga1nst US norms, in the fall the scores of

. -was below avefage, and in the spring the scofé of Group B was

o 75

Dy

.the two PG groups (A and B) were average and the score of Group C




Letters and Sounds. There was a significant Group cffect,
. ¥ .

~Group C was well below }gerage.

K1)

K

high average, but at this time Group A as well as Group C scored

below average.

F (2,49) = 7.5, p < .0l. In the fall, the difference between the
two PG grdups (A and.B) was not significant, but both of these
gréup$7$c§£ed higﬂéfrthan Grbﬁp C (both_2.<i.015. Therérwaé a
significant Time effect,_ﬁ‘(1,49) = 93,3, p < .0l and a significant

Group x Time Interadtion effect, F (2,49) = 3.14, p < .0#. Groups

. A and C, but not Group B made significant gains (both p < .01).

In the §afing, there were no statistically significant differences
among éhemgroups. However, as judged against US nérmé} in the'féil
the performance of the two PG groups (A and ﬁ) was averaéer but
Group C was below averagé and, in the spring, -the perfﬁrmancp of

Group B was stil¥ average, Group A was slightly below average, but

[ 4

Aural Comprehgnsion. There was a significant Group effect,

F (2,49) = 7.8, p < .01.. In the fail, the difference betweeh -the

wvwo PG groups (A and B) was not significant, but Group A (although

not Group B) scored higher than' Group C (p < .01). There was a

significant Time effect, ¥ (1,49) = 20.4, < .01. Group C 1{but
not Groups A or B) made a significﬁﬁf“gﬁfﬁ%ig < ,01. ;h the .

" spring, there were no statistically sjgnificant differences among

\_1"

the“grbups. However, as judged by US norms, in both the,fall and >

the spring, the performance of the two PG'groups (A" and B) was

average gnd that of Group C was below average.
. <

'prd Reading. This test was given only in the spring. A one-way

e




\

ANOVA on the results revealed no significant differences among the
. _ ]
groups. However, as judged against US norms, the performanct of

Group A was aQerage, but that of both Groups B and C was below average.

thal Score. A one-way ANOVA of the spring total scores, which
Jincluded - Word Reading, yiclded a main effect for Group, L (2,49)
= 4.45, p < .05. There was no statisticall} significant difference
betyeen the two PG groups (A and B), or between Graups B and C,

but Group A scored higher than Groap C QB.< .05). Also when

judged against US norms tﬁe performance of the two PG groups

was average, but that of Group C was below avefage.

B
observed in the fall appeared to have been subsfgntially reduced by the end

of the school year. However, when the spring performance of GroGps A and B
- | # . :
was judged against available normative data, it was, on the whole, average
-
!

while that of Group C was below average

-

School Adjustment Reports. The percentages of subjects assigned to each

judgment category in these reports, are shown by group in Table 12. No reports'

- - - - - e = - - - -

- [ - P - - - -

were submitted on f1ve subJects (3 1n Group A and 1 in each of Grg\?s B and C);

: ot
"<-—\\hut 1nformat10n about promotlon to the next grade (pass/fall) was ptherw1se obtained
\

- on 3 of them (2 in Group A and one in Grouwp B). A}so in the submltted reports,

{
some -questions were not answered* In the table’the number of subjects on whom
- A

L Y

-

~ - information was obtained is, therefore, shown by item._

1)" Academic Competénce (item 9). " Of the PGs who were judged on
o v : .
this item, almost half of thpse in Group A (47%) were considered

. o R rd- A .
. . . : :' % a4, . _ ' .
N 5. - . R .




Table 12
Percentage of subjects assigned to each judgment category of the
L 4

School Adjustment Report by grodb at the end of their second year in school

N
Rl

1. How well has this child adjusted-to your class?

21y

7

A

Group A 42.9 above average 47.6 average 9.5 below average (n = 21)
Group B 0 above average 100.0 average 0 below average (n = 6)
o Group C 9.1 above average 68.2 average 22.7 below average (n = 22)
2. Are this child's attitudes to school, teachers, and school work positive?
‘ .Group A 42,9 above average 38.1 average 19 below average (n =
. Group B 0 above average 83.3 average 16.6 below average (n = 6)
Group C 18.2 above average 81.8 aterage 0 below average (n = 22)
3. Was this child well prepared academicallydfor the work of your class?
S Group A 19.0 above average 52.4 average 28.6 below average (n = 21)
s Gréup B 0 gbove average 50.0 average 50.0 below average (n = 6)
Group C 4.3 above average 59.1 average 36.4 below average (n.= 22Y
4. How well has this child progressed academically during the current year?
Group A 33.3 above average 38.1 average 28.6 below average (n = 21)
Group B 0 above gverage, 33.3. average 66.6 below average (n= 6)
Group C 13.6 above average 63.6 average 22.7 below average (n = 22)
A~
§. Did this child need remedigl help?
o Group'A NO 76.2 YES 23.8 (n = 21)
Group B  NO 33.3 YES 66.6 (n = 6)
Group C NO 54.5 . YES 45.5 : : ' (n = 22)
6. Did this child attend school regularly? ~J
Group A YES 85.7 NO 14.3 : ‘ (n = 21) .
Group B YES 66.6 NO 33.3 (n = 6)
Group C  YES 90.9 NO 9.1 (n = 22)
1. -
7.  Was this child promoted to the next grigff
Group A YES 87:0 NO 13.0 _ , (n = 23)
Group B YES 85.7 NO 14.3 . . : ‘(n = 7)
. . Group C YESI‘,77.3 - NO 22.7 il ' (n = 22)
8. What is your general appraisal of this child's personal and.social adjustment? ¢
* Group A 75.0 satisfactory 20.0 some concern 5.0 poor (n = 20)
‘\\\Group B 80.0 .satisfactory 20.0 some concern 0 poor (n = 5)
Group C  40.9 satisfactdry 36.4 some concern 22.7 poor | (n = 22)
9. What is your general appraigal of this child's academic competence?
Group A 47.4 above average 42.1 average 10.5 below average (n = 19)
Group B 0 above average 100.0 average 0 below average (n = 5)
Group C 13.6 above average 59.1 average 27.3 ‘below average (n = 22)
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%)

4)

5)

6)

e

ahove ;??%agc, 12% average and 11% below averagef In Group B,

.

abl were considered average and none below average and, in-
4

I

Group C, although 14% wgre.considered above ayerage and 59%

”

average, 27% were considered bhelow average.
]

Academic Preparation (item 3).. éomewhat more of the GrQup A

_(71%) than the Group B (60% ) or Group C (63%) subjects weaz

‘rconJidered above average or average in preparation for the

work of Crade 1.

Remedial Instructign (item 5). Proportionately fewer of the #

Group A (24%) thn the Group B (67%) or Group C #6%) subjects
R

required remedial academic instruction.
. .

Promotion and Failure Rate (item 7). Twenty of the 23 subjects

in Group A (87%), 6 of the 7 subjects in Group B (86%) and 17 of

the 22 subjects in Group C (77%) were promoted to the next grade.

-

The failure rate was, therefore, 13%, 14%, and 23% in Groups A, ,
B, and F respectively. - .
Failures and Sex. Of the-9 children (all groups combined)

who,were pot promoted, more @ere boys (A"= 7) ehan girls (n = 2).

<
Failures and Regularity of Attendance at School. Poor attendance

"at school appeared &F be relafed to failures among the boys (in
5 of the 7 cases), but not the girls. 1In the PG geoups, all

) three of the boys who falled (2 in A, 1 in B) had poor attendance
records and in two casgs the teachers stated that they had been
in schoél less than half of the time. Both of these ch11dren

' were said to have average or better ability and to be capable of

_ doing Grade 1 work (and this was confirmed by their test scores),

but that they had not had time to develop the academi¢ skills

v . P

-
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»
needed for progression to the next grade

In %ummary, the teachers again (as at the kmdergaxten level) ﬁlged Group A
more favourably than Group B in academic competence even though as measured by the
academic achievement tests, Group B was achieving about asdsell as Group A. Also

Group as generally ]udgcd no more tavou1ably than Group C even though

Group B's ovérall performance on the achievement tests was generally average

"that of Group C was beloh average.

7~ . _

Personal and Social Adjustment

School Adjustment Reports. The information obtained from the tbachers'

L 4

reports bn social and personal adjustment was reported along w1th Phe
information obtained on academic competenae in Table 12 The findings were

as follows:

1) General Personal and Social Adjustment (item 8). More of

: 4
- the PG subjects in both Groups A and B (75% and 80% .

respectively) than in Group C (41%) were considered to be
satisfactorily adjusted.

< 2) Adjﬁstment to- the Classa(item 1). More of the Group A (43%)

than the Group B (0%) or Group C (9%) subjects wbre said to

- have adjusted to the class in am above average way.

A , :
] 3) Attitudes to School (item 2). More of the Group A_(43%) than
the Group B (0%) or Group C (18%) $ubjects were said to Kive .
‘ N |
positive attitudes to school which were above average. »

In summary; here again the teachers' judgments fayoured the Group A subjects -

/

over those in the other two groups.. . . .

Behavior Rating Scale. There were no significant differences among the

groupi\bn any of the dimensions assesseéd by this measure. “The meaglscqres

- X . 80 |

- / " '




Table 13

Mean and (SD) Behavior Rating Scale scores of the groups

K

_at the end of their second year in school

_ . Group*A Group B
Dimension X (n = 21) ~(n = 6)
> ."‘ ’ \
1. Aggression! T 12.4 (3.4) 11.2 ( 4.0)
<8 .
. , , -
2. Verbal-Social Interactionﬁl “12.9 ( 3.2) 10.3 (¢ 3.1)
..1.,..'?.;,1,_'.;“__. "“"a*--x"gy; ) . ...
3. Timidity! - BB 12.6 ( 3.2) 12,6"( 2.1)
S . prcs 3
4. Independence g =7 (3.2) . 11.2°(1.8)
5. Achievement M6tivation 11.2 (3.6) 10.2 ( 3.5)
1 : 3 % R
6. Impatience L 11.9 ( 3.0) <93 (3.3)
7. Exteynal Reliance' 13.13( 3.4 14.4°( 1.5)
8. Inattentive-Withdrawn - 11.7°( 4.2) 12.3 ( 2.7)
' 3 : L :
9. Creative-Initiative }O.4r( 3.7) ' 9.2 (4.2)
' B e SR
10. Need for Closeness 11.9°( 3.4) 1.0 ( 3.0)

Total (all dimemsions) =~  119.9°(26.8) - 114.7°(20.3)
L2 - 3 I 3’
Ambition® | 35.6°( 8.1) . 35.8 C@3)

v, . _' : ' . . v . 4 ?5

Notes: . ' : . _“ '
| 0o . l. . - ) ) ““:"ﬂ : \ )

1. For Aggression,,Timidlty, Impatience, External Reliance and
Inattentive-Withdrawn higher scores indicate less of the behavior.

o 2. "Ambition" is a combined scoré on Timidity, Iﬁdépehdenéé and = *
. Achieupmént Motivation. S
3. Responses to some items were not given. Thus, the number'of :

scores on which the mean for this dimension was based was 20 or,
(in twd cases) 19 in Group A -and 5 in Group B. -
-t : : :

h

1]

12
12.
12,

11.

12

11.
12.

12.

12.

118

35

Gl

4 (3.2)
N( 3,0)

3 ( Q.O)

3 ( 2.9j

7 (24.9)

J7-( 8.7)



obtained by each group are presented in Table 13,

. W
- At S
i Ihsert Table 13 about-here /
/ S~
—e— - - - - - - - = -~ ..I’... -
[ - .
. . R 4 “x -
‘ 1
. 'l‘ ' Third Year in School (Grade 2, or Grade 1 repeated) .
! ¢ ‘ . . . ’ \
c subjects on whom either complete or partial data were fbtained at this
.. "
leyélXbre, in the fall and spring respect*xely, as follows: g
] ; FALL - SPRING
A . . . \ . / )
Group A 22 #(10 boys, 12 girls) 11 (5 boys, 6 girls)
\N . " > N
Lroup B . 2 (2 boys, 0 girls) 2 (2 boys, L girls)
Group C 16 6 b(}ys, 10 g1rls) 16 .boys, 10 girls)
) o Th:\project term1nated in the nﬁddle of the academic y\x}\in'ﬂhich the subjects.
+in the third cohort of Group A were at this level Therefore only fall data were
w
obtained oq,them. ‘ ) : o
- The groups, as described above were not significantly different by age or SES

¢ dex, but they were poorly balanced for sex. There were proportlonately more girls
‘%P N g

and fewer boys in Group C than in the PG GrouEs (A aﬂﬁ B).” . In Gryup‘t there weré&:
- {
' only tyo boys. Because of the s1ze of Group B, no statistical analyses of the
L] ’ ’
dlfferences between.this and the other t%o groups were made Thg scores of Group B

| . L]

-

-y _are, however, reported in the Tables . \ S ) .
. - ¢

As at the Srade 1 level, 1rregu1ar attr1tlon 0¢curred at each assessment time,

2>

i.e., one or “other of the subjects ‘Was te?pQ;argly Iost. Hence the n&mber of

subJects on whlch the results a?e based ‘varies somewhat from test to test ~

L] . . . " ’

. AﬁtellectuaI'Competence . B . v LY

<A

{ StanfOrd B1net IQ}(fall assessment) The §w0uPG groups (A and B)/EOnt1nued .

. nP L D

K\to/m}igtaln thexr preschool-IQ gains._ Ih Group A the mean IQ of the 21 dubjects

R
B

. Q ' ) K ) ' ‘ - ) i . i
L~ vt J . v v v ) . C N
e . 82 -
. ' = -‘,. o - © ' . N ‘ , )
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> 4 .
tested was 104.2 (SD lS.&L» AS the end of preschool the mean 1Q of this sample

of Group A subjects was 101.8 (SD 12.2). In Group B the mean IQ of the two subjects

was 103. At the end of presohool it was 102, Thus, thewg was no evidence of

4
dOLllnC in the IQs of the PG groups. :

»
» —

In Group C the mean 1Q of the 16 subjects tested was 94.2 (SD 8. 7Y just about

the same as it was for this sample of Group C subjects at “the end 8} kindergarten

(93.8, so 12.0). N

- A . , P

Academic Achievemens _ .
' A .'

’/Stanford Achievement Test. Primary I-Battery. (fall assessment). The data.

W on Groups A and C (but not B) wére sufjjected te a series. of one-way ANOVAS to

/

explore for group effects and. it was fouhd that the MERN scoresrof Group A were

51gn1£1cant1x\h1gher than those of Group C on all but on\\?Word Meanlng) of the

tests. The.mean scores of the groups are presented in Tab

.' » ' : § . l / ' . , .
values for the measures which differentiated Groups A and C aud their signifdcance
\ ' . : o :
levels were as follows-\ : o7 L. Lo
— m; o ‘Paragraph Meanlng 642, \ p < .05 ‘ ’7 S - )
W N 'Vocabular$ . 6.31 p < .05 . '
B -Speliing 496qﬁ2 ’b}q .05 ‘_'. N oo .
N ﬂ f ~ = Word Study Skills 6.70 p < .05 \\ Tt
| A;lahmet1§A . 5.2, P <'(05 SN Ce

[ % [ 3

v )
-

As }uiied agalnst N nans the performance of Group A was average or above

avé&age on three of the six tests (Vocabulary, Word Study Sk111s,

but the performance of Group C was below ave;age on all six meas és Group Qf’
ST AN

?ﬂrformed at an averaée level on two of the tests (A@lthmetlc an Spelllng) but

e




L J
Il “
&
1 e
Table 14 ‘ .
Mean and.(SD) stanford Achievement test Primary 1 Battery grade scn}os
of the groupgy at the beginning of their third year in school .
- . : Test Group A - Group™B - Group C
& : y (n = 21) - (n = 2) « (n = 16)
. X 7 SD\ X . sp X% SD
. b - « A
Word Readéﬁg' / . 19.7 (6.6)- = 16.5 (- 7)) 15.6 (7.0)
4 ’ ' "
Paragrapp.Meaning . 18;9 (8.9 ) 16.5 (2.1) ( 11.6 (8.39) * .
Vocabulary  ° — 21.3  ~( 7.1) 22,06 (1.4) 16.4 ( 5.3 )
o L . : . L
_spelling | - ‘. 187 (6.9) 18.5  ( 3.5) 11.69 Qs.7)
. Word Study Skills ' 24.5 '(10.4 ) 1.0 - (4.2) 16.9 (5.87)
, . Arithmetic . 20.3 ( 5.1¢) + 20.5 (6:4) 16.6 ( 6.76)
o i . .\. N ' . ; ~
Note: ' The range of scores reflecting average petrformance, based om h f

uUs normsg\is 20-22 for each test.

o . . t/ . ® r R . )
. - . _ . A . »
, . . N . X ~ . ! L ~ . ) ’ v

‘ ~
4 -
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~y
. . P
VL ‘ h
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5 R -
. - .
X a / 1)
~— - . | . 3
- . » . . . .
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. | ' » ‘ <
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. ¢ of the groups are presented in Table 15.

S e S e T %4

below dverage on the other measures.

Stanford Achievement Test,

on GroupssA and O (but not B) were subjected to a series of one-way ANOVAs to

-

explore for group effects and Tt was found that . the mean scores of Group A were

significantly higher than those of Group C on 5 of the 8 tests.

N

>~
‘ ) L e e e e e e == s > - _

‘ ~
a . -~ I

which differentiated Groups A ahd C and their significance

Word Meaning 12.36
Paragraph ‘Meaning . 7.78
v Science and Social Studies  6.43
;  Word Study Skills . . . 7.30
Language - ' 11.49
« . NS

3

L
P
P

P

As judged ®gainst-US norms-the performance of Group

Study Skills and Spelling, but somgwhat below averége on

<

<

<

<

<

A was average on Word

a}lﬁdf the other tests..

(I

levels were as follows:

\ 2
Mrimary II Batter '(:)rin assessment).
Y ry ‘% A

.01
.01
.05
.05
.Ql

L]

The data

The F (1,23) values for the. measures

The mean scores

,.‘?he performatice of Group C was; however, well below avé;age on all of the tests.

d

somewhat below average on the others .

School Adjustment Reports.

academic competence and progress of the subjects during the1r-th1rd year in §chool

is pre§ehted31n‘Tab1e 16.

. .
. - 2
J- . Dt e ey e e = = = ey =

-8 of the 11 Grouij subﬁects "dnd on only 15 of th‘ 16 Group C sub3ects~l Also

N .
o v NI A
, . = ' . . S . .
£ R I .

. 85

R ]

s

4

.. .- "

J'

4

*

~

/

'\

The~eqe Gfoup B subject tested at thls time performed at an average level on

three of the tests_(Paragnaph Meaniqg) Spelling, and Word Study Skillks), but

A summary of .the teachers' Judgments of the

%~

It should be nckkd that reports werée obt@ined on only

¥

~ |
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« Table 15 '
Mean and (SD) Stanford Achjeﬁ.wgnt tdst Primdry 11 E&ttcry grade scotes
-'rb' .
of the groups at the end of their third year In school
| . e - & 4
l}
. A i
v ey
. L
Test ’ Group A ° “Group B < Group C
o (n = 10) (n = 1) DY (n.=15)
vl xS X ' . X )
« . :
Word Meaning 27.9 (5.3) - 21 -18.07 (7.7
Paragraph Meaning 24,4 (5.8) 29" ‘ 14,3 ?~(10L3
Science and Social Studies  25.1 (8.2) 26 18.67 (4.5
Spelling | 28.8 ( 5.2) 30 21.8 (12.8 .
h . i . >
Word Study Skills 33.9 (14.7 ) 29 20.7 (9.9
Language . . - 20.4 (7.6) . @2 12.5 (116
Arithmetic Computation 23.0 - (10.3 ) 26 19,3 ( 6.1
. - ‘. .
" Arithmetic Concepts . © 7 20.8 . (4.9) ' ld‘ v 16,6 ($.6
L3 . - ’ <
< . ) i . ) - ‘
Note: The rafge.of scores representing average performance, basig!on ‘. -
US norms, are: ‘ . N
Word Meaning 28-30 . . *
. Paragraph Meaning ~ & 27-30™ , 3
Sciene § Social Studies . 27-31 : ' oL
Spelling _ 26-31 .. . ‘
Word Study Skills . 27-33 ‘
Language : 27-30
Arithmetic Computation . 28-30 »
CArithmetic Concepts ~27-31 : . . -
3 . § - .‘ - i " g . .
« L :
. “ L i
"‘ -
e . ] v , ! _0"“"- ‘ v
, > 4 ' "‘ \ .
‘;._ - 1;7 ‘, R . i} K
"!.,(_ v [N . . Lt v . s R
' . !‘. : ? : “ \: ES :.“ CE 8 6 [t ) (u‘ ' . . 4
o o L9 ,' . ) < ;‘ "f?'/ ' . LY K, "' * "
i ‘A" . . ¢ ¥ 1 7'9 dl‘, o 14 E." , £f . ‘~



' Table-106 .
: ; N Y
* “~ percentage of subjects assigned to each judgment category of the

School Adjustment Report by group at the end of their third*year in school

1. How well has this child adjusted to your class?
B Group A 50 above average 37.5 average 12,5 below average (n = 8)
Group B 0 above average 100. average 0 bg}ow average (n= 2)
Group ¢ 21.4 above average 57.1 average 21,4 Dbelow average (n = 14)
~ . . .
, 2. Are this child's attifudes toward scho&fi teachers, and school work positive?
Group A 25 above average 2.5 average 12.5 -below average (n = 8)
Group B 0 above average 50.0 average 50.0 below average (n = 2)
Group C 33.3 above average. 46.7 average 20.0 below average (n = 15
;1;55. Was this child well prepared academically fo;,the'work of your class?
Group A 37.5 above average  50. average 12.5 below average (n = 8)
Group B 0 nbove)average 50. average 50. below average (n = 2)
Group C - O above average - 53.3 average 46,7 below average * (n = 15)
—_— R :
4. How well has this child progressed academically during the current year?
. ) Group A 25.0 above average 75.0 average 0 below ayerage (n = 8)
: Group B 0 above average 50.0 average 50.0 below rage (n = 2)
Group C 6.7 - above average 73.3 average 20.0 below average . (n = 15)
s pid this child need remedial help?
. Group A 75.0 NO 25.0 YES , . (n = 8)
“Group B . 50.0 .'NO 50.0 YES - _ Y (n= 2)
\ .- “roup C 33.3 NO 66.7 YES | o . (n = 15)
. 6.~FDid this child attend school regularly?  * . o
-~ "Group A 87.5 YES = 12.5 NO ' - : (n= 8)
Y, & Groyp- B 100.0 YES 0 NO ;s (n = 2)
", Greup C %QO.Q BES° 0 - NO - : (n = 15)
' 7. Was fhiS-child prbmoted to the next grade? . K . .
Group A 100.0 YES 0  NO | SR V C (n=11)
_ Group B 100.0 YES | 0 NO ’ . (n= 2)
- . - Group C 68.8 YES ~31.3 -NO 4 @ -
» A ‘ ) . ' ’ i P
'8.- What is your general appraisal of this child's personal and social competence?
+ Group A © 62.5 satisfactory 2§:0 sofi concern 12.5 poor (n = 8)
Group B 100.0 sa}isfactory 0 some concern 0 ., poor (n = 2)
Group. C  64.3 satisfactory 21.4 "some c¢oncern  14.3 poor  ° (n = 14)
* 9. What is,thr general appraisal of this child's academic COmpefeﬂcs?. . _
~* ¢ .. Group A - 50.0 above average 50.0 average. 0 below‘average (n = 8)
Group B’ .0 above average 100.0 average 0 below average (n = 2)
v .-, Group C . 0  above average 6l.5 average - 38.5 below average fn = 13)
B ' PP . a ) \ R
. . :,g:"‘l,:-\'. l:‘ | » . ”

16)
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. -~ - . . . - N
no answers were given to some of the items in the reports obtained on the Group C
subjects. Information aboug promotion to the next grade (pass/f41l data) was
~

however, otherwise obtained on all of the subjects . in all of the groups. The

4
findings were as follows:

, 1) General academic competence (item-9). ¥n Group A half of
the subjects on whicp reports were obtained were consiéered
above ateragei The other half were considered average. In
Group B both subjects were considered average. Thos, 7€ne

“of the PGs was considered below average. In contrast, in
y Group C no subject was eonsidered above average, 62% were \ /
eonsidered average; but 38% were considered below average.

’

2) Academic preparation ({tem 3). In droup A 38% of the children
prepe R !

‘H’ . were considered above average. 50% aVerage'and 13% below average.

L

In Group B one subject was -considered average and the other

below average. In Group C no subject was judged to be above

"

- {\
' average, %3% were considered average and 47% below average
3) . Special remedial instruction G;tem 5). In Croup A only 25% of
. the subjects were given special instruction as compared with © "
9 : .
67% of Group C. - In Group-B one-subject received special
e “instruction but the other did not. ’
. ‘ ’ .r t L4
he 4) Promotion (item 7). " In the two PG groups (A and B) all of the
subjects (lhbo) ware promoted as compared with omly 69% in Group
v v
7 C. In Group C 5 children failed (31% of the group), 3 who were in .
.. ) the second grade (2 gir1§ and “one boy) and 2 who were repeating
‘ first -grade (both boys). R
i Personal and Social Comgetence ~ R A
| P \School AdJustment Reports ‘The percentage of subjects in each'group who ‘
r ) “ . ) . . v'h . 4 "’ ‘.1 . .
Q ¢ .’i * . ' ' ) >

e W S gg N &

T . T - nty

N
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\
! werB assigned to each of the judgment categories in therpersonal-social
L)
y . C " v s
N adjustment area were shown in Table 16. The findings were as follows:
[9s o~
1) General personal and socigl competence (item 8). There
- 59 were no appavent differedces between groups A and C in this
o N . . B} A , .
~ area.as_judged by the teachers,
~—— . ‘ ]
3) Adjustment_to class (item 1). A somewhat larger propor-
\ ‘ . . Lt [ -
tion .of Group A than Group C subjects were considered to
- . i
have adjdsted to the class in an above-average way and
somewhat fewer to have adJusted in a below-average way.
3) Attltude toward school (item 2)\\ There appeare& to be no
- » marked differences between groups A and C in their attitudes
[ . - - '
' to school, as jldged by the teachers.- -~
! Behav1or Rating $£a1es There were no significant differences between

-

Groups A and C on any of the dlmen51ons asqessed by thlS rating scale
-

scores of the groups on each d1men51on a§sessed are presented in Tﬁble 17

: Vg " - -.. w 7
L J ._ o LY ) *

T :
. . Fourth Year iggéchool (Grade 3, or. below)

] . ~ - T :

( . . . \ . ;

.- . ) . (.

09

- The mean -

The subjects on-whom either cemplete or partial data were obtained at this

'.(‘}‘\‘r - . ’ . . } >
level were as follows: o FI " e -
) \ o Y . - ” - ’ -
T | ' FAUL r SPRING .

-
\ . ) ’ { x, -
I

) Group A 7 + (2 males, 5 females) 7 1’(2 males, 5 females)
e Group B 2 (2 naies] o 17 (1 male) o
. | ' Group C 5 (1 male' 4 females) § {1 male, 4 femeles)
h R - . » , .
- ~ g - > - oo T
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Table\ 17 T
. t ’ ‘:\
Mean and (SD) Behavior Rating Scale scores for Groups A, B, and C (I'

.. I . at the end of their third year iﬁ school ;/// -
< t .
—— -~ : -
Dimension B 'Gt?up Aot Group. B -+ ~Group C
(n*= 8) (n = 2) #\ = 15) >
. \ :
-+ : N - _ . : .
| 1. Aggress}gn - 13.1 (2.2 ) 11.0 ( 5.6) i13.1 - (3.3).
. N _ \
" 2. Verbal-Social Interaction . 11.8 ( 3.77) 10.0 (0 ) 11.5 ( 3.8)
3. Timidity’ . . 11.1 ..( 3.6 ) 12,0. (4.2) . 11.7  (4.1)
A, inde;)endence 7 Y11.9  ( 4.69) 11.5 ('3.5) . 10.0 ( 3.2)
, 5. Achievement Motivation 2.4 ( 3.07) 7.0 (0 ) 0.9 (2.6 )
6. Impatience . ed2.1 ( 3.87) .0 ( 1.4) 12.6  ( 2.9)
. . ) B4 I'4 e
7. External Reliance 13.1 ( 4.26) 85 ( .7’ 11.9 ° ( 3.2 )
. RN T ’ : ) JRN
'8, Iﬂatkentivé—Withdrawn\ ~11.4 ( 3.46) 10.5 ( .7) 11.2 (3.4 )
9, Creative-Initiative . 10.5 _ ( 4.17) 15.0 ('1.44£‘ . IOmd“““( 4.4 )
¥ e . N M . A\
10. Need for Closeness =~ % >11.5 (31) (7.5 7 .7) 12.5  ( 3.2)
11._Ambition 34.9 (9.7 ) 305 ( .7) 32,6 (7.9)
12. Total \ , 1184 - (30.0 ) 93.0 (85) 1155 (22.9)
- . - [ 4 ' ;
Pl g ! ' . \] . _
Naote: For Aggression, Timidity, Impatience, Egternal Reliaqge, Inattentive. ,
: -Withdrawn, higher scores indicate { less of -the behavior. .
. . N3 - _ -
? . . ‘ . . e ) R .
- ' N T . . 1 ‘ @~5 .
L N e o ( \ Y s . - \
>
‘ /‘/-"‘ R . ‘ " ~
- h. M ‘ A \\
- 1
I, @
- 2 y J o o~ / a
( o " 5
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Mfntellectual Competence . A h} . T
; :

Stanford Binet IQs (fall assessment). Scores on this measure were obtained

on glli s’ubjects as described abQVﬁ, The mean scoresﬂof the groups were for lA,
J
B, and C respectively 105:2 (SD 12.2), 110.5 and 90.2 (SD 6.2).

R .. . [

The PG groups (A and B) wtfe still maintaining théir preschool IQ gains. At
. : \
the end of preschool their mean scores were: for these\z Group Aégybjects 106.9
. - ) .

(SD, 12.4) and for thest 2 Group'B subjects 101.5. ' )l “
N 7 > ’- W,
\j the Control group the trend was toward somewhat less satisfaetory perfor-

>

mance than that dispﬂayed‘at the kindergarten lével. The mean scores of these”5

et ™ A ) i . -
Group C subjects” at the beginning and end of kinderéarten were 91.8 (SD 9.4) and °

. - . 95.0 (SD 7.7) respectively. . ' e .

~ ~ .o . *

> . !

-

Academic‘%chievémeﬁz—

*

-Stanford Achlevement Test Prlxary 1! Battery was administered in both

*

the fall and the sprlng It was g1ven to all of the subJects in Groups A and C
t n - A
~ b as desc‘rlbed above, but to only one of the Group B sub@ects at only ong assess-
/It -~
ment time (fall) The mean scores of GroupsdA‘and C and the}/eores of the one

]
. subject tested 1E\Group B a;? presented in Table 18. " . —

\

Q
L

- [ Rt S ‘f R S - _ 4y
L. R . -
/"\'.-"'_—T\ ‘ e o E'___.\__,__“/_ _ ¥ % R R . ‘)
| . ' ' AN » ' - - -
] Because the . sample were Ao small at’ thla level, statlstlcal ana1y51s * the
~ h) >

ata obtaimed on thgm w s_prQbabg} 1nappropr1ate. Only very- large differences -~

ould be expected to be Statistically significant A serie§\o?.2 (Groupy x 2 +(Time)

»

- o ANOVAS w&re, howeVer, performed on the scores of Groups A and C. It was found that”
. Y *
B although Group A scored hlgher‘than Group C on al! of- the tESts the dlfferences were \

v

.large enotigh to- be statlst ca \\h1f1can€‘on only Word Meanlng and Paragraph S

}
Meaning. \E;%re were signifi t m in effects fg# T1me, but no 1nteract10n effects,

~

-

; .., ’ ‘ v . 91 . .
. ' 4 . . . 4 -

T v
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. r R Table 18
Mgan and (SD) Stanford Achievement Test Prlmary 1T Battery grade scores of the groups
at the* eglnnlng and end of\their fourth year in school
*
?f Group A Groyp B . Group C
Fall Spring "Fall Spring Fall
) ) n=7-« n =7 n =1 n =0 =5
” ‘ . ‘¢ * - .
Worq Medning 30.7 ( 6.8) 33,0 ( 3.8) 30 17.8 (10.6) 24.4
. Paragraph Meaning 3006 ( 5.8) '37.1 ( 5.5) 31 17.0 (10.9) 25.6
' Science and Sociallsfudies,'26.6 (7.8) 30.0 ( 8.9) 26 19.2 ( 4.8) 24.4
. v . ~ o . . .
Spelling - s - - 29.0 ( 6.7) ¢ 36.1 ( 5.6) 30 * 23.8 (5.2) 30.2
Word Study .Skills /- " 39.9 (20.2) 48.0 (18.3) 31 26.0 (12.6) 37.2
lLanguage  ‘: 30.3 (12.2) 3&.7 (7.9 32 . 18.2 (10.6) 31.2
. . Arithmetic Computation 27.6 ( 4.6) 34.7 ( §.2) 35. | 22.4 (7.1) 29.0
ﬁﬁ% Arlthmetic Concepts 25.7 ( 6.2) 35.0 (10.-0)" 27 '_\ 20.2 ( 7.4). 23.2
S~ P , . \ S
» » . ’-’” \‘ - ' :
- Note: US norms: , Range of scores(ln Stan1ne 5 indicating average perfotﬁance : <:
o ) '/ Word, Meaning . 0N 29 33 (beglnnlng of year) 37-40 (end of year) )
: ‘Paragraﬁh Meanin 30-33\¥ < 236-41 ' -
Scienc® and Spetéﬁ Studies 29- 3@ 36-40
- Spelling - 29-32 - 37-40 y "
Word Study Skills . fh‘,_ZGE%S’ \ 33-45 r
Language . N 2 36-42 ’ : R
Arithmetic Compdtatmn 7~ 30-32 37-40.° .
. Arithmetic Concepts 29-33 34441 .
R .'_. - , : g' - . . o .
92 ) . ’ AN \
, .
& « .
'} : . ) “
) ) ) v’ ~ r )
‘ \ ’ .C
- LN ' ' .
\ oY)
~\ i L 9 * r_> N

Spring
n=>5

(4.7)
( 7.4)
(10.8)
( 8.04)
(13.5)
(12.4)°
( 9.1)
( 6.6)
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:t1me Ar1thmet1c Concepts), but somewhgg:gllow average on 4 tests (Word Meanlng,

- average on all of the other seven tests.

' should be p01nted out that all of the PGs were at grade 1eve1 (Grade 3), but two ,g:

of the Contror subJects were one Year below glade level (1 ', in Gradé 2) The

L}
[adiS

73

on all of the tests ¢xcept Science and Social Studies, i.e., both groups made
. . [ 8

significant gains from fall to spring and the size of‘thesc gains were not

.

- significantly different. The fact that ncither group made significant gains

on the Science and Social Studies test suggests that what was measured by this .

test may not have been emphasized at this primary grade level in the London.

‘public schools. - .

As judged against US norms (range of scores in-Stanine 5 representing average
. R )

;

performance,” as shown in Table. 18} in the fall.Group‘k scored above average on

Word Study Skills and average on four other ‘tests (Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, .

L
Spelling and Language), but somewhat: below averggg/ﬁn/g measures (Sciénce and Soclal\\\

Studies, Arithmetic Computation, metic Concepts). The one sub;dct in

. Group B scored above'averagc on rithmetic'Computation, average on 5 other tests

and Below averagé on only 2 (Science and Social -Studies and Arithmetic Concepts)

In contra§‘ Group C scored below average onl all elght tests, well below average

on-all of them except Word Study Skllls : o . ,
- In the sprlng, Group A was stlll scoring above ave:age on one.test (Word '

K,

-Study Skijls), average on three tests (Paragraph ‘Meaning, Language, and at th1s

Spe111ng, Science and Soclal'Studles' and Ar1thmetLL Computat1on) Group C

scored'average on Bye test (Word Study Skilis),.but continued to score well below
CoT T . t"‘ | o . '

e

hJ

Teachers' Judgments of Academ1c Competence. School AdJustment reports were

AN
.obtained on only 6. of the 7 subJects In Group A and 4 of thé 5 subJects in Group C.

P

Informat1on abou&kpr0m0t1on (pass/fall data) were, however,'otherW1se obtained on_ v

/,. .

- ~all of. the sub;ects. 'Before considerlng the data der1ved from these repqrts, it

»

+



findings were as follows: '

1) General academic competence (item 9). In Group A, 3 of the 6

4

subjects on wh:; reports were obtained were judged to be above
average and thé other 3 average. 1In Group C, 3 of the 4 subjects
e _ - on whom reports were obtained woro_coqsfdéged average and the

: , '

other one below average.

2) Preparation for the work of the class (item 3). In Group A,

- %
3 were considered above average, 2 gverﬁge, and 1 below average.

In Group C, 2 were considered average, and 2 below average.
’

3) Spgcial'remedial help (item 5). "In both Groups A and C half of

the subjects received remedial helb.

& - v

4) Promotion (item 7). A1l of the subjects. (7 in Group A, 2 in

Group B, and 5 in Group C were promoted). :

. “‘

) .. .

{

Social and Personal Adjustment

-School Adjqﬁtmeﬁt Reports. The information dérived from these reports about

-] ] i N

) s . '
‘the childrens' social and persondl adjustment can be summarized as follows:

4

1) General personal and social competence (item 8). . In/Gﬁdup A

"the cbmﬁetence of 5 of the 6 children was.considered satisfactory

and concern was expressed about only one subject: In Group C two
. .

were judged satisfactory, concern was expressed about one and the

competence of the fourth child was considered to be poor.
[ ' B 2) kdjusfment to the class (item 1) and attitudes toward school,
\ - ' o/ ! .
teachers, and school work (item 2) were considered above average

i

oor average for all subjects in bgéh Gfoups A and C. No subject

’

in either group was consideredybelow avérage. ' .
_ red,

' R 7/
'School Behavior Rating Scale. There were no statistically significant !

differences between these two small groups (A and C) on any of the dimensioni

- Yo, P

- - bl
L] [} . . . -
' . . coe aﬁﬁnﬂf :
‘ o ‘ . | .
\ : 95 | \




'assessed by this measure. : ‘

-

Fifth Yeay in School (Gradg 4)

T 'Onty'one-subject-was availableafer.study at this level... Thi's. was a PG Group B
male subject who had attended the preschool for one year during the first year of
the, project. B : ' <,

A limited amount of data was. obtained on this 'subject. He was given the

Stanford Blnet in the fall, but then became unavailable for further testing.. "This -

L ]

was because he became a resldénb at a local institute and attended school there.

_The institute had been counsellng this subject's family' and a temporary residential

placement was approved, voluntar11&3 by his parent Close to the end of the school’

I‘

year he was returned to his home and to his class in the public school, but it wass 3

y
L]

: : & : " .x
too late to test him. However, in the fall of the next academic year, when thjis

child was in Grade 5, a School Adjustment Report on him was obtained from hié‘,

- teacher.
~F Al

At the beginnlng of Grade 4 this child's IQ“was slightly above average, the

’

same as it was at the end of preschool. Thé dlfferende between hlS 'score$ at these

two times was only:one IQ point. He was, however, because of abSenteelsm, performlng
\ L 4

academically at a Jow average level, especially in reading.. At the Inst1tute
LY

“school, he made good progress and began to catch up and at fhe end "of the year, when

-

he returned to his public.sghool class, he was promoted to Grade S .

In the fall of hls Grade 5 year, he was reported to ,be d91ng better academic )
work than before, espec1ally in mathematics, but generally throughout the curriculum.
\ .
He was, said to be more mature emotlonally and "to be better adjusted to the class-

/

‘room than before. He was still however, rece1 ing additional help from, the
is'reading oomprehen51on,and language -

Learning Resource teacher aimed at improving
' ’ \

1

A <

abilities.

- A



Y
"

~discriminating variable: 2 _

T,

N

A1l Levels: Pass/Fail Rates

~

To calculate the overall failure rates for the‘samples, only those E;bjdtts~

who ‘had been studie% for at least..two years ™Eschool were included. This was

_because no subject fﬁiled kindergarten and pass/failure at this level was not a’ .

~ - )
: . ! .
Also, begause the groups varleq\by nupber of XUbjeCtS studied 'at the levels -

-

P

at which fai{ure occurred (i.e’,, Grade 1 and above) the failure rate was calculated -

on the basis of'thé'number of post-Kindergarten school years attended by each group.*

Th{s procedure permitted the inclusion of subjects studied for one or two years and)' )

¢ ’ o,

tHen lﬁjt. The calculations were as fallows:

In.Groﬁp A, 7 subjec%s yere studied for 3 years at the Grade 1

N

. . . . . - s 3 * . .
level and beyond (7 x 3 = 21), 4 were studied for 2 years .

(4 x 2'= 8), and 12 for one year (12 x 1 = 12) fof a total of . )
41 schodl years. Three failureS'océurredS’&The failure rate for ‘
thlS group, when calculated in this way. wasjkherefore 7. 39
In G;oup B, one subject:was studied for 4 years at the Grade 1
leve; and beyond, (1 x 4 =\Z), one sngect was'studie&_for

-

years (1 x 2=2), and 5 subjects were studied for one year o

(5 x 1 =5%) for a total of 11 school years. One failure occurred.

”

- Thus, the fallure rate for this group was 9.1%. . : ‘\
v In Group C, 5 subJects were studied fonfs years at the Grade 1 . ) :
level Q{ beyond (5 X 3 15f, 11 were studied for 2 years
a1 x 2 = 22), and 6 were, studied for one’year 6 x1=6) fbr\;.
T total of 43 school years. Ten failures occuﬁiﬁa. The '
' failuré rate for this group was therefore 23'3%. . . ‘ !
;hus, %he fallure ‘rate\in Group C was three’ times as great a§ in Group A and
mofe than ﬁwice ;s‘great as\§\ was. in Group;B.. - | /
. : > \

'..g .:' N 5’77 | , -
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N t
The Grade levels attained by the subjects wh} were still in the project

wben it terminated and who had been studied at the Grade 1 level or above were

L

as follow;: _ T )

v

it

Group A ¢n 22) at grade level in Grade 4

.

at grade level*in, Grade 3.

at grade level in Grade 2 L

W

one year below grade level in Grade 1

\

6)
¢ ¢ 4 at grade level in Grade 2 ' -

oy

Group B (n at grade level in Grade'5

(=1

one year below grade level in Grade 1

“Group C. (n = 20) atvgrade level in Grade 4
Erade level ‘in Grade ; )
L]

at grade level in Grade

.at

kN R
one year below grade level in Grade 1.
-

-
N N & T B

two years below grade level in Grade 1

‘Note that the attrition after Kindergarten was 2, 1, and 3 subjects in
o ) '
Groups A, B, and C respectively. _ . '

_ fhe percenfage‘of subjegts in each group who were at grade level at- the end "
of the project was therefore 8b.4%, 83.3%, and 60.0% in Groups A, By and C
. e v ' ) -
respectively. and it should be noted that 10% of the Group C subjects were as

fmany as two years below grade level. Of these subjects, ones has been enrolled

in an opportunity class, In contrast, one of the Group A subjects has been

enrolled in an accelerated class. . o ,
. - . - {
~ L
. \ .
L
1 ~4 AN \
' ) :
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~
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4 ¢ .
* ! ] 2



) ! CHAPTER 3
* ¥ ¢ '
Discussion of the Results of the Follo’;up Study

-t . .
' . .

1. Did the preschool;graduates (Pbs) maintain the inteilectual'and'cognitiv

gains made by them in the preschool aftermtheyfwere enrolled in the primary
- = g = Fa - L N i B \

L . . !

. grades? . | _ ' _,.' : b

The answer to this questlon is a resoundlng yes. The ggset IQs of the two

PG groups did not deécline durlng the 3ourse of the Study Instead they tended to

-\

increase dizr time with significant add1t1ona1 galns being made at the Kindergarten
Ev

+level. the sample«pf Group A subjects wh1ch was studlpd§through four primary

gradle levels was found to have maintained its end of preschool IQ 1eVe1 throughout
»

this whole time period, - Also when, in ‘the last project year, lg‘of the PQs.were
. :

tested by a 'stranger their IQ scores were no; reduced X ) v

Measures of cognltlve competence, other than the Binet, were used only up to
the &nd of Grade 1. These were the Circus tests. As measured by these tests the -

o

M cogn1t1ve ability of the. two PG groups cont1nued to Jmprove;\at least in Kindergarten.

L4

At entry into Klndergarten their scores were &till below average, but by the end of

\
the year they were average. They then appeared to ma1nta1n thesé?Klndergarten gains.’
e and again stored at an average level at the end”of - flrst grade
: N
20 Did the Control suhject& w1thout preschool __per1ence "catch-up" to the PGs ‘
- * -
- in intellectual and cigpitlve competence after entry into school at the

1
y .

Kindergarten or_the higher grade 1§~e159 ' e

Y ’
o . L8

Group C did not make IQ gains in Klndergarten wh1ch were as g?eat as those nade
b
by the PG groups (A and B) during their preschool years Group C did make a signif- $\

\

icant Iﬂzgain in Kindergarten, but it was not any greater than the add1tiona1 gains

made bY’ ach of Rhe two PG groups .at this level, *Thus qsoup C did not\catch up to

we o e

_the PG groups on IQ.:
. r N




Iy

-, 3 , ’ , - g
The samples of Group € studied tHrough one or two post-Kindergarten syears
' 4

i P L . .
maindained thelir end-of-Kindergarten 1Q Jevels, but the sample studied for three

-

~years beyond Kindergarteﬁ'shdwed, on last testing, a decline toward a level of
. ’ H

,
>

functio'e that displayed on entry into Kinder garten . .

;- )

The cogn1t1ve Lompetence of Ftoup ¢, as measured by the Preschool Tnventory

and the Circus tests, did however 1mprove %1gn1f1cant1y, relative to the two PG

3 ]

- groups, during Kindergartén and first grade. At both the beg1nn1ng and end_pf

Kindergarten, the two'PG groups obtained higher scores than CGroup C, but at £he

-

end of the ye## the dlfferenees betwgen Group C and each of the two PG groups on

s

one measure (funetlonal language) were no longer 51gn1f1cant Also, by the end of
»
Grade 1, none oﬁ:@he differences among the three,grbups on any of the Circus measures
S N .-- . - » ' . P
were large enough to be statistically reliable. Although this latter finding sd%gests

that 6roup C had ''caught up" to the PG groups the differences between them on two

measures (Circus "Think it Through' and "How Much and How Many') were still large
® .

enpﬁgh'to be meaningful? When evaluated against the available normative data . (US ¥
National Means), the scores of the PG groups were average, but those of Group C were

generally below average.‘ However, it ie noteworthy that on Circus "Say and Tell",
i L 2

the language measure, Greup C (as well as'Groups'A and B) was ﬁerferming,’on most

\ .

.items, at an average level. X

- , ’

Tests‘like the-'Stanford Binet and the-Cﬂrcus'{ests especially the former, Y,

are often referred to as aptltude tests or'tests which can be used to predect for_.

example, academic achievement. -The “results obtained here with these tests are in

) -

| : . . .
marked contrast to those reported in most other compensatory preschool studies

(Bronfenbrehner, 1974), with only.ohe or two exbeptions (Karnes, 1973; Weikart et al.,
1978). fn.most cases there has been a gradual attenuation of preschool IQ gains and
gains made on, other types’of aptitude tests during the primary grades and the differ-

g?ees between the preschool graduates and their .controls have completely disappeared.
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: RN - o \J
SN . ‘e K .
- With respect to the Control grog‘llt is of interest to note that W01qut et al.
(lg}ﬁ) obtained results similar to those found in this study. The gain in the

Binet IQ of his Centrol group from entry into Kindergarten to the end of first

+ +

gradé, was 3.8 pg}pts. However, by ghe énd(of fourth grade this school effeqt{

. no longer evident. \

3. ( Was the academic achievement of the PGs superior ta that of the "Controls' and
] .

i o did they“fail a sé often? 4
' -

The answer to this ‘question is also yes! At all levels the academic achieve-
ment test scores of both Gfodps A and B~were higher than those of Group C,
although the size of the. dlfferences were not always statlstically 51gn1f1cant

especially those between Groups B and C. This was because the sample of Group B
\ ' - \

subjects was so small. The reader may, have noticed tWat on some-tests the difference
. L ot | e ' ~
‘between the mean scores of Groups A and B was not significant, but Group A's score

(and nofiGroup B's score) was sigﬂificantly higher than Group C's score even when, as

was sometimes the case, Group B's mean score was slightly higher than Group A's score.
.3

M N

It was difficult to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the groups by academic

area because no Canadian normative data were available and the use that was made of

- Vd d
& . normative data from the United States for this purpose may hgve been misleading.

- - : . o .
What children achieve .in school is a’ function of what they are taught as well s
. k_\\ . 7 ' . ]
. ~ their aptitude for ‘learning, motivation and work habits. For example, at the Grade 3
-7 level none of the groups made significant gains on the Science and Sotial Studies

test in the-Stanford Achievement Prlmary II Battery, sugdgsting that what was

measured by this test may not have been emphasized in the London schools in Grade 3.
1 . . . P §

. In so far as the use of American norms was dppropriate, the pattern of performance
, _

* [
was not entirely consistent from level to level. However, the preschool graduates

‘seemed to, By and large, .do soﬁewhét bg}ter on language and other reading-relaied

tests than on ones which assessed othettypes of,academié ability.

5 ) ST
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¢

Ab ‘judged by teachers the academic competence @f Group A (with twoa?&nw:car

preschool experlen(e) wa s clearly superior to that of Group’ ( (the ContTol group),
but the teathers tended to underestimate the actual academic ability of’Group B

(with only\one:year in preschool) and?to judge this group tS be not much ﬁore

competent than Group. C. However,| the-pass/fail rate in Group B*wasijﬁst’about as
satisfaétory as it was in Group Q. ‘ S R ‘

Belng promoted is a global cr1ter1on of Sat1sfactory academic’ achlevement

but is probably the most mean%ngful one in this study. On this crlterlon the two *

PG.groups"were clearly superior to’ the Control group. The failure rate in Group C

was three times greaxer thﬁn in Croup A and more than twice as great as in Groqp B

L 1

and by the end "of the pro;ect 86% of Grdup A, 83% of Group B but only 60% of

Group C were at an appropriate grade level and lOc/Lf Croﬂp C were as many as two; .

years below grado level. . - ’ _ ' o~
) | .

4. Did the PG's adjust better to school have better attitudes and study habits,

H
[

display more approprlate classroom behav1or and segp better ad;usted personally

and socially th§£ the Controls? =~ . . \ ‘
o r '\
. * R

No firm answer .to this question could be obtained from the availaé%e data, .

This was probably due partly to the subjective nature of thé measures employed o g

(teacher jﬁggments), and partly to variability in the standards aﬁoinst which the

chilerf were judged across the many different school;‘in which they were enrolled.

-
Thesexvariables may account for why the Behavior Rating Scale failed to differ-

+

'entlate the groups-successfully on any of the dlmensions-assessed at the post-

Kindefgarton'levels. The information provided by the teache®s in response to the
: , .

. : . .
more open-ended questions in ‘the School Adjustment Report suggested that there were

[N

important differences betweeﬁ.at least Groups A and C in the woy in wiich ghey
N ’ . _ L AT

14

o 102
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adjusted to school, but in the Behavior Rating Scale data these différences were

\ . »

4’ reflected (ﬁ?en reflected at all) in only. trends in the expected direction
In spite of the questionable reliabillty of the findings with' the Behav1or

s

" Ratin) Scale some of the trends. in ‘the data were consistent over time. The
- ~ répeated replication ¢f trends 1is an alternative method of assesSing their

relfgbility which some clain i;gmdre]appropriate in educational research, with

~ i

*+ small éamples, than tests of statistical 51gn1f1cance (Carver, 1978). There vere

two trends which may be- meaningful The first was the difference between the PGs

and the Controls on: Fxternal Control,  a dlfference which was significant at the

- * v

Kindergarten level rep11cated for both Groups A and B at the grade 1 level ﬂnd for,
e

the samples of Group A studied at the higher levels. One of the goals of the preschool .

~

was self reliance or self direction and these f1nd1ngs .suggest that this goal may

’ [ 3

\\\ have been achieved in the long, as well as the short range. However, the gendency
[ 4 : 4

- . s - : ; .
to make 1ndepend?nt decisjons, to rely less ¢n teachers for direction and to be less
- . . « ! )

swayed by the opinions of ogheri,ﬁay have made these children less; rather than

fore attractive to teachers, as ‘has been found by orher invest}gators-(Feshbach, 1969; .

-

. , . _ p | )
Helton § Oakland, 1977).° \§> ¢

The second cOnsistent trend was for-the teachers to rate Group B as low or
. . R y]

)l _ sometimes even-lower'than.Group C and to rate Group A highervthan either of the other.
3> | twe gnoups;u This trend, which favoured the Groyp A subjects was consistent with the.?
.data obtained from the responses to the School Adjustment Keport. Thus, it is *L
. probably “fair to conclude that the Group A. subjects, with two years of preschool
. experience, made on the average, better soc1a1 and personal adJustments in schdol .
S than did those with only one year of preschooll(Group B) or those without any )

preschool experience (Group o).
. . \
. The fthding that the Group B subjects with only ¢ne year of preschool experience .

%
¢ \

#did not adjust to scheol any“better than the Controls with no preschool pxper1ence

- Q . : : . ' ' o
IRIC = | | . 103 |




\

* groups. Boys tend to conform less readily in the classroom and the judgments of

.

« “must, however, be interpreted ﬁ#%h great caution. 1t must be remembered that’

) L 4

Group B was very small and may not have been truly representative. Also there
A

were proportionately more boys in-this group than in either of the other two

”

1

.- teachers on a varlety of measures have been fqund to ‘be more. adversely affected by

how non- compliant a child is than by any.other variable (Kohn & Rosman, 1972). -

+

5. Werc the ch11dren who had two years of preschool experience starting at-age 3 ~

1
more successful in school than those who had only one year starting at age 47

‘In general, the answer to this question is a véey cautious yes, because the

L]

-

4
academic achievement of the Group "B subjects, 'as measured by the objective tests and

the pass/fail rates, was more often than not just about‘Ep satisfactory as that of

Group A. The Group B subjects seemed to benefit from their first f#ar in preschool

in much the same way as had the Group A subjects. ﬁollowrng'it they made:ﬁmﬁi)
hol1day 1ntellectua1 and cognitive gains and then in Kindergarten continued to grow
in these areas in much the same way as -had the Group A subJects in their secohd
preschobl year. Thus, by the end of Kindergarten, Group. B had caught up to Group A :
iu many respects. Group B may, however, have been aided in this by haviné somewhae

more. genetlc potential® than Group A. As the amount of early education obtained by

. Group B increased, its mean IQ also gradually increased, and at the last testing , .

-

trhe when all 12 subJects were assessed (beginning of\Grade 1) it was 109 when
Group A's mean, for the totallgroup of 24, appeared to have stabilized at 104. - )

+ As_has- been reported above, the teachers found the Group B subJects to be less
satisfactory pupils from a behav19ra1 point of view than the Group A subJects, and

considered them to be in as much need of special instruction as,the Group C control

subjects. However, in® the bnd at least as far in school as this study folliowed.

-the Group B subjects, the teachers promoted them just about as frequently as they

. . ’
promoted the Group A subjects. _ ' ' : ' T'

N 104 .

©
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. Summary }
. . ™
g . o .
This discussion has dealt with only the follow-up results and has not
related them in any detail to the findings which were obtained about thé y
’

B __immediate impact of the presehool program on the debelopment of the children. -

Therefore, this chapter is incomplete and will be expanded when Part 1 of Section II
. - ' : .
" of the final book-length report is prepared. A report on the, immediate impact of

the program on Group A may be found in Research Bulletin #431 (Wright, 1978), which

also providee a detailed description of the Group A subjects, and how they were

-

obtained.

e Although the sizes of the samples available for study in the follo&—up were

-

not large, certain aspects of the project strengthened it and support the assumption
of validity for the findings. The first and most important of these was the
opportunity to study a substantial number of the children for as many §s four years .

after they entered the‘elemeﬂtary school and tq be able tao show that the main

findings were replicated at each of four primary grade levels, Second, it was

-~

possible to study all but a very few of the subjects. during the most critical years), //,
fadd

-

b i.e., the first two years in the primary grades. These years were critical in the N\
sense that, in almost all studies of compensatory pfeschool programs, it has been

%
found that the immediate effects of them, as measured by tests of academic aptitude,

i such as- IQ and even school achievement, have disappeared ' !

o Regarding the benefits of only one, as compared with two yeara of preschool,
these findings pormit only tentative conclusions. They strongly suggest, however,
that only one year'may not prepare low-income children to meet the sacial and

i beﬁavioral expectations aad values of the Séhool, but may be.aimost as effective

as twg years in preschool .in helpihg them develop their intellectual and cognitive

potential and the ability to cbpe more successfully with academic work.,

[ RS U B




A\ .
1In conclusion, theréfore, the findings of the folldW~up study strongly support

the view that early oducation fdr ch\lchn from 10w~ln(0mo famlllcs can qlgnliutantly
diminish their risk of fdlling in gchool and reduce the“cost of their qdh(atlon by
eliminating their need for placement i special classes and by reduaing thelr need

for other kinds of special remedial instruction. The long range benefits of this

—_ - — - r ——

for the children, their families, and society as a whole should be substantial.

-
.

The. results also suggest that the assumptions made about the needs(gf low-
¢

income children in a moderate ;izéﬂ Ganadian city suchk as [London, Ontgrio and

| the type of stimulation they rquire in an-early education program, were valid and
that the program quigned for them in {he Labpratory'éreschool at Western was ot
appropriati. The program and its developﬁent will bé-dggcribed in detail ig/

Section I of the final book-length report.whiéh is in preparation. A preliminary

report on the' develapment of tHy program may be found in Research Bulletin #355

-
.

(Wright, "1978). /. | | - .‘
One final word about the‘overgll results of the projeét may be of consiaerable

interest to Caﬁadian'early childhood educators who have designed compensatory

programs on the basis of conclusions dr?fn f#om the findings of Head Start reseérqh

in the United_Sgates. Tﬁis has to do with laﬁéuage. In the United States the Ca

focus of Head Start has more ofteﬁ than not been oﬁ the development of language §kills..

\ / .

In Canada this may not be approprlate, certainly not in areas where a common language

is spoken and there are no dialects. The Smallest dlfferences on cognltlvenrelated ' .
ST . . ' .
measures, found between the low- and high-income children studied_in the preschool,

were on the language tests.and, as has been reported here, the first, and essentially’

* -

. » - - L} .
the only differences between the PGs and Contrgl§/which were eliminated after entry

into KLndorga;z;h were those in the language areas.
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