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EVALIL T THE EARLY ADMISSTON TO FIRST GRADE PROGEAM

* ABZTRACT
DA
Test oame o . ~£2 in the Maryland state bylaw a.. -ving five-year-olds to .
™emLir lrTiogriz,  enigomery County Public Schools c-rzloped a 21lét program -
" iz schael year 4t =75 go. identify se.ection crizez:: for ex’rly " admission,

Tu: approazoes o .oxcly admission were zdopted. In T_zn I, 2 +=all number- of
IrE-year-alss sire sllowed) at the requ=st of theix parent:, :. anter regu'ar

Gr==Ze ] clomses “zn I was implemente:x® in four gmmoois.  Tae II nonsisted
e atire =:.3iss=’ - Zwe~year-olds who ittended scmscl for - : Zull day. Six

2 gy . . [ppe—
S, ..A8 So - ML o LLEE3Y00mMS ., -

At =@ enc Q. i e, approximately 40 percent of the Dlnr ~ zruzdénts and 16
percant ol t2e wiwwss jn Plan [I wer= -recomnendad Inr ecomd grade. ' Ome
.¥h2=3 of *he Pl . T :kiidren and.only 1C percent of time PL.a IZ children weré
actuzily placad = :cond grade as the pzreats ‘of the otier~ chese not to have
thei- child acece.2 .zed. At the beginning.of the year, =in: ach-evement levels
of w== ear:lr aé&m=s:zon (EA) _children ulrimately recommemi=d fcr promotion ta .
Grae. 2 wem¢ > % he comparison- first graders; but br the ecd of the year,
ther were .fodng :: "sell or better thanm the average firsz grade student. The
best predl '-r :: promotion to Grade 2 was the *z3ild's score on . the
Metropolitam teaci-=ss Tests, although a number of chilsren who. received low

Readiness :uc—es -z the fall also did well. in th¢ program., The Early

Admission Prwigram - 3 favorably received by principals, teachers, and parents

in spite of the fz.:c that some staff and many parents were opposed to the idea
30 .

of zccelersting fi+ --year-olds,

, o

v

. Bam=r on vz2 evaluecion findingg' from the first year of the pilot program,. the
falilnwing -relimirzre recommendatiors were made: ' e

tmglement Pilan I in schools

‘interested in -arly admission to first
Grade ’ o

\

_Bammed on the success of thé Plan I crlas'é-e,s, any school in the county
gmould be permitted to imstitute- such a program provided there is an .
interest in this approach, there is ricz in ‘the first grade -

c.assrooms, and there is staff support for the concept.

With regard to selecting students, fully =dequate predictors of

success have not. yet been identified. 4° this time the most
satisfactory method  of selecting students sipears to be parent
nomination combined with teacher and - primeipal - judgment. . - The

! Metropolitan ;‘Réadiness “Tests could be used to wonfirm selection .for
early admission, but they  could not be validiy used as evidence to
zxclude a child. R : 3 '
L _ N

Z., —mplement Plan II where appropriate '

. ot : _ y :

~ Schools committed to° early admission with large numbers of parents
intergsted in the ~opportunity could institute the Plan II approach.
Efforts should be taken tp insure that these parents do not perceive

the program merely as ap all-day kindergarten. R

1.

a




3. ' Ccusider a. variury of options for qghnitt:ing childr== exrly to fire-
grade '

Other possibls forms of early admission which shoult =e considerec
imeicde placing five-year~olds in combined K-1 clss=-. and having
scme stay all o~ or having five-year-olds in a reguior kindergarter

" c.o28 but spexw.i part of thej- day within & first grazs room. '

“%.  Em=zore the ‘mmxsibility of Pr-viding glternatives ~ the presep:-
- 1a ~day kinde-;ar-en : - :

- 'Tne popularity of the brogrem ' suggests there i g demand tor
L Zmmrgarten F=ogrzar: which differ from what™ ig Tesentiy eing
Ztored. Parem— T=2=ponse  to the Early'AdmiSsion-E&ogrmn suggests
-aere 1is an. inceres=— in changes in the present kinderzarten program,
2ciuding lengtmer:jy the five-year-old's school day zo a full day,
‘=troducing more a:casemic material into the curriculuz. or eariching

‘e program with = troader range of experiences.

. ! 3 : - - :
The = .or orogram is currentZy in its second year of operation. An evaluation
repc-: s éuled for Septe=mer, 1980 will provide additiomal information on
the oroc. — pPresenting -z. followup data -on the original program
Par. cipm . : and additionmal -:-a onp the second group of EA students, -

Gew

(S

bl



EVALUATION OF THE EARLY ADMISSION TO TIRST GRADE PROGRAN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. BACRGROUND OF THE PROJECT o | -

‘On April 27,.1977, the Maryland'State;Board == Educﬁfiontrevised thé:state;
bylaw concerning admission to the first grade. Ti= revisad bylaw states:. *

~ "Every ckild admitted to the first grade im a r blic elémentazy =chool
in a Maryland county shall be at least 6 i:ars old on or pefore
December 31 of' the year in which he applies .or entrance.. A local = .
. board .of: education..may: adopt: a regulatior permitting. a- S-yeafiéldffélu“ff;
- ¢hild, upon ‘request:-of. the parent, to be admi-fed to' the first grade
if the}local-superintendent,qrﬂhis'designee.ﬁezermines that the:child . .:
?'has~dem§nstréted“cépabilities.wafranting early admission. . = .7

. In response’to the_revisedfs:até‘bylaw, Montgomery County Public Schools ...
developed..a pilo program to develop . procedures for early admission to first -+
-8rade. The program  was implemented in ten #£:hoels in  the 1978-79 ‘gchool
year. Im the 1979-80 school year five schools =-e offering ‘the Program.

Two approaches to early admission were adopzed. In Blan I, = small number
of five-year-olds were allowed, "at the request of ' their parents, to enter
- regular Grade ) classes. Plan I was implementec in four schools, B
_ Plan II consisted of entire classes of five-year-olds who attended school. .
- for the full day. The children in these’ classes were to progress at their own .
.. rate ‘through the‘kindergarten'audvfirst‘grade'currfculmm; The expectation was. . .
“-that some children would master first grade material by tha en” of the year .
and could be promoted from Ehe early admission class to .. ad grade, = Six 17
~ schools had,qun‘II classrboms?\\ B - : o L e

Thié;ddcument,ﬁréééﬁES~axbrieff8ummary of the results nf the evaluation‘of :ﬂ@
the first‘yeagfbf'the‘Early Admission to First. Grade Program. The purpases of " - .

. the evaluation were tos- .

A. _Coiﬁpare_v ‘the. academic _@e:’fefmance and social behavior of the early <
~ admission (EA) students with that of regular first graders

B. Examine the vélidity of screening measures which could be used to
predict success in an early admission program o ' '

c. Leérn' how the' program was freceivéd by parents, teachers, and
* primcipals - ' ' ' .
' A -second gvaluétion“répoft is scheduled for September, 1980. This report will
provide both follow-up dzta on the original ' program participantg and’
additional data on the second group of EA students. o SN -
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II. METHODS
A. Number =. _:zudents in thevaaluatioﬁ : -

A total of . :arly admission students from Plan I and 135 from Plan II
were involved ::= '=o evaluation. Also imcluded were 181 first graders for
comparative pur—=m=:s. The number of children in each of” the EA classes and
the number of —=mrzison children selected from a first grade in that school
are presented iz Tzale E.l ‘ o :

" An énalysis of the aemographic“cﬁaracteristicé-qf the early admission and

first grade siudects showed that they were generally tepresentative of the ..

first: graders in the county as regards sex and race/ethnic . group. Black,
children. were. slightly undecrepresented in the early ‘admission. sample;’ Asian
children . were -, cverrepresented. "'. Hispanic ' children were proportionally -
represented,.. et PR IR U RPN b i

P S T I - . . .o [

PR <

B. Assés&ménts, '

Two instrumbnts which cﬁﬁid.3p6téné€h11y .Ee used to -éelect children for

early admissicre were administered to the students .in October, 1978. ~ The two . . .

tests were ‘th= Developmental Test of - Visual-Motor Integration (VMI) and .the
Metropolitan Eeadiness Tests. Achievement at the end of the year was measured
by a number of- techniques including standardized achievement tests (the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests) and a teacher-constructed behavior checklist.
Other end-of-year measures were a rating scale which was included as part of a
teacher questionnaire on promotion and a class ranking. Table E.2 presents a.
sumary of the measures showing when each -was administered and which groups-
ware included. : o B RS

[

TABLE E. 1

Number of Children in Eafiy Admission
‘and Comparison Group by School

L _ S - . karly . Grade I
Schools . ' N Admission - Comparison -
lan I
Olney 1 9 .
Poolesville 2 25
Seven Locks 9 5
Lynnbrook ' o ' 6 - “ 6 2
. Total * _ B ’ 18 45
ién’IE
Cashell : L - 3 22;“ _'. 21
. Stedwick ) t A 21 - 25 '
‘Takoma Park , : o 24 . L 22
Twinbrook - L " . . 22 - 24
Whetstone = - : °20 19
- Wyngate . : .' 26 25 ; ,
' Total - ‘ . 135 A .1 .

153 181

S (RPN
HNSNCE




. TABLE E.2
' Summary of Measures ..
} ' ‘Time of ' : ..
Measure ' : Data Collectlon Groups Who Received
Developmental Test of Visual- . ,Beginning'of ’
Mo;or_Integraeion (1) : - ¥ school year All EA‘'classes” &
) R L SR -

MetrOpolltan Readlness Test
Auditory

""A11 EA classos’
E

Early Chlldhood Checkllst
Mathematlcs
Language .
Social Studies

‘Plan.II.EA clisses

Science . . . T school . Plan II Grade 1
Work Habits ' . > year .- . Comparisonms .
General Soclal Development - . A '
T _ .
MetroPOlLtan Achlevement Tests . ' N L
Reading - ‘ e _ ’ ' - All EA classes -
. Mathematlcs L End of school ”-All Grade 1 T
- Language T T S .

year ... | Yl,g,Comparlsons

lTeacher-Prqmotion Queetlennaire"., *  End of echeel‘ﬁ Teachers completed
AR AT o - - year ~ ... for every-child
S o S 1n EA class .

** Rank Opdef;lﬁiﬁleeg‘ Eﬁdiefﬂeehobl': ichers rank
et ' p ﬁ~i}ordered each
: . . Plan II EA
° .+ classroom -
! . E=3 R L.
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. III. FINDINGS A | . .
' ‘,,7 4 '.v ) '
A. Promotions to Grade 2
" At the end of the year, 25 of the EA children (16 percent) ywere
recommended for second grade. Slightly more than one-fourth were from Plan I
schools, The schools varied in the number. of children they recommended for
Grade 2; the number ranged from 0 to 7. “A disproportionate number of children
-of - Asian descent were recommended . for Grade 2. Of the- 25 children

recommended, 9 parents refused acceleration, leaving .16 EA children (10 .

percent). who were actually placed i.n Grade 2.

X

\\ There wéi:e large diffe.renceéi between the -Plan I and Plan II séhools ‘in the , 
. prober\tion ~of children. recommended for Grade 2. Plan I s,chools..rqcomnendgd
40 peruent ‘of their.'EA .students for -placement in second ‘grade. ¥ In

i'oughly?:'_:.__ ! *
.contrast,;; Plan II schools :recommended 13 :pércent. of .their ‘children. %) These
"dnifference"s:"ff;ca oot legitimately: be ;interpreted to -mean that - the 'PlanzI

e
ce g Ve

programs were more“effective... Differences between ‘the.two plans were. expected ...

% because:.af :the. procedures ‘employed .in- selecting. EA students. -in.each plan.- o

Plan: I.;:écthl's'. served a ‘Small ‘group of children who ‘were perceived to have-a
> high 1likelihood of .success. . Plan II “ schools .served a broader range .of -

achievement "levels; and, there ore, the proportion of children - eventually: : -

~promoted could have been expected to’b lower.

Differences between Plan I and Plan‘,}1\1\8180 .appeared when the. actual .-
promotions- were compared to the recommendations~ Only one recommendatiop was "
declined' across .the Plan I~ schools. Across the -\P‘Laq II schools, nearly .as -
many parents declined the school's recommendation as accepted it. ' Parent. .r

. commitment to the prospact of acceleration was démonstra@:ed% Plan I parents ..

. in ;hei,r“.-decisi.on to enroll their- five-year-olds directly .in -\first grade. °
- Parents of Plan II students apparently had more doubts about h
> child into a grade which would separate the child from age-mates. ...

IR P TIR R

n’ students were below the’ comparis

As “a’group, the early admissio

ing their "

on first. '

* graders.-at ' the beginning of the year. This is based on the comparison of [the .-
- group means on the four tczts of the Metropolitan Readiness Test. ' At the end .

'Of the year, the situation was much the same. - The first grade averages on the

Metropolitan Achievement Tests and on the teacher-ccnstructed Early Childhood *

Checklist ‘exceeded those for the EA children. At the close of school, the EA ...

' teachers-‘judged their _Students to be about ‘midyear first grade  in. their
reading, mathematics,’ and general academic ability but-beginning year ‘first -

_ grade’ in 'social development. The averages for wll medsures for “the Early .-

Admission children -and the first graders are presented in Tabie E.3. . -

Theé lower achievement of the early admission students at the end of the . '

year was consistent with the observations conducted in the EA classrooms. The

observations indicated that in general the EA classes at the end of the year . ' -

were covering material appropriate for first: graders in the middle of the-

-year. Given this, it is not . surprising that the EA children were somewhat . .,
. ' 8! ,.

- below the first graders in cverall achievement.

A

E~4
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TABLE E.3
Average Scores on Assessment Measures
Early Admission i - First Grade
o L Total ) : - Recommended ~Total
" Beginning-of- _ Group. ~ Plan I Plan II to Grade 2 : Group
Year Measures (N=153)  (N=18) (N=135) (N=25) . (N=181)

- Beginnir-cf-Year Measures

62.5
'215,2:
1545
11.9.
'13 8\

End-of-Year Measures
Teacher Ratings
Reading =
Arithmetic -
anueral Academic
: al-Emotlonal

. .. ’-... -

'ﬁyalltan_Achievemeht

Q ey

mic U N
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Averages, however, do not tell the entire storj for the early admission
‘children. Within this group, some individual children achieved a level of
performance higher than that of the average first grader and even more EA
children werz-within the range of the achievement levels represented in the
. first grade. Figure E.l presents the d1étr1butlon of the total score on the
Metropolitan Achievement Test which was given at the end of the year.
Separate distribution are presented for the EA and first grade students. The .
scores of EA children rocommended to second grade but whose parents declined -
acceleration -are indicated along with the EA chllaren actually promoted to
Grade 2. The. extent of coverlap between the distribution of scores for the EA .
and first grade students indicates that some movement between the grade -levels -
is Justxfzed-at' least as far as the children's academlc achlavement is .ix
» concerned.. s ¥ foeli i wiy ;

> 4, £
e

- When th ];;rformance of all*the EA chlldren recommended for promotron -was

fcompared v1tthhat of their: classmates and the first grade’ ‘comparison group,
. the resultsiindicated that - the program had reached its obJectzve -for these
% children.. .At ‘the beglnnxng of the: yeag, the children who would be- recommended
for Grade 2 were operating at a level sllghtly above average for.their class
but slightly ,below the first grade. At the end of the year, the EA children
~‘recommended ' for second grade had higher- achievement levels than the average -
first grader who would be their classmate. All indications are that, as a :
group, this select group of EA children was ready for second grade. It should
be noted, however, that there were.other EA children with comparably high
levels of achlevement who were- not.recommended for second grade.

c. Ut111ty of the- Screenlng Instruments o

One -of the objectives of the study was to evaluate several ‘tests w1th.

. respect to their ability to identify £1ve—year—olds for early admission.: .If

. the children .who- scored well on a test at ‘the beginning of the year were -the

children who ‘went on to do well in the ‘program, -then the tests -can be L
- considered: . as& useful and . valid predlctors, of - achievement. Two- of the

rpotentlal screen1ng tests examined in. this evaluation were the Developmentali

Test of V1sualeMotor Integratxon (VMI) and the etr0polltan Readxness Test

One. 1nd1cator of success in the early adm1sslon program was whether or notvw
?the child wasr recommended for second grade. -When each of the five potential -
 screening instruments (the VMI and four tests of the Metropolitan Readiness)

:was evaluated- 1ndLv1dua11y ‘for  its. relationship with a recommendatior . for.
second grade placement, the results were not encouraging. The most successful .
measures were  the Total Scores on the four Metropolitan Tests, the Auditory -
"Test, and the Quantitative Test with correlations of only .30 «28,. and.-.27,
respectlvely. *The VMI proved to be the least useful - = cea

The 11m1ted relatlonsh1p between the ‘screening test and the recommendatlon
is. illustrated in Figure E.2 which shows the distribation of scores for the
total on the Metropolitan Readiness Test, the best of the predictors. - If the
test was highly valid as a predictor of a later recommendation for promotion,:
most- of the- ch11dren who scored well on the test would - have - been 80 %

. recommended (and vice versa, those recommended would have had the highest .-
scores). As Figure E. 2 shows tth was clearly not the case.’ :

o
I
u,

" E_‘i 1_
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Recommendation for second grade promotion’ is strongly influenced by the
standards and attitujes of each child's principal and teacher. Because of "
this, recommendation Rg£j§g~is,notm£hgﬁbést measure by which to assess success
in the, program. Better measures are'tﬁe results onthe-tests administered at
the end of the year.l The correlations betweer performance on the screening
instruments and‘ these measures of achievement at the end of the year were
somewhat higher, -although they still wére not gocd. The highest beginning to

: end-of;yaér,gorrelationvwas .68 betwegn the total of the four Readiness Tests
and the total of the three Metropolitan Achievement Tests. .Overall, the best
predictor measures were the total/ scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
followed by the Quantitative and Auditory Tests. S '
) An altermative approach to validating the screening instruments involved .

. the establishment of hypothetic~l gutoff scores ‘on the four Readiness Tests..
.. For each school, its first grade me#n on each of the four subtests was used as = . .
;a8 cutoff point. Counts were made/ of - the number of early admission children
‘who excerded the first grade .mean; . on 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 of the tests
- administered in the fall. These children were also classified with respect to -

. .their performance at the end of.the.yeSr. The results indicated that 'children
. who did very well on the Readiness tcsts also” tended to do very well in the
. program (regardless of whether' they wvre recommended for Grade 2). .However,

some children who didn't do outstandingly well on the Readiness. tests -
-performed very well in the program. These "late bloomers” deflated the
'Wﬁféﬂiétive“abiLityLO#Lthg,Eesté7bon§iaér§5IilifTﬁéfﬁfﬁb12ﬁ:§§iﬁi§§§§ifi§§§i§§;““;@
""and decision-making for individual children was greatest for those who did not
. do extremely well on the screening tests. Most weut on to achieve, at average

levels;- however, some went on.to do very well. - T

=4

A’ third approach taken. to assess  the utility ‘of the predictor measures
involved statistically distinguishing between the -early admission and first
grade students in ‘a school. Test scores 'were .combined in such a way as to
make the=tw07§:qups'maximally distinct. Those studentéflooking more--like the
~ alternative group were then identified. -Using only the beginning-of-the-year .
. scores, the two grades could be distinguished with ‘only a moderate .degréé of - - .
-success. “‘Depending on the school, from 15. to 33 percent of the EA -students : .
‘were identified as more like first graders. - On the other hand, 13 to 37

percent of the first graders were classified as more like early admission -~
~ students. .. . 7 ' : ¢ VI Lo

- . A . oo r

.~ lone 'particularly. interesting finding,‘emQEged-‘when the' interrelation~ .-
- ships "among the various tests were examined. These were a high degree of &
. association between the Metrdpolitan Achieyement Tests and the measures which :

. used teacher's judgment.of a child's.ability. The highest correlation was .77 -
{Teacher rating-of Reading Level with’Total® Score). . This finding suggests .
‘teacher judgments for this age group are a valid and accurate source of .

information. - e , R /2' T
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. . Attempts to statistically distinguish the early admissions students and - .
first graders’ within each ®caool based on the end~of-the-year measures (the
three tests of the Metropolitan.Readiness and the six sections of ‘the Early
Childhood Checklist) showed that the two grade levels were very different at-
Cashell, Stedwick, Takoma 2ark, and Whetstone.- ‘The two grade levels at
-Twinbrook .und Wyngate were less distinct. At ‘Twinbrook, 35 percent of the EA
students looked more like first graders in - that school; ‘at Wyngate, the
proportion was 48 percent. Appropriately, these were the two schools that
recommended the ‘largest number -of children for promotion to Grade 2. - This
‘type of analysis, while not particularly - useful for identifying early. .
admission students at the beginning of the year did provide additional support .
for the promotiom patterns acress the schools. Some schools had considerably .
more EA children who,were similar to their first graders than other- schools, -
+7:- The conclusions:.to be. drawn ‘with regard to .the “two potential screening
instruments examined in this study is that the. Metropolitan Readiness..Test.
‘could be uged:for' this: purpose .if- one is. willing to accept .some ‘degree-of
‘uncertainty in .the results. The Readimess Test correctly predicted a high
‘level of achievemeat for children who scored exceptionally -high. " Forthose -
who received average scores, the. predicti%n was less precise, failing 'in some-
cases to’ identify children wko performed well in .the program. Tie VML, on the:
other hand, is not suited to the purpose of identifying children for early .
admission, .. - ... Lo ' L RS LI

' "The utility of any screening tests is closely linked to the problem of
what level of performance to require for early  admission. @ The ~issue of .
whether a five-year-old .should be at the~ level of the first grade in his or "=’
her. .own school-or the level of the average first grader in the. county :is .

addressed in one of the following séctions of this paper,

-~ D.  Parent, Teacher, aad Principal Response to the Program =

The .attitude of most of the .adults involved with. the program was highly -
favorable. - Parents were pleased with the ‘benefits the program provided for
‘their child. " In.particular, they were pleased with the academic benefits, ‘the -
social benefits.such as increased self-confidence, . and the program -features -
such .as individualization. ° Teachers were pleased " because they - felt the -
program provided an opportunity’ to work with the child all day and- to better R
meet the needs of individual clildren. Principals felt the program's -strength :
rested in theé  bpportunity to introduce Grade 1 material » place children -
appropriately, and provide a full-day of experiences. . - ~ s

' There were few problems with the program as perceived by the parents. Over -
half could not even mmme an aspect .which .they considered unsuccessful... Of
those who could, some were displeased with aspects of program operation -such '
as .insufficient parent contact or too large a class, A few weére displeased |
‘ith the teacher in some way., = * : ' o . R

P

~ Teachers and - principals were largely in agreement. in identifying the
weaknesses in the program although teachers unanimously agreed that they had - .
not had any teaching problems with -the program. - Teachers “and .principals” .
mentioned the need for an aide, the 'need for more money for materials, and. the
need for more. communication between the schools and ‘the central office. Both
groups were alsc bothered by the late start of the project and the -confusion
it caused,. - ' '

'3 . . . . LI . . -
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-

-Parents, teachers, ‘and pr1.nc1.pals were asked quest:l.ons about: promotlon t:o
Grade 2. The ansvwers given indicate that there was some difference of" opinion
"among these groups .and ‘the program developers and administrators. Although
-the program had as its objective the preparation of children for, Grade 2, 46
percent of the parents stated they would not allow promoticn, to - second grade.
Another 25 percent were undecided. Most of the teachers. and principals
believed that only a few of the early. adm.ssmn students would be promoted - to ~
Grade 2. :

E. Limications of the St:udj

1. Screem.ng for Socl.al Development: .

Gl.ven the dual mport:ance of the social and lntellectual dl.mensl.ons of the~
young ‘child's: personality, criteria for early admission will need to -include ..
an. assessment .-of * sociocemotional.. .development. ... The . evaluation’ included a
measure of ‘social: development: at ' tha end of the- year, but: there was no measure '
included in - the beglnnmg-of-the-year assessments, and, therefore, there were
no analyses . of aow well social:, development can be assessed and used:-as a
predictor . measure, ** The - problem 'is that there ' are  no -tests of #social
'developmerit which can be administered in 10 or -20 minutes to predlcc the ways ﬁ
a flve-yearﬂold will respond to the many different behavioral requirements of
a classroom.l Possibly, a measure of social’ developmenr would have been -
able tc improve the predictive ability of the screening measures. Some type
of ‘social assessment will surely. need to be’ 1ncluded when early admission is -
mplemented ona larger scale. - = - . ¢ IR

3 2.":. Genera.l:.zabl.hty of t:he F:.ndl.ngs

'l‘he generallza’olllty of t:he evaluat::.on f:.nd:.ngs may be rest:r:.ct:ed‘ by
several cons1.derat:1.ons.'x Research findings are consl.dered - to be most:
generalizab le "to . similar populat:l.ons .and ' similar’ = -situations. " The -
-1mplementat:1.on “of' the pilot : early c'mission project: dlffered in several
signicant” ways from how early admission to first . grade might actually be,
implemented. i For: the, most - -part,.. ‘the .impact - of t:hese d:.fferences on; t:he-
generallzsblllty of t:he flndlngs 1.s unknown. CELC s T

‘One dlfference was t:he tlmng of t:he admnlstratlon of t:he pot:ent:1a1
1.nst:rument:s. Assunu.ng a five-year-old's placement would néed to be decided
prior to school encrance, any early admission test:l.ng would- ‘have  to take place 'f
over ‘the’ summer.\ The early admission children ‘in the’ p:.lot: program were -
tested .in Oc:ober after one month of school which included- some switching of °
class assigmments along with the confusion of pro_]ect st:art:—up. - Lf there was-
any effect of the delayed t:est::.ng, ‘it is ll.kely to have been.in the direction °
of increasing the similarity ‘be*ween beginning and end-of-year results. If »
this happened, the t:est:s are " even less predictive than the evaluatlon found RN
them to be. - , . e L YR

E

. . s : N
“ ° . )
]

. - J - : L -.f'~'r~-
. IThe evaluatlon for 1979-80 1.s ut::.ll.zmg several approachcs to . overcome
t:he lack ‘of an .overall measure of a child's social development, but: t:he

success of t:hese approaches is yet: t:o be det:erml.ned




"~— Another substantial difference between the pilot project .and future early -
- admission where a- five-year-old would enter directly -into a first grade was
- that the great majority of the children in the evaluaton were not in a regular
first grade .with six-year-olds. = They were in a spacial classroom with
children their own age. The program they received was a. combination of the
kindergarten and Grade 1 curriculum; it was not a straight Grade 1 :program.
There are so few children in the evaluation who had only first grade
classmates and a first ‘grade curriculum that it is difficult to say anything
‘conclusivé about the effect of placing five~year-olds in a first grade room:
The evaluation findings.-definitely show that some five-year-olds can .be
provided with a particular kind' of experience such that at the end of one year -
of school they are. functioning at or near the level of the first graders in

that schoél.g,lf,is not known whethexr that phenomena would have occurred had -

_the experience  been a first grade room instead of -the particular EA class in .

'which'they'enfolledl ‘As the findings show,- it did not ever ‘éccur for all of ..~/

‘the EA classrooms.. . This ‘suggests -that . there were ‘important qualitative v

‘differences in program implementation across the schools., .

'IV. ESTABLISHING A GOUNTYWIDE PLAN FOR EARLY ADMISSION

":; A.' The Need for a Sepérate Standa:d‘fdr Each Schooi ff‘ i.,5

One of :he:decisions which must be made in e;tablishiné an ‘early admismion

program is whether the criteria . for selection.‘§hggl§“”be;oindividualiy;w

determined for each school-or-whether—one “set of criteria should 'be adopted

‘for the entire county. - This problem could not be fully addressed by the

evaluation findings because the ‘resclution’ depends' -at least as much on
educational  philosophy as it: does' on hard data. What the findings show is -

b e

e

that there are different levels of achievement from one school. to another even "’

for five- . and' six~year-olds. Given this, a five-year-old could easily be an

average fifStigrader at a school with a relatively low achievement level and -

level. . The ‘same- 'situation applies‘ with regard to promotion .from the early

not be suited for first grade at atachool with a relatively high achievement -~ - -

admission program: ; children who looked like - they would be good .candidates for .

second grade at one school were not qualified at another school. .
A countywidejstandard.would~meanfthafﬂthe'nuﬁber'of children identified at
a school would :-vary as a function of tHe ‘school's achievement” level. ..Few
children would be identified at.séhools,with_the4ldwér;achieYementhlevels. If
the standard .were. made _higher than _the cbunty .average, very few, -if .any,
children from these schools would be eligible, - T R

|~ This situation is further complicated because the discriminant analysis
showed . that' at the beginning -of the year .'in - the schools with the lower
achievement levels there was more overlap betwéen the kindergarten and first
srades ‘than in.-schools with the higher  achievement levels. 'In the two schools
in the study with the relatively low achievement levels, tiere were more firsc
jraderss at the beginning of the year, who resembled the EA children and vice
retsa;f"ln this kind of situation, children'wbuld;more-easily fit in with the
iext’ grade .level becadBe .the boundaries between the grad#s are less distinct;
ut it is 'in. these schools that few children would be selected with a
:ountywide standard., LT e N o -
’ . "o : R

1
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" '.Ope standard, such as the county mean for the first grade, would also pose"
- problexs for children from schools with relatively high achievement levels.
~Use of the county mean would likely result in the identification of a large
‘number of children at these schools. Some of these five: -ear-olds, however

advanc~z relative to the rest .of the county, would not be . ** 2" level of the
averag. first grader in their particular school. Even so, :lysis using
the hypothetical cutoff scores showed that the EA chilc ;us Zdentified
would not be far behind and 'so they would probably fit : :lieztly . below
average first graders. This raises the question of whethe- dula be better

for, a five-year~old to be omne of .the "'most advance” .ldrer in the
‘kindergarten class or one of the less advanced in Grade 1. - 2
. . .
. Separate criteria for each school would allow the identification-of those'
five~year-olds who are like the first graders at that achool. Since. that is -
. the first grade classroom where those children would be placed, this seems to
' be a. reasonable -standard of comparison. If a child is in a school .with a
- lower. achievement level and:the child's parents move  during the school ‘year,
the child might not fit in with the £irst grade class at the new school.
. However, the same fate could befall.a q%x-year-old first grader making that
‘kind of a move... R R A T FATEPI R TIPS -

. .. Another negative feature associated with the use of the separate critgtiaf .
would he the logistics involved in obtaining the comparison data on a regular ' ‘=
basis- First graders would have to be tested every year or—every few years to o

—leart whar their—achievement “leveld are. Thé size of such an undertaking
¢ shou-z mot be overlooked. S R . " :

L3P . -
T B : e

. - The "answer to the queétion of héw'lmany' standards to adopt 'is closely
-linked ' to. the purpose of identifying children for early admission. If the

purpgse 1is perceived as similar to the: identification of the gifted and the RS~
provision.of special programs for gifted children, then it makes sense to talk

about an absolute standard., °If the purpose-is to place five-year-olds in a
classroom most suited to their cognitive and socio~emotional-  development, then
school-specific criteria would be more appropriate. 'The study findings show
tified,depending;gn.thsf-

/3

‘ <:- L L3 2
“scriteria used

. ‘that a somewhat different set of children will be id

M

-

B.  The Concept of Early Admission
The :evaluation report would be_ remiss if it did not report” the intemsity
of sentiment vwhich- was generated ' over .the _question  of. whether - - any
“.five~year—-olds should ‘be accelerated apart from their age-mates. . The. ongoing
debate can be read between the lines (and on’ the lines) throughout 'the
findings: .. the vastly different . number of promotions to ,Grade 2 from the
different schools; the 'number of promotions refused; and the ‘parents’',’ .
‘teachers', and - principals' opinions on the ' promotion ' question and their B
‘comments about -the program.’ The opposition argument - had two ‘components: Sy
. opposition to acceleration in general (e.g., leads to problems in adolescence,
in college etc.) -and to acceleration for childrem of this age " in’
'mmﬁxuani R S . R S L e

o -~

<

l"J.'h’:'.s:-'<:ont:rovers:;,r was also  pervasive throughout the public hearings
conducted by the State Board of Education on the proposed change in the state

bylaw, , ' ‘ ) - A

-~
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. swww UL Tne debate ovelr the concept of early admission revolved_naround‘ the
importance of .the child's Social and. emotional ‘development,

be no doubt ‘that there are five-year-oldg who are academically ready for firge

what it wag intended to be. For Some, it might have represented ap eariched
or accelerated .kindergarten, For some, it might have -beep just :an all-day .

By

kindergartan, Several MCps 'st:affl. Speculated _that, - for some;-parents-,"-:;_';éthe~g
Program..representad a..__babysit:ting,-_f.sfervice and eliminateq- the need “for'-céhild -

EEA prepéringj;-,‘-,"'-,;f,fi\'re-yearolds:- for -~ second grade. .. The pilgt:_*,,px_.'dgr:am‘”-vaﬁféﬁ—";as e
.7 designed “tovbe: short-lived wag tremendously.- popular. Ironically, the early . 7
' admissiog " component - Lo an:-actual  First ‘8rade  which wag, designed .to be
2ed -and—implémenteq on a countywide Scale was and sgilj is embroiled in .
L .-——contfoversy, Suffice it ¢to Say, there appears to be no easy resolution to.. .'-
* . this disagreement, - - o o S e e o

year-olds directl} in
ing thé needs of " young
‘ _ above those of ‘their
ols lan I was triéd, it wag positively’vzjéceivgd‘_;,_fl
by Principalg,’ :teachers, apg "'parent:s;v-ralik_e; ‘Almost half of the ' early -
: admission-st:udem‘:s in Plan I__classr’ooms'l were recommended for Second - grade, .- .-
. .‘There: is"no-reasc\n'.why‘ any school in the- county should nof institute Such.a

“grade classrooms, -and if there is-staff support for this concept, ..

_ The final bqinpdx;’éqt' of t:his".reconnnenda'tion, the staff -support,. is ag. - -
important ag ~the'_-'-‘p§rti_s:ula; form of early admission adopted,. The decision to

‘ program when - .the school's . "principa_l» and/or- teachers ./are opposed to the L
‘concept. Qur 'preliminary findings Suggest -that .without this support it i et
likely that: even if children are admitted to 4 Program of this type_they wili




“‘not be promoted ‘from the first to the second grade. A concurrence m.th the

'/thls f1nd1ng is not at all su..pr191ng \

' implement’ Plan’ II classes in a school. One condition is a basic commitment to ..

i".demand within-any oné -elementary school. Entize classrooms’ only.make-sense -if
" .’there - is-asufficient . number, of. flve-year-olds who . areiworking . at,
; '.'_at, the first ‘grade level  at the beginning of the year to. warrant ian:entire
‘class and if there are a. sufficient nmmber of . parents who would be m.llxng to:

- have  their ch:.ld placed in second . grade the follom.ng 'year. - -The. beg:.nm.ng—

. "‘.of-the-year .asséssment data’ suggests ‘the former. is likely 'to:occur only in
. schools with several classes at each grade level since overall only.a small
.proportlon of- f:.ve-year-olds in each school” were sufflclently advanced.l It is’

: need to be restricted to placl.ng a child- totally in a .firat grade ‘room or

options adopted by the Plan I schools in. the study, such- as. a comb:.ned R=1.
"class in which some of. the kindergarten children stay all day and’ others .
_ attend for only a half day. Another possibility is having some five-year-olds - .
‘attend klndergarten as® part of a regular class but spend the other half of the

ph:l.losophy of early admission and a commitment to the concept on the part of

both parents and school stafZ are crucial if Plan I or any other form of early . -
admission is to 'succeed. : ' : ' ' '

[

Wlth regard to’ selectmg students, the study has not yet been able to

'1dent1fy predictors of - success which’ are fully adequate. - This may be of -

little mport as the- method used to seleect students for Plan I this year, -
parent” nomination combined with teacher and principal judgment, appeared to .
work satlsfactorlly. ‘This process . could be further confirmed by éxamining a - |
child's performance on the Metropol:.tan Readiness Tests. The evaluation ; '
f1nd1ngs showed that if:a child scored hlgh on the :Readiness Tests, the child .

- would be likely to do well in the program. It would be invalid, howeVer, to .
- use these tests te exclude children who do not score part1cu1arly h].gh,“ since . -

.. there was.a. second group - of students . who- were recommended for promot:l.on who
/» did not- have: high Readiness ° scores” at. the time of entry into’ the : iprogram.

Consudenng ‘the reliability problems encountered when test:.ng young chlldren,

' 2.'. Implement Plan 'I Where Appropr:.ate A

T,

 The evaluat:.on flndlngs suggest several conditione are - .'reouired to -

the program.as discussed -above. Another conditica - ig the avallahlllty of an B

. ‘all-day kindergarten class so that parents who want" a full day cf education .
" don't place. a child -in an early admission class solelr for that reason and .
 without any intent of allow1ng the child to be placed in Grade 2 at the end of 7
_the year.. .That lund of parental sentiment was found by the ‘evaluation and is

directly counter 'to the: obJectJ.ve of the program. , This problem can-be avo:.ded
by .meeting the supplemental needs filled by 'the early adm1991on program in”
more appropr\te ways (e. g., all—day k:.ndergarten). U ,_e;_.._

| The feas:.b:.lrty of the ‘Plan II approach is closely t1ed to- the quest:l.on of

oz nearly

only in the "schools 'with the largest kindergarten enrollment  that :-this -

- proportion . would . ‘ be equ:.valent to more . than 20. children. - Suu.larly, :

sufflclent parent interest is most l:.kely in-a large school. 3 4
3. Consxder a Var].ety of Optlons for Admrttl.ng Chlldren Early to
o ¢ *  First Grade _. el : S

-
H

Prov1d1ng fxrst grade eXperlence for a f:l.ve-year-old wouldn t necessar:.ly

creatlng special classes. The obJectJ.ve could. be met- through some "of the .

day with a first grade class. Some of . these optlons may better prov1de the i
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... concept .of early admission were anxious to ‘have -the program .in their-. school

‘provide the_ ‘academically advanced ~ fiwké-year~oids = with stimulating ‘and
interesting activities appropriate to their intellectual level, while at the
same time insuring that early admission ‘children: are not deprived of
activities beneficial to five-year-olds such as creative play, periods of
- physical activity, or other" experiences traditionally associated with
indergarten. If a five-yesar~old's performance in these kind of arrangements
was at a level comparable to that of the first graders, then. promotion to-
‘Grade 2 could be given Serious’ consideration at the end of the year. .« ' i
‘4.  Explore the Possibility of Providing Alternatives to the Present
: Half-Day’Kindergarten S : Lo

i ' The popularity of the program Sugg'ests" thgé _there is a "deméﬁd i for -
~ kindergarten programs which differ: from  those being offered at the -present
“time. _ Even teachers and principals who were opposed or' reserved about the

"' for  rhe .1979-80-Yschool" year.': Many parents’ ‘spontanéously commented that they;
hoped the program would be continued_ and/ even expanded : )

TR

‘As. noted previously, .the basis for the EA program’s “popularity -appeared to-x:
rest more in ‘its structure and content then in the. opportunity it provided for.:
 early’ admission.i. Giver. this, the  structure (all~day) or the content (more -~

advanced than a regular ‘kindergarten) can aund should be replicated totally "
* independent of- the objective of preparing children for Grade 2. . . ... '

Possible changes ‘include lengthening the five-year-old's school day from
half= to full-day, introducing .moce academic material into the ‘cur-iculum, . "
enriching the program with a broader offering of .experiences, or providing a . :
combination' of the above changes. While part of the acceptance of-the early . - ...
admission program was due to.the all-day aspect, the nature of the classroom .-
activities was also an important element in its success. 'Doubling the length -
. of the day wi‘t?gut" any fundamental changes in the. curriculum will not address
.. the 'concern of“parents who feel that their five~year-old is ready for more -’

- challenging experiences. ' Since -disaffection with the kindergarten program as
it is presentlyioffered was a serendipitous finding of the evaluation,  there:
.are no data as..to-how widespread the feeling is, -how dissatisfied parents- are,.
~“2’or how many ‘would be interested ‘in any particular kind of change. .. This"area-
might.well be'pursued in the near future. © T o T e e

af . -

“%: At a minimum,” the structure and content of the kindergarten program in
Montgothery County:needs to be ‘examined carefully to determine the alternatives
.“which would better meet .the diverse needs of the county's. five-year-olds. " For:
. the overwhelming majority of the children in the . early, admission program, the.
EA class was not their first school experiénce. Their parents felt  that these -
children needed  something more, or something “different, ™ from .the half-day .
kindergarten. -.They.;were uot, however, . particularly interested in - placing
‘their five-year-old directly in a first grade éléssroqm; many were even ..

~ opposed to the idea. For these parents and for an unknown number: of other
~ parents in the county; an examination ‘and subsequent broadening of the o
kindergarten ' program might: represent a more acceptable solution than early ' .
' admission:to first gra‘de;',-- R AL L R

"
T s R P
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Additional ‘conclusions and suggestions for future directions for early . Qo
‘admission to first’ grade will be forthcoming as a result of the second-year -
evaluation. Specifically, ' the second-year . evaluation ‘will provide  a' more _
detailed examination of.criteria for early admission to firgt grade, including -
the use of measures of  social development. Additional data will also. be ' -
‘available with regard to the reasons why parents. chose’ to. put their children

Q ‘n an early admisgion classroom and what, if- any, alternative programs might
mclave been .preferred. ' L E-l6 21 R T S
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'CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTIGN ~ -

L. BAGKGROND .

R On Apr1l 27, 1977, the Maryland State Board of Educatlon revised the state
- bylaw concernlng admission to the flrst grade. The revised bylaw states:
EVery child admltted to the f1rst grade in a. .public’ elementary school -
B . in a Maryland county be at least™6 years ‘0ld on or before December 31
- +of the year "in- whlch he applles “for- entrance. . A | local board of
R . education may . adopt a’ regulatlonmpermlttxng a: S-year-old child, upon
.« . request of the parent, to be. admitted to'the- f1rst grade”’ if “the local
'~ + . superintendent or his . deslgnee -determines that -the child has -
' demonstrated capab111t1es warrantlng early admlsslon. N s i

In August, '1977,. a small commlttee was appolnted by the super1ntendent of
the Montgomery County Public Schools to study the above 'state bylaw .and .to .
'make recommendations concerning the feasibility of initiating: a program of
early admasslon into first grade.. A set of suggested procedures was developed{ o
by this - committee’ and presented to the Board 6f Education - in ‘g memorandum in
November, 1977.  The ‘program plan and. associated ‘evaluation suggest1ons, as ;.-
revised by the Offlce of: Program Development -and' the. Department of Educatlonal-k.w
Accountablllty, were approved -'in August, 1978._ The ' program .was 1mplemented
‘for the first time ‘in.the- 1978-79 school yéar.: It was contlnued through the} N
followlng ‘school yeaf (1979-80) on & reduced scale._J . - ’

Two approaches to ear1y admzsslon were. adopted for the flrst year of thef;7
proJect. In Plan I, a small number of flve-year-olds were allowed on request_:

four schools. _

-v‘."

_ Plan II conslsted of . entire’ clasaes of flve-year-olds who attended school- .
‘for the full day. The. chlldren in these classes were to progress at-their own

" rate - through the klndergarten and first grade curriculum. The. expectation was
- that 'gome ‘children would master first. grade material by the end of ‘the. year
and could be promoted from ' the early admlsslon class to second grade.f Six

\

schools had. Plan II classrooms. »
" This report presents the resnlti/ot the evaluatlon of the - flrst year of
- -the Early Admlsslon to Flrst Grade Program. The purposes of the °Valuatlon .
- were to:. - . : , . ,,_ , Te
o T A Gompare the academzc performance and soc1al behav1or of the. early_

—w admlsslon (EA) students w1th that- of regular first graders

’rBa';'Exaane the va11d1ty of acreenlng measures . whlch could be used to
R pred1ct 8uccess 1n an early admlsslon program _ R

A :C.i ‘Learn how the program was rece1ved by parents, ’teachers,;;and
.prlnclpals . e o ‘ _ " S

)

of their patents, to enter regular Grade 1 classes. Plan I was 1mplemented in o, 7



The performance of early admission students was compared to that of first
graders selected from the same schools. ‘The  first grade was selected ‘as. the
appropriate sténgard of comparison because the early admission classes were to
be treated as first graders for instructional purposes, The achievement of
the two groups was compared at -two points in time, the beginning and end of
the school year. Students in both groups were administered "several
- potentially useful screening instruments at the beginning of the year. Both
groups were again assessed at .the end of the year to see how their
performances compared and to learn how well the screening instruments
predicted achievement. One important measure of achievement, in the early
admission program is promotion to second ‘grade.l Other measures were the
end-of-the-year assessments. . :

This report is organized into three- chapters, The“ remainder of this
introductory chapter describes the. implementation of the project in more
detail., The second chapter discusses the methodology of the evaluation,
including the demographic characteristics of the students and the instruments  °
used. The detailed findings are presented in the third. T

II. 'THE MCPS EARLY ADMISSION PROGRAM
.A.  School and Student Selection

As mentioned above, the Early Admissicn Program was implemented in two
settings. In Plan I, kindergarten-age children were . placed in first grade
classrooms which were composed Primarily of firgt-graders. It was planned
that these classes would include about three early admission (FA) students’
each and that the classes would use essentially the regular first grade
curriculum, with® additional help for .the younger students, as needed,

"Plan II classrooms provided 2 special full~day K-1 program for 4n entire
class of five-year-olds. The curriculum was to combine elements of the
kindergarten curriculum with the first grade curriculum. The intent of -this
' ‘plan was to cover all of the first grade curriculum by the end of the school

year, : :

Separate selection procedures were used for choosing Plan . I and Plan II,
gchools,  FPrior to the initisl planning of the evaluation, commitments had
already been made- to conduct the Plan I program in five specific schools
(which had been selected by the ares associate superintendents, in
consultation with school primecipaie). These were not changed although one of
- these schools later dropped out of Lhe pPTOgram,

]

lFor',the. sake of brevity, the early 'admission children promoted to
second grade are sometimes referred to as the "promoted.students." It should
be pointed out that all early admission students . were promoted--either to
Grade 1 or 2. !"Promoted students" is merely an abbreviated form of "students
promoted to second -grade"; it does not mean that thé other students were not
.promoted. C i :

3 .e N ' . -



<" In selecting the Plan II schools; a deliberate attempt was made to ‘ensure
variability .in the ability level of students being offered the program. To
. accomplish this, schools were stratified by median scores on the third grade
CAT verbal subtest (from spring, 1978). Schools were categorized by quartile
. and three lists were' developed:  schools with medians in the lowest quartile

(Quartile 1), thogse with medians.in the second and third quartiles, and those
with medians in the top- (fourth) quartile. The schools in each list were
arranged in a random order and gent to the area associate superintendents who
.were responsible for final decision ‘regarding school ‘selection.l Two -

schools from each quartile were selected, including one with a large
percentage of minority: students. -

To maximize the variability of -the individual students participating in
: the program and also because, as indicated above, there was little solid prior
information on which to base the sélection of students, it was decided not to
use formal ériteria to select students for this program. Selection for
program participation was based on parent nomination. - A series of meetings
was held in the early fall of 1978 to describe the program to interésted
parents in.each of the schools. A genmeral set of criteria was presented for
them to use in deciding whether to request their children's placement in the
program. These included age (very young children were not recommended), and
physical, cognitive, and social/emotiondl development. Parents . could
consult with school personnel, ‘but the final decision was left to the
parents. 1In three instances, there were more applicants than available slots
in_a school, For these schools, the DEA used a random procedure (a table of
random numbers) to determine which children were to be excluded.

During this- period of meetings and discussions with parents, two of the
schools which had initially been selected dropped out, one from-Plan I and one
from Plan II. The Plan I school dropped out because no parents applied for
the program; the Plan II school dropped out as a result of general parental
objection to the program in that school. ‘

Ultimately, Plan I was implemented in four schools and Plan II was
_implemented in six. These schoois and the" areas in which they are located are
_shown in Table 1. Of the four Plan I schools two were in the Quartile 2-3
‘group on CAT verbal scores and two in Quartile 4, The percentage of minority
. students in these schools ranges between 9 and 13. - The final set of Plan II
schools included two at Quartile 1, two at Quartiles 2-3, and two at Quartile
4 (the school which dropped out was also at Quartile 4). One of the Plan II
schools "has a high percentage (57) of minority students; while in the other
four, the percentage of minority students ranges between 4 and 16. '

IThe area associate superintendents were asked to . consult with
principals to ascertain their interest in and ability to participate in the
program, starting from the top of each list and working downward until two
schools were selected ‘from each grouping (with the exception that in Quartile
1, priority was to be given to the selection of a:school with a high minority
.enrollment). Selected 'schools were also to have two or more kindergarten
classés so that at.least one ¢lassroom of regular kindergarteners would remain.
. . . |

|

i
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: - TABLE 1-

Schoola’Which'?afticipatéd in the Early Admission Program

School = - Area
Plan I

Lynnbrook
Seven Locks
Olney
Poolesville

TP

Plan II
Wynéate
Takoma Park
Twinbrook
Cashell

Stedwick
" Whetstone

Ut WN e




There were 18 students’ enrolled in Plan I .and approx:.mately 135 enrolled
in Plan II. Additional information about the students 1n the program is
presented later in the repcrt.,

L%

B. Implementat1on

The 1mplementat1on of Plan I' var1ed sl1ght1y from school to school. At
" Olney "and Poolesville, five-year~olds were placed d1rectly in -first grade
classrooms, At Lynnbrook and Seven Locks, the program was adapted to iocal
-needs and variations on Plan I emerged. At Lynnbrook, six EA pupils entered a
.class mdde up of k1ndergarten ‘and normal-aged Grade 1 pupils. The
"k1ndergarten pupils attended either the morning or the. afternoon session so
_the class was never without a component of k1ndergarten pupils. The Grade 1
-and EA pup1ls attended both aess1ons in a cpnt1nu0us school day., '

At Seven Locks, eight EA pup1ls entered 2 mixed K-1 class for both morn1ng
and afternoon sessions. A small number of normal—aged Grade 1 pupils were in
the same .class and also part1clpated in both gsessions. Kindergarten pupils
" were scheduled for the morning session, leav1ng the afternoon to EA and Grade
1 pupils. | .

In the six Plan II classes, it was 1ntended that 1nstruct1on w0uld beg1n
with kindergarten experiences ‘and that the ‘first grade program be phased in
gradually. : Pupils were to be encouraged to progress at their own rates
through both the k1ndergarten and Grade 1 curricula. The Department of-
~ Instructionmal Planning provided assistance to _teachers to fam1l1arlze them

_,w1th Grade 1 teach1ng-léarn1ng obJect1ves.-

The early adm1ss1on classrooms’ were observed at various poiats dur1ng the
year by early’ childhood spec1al1st8. The observat1ons conducted in December
showed that most of the classes were operating at a kindergarten level. _Some
first grade ' activities were being carried out where appropriate. ' The
classrooms appeared to -be part1cularly "first grade" in terms of the1r
‘organization with children work1ng 1ndependently for long periods of t1me.~
Children were allowed and encouraged to progress at their own pace.

0bservat1ons conducced near the end of the school year showed that, most of
‘the EA classges .had completed the kindergarten ob3ect1ves and had moved into
first . grade materials in mathematics., A variety. of read1ng levels were
‘evident with some .children. functioning as beginning level first graders and
others equaling or surpassing the appropriate level for first graders at the

end of the school year. Some of the classroom activities observed were

appropriate for five~ or six~year olds although they tended to be associated
" more with kindergarten. Examples of these kinds of activities were free play
games, block building, .and role-play1ng in the pretend area.’

Wh1le some individuals were: complet1ng f1rst grade mater1als, generally
the EA classes in the. spr1ng seemed to resemble more closely first grade

oclassrooms at the beg1nn1ng or m1ddle of the school year rather _than at the
endo ’ . P




oL .~ CHAPTER 2 - METHODOLOGY

As part ‘of the‘evaluationg,thelearly'admissioh students and  a groué'of 

1

first graders from each of the ten schools were tested at the'beginningvaﬁg
~ end ‘of the year. .This section presents the demographic characteristics of

students  who participated in
instruments. _The procedures

the ‘project and identifies ‘the assessment

‘used to learn how parents, teachers, and .

principgls felt ‘about. the program ‘are  presented later along with those

findings.

I. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

<

~ A total of 18 early admission students from Plan I .and 135 from- Plan II
were -involved in the evaluation. Also included were 181 first graders. The
number. of childrén in each of the EA classes and the number of comparison
children selected from a first grade in that school are presented in Table 2.

The sei,: racial/ethnici-grdupu ﬁémbership, "and mean age of the EA and

Grade 1 comparison students

are shown in Table 3. Data on preschool

‘experience were available only for the EA children. The county enrollment

data for September, 1978, are
Early Admission classes had a

' also presented for comparison purposes. The
larger proportion of girls than boys- enrolled,

" while the Grade 1 comparison sample had a larger proportion of boys. - There

were only slightly more boys .than girls enroiled countywide. _ s

The~dat§;on racial 6r ethnic groupwmembérship_indiéate the EA and first

grade samplés approximated -the

the early admission students.

The information on preschool experience: of the EA students was collected

X county makeup. There were proportionately more |
Asian children in the EA sample and proportionately less in the first grade ..
group than in the county. Black children were slightly underrepresented. among

as part of the parent interview. Seventy-eight percent of the EA students

were known to have had some

type of preschool experience. Assuming the

children for whom the information was not available were similar to thoge for
whom it was; 94 percent of the EA children had been earclled in a ptesChooli'

II. TESTING ~

Two potential screening in

struments wetg,administéféd to the students in

October, 1978. The two tests were the Dévelopmental' Test of Visual-Motor
- Integration (VMI) and .the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, For the results to
have the most validity with regard to screening and prediction, the

assessments should have been g

iven as early in the year as possible--ideally- -

even before school started, Logistical difficulties associated with the first

year of a pilot project prevented earlier. testing. - It is . impossible “to "

estimate the amount oflerror'introduced into theltestiﬂg,by,thgldglay{?“lc is, © -

unlikely, however, that .it invalidates the;{regulgsg "As_long. adf;:ﬁglilésq;ffr*'“*?
ve been meagsured by 'the ,screening -instruments)

”:»advgncgd children (as would ha

in August did not become October's accelerated children, the findings -are

_ probablyfgalid; '

4
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TABLE 2

- : oy
LN

1

1
-}

Number of Cb'ild:en in f:_arly Admission
and Comparison Group by School

- Early . Grade 1
Schools - Admission Comparison
Plan I
.. " .
) Olney 1 9
. “ Poolesville 2 .25
' Seven Locks 9 .5
Lynnbrook -6 6
~ - Total. 18 45
Plan “IT -
Cashell - 22 21
Stedwick ' 21 T 25
Takomd Park 24 ' : 22
Twinbrook 22 , 24
Whetstone 20 - 19
. Wyngate 26 - o 25
Total 135 136
TOTAL 153 181.
o




7 . ! -~

TABLE 3 ° - .

Demographic Data for Early Admission
" and Comparison Grade 1 Students

, ) Counfy
) i g ' Enrollment - ‘
~ Early  ; Comparison Grade 1 ’
Admissions - Grade 1 Sept. 1978
TN % N -z 3
- Sample + . . 153 - 100 ° 18028 100
s.ex _‘ '.h - : . . ! ) N ]
Male | 66 43 ° 104 58 . 53.
Feémale = .87 57 7160 42 47
‘Racial/Ethnic Group:. o
A@erican Indian . 0. 0. 2 1 -b
Asian | ' 12 8 5 -3 .5
Black | 13 8 23 13 12
Hispanic - 4 3 6 -3 : 4
White (ndt Hispanic) 124 81 144 80 *79
Preschool Experience
’ Yes . - o 120 78 . ﬂ - s
- No . , 8 5 - - - :

° . Not available . 25 - 16 , c

‘- Mean Age in September, 1978 ;
(Years, Months) N 5,4 6,3

8pemographic data for one first grade Ehild'qu"missing.

©

bLess than 1 percent.




Ach1evement at the end of the year was measured by a numberJof techniques,
including standardized achievement tests (the Metropolltan Achievement Te t);
and a tearher-constructed behavior checkllst. Other ‘end-of-year measures were
a rating scale which was™ included as part of .a teacher queatlonnalre on-

promotion and a class ranking. Each of the measures is

‘"described in
Appendix A. v '

"y

Table 4 presénts a. _summary - of the measures showing

vhen -each ~was
-administered and which groups were included. '



o

TABLE 4

! . ", 'Summary of Measures

‘Measure

- Tide of
‘Data Collection

Groups Who Received o

“

Developmentai Test of Visual-
Motor Integration (VMI)

Metropolitan Readiness. Tests
Auditory ' ' :
Visual
Language
Quantitative

Early Childhood Checklist
Mathematics
. Language
Social Studies
_Science
Work Habits
General Social Development

Metropolitan Achievement Tests

Reading
Mathematics
Language

R

Teacher Promotion Questionnaire

o

ﬁénk Order in Class

Beginning'of
school year

Beginnihg of
school year

End Of¢school
year

End of school
year

End of school
year

End of school
year

,All EA classes

All EA classeg '

-All Grade 1

Comparisons

e

7 Plhn II EA classes

Plan II Grade 1
Comparisons

All EA classes
All Grade 1
Comparisons

Teachers cdmple:ed
for every child
in EA class

Teachers' rank

ordered each’
Plan II EA
clgssrocm

:
o,

36

~i0-

“Q



. '\3

Jch11dren promoted would naturally be lower.

CHAPTER 3 - FINDINGS -

The first section of th1s .chapter. discusses the children promoted or
recommended ' for promotlon to ‘Grade- 2. The second section presents the
comparisons of the various groups in the study at the beginning and end of the

year. The third section addresses, the issue of the 1dent1f1catlon of criteria

for ‘early admission including the usefulness of the, screening instruments in
predicting promotion and achievement in the program. Lastly, the results of
the parent teacher, and pr1nc1pa1 interviews are presented.

L. PROMOTIONS TO‘GRADE'Z

Of the 153 children enrolled ‘in EA classes, 16 were promoted to second
grade for-'the 1979-80 school. Another 9 students were recommended for

promotion by their teachers’. and - pr1nc1pals, but their parents declined this °

opportunity.l The number and proportion of = children promoted and
recomnended for promotlon from each school are shown in Table 5.2

" Overall, 10 .percent of the Early Admlsslon students were promoted to
Grade 2; 16 percent -had been- recommended by their schools as candidates for
promotion. As can be seen in Table 35, there was a large difference between
Plan I -and Plan II in the proportion of children recommended for Grade 2,
Plan I’ schools recommended that roughly 40 percent of their EA students be

. placed in second grade. In contrast, Plan II schools recommended 13 .percent
" of their children. " Differences between the two plans were expected because of.

the procedures employed in selecting EA students in each plan. Plan I schools
served a small: group with a high’ likelihood of success. Plan II schools
served a broader rangé of achievement levels and therefore the proportlon of

a

Differences between Plan I and Plan II also appear when - the actual
pramotions are compared to the recommendatlons. Only one recommendation was

‘declined across the Plan I schools.' Across the Plan II schools, nearly as

many parents declined the school's recommendation as accepted it. Parent
commi tment ‘to the prospect- of acceleration was demonstrated by Plan I parents

" in ‘their decision to enroll _their five-year-olds directly in a first grade.,

Parents of Plan II students apparently had more doubts  about moving _their

-ch11d ahead which would separate ‘tie child~ from\hig\or\her age-mates.

o

11n general throughout this report, the term 'promoted" will be used to
describe the ‘children who were actually promoted to Grade 2, i.e., those

- students whose parents approved of the acceleration.:* “Recommended for

promotion" describes those children the teachers and pr1nc1pals felt could be
promoted to second grade. It is the larger. group because it includes students
whose parents concurred and whose parents d1sagreed w1th the recommendatlon.

[

2These- f1gures represent each child's status w1th regard to Grade 2'-
placement as of August, 1979. There was at least one change and probably more.

after this point,as parents reconsidered their approval or d1sapprova1 of the

recommendation.

-
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TABLE 5

Early Admission Students Recommended for Promotion

S and Promoted to Grade 2
. Recommended , \ Actu;ff;f
for Promotion . Promoted to
to vrade 2 ) ‘ 4 ‘Grade 2
N za N zb
’ . ) 3 v
Plan I Z -
Olney 0 0 0 Y0 -
Poolesville 2 100 : 2 100
Seven Locks ) 2 .22 T 1 S §
Lynnbrook % 50 3 50
Total 7 39" 6 53
Plan II
Cashell 1 5 0 0
Stedwick 1 5 . 1 5
Takoma Park 3 - 13, 0. . 0
Twinbrook - 6¢ - 27 6C 27,
Whetstone 0’ .0 ' 0 : 0
Wyngate 7 27 .. 3 v 12
Total 18 . 13 10 7
J < - :
TOTAL 25 16 16 - - 10

. ayumber of EA children, rgcommended for promotLon to Grade 2 d1v1ded by
total number of EA ch11dren in group. , -

bNumber of EA children promoted to Grade 2 d1v1ded by total number of EA
~ children.in group. . .
cOne other child from Twinbrook was promoted but she joined the class
m1dyear so she was not’ included in the . evaluatLOn.

al




Tbe _dﬂnographi,c déta_ on. the _childreﬁ promoted and ,recoﬁmendea for
promotion to Grade 2 are presented in Table 6. More girls than boys were
recommended for promotion” and mecre girls than boys were actually. promotéd to

Grade 2. The data on the racial/ethnic "characteristiss of the gtudents’ ghow.

that a highly -disproportionate number of Asian children were recommended for

promotion to Grade 2.  Although .8 percent of the entire early admission:sgmple

-were Asianm, 25 percgng of the children- promoted were Asian. Most "of 'the
-children who were recommended for Grade 2 had -preschool experience, hcwever,

80 had the great majority.of the. children in .the program. . The mean ages of .-

 entire EA sample. This is’ particularly’ interesting because it suggests that
- there is no basis whatsocever for using month of birth as an entry cr_:i’téz‘{on to
"the program, ° ' ‘ : e

I

In. May, 1979, the teachers §f the Early Admission children were asked to
complete g Promotion Recommendafion Form on each of their students. This was
prior to.and not uecessarily the same as the final recommendation which was
'made at the end of the year. The teachers were asked several questions about
promotion and the parents' attitude toward promotion. Teachers also listed
the socioemotional reasons for or against promoting each student to Grade 2.

The promotion questions and the frequency of responses is presented in

‘the children who were recoumended or promoted approximated the mean-age of the -

Table 7.- In May, teachers considered 31 children as able to be’ promoted. ,

However, only 18 of these were seen as capable of second grade work in any

school in the county; the remainder. were capable of second grade work only in.

a comparable -school or their own schooi. . The' teachers knew the parents'
-feelings on promotion for half the EA students. Most of those parents whose
feelings-were known were against promotion to Grade 2. However, for over 80
-percent of the children, the teacher responded that the parents' feelings did

not enter into either their May recommendation or their final recommendation, °

This indicates the low number of * recommendations for promotion’ to Grade .2
cannot be attributed primarily to teachers' perceptions of parental
opposition. Most recommendations for or against represented . solely ' the

judgment of the scheol. - . : , o .

For each child, teachers were asked to give -the social and emotional
reasons for their recommendation for promotion or nonpromstion. If more than
one reason was given, rea’sonS'awere listed in order from most important to
least important., These responses were coded into general categories. ‘The
number of times each reason was 'listed along, with its average ranking are

presented in Table 8. ' . :

- Independence, .the.capability to be adaptive or resourceful, and good peer
relations were the most frequently listed reasons for promotion to Grade 2. A
number of different reasons were listed for nonpromotion. The most frequent
were immature or ° demanding, poor work habits, easily . frustrated, and

inattentive. In the second year evaluation, assessments have been included to -
measure these qualities at the beginning of the school year. ILf the results -

are’-favorable, the positive qualities could ‘be put, forth as selection criteria

for early’ admissions while the negative 'qualities could be reasons to -

recommend a regilar kindergarten program.

[y . o
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TABLE 6 "
Demographic Data on Children Who ™
-~ Were Promoted to Crade 2
N Childrem - Children- ™
g ' . ~ Recommended - + ‘Promoted . Entire 3ZA
' for Grade -2° to Grade 2 " Sample : .
o (N=25) - ~ -(N=l6) - (N=153) . ‘ o,
N R N 2 %
- Sex
Male. - 9 36 425 43
* Female _ o la - 64 12 150 - 57 .
B L " . . 3 - ,\.. o '
A ” . i |
K Racial/Ethnic Group : ) y
| Asian ’ 6 2% 4 . 25 8 .
\ Black - : i o . 0 0 0 8
" Hispanic .07 0 .0 -0 3
- White (mot Hispanic) 19 76 - 112 75 . 81
Preschool’ Experience
. Yes .19 76.. 170 78
No : | S 6 .1 6 - 5 .
Unkoown .5 20’ 4 .25 16
‘Mean ‘Age:in Septémber; 1978 ' - i . o i
(years, ‘months) . 5,5 : E 5,5 = 5,4 -
.\ . o '.;
\ . . I
4(3 | | R




B TABLE 7
,Promotion'ReccmnendatiOn Questions ’
- . ) P ' " ._.N,..' _Z_.
“ Promotion Recommendation N S
- " Any second grade in MCPS' _ > 18" 12
= Any second,grade'in'comparable school -11 7
* ~ Second-grade-in-present-school-only -2 I
o " Do not - promote to Grade 2. 122 80 .
) .Parents Attltude
-2 . : . >
. : Parents want child to be promoEed oot 10 7
: Do not ‘want child to be promoted 53 35
o Do not have a posltlon on promotion - 13 . 8
o ' Parents position not known by teac 77 - 590
f' ' D1d your knowledge of the chlld'a parents
7+ .attitude towards promotlon to Grade 2° enter .
s _»Lnto your: recommendatlon in 1 above? . i _
AT  Yes. . s - ) “5;7~f‘!f““* 23 _15
- No. . e o . Q.:Z_,h . 130“ 85
"d~W111 your knowledge of the parents attltude¢-
enter into your actuar final- recommendatlon?
Yes " 7 28 18
o ‘ e : 1257~ 82
l ) o



TABLE 8

Social-Emotional Promotion Factors o
Y Number-of = . . Mean{ K
_ ' Times Listed Ranking
. Reasons for Promotion ' : -
Independence - . - , .22 7 2.8 °
- --. Peer relations 18 2.1
‘Adaptive/Resourceful , : 15 2.8
Perseverance - ‘ ) 3 3.7
Motivation level - 5 11 : 2.3
Follows directions o 11 : 2.5
Organization = , - o -9 3.1
- Cooperative 6 2.3~
Accepts rulss S _ ‘4 3.5
- Good attention span : o 1 5.0
Reasons for Nonprouwotion ° }
Immature/Demanding - . 44 ) 2.3
Poor work habits : <. 36 7 - "2.0. !
. Easily frustrated ' 30 - r7 2.3 “
- -Inattentive o e 29 ° , . 2.3 )
"~ Poor peer relations S 260 2.0
Impulsive - S Lo .26 2.3 . -
Dependent R A 24 2.6 -
Doesn't follow directions ) 24 2.4
. Low motivation _ , 22 ) . 2.1
Poor coordination : 22 ‘ v 2.2
Academic only R 17 1.0
“Shy - S 12 2.3
Low perseveramce - : - 11- 1.7
Low’energy . T 8 .9 .
Hostile'" ' e 8 3.1
Avoids new taske 6 203
Potential learning dlsablllty 1 1.6

t
i

lMean rankxng Eor the number of times- the_%rait'was'lisféd-asja reason.
Host 1mportant reason was ranked R T S U T L

e
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_Gradn 2 are compared W1th those

| Grade l and those promoted to Grade 2.

II. COMPARISONS D

One of the questlono addressed by the evaluatlon was how do the early

admission students compare to regular-aged first graders. Comparisons of the'

relative performance of the two groups are presented for the beginning of the

. school year and for the end. W1th1n the early admission group,.the comparlson\
of -the Plan I and Plan II students provides 1nformat10n .about. the different
achievement - levels in “the twd plans. . Two other. compar1sons w1th1n the EA

group are presented. .The students who were recommended for Grade 2. are -

compared with those recommended for Grade 1, and those actually promoted ‘to
\actually promoted to Grade 1. -

The Grade 1/Grade 2 promotlon comparisons within the early 8dm18810n.

'sample for the beglnnlng—of—the-year measures provide information relavant to

the question as to whether  the children- who will Bucceed in early admission
can be identified at. that point in time. If. they can be identified by the
potent1a1 screening instruments,’ there should be - substantial  differences
between the beglnnlng—of-the-year scores .of the ch11dren who were promotedato

2 with that of the first graders provrdes some “indication of how we]l the EA
graduates will fit in with the1r new c1assmates.. - : -
\

-

" The schools who part1c1pated in the early admission study represented a

j number of different achlevement levels.  Accordingly, it was .felt that a

(

)

_ -The comparlson of ach1evement at the end of the year between these two .
-groups - answers .the question of. whether the EA ch11dren who will, be in Grade 2
. differed from those who will be in Grade 1 and, if "~ 80, - by how much" Also,
‘comparing the ach1evement level: of the EA: students who 'were promoted to Grade

different standard for early adm1ss10n might "need. to be adopted for. -each’

“school. . The primary conslderatlon was -that the EA - chxld's achievement ' be
. comparable to that, of regtlar-aged first -graders in th/or ‘her: owm school. ‘In
}th1s sense, the county average. would not - be. mean1ngfu1 for screening within an.
‘individual school. Given  the - poss1b1e need - “for.” school-spec1f1c entrance -

criteria, a required analysls is. the’ comparlson of- the EA: students with their
Grade 1 counterparts 'in- each school.; These- analyses were, performed and. the
results. for’ithe Plan II schools:are- presented -in Append1x B.' The individual

""" school means for each class on each of ‘the measures ‘are’. presented there in

tabular format. Plan I school means are mnot presented because there ‘were. so

- few children -in_each group. The issue of a need for school-spec1f1c ‘criteria
is d1scussed in the next section . whlch deals with pred1ct1ng success in they
. program. - :

A. Beginning4of-the-Year Performance

" Developmental Test of V1sua1-Motor Integratlon (VMI). The Deve10pmenta1

‘Test of Visual-Motor Integration (VMI) was- administered to all Early Adm1ss10n
classes but not- to the first grade -classes. A perfect score on’ the test 'is

15. Table 9 _presents the mean scores on the VMI for the groups of 1nterest.

. The mean- score . on the ‘test for ‘all EA students was .10.2.” .The Plan I
students did not differ s13n1f1cant1y from the Plan II students. -There were

also no differences between the scores of the children promoted to Grade 1 _

.compared. to’ the children promoted to Grade 2.

=17-



Heaﬁ VMI'Scores

TABLE

9

Total (N=151)
Plan

Plan I (N=17)
Plan II (N=134)°

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 (N=25)
To Grade 1 (N=126)

_,Promotedi-

To Grade 2 (N=16)
.To Grade 1 (N=135)

———

Note: Thé‘VMI was a&ministg

e

. _’14‘4..

- -18-

red only to the EA students.(
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The only s1gn1f1cant d1fference on the VMI was between the group of

children recommended for promotion to Grade 2 who had a mean score of 11.2 and
those recomended for Grade 1 who had a mean score of 10.0 (p.05).

B Flgure 'l presents .a frequency d1str1but10n of the ‘scores on the VMI. The
-children recommended for -and placed in Grade 2 are -indicated. .As can be seen
."in the graph, of all those recommended for promotion, the children, whose
‘ parents dec11ned second grade placements had the h1gher VMI- scores.
Metropol:.tan Read1ness Tests. ~The Metropol:.tan Read1ness Test was given.
‘to both the EA and the first grade classes. ' The results will be presented for
. the Total Score (the suin of the four subtests) and for the 1nd1v1dua1 subtests.

: The mean  on the Total ‘Score was 57 7 for a11 the EA students as‘ compared
to “72.5 for the f1rst graders . (Table 10). This difference is highly.
| s1gn1f1cant (p€.0001).  ‘The Plan I ‘EA" etudents ‘were much closer to -the first
-graders -in the Plan I~ schools.' ‘The Plan I°EA students- also scored higher than
their Ptan II counterparts while the first: graders in Plan I schools scored’
'lower than- their Plan. IT° counterparts._' Only the d1fference between the f1rst ,
grade groups was stat1st1ca11y slgn1f1cant (p( .005) , Co e

An exam:.natlon of the Total Score on. the Metropolltan Readmess w1th

' regard to the promotlon recommendations which were to be’ made .at the end of

the ' year show ‘highly significant- d1fferences between the, mean .scores "of the"
children recommended for Grade 2. oand those recommended for Grade -1 (68.7
compared to 55. 5, p <.0001). However,, - a compar:Lson of the ‘mean scores -of the
.students " actually ‘'promoted to Grades: 1 or 2 revealed no. stat1st1ca11y
‘significant - differences .although the d:l.fference does approach significance,
The frequency d1str1butlon of scorés. (Figure 2) of the children recompended
~for Grade 2 shows why this difference disappears. -Just as_with ‘the -VMI'
" results, the. children whose parents declined Grade 2 promotion had the higher
total scores on. the MetrOpohtan Read1ness of those - recommended for Grade 2.

The' frequency d1str1butlon 111ustrates severa1 ‘other 1nterest1ng,

. findings. The students’ recommended - for. promot:Lon are at:the. upper end of the -

' distribution for. the 'EA, - .studénts ' ‘and well . ‘within . the . ~first ‘grade.
_dlstrlbutlon. There is, however, a: tremendous ‘amount of overlap between .the -
distribution for the two grade levels. There were also’ many other EA’ students'
who scored equal ‘to-.or h1gher than the EA students recommended for Grade 2.
The means ‘on the four subtests of the Metropohtan Read1ness Tests are
presented in Table 11.- On each of "the four subtests, the average for the
first grade was higher than that for . the EA students with the  'greatest
- differences ‘found for the Audxtory and Quant1tat1ve subtests.» A11 EA/f1rst_‘,
grade d1fferences are s1gn1f1cant dt p £.0001. . '
, The pattern on” the subtests is s1m11ar to that seen. with the Total
.’Scores., .On each subtest, the average .for the EA children ‘recommended- for
second' grade is higher than that of those recommended for first. Furthermore,
~ the average score of the former group of EA students approached  that of the
comparison first graders. : Th1s 1nd1cates ‘that- in 'general: this group of EA
children was. perform1ng a1most as h1gh as - beglnnlng first graders when they

. started school. Also, for each of ~'the tests; the é&ffect of removing the

<ch11dren whose parents dec11ned promotlon to second grade (Recr‘mmended for

-
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TABLE 10

~ Mean Scores on Metropolitan Readiness Test (Total)

. o©

thal
Plan

Plan I
Plan II-

Recommended for Promotion

. "To Grade 2

To Grade 1

P
Promoted
To Grade 2
To Grade 1

Early. Grade 1
Admission Comparison

'57.7 (N=150)

62.5 (N=17)
#57.1 (N=133)

68.7 (N=25)
55.5 (N=125)

-

64.1 (N=16)

56.9 (N=134) -

i

72.5 (N=177)

66.7 (N=44)

- 74,4 (N=133)
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o TABLE 11

- Mean Scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Subtests

Early - : .Grade 1

Admission " . Comparison
AUDITORY N
Total . : 18.3 (N=151) 123.1 (N=180)
Plan _
" Plan I - o 212 (Ne1D). 20.4 (N=45)
“Plan II | o o 17;9_(N=134) : '24'1.(N’I3§l~//
Recommended for Promotion
To Grade 2 RS 23.0 (N=25) -
To Grade 1 . - , © o 17.4 (N=126) : -
Promoted
To Grade 2 ' . 22,0 (N=16) -
To Grade 1 : 17.9 (N=135) - . T -
VISUAL | T
Total . 14,1 (N=153) 18.9 (N=180)
2lan' )
Plan I . . 15.5°(N=17) . 17.5 (N=45)° "
Plan II - = ° . 14,0 (N=134) - 19.4 (N=135)
‘Recommended for Promotion ’
To Grade 2 S 1741 (m=25) -
To.Grade 1 o 13.6 (N=126) .- ’
:PrOmoted_.
To Grade 2 - | 15.6 (N=16) S -
To Grade 1 : 14,0 (N=135) .. -
2= 49




LANGUAGE , _ |
 Total | 11.8 (N=151) © 13.8 (N=180) |
Plan - .
Plan1 - 1L e . - 13.0 (Ness)
Plan II , : 11,7 (N=134) . 14.0 (N=136)
: »RecomméndedifOr Promotion ‘ |
To Grade 2 12.6 (N=25) . -
To Grade 1 o 11.6 (N=126) -
" Promoted | I T I .
' To Grade 2 " 11.8 (N=16) -
- To Grade 1 - ~ 11.8 (N=135) " - -
QUANTITATIVE o
" Total . 13.4 (N=150)  17.3 (N=177)
Plan . | C . ) | .
- . Plan T | | 13.3 (N=17) . 16.0 ‘(N=44)
Plan II - . . 13.4 (N=133) 17.7 (N=133)
Récommended for Promotion ‘ R
-To Grade 2 16.2 (N=25) . N
To Grade 1 - ~ 12,9 (N=125). - - - .
Promoted | E | . | _ | ’
To Grade 2 : 147 (¥R16) . -
"~ ~To Grade 1 - e C s 13,3 (N=134) -
° o0 ‘
4 ! -
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 Grade 2 versus ?rbmot:ed i:b,,Grade 2) waﬁ to >lower" the mean aof't:he group. 'The\

means for the students recémmended for Grade 2 and recommended for Grade 1
were significantly - different 'on the Auditory, Visual, .and Quantitative
subtests, The means for.the actual promotiohs were significantly different
ouly on the Auditory subtest. Overall, the scores on the Language test showed

. the fewest differences of any of the ‘comparisons.

The distributions .of scores on the éubtgsté (Figure 3) "show- the same

features as the Total Score distribution. The EA .students recommended for.

promotion to Grads 2 were at the upper end of the distribution although many

- other EA students received ‘similarly high scores and .were not recommended: for

]

~ Grade 2, All four distributions show a great deal of overlap betyeen the EA

students and the comparison first graders. Additional Implications for using

par

'

~of the discussion/on predicting guccess in the program..’
B. End-of-the-Year Performance '

t:heé test results as entry criteria will be presented later in the report as

~ This section will present the mean scores ‘ for the "groups”on' three -
measures: the Teacher Rating, the Early Childhood Checklist, and the

Metropolitan Achievement Test. Teacher Ratings were. collected only f£or the

early admission students; data on the other two ‘'measures were collected for

both the EA students and the comparison first graders.. All data were

-collected in May. - ' T

Teacher A‘R.at:in 8. _Teachers were asked to rate éach child's -gtade‘--level“-

performance in four areas: reading, arithmatic, general academic skills, and
social-emotional behavior. - The average ratings for the foun areas are
presented in Table 12. A rating of 3 on the scale is midyear Grade 1. The
meaningﬂ for all points on the scale are in Appendix A. . '

Y

The |means for all the EA students combit'xe,d) are near the midyear first.

grade level for reading, arithmetic, and general academic skills.
Social-emotional behavior was ‘rated 'slightly lower with the EA 'students seen
as closer to beginning year first graders in. this area. ' The difference

- between social-emotional behavior and the other areas was. highly -significant;

- 'students with t

for instance; the’ comparison of social-emotional to general academic skills

'was significant ay/p£.0001. The Plan I students were higher than the Plan II
| same . pattern .in both: groups of a- slightly lower "Bocial.

rating. . :

< The \average .
and jsecond grade
for 'those recoi

atings for the students recommended for or promoted to firsf
show strong differences. The average rating in all areas
ended for second grade was 4 (end year Grade.1) or- higher

hich is exactl j:'.wher:e.' students promoted to Grade 2 would. be expected to be.
~ The ratings for| the children recommended for first ‘'grade ranged from 2.0 for -.

social~emotional behavior to 2.8 for arithmetic. (All differences were highly

significant, p ¢.0001.) . » ' ] -~

The distribution df"'ra‘t:i.'ngs in each of the four. areas is presented in

Figure 4. The: distributions illustrate that ‘the students recommended and

actually promoted to Grade 2 were rated among the highest of the. EA students
although a few children in this .group did receive -some: rather low ratings. By
cand’ large, the children who were given the “highest: ratings, especially in the
Reading and General Academic sreas, were recommended for promotion. ‘

B ’ S =25-
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TABLE 12

Mean Teacher Ratings

— e—

General Social
Academic Emotional

Total 8
Plan

Plan I
. Plan II

" Recommende

To Grade
To Grade

Promoted

To Grédé
To Grade

(N=153)

(N=18)
(N=135)

__Reading Arithmetic _ Skills __ Behaviokr

d for Promotion .

2 (N=25)
1 (N=126)

2 (N=16)
1 (N=137)

2.9 3.0 2.8 2.4
3.7 3.4 3.5 2.8
2.8 3.0 2.7 2.3
4.8 LA 4.7 4,25 v
2.6 2.8 2.4 - 2;0
4.8 bob 46 4.0
207 209 ’ 206 ) 2.2

-

NOTE: Data available only for EA children.

A rating of 3 is mid-year Grade 1.

=27
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Metropolitan Achievement Test. Three subtests'.of the Metropolitan

Achievement . Test were administered. The'’ ‘sééres on the three subtests, .
Reading, Language, .and Mathematlcs, were summed to produce a Total Score. The -

.Totals will be presented flrst followed by the subtest results.

-

The mean ‘score for all early admxsslon students was 70.6 as compared to

the first grade mean of 88.2 (p¢ .0001). ‘These ‘data along with the other
 comparisons are presented 1n Table .13. ' Within .the EA group, the Plan I
students scored higifer than the Plan II students; the pattern was exactly the
- opposite. for the first grade counterparts of these two groups. Accordingly,
‘the Plan I EA students' average scqQre was similar- to the Plan I cowparison
.group.. The -Plan' II EA studeats, however’,- were 81gn1f1cant1y below their Plan
iI flr’t grade comparison (p < 0001). : r

‘A 35-point difference was found between the mean scores of the EA chlldren
recommended for second .grade and those recommended “for first. The EA -students
recommended for second grade were. far. advanced over their classmates at the
ena of the year. Furthermore, that average, score of 101.3 for the EA students
recommended for second grade exceedéd the first grade average (p< .02). This
strongly indicates the accelerated ‘students would not be at any academic
disadvantage when placed in ~second grade classrooms. Their ' average
" achievement was higher .than the average for the ‘childrzen . who would be their
‘classmates. -The average for the EA children actually promoted was 94.3 which
was slightly lower but still hlgher ‘than the other EA children and comparable
to the first grade mean, jf A o - - ? s

‘.

The frequency - dlstrlbutlon of Total ‘Scores (Flgure 5) . shows the h1gh'

relative achievement of the. 1nd1vrdual EA students . recommended for second

grade ‘placement. Their scores were" hmgh for their.own age~mates. and also high

for the first grade group.' Interestlngly enough, the pattérn found with the

beginning of the year, scores was ‘substantiated: the ‘children  whose parents'“

~were eventually :to decline - acceleration were some of the hlghest of the
students recommended.r Fourteen _ of. the  children recommended for Grade. 2 scored
- 105 or above; eight of the nine" chlldren ‘whose parents declined promotlén were
"in this  group. . Seven. children scored 120 or above:. All. were recommended for
.second grade, four, of the1r parentsrdeclxned L. T : ,

-,
-

The students who were actually promoted to Grade'" had ‘a range of" scores

from 60 to- 125 Jbut- all were well within the first grade range . of- 35 to 130 as
were most of the EA students.' Approximately one-fourth of the EA students -

» scored .at “or -above the’ flrut grade mean of' 88. The frequency distribution
zcleurly indicates that both the EA and the first grade classes 1nc1uded a wide
'range of ablllty levels, + ° : ‘

.

\

The - -mean- score: on the subtests of the MetrOpolltan Achlevement Tests are
' presented 1n Table 14. The individual subtests ‘follow the pattern of the
. Total . Score w1th _the’ first graders superior.. on the. average. to the early

admlsslon children. : The EA..children recommended for promotion to Grade 2 had

. 8 numerlcally higher mean score than the mean for the first' glade comparison - -

~ group in each subtest- area. . This. dlfference was statlstlcally significant for-
“the Reading™ and Language - Test " (p . .07 and P < .025, respectively). The '

- +difference is part1cularly large on the Readlng subtest where ‘the EA children
" recogmended- " for, Grade 2 averaged almos* 10 polnts hlgher than the first
'_graders.

- N : - b N
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- : . TABLE 13
‘Mean ‘Scores on the-ﬁetropdlitan
Achievement Test - Total Score

. . ‘Early Grade 1 .
_ Schools S S Admission ~ Comparison
Total - 70.6 (N=147) = 88.2 (N=175)
. Plan . o ' e -
Plam1 L 78.2 (8=18)  80.6 (N=4l)
Plan II - ©69.6 (N=129) 90.6 (N=134)
‘ Recommended for Promotion o
' To Grade 2 - .t 101.3 (N=24) -
To Grade 1 = . - N 64.6 (N=123) . -
Promoted. ’ _ | |
, To Grade 2 , B 94,3 (N=15) ' -
To Grade 1 o .. . 67.9 (N=132) -
o /"'{. i;.'
> './ .
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TABLE 14

‘Mean Scores on the Metropolitan
Achievement Test - Subtests

Early — Grade I

Aduission  ~  Comparison
'READING | o
Total . =~ 4 ©26.0 (N=149) 34.8 (N=177) .
}lan

Plan I - ©30.2 (N=18) 30.5 (N=41)

. Plan II . - 25,4 (N=131)  °  36.0 (N=136)
-Recommended for Promotion - : | L
To Grade 2 . 43.4 (N=24) .

To Grade 1 ' _ 22.7. (N=125) -
lPrdmoted

To Grade 2 S 138.9 (N=15) Co-

To Grade 1 . ' v 24.6- (N=134) . -

" MATHEMATICS . L o ‘ |
Total - S 19,8 (8IS 24.8 (N=179)
Plan S | |

~ Plan I. _ C- 21,9 (N=18) © - 23,5 (N=43)

Plan II e 19,5 (N=133) - 25.2 (N=136)
Recqmmended for Promotion _ ‘ |

To Grade 2 o | 26.4 (N=26) , -

. To Grade 1 - _ o .18.6 (N=127; =° - -
’ Promoted"! ‘ ) ‘ -
. To Grade 2 o . 25.4 (N=15) o -
" To Grade 1 _ - 19.2 (N=136) - o=




TABLE 14 ton;,

LANGUAGE
‘Total
Plan’ -

Plan I
Plan II

.Recommenided for Promotion

To Grade 2
To Grade 1.

Promoted

To G:ade 2
To Grade 1
. 2

Early _

'24.6'(&=149)

.26.1 (N=18)

24.4 (N=131).

31.5 (N=24)

23.3 (N=125)

30.0: (N=15)

24.0 (N=134)

Grade 1 .
Admission Comparison.

128.2 (N=177)

26.7 (N=43)
28.6 (N=134)




The frequency distributions for the three subtests are shown in Figure 6.
While the mean scores of the EA children and-the comparison first graders are -
different, the frequency distributions reveal that many EA students are within
the first -grade range. For the Reading subtest in particular, there was a
‘substantial .dispersion of scores. Many - of the EA children who were.
recommended for promotion to Grade 2 were &t "the top of their group and the
top of the first¢grade group as well. .0On each test, however, a few of the EA
children promoted to second grade scored below the first grade mean. There
were-also many EA children who were not recommended - for Grade 2 who scored.
higher than those who were. . g ‘ : )

Early Childhood Checklist. The Early Childhood Checklist consisted of
several academic areas and two social emotional indices. The General Academic
.and the Social Emotional were. summed. to give a Grand Total. Only the results
for the General Academic Total, the Social Total, and the Grand Total will be
Presented. The individual subtest séores reflected the game ‘trénds., The
Early Childhood Checklist was not completed for 'the Plan I children or their
comparison first graders, so the data describe only the Plan II children,

The comparisons among the groups of interest reveal the same' findings seen
with the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (see Table 15). The first graders
. were rated higher than the-EA children in both the social .and 'academic'- areas. -
The early .admission ‘average on the academic -sections was: 30.5 compared to. a
first grade -average of 39.3 (p<.000l). TFor the. gocial items, . the early
. admission students were given a mean. rating of 9.2 compared to a 11.2 for the
first graders (p<.0001). There were no statistically significant differences
-between the EA students recommended 'fox:f.:p'r.jomotioh and the first graders.

The Early Childhood Checklist results unlike those from the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests did not show the EA children whose parents declined second
grade as the highest of those recommended for promotion. This car be seen in
Figure 7, which shows the score distributions. : -

&

The distributions also show_that most of the first graders and- scme of the
EA students had mastered the entire set of skills assessed by the checklist,
The checklist needs to be geared .to a ‘higher level of difficulty.to tap more
fully all the skills these students-possessed. Given the skewed nature of the
‘distribution, it is.safe to assume;that the students at the upper end were -
capable of quite a bit more than the checklist assessed. Nevertheless, the
checkist provides additional evidence that the ‘EA' children promoted to .second
grade are likely to resemble theitr second” grade peers academically as well as
socially in that their scores were comparable to the first grade comparison
group. - s

Class -Rank. Teachers were asked to rank order their classes from most
able to least able to be promoted to*Grade 2. Class ramnkings were obtained
for the EA Plan II students. " Not surprisingly, the students promoted to
‘second’ grade '(N=10) were ranked ‘near the top of their classes. Their ranks
ranged from 1.to 9 with a mean rank of 4.0. The rank for the ~children -
- recommended for second grade (N=18) ranged from 1 to -9 with. a mean rank of
3.8. Five of the children recommended were ranked as highest in their class.’
o
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TABLE 15

Mean Scores on the Early Childhood Checklist

Early _Grade 1

Grand Total : ) ~ Admission Comparison
Total : ‘ 40.0 (N=134)  50.4 (N=136)
ﬁécommended for Promotion

- To Grade 2 o 54.1 (N=18)' | : -"

To Grade ;1 ' 37.4-(N=116) -
PLomoted_ | . .
: To Grade.2 o 54,7 (N=10) T
To_Gradeil : : 38.4 (N=124) . - -
ACADEMIC TOTAL | -
T&:a . T 30.5 (N=134)  39.3 (N=136)
Recommended for Promotiom . |
. To Grade 2 - - ‘ 42.4 (N=18) | -
. To Grade 1 I ’ 28.6 (N=116) -
_ Promofgd | | |
To Grade 2 R . 43.0 (N=10) ) - .
To Grade 1 - ' 29.5 (N=124) : =
SOCIAL TOTAL = - T
 ?6té1 | :.. : 9.2 (N=133) = - 11.2.(N=134}
' Reébmﬁendéd for Promotion “ | |
To Grade 23 " ' ,'j | 11;6”(N=18)' :  =
To Grade 1 ‘ - 8.9 (N=115) -
'PLomoéedp . | |
fo'arade 2 o o 111;7 (N=10). o=

'S

To Grade '} . 9.0 (N=123) -

P s -

NOTE: Data available only for Plan Ii‘EA stugentsvandftheir'compari$ons:»
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C. Summary and Discussion of the Comparison Analyses

Comparisons among’ the groups of interest, the early admission children
(Plan I and Plan II), the early admission c¢hildren who were promoted to
Grade 2; those recommended for promotion, and the comparison first graders
point to several conclusions. These findings are strengthened by the fact
that ‘they hold across the different types of measures used in the study. -

1. The Plan I early admission children had higher achievement levels than the
' Plan II early admission children at the beginning and end of the year,

The Plan II classrooms served ,children with a broader range of achievement
{levels., It"is not surprising to find that by the end of th: year the
.. ' {entire group of Plan II students was not equal. to the select group of
iPlan I students. This finding does "show that Plan I, i.e., direct
entrance to gsome form of first. grade, did not hinder the achievement of
) these students, for instance, by lowering their motivation in light of the
jmore the difficult material or more advanced classmates. The Plan I
children were exceptional in September, and they were still exceptional in

May. . '

2. The first grade comparison claéseslhad higher average achievement lgvels'“
-than the Plan II early admission classes at the beginning of the year and
the end of the year. : '

This finding also was not surprising. There was no expectation that the
" entire early admission class would b& ready for second grade work, The
only criterion for entrance to Plan II was parent nomination, and thus
these classes included many different achievement levels. It goes' not
reflect negatively on the Plan II classrooms to learn that at the end of
only one year of school, many children were not equal to the first grade
children who had had two years. A
3. The early admission students who were to be recommended for second grade
scored -higher on the beginning of the year assessments than the EA
children who were to be recommended for first grade. The beginning-
of-the~year differences were - slight compared to the end-of-the-year
differences which were very substantial,’ : o

.The existence of differences at the beginning of the year between children
who would be recommended for Grade 2 and those who. would be recommended
for Grade 1 sounds' a hopeful note for -the pessiblility of predicting
success before -the child enters a program. The differernces, however, were
not great. The very sizeable differences between the groups at the end of
the year suggest that -gome children made large and rapid gains, while -
others were progressing at a much slower pace. ® The' children seem to have
found their own niche over the course of the year, making the outstanding
children much easier to identify at the end of the year than they were at
the beginning. o : § - "

4. The early admission cﬂildren_who were promoted/recommended for promotion
to second grade had an end-ofr-year achievement level equal to or higher

than that of the average first grader. '

B




Not only did the children promoted or recommended for Grade 2 promotion-
surpass, their classmates in - achievement by the end of the year, as a group
they also equaled or surpassed the first graders. This suggests that the
EA graduates who will be in second grade are at a minimum academically
ready’ for that curriculum. There were a few exceptions to this pattern
for -individual children on different measures but even in these cases, the
promoted EA children fell within the first grade range.

5. Of those early admission students who were recomnended for promotion to
Grade 2, the children whose parents declined the opportunity were
generally the highest achievers of the group.

This was true at the beginning of the year "and was true at the end of the
'year when achievement was measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test.
Considering the small number of ciildren involved, the fact that the
parents” of "the best of" the best" declined - promotion might be totally
~ coincidental. It is difficult to ‘even speculate on an underlying reason
for this phenomenon if it is real. o o ' :
6. The degree of overlap in the ‘achievement level of the early admission and
. first grade students varied depending on the measure employed.
: S & . s
"The distributions for the standardized tests showed -much overlap. These
results indicated that the only difference between a sizeable number of
first graders and a similar number of early admission students was their
. grade level. While it was true that the group means were different, the
" individuals who made up. both groups ran the gamut. from very . high to very
low with the midrange being occupied by students from both grade levels.
If the test results can be accepted, as valid, this finding suggests that
many.kindergarteg children are ready for the first grade material and/or,

'vice versa, many first graders are not. _ : A

P

The results of the Early Childhood Checklist which were made up of what

the teachers saw as appropriate first grade objectives tempers this

conclusion somewhat. The findings showed that many of the first. graders -
"had mastered these objectives as had only a minority of the early

admission students. Many more of the early admission students and some of
the first graders still had much room for improvement. - ' '

+ IIT. IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR EARLY ADMISSION

The problem of identifying'en;xy criteria for early admission is addressed.
in three ways. First, the degreé of association between the beginning-year

~ measures of performance und end-of-year measures are presented. The second -

approach sets up hypothetical cutoff scores and examines who would have heen
admitted to the program based on their performance on the potential screening
instrument and how -these children did at the end of the year. The issue of
the need for different standards for different schools is discussed as part of
this . approach.. The third approach involves: a statistical technique which
mathematically combines several test scores to determine if an early admission
student was more like his or her own classmates or more like the first grade
group. ' '

H
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A. Correlations with Achievement
. "One measure of predictive capability of the screening measures is the
degree of association or correlation between how children scored at the.
beginning of the year and their achievement levels at the end of the year., If
the children who did well or poorly on‘the screening measures are the same
children who were performing well or ‘poorly respectively at the end of the
year, the degree of association will be large. ' :

Five measures of cucceéss in the program are used in the analysis:
: i

Recommendation for Promotion to Second Grade .

Metropolitan Achievement Scores
Early Childhood Checklist Scores

. Teacher Rating of Achievement Level
. Class Rank : -

©c0000O0

L

S ‘

The recommendation for second grade promotion was used as a criterion
measure rather than actual promotion since the recommendation is a more
accurate reflector of the child's achievement. All measures are examined in
relation to the screening measures and in relation to each other to see to
what extent. alternative measures of achievement relate to each other.

1. Reccumendation ror Promotion

Pearson product moment correlations between reccmmendation for . second\n
~ grade and the predictor measures are presented . in Table--16. Separate
' correlations are presented  for the Plan I, Plan II, and the total EA group.
Correlations with the other achievement measures are also” presented.
Kendall's tau was used to compute the ' association between promotion
recommendation and class ranking. , o o :

P et

©

The correlations between the- scores on the potential. screening measures
and the recommendation for promotion are consistently 1low. : While ‘the
correlations for the total EA group. are all statistically significant, . the
strength of :the ussociation is so low as to be nonexistent fotx. practical
purposes. The highest correlations are for the .Total Score, the: Auditory
subtest and the Qnantitative-subteSt.witharespective r's of .30, -.28, and
.27. The proportion of variance in recommendations for second ‘' grade promotion
exgla%ne& by the Metropolitan Readiness Total Score was a”meager39 percent
(r4) . B T

The relationship between promotion and the other end~of-year  measures of
achievement varies from measure to measure. The lcwest corrolation is” .33 for
the Social Total on the. Checklist.: This finding is difficult to reconcile .
with the .62 correlation between ‘the teacher rating of Social Development and’

; the promotion ‘recommendation which was one of the highest correlations. The.
rating was completed as part of a Promotion Recommendation Form which possibly
led teachera to make their ~social ratings consistent with their promotion
recommendstions and resulted in a high'correlation. o

) Icorrelations with aétual'promotion were alsc examined and found to be
even lower. . The highest correlation ‘was found between performance on the
. Auditory subtest and actual promotion-(r=,17). '

, 66




TABLE 16 -

‘Correlations With Recommendation for Promotion. to Second Grade

Total EA  ©7lan I . Plan II
.Group ' Only Only
Variable (N=153) (N=18) (N=135)
.‘Beginning:of-the-Year Measures
M1 .21 .18 .19
Het. Readiness—-Auditory 28 W31 «25
" : - Visual .26 T .28 .23
_ Language .14 ' .21 - .13
¢ Quantitative .27 .23 .28
" Total Score .30 <34 . .28
-Ecd-of-the-Year Measures )
Met. Achievement--Reading W51 .70 .46
e Mathematics .48 42 «49
Language .43 BETLS S 43
- " Total Score ~w35 .62 - .53
¢ .Checklist--Academic? 52 .- .52
Sociald .33 - «33
Teacher‘Bating-mRéaging- .62 .67 .58
General Academic JJ1 .78, - .67
Social Emotional H2 .73 <59
42 N I

Class Ranking?

<

aplen 11 students only.



. The highest correlation was with.the Teacher Rating of General Academic-
Ability. The magnitude of this correlation (and the others from the Teacher
Rating Scale) can probably be explained. by the reason just presented above.
Also, promotion and the ratings are similar in that both are gross level
reflections of the child's achievement level as perceived by the teacher.
Class ranking which had a low correlation is also this type of a measure but
"for class ranking, some children had to be ranked near the -top even if the
teacher thought no one was ready for second grade. This would“lead to a lower
degree of association overall. ' '

The low correlations between the recommendation for_second grade and the
screening measures and between the recommendation and the other achievement
measures indicate that .other factors are entering into the decision to
recommend for Grade 2. Ore factor could be the attitude of the teachers and
principals toward promotion to second grade and -just how ekceptional children
had to be before they would be recommead for the second grade. Another factor
could be the differing levels of achievement/ingdiffe;ent schools. Children
who are excelling in ome school compared to their classmates might be only
average when compared.tc the . children in' another school. When all the tests
scorzs were combined across schools, it would look like children from a range
of achievement levels were recommended for promotion to second grade--which in
fact was the case. ' The problem”of different standards is discussed in more
depth the following sections, ‘ - ' '

The correlations between the predictor measures, and promotion and between
promotion and the other achievement measures yere computed separateiy for
Plans' I and II. These data were presented in Table 16 along with the
correlations for the entire EA group. For the most part, the correlations ‘by
Plan are less than those for the entire group. Many of the patterns between
varigbles remained the same. These data. indicate .that the relationship
between. promotion and tge other meagures did not differ across the plans. -

Y . :

‘There are several other criteria which could not be legitimately used to
screen children for early admission but which might be associated with -success
in the program. Sex and race are two such factors for which ‘data were
available in this study. Age and preschool experience are other factors whick
have been suggested as possible screening wvariables. _ C

. v : 3 . ' . z R e . T
" Of these four factors, the only one which was related to promotion in any
way was race/ethnicity. (Eta=.30, with recommended promotion as the dependent

’ " wariable.) This relationship is a reflection of the-disproportionate nimber

of Asian children who were recommended for second grade.. Although more girls
than boys were. so recommended, this: relationship was. not statistically
significant. Of those EA children for whom the information was available, .
approximately 94 percent of them .had “preschool experience.l There was .ot
enough variance along this dimension to make preschool experience a useful °
predictor -of 'siccess in the program.  As discussed earlier, there was no
evidence to suggest that month of birth was related to ‘achievement in the
program. : - )

lpreschool information was only available on 128 of the 153 EA chf}dren,

..:
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Interesnng y enough, one’ of the most: useful - p1eces of 1nformatlon to know
..about a.child i t:rymg to predict a promot:zon recommendation was the name of

‘the vari‘arce as
9 percent Qeta-s uared), This is a reflection of the large variation in the

number of chPldren d:.fferent: schools recommended for promot::.on to second grade.‘

e 2 Ot:her Measures of Ach:.evement: ST : ;‘

..

- Correlanona bet:ween the pred1ct:or measures - and t:he other measures of

- achievement show - a pat:t:ern simildr to the - findings with the promotion
cr1t:er1on variable -slthough the . magnitude of the correlatlons is markedly
hlgher (see Table 17) - :

Exam.nmg the, correlat::Lons over: all t:he measures - aga1n shows the Aud:l.tory

.

and Quantitative Bubtests- and the. Total Score of Metropolitan Readiness Test:_._
as the better predictors of ‘achievement, The Auditory subtest correlates with

all three subtests of the Metropalitan Achievement Test (.54 to .63). _ The
'correlatlons between the Aud:.t:ory subtest and the Teacher . Ratlng of t:he
ch11d 8 readmg ablllt:y was ‘+57. and with class rankmg of .44. o

\ <
.. %

The Quant::.t:at:.ve subt:est: was correlat:ed w:.t:h the three subt:est:s on the

the chlld's sch?ol. Knowing the’ ch11d's school ' acccunted. for' 18 percent of
ﬁlomparred to knowmg ‘the child's race which accounted for only

Metropolitan - g.chlevement ‘Tests (.54 to 65).. Beglnm.ng-of- he-year -

. Quantitative scores correlated .47 with’ t:he Academic .Total on the. Checklist,

'.-41 w1t:h Class Ranking. )

The ot:her beg:.nnlng-of-year measures “are poorer ) as - pred1ct:ors.-.' The
correlations with the VMI ranged from .25 (class rankmg) to Wbl (Mat:hemat::.cs,

higher ranging from a low of. .16 (Checklist, Social) to a higher of .55
- -~ - {Mathematics, " MetrOpolltan Achievement). The' Language . corrélations ‘were the
e ‘owest: of all w:Lt:h most bemg below .30. B . ‘ . ~ Co

PR

developuient ‘as assessed by  the Checklist or the Teacher Ratlng. These . low
S correlatlons could.indicate that the social measures were measurmg ‘something
) '—'-f"dlstmct from academic achievement. An alternative explanation is that social

behav:Lor "and - ach:.eVement: as measured by ‘the potential  screening instruments’

. are .related (as, indeed, they are &t the end of the. ‘year) but that -social

~+ , behavior is an unstable characteristic . for this age group, thus e11m1nat:1ng

- any academlc—soc:l.al aesoclatlon from the beg:.nnmg to.the end of year.

The, overall pa‘tt:ern of correlanons shows some interesting f1nd1ngs. " The

o Auditory ‘and Quantitatiive subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness' were highly

-+ correlated (.60) with each other as were the. Auditory and Visual (.62). ‘The
C 1nt:ercorrelauons among- the subt:ests of the MetrOpolltan Achlevement Test were
also hz.gh (.62 to .69)

A flndmg of particular interest is ..hat there were hlgh correlatlons

between the standardized achievement tests .at the ‘end of the year 'and the

A 52 .and. .48 w1r.,h the Teacher 8. Rating~of Readmg and Ar:.t:hmet:lc abllJ.t:y, and"_
- _ -__:Met:ropolxt:an ------ AchleVement:) ‘The ° Visual . subtest. correlations were ‘slightly ~

~ Not: surprlslngl), the pred:Lct:or ‘measures were poorest at pred:Lct::Lng soc:Lal,.

measures which used teacher's. Judgment: of the child's s achievement., The .

Academic Total on the Checklist,K correlated between .57 and .67 with the .

subtests of the Metropolitan Ach:Levement: Tests, It correlated. .71 with the
su: of the t:hree subtest:s. ‘The Teacher 8 Rat:mgs of General Academ1c ab111ty

v

o -




TABLE 17

: Correlations Aznong Predictors snd Achievement Measures N

Metropolitan Readiness Metro olitan th. Checklist - Teacher Rating

e

‘;ﬁ;.‘gé -
Academic
Emotional

eneral -

Total
‘Arithﬁetic'-

_Claés i E
Ranking

lrotai. .
‘Academic“
‘SOCiali o

- Reading

Quantitcativ
~Prrtbematics

Isocial

ey
Avrditoxry
(Yisual
_'Lﬁﬁg@age' .
E:Fgading”“

. Total

" | Predictor Measureo (beginning Ao T I I o) I I (N | IR A I | . R
of year) . B O I I I R o (I . B | K B
et Reading-Auditory RN %) IS IR I I . 3 e )
: Visual - . 46 (53]« | | | B .
| Language = 130].43048] - |

+_ Quantitative |39 {.60.621:53 )~ .

el - 4] 87].80] 660,89 -

| Achi evement Measures V]
(end of ‘year) o S S A

Met. AchievementnReading 139'].56 .37 .25 |56 [.56| « |

Mathenatics {41 |,54 1,55,39 65 |:66{[.62 {.= | -

© Language = |35 |63 431,36 1,59 [.65]1,69 1,681« |

| sl el oo ed- | | ]|

teellist™oatente |31 .4ﬁb;324.ng.47'.so sl - ||
' Social,"“ : .26l,01Afo 501 26 ,18‘ 033» 041 ,40 ;39 ﬁ;56"- .:

R 11 A A .oo-.45;1.62';53 56 s -

Teaﬁher Rating.Reading ' |36“ '57 45 W21 .52;.60 '171 63"67\.77 064 L34 162 |1 -
. Arithmetic 130 41 ,381.24 (48 1,481 .50- .66 3206152429 150 [r.67:f
General . - (T | I Y | O A A | -
© Acadenic |38 ‘:‘52 45 (241,52 (,57 (67 |.67].68].75)|".71 {49 L9 ||.88 |.78] =

© Soctal- | e [ I O DO | IS A | Y (R IR IR

Buotional |33 |.271.31|,08.32.32]).50 {,51(.49] ;55| .63 |60 {68 {f.58 |.55] 70! - -

S | I S N | B I I

o Rakng' 5|33\ |4 ;42:.5o;464,5é5';3a 3Lt {163 |56 .66 |47 || ,f-\ U

;)’I‘E Correlations are for- early admission students. N 153, All oorrelations signifiosnt at p( 05 or smaller unlest
‘otherwise noted, . y 3 : |

ilable only-for' Plan I students N 19, B 71 3

ion not significant at p €.05, SRR R

lel\v(j
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. . between Arithmetic Rating and the Mathematics Achievement test was ,66, It is
~ important to note that the teachers were not- aware of the children's test....
results when they did the ratings. It is 1mp0831b1e "to  know whether
standardized achievement tests or teacher judgment is the more valid measure;
but at a minimum, these f1nd1ngs suggest teacher Judgments for thls age group
are a valuable and accurate source of 1nformat10n. :

B. U31ng Cutoff Scores as Cr1ter1a

One feasible approach to identifying early admissions students is the use
of cutoff scores. All children above the cutoff would be admitted=as early
admission students, those below  would not be. This section discusses what
would have happened if cutoff scores had been- -used to determine admittance
last year. One issue examined is whether individual cutoffs need to be

' adopted for each school. This is done by . looklng at the effect of a single
cutoff contrasted with a school~specific one. ' The analysis assumes that such
a criterion would be intended to identify only a small number of ch11dren in’
each school :

s I : R

The* cutoff selected for this analy31s was the first grade mean on the four
tests of the Metropolitan Readiness. Those children whd scored above the
first grade means for their ‘school and for all schools combined were
identified, and then the question of .how well these children did at the end of
‘the . year ‘'was explored. The logic of this analysis is ‘that ch11dren who
display. capabilities equal to the .average first/grader in the beg1nn1ng of the
year show at least the academic ‘capability for success in a first grade
class. (No assertions can be made as to their social and emotional readiness
‘for this. exper1ence.) A critical. questlon for prediction is: Did the

N children identified by thlS method do well in the program’ :

1. Different Cutoff Scores foranch School

The' scores of the EA student on the four tests of the Metropolitan

‘Readiness were compared to the first grade means for their schools. The EA

children were classified with ' respect to whether their scores were less than’

or equal to/greater than the first grade mean on 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 of the

subtests. The results are presented in Table 18." The number of children from

each cell who were recommended for Grade 2 promotion at the end of the year

are identified in parentheses. Only Plan II schools are included because-the

" number of first graders tested in the Plan I schools was not sufficient to
provide an adequate comparlson group for a w1th1n school analy31s. - : '

‘ Using this type of a criterion produced a similar pattern across all
schools, The majority of the EA children scored ‘at or above the first grade
mean on none or one of the subtests, Only a few ch11dren (17) were above the
mean on three or four.

. [4 B4 . .

Six children scored “above the .first grade mean score on all four of the
subtests. Four of these six were recommended for Grade 2 at the end of the
year. For children who scored high, this criterion seemed to be a valid
indicator of later success. The problem with the criterion is that many of
the children who would do well in the program over the school year were not
outstanding at the beginning of the year. (the "late bloomers") and thus would
not have been selected. :

. ' | N0
- e ’ ‘ -45_ (. o e -
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Metropolitan. Readiness - Tests

Number'of‘EA Students Above Grade. 1 Mean on:

~Total + " 1 . 2 . la- oy

‘Schodyé N _Tests Test Tests Tests Tests
" Cashell 22 7 9 "44 o 1 E 1 (1?.
- Stedwick 2 13 2z 3w 3 o
. Takoma Park 24 14 2 1 a@ s
Twinbrook 22 6 we 4@ o 1)
Whetstone . 20 10 . 6 N .
" Wyngate 2 1) 5 2 1w 1
©roman ;_ 135 67 35w 16 13 6®
- NOTE: Number of children from éhaf cell recommended for promotlon to
Grade 2 is gzven in parentheses.
2
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children who were ranked at the end of the year within 'the top six

(approximately one quarter) in their class were identified. The results are

. presented in Table 19. ' The conclusions ‘to be drawn.from these data are .very

-similar to those just presented.. Of the 17 children,who'exceeded the Grade 1

mean on 3 or 4 tests (from Tabie 18), 15 5f them ended up in thé top 6 in

. their class. A high performance on the Metropolitan Readiness meant the child
~ had a high likelihood of later success. However, a low-’score did not indicate -

: the child would not .do well; fifteen children who later were ranked .in the top

. sixth exceeded the first grade mean on none or one of the tests at the

beginning of the year. : 4 o hp ' : :

Interestingly eénough, two of the schools where the use of ‘this type of
criterion is most inadequate are the two who recommended the greatest number
of students for second grade. Onre interpretation of this is tnat ! .ese
‘schools provided fundamentally. different. programs for their students than. '
those provided in the“ other four schools. .If these two schools saw their
-objective as being to cover the first grade  curriculum and implemented the
program in this way, i.e., by providing a more academic curficulum, it is ¢
likely that the beginning-of-the-year test results would be less predictive
for the end of the year.” Many children who scored -relatively low on- the
Metropolitan Readiness could have been bright children who had never  been:
exposed to .many of the things tested by .the Readiness tests. After
participating in an accelerated academic program, their "true" abilities would
be more obvious. The effect of the.early admissions program might well have
been ‘to overcome differential nursery school and home experiences.
, If the nature of the program was more intensive at these two schools, it
would be expected that at the end of the year these two gchools would have -a”
larger number of children surpassing the first grade level of performance.
One indicdtor of 'this is the number of children they recommended for secpnd

- .grade. Another would be the comparisons of the early admissions and first

. grade students on the Metropolitan Achievement, Tests which were given at the
end of the year. ' BRI "% : . wlwwﬁ_

9 . w

«
e

Children who scored above the first grhééﬂmeén on 0,71, 2, or 3 of the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests were classified ".with - reepect to their
performance on. the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The zesults for each school
are presented in Table 20.,jsﬁmmary'percentages are presented in Table 21.-: )

-The datz are’ consistent with the hypothesis just advanced that the program
in some schools was more effective in bringing a certain pumber of the EA
children up to the level of the first grade in that school. The contrasts
between the beginning-of-the-year .and the end-of-the-year . proportions are
particularly striking (Table 21). With the exception of two schools, the

 percentages stayed roughly the same from the beginning of the year -to the end
of the year. At Twinbrock and Wyngate, there were substantial- changes. At |
Twinbrook, 43 percent of the EA children exceeded the: first grade mean for
‘their school on two or three . of the Achievement tests. At the beginning of
the year, wo .early admissions children had exceeded the first grade mean “on
more than two of the Readiness tests. At. Wyngate, 35 percent of the E.

Ny -
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Students.in Top Quartile »

© Number of EA Students Who Were Ranked in the quﬁ&lx and
- ' Who Scored Above the Grade 1 Mean on:
. ‘Total = 0} T 2' - 3 4
School . Nh' - Tests  Test _ Testg Tgsts Teégg
Cashel -  § I 2 2 °o 1
Stediick & . o0 1 23 0
' Takoma Park 6 0 0 0 4 2
‘Twiﬁbrook 6 1 '-3_‘ 1 0 i
Whetstone 6, 1 2 1 2 0"
: Wy#éaﬁe 6 3 0 1 _ 1 1
TOTAL % 6 8 1 10 s
' /
/ .
] /
79 .
-4.35 -
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- Mgﬁropolitgn
Achievenent

No.. Above
Gr. 1 Mean

Metropolitan Readiness -

. Number Above Grade 1 Mean on:

Tests TOTAL

on N Tests O Tests 1 Test .2 Tests 3 Tests 4
CASHELL 0 7 7 1 1 - 16.
L 1 - 2. 1 - - 3 - )
2 - - 2. - - 2
3 - - - - Sl 1)
" TOTAL 7 9 4 : I 22 (1) .
STEDWICK 0 11 2 - o 3 - 16
y 1 1 - 1 - - 2
2 1 - 1. - - 2 ‘
3 - - () - - 1 (1)
TOTAL - 13 2 3 3 - .21 (1)
' TAKOMA PARK = 0 11 2 - - 14
L 1 3 - - =/ 1 4
2 - - - 2 A S B
. 3 - - - 3(2) 1) 4 (3)
. " TOTAL : 14 4 3 24 (3)
TWINBROOKS 0 4 4 1 - - 9
oo 1 1 - 1 1 - - 3
2 - 5 (3) 1 (1) - “ 6 (4)
3 1 1 (1) 1 - - 3 (1)
TOTAL - 6 1 4 - - 21 (5)
- WHETSTONE 0 8 -5 " - - 15
. 1 - 1 - - - 1
2 1 - Y- - - 1
: 3 = - - 2 - 2
TOTAL e 9 6 . 2 2 - 19
WYNGATE 0 12 (1) 1 - - - 13 (1)
o 1 3 i - - - 4
2 1(2; 2 2 (1) - : - 5 (3)
3 1 (1) i - 1(1) 1) 4 (3)
TOTAL -17 .8 ‘2 1 . 26

7

" NOTE: Numbers in paréntbeqes indicate number of children from that cell
' recommended for promotion to Grade 2. :

[

- 2Metropolitan Achicvement scores were missing for one child.
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sietiopollitan Acnlievement on Witain School Mean

Percentage of EA Students Above Percentage of: EA Students Above

Grade 1 on Three or Four ~ Grade 1 on Two or Three
_ ﬁgtropolitan Readiness Tests . Metropolitan-Achievement Tests

cashell 9 | W

Stedwick w o BT

Takoma Park S - | 29 ' i 25
”.fwinbrook 0 o . 43

Whetstone . = - o “11. , o .16 o

.-Wyngate | . e 8 ) o f§5

. n : -
7
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A warning must be put forth with regard to. 1nterpret1ng these data. While
it is clear that there were more EA children in Takoma Park, Twinbrook, and
Wyngate who were like that school's first graders, there are several ways this
situation could come about, only one of which relates to the nature of the
early admission program in that school. Other explanations are that: the first .
grades in these schools were not equal to the first grade program in the other
achool, thus making it easier for the early admission students to "catch up.”

_There is also the possibility thgz the test results were differentially valid

across the six’ schools.

W1th regard ‘to the issue of pred1ct1ng success, success now being defined

. as performance on the. Metropolitan Achleveﬂent tests, the congclusions are -

similar to those presented earlier. In generar, children who did do well on
the Readiness Tests were still performlng -at a very high level at the end of

the ‘school year. (This is indicated by the small number of children in the

upper ‘right corner of each school table, i.e., high on ‘Readiness, low cn
Achievement.) There are also other children, however who were not performing
at an unusually h1gh level in the beginning of the year but 'weré by the end.
This 1later group of children was almost exciusively from Twinbrook and
Wyngate. Identifying these children in the beginning of - the year would have

.been impossible. 8

2. One Cutoff for All Schools

Depending on the extent of the difference in the achievement levels of the
schools, the effect of using a county first grade average for all’the schools
as a cutoff will be that a different set. of children will be 1dent1f1ed. For
the schools with the higher achievement levels, the cntoff will be lower than
their 'school cutoff; and a larger number of children will be identified. For
the schools with a low achievement level, the cutoff will be higher and fewer
children will be identified. -

"The reSults of* us1ng the~comb1ned first’ grade mean as a cutoff are shown
in Table 22.- Comparxng this table with the table for the school- specific
means (Table 18) shows that the overall impact of using the same mean for 'all
schools was not very dramatic for most schoola. Looking only at the number of
EA children reaching the mean on three or four tests, Stedwick had three such
children with the school-specific mean and tive with the combined mean; Takoma
Park had seven with the previous cutoff, six under the new one; and Whetstone
hai two under the previous, cutoff three under the new one. Us1ng a criterion
which stated the child had to score at the overall first grade mean on 2 or
more of the Readiness Tests would have allow~4 12 (67 percent) ‘of the children

who would later be recommended for sécond grade "into the program. Using that

- same criterion, a total of 47 children would have been admitted as early
- ‘admission candidates as compared - to 33 who would have been adzitted w1th a
. school-speciflc mean. ' -

o
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Uverail First Grade Mean én the
Metropolitan Readiness Tests

o .4 T%ﬁggeer.of EA Students Above .Grade 1 Mean on _
. Total . o - 1 2 34
“ School . N Tests = Test' Tests Tests Tests
Cashell . 22 4 s e 3 2
| Stedwick 21 13 1 2 2 3 (1)
 Takoma Park - 2 14 2 2 3 31
Twinbrook. 22 128w 1(1) o0 0
Whetstone ‘4 26. 7 :‘ 7 N 3 _ : 2 _4 1
CWyngate .26 101 5 6 (2 & 3.(3)
. vTOTAL 11357 60_'(2), = 28‘(4)_' 21 (4) -14(2) . 12 6)

NOTZ:. Number of ch;ldren from that ce11 recommended fbr promotlon to
‘ Grade 2 is glveu in parentheses. : :

o
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raises the cutoli score for the Twinbrook children along with the fact that
these children displayed a different level of achievement by the end of the
year. . : oo

» A comparison of Readiness Test per formance - to Achiévement ‘Test performance

 in each school using the combined school. mean is shown in Table 23 with

w?

summary -percentsges in Table 24. These" ‘tables are directly comparable to
Tables 20 and 21, which were based on the school Bpecific means.

The effect of using a single standard instead of a school specific one for

" the Readinesa and the Achievement Tests is to rnise ‘the number®of children in

the upper categories at four schools and to lower the number at two.
Twinbrook i3 most affected* 43 percent of the EA children scored above the

. Twinbrook first grode mean on two or nore “of the Achievement Tests; however,

only 14 percent (N=3) met this criterion with the ‘overall means. The children
performed-at a high level for their school but were not high relative to- the
other achools in the program. At Wyngate, the .data show the opposite. While

- one~third of the EA childreu were above the Wyngate first grade mean on two or

‘ using the count] means., -

more Achievement Tests. even: more children (42 percent, N=11) met the criteria
' o"f.
The conclus:on Wirh regard to - yredicting achievement is the same as that

drayn from the school~specific analysis. . Children . who score  well: at the
beginning of the year go 7z to do well, Children who are mot achieving at a

"high 1eve1 in, the beginning may or may not go on t» do well.in the program.

With regard Lo 2 Schoof versus a county standard the evaluation results .

" suggest that a county standard woiild nmpact most’ severely on children- in

-

schools with" relatively low’ levels of achievement. The children in .these

schools are likely Lo be capable of ‘success in that first grade but may not be "
‘suited for. the first grade in other schools, This *finding could be reflected
in a policy which admitted children as early - adwission - candidates on a
school-spocific basis with the stipulation that in the event. of a move to
anothe. schcol, -the standard for that'school must be met.  The same type ofu

"provisional" promotion could be given to rhildren after cOmpleting a yeaf in
the program,

C. Identifying Children Through Discriminant Analysis
The methcd discussed above cons:dered the four tests of the MetrOpolitan”

Readiness to be of eéqual value. Another approach is to ascribe different
levels of importance to different tests depending: on how well 'a test.

distinguishes a first grader from an early admission child. ' The underlying"i

assumption is that a test on which ‘most five-year-olo and six-year-old

students score similarly would not be of much use iL identifyiny students for
early .aémission. : :

-y



Relative to the Mean for All Compariscn First Graders

Metropolitan I : N e

Achievement Metropolitan Readiness
No. Above * Number Above Grade I Mean cn: -
Gzr. 1 Mean .. ‘

on N ;ests ' Q Tests” 1 Test 2 Tests 3 Tests 4 Tests TOTAL

) CASHELI.

0 3 2 3 - L= 8
1 1 1 3 )} 1 7
2 ~ 1 1 2 - 4
° 3 - - 2 - 1 (1) 3 (1)
TOTAL BT 4 4 9 3 2 22 (1)
.STEDWICK 0. 11, - i 1 13
' . 1. - ¥ 1 - -, L2
' 2 2 - - 1 .1 4
3 - - - - 2 (1) 2 (1)
13 1 2 2 -3 21 (L)
12 . 2 © ] - 1 16
2 - 1 - e 3 (1)
- - - B | 1 €1) 2 (1) .
: : - - . - 1 2 (1) 3 (1)
TOTAL < ‘14 2 -2 2 4 24. (3)
TWINBROOKA 0 9 2 - - - 11
1 2 5(3) - - - 0 - TN
2 1 - 1°(1) - - - T2 (1)
o 3 - 1 (1) - - - 1 (1)
-TOTAL o 12 9 - - - 21 (5)
WHETSTONE2 - © 0 5 = 3 1 1 - 10
- ‘ 1 - -3 2 - - 5
2 1 1 - - 2
-3 ~ - - 1 1 -2
- TOTAL - . 6 7 2 1 19
- WYNGATE 0 € . 3 1 - 10
1 2 : 2 - N o3
2 2 (1) - 31y - v 75 (2)
o 3 - - 1(1) 2 3(@3) 65
TOTAL . ' 10 & 4

SOTE‘ Numbers in parentheses 1ndxcate number of ch11dren from. that cell
recommended for promotlon to Grade 2.3

aOne ;h;ld was’ m1881ng Metr0p011tan Achievement scores.,

-~




Readiness to Metropolitan Achievement On Combingd'Mean

- Percentage of EA Students Above  Percentage of EA Students Above

Grade 1 on Three or Four' _ Grade 1 on Two or Three:
Metropslitan Readiness Tests Metropolitan Achievemenc Tests
Cashell n 23 | 32
Stedwick ' : _f4 P o ‘ : 29
‘Takoma Park 25 | 2
Tw{nbréok . 0 C | 14
- Whetstone . . }_'Q 16 ' ' 21
Wyngate 27 ' ‘ . 42
” @ rj’
5 90
9
! . 8 .")u
> fo . -
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Discriminant analysls is a technlque deslgned ‘to stat1st1ca11y distinguish
betweer two or more groups. A ‘discriminant’ ana1y51s can take several pieces
of infoimation and comhine them to produce a s1ng1e score, the discriminant
score, such that the s-jires for the 1nd1v1duals in a:group are similar to each
other and maxlmally d;fferent from the other group. (whlch also has uscores
1nternally szmllar) :

:;

e

) 'For th1s evaluatlon, discriminant analyses were performed contrast1ng the
early admission, children with the first graders using various sets of test

scores., Other analyses were performed using the early admission children

recommended for first grade .and those recommented for K second as- the two

_groups: . For' the former analyses, the scaores on the tests were combined to

'f—fj;produce a” typlcar’flrst ‘grade "score against which"each early admission ‘child

»

KT

\"

P .

coeff1c1ent of .23.

could then be. compared. ¥Based on his or her d1scr1m1nant score, each child

was’ asslgned a probability from 0 to 1 that he or she was an early admission .
“or a first grade student. 1In this way, the analysis is able to pinpoint those
-early admission students who are more -like. first graders than- their. -own' age

- mates and, vice versa, those f1rs€ graders who .look more .like early admission
students. } - . : N

Discriminant ana1ys1s produces several 1nd1ces for 1nterpret1ng the results,
- Each discriminant analysis produces a canonical correlation. The ‘larger the
'canonical ‘correlation- (upper limit = 1.00), the: more;thoroughly the. two- groups
.can be d1st1ngu1shed. ‘A canonical correlation of 428 means the- groups aren't

~ very different; ome: of. .96 means - the. groups can be quite thoroughly.v
‘ d1st1ngu1shed based on ‘the data prov1ded. Dis¢riminant function coefficients

“are " also produced for -each anaiysis. “These are . the values applied to each

. test score, in computlng the d1scr1m1nant score. - The absolute- value. repres-ntsvf

.the re1at1ve 1mportance of each--score to theodlscrlmlnanf score. A test with
a coefficient of 1.45 18 better ableg to d1st1ngu1sh ‘the groups Lhan one with a

&

Based _on the probab111t1es assoc1ated with the d1scr1m1nant score, the

analysis predicts group membership. Numbers and percentages for the follow1ng-'

tYPe of 2X2 table are produced. e e -

N Predicted 6:oup Membership
Actual . ' E . - Early Grade

Group : oo ' . Admission o1 |
'Early Admlsslon A g i "Bfﬂ
' | ] " o ' | g
Grade 1 . ' Lo | e .. 1. p

P

, Students in Cell A "looked like" | early admlsSLon students and in fact,
. were early admlsslon students. Students in Cell‘B had a higher probablllty of -
belng first graders than EA students based on 'their: test scores, but. they were

‘in’ fact early, admlsslon students.> The - students 1n Ce11 B would be the most

e
et

llkely candidates . for, promotlon to second grade. The - students in Cells C and -

D were’ first graders who "were predlcted to be early adm1ss10n students or
flrst graders LeSpectlvely.‘ ' :

’
K _ .. . . 83 . . . . . I .-
» a . . L . . 2t . . . ot -
. . - .. . . 3

.”.;. - Vi_. '. ~,:»: ‘.’. —56— \
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_ T Ay
% s 1. D1st1ngu1sh1ng Early Admlsslon Students from First-Graders

a) Separate Analyses for Each School

A separate d1scr1m1nant analysis £or each Plan II school was performed ’

using ' the four subtests of the Metropolitan BReadiness Test to d1st1ngu1sh

‘ early admission students ‘from first graders. .- If these groups can be
~. . distinguished, it will bhe poseible to use test results to identify early

admission students who are most like tbke first graders in that school a: the
beginning of the year. . . ) : '

The canonical correlatlons and the class1f1catlon results f_or_ga_ch__og_ the .,
":schools ‘are presented in Table 25. _The canonical correlations ranged from .48
+74. These indicate that the groups can be. distinguished with only a
moderate degree of success. . The. percentages of EA children who were more-like

-ferC graders ranged from 15 to 33.

9

. TABLE 25

Canomcal Correlatlons and Clas31f1catlon Results for the
Metropolltan Readlness Subtests by School

S Percentage Percentage " Percentage
- Total = of Total " of Early : of First .
Number : Group. . -Adnmissions .. Graders
of  Canonical .Correctly Classified as Classified as °

3chool Students Correlation Classifie_d- _First Graders ‘E_arly Admissions

" Cashell 43 - )68 81 , 18 .19

Stedwick - 46 - = .69 . 18 33 - 12 .

Takoma Park 42 , 48 , 67 30. : 37

Twinbrook = 44 .52 77 - 19 26 o
_ Whetstone 39 74 79 | 15. 0 26

Wyngate . 50 = .69 . 84 19 13

, Tue. dlscrm1nant scores generated by the analysls are plotted -in the
" _}ustogram in Figure 8. These graphs illustrate the exteut of overlap in each . |
" school 'between the first grade and,the early admission students. Thos¢ . EA - \ .
P chz.ldren recommended “for Grade : are indicated .on the graphs. \Marang the '
L scores of these children was done’ manually, th1s particular analysls ua e noy
information about promotlon recommendat:.on. . i g

Several caveats are in. .order to a1d in 1nterpret1ng the graphs:

(1) To understand the h1stogram, look at how far apart the - two groups
are. Tue farther\apart, Ithe more distinct the groups are. Also,
‘note the students who are closer f'o the- alternate group than to their

" own.- These are the students who . are "m1sclass1fle:l, i/e., predicted
to be 1n the alternate group in- tkue classlftcatlon tables. '

oo . - . 2,‘2 \ : \.
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(2) The purpose of the analysis is to produce scores which make the
groups as different as possible. The sign of the discriminant scores
is not associated with high or low test scores.

(3) Similarly the right-left. positioning of the early admission
students(!) and the first graders(2) is not related to their relative
achieven.~.t., This positioning can change from school to school.

(4) Because an analysis was performed separately for each school, the
scale used for frequency (the vertical side of the graph)- sou.itimes
changes” from school to school. o ' '

The results-of-the —analysis are particularly informative with regard to
several issues.. First, the two grade levels can be more easily distinguished

.at the beginning of the year at Cashell, Stedwick, Whetstone, and Wyngate than

they can at Takoma Park iand Twinbrook. -The grade level boundaries at these
later two schools are less distinct. The fewer differences between the two

. grades, the more easily five-year-old children could be moved into the first'J

4

grade. ‘The'diversity of ability levels at both grade levels in Takoma Park: -

and Twinbrook is apparently larger than at the other schools.

The prospects of using. the Readiness results to identify the children
later reccmmended for promotion are better at some schools than others. . At

Cashell, ‘it is clear that the child recommended for second grade was much more

like a first grader than an early admission child even at the beginning of the
year. At Stedwick, the situation is the same, although there were two other
EA children with comparable profiles. The Yakoma Park children recommended
for second grade were more like first graders dnd 'so were several of their

classmates, . T

"'The pictures for 'Twinbrook and Wyngate with regard to. the beginning-of-.

" the-year profiles.of the second grade recommendations were very similar. The

.children in both schools span the gamut from very much like gffirst'graderlin
. -.that school to a very typical early admission ‘student. For this 'leter group,

‘the tests results may not have been accurate reflectors of the child's skills;

or the children may have blossowed . in the esrly admission classes and
proceeded to resemble first graders later in the year. "~ At the two schools

‘that recommended the most children for first: grade, it would have been *°

impossible ﬁéing this method at the beginning of the year .to identify. more -
than half of the children who would be most' successful in the program. o
Another question which can be ‘gnswbred by ‘discriminant agalysis is how

v

" distinct, were the first "grade and gétlf,admission classes at the end of the’

canonical correlations and classification results. -

year. ; This analysis was based on’ thé\,three teété from fthe Metropolitan
Achievement ‘Test and tue six parts of the Early Childhood Checklist. Figure 9
presents - the graphs of the discriminant . scores. Table 26 presents the

v
c
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TASLE 26
Canonical Correlstions aad Clagsification Results for the
End-of-Year Assessments by School.

Percentage Percentage . Percentage

of Total " of Early of First

. - Group =  Admissions - Graders .

Total ° Canonicdl Correctly Classified as Classified as

School Number Correlation Classified First Graders Early Adnissions
Cashell . 39 .96 97 6 , 0
Stedwick 44 2 « 87 ' 100 -0 0
‘Takoma Park 41 .90 : 95 5 5
Twinbrook 41 .65 - ., 80 35 8
.. Whetstone - . 32 99 100 0 0
Wyngate - 50 - .54 68T 48 16

At four of the six" schools, the early adm1ss10n students could be quite
thoroughly distinguished. from thé first graders at. the end of the ‘year,
Between. 95 and 100 percent of the children could be: correctly identified as
either first graders or early admission students based on their .test scores.,
The promotion patterns at these schools were generally’ consistent with chis
finding. At Cashell, the onme child who looked more like a firs: grader was
recommended .for second grade. At Stedwick, the child recommended was. at the
d1v1d1ng line between the two grades; and his probability of being in .either
group wds about 50-50. At Whetstone, where ‘no EA children were recommended
- for Grade 2, each grade level consisted of children who looked very much like

their classmates and not at all like the other grade: The only school where
the trend was contrary was Takoma Park where the groups were distinct, and -
three recommended for. promotion ‘were gimilar in their d1scr1m1nant score to
the1r EA classmates. . _ S .o : : '
. The’ canonlcal .correlations and’ the graphs for Wyngate and T\ﬁzbrook

" indicate a° 1arge amount of overlap between the two .grades as measured by the
end-of-the-year ‘assessments. The difficulty in pred1ct1ng a .grade level: based
on the assessment results suggest several thlngs.- First, because’the grade
boundarles are so fuzzy, cross-grade movement - should not be too difficult for:
the children involved. Second, the 1nab111ty to d1st1ngu1sh completel} flrst‘
graders from ear1y admission ' students’ could |be seen as a| measure of the
success of the early admission project in meet1ng one of its objectives, i.e.,

. to take f1ve—year-old children through the flrs grade. currlculum. ‘At the_end
of the year, a sizeable number of the ear1y dmission students in both of
these schools were "similar to their first grag schoolmates.- Either 'the EA-
children had made substantlal progress, or. the first graders 1n those schools
had made little. S . : e v

The ch11dren recommendei fdr promotlon to Grade 2 from Wyngate and

Twinbrook. were for the most: psrt similar to.the first graders although in both .
8chools there were other EA children who also locked like first graders. At
Wyngate in particular, the results of the classification analysis found 12 EA

"students to be more like first graders (6 _of the 7 recommenued for promotlon
were in th1s group) Co ke \ _

. . . L. . . ' ) .
Jo . . , S . e ; A .7
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Some cautions need to b put forth with vegard to this analysis. The
discriminant scores of some of the children :ccommended for promotion might be
tdken to indicate that possibly the wroug ZA children Were promoted to
Grade 2. The unalysis should not be interpreted in -that way for several
reasone. The purpose of the amalysis is to create’ two distinet distribu-
tioas. It does this by searching for and weighting most heavily the
individual test on which the first graders and the early admission children
diftered by the greatest degree. This measure is not necessarily the ‘ability
most important for success in a second grade classroom. The school may have
considered reading level to be of primary importance in & recommendaticm for
promotion, but the discriminant analysis might give reading miich less weight
because the, first grade and the e2rly admission classes did not differ so much
in this area as’they did in other areas. The discriminant analyses used the
'scores the children differed on; these may or may not be the skills which are
the most valuable. B : o ) ' '

b) Combined Analysis Across Schools

Using the four Readiness tests and including all Plan I and Plan II early
admission students and first ‘graders in a single. discriminant analysis
~produced the classification :results shown. in Table 27. The canonical
correlation was .45. Overall, only 70 percent (228/324) of the children could -
be - correctly classified based on the optimal combination of the four

- subtests. Almost 50 of the early .admission children and 50 of the first -

graders were more like the alternate group. This indicates that across all
. the schools there was a substantial degree of similarity between the two
groups and/or that the tests were not sensitive to the differences.

TABLE 27
l;élassification ?roduced for Metropolitan R diness Subtests
' (All Groups) ’

Predicted Group'Membership

Actual. Number of - Early- - Grade
Group L Cases Admission 1
' Early Admission 150 S 68% " 322
: | : | (N=102) . (N=48) .
: Y L ’ - ' { RN ?
1N . B . i R .
Grade 1 174, 282 S 725
T S (N=48) © ) (N=126)

o ‘ - - \ »

The . composition by school of .the group of the 48 EA children more like
first graders 'is given in Table 28. Use of the same discriminant function for
-all schools resulted in a set of percentages somewhat different from those
produced by a separate function for each school. For example,. with the
school-s::cific analysis, 18 percent -6f Cashell's EA class' were more like the
" Cashell: first "graders. sing all’ first grades combined as the comparison
'group, 50 percent 'of: the -Cashell early-admission class were more like first
graders. At the other extreme, 19 percent wf the Twinbrook EA' class were
' “predicted to.be Twinbruok \first graders;- only. 5 percent were predicted as
first graders with all first grades ggmbined} v 8 C R : '

I3




TABLE 28

EA Clezszifiration Troduced for Metropolican Readiness
Subtests {All Groups) by School

— -
x R

: o Number Predicted - Pereeqt<of
School - as First Graders %A Class
| Lynnbrook 1 0'17
Olney 1. ‘100 -
Poolesville 1 50
Seven Locks. 4 50
Cashell . - _ 11 ' 50
Stedwick o -8 ~ 38
Takoma Park -9 - 39
. Twinbrook 1 5
-+~ Whetstone 5 25
! Wyngate 7 27
TOTAL = | 48 32

‘An ana1y31s also was performed using the end-of—the-year test results
(Metropolitan® Achievement Tests and the six-section Early Childhood -
Checklist). This analysis yielded a canonical gorrelation of .38; only ]
percent of the EA children could be correctly classified. . Tlie :lassifica-
tion results are shown in Table 29, and - the breakdown by school is presented

in Table 30. Only Plan II schools are included because Checklist- scores were
not available for the Plan I students. :

- The school brcakdown of the 38 EA ch11dren more like the comblned flrst
grade compariscn group shows that exactly half (N=19) were from Wyrgate. The
next highest- group was from' Twinbrook where 10 EA children were predicted to

. be first graders. These data are consistent with’ the actual promotlon
recommendatlons. : : : ‘

. g .
‘. . . ’
A <

: AU | rABLE'zg |
) 8 l . ‘l
Classlflcatlon Produced for End-of-Year Assessments : P
: : : . _ v (A11 Groups) o | o
g \4 : : \ \ . . . L
\ \ L } \ i Lt
‘ T . 1 \ R Predicted Group Membershlp £
" Actiual Number of | i Early ’ . Grade l*
. Group GCases ~ Admission - 1
. Early Admission - 118 .. 68% o o dBZZ\
‘ S 4 , . o (N=80) . . (N=38)
Grade 1 . . 129 o 102 - - 90% \ I
. . <. (N=10) S (N=116)
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TABLE 30

EA Classification Produced for End-of-Year Assessments
(A1l Groups) by School

Number Predicted Yercentage of

Schodl ' as F- 3t Graders EA Class
- Cashell 1 6
Stedwick . 6 30
Takoma Park ' 0 0
" Twinbrook _ : . 10 29
Whetstone T : . 2 12
Wyngate . ‘ - 19 - 76
TOTAL : - .3 32

‘The comparisor of the °school specific witk the ccubined group analysis
(Tables 26 and 30) for the end-of-the year assessments shows that while the
overall pattern is gimilar the school-specific' analysis- is more precise and
more cousistent -with the actual promotion recommendations. The similarity
rests 'in the fact that, using either analysis, Wytgate and Twinbrook are -
singled .o.t as having hed relatively high proportions of EA students Llike
first graders. Also, Cashell has the same student. identified either way. The
differences betweer the analysis are considerable; however, the canonical

‘correlation for t.: zcmbined analysis (.38) is lower than any. produced by the
. schocl ‘specific saalysis (.54 to ..99). Also, the overail pattern’ for ihe

individual schools generated by the findings from the school-specific are more -
like the actu:l promotion recommendations. In sum, given the precision to be.
zained thougi. the scuvol-specific analyses, this .approach to indentifying
studentz is the more useful of the two. P - : - '
. 2. _Distinguishing EA students Recommended for Grade 1 from Students
Recommended for Grade 2. ° ' ’

Another set .of discriminant' analyseés were performed to learn how distinct
the EA children recommended for Grade 2 were from those recommended for.
Grac: i. Separate analyses Mere performed :for beginning and “end-of-year
assessment data. \ ' R b - 1

. s . H ! .
- g i 1 .

The Qnalysi&dqp‘the BeginqiLg~of-the-year asgessments yielded a canonical
correlstion of \..32 which indicates ‘the two ‘groups. wére not yeéry distinct at .
\thii point i{ time. [The classification, results and . the < discreminant-
coe ficieﬂ;s arﬁ_pre?ented;fn Table 31. . S ' R o
: ¥ T T ‘ . .

- Two-thirde of the children .were correctly classified. | About one-third
(N=9) of those reccumended fof‘?rade 2 looked more' like children recommended
for Grade i1. Similarly, one-third (N-41) of those _recomm:aded - for filrst
looked more like those recomme ° ‘or second. - : S

o
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TABLE 31

Discriminant Ana'ysis Resilts on the
Beginning~of-the-Year Assessments for EA Children
Recommended to First or Second Grade';

: v , , Precicted Group Membership
Actual : Number of " Recommended Recommended -

- Group Cases ____forGrade 1 for Grade 2 = .
Recommended - . ;
for Grade 1 125 . ‘ 87% _ 337
. , "(N=84) o (N=41)'
Recommended Co : S
for Grede 2 - 25 P 36% , ' 647%

(§=9)° . - . (N=16}

The discriminant coefficienics show that the - measure which . un;quely
contributed the must . to dlst1ngu1ah1ng the two groups, weak as the d1st1nct10n
was, was the- Quanr1taL1ve test of the Metropolitan R°ad1ness (coefficient =-
.69) The next. most ubeful were the Language, test (-.39) and ‘the VMI (.38).l

The poor ability of the predictor tests to 1dﬂnb1ty ‘the students who wou;d
be recommerided for Grade 2-~even when ‘thé tests are combined in such a way as
to be maxlmally useful--can be interpreted in several ways. The most 1likely®~
source of the d1‘t1cu1-y is the varying achievement levels of the different

schools which were mentioned eavlier. A secoad centributing factor could be
~ that some children did not' test appropriate to their achievement levels, i.é., .
for some unknown nzmber of children the test rvesults are invalid. A third
poasible factozr is the "blosaomxng phenomenon” described ‘earlier. Some
children” ¢ntered the program with average levels of achievement, thrived in
their classrooms, and, by the end of the year, were exceptienal. The
importance of ' these last two factors can be measured bv looking at -how
distinct the 'two groups are at the end of the year. o '
-The results of the discriminant analys1s on the three tests of the
Metropclitaa Achievement Tests and the| six tescs of the Early Ch11dhood
Check11st are presented in 'Table 32 and graphed in F1gure 10. ‘Only Plan II\
g-students were included sincé the Pﬂan I ‘students had no Checkl1§t data.i An;/

'lf1nﬂerest1ng by-product of this! analysis is that the first gradmrs ‘are alco

: 'clap81f1ed as more likely to be chlldxen promoted to f1rst or second grade.’
\\ : Z . . . ’ ‘ "

L

] This ﬂre¥u1t does not coatradict th f1ud1ngs reported ’aar11er on -
~ correlations with promotion. - These flndxngs were for each tesrs cone;dered
1nd1v dually'\th1s analysis coas ‘ders all tests szmultanbously. '1\ R "

“ . i
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TABLE 32

Discriminant Analysis Results on the
Erd-of-Yeai Assessments fcr XA Children
_Recommended to First or fecond Grade

Predicted Group Membership

Actual Number of EA Recommended EA Recommended
Group - Cases for Grade 1 for Grade 2
~ EA Recommended 101 821 182
‘to Grade 1 _ : (N=83) - (N=18)
EA Recommended . 17 62 : . 942
to Grade 2 . : . (N=1) ‘ © (N=16)
First Graders 129 | 263 .- 743
: : - (W=33) ' (X=96)

. The canonical correlation .for the analysis wes .61 which was a
-considerable lmprovement over the beglnnlng—of~the~year scoras. Of the 17
Plan II students recommended for promotlon, 16 were predicted as members of
this groupel The one child remaining was right on. the border-line between
" the two groups. Of those recommended - for Grode 1 (N=101), 18 EA chlldren were
yredicted as members 'of the .Grade 2. ‘Identifying these children by schools
shows that ;hese children were c¢istributed everly across the six Plan II
 schooLs with one notable exception (Table 33). Five »f the "schools had ‘onz2,
two ‘or three children who, based on their scores, looked more like the
~ children - recommended for Grade 2;. Wyngate, the exception, had eight. - All
these' children  were in  eddition to the children .actuall; recommended for
Grade 2. «Surprisingly, one-fourch cf the first graders looked more like the

early admission 9t4dents eoommended'xor Grade !, .
B TABLE 33 . i

WWMisclaseifications” bj School

_ ‘2' B 1 , ‘Early Admisalcn. Students . L Firstkcraders
: é T - ) . ,‘ I \. - oo ‘ "\ i : |
] \ Recommerded o 1}  Recoamended to 2; n o ‘\
K. , Y Predicted .to be i PYredicted to be }zPrédicfed to be'.
\ School - Récoumended to 2 ' Recommended to 1 ' Recommended ‘to .1l
| Cashell - o N2 o 4
Wi_ Stedwick \ 12 , - 0. » 5
| Takoma 3svhk % 2. . o 8
- Twinbrook b i. 1 11
Whetstone. \ 2 | 0 3
Wyngate . 8 0 2
TOTAL | \ 18 1 33
co. \q; i ¢ .

‘1The eighteenth child was ‘missing Metropolitan Achievement  sdores.
e - A : ' : R ,

) . . .
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The discriminant coefficients showed that of the end-of-the~year
measures, the Language score on the Checklist made the greatest relatiwve
contribution to identifying ‘the EA students recommended for promotion

‘{coefficient= -,51). The next most important were the Mathematics test of the

Metropolitan. Achlevement Test (-.39) and the' Mathematics score on the
checklist (-.28). The combination of the Checklist sections and the

standardized test adds strength to the concluSLOns by dxscredltlng _ any

'hypotheses that the effect was due to teacher bias in rating students.

-

3. Summary of Dlscrlmlnant Analyses

In conclusron, the analytlc technlque of differentially werghtlng and
comblnlng the test scores resulted in several interesting findings. Attempts

to distinguish first graders from early admission students within each Plan II

school based on the beglnnlng—of-the-year measures met with varying degrees

" of success. -The degree of overlap betweén the two groups in their achievement

levels varied from school to school. 1In one school, 15 percent of EA children
were identified,as being like first graders, in another school; the figure was

" 33 percent, If .this procedure had been used, 30 children would have beenm
"admittes to the early admission program; 11 of these :were the children

recommendéd for Grade 2 placetent. The remaining seven recommended for Grade
2 would not have been admitted. ' :

The endrof-the-year analy319 was considerably more powerful in predicting
group membership. In "some schools, the early admission classes and first
grade classes were very differént; thus, children would be easily idemtified
as a member of onme-or the other. 'In cthér schools, the two grade levels were
more difficult to distinguish. Appropriately,, the .two schools with the most
overlap between the:two grade levels also recommended the largest number of EA
children for Grade 2. '

When the beglnnlng-of-the°year scores of .the EA children re¢ommended for
Grade 2 were contrasted with these of the EA children racommended for Grade 1,

the two groups could be dlstlngulshed with only moderate success. Many more-

children were preditted to be members of the group eventually recommended to
Grade 2 than . actuslly were. Furthermore, 9 of the 25 later recommended for

- second grade'were ..t identified. Five of these children were from Twinbrook,

the school most wivwu-ly impacted by this approach

a

The end-of-th. - ear 'analysls constrastlng EA students recommended for

Grade 1 with those 2commended Zor Grade 2 also showed that many more children
had profiles like the. EA children recommended for- Grade 2 than were so
recommended. The decision’ no: to place these chiildren in Grade 2 was not

necessarily a bad ‘one;- however, as the early admlsszon/flrst grade analysis
showed, being like the other early admission children promoted to Grade 2 is . -

no guarantee an EA student would be 11ke chlldren at the next grade level in

‘his/her school., = - _ _ N



IV. PARENT INTERVIEW

Telephone 1nt:erv1ews ‘were conducted with parents of the eszir adfi: w3
children to learn -how parents felt'., about the program. Tor  teles =
interviews were conducted in two waves. The first wave of interTiewim ot
place in December, 1978, and icvolved 36 perceat of the :nterviesmes (¥ 9},
The second wawe of interviewing took place during March and Apri. 1979, the
" remaining 64 mercent (N=89) were involved in the aecond ware, Pifrerse marzsco
cOuld not be r=ached for an 1ntzv1ew. . b

The: 1n€:er-news were conducted by trained imterviewers who use’ ; ‘tampr—
1nterv1ew protocol. Questions were asked ‘about parent: expec - .oui o otz
impressions of “the program and their feelings about promoticn - irade
After’ the completion of the first wave of questioning, it became ar _cem tmi:

n - some important questions had been omz.tted from the . questlmnalre. ) egrract’

this situation, the questionnaire for. the second wave was rework VLS =W
" items - added. Comsequently, questions have differing numbers of —wBpcriers
dependlng upon whether they appeared on one or both forms of the c-_stio e
and upon the numbers, of nonrespondents fo*‘ each item.-

Most questions were fixed choice followed by a request for ar :xpl.matiin
of the answer. The explanata.ons were open—-ended. For example: :

Do you believe (CHILR'S NAME) is missing some of ths noezidemic
aspects of the regular kindergarten program? :

Yes No . = Undecided : llo Basis for opjmien
If "Yes" or ' undec:.de'i" was the answer, the' 1nterv1ewef wed up
by asking, "What' aspects do you think K were missed” —~ended

| responses were coded and tabulated for the, ana.lys_ls.

-A. Program Is_Sues
a

Overall, the parents'’ responses to the early admlsslonv progras = an .Y be
charactenzed as very positive. When asked if their child was .2+ 2g “the
. benefits from the program thec they had originally hoped for, ¥° zcent. of
"'the respondents answered yes. Additionally, over half (54 percer: :1t their
children were getting benefits they had ‘not expected. When aske describe
what benefits their children were recelvxng, 54 percent ‘of the 1 ... s ‘ligted
benefits of an academic nature and 29 percent listed social ben: ‘ts  such as
mai‘.unty or self~confiderce. Other benefits included increasec - aulation,
an interest in school, Lnd1v1duahzat1on, and the zeacher.l ... wlts for
these questions and the other questions related-to the program =r: jresented
in Table 34.) . ,

{

_ lParents could give more: than one answer to these quest:.ons, ﬁacnrefore,
: response.s do not total o 100 percent.



TABLE 34

Farent Responsesz o Question:s on Program Issues

Percertage Percentage

Numbe- ot of
Question . _Resounc.nz Respomdents Respomsesl
ChZiz ga:timg benefit originally i L34
Zom: or frzom program?
B ' "
tr
Zn. 7=z, some no
' What oems % 1ng? ) ' : 11< -
Acaderm. ~.u!TE:285, child is succ.ed1ng . i 56 -
- Soc lal zaw-vm,’ maturity, self-ccafidenge 29
St miizi oy, shows interest . v 15
fwmivizi _zatiom, work at owa pace ' 1¢
Teache~ 1s good, well-organized : - 5.
Cr..id ze& Zz:; benefits from ptogtam you
@4 not wupect? .131
e - ' 54
Xz : . . 46
What tenef: :? - o 73 : ‘
Academic: science, teadlng, math - o _ — 53
f>cializa :om, - 1ndependence, tespon31b111ty, , '
work’ hazits, stimulation . 42
‘wsltural pLog;ams'teﬁzlchmenﬁ, att,-music .12
o= r successful aspects of the program? =~ 17~ _ : ,
4cademics , math, reading . 3 o 43
Socializz z2tion, group act1v1t1es matutlty, ’ K
self—conzzdence R , 32
Teacher ' : . T I 18
Individual attention, no ptessuxe T , e !
Stimulatior, Aearning experience P . 11
Jverall program . o : . . 10
all day . , o : ) ‘ ' 5
Least successful aspects of ptogtam? 12° :
None or don't know ' o B 55
Program operation (not enough patent :
contact, goals not defined, classes o S
too large, screening) ' .. 19
Teacher (lacks creativity, not enough o : ' ,
experience, discipline problems) S 12
Stress, fatigue all day pressure ‘ o - 10
Academics R ‘ T : i 5

100

~ ‘ . —72— .




TABLE 34 cont,

Percencs:z:  Percentage
> . . Number . of of
Questiz= Responding Respondr=:3 Responsesl
Diffict :y adjustin; :o an all-day prczram? 135
K Tes o : o 13
) No . _ - 75
Yes and no o _ 7
i - or irritable =zer =—n00l? - 128
Yes B ) 37
No ' T 63
5- .ng nonacademic asp. =tz of regular
i dergarten? C 134 :
Yes ‘ _ o 12
No - : _ 87
Undecided : ' 1
HWoui: you suggest chan in program? . 86
Yes ’ T - 41
No o , 47
Undecided/Sp:. ' : o : - 13
#hat changes? . 50
Program opration (s:reanlng, parent T .
involvement,. etc.. : : L .90
Teacher (more experi=nced) L : L 16
Day too.long, class too big : - T 16
Academics . - - 12
Alternati to Early Admission? - 88
"~ Yes - : b .7 54
No opinion : : " - C, 10
Type of alternative : C - 51 - , .
All day kindergarten L 63
_Something between half-day, all- day, half- , .
academic,”and half-play . ' ' : 20 .
. R-1, enriched kindergarten - S P : 16 -
" Program (sclence, sports, mus;c) : Co : 7

lyarents could give more than one answer for these questioné; thereforz,
responses do not total to 1CJ percent.. : T

-7 3= - -
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- Parents also were asked what they considezed to be the most successful
aspects of the program. Agéfh, parents were imvressed by the academic aspects
of the program (43 percent) and the social apportunities it presented for
their child (32, percent). Parents also we= pleased with their child's
teacher (18 percent), the individual attentizm (il percent), the learning

~ experience (ll percent), and the overall prograc: (20 percent).

Parents were specifically queried about pczz=ble negative zspects of the
program. When asked what' they considered to t= the least’ succeszful aspects
of the program, parents most often replied nocme or don't know “25 percent).
About 20 percent of the responses listed soms .rogrammatic. aspcocts such as
class size, the need for earlier screening, 3: ctoe lack. of defined goals.

About 10 . percent listed teacher-related aspsets ~ (lacks creativity,

inexperisnced) and another 10. percent notod "f£zti.gue factors" such as stress,
tiredness, or not enough playtime. : ' '
 Adjusting to- an all-day program was not r=ally seen as much of'a problem
by the parents. Less than one~fifth of the parents felt their child had had
difficulty in this regard. However, over one-:hizd felt their child was tired
or irritable after returning home.- Apparent v, a number of parents did not
attribute their child's tiredness to the all-:ay program or did not really see
this as a problem for their c¢hild. The overvhelming majority :f the parents
(86 percent) felt that their child was not missing any of :he nonacademic
aspects of the regular kindergarten. -

e

o

There is one last program issue related to.changes parents would like to

"see if the program, Less "than half of the pareats (41 perceat) wanted the

program changed in some way. The great majority of the requested changes
related to program operations, i.e., the screening, parent involvement, and

. feedback.? When asked whether they felt MCPS should offer an élternative'to

" ‘the eavly -admission program, over half the parents said ves. The most

-~ frequently suggested alternative was an all-day xindergsriey (63 percent of
~ the parents), - ' .

B.  Promotion Issues

The icsue of promotion to secord grade is closely linked to Che issue of
motivation for enrolling a child.in the .srogram. A diversity of opinions
existed as to the wisdéom of accelerating a. young child beyond , his/her

Zagé-mates. Based on discussions with parents (amd based on the evaluation
findings), it can be concluded that support for the early admission program is
~not synonymous with a .desire to place the child in second grade. . The

tabulations on the questions related to promotion are pregented in Table 35.

. ) s <

lparents would give‘more:than one answer for these questions; therefore,
responses do not total to 100 percent. . g

2parents could give more than one answer for these questions;_thérefore,

responses do not total to 100 percent.
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TABLE 35 L ST
'.Psrent”Responses to Questions .
- Relgted to Promotion

Percentage Percentage

Number - of of
Quest1on ‘ Responding Respondents Responsgesl
Why =pplied for. program? T - 141 .
) Chid is ready, mature - : 73
Ck=1d nas prior school experience _ - 43
- Wanted all-day K or K-1 program ’ o L 41
Chold is bright, interested in learning o ) 29
- Program offers academics, challenge v T : _ 21

Things in program “would be good for ch11d? 125

Academics : _ e 7 CAal
Stimulation, challenge . : . o 29
‘A1 day : - S : 24 .
Ixdividualization - ‘ . L R : 12
Hogv for Grade 2 promotlon when enrolled? : 88 o
Yes : 13
No ' T 467
Undecid_ed/No expectation c- 20 ’ .
Hope for Grade 2 prcaotion now? . 88
Yes. = E ' C17
No - . ' : ’ ) ‘ ' .65 . .
Undec1ded/No Expectatlon R - 8
Would have enrolled chlld d1rectly in: :
normal first grade? oo - 25 o '
Yes ' o i 40
Undeclded o ' : o 12
Allow promotion to Grade 2? R R 87 .
Yes - ' 29 .
No : _ ' v 46°
Undecided ' . ) © . 25
Acceleration to Grade 2 creates problems :
for child? ‘ , . 79 ' }
Yes = 4 - 53 : s
No - ' o - 28
--”_—T_—__wma&«d - B it £
Non-promotlon to Grade 2 creates problems E -
for child? .o ' L - 134 : o ,
Yes , . o 12 ) e
.+ " No . T T ‘ : 81 L

_ Undecided R 7

ry

lParents could give more than one answer for ‘these questions; therefore,
responses do not total to 100 percent. :
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»
Wh.n asked why they had applied ‘ for the early admission program, the
majority of parents (73 percent) responded . that their child was ready or
mature. Other important reasons were that the child had had‘ preschool
experience (43 percent) or that an all-day kindergarten or K-1 type program
was desired (41 percent). Parents also were .asked what aspects of the program
had made them 'think it would be good for their child. The most frequent
response was related to the academic: nature of the program (41 percent)
‘followed by comments about the challenge, the. stimulation, and the advanced
‘kindergarten nature of the program (29 percent). One-fourth of the parents
were attracted to the ‘all-day nature of the'prOgtam.l T o

‘Parents were asked whether they had hoped their child would be promoted to
Grade 2 at the beginning of the- year and whether they hoped so at the time of
the interview. Two-thirds (67 and .65 percent, respectively) said no. When
asked whether they would have enrolled their child ‘directly into a first grade
classroom, half replied that they would not have.' (Responses on this last
question are available . from only 25 parents; so the results should be accepted
with caution.) ’ o ' -

a -~ -

— Regardless of their hopes for or against promotion to Grade 2, based on

the school's recommendation, parents might be. willing to ‘allow it. Many of
the parents (46 percent) said they would not. Were promction not to be
allowed, the primary reason was the child's socisl and emotional development

(78 percent of the responses to the question, '"Why not?"), Not surprisingly’

given these sentiments, over half of the parents responded positively .when

asked whether they thought acceleration would create problems for their child,
The'reverse of that sitdation, problemS:assoéiated‘with nonpromoﬁfon to

second grade, also was asked about. A large majority of the parents (81

- percent) felt that not promoting the child to second grade would not create

problems for the child. Parents indicated that problems would arise only if
many of the child's classmates were promoted to Grade 2.
.'. ) ' .

- Overall, the results of the parent interviews indicate: that promotion to
Grade 2 was not a vital part of the early admission program as the parents

perceived it. Many were even opposed to this idea. They liked the program -

because of the academic opportunities it presented. The program was an-
altérnative to the traditional, half-day kindergarten for their children vhom

they saw as ready for a more intensive, individualized experience. Peraaps

the most adequate summary of the parents' feelings about the program is

presented ty a sample of the comments parents volunteered at the end of the

interview: : : : '

Very happy’with prdgram. Hope it contihues.

There is a need for an ail-day program for five-year olds. Pleased
with program overall, : : .

Need more communication between parents and schools.

i
3

lparents could give ,more than one answer for these ' questions;
therefore, responses do not total to 100 percent, = ‘ '

<5
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N Prograﬁ good for -some. but not for all, “Shouid be both kinds of

kindergarten for this reason. - \

-
-

Is there going to be a progrdm next fear? ..sAppreciate ﬁrogram...Ve;y
positive for us &nd him...Like to see this as an option...Future second or
first grade placement immaterial. ) :
V. ATITITUDES. OF TEACHERS A4ND PRINCIPALS
.5 o " At the end  of the school year, teachers and principals who had
participated in the Early Admission Program were interviewed to learn .their-
~ ‘feelings about the project. -Ten principals and ten teachers were interviewed.

A. Prinbipalsﬂ -

°
*

 All ‘ten principals agreed that they- would want the program in their
schools. The primary reason, givén by half the principals, was that they felt
the children were ready for this experience. The results on this question and
the others to be discussed in the following section are in Table 36.

" When asked what proportion -of 'early. admission children they origzinally

believed would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year, the principals

.gave a variety of answers. In the Plan I sthools, those with only a small
number of early admission‘ children, one principal responded all, two said:
most, and one said .only a few. One Plan II principal responded most, three '

_ thought only a few, one said .nche, ,and the remaining principal ~had no . -
~preconceived idea. - ‘All, with the exception of two Plan I principals, said
they did not change their opinion about promotion to Grade 2 over the course
of their year, The two Plan I principals respojded based on their personal
knowledge of the progress/lack of progress of the few early gdmission students' V/ )

~in their school. - Several -principals noted the “importance of the child's
social development in making the decision for Grade 2 promotion.
- Principals were asked to give what' they “believed to be parents' recasons for
wanting the early admission program for their. child., Six of ' the »principals
~~ felt, the parents wanted "a K-1 program in which the Grade ] curriculym was
.offered." One felt an all day kindergarten was the type of program. the
parents wanted. One felt a combination of these two types was desired. Of
the remain! .g principals, one Plan I principal felt & regular Grade 1' program
-in a normal Grade 1 classroom was desired.’ ‘The other didn't answer. When
asked if they felt most parents wanted their childrén.promoted to Grade 2, the
PlanII principals unanimously responded no. In contast, three of the Plan I
principals said yes. Nine out of the ten principals agreed the psrents did
not change their opinion over the dourse for the year, ~

~

,

. .- The principals felt that the early admissicn program -had 4 number of.
' . strength's including: = - : o . - '

~o.. The oppportunity to introduce Grade 1 material and . provide for
. greater achievement I : ' ;

o The Oppértunity to place children appropriately.

o The full dai‘of\exéefiences . S ’

— - B ° .
s ~ o, R . . - h
" . ‘ : ) . . s

o - e 1

4~ - — e s



TABLE 36

- Results of the Principal Interviews

When the early admission program was first propOSed or dlscussed did you waut
the program in your school? L

Yes 10

Ne : 0

[ REA nroportlon of the pupils in the early edmlsslon program did you
or151na1;v believe would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year?

¢ All. 1
Most . 3
Only a few - 4
None 1

Have you changed your opxnlon about promotion of -the early adm1381on pup118 to
Grade 2 gince the beginning of the year?
Yes . 2
Ne , 8

-

~

What kind of program do -you believe most of the parents who enrolled thelr/
child in the early admission program wanted?

An all-day kindergarten - - 1

A K-1 program in which the Grade 1
curricalum was offered. 6.

A regular Srade 1 program in a o -
normal Grade 1 classroom ' ‘ 1

Other e 1

No response ' =l

Do you believe that most parents wanted thelr ‘child to be promoted to Grade 2
-at the time they enrolled the child in, the program?
Yes . 3

'Np- N

Do. you 'believe there has been a change in the attltude of parents “toward
promotion to Grade 2 over the year?

Yes 1

No 9




. The program as they saw it also had'some weaknesses and- problems. The
‘administrative problems - associated with the late start-up and the
communications with parents were sources of difficulty. Some principals were
bothered by the research component of the project. including philosophical
‘disagreements with DEA and scheduling of the assessments. Three principals
mentioned that more money for materials was needed; two felt another adult in
the classroom would be helpful. : ' '

Overall, the principals dppeared pleased with- the program. It is clear
‘that they saw it (and felt the parents saw it) primarily as an opportunity to
“provide five-year-olds with an all-day program which would -acqudint them with

first grade material. They did not Lope to be able to promote all or even

most of\ the children to second gride. . They were pleased-with the program in
that it provided appropriate expe..edces for their five-year-olds.. They were

dissatisfied~inscfar as it began after’ the - beginning of school .and involved

some lack of communication with the central office. It is safe to assume that

these problems wete primarily due to the newness and experimental nature of

program and could: be overcome were the early .admission ciassro?me to continue

beyond the planned two years. - T

B. Teachers

The ten teachers who participated in the program were asked many of the
same questions asked the principals. Eight of the ten had originally wanted
to work in the program in their school. The foremost reason for wanting to- do

80 was that working in the program would be a good experience (four teachers) .
rand a personal challenge (three tedchers). Of the two teachers who did not
want to work in the program, one felt the prdgram was against her personal
Philosophy; and - the other thought thére was not a defined program. - (See Table
37 for tabulations on this item and some of the other items discussed in this
section.) ' n T * :

. G - . !

The teachers were somewhat similar to the principals in their expectations
for promotion to Grade 2. - Most (N=6) thought no more than a few children
would be promoted. Two teachers, both from Plan I schools thought that all
‘would be promoted. Two teachers felt no children would be promoted ngsecond
grade. One was from the school where the principal felt the samé way (no

; children were promoted to secend grade from that school), The other - teacher
was new to the :school and felt she had no basis on which to form am opirion.
Over the course of .the year, four of tbe ten .teachers.changed their opinion
about the number of children to be promoted to Grade 2. Two teachers felt the
-proportion would be higher than their original expectations; two felt it would
be less. , VAR (N

When asked what: kind of prdgpé; they felt parents wanted, six of the ten

stated that parents wanted a K-1/ program with a Grade 1 curriculum, Most of

i the teachers (N=7) felt . parents - did not want their children promoted to

Grade 2. Two of the three others were teachers in Plan I schocls. Most—of
the teachers (N=6) also felt/ that parents did not change their opinion over
the course’ of the yeari_ issue of promoting students to Grade 2 did not
generally create probléms/for the'. teachers. The .three teachers who did -
.. experience problems lig/ed 'several: sources iuncluding parental pressure,
self-doubt about the decisions, and the -emphasis placed .on promotion to Grade
2 by the program. //1 T - ' - : ‘

{




. C
Results of Teacher Interviews

When Lhe early admlss1on program was f1rst proposed or discussed, did you work
in the program at your school? : o '
Yes , . 8
No - _ 2
What proportion of the puplls in the early admission program d1d you
orlgrnally believe would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year’

All of them : 2
Most of them: s
Only a few o4
None -~ 2

~ Have you . changed your op1nlon about. promotion of the early adm1ss1on pupils to

. ‘Grade 2 since the beginning of the year?
Yes 4
No o 6
What k1nd of program do you be11eve most of the parents who enrolled the1r
'.ch11d in the early admission program wanted? . N
An all—day k1ndergarten o T
i ‘A K~1 program in which the Grade 1 ;
' . curriculum was offered: o '. P ¢
A regular Grade.l pragram in a - B
- normal Grade 1 classzoom ; ) ' \ e ‘ ' L
Pther B ‘, ; ! . ‘ L
Do you. believe that most parents wanted their child to be promoted to Grade 2
. at the time they enrolled the child in the program? o v
Yes . - 3 . . . o

\\ ,-a. NO S 7 P , T o : ¢

o
k4

- Do” you. be11eve thers has been-"a change~4n\th&att1tude of parents towards

promotion. to. Grade 2 over the’ year? N : T —— o _
' Yes 3. S . n LT T —

No o 6

‘Has the question oé'promoting earliy "admission pupils to Grade 2 created any
. problems for you? : o ' oL
o, S Yes 3.

. ' »No 7

Have you encountered any broad, general teach1ng problems in worklng w1th the .
programvthls year? _ . ) o ‘ _

Yes . * Lt T . ) f

No’ ‘

No Resﬁonae

N

r—l\\o (=]
o
Y

Have you encountered any teachxng problems 1n work1ng w1th pupils of@this aée?-
. ' Yes 3 . . e '
‘No - 7 » . . -
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-of the program and the changes they would like to- see made.

. the™ teachers disagreed on.

-program.
" children.
- of the children.

. Some reservation all the way to supportive,

The teachers had many comments " to make about the.

particularly pleased with the all-day nature of the program. They felt it
provided them an opportunity to better meet the needs of individual children
with each child working at his or her own pace. One teacher stated the
program had made her. evaluate what individual children were ready for rather
than making them meet a set curriculum. Teachers also felt the support they
rece1ved from parents and pr1nc1pals had been a strength of the program.

i
3]

Wbaknesses in the program 1nc1uded the neéd for an a1de, the need for more

- money for materials, and the need for a set of .specific objectives for the .-

program. Teachers also felt the late. start-up at the. beginning of the. year
was a problem._ One teacher felt ' the parents should .be counseled at the
beg1nn1ng of the summer.

school for a month before a declslon is made.

Some felt the prov1313n of plann1ng time was a

strength of the program; ‘others ‘felt there wasn t enough of it, and so it was
a weakness. N . :

(LA

Teachers were unanimous in stating they had ng teach1ng problems with the

One teacher felt the: ch11dren were t1red. o

The teachers 11ke the pr1nc1pals were generally.pleased with the program.
nAT super program, one teacher - labelled it. ® The - teachers . enjoyed
part1c1pat1ng in it because it provided them a full  day to ‘work with the
children and also allowed ,them " to meet and, share ideas w1th other teachers:

Their responses’ and comments shoved that on the  issue. of preparlng children

for Grade' 2, the teachers'

op1n10ns ranged from staunch opposition through
They generally"felt -only a’ few
seléect ch11dren would be ready for promotlon to Grade 2, but the opportunlty
to expose all their children to more experiences than are usually prov1ded in
a regu1ar k1ndergarten program was a welcome one. )

; .. & N .. ' co . - T
2, v L B . . . [ « . X R E . . .

strengths and WEaknesses
The teachers were

However,-another thought the children should. attend:
Planning time was another 1ssue"

Seven teachers also felt that they had had no _problems with-. ~the
Those -who 'did were mostly bothered by . the' varying matur1ty levels
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* APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENTS

e

I. SCREENING.INSTRUMENTS

. Developmental Test of Visual-Motor - Integration (VMI) The ‘VMI was

selected as a possible screening .instrument because Of the relat:l.onsh:.p

- between v1sual-motor development and cognitive development. The tedt consists

P of ‘a series of -geometric forms which the - pupxl cop1es free-hand with pencil
‘ and blank- paper., The portion of the test which is admm.stered to children - -

. between -2-8 years of age 'includes 15 figures which range in difficulty from
o "’.s:.ngle vert1cal and hor1zontal l:.nes to touch1ng and/or 1ntertw1ned forms, - -

The raw score is the number of forms correctly reproduced up to three
_consecittive failures, The maximum raw score for - ch:l.ldren aged 2-8 years is

'15. The V?‘I was adm1n1stered otﬁly to EA students. } .

: Metropolitan ReadJ.ness Test. Tlus test is desxgned tq ‘measure skxlls
. essential to beginning reading ' and mathematzcs., It is- made up. of four . ° .
- subtests: Aud:.tory ¢29), Visual (26), Language (18), and Quant1tat1ve (24) .

,The numbers in parentheses indicate the maxmum score on each: subtest. The
"total score is the sum of. the four: subtests, w:.th ‘a perfect score’ be1ng 97.

- The’ test 13 mult:.ple cho:l.ce.' Instruct:l.ons .and" 1tetns are read to puplls.._
‘Most items and - answer choices are p1ctures, though ‘some’ include ‘letters and” v -
numbers. - The- test is deslgned for group adm:.n:.strat:.on. vLevel II, Form P of R
‘the Metropohtan Readxness Test was. adm.n:.stered to the EA .students -ahd the '
. .comparison first: grader\s. Level II ,is- deslgned for use at - the end of,
- ‘k:.ndergarten and ..he begmnmg ‘of Grade 1. :

1
no,
"

End-of—Year Ach:.evement Measures \ .
Metro ol:.tan Ach'evement Test, . The Metropol:.tan Achzevement Tests are.
- des:.gned to .provide data about. the student {ach1evement in sk:.ll and content
~ ‘areas.- Three of the’ f)ve subtests from ‘the Survey ‘battery were- admln:.stered. _
 Those . three subtests w:.th their -maximum scores: ‘Were - Readmg "(55); Language

'(40), and: Mathemat:.cs (40) ‘An. overall perfect score on; the three plarts -of
the test adnu.n:.stered was 135, R \._ L U R L IR ,‘ :

: A lee\ the Hetropolltan Eead:.ness, the Metropol:.t’an Ach1evement .‘Tests are',
N mult:.ple-cho:.ce -and desxgnezi for. group adnu.nz.strat:.on. Each student reads the

;items - ‘and complztes the tests within a . g:.vez'i. ‘time - l:.m:.t. anary l, Form' °JSV SRR
was adm:l.n:l.sterea to. the EA students and- the compar:l.son f1rst grade students. R

Earlx Ch:.ldhood Checkl:.st. The Early Ch;.ldhood Checkhst was developed by :
the -early admission and’ f1rst grade teachers whose classes were 1nvolved 1n 2
" the eValuatJ.on. ST , DR :

N N > " PN L
RS Sy

The Checkl:l.st cons:.sted of -a l:.st of behav:Lors. The teacher was to
,'1nd1cate whether or not' the studemt could -do_.each - behav:l.or descr:l.bed. The_
IS Checkllst assessed mastery in. slx\areas.-v. Language Arts, Math, Sc:l.ence, ‘Social

- ;}.;-Stud:l.es, Work., Hab:l.ts, -and ‘General . Soc:l.al. Language Arts, Math, Sc:l.ence, and
w7 .Social - Studies . were summed to g:l.ve an Acadenu.c Total (perfect score =. 44) :
,"Work Hab:l.ts plus General Socxal gave a Soc:Lal Total (perfect Score = 12)

2

."v:‘ri',:‘ !

lﬁc'f g S i 1{1‘_._1"_._.":'
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7
‘The .Checklist was designed to provide early admission ‘teachers with a
-standard of first grade achievement to assist them in making recommendations
for promotions; to second grade. The 25th,péfcenti1e.fbr each school's first
grade was ‘determined, and all EA children in’ that school who scored above its
cutoff point were to be seriously considered for promotion to second grade.
The Checklists were completed only in the Plgn II schools.

The Rating Scale is a short, gross level estimate

‘Teacher Rating Scale.

the child's abilities in Reading/lLanguage Arts, Arithmetic, General

Academic Skills, and Social-Emotional Behavior. The teachers were asked to

rate the child's .grade level performance in each area using the following

scale: ‘ T A ‘ : - - o
Kindergarten...eeeuesessonl S © ‘ o : .
Beginning Grade l.........2 , : ' i
Midyear Grade l.....cv.0..3
End Year Grade l..%.......4
Beginning Grade 2......4..5 S ‘ : ‘

MidYear Grade 2....00000046 . ‘ ' ‘ _ . S
‘End Year Grade 2.e0c0vesss? ' : T : ' ’ :

" Above Grade 2.u.ee0uiecessB

A rating scale was completed for each early admission child but not for the

. first graders. . - : o . : "o

; 'Rénk:OrderingQ Each téacher‘rank.prde:ed’hef'early»a&mission_student§
from most ablé to be promoted to Grade 2 to least able to be promoted to that
grade level. ' A ST BT B

\
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric

Appendxx B

Mean Scorea for Plan II Schools

Developmental Test of szual Motor Integratlon (VMI)
R : Metropolxtan Readiness Test (Total. Score)
R : : , ' Teacher Ratings -
Metropolltan Achievement: Tests
Early Chxldhood Checkllst

be
..
N




.TABLE B.1

.Mean VMI_Scorés by Schoo-

—

Schools ° P ~ Early Admis

Plan I S ;

Total .+ ,. - 10.9 (N1,

Plan II ,
©* ‘Cashell . ot 1
Stedwick ' 1
Takoma Park ' 1
Twinbrook -
Whetstone . . _
“Wyngate : . ' 1

(N=22)
(N=21)

(N=21)
(N=20)
(N=27)
Total (Ne=134) T 1001 (Ne134)

Tora. . - 10.2  (N=151)

0

9 (Ne2l)
2: (N=24)
3

7

6

" NOTE: The VMI' was not adminigtéiedftoffirst»graders.,

o
n
B
v S
- 4.
“ & .4
N
>
> <"
B o '
i :
N Lo
(:
{
T
1 -
v \\M
. & -
- w
o)
b
.o
g
- : P
1
s i



TABLE B.2

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Total Score) by School

Scheools - _Early Admiszion Grade 1 Comparison
. Plan I
“Total - 2.5 (N=l7) 66.7 (N=44)
Plan II. . \ “
~ Cashell | 67.4 (N=22) 83.1 (N=2I)
Stedwick 58.1 (N=21) - 79.3  (N=25):
Takoma Park 54.6 (N=23) ' 68.2 (N=20)
Twinbrook ) - 48.4 (N=21) . 62,1 (N=23)
Whetstone 55.5 (N=20). 74.5 (N=19)
‘Wyngate o - 57.8 (N=26) ©78.6  (N=25) )
Total -, S 5741 (N=133). 7444 (N=133) ’
“TOTAL - . 57.7 (@=150) 72,5 (Nel77)
.
, . Y >
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TABLE B.3

Mean Teacher Ratings by School -

— — Social-
. : _ . _ General ' Emotional
“Schools ] Reading _Arithmetic Academic Behavior
Plan I . LT o °
. - o ‘ o N -
- Total (N=18) 3.7 , 3.4 ~ 3.5 2.8
> Plan II-° o . -
- Cashell (N=22) 3.0 3.1 2.7 1.3
Stedwick (N=21) - 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.6
Takoma Park- (N=24) 2.8 2.3 2.4 2.2
Twinbrook (N=22) 2.7 3.6 3.2 - 3.0
- ~” Whetstone (N=20) 2.4 3.6 2.2 2.1
. Wyngate (N=26). 3.3 2.9 2.9 2.8
Total (N=135) 2.8 3.0 2.7 2.3
. TOTAL (N=153) ° . 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.4
- . : : ‘ - :
NOTE: Ratings were available on only the EA students, ' -
; P
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‘TABLE B:4 . .-

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan S ®
Achievement Test (Total Score) by School
Schools E Early Admission © Grade 1 Comparison’

"Plan1 : S > o o o
Total 78,2 (N=18)  80.6 (Nw4l)

- Plan II . | “ o
: - ' Cashell ' 76.5 (K=22) - . 100.3 (N=21)
Takoma P=rk . 59.3 (N=23) . 72.4 (N=22)
, Twirbrook - - 65.4. (N=20) -, 72,9 (N=24)
K Wretstone ‘ - 60.4 (N=17) - - 107.8 (N=17)
- Vyngate . 82,3 (N=26) - 98,67 (N=25)

Total © o 69.6 (N=129) 90.6 (N=134)

CTotaL - 70.6 . (N=147) 88.2 (N=175)
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_TABLE B.5
: " Mean Scores on Early Childhood
i Checklist (Grand Totals) by School

Schobl_s " Early A‘dmission Grade | Comparison
- Plan II . P ‘
“ Cashell '35.2 (N=22) 54,6 (N=21)
' _ Stedwick 41.4° (N=21) 49.1 (N=25)° g
@ Takoma Park . 31.2_ (N=24). 43.4 (N=22)
* . Twinbrook - 43,2 (N=22) - 52.4 (N=24)
‘ Whetstone - ~33.3 (N=20) 47.0 (N=19)
Wyngate 52.1 (N=25). 54.9-. (N=25) ~
: Total 39.6 (N=134) 50.3  (N=136)
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