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77 THE EARLY ADMISSION TO F:RST GRADE PROGRAM

-AB.7"MACT

in the Maryland state bylaN- a_ -Aug fi-;re-year-olds to
oz:3omery County Puldic School.T. c...--Iloped a. ?not program

;-75 to- identify se_ecton cri:e=a for ea;rly admission,
admission were adapted. In 17.-__an I, number-of

Allowed; at the request of thei= ?grant:, enter reguar
an was implement in foura=nis. "IeL II ronsiLted
_.e -year -olds who attended sc-cvL1 or = Oull day. Si;

At :1_2 enc c_ t: approximately 4C percent of the2nn, 'rt.:dents and 16Rerc-ant oi te _al,..2,== in Plan :ti we recommended inx ecamd grade. One
.4:111.7=ii of the P1 _ '2 zhildren and. only 1C percent of tm-1.1__A IL children were
actuzily pla(ed _cond grade as the parents lof the oldie?- chase not to have
thei- child. :mod. At the beginning, of the year, tri77_ ach-l.evement levels
of :o.oa earl (EA) children ulridately recommmand for promotion to
Craa. 2 wez, )E, w :he conparison-first graders; but ly th:e emd of the year,
the- were tams -4ell or better than the average fir ax grade student. The
best predi -r promotion to Grade 2 was the -zild's score on the
Metrmpolitaz i,.eaCi=ass Tests, although a number of chiLdren who.received low
Readiness zwmre the fall also did well in tht, program. The Early
Admission Ptngram -za favorably received by principals, teachers, and parents
in suite of the fa.:,f that some staff and many parents were opposed to the idea
of acmelera-dng fie:: -year -olds.

BaiisaL on 'due evaluation findings from the first year of the pilot program,. the
faainwing recommendatior3 were made:

fillement Plan I in schools interested in -arly admission to first
Grade

Based on the success of. the Plan I classes, any school in the county
emould be permitted to institute -such a prog_cam provided there is an
interest in this approach, there is IrJam in the first grade
c_:.assrooms, and there_is staff support for the concept.

With regard to selecting students, fully thequate predictors of
success have not yet been identified. A: this time the most
satisfactory method' of selecting students Azpears to be parent
nominatidn combined with teacher and pri=ipal judgment. The
Metropolitaa',Readiness Tests could be used to .confirm selection for
early admission, but they could not be validly used as evidence to
exclude a child.

L. _:Japlement Plan 11 where appropriate

Schools committed to early admission with large numbers of parents
interested in the opportunity could institute the Plan II approach.
Efforts should be taken 0 insure that these parents do not perCeive
the irogram merely as an alI-day kindergarten.

g



Consider a. variety of options far- admitting childr== egrly to firs:grade

Other possible..- forms of early admission which sho-,-1,- re considerecinc.i de placiw4
five-year-olds in combined K-1 ckas-:, and havingsc=e stay all or having 'ft-Pe-rear-olds in a regel_z= kindergartet.e44 but sper.a: part of their day within a first gra..a.,.? room.

04. EL:e-ore the .7.7.! of p. -vidiug alternatives
the presen.ia kindear..:en

TaL popularity of the program 'suggests there i a demand..:_cmergarten Fmmgrran which differ from what is 1=esently reing'fed. I"aremm 1-.....tmonse to the Early'Admission,
Program suggests-nere is an int:ere-a= in changes in the present kindergarten program,=eluding lengtnertin the five-year-old's school day :a a full day,',..1.--oducing more am/genic material into the 'curriculum, or enriching-me program with a broader range of experiences.

The =_-ot =gram is currentZy in its second year of operatioi. An evaluationrepc s -d.uled for Septemear, .1980 will provide
additional information onthe -)rm, presenting 7:a follow-up data on the original programpar and additions_ :a on the second group of EA students.

1.1



EVALUATION OF THE EARLY ADMISSION TO FIRST GRADE PROGRAM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

L. BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT

On April 27, 1977, the Maryland State Board r..-1 Education revised the statebylaw concerning admission to thi4 first grade. revised bylaw .states:

Every child admitted to the first grade in a r- blic el6tentary
schoolin a Maryland county shall be at least 6 ars old on or neforeDecember 31 of the year in which he applies :or entrance.- A localboard of education.:may adopt a regulation

permittiug.a 5-year-Oldchild, ;upon 'request'-of., the parent, to be admitted to the first gradeif the ,Local superintendent or his designee netermines that the childhas demonstrated
capabilities warranting early admission.

In responsel to the revised state\bylaw, Montgmery County Public Schoofs-developed a pilot program to develop procedure for early admission to firstgrade. The program was implemented in ten schools in. the 1978-79 schoolyear. In the 1979-80 school year five schools are offeringthe program.
Two approaches to ear* admission were adopred. In Plan I, a small numberof five-year-olds were allowed, 'at the, requet of their parents, to enterregular Grade 1 classes. Plan I was implementec in four schools.

Plan II consisted of entire classes of five-year-olds who attended schoolfor the full day. The children in these" classes were to progress at their ownrate through the kindergarten and first grade curriculum. The expectation wasthat some children would master first grade material by the en14 of the yearand could be promoted from the early admission class to ;%. ad grade. Sixschools had Plan II classrooms

This document presents a brill summary of the results of the evaluation ofthe first year of the Early Admission to First Grade Program. The purposes ofthe evaluation were to:-

A. Compare the academic pe%formance and social behavior of the earlyadmission (EA) students with that of regular first graders

B. Examine the validity of screening measures which could be used topredict success in an early admission program

C. Learn how the program was received by parents, teachers, andprincipals

A.second evaluation report is scheduled for September, 1980. This report willprovide both follow -up' data on the original program participant* And'additional data on the second group of EA students.



II. METHODS

A. Numb& _tudents in the Evaluation

A total of ,srly admission students from Plan I and 135 from Plan IIwere involved :a lae. evaluation. Also included were 141 first,graders forcomparative The number of children in each of EA. classes and
the number of ___Lat,._._ison children selected from a first grade in that schoolare presented 'az:Le E.1

An analysis at the demographicdharacteristics-of the early admission andfirst grade si=sdects showed that they were generally representative of thefirst graders ter, the county as regards sex and race /ethnic. group. Black;children. were slightly underrepresented An the early -admission:sample;' Asian ;Hchildren. were.-- overrepresented. Hispanic children were Proportionally-.repiesented,

B. Assessments,

Two instruments which could potent&lly be used to select children forearly admissic were administered to the students in October, 1978. twotests were the Developmental Test ofVisual7Motor Integration (VMI) and theMetropolitan Beadiness Tests.' Achievement at the end of the year was' measured
by a number of- techniques including standardized achievement tests (theMetropolitan Achievement Tests) and a teacher-constructed behavior checklist.
Other end-of-year measures were a rating scale which was inclided as part of ateacher questionnaire on promotion and a -class ranking. Table E.2-presents asummary, of the measures showing when each -was administered and,which groupsware included.

TABLE. E.1

Number of Children in Early Admission
and Comparison Group .bye School

,I.11..111

Schools
Early Grade 1

Admission Comparison

'len I

Olney
Poolesville 2 25
Seven Locks 9 5
Lynnbrook 6 :` 6

Total " 18 _45

1 9

Lan -II

)TAL

Cesnell 22. 21
Stedwick 21 -25
.Takoma Park 24 22
Twinbrook- 22 24
Whetstone '20 .19Wyngate 26 25

Total. 135 136

153 181

E-2 7



TABLE E.2

Summary of Measures

Measure
Time of

Data Collection Grou s Who Received

Developmental Test ofVisual-
Motor Integration (VMI)

Metropolitan Readiness Twits
Auditory
Vzsual. x%

Quantitative

Early Childhood Checklist
Mathematics
Language
Social Studies
Science
Work Habits
General Social Development

'Metropolitan Achievement Tests
Reading
Mathematics
Language

Beginning of
school year All EA. claskes-

Teacher Promotion uestionnaire

Plan II EA classes
End of school Plan II Grade 1
year Comparisons.,

End of
year

End of
year

All EA classes
school All Grade 1

Comparisons

school Teachers completed
for every child
in EA class

End .of school ,TeacherS rank
year each

Plan II EA
Classroom

o



III. FINDINGS

A. Promotions to Grade 2

At the end of the year, 25 of the EA children (16 percent) wererecommended for second grade. Slightly more than one-fourth were from Plan Ischools. The schools varied in the number of children they recommended forGrade 2; the number ranged from 0 to 7. A disproportionate number of childrenof Asian descent were recommended. for Grade 2. Of the 25 childrenrecommended,' 9_ parents refused acceleration, leaving .16 EA children (10percent) who were actually placed in Grade 2.

There were large differences between the Plan I and Plan II schools '.in thepro'portion. of children, recommended for Grade 2. Plan I schools- recommendedroughlg percent of their-EA .students for . placement in second' giade..*:;' incontrast- --Plan II schools :recommended :13 :percent of .their
*k-,,d1fferences:-.;,cannot legitimately be ;interpreted to mean that the .Plani.-,1programs were taoreeffective..-

Differences between the two plans were expectedbecause-!:.af the procedures employed ..in selecting, EA., students, in each plan.Plan I :;school's 'sserved a tall group of children who were perceived to .have ahigh likelihood of .success'.--,,,,,Plan II ' schools , served a broader range .ofachievement levels; and, therefore, the proportion of children eventuallypromoted could' have been expected to'`be lower.

. .Differences between Plan I and P1aq, h also .appeared when the. actualpromotions were compared to the recommendationOnly
one recommendation wasdeclined. across .the Plan I schools. Across the -Plan II schools, nearly asmany parents declined the school's recommendition aiaccepted it. Parentcommitment to the prospect of acceleration was ddmonstratedby Plan .I parentsin their decision to enroll their five-year-olds directly .in first grade.Parents of Plan II students apparently had more doubts about m ing theirchild into a grade which would separate the child from age-mates.

li.j.:jAchievement of the Early Admission Students

As a.` the .early admission students were below the comparison firstgraders -at' the beginning of the year. This is based on the comparison of :thegroup means on the four tc...Its of. the Metropolitan Readiness Test. At the endof the year, .thc situation ;fas much the same. The first grade averages-on theMetropolitan Achievement Tests and on the teacher-constructed Early ChildhoodChecklist exceeded those for the EA children. At the close of school, the EAteachers: judged their students to' be about midyear first grade in theirreading, mathematics, and general academic ability but-beginning year 'firstgrade in social development. The averages for x,11 measures for 'the Early -Admission children and the first graders are presented in Table E.3.

The lower achievement of the early admission students at the end of theyear was consistent with the observations conducted in the: EA classrooms. Theobservations indicated that in genera/ the EA classes at the end of -the yearwere covering material appropriate for first, graders in the middle of theyear. Given this, it is not,surprising that the EA children were somewhatbelow the first graders in overall achievement.



Beginning -of--

Year Measures

TABLE E.3

Average Scores on Assessment Measures

Early Admission
Total Recommended
Group. Plan I Plan II to Grade 2
(N=153) (N=18) (N=135) (N=25)

Beginniri-cf-Year Measures

VMI

...Metropolitan Readiness
Total

. Auditory: 4f.

Visual'

Language :;t;

'Quantitative"

End-of-Year Measures
Teacher Ratings .

Reading
Arithmetic
(Ameral Academic

alitan. Achievement

Mathematics
Language

First Grade
Total
Group.

(N=181)

10.2

14.1
11.8
13.4

10.9

62.5

15.5

114
13.8\

3.0-

2.8
2.4

3.7

3.4
3.5

2.8

2.8
3.0
2.7
2.3

70.6
26.0
19.8
24.6

78.2

30.2
21.9

26.1

69.6
25.4
19.5
24.4

101.3
43.4
26.4
31.5

Early. Childhood:Cheaklist
Total
Academic Total
Social Total

allot given to first

bNot given to Plan

'NNN`cbl=c18



Averages, however, do not tell the entire story 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 were within the range of the achievement levels represented in the
first grade. Figure E.1 presents the digtribution 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 recommended to second grade but whose parents declined
acceleration -are indicated along with the EA children ectua11y promoted to
Grade 2. The extent of overlap between the distribution of scores for the EA
and first grade students indicates that some movement between the grade levels
is justified--at least as far as the children's academic achievement' is
concerned. -,;,,:*;::: .;.:1;,-z-, : 4;:, :. ,.:,,,:,,. ;:. ,Iii, ; ,,,,e,;i44i4,Il10°i p,:- '.4 '..,, - - lf,t4il ^4:'.::, '..---- '-'._ ; '7' nP

%2 When thel.performance of,all-the EA children recommended for promotionZwast:W
.,cs..;-,Compaxed withthat of their claSsmates and the first grade' comparison group, --4!

the results.i.,,indicated that the program had reached its objective :for ,these :eq.:,
-.children. ,A1::the beginning of the yei, the children who would be recommended. '''

for Grade 2'were operating at a level slightly above average for their crass-,--
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 achievement who were rift recommended for second grade.

C. Utility of the Screening Instruments

One of 'the objectives of the study was to evaluate several tests with
respect to their ability to identify five:7year-olds for early aamission. I f

the children who scored well on a test the beginning of the year were the
children who went on to do well in the program, -then the tests can be

,_considered -,as'lluseful and valid predictors of achievement. Two -.of the
potential screening tests examined in this evaluation were the Developmental
Test o2 Visual Motor Integration -(VMI) and the Metropolitan Readiness Test..-:.

One indicator of success in the early admission program was whether or not
the child was , recommended for second grade.. When each of the five potential
screening instruments (the VMI and four tests of the Metropolitan Readiness)
was evaluated. - :individually for its relationship with a recommendatiaa 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 y j

respectively. .'The VMI proved to be the least useful.

The limited relationship between the screening test and the recommendation
is illustrated in Figure E.2 which shows the distribution 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 children who scored well on the test would have ..been so.
recommended (and vice versa, those recommended would have had the highest
scores). As Figure E.2 shows this was clearly not the case.

E-
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Recommendation for second grade promotion'is strongly influenced by the
standards._, and attitudes of each child'is principal and teacher.: Because of
this, recommendation per-se-isnot_thebest measure by which 'to assess success
in the,prqgram. Better measures are the results on-the-tests administered at
the end of the year.1 The correlations between performance on the screening
instruments and' these measures of achievement at the end of the year were
somewhat higher., although_ they still Tere not good. The highest beginning to
d-of=year correlation was .68 betwen 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,

%
.

An alternative approach to validating the screening instruments - involved
the establishment of hypotheticn1 / utoff scores on the fours Readiness Tests..
For each school, its. first grade mean on each of the four subtests was used as .

a cutoff' point. Counts were madefof,the number of early. ,admission children
who exceeded the first grade .meani,on. 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 of the teats
administered in the fall. These child fen were also classified with respect to
;their performance. at the end of the.year. The results indicated that'children

lwho did very wel'on the Readiness tests also tended to do.very well in the
program (regardless of whether'they wk~:re ecommended for Grade 2). .However;
some children who didn't do outstandingly well on the Readiness. tests

_performed very well in the program. These° bloaMers" deflated the.
predictive ability-,-Of;--the tests nonainerahlY. The problem-for-identification
and decision- making for individual children:was greatest for thoie who did not
do extremely well on:the screening tests. Most went on to achieve at average
levels; however, somewent on-to do'verY well.

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 nombined in such a way as to
make the two 'groups maximally distinct. Those students looking 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 degree of
success. Depending on the school, from 15 to 33 percent of the EA stidents
were identified as more like kirst graders. On the other hand, 13 to 37
percent of the first'graders were classified as more like early admission
students.

lOne particularly interesting finding, emerged 'when the interrelation-
ships among the various tests were examined. These were a high degree of
associationtbetween the Metrdpolitan AchigOement Tests and the measures which
used teacher's judgment of a child's-ability. The highest correlation was .77
(Teacher rating of Reading Level withTotal' Score). This finding suggests
teacher judgments for this age group are a valid and accurate source of
information.

E-9
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Attempts to statistically distinguish the early admissions students and
first graders within each school 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 Park, and Whetstone., The two grade levels at
Twinbrook Jud 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 beginhing of the year did provide 'additional support
for the promotion patterns across the schools. Some schools had considerably
more EA children who.; were similar to their first graders than other sChools.

The ""1"1-0" to be drawn with regard tc"he two potential screening
instruments examined in this study is that the Metropolitan Readiness..: Test.
`could be used- :for this purpose if one is willing to accept some degree of
uncertainty in the results. The Readiness Test correctly predicted a high
level of achievement for children who scored exceptionally high. For7those
who received-average scores, the predictian was less precise, failing in some
cases to identify children who performed well in the program. The VMI, on the
other hand, is not suited to the purpose of identifying children for early
admission.

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 ia the, county :is
addressed in one of the following sections of this paper.

D. Parent, Teacher, and Principal Response to the Program

The .attitude of most of the adults involved with theprogram 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 arkopportunity'to work with the child all day and-to, better
meet thg needs of individual children.. Principals felt the program's strength
rested in the bppOrtunity to introduce Grade I material, place Children
appropriately, and provide a full-day of experiences.

There were few problems with the Rrogram as perceived by the parents. Over
half could not evert tame 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 were displeased
ith the teacher in some way. /

TeachetS and :principals were largely in agreement in identifying _the
weaknesses in the program although teachers unanimously agreed that theT had
not had any teaching problems with -the program. Teachers and .principals
mentioned the need for an aide, theineed for. more money for materials, and.the
need for more. communication between the schOols'and the central office. Roth
groups were also bothered by the late'start. of. the project and the confusion
it caused.% -

E-10 15



Parents, teachers, 'and principals were Asked questions abbut promotion to
Grade '2. The answers 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 promotion to second grade.
Another 25 percent were undecided. Most of the teachers, and principals
belieVed that only a few of the early admission students would be promoted. to
Grade 2.

E. Limitations of the Study

1. :Screening for Social Development :

Given the dual_ importance of the' social and intellectual dimensions of the
youlng child's personality, criteria for early admission will need to include
an assessment , of socioemotional., development. . The evaluation, included a
measure of 'social development at the end of the year, but: there was no measure
included in the beginning-of-the-year assessments; and, therefore, there were
no analyses of how well social,. development can be assessed and used as a
predictor. measure., The problem _is that there are no -tests of i'social
development which can be administered in' 10 or 20 minutes to' predict' the ways
a five-year-old will respond to the many different behavioral requirements of
a classroom.1 Possibly, a measure of social development would have been
able to improve the predictive ability of the screening measures. Some type
of social assessment will surely need to be included when early admission is
implemented, on a larger scale.

2. Generalizability of the Findings

The generalizability of the evaluation findings may be restricted' by
several considerations. Research findings are considered to 'be most
generalizable to similar populations and similar situations. The
implementation of the pilot early Lamission project, differed in several
signicane.ways from how early admission to first grade might actually be
implemented. For the-; most part, the impact of these differences on the
generalizability of the findings-is unknown.

One difference was the timing of the administration of the potential
instruments. Assuming a five-year-old's placement would need to be decided
prior to -school entrance, any early admission testing would have to take plaCe
over the summer,.. The early admission children in the pilot program were
tested in October' after one month of school which included some switching of
class assignments along with the confusion of project start-up. If there was
any effect of the delayed testing, it is likely to have been in the direction
of increasing the similarity be4ileen beginning and end-of-year results. If
this happened, the tests are even 'less predictive than the evaluation found
them to be.

1The evaluation for 1979-80' is utilizing several approach.as to overcome
die lack ._'of an overall 'measure of a child's social development, but the
success of these approaches is yet to be determined.

L-1116



Another substantial difference between the pilot project and future earlyadmission where a five-year-old would enter directly into a first grade wasthat the great majority of the children in the evaluator were not in a regularfirst grade with six - year -olds. They were in a special classroom withchildren their own age. The program they 'received was a. combination of thekindergarten and Grade 1 curriculum; it was not a straight Grade ',program.
There are so few children in the evaluation who had only' first gradeclassmates and a first grade curriculum that it is difficult to say anything
conclusive about the effect of placing five-year-olds in a first grade room;

The evaluation findings.-definitely show that some five-year-olds caa beprovided with a particular kind of experience such that at the end of one yearof school they are functioning at or near the level of the first graders in
that school. - It is not known whether that phenomena would

have occurred hadthe experience-been a first grade room 'instead of the particular EA class in
.which "they enrolled: As the findings show, it did not even occur for all ofthe EA classrooms. This suggests that there were important qualitative,differences in program implementation across the schools.

IV. ESTABLISHING A COUNTYWIDE PLAN FOR EARLY ADMISSION

A. The Need for a Separate Standard for Each SChool

One of the decisions which must be made in establishing an early ,admiaaionprogram is whether the criteria for selection should be j.ndividuallydetermined for each school-or whether-one set of criteria should be adoptedfar the entire county. This problem could not be fully addressed by theevaluation findings because the resclution depends' -at least as much oneducational philosophy as it does on hard data. What the findings show isthat there are different levels of achievement from one school to another evenfor five- and' six-year-olds. Given this, a five-year-old could easily be anaverage first grader at a school with a relatively low achievement level andnot be suited for first grade at arschool,with a relatively high achievementlevel. The same 'situation applies with regard to promotion ofrom the earlyadmission program: , children who looked like.they would be good candidates forsecond grade at one school were not qualified at another school.

A countywide standard would mean that the number of children identified ata school would -vary as a function of the school's achievement level. Fewchildren would be identified at schoolso with the lower achievement levels. Ifthe standard were made higher than the county average, very few, if any;
children from these schools would be eligible..

This situation is further complicated because the discriminant analysisshowed that at the beginning-of the year in the, schools with the lower
achievement levels there was more overlap between the kindergarten and first
l'iades than in schools with the higher-achievement levels. "In the two schoolsin the study with the relatively low achievement levels, nere Were more firsttraders:; at the beginning of the year, who resembled the EA -children and vicerersa.)' In this kind of situation, children would more easily fit in with thetext grade level because the boundaries between the grad :s are less distinct;ut it is in these schools that few children: would be selected with a
tountywide standard.
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One standard, such as the county mean foF the first grade, would also pose
problems for children from schools with relatively high achievement levels.
Use 07 the county mean would likely result in the identification of a large
number of children at these schools. Some of these five- -ar -olds, however

rt= level of the
lyzis using

.us identified

:lit,:=tly below

aula be better
.1drem in the

advanc.,--fl relative to the rest of the county, would not be
AVerag_ first grader in their particular school. Even soy
the hypothetical cutoff scores showed that the EA chile-
would not be far behind and 'so they would probably fit
average first graders. This raises the question of whether
for, a five-year-old to be one of the most advance,
kindergarten class or one of the less advanced in Grade 1.

Separate criteria for each school would allow the identification-of those'
five-year-olds who are like the first graders at that school. Since that is
the first grade classroom -.There 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 first grade class at the new school.
However, the same fate could befall. a kix-year-old first grader making that
kind of a move. ,

.. ..!.7..em.

Another negative feature associated with the use of the separate criteria
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-fetTyai-s to
learr what their- achievement levels. are. The size of such an undertaking
shou"...a., mot be overlooked.

The answer to the question of how many standards to adopt is closely
iinkedto the purpose of identifying children for early admission. If the
purpose is perceived as similar to the,identification of the gifted and the
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
that a aomewhat different set of children will be identified depending son the
criteria used."::

,1

B. The Concept of Early Admission

The:evaluation report would be_remiss'if it did not report the intensity
of sentiment which was generated over the question of whether am
five-year-olds shouldtbe 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
comments about the program. The' opposition Argument had two components:
opposition to acceleration in general (e.g., leads to problems in adolesiaence,
in college, etc.) and to acceleration for children of this age .in
particular.t

1This controversy was also pervasive, throughout the public hearings
conducteeby the State Board of Education on the proposed change in the state
bylaw.
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u.c.cne debate over the concept of\early admission revolvedaround the
importance.of .the

social and-emotional development. There seemed to

be no doubt that there are
live-year-olds who are academically ready for first

g grade, but the social maturity of these children is an equally important
consideration and not

necessarily" on a par with
their cognitive skills. The

most extreme
position is that simply because a child is live he or she de

facto, cannot be 'at the
sOcio-emotional level of a first grader. Other

positions recognize the variety of developmeutal levels in the five-year-old
population, while

simultaneously acknowledging the importance of not pushing a,

child beyond his or her own level.

The overwhelmingly pcisitiVe response to the program in spite of Sharp
opposition to- one of its

.major.objectives can' be attributed to 'only-one
thing--people perceived and/or implemented -the program as some

than
what it'was intended to. be. For some, it might have represented an enriched
or accelerated

, kindergarten.
For some, it might have been just-an all -day;

kindergarten. SeVera/ MCPS staff speculated that , for some ; parents
the

program:. represented
a...babysitting :service and eliminated the need for child

g-care durin :the other- half of the' -day. It is clear that the nature :and
structure had a 'broad appeal r egardless"or perhaps in

spite of-.-the±goil
preParing f ive-year-olds for second grade. The pilot

prOgremWhich. was
designed vito-4- be,- short-lived was tremendously--

popular. Ironically, the early
admission component to an= actualfirst grade which was. designed to be.formalized-andimpleifented on a countywide'

scale was and still is embroiled. in
cont-foversy-. Suffice it to' say; there appears' to be no easy resolution to-

this disagreement.

It .would be premature at this point to make final
recommendations with

regard to early admission:And
the criteria to be Used in -selecting

candidates
-since'ther.second year' of- the

evaluation is
presently underway.

There :are,
hOwever; some implications. for early 'admission ,and the

kindergarten-program
which have emerged' at,,this point.

l.\Implement Plan I in Schools Interested in Early AdmissionFirst Grade

The evaldation findinga indicated that placing
five-year-olds direct .in-

a first grade
classroom is a viable approach for meeting the needs of young

children who begin school' with 'achievement
levels above those ot 'their

agemates. In the schools where Plan, I was tried, it was positively received (-

by, principals,"
teachers, and parents, alike. 'Almost half Of the early

admission' students in Plan I, classrooms' were recommended for second-grade.
There is no reason why.any school in the county should not institute such a
program if there is an interest in this approach, if there is room in first
grade classrooms, and if there is staff

support for this concept.
The final COmponent of this

recommendation, the staff support, is. as
important as-the particular form of early

admission adopted. The decision to
implement Olich, if any, form of early,' admission should be made by the
individual school based, on the commitmetii,of

the staff and the parents. The
experience of implementing the first year of this project suggests that there
is little to :be gained by requiring a school Ito. implement, an' early admission'
program when the school's principal and/or teachers /are opposed to the
concept. Our preliminary findings suggest that without this support it is
likely that even if Children

are admitted to a program of this type they will

O
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not be promoted from the first to the second grade. A concurrence with the
philosophy of early admission and a commitment to the concept on the part of
both parents and school staff are crucial if Plan I or any other form of early
admission is to succeed.

With regard to selecting students, the study has not yet been able to
identify predictors of success which" are fully adequate. This may be of
little import as the method used to select students for Plan I this year,
parent- nomination combined with teacher and principal judgment, appeared to
work satisfactorily. This process could be further confirmed by examining a
child's performance, on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The evaluation
findings showed that if a child scored high on theaeadiness Tests, the child.
would be likely to do well in the program. It would be invalid, however, to
use these tests to exclude children who do not score particularly high,- .since
there was a.;. second group of students who were recommended for promotion whei-
did not have:high Readiness scores at the time of entry into the -program.:',
Considering the reliability problems lencountered when testing young children,
this finding is not at all surprising.\

3

2. Implement Plan Where Appropriate

The evaluation findings suggest several conditions are required to .

implement'Plan II classes in a school. One condition is a basic commitment to
the program, as discussed above. Another condition is the availability of an
'all-day kindergarten class so that parents who want'a full_ day of education
don't place a childin an early admission class solely for that reason and
without any, intent of allowing the child to be 'placed in Grade 2 at the end of
the year. That kind of parental sentiment was found by the evaluation.and is

, directly counter to the objective of the program. , This problem can be avoided
by .meeting the supplemental needs filled by the early admission program in"
more appropriate ways (e.g., all-day kindergarten).

The feasibility of the Plan II approach is closely tied to.the question of
-

demand within,any one elementary school. Entire classrooms'oniy make.sense if
there is a sufficient number, of five-year-olds whooare!working at, of .:nearly
at, the first grade level at the beginning of the Year to

-.warrant an,entire_'
class and if there are a sufficient number ofo parents who would be willing to
have their child placed in second .grade the following year. The beginning
of-the-:.year assessment data suggests the former is likely to occur only in
schools with several classes at each grade level since overall, only .i
,proportion of-five-year-olds in each school-were sufficiently:advanced:. It
only in the schools with the Iargest kindergarten enrollment that..this
proportion Would be equivalent to more than 20 children. .Similarly,
sufficient parent interest is most likely.in' a large school. ,

3. Consider a Variety, of Options for Admitting Children Early' t
First Grade

Providing first grade experience for a five - year -old wouldn't necessarily
need to be restricted to placing a child totally in a first grade room or
creating special classes. The objective could, be met through, some-of the
options adopted by the Plan I schools in the study, such as :a Combined K-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 kindergarten as" -part of a regular class but spend the other half of the
day with a first grade class. Some of,these options may bettet provide the
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-provide the_ academically _advanced five-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
kindergarten. If a five-year-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. L.

4. Explore the Possibility of Providing Alternatives to the Present
Half-Day' Kindergarten

The popularity of the program suggests that there is a demand for
kindergarten programs which differ from those, being offered at the present
time. ,Even teachers and principals who were opposed or'reserved about the
concept of early,admission were anxious to have the program in their.schoo14.
for the 1979-110YaChool year. Many parnta spontaneously commented that theyl
hoped the program would be continued andteven expanded. '

1,

noted previously, the basis for the' EA program's popularity appearedto
rest more in-its structure and content then in the opportunity it provided for

.

early' admission.:, Given this, the structure (all-day) or the content (more
advanced than a regular kindergarten) can and should be replicated totally
independent of the objective of preparing children for Grade 2.

Possible changes include lengthening the five-year-old's school dey from
half-: to full-day, introducing more academic material into the curriculum,
enriching, the program with a_broader offering of experiences', or providing a
combination° of the above changes. While part of the acceptance of,the ear*
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
9f the day without 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 presentlyoffered was a serendipitous finding of the evaluation, there;;
are no data as to how widespread the feeling is, how dissatisfied parents are
or how many would, be interested in any particular kind of change. This' area.
might well be'pursued in the near future.

At .a minima,' the structure and content of the kindergarten program in
Montgotery 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 -7-
the overwhelming majority of the children in the early, admission program, the
EA class was not their-first school experience. Their parents felt., that. these
children needed something more, -or something 'different, from the half-day
kindergarten. --They,7,were not however, particularly interested in placing
their five-year-old 'directly in a first grade classroom; 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
kindergarten program might represent a more acceptable solution than early
admission_to first grade.

. . . '

Additional 'conclusions and suggestions for future directions for early
admission to firat' 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 first grade, including'
the use of 'measures of. social development. Additional data Will also..be
'availableWith regard to the'reasons why parentschose to,put. their children
in an early admission clasaroom and what, if.any, alternative programs might'
have been`prek erred.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

I.. BACKGROUND

On April 271 1977, the Maryland State Board of Bducation revised the state
bylaw concerning admission to the first grade. The revised bylaw states:

Elfery child admitted to the first grade in a publio-elementary school
in a Maryland county be at least-8, years old, on or before December 31
of the year in which he applies for entrance. A ,local board of
education may adopt a' regulationZpermitting a 5-year-oid child, upon
request of the parent, to be admitted to the first grade "thp local
superintendent or his designee determines that the child has
demonstrated capabilities warranting early admission.

In August, 1977, a small committee was appointed .by the superintendent of
the Montgomery County Public Schools to study the above state bylaw and .to
mike recommendations concerning the feasibility of initiating a prograni ,of
early admission into first grade.. ,A pet of suggested procedures was developed

-by this committee' and presented to the Board of Education in -a memorandum in
November, 1977. The '-program plan and associated evaluation suggestions,. as
revised by the Office of Program-Development and the Department of Educational
Acconntability, were approlied in August, 1978. The program was implemented
for the first time in, the 1978-79 school year. It was continued through the
following school year (1979-80) on a reduced scale.

Two approaches to early admission were adopted for the first year, of the fr
project. In Plan I, a small number of five-year-olds were allowed, on request
of their parents, to enter. regular Grade 1 classes. Plan I was implemented in
four schools.

'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 and first grade curriculum. The expectation was
that some children would master first grade material by the end. of° the year
and could be promoted from: the early admission class to second grade. Six
schools had ,Plan II classrooms.

This report' presents the resultf the evaluation of the -first year of
the Early Admission to First Grade Program. The, purposes of the evaluation
were to:.

A. Compare the academic performance and social behavior of the, early
admission (EA) students with that of regular firit graders

Examine the validity of screening measures which could be used to
predict success in an early admission program

Learn how - the program was received by parents, teachers and
principals



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 standard 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 attwo 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.' Other measures were the
end-of-th-year assessments.

,This report' is organized into three- chapters. Then 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.

II. THE MCPS EARLY ADMISSION PROGRAM

A. School and Student Selection

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

Plan II classrooms proVided a .special full-day .K-1 program for kn entire
class of five-year-olds. The curriculum was to combine elements of the
cindergarten 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'seicction procedures were used for choosing Plan I and Plan
schools. Prior. to the initial planning of the evaluation, commitments had
alre.idy been made

-- to conduct ..the Ple, n. Y program in five specific schools
(which had been aelected by the area associate superintendents, in
consultation with school primOipAL0. These were not changed although one of
these sChools later dropped out of the program.

'For the sake of brevity, the early 'admission children promoted to
second grade are sometimes referred to as the "promoted atndents." 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 the other students were not
promoted.
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- '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), those with mediansin 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 sent to the area associate superintendents who
were responsible for final decision 'regarding school 'selection.) 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 selection of students, it was decided not to
use formal Criteria 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 interested
parents in.each of the schools, A general 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/emotional development. Parents - could
consult .with school personnel, but the final decision was left. to the
parents. In three instances, there were more applicants than available slots
in a school. For these'schools, the DEA used a random prodedure (a table of
raildom'numbers) to determine which childrenwere 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 schools 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.

1The 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
classes so that at least one classroom of regular kindergarteners would remain.



TABLE.1-

Schools Which Participated in the Early Admission Program

School Area

Plan I
-t

Lynnbrook 1

Seven Locks 3
Olney 4
Poolesville 5

Plan II

Wyngate 1

Takoma Park 2
Twinbrook 3
Cashell 4
Stedwick 5

Whetstone 5
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There Were 18 students' enrolled in Plan I and approximately 135 enrolled
in Plan II. Additional information about the students in the program is
presented later in the report.

B. Implementation

The impleMentation of Plan I.varied slightly from schoOl to School. At
Olney'and. Poolesville, five-year-Olds were placed directly in first. grade
clasitrooms. At Lynnbrook and Seven Locks, the prograM was adapted to 11364111

needs and variations on Plan I emerged. At Lynnbrook, six EA pupils entered a
class made: up of kindergarten and normal-aged °Grade 1 pupils. The
kindergarten pupils attended either the morning or theafternoon session so
the clais was never .without a component of kindergarten pupils. The Grade 1
and EA pupils attended both sessions in a continuous:school day..

. At Seven Locks, eight. EA pupils entered a mixed K -1' class for both morning
and afternoon sessions. A small number of normal -aged Grade 1 pupils were in
the .same class and also..participated in both sessions. Kindergarten pupils
Were scheduled for the morning session, leaving the afternoon to EA and Grade
1 pupils.

In the six Plan II classes, it was intended that instruction would. begin
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 kindergarten and Grade 1 curricula. The Department of
Initructional Planning provided assistance to teachers to familiarize them
with Grade 1 teadhing-ldarning objectives. .

The early ;admission classrooms were observed at various points during the
year by early childhood specialists. The observations 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 particularly "first grade" in terms of their
organization with children working independently for long periods of time.
Children uere allowed and encouraged to progress at their own pace.

Observations conducted near the end of the school year showed -that, most of
the EA classes had completed the kindergarten objectives and had moved into
first grade materials in mathematics. A variety of reading 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 buildingp.and role-playing in the pretend area.

4.

While some individuals were completing first grade Materials, generally
the EA classes in the spring seemed to resemble more closely first grade
-classrooms at the beginning or middle of the school year rather than at the
end.,



CHAPTER 2 - METHODOLOGY

As part 'of the evaluation, the-early admission students and a group offirst graders from each of the ten schools were tested at the beginning and
end-of the year. .This section presents the demographic characteristics ofstudents who participated in the -project and identifies the assessmentinstruments. ,The procedures used to learn how parents, teachers,. andprincipals felt about, the program -are ,presented later ,along with thosefindings,

I. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

A total of 18 early admission students from Plan I and 135 from Plan IIwere-involVed in the evaluation. Also included were 181 first graders. Thenumber, of children in each of the EA classes and the number of comparison
children selected from a first 4.,rade in that school' are presented in Table 2.

The sex, racial/ethnic group, nembership, -and mean age of the EA andGrade 1 comparison students are shown in Table 3. Data on preschoolexperience were available only for the EA children. The county enrollmentdata for September, 1978, are'also presented for comparison purposes. TheEarly Admission classes had .a 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 enrolled countywide.

The data on racial or ethnic group- membership indicate the EA and firstgrade samples approximated the county makeup. There were proportionately moreAsian children in the EA sample and proportionately less in the first grade
group than in the county. Black children were slightly underrepresented amongthe early admission students.

The information on preschool experience of the EA students was collectedas part of the parent interview.
Seventy-eight percent of the EA studentswere known to have had some type of preschool experience. Assuming thechildren for whom the information was not available were similar to those for

whom it was;. 94 percent of the EA children had been enrolled in a preschool.

II. TESTING

Two potential screening, instruments were administered to the students inOctober, 1978. The two tests were the Developmental Test of Visual-Motor
Integration (VMI) and ,the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. For the results tohave, the most validity with regard to screening and prediction, the
assessments should have been given' as early in the year as possible--ideally-
even before school startede Logistical difficulties associated with the firstyear of a pllot project prevented earlier testing. It is impoisible toestimate the amount of error introduced into the testing by the delay.: It isunlikely, however, that it invalidates the results. °As long as the less
advanced children (as would have been measured by the ,screening instruments)in August did not become October's accelerated children, the findings are
probably'valin.
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TABLE 2

Number of Children in Early Admission
and Comparison Group by School

Schools
Ear y

Admission
ra e

Comparison

Plan I

Olney 1 9
Poolesville 25
Seven Locks 9 5
Lirmbrook 6 '6

Total 18 45

Plan

Cashell _ 22 21
Stedwick 21 25
Takama Park 24 22
Twinbrook 22 24
Whetstone 20 19
Wyngate 26 25

Total 135 136

TOTAL 153 181.
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TABLE 3 '

Demographic Data for Early Admission
and Comparison Grade 1 Students

CounEy
Enrollment -

Early
Admissions
N %

Comparison
Grade 1
N

Grade 1
Sept. 1978

Sample 153 100 180a 100e

Sex

Male 66 43 104 58 53,
Female 87 57 76. 42 47

.Racial/Ethnic Group:

American 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 (not Hispanic) 124 81 144 80 79

Preschool Experience

Yes 120 78
No 8 5
Not available 25 6

Mean Age in September, 1978
(Yoars, Months) 5,4 6,3

aDemographic data for one first grade child was missing.

bLess than 1 percent.
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Achievement at the end of the year was measured by a number,of techniques,
including standardized achievement tests (the Metropolitan Achievement Test)
and a teaher-cOnstructed behavior checklist. Other 'end7of-year measures were
a rating scale which was included as part of ,a teacher questionnaire on
.prqmotion and a class ranking. Each of the measures is described in
Appendix A.

Table 4 presents a .summary of he measures showing ilhen each was
administered and which groups were included.

-9-



TABLE 4

Summary of Measures.

Measure
Tide of

Data Collection Groups Who Received

Developmental Test of Visual-
Motor Integration (VMT)

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

Teacher Promotion Questionnaire.

Rank Order in Class

Beginning of
school year

Beginning of
school year.

End Of school
year

End of school
year

End of school
year

End of school
year

All EA classes

All EA classes
All Grade 1

Camparisons

Plan II EA classes
Plan II Grade 1

Comparisons

All EA glasses
All Grade 1

Comparisons

Teachers completed
for every child
in EA class

Teachers rank
ordered each
Plan II EA
classroom



CHAPTER 3 - FINDINGS

The first section of this chapter discusses the children promoted or
recommended for promotion to Grade, 2. The second section presents the
comparisons of the various grodps in the study at the beginning and end of the
year. The third section addresses,. the issue of the identification 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 principal interviews are presented.

I. PROMOTIONS.TO GRADE 2

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 principals, but their parents declined this
opportunity.) The number and proportion of children promoted and
recommended for promotion from each school are shown in Table 5.2

Overall, 10 '.percent of the Early Admission students were promoted to
Grade 2; 16 percent had been recommended by their schools as candidates for
promotion. As can be seen in Table 5, 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 range of achieveMent levels and therefore the proportion of
children promoted would naturally be lower.

i Differences between Plan I and Plan II also appear when the actual
promotions are compared to the recommendations. 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
commitment to the prospectof 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
child ahead which would separate tee child-fr his or her age-mates.

1In 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 principals felt could be
promoted to second grade. It is the larger, group because it includes students
whose parents concurred and whose parents disagreed with the recommendation.

?These figures represent each child's status with regard to Grade 2
placement as of August There was at least one change and probably more
after this point,as parents reconsidered their approval or disapproval of the
recommendation.
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TABLE 5

Early Admission Students Recommended for Promotion
and Promoted to Grade 2

I'M =IN

ecommen.e Actually.
for Promotion Promoted to
to Jrade 2 z 'Grade 2

%a N %b

Plan I

Olney 0 0 a 0".0 ' 0
Poolesville 2 100 2 100
Seven Locks 2 .22 1 11
Lynnbrook 6.i. 50 3 50

Total 7 39 6 A
Plan II

Cashel/ 1 5 0 0
Stedwick 1 5 1 5
Takoma Park 3 13 0.. . 0
Twinbrook 6c- 27 6c 27.
Whetstone 0: . 0 _ 0 0
Wyngate 7 27

,

.

3 , 12

Total 18 13 10 7

TOTAL 25 . 16 16, 10

dumber of EA children, recommended for promotiOn to Grade 2 divided by
total number of EA children in group.

..

bNumber of EA children promoted to Grade 2 divided by total number of EA
children.in group.

cOne other child from Twinbrook was promoted but she joined the -class,
midyear so she was not included in the evaluation.
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The .demographic data on the children .promoted and recommended for
promotion to Grade 2 are presented in Table 6: More girls than boys were
recommended for promotion and mere girls than baya were actuallY.,pxomoOd to
Grade 2. The data on the racialiethnic'characteristics of the gtudents- shoW_
that a highly 4isprOportionate number of Asian children were recommended for
promotion to Grade.2, AlthoUgh,8.percent of the entire early admiseioneemple
were Asian, 25 percent of the children- promoted were Asian. Mbse-of the
:children who were recommended for Grade 2 had .preschool eicperience,r however,
so had the great majorityof the.childrehin:the program. The mean ages of
the children who were recommended or promoted approximated the mean age of the
entire EA sample. This is' particularly' interesting because it suggests that
there is no basis whatsoever for L14,4,?g month of birth as an entry crite4on to
the program..'

In-May, 1979, the teachers f' the. Early Admission children were asked' to
complete a, Promotion RecomMenda ion Form on each of their students. This was
prior to:and not aecessarily- the same as the final redommendation-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 ar against promoting each student to Grade 2.

The pranotion questions and the frequency of responses is presented in
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 remainderowere capable of second grade work only in
a comparable school or their own school. 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 t teachers' perceptions of parental
opposition. Most recommendations for or against represented .solely the
judgment of the school.

For each child, teachers were' asked to give the social and emotional
reasons for their recommendation for promotion or nonpromotion. If more than
one reason was given, reasons were listed in order from most important to
least important., These responies 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. If the results
are favorable, the positive qualities could be put forth as selection criteria
for early' admissions while the negative equalities could ,be reasons to
recommend a regular kindergarten program.



TABLE 6

Demographic Data on Children Who
Were Promoted to Grade 2

i ren
Recommended
for Grade -.2

(N=25) °-
N

i ren-
% 'Promoted

to Grade 2
(N=16)

N .%

Entire SA
Sample

(N=153)

Z

Sex -

Male 9 36 4 25 43
Female 16 '64 12 75 57

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian 6 24 4 : 25 8
Black '0 '0 0 0 8
Hispanic 0 ..0 0 0 3
White (not Hispanic) 19 76 ':12 75 , 81

Preschool Experience

Yes .19 76. 11 70 78
No 1 4.: .1 6 5
Unknown 5 20. A .'25 16

Mean Ageiin September, 1978
(years, months) 5,4



TABLE 7

Promotion Recommendation Questions

ProMotion Recominendation

Any second grade in MCPS'
Any second,grade'in comparable schoo1
Second-grade in,present-school-only
Do not promote to Grade 2

N

13'
-11

2 ,

122

12

7

80

Parents' Attitude

Parents, want child to be,prombeed 10 7

Do not 'want child to be promoted 53 35
Do not have a position on promotion P 13 8
Pimento' position not known by teachsdr'' 77 50

Did your knowledge of-the child's parents'
attitude towards promotion to Grade 2 enter
into your recommendation. in 1 above?

Yes 23 15
.No 130 85

-Will your knowledge of the parents' attitude
enter into your 'actual final recommendation?

Yes d 28 18
No 125 82

". :
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TABLE

Social - Emotional Promotion Factors

Number of
Times Listed

,22 -,.

Meanl

Ranking___________

,_2.8

Reasons for Promotion

Independence .-
Peer relations 18 2.1
Adaptive/Resourceful 15 2.8
Perseverance 13 3.7
Motivationjevel 11 2.3
Follows directions 11 2.5
Organization 9 3.1
Cooperative 6 2.3
Accepts rules *4 3.5
Good attention span 1 5.0

Reasons for Nonproutotion

Immature/Demanding 44 2.3
Poor work habits 36 2.0
Easily frustrated 30 2.3
Inattentive 4. 29 2.3
Poor peer relations 26 2.0
Impulsive 26 2.3
Dependent 24 2.6
Doesn't follow directions 24 2.4
Low motivation 22 2.1
Poor coordination 22 2.2
Academic only 17 1.0.
-Shy 12 2.3
Low perseverance 11- 1.7
Low energy 8 2.9
Hostile.

' 8 3.1
Avoids new tasks

, 6 2.3
Potential learning disability 1

'Mean ranking for the number of times; the 'trait was listed as a reason.
Most important reason was ranked 1. '°

_ .
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II. COMPARISONS'

. One of the questions addressed by the evaluation 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. Within. the early admission group, 'the comparison
of the Plan I and Plan' II students provides informationabout the _different
achievement levels in 'the two plans. Two other comparisons within 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
Grade 2 are compared with those actually promoted to Grade 1.

The Grade J/Grade 2. promOtion comparisons within the early admission
sample for the beginning-of-the-year.measures provide information relevant to
the question as to whether the children who will '-succeed in early admission
can be identified at that point in time. IL they can be identified by the
potential screening instruments; there should be substantial differences
between the beginning-of-the-year scores' of the children who were promoted to
Grade .1 and those promoted to Grade 2.

The comparison of achievement at the end of the year between these two
groups answers the question of whether the EA children who will be in Grade 2
differed from those who will be in Grade 1 and, if so, by how much? Also,
comparing the achievement level of the EA students who were promoted to Grade
2 with that of the first graders provides some "indication of how well the EA
graduates will fit in with their,1

new classmates.

The schools who participated in the early admission study represented a
number of different achievement levels. Accordingly, it was felt that a
different standard for early admission might need to be adopted for each
school. The primary consideration was that the EA child's achievement be
comparable to that of regular-aged first graders in his/or hir own school. In
this sense, the county average would not be meaningful/for screening within an
individual school. Given the -possible need for/school-specific entrance
criteria, a required analysis is, the comparison of the EA students with their
Grade 1 counterparts in each school. These analyses were performed and the
results for'4the Plan II schools are Presented in Appendix B. The individual
school means for each class on each of the measures = are '.presented there in
tabular format. Plan I school means are not presented because there were so
few children-in each group. The issue of a need for school-specific criteria
is discussed in the next section which deals with predicting success in the
program.

A. Beginning-of-the-Year Performance

Deielo..ental Twit of Visual-Motot-Inte ration (VMI). The Deirelopmintal
-Test of.Visual7-Motor Integration (VMI), was-administered to all.Early Admission
classes but not- to the first grade:classes. A perfect score on the teat is
15. Table 9 presents the mean scores on the VMI for the. groups of interest.

The mean-score on the. test for all EA students was .10.2; The Plan
students did not differ'significantly from the Plan II students. -There were
also no differences:between the scores of the children promoted to Grade 1

comParedtothe children promoted 'to Grade 2.



Mean VMI Scores

Total (N=151)

Plan

Plan I (N=17)
Plan II (N=134).

Recommended for Promotion.

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

Promoted

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

Mean

10.2

10.9
10.1

11.2

10.0

10.5
10.2

Note: The VMI was administered only to the EA students.

44



The only significant difference 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 recommended for Grade 1 who had a mean score of 10.0 (p (.05).

Figure :1 presents :a frequency distribUtion of the scores on the VKI. 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 declined second grade placements had the higher VMI scores.

Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The Metropolitan Readiness Test was given-
°to both the EA and the first grade classes. The results will be presented for
the Total Score (the sum of the four subtests) and for the individual subtests.

The mean on the Total Score was 57.7 for all the EA Students as compared.
to 72.5 for the first graders (Table 10). This difference is highly
significant (p (.0001).- The Plan I EA students were much closer to the 'first
graders .-in, the Plan I schools. The Plan I-EA.stUdents also scored higher than
their Plan II counterparts while the first' graders in Plan I schools scored
lower than their Plan II counterparts. Only the difference between the first
grade groups was statistically significant (p< .005).

An examination of the Total- Score on the. Metropolitan. Readiness with
regard to the promotion recommendations, which were to be made at the end of
the year show highly significant differences between the mean scores of the
children recommended for Grade 2,0sind those recommended for Grade 1 (68.7
compared to 55.5, p (.0001). However, a comparison of the mean scores of the
students actually promoted to Grades 1 or .2 revealed no .staiiitically
significant differences although the difference does approach significance.
The frequency distribution of scores (Figure 2) of the children recommended
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 Metropolitan Readiness of those recommended-for Grade 2.

The frequency distribution illustrates ,several other interesting
findings. The students'recommended for promotion are at the upper end .of the
distribution for the EA, students and well within the first grade
distribution. There is, however, a tremendOus amount of overlap between the
distribution for the two grade levels. There were also many other EA studenti
who scored equal to or higher than the EA students recommended for. Grade 2.

The means on the four subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness 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 Auditory and Quantitative subtests. All EA/first
grade differences are significant it p4.0001.

The' pattern on the subtests is similar 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. ....This indicates that in general thit group of EA
children was .performing almoit as high as beginning first graders when they
started school. Also, for each ofthe tests, the effect of removing the
children whose parents declined promotion to second grade (Recomended for
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TABLE 10

Mean Scores on Metropolitan Readiness Test (Total)

Early,

Admission
Grade 1

Comparison

Total 57.7 (N=150) 72.5 (N=177)

Plan

Plan I 62.5 (N=17) 66.7 (N=44)
Plan II 057.1 (N=133) 74.4 (N*03)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade/2 . 68.7 (N=25)
To Grade 1 55.5 (N=125)

Promoted

To Grade 2 64.1 (N=16)
To Grade 1 56.9 (N=134)

O
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o TABLE 11

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Subtests

AUDITORY

Total

Early
Admission

Grade 1
Comparison

18.3 (N=151) 23.1 (N=180)

Plan

Plan I 21.2 (N=17) 20.4 (N=45)
Plan. II 17.9 (N=134) 24.1 (N =1 Q)/

Recommended for Promotion

To drade 2 23.0 (N=25)
To Grade 1 17.4 (N=126)

Promoted

To Grade 2 22.0 (N=16)
To Grade 1 17.9 (N=135)

VISUAL

Total 14.1 (N=153) 18.9 (N=180)

Plan

Plan I 15.5 (N=17) 17.5 (N=45)
Plan II 14.0 (N=134) 19.4 (N=135)

Recomiended for Promotion

To Grade 2 17.1 (N=25)
To,Grade 1 '3.6 (N=126)

Promoted

To Grade 2 15.6 (N=16)
To Grade 1 14.0 (N=135)
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LANGUAGE

Total 11.8 -(N=151) 13.8 (N=180)

Plan

Plan I 11.9 (N=17) 13.0 (N=44)
Plan II 11.7'(N=134). 14.0 (N=136)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2
To Grade I

Promoted

12.6 (N=25)
11.6 (N=126)

O

To Grade 2 11.8 (N=16)
To Grade 1 11.8 (N=135)

QUANTITATIVE

Total 13.4 (N=150) 17.3 (N=177)

Plan

Plan I 13.8 (N=17) 16.0 1N=44)
Plan II 13.4 (N=133) 17.7 (N=133)

1

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 16.2 (N=25)
To Grade 1 12.9 (N=125)

Promoted 0

To Grade 2 14.7 (N=16)
To Grade 1 13.3 (N=134)



Grade 2 versus Promoted to, Grade 2) was to lower the mean of the group. The
means for the students recommended for Grade 2 and recommended for Grade 1
were significantly different on the Auditory, Visual, ,and Quantitative
subteete. The means for.the actual promatiehs were significantly different
Wily On the Auditory subtest. Overall, the scores on the Language test showed

Y. the fewest differences of any of the comparisons.

The distributions of scores on the subtests (Figure 3) show the same
features as the Total. Score distribution. The EA .students recommended for
promotion to Grade 2 were at the upper end of the distribution although many
other EA students received' similarly high scares and,were not recommended for
Grade 2. All four distributions show a great deal of overlap between the EA
students and the comparison first graders. Ad8itional Implications for using
the test results as *miry criteria will be presented later in the report as
part of the discussion on predicting success in the program.

B. End -of- the,- ear Performance

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 for the
early admission students; data on the other two'measures were collected for J
both the EA students and the comparison first graders. All data were
collected in May.

Teacher 'Ratings. Jeachers were asked to rate each child's grade level
performance in four areas: reading; arithmetic, general academic skills, and
social-emotional behavior. The average ratings for the four, areas are
presented in Table 12. A rating of 3 on the scale is midyear Grade 1. The
meanings for all points on the scale are in Appendix A.

The means for all the EA students combined are near the midyear first
grade evel 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;
for instances the comparison of eocial-emotional to general academic skills
was significant a 1)4.0001. The Plan I students were higher than the Plan II
students with t same pattern in both groups of a slightly lower Social,
rating.

;The ,average

andisecond grad
for'thase reco
which is exactl
The ,ratings for

social-emotiona
significant, p .

stings for the students recommended for or promoted to first °
show strong differences. The average rating in all areas

ended for second grade was 4 (end year Gradeol) or higher ,

where students promoted to Grade 2 would be expected to be.
the children recommenced for first grade ranged from 2.0, far-
behavior to 2.8 foi arithmetic. (All differences were highly
.0001.)

The distribution of ratings in each of the four areas is presented in 1

Figure . The distributions illustrate that the students recommended and ,

actually promoted to Grade 2 were rated among the highest of thevEA students
although a few children in this group did receive some rather low ratings. By
and large, the children who were given the highest ratings, especially in the
Reading and General Academic areas, were recommended for promotion.
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TABLE 12

Mean Teacher Ratings

Reading Arithmetic

General
Academic
Skills

Social-
Emotional
Behavior

Total (N=153) 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.4

Plan

Plan I (N=18) 3.7 3.4 3.5 2.8
Plan II (N=135) 2.8 3.0 2.7 2.3

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 (N=2S) 4.8 ° 4.4 4.7 4.21-
To Grade 1 (N=126) 2.6 2.8 2.4

Promoted

To Grade 2 (N=16) 4.8 4.4 4.6 4.0
To Grade 1 (N=137) 2.7 2.9 2.6 2.2

NOTE: Data available only for EA children.
A rating of .3 is mid-year Grade 1.
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Metropolitan Athievement Test. Three subteits of the Metropolitan
Achievement. Test were administered. The saores on the three subtests,

. Reading, Languageand Mathematics, were summed to produce a Total Score. The
Totals will be presented first followed by the subtest results.

The mean score for all early admission students was 70.6 as compared to
the first ,,grade mean of 88.2 (1)4.0001). These data along with the other
comparisons are presented -in Table _13. Within the EA group, the 'Plan I
students scored highir 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 score was similar to the Plan I csparison
group., lbe-Plan II EA students, howevee,-were significantly below their Plan
II firqt grade comparison (p<..-0001)

-A 35-point difference was 'found between the mean scores of the EA children
recommended for second grade and those'recotmendedifor first. The EA students
recommended for second grade were.. far advanced over their classmates at the
ens of the year. Furthermore, that average. atoie of 101.3 for,the EA students
recommended for second grade exceeddd 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 children Who would be their
classmates. The average for the EA children actlialli, promoted was 94.3 which
was slightly lower but still higher than the other EA children and comparable
to the first grade mean.

The frequency-distribution of Total Scores (Figure .5) shows the high
relative achievement of the.indi'vidual. EA students .recommended for second
grade' placement. Their.scores werehighfor their own age-mateiand also high
for the first grade group.' Interestingly enough, the pattern found with the
beginning of the year, scores was substantiated: the :'children whose parents
were eventually :to decline acceleration were some of the highest of the
students recommended,. Fourteen.of. the children recommended for Grade ,2 scored
105 or above;eight of the 'nine children whose parents declined promotion were
In this group. -.Seven. children scored 1.20 or above: All were recommended for
second grade; four of their parentsdeclined.

The studerifs'who were actually promoted to Grade'2 had a range of" scores
from 60 to 125 nbUtall were well within the first grade range of 35 to 130 as
were most of the KA students.: Approximately one- fourth of the EA students
scored at -or .above the:firlt grade mean of 88. The frequency distribution
-.clearly indicates that both the EA and'the first grade classes included a wide
range of ability levels.

The mean scorer, on the subtests of the Metropolitan., Achievement Tests are
presented in Table 14. The individual subtests 'follow the pattern of the
Total ,Score with the first graders superior on the average. to the early
admission,children. The KA:children recommended for promotionto Grade 2 had
a numerically higher mean score than the mean for the first grade comparison
group in each subtest area. , This difference was statistically significant for
the Reading" and LangUage . Test' (p <, .or and p < .025, respectively). The

'difference is particularly large on the Reading subtest where -the. children
recommended for. Grade .2 averaged,almost 10 points higher than the first
graders.



TABLE 13

'Haan Scores- on the i4etropolitan

Achievement Test - Total Score

Schools
Early

Admission
Grade 1 ,

Comparison
Total 70.6 (N147) 88.2 (N=175)

Plan
fi

Plan I 78.2 (N=18) 80.6 (N=41)
Plat II 69.6 (N=129) 90.6 (N=134)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 101.3 (N=24)
To Grade 1 64A (N=123)

Promoted.

To Grade 2 94.3 (N=15)
To Grade 1 67.9 (N=132)

56
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TABLE 14

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan

Achievement Test - Subtests

READING

Early
Admission

Grade 1

Comparison

Total 26.0 (N=149) 34.8 (N=177)

Plan

Plan I 30.2 (N=18) 30.5 (N=41)
Plan II 25.4 (N=131) 36.0 (N=136)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 43.4 (N=24)
To Grade 1 22.7 (N=125)

Promoted

- To Grade 2
To Grade 1

MATHEMATICS

38.9 (N=15)
24.6-(N=134)

Total 19.8 (N=151)- 24.8 (N=179)

Plan

Plan I. 21.9 (N=18) 23.5 (N=43)
Plan II 19.5 (N =133) 25.2 (N=136)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2
To Grade 1

26.4
18.6

(N=24) ,

(N=127)

Promoted

To Grade 2 25.4 (N=15)
To Grade 1 19.2 (N=136)

58.



TABLE 14 cont.

LANGUAGE

Early
Admission ,

Grade 1
Comparison.

'Total '24.6 (N=149) 28.2 (N=177)

Plan

P1an I 26.1 (N=18) 26.7 (N=43)
Plan II 24.4 (N =131). 28.6 (N=134)

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2 31.5 (N=24)
To Grade 1 23.3 (N=125)

Promoted

To Grade 2

To Gfade 1
30.0.(N=15)
24.0 (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 at the top of their group and the
top of the firstOgrade group as-well. On 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.

ELIEly 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, andthe Grand Total will.be
presented. The individual subtest adores 'reflected- the same 'trends. The
Early Childhood Checkliat.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,,EAchildren in both the social and academic areas.
The early_admission average on the -academic sections waw,10.5compared to. a
first grade -average of 39.3 (p(.0001). For the. social itemi,Lhe early
admission.students were given a mean. rating of 9.2 compared to a' 11.2 for.the
first graders (p x.0001). There were no statistically significant differences
between the EA students recommended forApromotion 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. Thie can be seen in
Figure 7, which shows the score distributions.

.
, . .

._
The distributions also show that most of the first graders andsome of the

EA students-had mastered the entire set f skills assessed y,the checklist.
The checklist needs to be.geared to' a-higher level of difficulty,to tap more
fully all the Skills these students-posseased'. Given the skewed nature of the
distribution, it is.safe to assume ;,that the stddents.at the upper end were
capable of quite a. bit more: than the checklist assessech Nevertheless, the
checkist provides additional evidence that the.A'children promoted .to .second
grade are likely to resemble their sectinegrade peers academically as well as
socially in that their scores were comparable to the first grade comparison
group.

Class -Rank. Teachers were asked to'rank order their classes from most
able to least able to bepromoted to'Grade 2. Class rankings were obtained
for the EA Plan II students. 'Not surprisingly, the students promoted to
'second' grade (N=10) were ranked'Inear 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=118) ranged'-from 1 to -9 with a mean rank of
1.11. Five of the children recommended were ranked as highest in their class.'
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TABLE 15

Mean Scores on the Early Childhood.Checklist

Grand Total
Early

Admission
Grade 1

Comparison

Total

Recommended

P

ACADEMIC

Total

Recommended

for Promotion

To Grade 2
To Grade

omoted

To Grade-2
To Grade 1

TOTAL

for Promotion-

To. Grade 2
To Grade 1

40.0 (N=134)

54.1 (N=18)

37.4.(N=116)

54.7 (N=10)
38.4 (4=124)

30.5 (N=134)

42.4 (N=18)
28.6 (N=116)

50.4 (N=136)

39.3 (N=136)

Promoted

To Grade 2.
To Grade 1 '

43'.0(N=10)
29.5 (N=124)

SOCIAL TOTAL

Total

Recommended for Promotion

To Grade 2
To Grade 1

Fivmoted

To Grade 2
To Grade. 1

9.2 (N=133) 11.2.(N =134)

11.6 (N=18)
8.9 (N=115)

11:7 (N=I)).
9.0 (N=123)

NOTE: Data available only for Plan II EA students and 'their comparisons:
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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 dhildren who were promoted to
Grade 29 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 admis.sion children at the beginning and end of the year.

The Plan II classrooms served,,children with a broader range of achievement

1

levels. It" is not surprising to find that by the end of t%; year the
entire group of Plan II students was not equal to the select group of
Plan I students. This finding does show that Plan I, i.e., direct
entrance to some form of first. grade, did not hinder the achievement of
these students, for instance, by lowering their motivation in light of the
more 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 cladses had higher average achievement levels
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 b8 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 does 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.

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.'

The existence of differences at the beginning of the year between children
lwho would be recommended for Grade 2 and those 'Icio would be recommended
ifor Grade. 1 sounds" a hopeful note for the possiblility of 'predicting
success before the child enters a program. The differences, however, were
not great. The very sizeable differences between the groups at the end of
the year suggest that some 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.

4. The early admission children who were promoted/recommended for promotion
to second grade had an end -of -year achievement level equal to' or higher
than 'that of the average first grader.



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 recommended 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 children 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.

6. The degree of overlap in the achievement level of the early admission and
first grade students varied depending on the measlre employed.

%i

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 reiiel. While it was true that the group means were different, the
individuals who made up. both groups ran the gemut.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.kindergarten children are ready for...the first grade material and/or,
vice versa, many.first graders are not.

n

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.

III. IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR EARLY ADMISSION

The prOblem of identifying entry criteria for early admission is addressed.
in three waYs.. First, the degree of. association between the beginning-Year
measures of performance and end-of-7year measures are presented. The second
approach sets up hypothetical cutoff scores and examines who would have been
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
mathemitically combines several test 'scores to determine'if an early-admission
student was more like his or her own clasimates or more like the first,, grade
group.



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 cuccess in the program are used in the analysis:

o Recommendation for Promotion to Second Grade
o Metropolitan Achievement Scores
o Early Childhood Checklist Scores
o Teacher Rating of Achievement Level

Class Rank

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. Recamnendation for Promotion

Pearson product moment correlations between recommendation for second',
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.

The correlations between the scores on the potential. Screening measures
and the recommendation for promotion are consistently low. While the
correlations for the total EA group are all statistically significant, the
strength ofithe association is so low as to be nonexistent for practical
purposes. The' highest correlations are for the. Total Score, the. Auditory
subtest and the Quantitative subtest with: respective r's of .3,0, -.28, and
.27. The proportion of variance in recommendations for secondgrade pranotion
explained by the Metropolitan Readiness Total Score was a meager S percent
(rL).l

The relationship between promotion and the other end-of-year measures of
achievement varies from measure to measure: The lest 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 teachers to make their social ratings consistent with their promotion
recommendations and resulted in a high' correlation.

1Correlationt; with actual promotion were also examined and found to be
even lower. The highest correlation 'was found between performance 'on the
Auditory subtest and actual promotion (r.17).
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TABLE 16,

Correlations With Recommendation for Promotions to Second Grade

Variable

Total EA
Group
(N=153)

?Ian I
Only
(N=18)

, Plan II
Only
(N=135)

Be innin -of-the-Year Measures

VMI .21 .18 .19

Met. Readiness-Auditory .28 .31 .25
Visual .26 .28 .23
Language .14 .21 .13
Quantitative .27 .23 .28
Total Score .30 .34 .28

End -of- the -Year Measures

.51 .70 .46Met. Achievement--Reading
Mathematics .48 .42 .49
Language .43 .41 .43
Total. Score .55 .62 .53

4 Checklist--AcadeMica .52 - .52
Sociala .33 .33
Totala .52 .52

Teacher Rating--Reading .62 .67 .58
Arithmetic .50 .75 .42
General Academic .71 .78, .67
Social Emotional .62 .73 ,59

Class Rankinga .42 .42

aPlea II students only.



The highest correlation was withothe Teacher Rating of General Academic,Ability. The magnitude of this correlation (and the others from the Teacher
Rating Scale) can probably bn 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 Crade and the
screening measures and between the recommendation and the other achievementmeasures indicate that other factors are entering into the decision to
recommend for Grade 2. One factor could be the attitude of the teachers and
principals toward promotion to second grade and-just how exceptional children
had to be before they would be recommend for the second grade. Another fzIctor
could be the differing levels of achievement_in'different schools. Children
who are excelling in one school compared to their classmates might be only
average when compared,to the children in another school. When all the tests
scores were combined across schools, it would look like children from a range
of achievement levels were recommended for promotion to second grade--which infact 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 betweenpromotion and the other achievement measures were computed separately for
Plana 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
variables remained the same. These data. indicate that the relationship
between promotion and the other measures did not differ across the plans.

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

r.
Of these four factors, the:only one which was related; to Promotion in any

way was race/ethnicity. (Ete=.301 with recommended promotion as tha'dependent
variable.) This 'relationship is a reflection of the disproportionate number
of Asian children who were recommended for ,second grade.. Although more girlsthan 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.1 There was not
enough variance along this dimension to make, preschool experience a useful
predictor of 'success in the program. As discussed earlier,. there was no
evidence to suggest that month of birth was related to :achievement in the
program.

1Preschool information was only available on 123 of the 153 EA children.



Interestingly enough, one of the most useful pieces of information to know
about .a child 14 to predict a promotion recommendation was the name of

ethe:chils schbol. 'Knowing the child's school accc.unted. for 1§ percent of
the variance as 'compared to knowing the child's race which accounted for only
9 percent 4eta-sou This is .a reflection of the large variation in the
number of chadreh different schools recommended for promotion to second grade.

2. Other Measures of Achievement

COrrelationa between the predictor measures and the other measures of
achievement show -a pattern similar to the .findings with the promotion
criterion variable although the magnitude of the correlations is markedly
higher (see Table 17).

Examining the, correlations over, all the measures again shows the Auditory
,and. Quantitative subtests and: the Total Score of. Metropolitan Readiness' Test
as the better predictors of achievement. The Auditory subtest correlates with
all three subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test (.54, to .63). The
correletiohs .between the. Auditory subtest and the TeacherRating of the
child's reading ability. was' .57 and with class ranking of .44.

The 'Quantitative- subtest was correlated with the three subtests on the
Metropolitan ,hchievement Tests (.54 to .65). Beginning-of7the-year
Quantitative scores correlated .47 'with the. Academic Total on the .Checklist,
.52 and. :48 with the Teacher's. Rating-of Reading .and Arithmetic ability, and
Al with ClaSif Ranking.

,

The other 'beginning -of-year measures are poorer as predictors. The
correlations withlthe VMI ranged from .25 (class ranking) to .4,1 (Mathematics,
Metropolitan -Achievement). , The Visual subtest correlations were slightly
higher ranging from a low of .16 (Checklibt, Social) to a higher of .55
(Mathematics, Metropolitan Achievement). The'Language correlations' were the`a
yowelit of withomost being below .30.

Not surprisingly, the predictor measures were poorest at predicting social
developthent as assessed by the Checklist or the Teacher Ratihg. These low
correlations Could,indicate that the social measures were measuring something
distinct from academic achievement. An alternative explanation is that social
behavior "and achievement as measured by the potential screening instruments
are related (as, indeed, theY are at the end of- the2year)_buE that social

, behavior is an unstable characteristicJor this age group, thus eliminating
any acadeMic-social association from the beginning to the end of year.

The, overall pattern of correlations shows some interesting findings. The
Auditory and Quantitative subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness/were highly
correlated.(.60) with each other as were the Auditory and Visual (.62). The
intercorrelations among the subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test were
also high (.62 to .69)

A finding of particular interest is ::hat there were high correlations
between the standardized achievement tests at the end of the year and the
measures which used teacher's, judgment of the child's achievement. -The
Academic Total on the. Checklist. correlated between .57 and .67 with the ,

subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. It correlated .71 with the
sir of the three subtests. The Teacher's Ratings of General Academic ability

-43 -
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ofi WiLIL ncau.LIA6 nuAevemerm on Lae mecropoiltan. ine correlation
between Arithmetic Rating and the MatheMatics Achievement test was .66. It is
important to note that the teachers were notaware of the children's test--
results when they did the ratings. It is impossible to know whether
standardized achievement tests or teacher judgment is the more valid measure;
but at a minimum, these findings suggest teacher judgments for this age group
are a valuable and accurate source of information.

B. Using. Cutoff Scores as Criteria

One feasible approach to identifying early admissions students is the use
of cutoff scores. All children above the cutoff would be admitted es early
admission student's; 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 5.s whether individual cutoffs need to be
adopted for each school. This is done by looking at the effedt 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 children in
each school.,

The cutoff selected for this analysis was the first grade mean on the four
tests of the Metropolitan Readiness. Those children wh6 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 expiored. The logic of this analysis is that children who
display. capabilities equal to the average first/grader in the beginning 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 experience.) A critical question for prediction is: Did the
children identified by this method do well in the program?

1. Different Cutoff Scores for Each 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 egii-77cores 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 'comparison group for a within school analysis.

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 children (17) were above the
mean on three or four.

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.

.0* -457
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Metropolitan. Readiness Tests

Number of EA Students Above Grade.1 Mean on:

School,
-Total

N
, u-

TeSts
1

Test
2

Tests

'1

Tests
4

Tests

Cashell 22 3 9 4 1 .1 (1)

Stedwick 21 13 2 3 (1) , 3. 0

Takoma Park 24 14 2 1 . 4 (2) 3 (1)

Twinbrook
,..
'22 6 11" (3) 4 (2) 0 1 (1)

Whetstone '20 10 6 2 . 2 0

Wyngate 26 17.(3) 5 (1) 2 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

TOTAL 135 67 (3) 35 (4) 16 (4) 11 (3) 6 (4)

NOTE: Number of children from that cell recommended for promotion to
Grade 2 is given .n parentheses.

c.
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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 Table 18), 15 of them ended up in the top. 6 in
their class. A high performance on the Metropolitan Readineas 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.

Interestingly enough, 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. One interpretation of this is that Case
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 curriculum, 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 Schools would have a-
larger number of children surpassing the first grade level of performance.
One indicator of'this is the number of children they recommended for ecpnd
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. p
. ,

, .1
Children who scored ,above the first grage-mean on 0, 1, 2, or 3 of the

Metropolitan. Achievement Tests were classified .with - respect to their
performande on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The tesults for each school
are presented in Table 20. Summary percentages are presented in Table 21.

.

6

The data areconsistent with the hypothesis just advanced that the program
in some schools was more effective in bringing a certain number 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 stri%ing (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 TWinbrook 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 9f
the year, no early admissions children had exceeded the firpt grade mean "on
more ,,than two of the Readiness tests. At. Wyngate, 35 percent of the v.

-47-
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Students in Top Quartile

Number o
A

EA Students Who Were Ranked in the Top Six and
Who Scored Above the Grade _l Mean on:

Total 0) 1 2 3 4
School . N Tests Test , Tests Tests Tests

2 2 0 I.

1 2 3 0

0 0 4

3 1 0

2 1 2

1 1

8 7 10

Cashel]. 6 1.

StedWick 6 . .0

Takoma Park 6 0

Twinbrook 6 1

Whetstone '6 1,'

. Wyngate 6 3.

TOTAL '36' 6

1

75
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AMOULLIS Aelaulve uo wi unln bcnooi rIrsc uraae mean.

Metropo itan
Achievement
No. Above
Gr. 1 Mean
on N Tests 0 Tests

CASHELL

TOTAL

0. 7

1

2 -
3

7

STEDWICK 0 11

1 1

2 1

3 -

TOTAL 13.

MAMA PARK 0. 11

1 3

2 -

3 -
TOTAL 14

TWINBROOK& 0

1

2

3

TOTAL

WHETSTONE 0
1.

2

3

TOTAL

WYNGATE 0 12 (1)

4

1

8

9

TOTAL

2 1 (2)
3 1 (1)

17

Metropolitan. Readiness
. Number Above Grade 1 Mean on:

1 Test .2 Tests 3 Tests 4 Tests TOTAL

7 1 1 16.
2 1 - - 3

-
.

2 . 2

- , 1 (1) 1 (1)

9 4 i . 22 (1)

2 31- 16

1 2 ,

- . 1. 2

- 1 (1) 1 (1)
2 3 21 (1)

2 1 - 14
- 1 4

- 1) 1 2

- 3 (2) 1 (1) 4 (3)
2 1 "4 3 24 (3)

4 1 9

1 3
5 (3) 1 (1) 6 (4)
1 (1.) 1 3 (1)

11 4' 21 (5)

5 2 15
1

n
1
1

2

2 19

1 13 (1)
1. 4
2 2 (1) . 5 (3)

1 (1) 1 (1) 4 (3)
2 . 1 26 (7)

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses indicate number of children from that cell
recommended for piamotion to Grade 2.

aMetropolitan Achievement scores were missing for one child.
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neLropolican Acnievement on Witain School Mean,

PeraZ5iF719:1Students Above
Grade 1 on Three or Four

Metropolitan Readiness Tests

Percentage of.EA Students Above
Grade 1 on Two or Three

Metro olitan Achievement Tests

Cashell

Stedwick

Takoma Park

Twinbrook

Whetstone

.Wyngate

9

14

29

0

"11

8
0.-

14

14'

25

43.

16

15



0 A warning must be put forth with regard to interpreting 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
school, thus making it easier for the early admission students to "catch up."

__ There is also the possibility tilt:: the test results were differentially valid
across the six schools.

With regard to the issue of predicting success, success now being deftned
as performance on the Metropolitan Aahievedient tests, the conclusions are
similar to those presented earlier. In'general, children who did do well on
the Readiness Tests were still performing 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 hfgh-level in the beginning of the year but 'were by the end.
This later group of children was almost exclusively from Twinbrook. and
Wyngate. Identifying these children in the beginning of,the year would have
.been impossible.

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 allthe schools
as a cutoff will be that .a different set. of children will be identified. For
the schools with the higher achievement leveli, the cutoff 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'using the combined first' grade mean as a cutoff are shown
in Table 22.. Comparing this table with the table for the sc!aool-specific
means (Table 18) shows that the overall impact of using the same mean for all
schools was not very dramatic for most schoolq. Looking only at the number of
EA children reaching the mean: on three or fair tests, Stedwick had three such
children with the school-specific mean and five with the combined mean; Takoma
Park had seven with the previous cutoff, six under the new one; and Whetstone
had two under the previous, cutoff three under the new one. Using a criterion
which stated the child had to score at the overall first grade mean on 2 or
more of the Readiness Tests would lave allow -d 12 (67 percent) of the children
who would later be recommended for second 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 admitted with a
school-specific mean.
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Overall First Grade Mean on the
Metropolitan Readiness Tests

Number of EA Students Above Grade 1 Mean on

Total , 0 1 2 3 4
School.. N' Tests Test Tests Tests Tests

Cashell

Stedwick

Takoma Park

Twinbrook

Whetstone

Wyngate

'--TOTAL

22 4 4

21 13 1

24 14 2

22 12 (1) 9

20 7 7

26 10 (1) 5

135 60 (2). 28

9 3 2 (1)

2 2 3 (1)

2 (1) 3 (1) 3 (1)

(4) 1 (1) 0 0

3 2 1

4 (2) 4 (.1) 3 (3)

(4) 21 (4) 14 (2) 12 (6)

NOTE: Number of children from that cell recommended fin promotion to
Grade 2 is given in parentheses.
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raises the cutoff score for the Twinbrook children along with the fact that
these children displayed a different level of achieVement.by the end of the
year.

.'A comparison of Readiness Test performanceto Achievement "Test performance
in each school using the combined school. mean is shOwn in Table 23 with
summary 'percentages in'Table 24. These'tables are directly comparable to
Tablee 20 and 21, which were based on the school specific'means..

Theeffectof using a single standard instead of. a school specific one for
the Readiness and the:Achievement Tests is to rise the nuMbeeof children in
the upper categorics.,at loUr schools and to lower the number at two.
Twinbrook i.3 most affected: 43 percent of the EA Children scored above the
Twinbrook first grade mean on tiro or .yore "of the Achievement Tests; however,
only 14 percent (N=3) met this criterion with the overall means. The children
performedat iOligh level for their school but were not high relative to the
other schools in the program. At Wyngate, thi,data-show the. opposite. While
one -third of the EA children were aboVe the Wyngate first grade mean on two or
more Achievement Testp, eve:IA:lore children (42 percent, N=11).met the criteria
using the county means.

The conclusionwithregard to.predictingachievement is the same as that
drawn from the school - specific: anglysia: Children who score .well: at the
beginning of the year go .:cf.v: .to do well. Children who are not achieving at a
highlevel in, the beginning may or may not go on t, do well.in the program.

With regard to-e school' versus -n county standard) .the evaluation results
suggest that .a' county 'standard would impact most severely on,' children, in
schools with relatively,' low' levels of achibethent. The children in these
schools are likely .;:o be capablegfauccess in that first grade but may not be
suited for. the first grade in other schools. Thisofinding could be reflected
in a.poliCy which' admitted children as' early -"adMission. candidate's on .a
school - specific basis with the'.stipulation 'that in the event. of a move to'

another school, 'the standard for thatschodl must be met.. The,same type of
"provisional" promotion could be given to children after completing a year in
the program.

C. Identifying Children Through Discriminant Analysis

The method discussed above considered the four tests of the Metropolitan
Readiness to be' of equal 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
asstimption is that a test on which' most five-year-old and six-year-old
students score similarlyowould not be of much use la. identifying students for
early admission,
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Relative to the Mean for All Comparison First Graders

Metropo itan
Achievement
No. Above
Gr. 1 Mean
on N Tests '0 Tests

Metropolitan Readiness
Number Above Grade 1 Mean cn:

CASIIELL

1

2

3

TOTAL

TOTAL

1 Test

3' 2

1 1

1

4 4'

2

13 1

to

12 2

2

14 2

TWINBROOKa 0 .9 2
1 2 5 (3)
2 1 l'(1)
3 - 1 (1)

TOTAL 12 9

WHETSTONEa- 0

2
3

TOTAL

5 c, 3

3

1 1

2 Tests 3 Teats 4 Tests

3

3 '1

.1 2

2 1 (1)

9'. 3 2

1. 1

1

1

2 (1)

2 2 3

1 1

1 (1)

1 1 (1)

1 2 (1)
2 2 4

Oa*

1

7 3

WYNGATE 0 '. 6 3
1

2 2 (1)
3 -

. -
TOTAL 10 5

3 (1)
1 (1) '2 (1)
4 4

TOTAL

8

7

4
3 (1)

22 (1)

16

3 (1)
2 .(1)

3 (1)
24 (3)

10
5

2

2

19

10

5

5

3 (3) 6

3 26

(2)

(5)

(7)

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

9One child was missing Metropolitan Achievement scores.

81
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Readiness to Metropolitan Achievement On Combined Mean

Percentage of EA Students Above
Grade 1 on Three or Four

Mqapolitan Readiness Tests

Percentage of EA Students Above
Grade 1 on Two or Three-

Metro olitan Achievemenc Tests

Cashell -23 32

Stedwick 24 29

Takoma Park 25 21

Twinbrook 0 14

Whetstone, 16 21

Wyngate 27 42
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Discriminant analysis is a technique designed to statistically distinguish
between two or more groups. A discriminant' analysis can take several pieces
of information and covbine them to produce a single score, the discriminant
score, such that the s:,pres for the individuals in a group are similar to each
other and maximally'different from the other group (which also has scores
internally similar).

For this evaluation, discriminant analyses were performed contrasting 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 ,add those recommenCad for, second as the two
groups: For' the former analyses, the scores on the tests were combined to

-----iproduce a-typical-first grade score against which` each early adMission child
could then be compared. Based on his or her discriminant score, each child
was assigned a probability from 0 to 1 that he or she was an early admission
or a first grade student. In this way, the analysis is able to pinpoint those
early admission atudenti who are more like first graders than- their : -own': age
mates and, vice versa, those firse graders who ,look more like early admission
students.

Discriminant analysis produces several indices for interpreting the results.
Each discriminant analysis produces a canonical correlation. The larger the
canonical correlation (upper limit = 1.00), the more; thoroughly the.ewogroups
can be distinguished. A canonical correlation of 128 means the groups aren't
very different; one of.. .96 means the. groups can be quite thoroughly
distinguished based on the data provided. Discriminant function coefficients
are also produced fOr each analysis. 'These are the values applied to each
test score:in computing the discriminant score. Tne absolute value repreELats
the relatiire importance of each-score to thetdiscriminant score. A test with
a coefficient of 1.45 is better ableg.to distinguish.the groups than one with a
coefficient of .23.

Based on the probabilities associated with the discriminant score, the
analysis predicts group membership. Numbers and percentages for the following
type of 2X2 table are produced: _

f).

Actual
GrOUp

Early Admission

Grade 4

Predicted Group Membership
early. Grade

Admission 1

A.

Studenta in Cell A "looked liken early adiassion students and, in fact,
were early admission students: Students in Cell B,had a higher probability of
beini first graders than EA stments based on tneir test scores, but they were
in fact early admission students. The students, in Cell B would be the most
likely candidates for promotion to second grade.' The students in Cells "C and
D were first graders who were predicted to be early admission students or
first graders respectively.



1. Distinguishing Early Admission Students from First,Graders

a) Separate Analyses for Each School_

A separate discriminant analysis for each Plan II school was performed
using the four subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test to distinguish
early admission students from first graders. If these groups can be
distinguished, it will he possible to use test results to identify early
admission students who are most like the first graders in that school at the
beginning of the year.

The canonical correlations and the classification results for each of the
schools are presented in Table 25. The canonical correlations ranged from .48
to '.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
first graders ranged from 15 to 33:

O

. TABLE 25

Canonical Correlations and Classification Results for the
Metropolitan Readiness Subtests by School

Total

Number
of

School Students
Canonical

Correlation

Percentage
of Total
Group

Correctly
Classified

Percentage
of Early

Adnissions
Classified as
First Graders

Percentage
of First
Graders

Classified as '

Earl Admissions

Cashel 43 81 18 19
Stedwick 46 .69 78 33 12
Takoma Park 42 .48 ,67 30.. 37
Twinbrook 44 .52 77 19 26
Whetstone 39 .74 79. 15, 26
Wyngate 50 .69 84 19. 13

mommr..41.,10.

1:la discriminant scores generated by the analysis are plotted in the
histogram ia Figure 8. These graphs illustrate the extent of overlap in each
school between the first grade andlthe early admission student's. nose.EA
children recommended for Grade F are indicated on the graphs. \Maet.ag, the .

scares of these children Was done manually; this particular analysis uf:.' no0
information about proMation recommendation.

Several caveats are in order to aid in interpreting the graphs:

(1) To understand the 'histogram, look at how far apart the two groups
are ne farther \apart, the more distinct the group: are Also,
note the students who are closer: to the 'alternate group than to their
own.- These are the. StUdents who are "iasclassified," i.e., predicted
to be in the alternate group in -tie classification tables.

-57-

84'



I

4

CASHELL

-- CANuNICAL U1SCKIM1NANT FUNCTION 1 --

3 + .

2+ 1 1 21
1 1 21

H I 1 21
I I 21

1 +... 1 11, . 1 11 11111 21121 1 211 1 2 222 P2 22
1 11 -1 11.11111 21121 1 211.1 2' 222 .fl 2 22

.-:_. 1 II 1 11 11111 21121 1 211 1 2 222..22 22
1 11. 1 11 11111%21121 1 211 1 2 2224E1 2 22.

VUT +......., OOOOO + OOOOOOO ..+.,.... + '1. +3 ' 2 1' 0 1 A 3

2 222
2 222.

. 2.222
2 222

S.

I.
'

OUT

.4
F.

0

1 2 .

-ar...-3--.3
r ' . STEDWICK
e,

3 + 2 1q ,. 2 1
u 2 .,

I

e 2+n
c ,, 22 .2 121 2 / .1

Y !.. i 22 . 2A21 2 1
1 -+ ,- 2 22ee22 ,eria 122112 1 1 1 111 1! II. 11 + .

2 222222 2212 122112 1 1 1 111 11.11 11
.. 2 222222 221.2 /22112 1 ; 1 1 111 11 11 11 ..

2 222222 222 122112 I 1 1 111 11 11 If

. 2

22 2121.
22 2 All

2
2

1.
1
I

CUT + ;.e. + 4. 4. +_3 2 1 0 .1 2 3
2 1

3 +

2+

.

1+

4+
TAKOMA PARK

.
11

I!

2_ 21

2 1

1

1,

1

II 1: 1

, 21 \ 1 11 111

2 21 \ I

2 '21 i 1 1
,

11 1.1 .-
\, j 11 1,1

1 2221221 2 22112 221, VII 11121 1 1 1
1

s

1 2221241 2 2212 221' 111 11121 1 1 1

1 22.21221 2 2212 221 111 11121 1 1 1

+ O +
1 222124 2 2242 2 2 1 111 11121 1 1 1

+

! 0

+ e" + 000 V O

0

....OUT
13

Discriminant Score

Note: 1 mg Early Admission, 2 = Grade 1ra = recended
instructions on interpreting these graphs.

.

for 2, S. e page 57 for

Figure 8. Histrogrcms for Discriminant Function knalyses 0: Boginning-of-year Test Scdres._



4 +

TWINBROOK
.

3 s 2

2

2

2
2 2 2

2 2'
2 . 2
2 2

+ 2 2 2 '2 2 1
. -2 2.2 2. 2 12

. 2 2 2 2 .2 1
2 I 2 2 2 12

UUT.. + + +'
,..-4 2 .6.1

2

4 +

.

1.
0

.

2 1 +
2 1

2. 1

2 i

2 1 1 +

2 1

2

I

1

1

2

212 1211111! 112.21 11 +
LIZ 1211111 112 21 11
212 1211111 112 21 11
212 121,1111.1 2 21 11
+ + + + OUT
0 1 2 .

1

WHETSTONE
.

.
:, + 22 , 1 -+

22 1

22 \ 1 .:-

22 1 I
2 ' 2 22 111
.. Z 22 2 111

2 22' 2 111
2 22 a 11-

14. 22222112 1111121121 11 12
22222112 1111121121 11;12
22222112 1.111121121 11 12
22222112' 1111121121 11 12

1

.

1 +
1 1 .

1 1

1 1 .
GUT ..+, + + 4...+. + . .. + OUT.

+4, ' a ..4
. 2 0 2 "o. 6

2 1-I

.4 +

WYNCATE

+

'4+ \

1' 1. 1

1 1 1

i

1

1 *1 1 1 12

1. 1

111 1

il \ 1T1

1

1211

1

1

2
`I.

.1

.1

CUT

i

.

+.1

.-.;1 1

1 1 1'2

1 I 12
1 1 12

+

..-2

11 ;111
11. 1

1

111
11 1L11°

I

11

1211
L211
1211

2

2

2

+
....1

0,-

Discriminant Score

.0.

T 2 ,2
1 2

2
2

22 22
22 22

I-

1 2 2 22 ! 22
,....

J. 2 . 2 22 ,

12 i/ 22 f- T 2222.! 2 2
12 1 22 1121 22222 P 2 . \

12 1 22 11 22222 .: 2 . '

I12 1 22 11 22222 e 2 .
+ +
o., 1 2

....... QUI
3

rote: 1Te Early. Admission, 271 Grade 1; .recommended forGvi e 2. . See .page 57 for 117
-structions on interpreting 'these graphs.

Figure 8.. (Continued`



(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
achieves 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) smztimes
changes-from school to school.

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 yea,: at Cashell, Stedwick, Whetstone, and Wyngate than
they can at Takoma Park ana Twinbrook. -The grade level boundariei 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
grade. -rhe 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 recammended 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 Takoma Park children recommended
for second grade were more like first graders and so were several of their
classmates.

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. thegamut .fraM very much like a first grader in
that school to a very typiCal early admiision-student.. For this. 'liter group,
the tests results Maynot have been accurate reflectors of the child's skills;

2, or .the, children may have blossomed .in the early almtssion 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

usingsing this method at the beginning of the year to identifymOrec
than half of the ,children who would be most successful in the program.

_t- ,
I I

.

Another question whiCh can be ansWered by 'discrithinant analysis is how
distinct,were the first'grade and early. adMission claiseS at the end of the
year.:( This analysis was based on the\.three teats from the Metropolitan
Achievement Test and t.e six parts of the Early. Childhood Checklist. Figure 9
presents= the graphs of the discriminant . scores. Tfible 26 .present the
canonical. correlations and classification results.,-

,
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TABLE 26

Canonical Correlations and Classification Results for the
End-of-Year Assessments by School

School
Total
Number

Canonical
Correlation

Percentage
of Total
Group

Correctly
Classified

Percentage
of 'Early

Admissions
Classified as
First Graders

Percentage
or First
Graders

Classified as
Early Admissions

Cashell 39 .96 97 6, 0
Stedwick 44 ..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 68 48 16

A.t four of the six schools, the early admission students could be quite
thoroughly distinguished, from the 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 atudents based on their test scores.
The promotion patterns at.these schools were generally-consistent with.rhis
finding. At Cashell, the one child who looked more like a.firs2: grnder was
recommended .for second grade. At Stedwick, the child recommended &.4 at the
dividing line between the' two grades; and his probability. of being'in.either
group was about 50 -50. At Whetstone, where'noEA children were recommended
Jot...Grade 2, each grade level consisted. of children who looked very, mudh,like
their classmates. and not at all like the other grade: The onlY.school.'where
the trend. was contrary was TakOma Park wher,e the groups were distinct, and
three recommended for, promotion- were similar in their discriminant score to
their EA classmates,

.

The canonical ..correlations and' the graphs for Wyngate and T!?mbrook
indictte a-large amount of overlap between the two rades as measured by the
end-of-the-year assessments. The difficulty in predicting. a.grade level based

.

on the assessment results, suggest several things.. First, because'the'grade
boundaries are So fuzzy, cross7grade movement.should not ;be too difficult for.
thechildren. involved. Second, the inability to distinguish completely first\

\
gradert from early admission' students' could\be seen as a measure of the
success of.the early admission project in meeting one of its objectives, i.e.,
to take five-year-old children through theJirst grade. Curriculum. At the_end
of'the year, a sizeable number of the 'early.

1

dmission students in both of
these schools. were "similar to their first grad schoolmates. Either 'the EA
children had made subsiintial pnogrets, or. the first graders in those schools

I

- had made little.

\

, C. .

The children recommen&A for prodotion, to Grade 2 from ,Wyngate and
Twinbrook:were for the most' part similar to the first graders although in both ,.

schools there were other. EA Children who also lodked like first graders., At
Wyngate in partidular, the results of the classification analysis found 12 EA
students to be more like first graders (6 of the 7 ,recommended for promotion
Were in this group).



Some cautions need to ba put forth with regard to this analysis. The
discriminant scores of some of the children Iccommended for promotion might be
taken to indicate that possibly the wroag EA children were promoted to
Grade 2. Tht., Jnalysis should not be interpreted in that way for several
reasons, . The purpose of the analysis is to create' two distinct distribu-
tions. It does this by searching for and weighting most heavily the
individual test on which the first graders and the early admission children
differed 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 a recommendation for
promotion, but the discriminant anallsis might give reading Mich less weight
because the, first grade and the early admission classes did not differ so much
in this area aethey 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) 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

-vproduced ,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

,Classification Produced for Metropolitan R' iiness Subtests
(All Groups)

Predicted Group Membership
Actual Number of Early Grade
Group Cases Admission 1

Early Admission 150' 68% 32%
(N=102) (N=48)

1

Grade 1 174 28% \ 72Z
(N=48) (N =126)

I

The, catposition 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 stet of percentages somewhat different from those
produced by a separate function for each school. For example, with the
school-s?-mific analysis, 18 percent .of Cashell's EA class were more like the
Cashell' first 'graders. tieing 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 "of the Twinbrook EA' class were

,

predicted to Twinbrook\first graders; only 5 percent were, predicted as
first graders with all first grades combined. ' " .



TABLE 28

EA C16.s:iiieation 7r3duced for Metropolitan Readiness
Subtest3 (All Groups) by School

Percent of
FA. ClassSchool

NumbeTiiTIEEM7
as First Graders

Lynnbrook 1 17
Olney , 1 100
Poolesville 1 50
Seven Locks 4 . 50

Cashell 11 50
Stedwick 8 38
Takoma Park 9 39
Twinbrook 1 5
Whetstone 5 25
Wyngate 7 27

TOTAL 48 32

1

An analysis 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 correlation of .38; only 6$3

percent of the EA children could be correctly aassified. The ,,Aassifica-
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 therPlan I students.

The school breakdown of the 38 EA children more like the combined first
grade comparison 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 promotion
recommendations.

TABLE 29

Classification Produced for End-of-Year Assessments

\±

±
,

.

(All,Groups
1

\

Number of Early
Group Membershi

Ac ual
_p

Grade
Group .Cases Admission 1

Early Admission

Grade 1

118'

129'

68%
(N=80)

10%

(N=10)

-65-

32%

.(N=38)

90%

(N=116)



TABLE 30

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

School

Cashell
Stedwick
Ta.koma Park
Twinbrook
Whetstone
Wyngate.

MIAL

Number PredidEa----ercentage
as F. lt Graders EA Class

1

6

0
10

2
19

6

30

0

29

12

76

-38 32

The comparison of the .school specific with the combined group analysis
(tables 26 and 30) for the end-of-the year assessments shoWs that Titile the
overall pattern is siMilar the school-specific analysis. is more precise and
more' consistent with the actual prOmotion recommendations. The similarity
rests'in the fact that, using either analysis, Wyngate and Twinbrook are
singled.a_t as having had relatively high proportioni of EA students like
first graders. Also, CaShell has the same Student.identified either way. The
differences betwee7 the analysis are considerable; however, the canonical
correlation for. .t%,.;. combined analysis (.38) is lower than any, produced by the
school specific saalysis (..54 to ..99). Also, the overall pattern for .Lhe
individual schools generated,by the findings from the school- specific more
like the actual promotion recommendations. In sum, given'the precisionto be
gained thougi. the scuuol-specific analyses, this approach to 'indentifying
students is the more useful of the two.

2. Distinguishing 'EA students Recommended for Grade 1 from Students
Recommended for Grade 2.

Another set of discriminant analyses were performed to learn how distinct
the EA children recommended for Grade 2 were from those recommended for.
Grae: 1. Separate analyses were performed Ifor beginning and end-of-year
assessment data. \

The analysiSon the beginni4-of-the-year assessments yi
cOrielati n of ,32 indicstesthe two groups were not
thit point i

coe ficiets ar
time. the classificatian results and
presentedin Table 31. .

Two-thirds of the children were
(N=9) of those recommended for' Grade
for Grade '1. Similarly, -'one -third
looked more like those recomme "or

lded a canonical
cry distinct at
he discreminant-

correctly classified. About one-third
2 looked more like children recommended
(N-41) of those recommrtaded for first
second.

-6a-



TABLE 31

Discriminant Analysis Remits on the
beginning-of-the-Year Assessments for EA Children

Recommended to First or Second Grade

Actual
Group

Recommended
for Grade 1

Number of
Cases

Predicted Gros
Recommended
for Grade 1

Membership.

Recommended
for Grade 2

125

Recommended
for Gr&de 2 25

S7%

(N=84)

36%

(N=9).

33%

(N=41)

64%
.(N=16)

The discriminant coefficie=s show that the measure which. uniquely
contributed the ml.:at,to distinguishing. the two groups, weak as the distinction.0

was, was the'Quantitative test of the Meirbpolitan.Readiness (coefficient =.
;69). The next. most useful were the Language test (-.39) and the VM1 (.38),I-

:The. poor ability of the predictortests to identify the students who would
be recommended for Grade-2-even when thd tests are combined in such a way as
to be maximally uSefuloan be interpreted in several ways. The most likely''
source of the difficulty is the .varying achievement levels of the different
schools which were mentioned earlier: A second contributing factor could be
that some children did. not'test appropriate to their achievement-levels, i.e.,
for some unknown 14:mber of children the test results are invalid. A third
possible factoz is the "blossoming phenomenon" described earlier. Some
children' entered the program with average levels of achievement, thrived in
their classrooms; and, by the end of the year, .werol, exceptional. The
importance of' these last two factors can be measured by looking at how
distinct the two groups are at the end of the year.

The results of the discriminant analysis on the three tests of the
\\ Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the\ six testa of. the Early Childhood
\ Checklist are presented in `,Table 32\ and ;graphed in Figure 10. ',Only Plan 'II
students were included sined the Plan Istudents had no 'Checklist data. An

L,. ineresting by-product of .this analysis is that the first graders 'are .also
claSsified as more likely to be children promoted to first or second grade.'

IThis ere ult does not contradict the (findings; reported 'earlier on
1correlations ieith promotion, wThose findings ere for each tests; considered

indiv.dually; this analysis considers all testa Simultaneously.

\,

.

,

0



TABLE n

Discriminant Analysis Results on the
End-of-Yeal: Assessments for EA Children

Recommended to First or second Grade

Actual Number of
Group Cases

EA Recommended 101

to Grade 1

EA Recommended
to Grade 2

First Graders

17

129

Predicted Group Membership
EA Recommended EA Recommended

for Grade 1 for Grade 2

822

(N=83)

6%

(N=1)

26%
(N=33)

18%

(N =18)

94%
(N =16)

74%

(N=96)

The canonical correlation for the analysis was .61 which was a
considerable improvement over the beginning-of-the-year scores. Of the 17
Plan II students recommended for' promotion, 16 were predicted as members of
this group.1 The one child remaining was riEht on. the border-line between
the two groups.. Of thOse recommended for Grade 1 (N=101), 18 EA children were
redicted as members 'of the ,Grade 2. Identifying these children by schools
shows that these children were eib:ributed evenly across the six _Plan II
,schools With one notable exception (Table 33). Five of the'schools had ona,
two three children who, baied on their scores, looked more like the
children -recommended for Grade 21 .Wyngate, the exception, had eight. All
these children. were in addition to the children .actuall: recommended' for
Grade-Z. Aurprisingly, one-fourth -of the first graders looked more like the
ecriy admission Students recommendedfor Grade).

School

Cashell
Stedwick
Takqma
Twinbrook
Whetstone
Wyngate

TOTAL

TABLE 33

"Misclassifications" by School

tav AdmissionStudents ----irr-s-t7Eaders

Recommetded 0 1;
Predicted ,to be

!

RecOmmended .to 2 !

Rectimmended to 2;
Predicted to. be
Recommended to I

Predicted to be'.
' Recommendedo.1_

2 0 4
0. 5

0 8

1. 11

2 0 3
8 0 2

18 33

irVIMI Ii110=11MM....MIN

1The eighteenth child was missing Metropbtitan,Achievement scores.
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 relative
contribution to identifying the EA students recommended for promotion
(coefficient= -.51). The next most important were the Mathematics test of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test (-.39) and the Mathematics score on the
checklist (-.28). The combination of the Checklist sections and the
standardized test adds strength to the conclusions by discrediting any
hypotheses that the effect was due to teacher bias in rating students.

3. Summary of,Discriminant Analyses

In conclusion, the analytic technique of differentially weighting and
combining 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 beginning-of-the-year measures met with varying degrees
of success. The degree Of overlap between the two groups in their achievement
levels varied from school to school. In one school, 15 percent of EA children
were identifiedias being like first graders; in another schools the figure was
33 percent. If this procedure had been used, 30 children would have been
edmitte:f. to the early admission program; 11 of these -were the ahildren
recommended for Grade 2 placeMent. The remaining seven recommended for Grade
2 would not have been admitted.

The endrof-the-year analysis, was considerably more powerful in predicting
group membership. In 'some schools, the early admission classes and first

,grade classes were very different; thus, children would be easily identified
as a member of one or the other. In ether schools, the two grade levels were
more difficult to distinguish. Appropriately,/ the two schools with the most
overlap between theitwo grade levels also recommended the largest number of EA
children for Grade 2.

When the beginning-of7the-year scores of the EA children recommended for
Grade 2 were contrasted with those of the EA children recommended for Grade 1,
the two groups could be distinguished with only moderate success. Many more
children were prediCted 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 impacted by this approach.

The end-ofeth
Grade 1 with these
had profiles liKe
recommended. The
necessarily a bad
showed, being like
no guarantee an EA
his/her school.

aar analysis constrasting EA students recommended for
:commended for Grade 2 also showed that many more children
the. EA. children recommended for- Grade 2 than were so

decision not to place these children in Grade 2 was not
one ; however, as the early admission/first grade analysis
the other early admission children promoted to Grade 2 is
student would be like children at the next grade level in



IV. PARENT INTERVIEW

Telephone interviews were conducted with parents of the esti ace,
children to learn how parents felt about the program. T-te tel

interviews were conducted in two waves. The first wave of inte--zlevt aot:

place in December, 1978 and involved 36 percent of the _ntervieesma 9)

The second we of interviewing took place during March and April IVO,.
remaining 64 percent (N=89) were involved in the second wa"e. Fiemeeln Ilsr2re:
could not be reached for an interview.

7,L

The interviews were conducted by trained irterviewers -rho use
interview protocol. Questions were asked about parent, exper
impressions of"the program and their feelings about promotiam
Afteethe completion of the first wave of questioning, it became ar
some important questions had been omitted from the questionnaire.
this situation, the questiOnnaire for. the second wave wait rework-
item-added. Consequently, questions have differing numbers of
depending upon whether they appeared on one or both forms of the c'
and upon the numbers,of nonrespondents for each item.

Most questions were. fixed choice followed by a request for at

of the answer. The explanations were open-ended. For example:

Do you believe (CHILD'S NAME) is missing some of thE Timug4der.;_ic

aspects of the regular kindergarten program?

;rede

carre=t"
'ii t ==rd

a-rem.-fe

Yes. No Undecided No basis foi-

If "Yes" or "undecidei" wasthe answer, the` interviewer ed up
by asking, "What: aspects do you think,were missed' 1-ended
responseawere coded and tabulated fOr'theanalysia.

-A. Program Issues

Overall, the parents' responses to the early admission. prograt 4n be
characterized as very positive. When asked if their child was .t+ ag 'the
benefits from the program that. they had originally hoped for, :cent of
the respondents answered yes. Additionally, over half (54 percer. It their
Children were getting benefits they had not expected. When asks describe
what benefits their children were receiving, 54 percent'of the s`listed
benefits of an academic nature and 29 percent listed social, hem_ ,tz.. such as
maturity or self-confidence. Other benefits included increasec zulation,
an interest in school, individualization/ and the reacher.' _t .ults for
these questions and the other questions related-to the program 22:7_ ?resented
in Table 34.)

1Parents could give more than one answer to these questions; tb6nrefore,
responses do not total Lo 100: percent.

-71-
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TABLE 34

Parent Responses to Question,: on Program Issues

Question

14._=ilng benefit originally
mcmft;.; 1'....!:om program?'

-A.7.771em, some no

What aerv-t:: ts?

Percemtage Percentage
nG of

Rear:m:1.i= Res amients Res onsesl.

ilk
Acaidar._ yr:vmmess., is succeeding
So,;a2 self-confidence 29

15

10

5

5t: T11: :4 shows interest
_ration, work at owa pace

nsche7 _.ta. good, well7organized

Ct-id ge _-:ms,:benefits from program you
sio Txpect? 131

54
46

What cenef: a v 73
Academics science, reeding, math 53
Fxializa :.on, independence, responsibility,
workha:Lts, stimulation 42

:_lt oral programs; evrichmenc:, art, music

hA.r succwislul aspects of the program?

12

Academic math, reading 43
4ocialize.tinn, group activities, maturity,

self-confidence
.32

reacher
18

=ndividual attention, no pressure 11
3timulatior, /learning experience 11
)verali program 10
All day

5

Least successful aspects of program? 12-
None or don't know

55
Program operation (not enough parent

contact, goals not defined, classes
too large, screening)

19
Teacher (lacks creativity, not enough
experience, discipline problems) 12

Stress, fatigue all day pressure
10.

Academics
5

100



TABLE 34 cont.

PercenrE,--

Number of
Questi= Responding Respondor,_:3

Percentage
of

Responses'

Difficu zy adjusting o an a/1-day prci.lram? 135
Yes 18
No . 75
Yes and no 7

or irritable crier =nool? 128
Yes 37
No 63

.ng nonacademic asp,-..Its of regular
ki dergarten? 134:

Yes 12
No 87
Undecided 1

Woul, you suggest chap in. program? 36
Yes 41.

No 47
Undecided/SpL

. 13

What zhanges? 50
Program opration (screening, parent

involvementl.etc.. 90
Teacher (more exper:_enced) 16
Day too.long, class too big 16
Academics 12

Alternati to Early Admission? 88
Yes 54
No 36
No opnion 10

Type of alternative 51
All day kindergarteft 63
Something between half-day, all-day, half-

academic,"and half-play 20
K-1, enriched kindergarten 16
Program (science, sports, music) 7

'Parents could give more than one answer for these questions; therefore,
resivinses do not total to ICJ percent.

oi
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Parents also were asked, what they considered to be the most successful
aspects of the program. Again, parents were icaressed by the academic aspectsof the program (43 percent) and the social mpportunities it presented for
their child (32 percent). Parents also wer2 pleased with their child's
teacher (18 percent), the individual attend:ma. (11 percent), the learning
experience (11 percent), and the overall prograt (:0 percent).'

Parents were specifically queried about p----
program. When asked what they considered to to
of the program, parents most often replied name
About 20 percent of the responses listed some
class size, the need for earlier screening,

ble negative asnects of the
the leaseiuccestful aspects
or don't know .55 percent).

rogrammatic estIts such as
tap lack of defined goals.

About 10 percent listed teacher-related aspects (lacks creativity,
inexperienced) and another 10 percent not-ad "E=t.gue factors" such as stress,
tiredness, or not enough playtime.'

Adjusting to an all-day program
by the parents. Less than one -fifth
difficulty in this regard. However,
or irritable after returning home.
attribute their child's tiredness to
this as a problem for their child.
(86 percent) felt that their child
aspects of the regular kindergarten.

was not rally seen as much of'a problem
of the parents felt their child had had
over one-:hird felt their child was tired
Apparent 7, a number of parents did not
the program or did not really see
The overwhelming majority the parents
was not missing any of the nonacademic

There is one last program issue related to changes parents would like to
see in the program. Less than half of the parents (41 percent) 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.2 When asked whether they felt MPS should offer an alternative tothe early admission program, over half, the parents said ves. The most
frequently suggested alternative was an all-day kindergFr (63 percent of
the parents).

B. Promotion Issues

The issue of promotion to secor,d grade is closely linked to Uhe issue of
motivation for enrolling a child in the n-ogram. A diversity of opinions
existed as to the wisdom o accelerating a young child beyond, his/her
age-mates. Based on discussions with parents (and 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 pramotiOn are presented in Table 35.

'Parents
responses do

2Parents
responses do

would give more than one answer
not total to 100 percent.

could give more than one answer
not total to 100 percent.

-74-
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TABLE 35

Parent Responses to Queitions
Related to Promotion

Question
Number

Responding

Percentage
of

Respondents

Percentage
of

RespOnses1

zpplied for program?
Chi-.1d is ready, mature

ChHld has prior school experience
Wanted all-day K or K-1 prograi
Chad is bright, interested in learning

-.Program offers academics, challenge.

141

73

43
41

29

21

Things in program would be good for child? 125
Academics
Stimulation, challenge . X29 '
A:1 day 24
Imdividualization 12

Hope for Grade 7 promotion when enrolled? 88
Yes 13
No 067
Undecided/No expectation 20

Hope for Grade 2 promotion now? 88
Yes_ 17
No 65
Undecided/No EXpectation 18

Would have enrolled child directly in-
normal first grade? 25

Yes 40
No 9 48
Undecided 12

Allow promotion to Grade 2? 87
Yes 29
No 46'
Undecided 25

Acceleration to Grade 2 creates problems
for child? 79

Yes 53
No 28

Non-pramotion.to Grade 2 creates problems
for. child? 134

Yes : 12
No 'S1
Undecided. 7

1Parents could 'give more than one answer for these questions; therefore,
responses do not total to 100 percent.

-75-
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Wh..n asked why they had applied for the early admission program, the
majority of parehts (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 program.I _

'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.).' -

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 promotion not to be
allowed, the primary reason was the child's social 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.

s.

The reverse of that situation, problema:associated'with nonpramotion 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
alternative to the traditional!half-day.kindergarten for their children whom
they saw as ready for a more intensive, individualized experience. Perhaps
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 program. Hope it continues.

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

Need more communication between parents and schools.

IParents could give more than one answer for these questions;
therefore, responses do not total to 100 percent.

- -76-



Program good for -some. but not for all. °Should be both kinds of
kindergarten for this reason.

Is there going to be a pirogrAm next year? ...Appreciate program...Very
positive'for us and him...Lika to see this as an option...Future second or
first grade placement immaterial.

.

V. AlTITUDES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

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. Principals

All ten principals agreed that they- would want the program in their
schools. The primary reason, given 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 tht folloWing section are in Table 36.

When asked what prokrtion of'early admission children they ori;inally
believed would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year, the principals
gave a variety of answers. In the Plan I sthoold, 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 ndhe, and the remaining principal -had no
-preconceived idea. ':All, with' the exception of two Plan I principals, sald
they did not change their opinion about promotion to Grade 2 over the course

fe

of their year. The two Plan I principals resp\ ded based on their personal
knowledge of the progress/lack of progress of the w early admission students'
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 .0AW they ''!relieved to be parents'. reasons for
-wanting the early admission program for their. child. Six of thebprincipals
felt. the parents wanted "a R-1 program in which the Grade 1 curriculum was

'.offered" One felt an all day kindergarten was the 'type 'of program. the
parents wanted. One, feli a combination Of these two types was desired. Of
the remain .g principals, one Plan I principal felt a 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 children, promoted to Grade 2, the
Plan'II principals unanimously responded no. In-contest, three-of.the Plan I'
principals said yes. Nine out of the ten principals agreed the parents did
not change their opinion over the course for- the year.

.

Thee principals felt that the early admission program had d number o
-strengtha including:

o.. The oppportunity to introdute Grade 1 material and., provide for
greater achievement

o The opportunity to plaCe children appropriately..,P.
.

.

t,

? .... .
.

.
r

The : full daY'of,ekperiences
°

- .



TABLE 36

Results of the Principal Interviews

When the early admission program was first proposed or discussed, did you wal,t
the program in your school?

Yes 10

No 0

proportion of the pupils in the early admission program did you
ori3inally believe would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year?

All

Most 3
Only a few 4
None 1

Have you changed your opinion about promotion of-the early admission pupils to
Grade 2 since the beginning orf, the year?

Yes 2
Nr 8

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

An all-day kindergarten 1

A-Kl.program in which the. Grade 1
curriculum -was offered. 6.

A regular tirade 1 program in a
normal Grade 1 classroom 1

Other 1

No response ql

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?

Yes 3

No. 7

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

Yes 1

No 9

106
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The program as they saw it also had' some weaknesses and problem. The
administrative problems associated with the late start-up and the
communications with parents were sources of difficulty. Some principals were
bothered by tiTi 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 appeared 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 acquaint them with
first grade material. They did not hope to be able to promote-all or even
most of,Nhe children to second g-lde. They were pleased-with the program in
that provided appropriate expe_lences for their five-year-olds. They were'
dissatisfiedN.insofar 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 were primarily due to the newness and experimental nature of
program and could: be overcome were the early admission classrors to continue
beyond the planned two years.

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
so was that working in the program would be a good experience (four teachers)
and a personal challenge (three teachers). 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 there was not a defined program. (See Table
37 for tabulations on this items and some of the other items discussed in this
section.)

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 to second
grade. One was from the school where the principal felt the same way (no
children were promoted to second grade from that school). The other teacher
was new to the school and felt she had no basis on which to form an opinion.
Over the course of the year, four of the ten teachers, changed their opinicin
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. /

When asked what kind of program they felt parents wanted, six of the ten
stated that,parents wanted a K-1/ptogram with a Grade 1 curriculum. Most of
the teachers (N=7) felt-. parents -did not want their children promoted to
Grade Two of the three of era were teachers in Plan I schools. Mos-of
the teachers (N=6) also felt/ that parents did not change their opinion over
the course'of the year:-__ issue of promoting -students to Grade 2 did not
generally create problem4 for the teachers. The three teachers who did
experience problems lis ed several sources including, parental pressure,
self-doubt about the deCisions, and the -emphasis- placed .on promotion to Grade
2 by the program.



TABLE 37

Results of Teacher Interviews

When the early admission program was first proposed or discussed; did you work
in the program at your school?

Yes 8

No 2

What proportion of the pupils in the early admission, program did you
originally believe would be promoted to Grade 2 at the end of the year?

All of them 2
Most of them. 1

Only a few 4
None 2

Have you.changed your opinion about promotion of the early admisSion pupils to
Grade 2 since the beginning of the year?

Yes 4
No 6

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

An all-day kindergarten 6
A K-1 program in which the Grade

curTiculum was offered 1
A regular Grade '.1 program in a

normal' rade 1 classroom 1
Other 1

Do you believe that most parents wanted their child to
. at the time they enrolled the child in the program?

Yes 3

No , 7

promoted to Grade 2

Do' you believe there hai been- a changein the attitude of parents towards
prdmotion.to.Grade 2 over the'year?'

Yes 3

NO 6

Has the question o promoting early " admission pupils to Grade 2 created any
problems for you?

Yes 3.
No 7

Have you encountered any broad; general teaching problems in working with the
program.this year?,

Yes 0
No 9

No Response 1

Have you encountered any teaching problems in,workingliith pupils o c,this age?
Yes 3

No 7
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The teachers had many comments'to make about the.strengths and weaknesses
of the program and the changes they would like to see made. The teachers were
particularly pleased with the all-day nature of the pmogram. They felt it
providel 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
received from parents and principals had been a strength of the program.

Weaknesses in the program included the heed for an aide, 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
beginning of the summer. However, another thought the children should attend
school for a month before a decision is made. Planning time was another issue
the teachers disagreed on. \Some felt the provision of planning time was a
strength of the program; others felt there wasn't enough of it, and so it was
a weakness.

Teachers were unanimous in stating they had no teaching problems with the
program. Seven teachers also felt that they had had no, problems with ,the
children. Those who did were mostly, bothered by the varying maturity levels
of the children.' One teacher felt thechildren were tired.°

The teachers like the principals were generally pleased with the program.
"A super program," one teacher labelled it The teachers enjoyed
participating in" it becduse it provided them a full day to work with the
children and also alloWed,them to meet and,share ideas with other teachers.
Their responses and comments, showed that on the issue of preparing children
for Grade 2, the teachers' opinions ranged from staunch opposition through
some reservation all the way to, supportive. They gmnerally"felt only a few
select children would be ready for promotion to Grade 2, but the opportunity
to expose all their childrtn to more experiences than are usually.provided in
a regular kindergarten program was a welcome one.

...,



Appendix A

Description of Measures

Developmental Test of. Visual Motor Integrative
Metropolitan 'Readiness Test

Metropolitan Adhievement Tests
Early Childhood Checklist

Teachei Rating Scale
Rank Ordering

(VMI)



APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTS

I. SCREENING.INSTRUMENTS

Developmental Test of. Visual-Motor Integration (VMI). The WI was
selected as a possible screening instrument because of the relationship
betWeen visual-motor development and cognitive development. The test consists
of a series of geometric forms which the pupil dopies free-hand with pencil
and bliink paper. The portion of the test; which is administered to children
between 2-8 years, of age includes 15 figures which range in difficulty from
single vertical and horizontal lines to touching and/or intertwined forms.

The raw ,score is the number of forms correctly reproduced up to three
consecutive failures. The maximum raw score for children aged 2-8 years is
15. The VIAI was administered only to EA students.

Metropolitan Readiness Test. This test is designed to measure skills
essential to beginning reading;'! and mathematics. It is made up of four
subtests: Auditory (-29), Visual (i6), Language (18), and Quantitative (24).
The numbers in parentheses indicate the maximum on each subtest. The
total score is the sum of the four subtests, with 'a perfect score being 97.

The test is multiple choice. Instructions and items
Most items and answer choices are, pictures, though some
numbers., The..test is disigned.ior group administration.
the Metropolitan Readiness Test was administered to the
comparison first graders. Level II is designed for
kindergarten and the beginning of Grade 1.

II. End-of-Year Achievement Measures

are read to pupils.
include letters and
.Level II, Form P of
EA students and the,
use at the end of,

Metropolitan Ach'evement -Test, The Metropolitan Achievement Tests are
designed to provide data .a out the student achievement in skill and content
areas. Three of the five subtests from the Survey battery were -administered.
Those three subtests _with: their .maximum scores were Reading (55); Language
140), ,sand Mathematics (40). An overall perfect score on the three parts .of';
the tat -administered was 1.15.

Like\ the Metropolitan Readiness,, the Me.tropotitan Achievement s,Tests are
multiple-choice and dedigned for group administration. Each student' reads the=
items and completes the tests within a given = time limit. Primary 1, Form VS
was administered to the EA students and the comparison first grade. students.

Early' Childhood Checklist. The Early Childhood Checklist was developed by
the early aadmission and first grade teachers whose classes were involved in
the evaluation.

The Checklist- consisted. of -a list of behaviors. The teacher was, to
indicate whether or not the student could do each behavior described. The
Checklist assessed mastery in. six,areas: Language Arts, Math, Science, Social
Studies, Work Habits, and General .Social. Language Arts, Math, Science, and
Social Studies were summed to give an Academic Total (Perfect score = 44).
Work Habits plus General Social gave a Social Total (perfect score * 12).



.

The Checklist was designed to prcwide early admission .teachers with a
standard of first grade achievement to assist them in making recommendations
for promotions; to second grade. The 25th percentile for each school's first
grade was-deternined, 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 Plan II schools.

Teacher Rating Scale. The Rating Scale is a short, gross level estimate
of Eg--EFird's abilities in Reading/Language Ares, 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:

Kindergarten 1

Beginning Grade 1 2

Midyear Grade 1 3

End Year Grade 1 4
Beginning Grade 2 5

Midyear Grade 2 .6

End Year Grade 2 7
Above Grade 2 8

A rating scale was
first graders:

Rank Ordering,
from most able to b
grade level.

completed for each early admission child but not for the

Each teacher rank ordered her early admission students
e promoted to Grade 2 to least able to be promoted to that

A-2
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Appendix B

Mean Scores for.131)an II-Schools
)

Developmental Test of Visual Motor Integration (VMI)
Metropolitan Readiness Test (Total Score)

Teacher Ratings

Metropolitan Achievement. Testq
Early Childhood ',Checklist



TABLE B.1 0

:Mean VMI. Scores by Schoo:

Schools Earl Admix

Plan I

Total

Plan, II

10.9 (N

'Cashell 10.0 (N=22)
Stedwick 10.9 (N=21)
Takoma Park 10.2 (N=24)
TWinbrook 9.3 (N=21)
Whetstont. 9.7 (N=20)
'Wyngate.

1 10.6 (N=27)

Total (N=134) 10.1 (N=134)

TOTAL 10.2 (N=151)

NOTE: The VMI was not administered- to first graders.



TABLE 13.2.

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Total Score) by School

Schools EaIALAdmiasion Grade 1 Comparison

Plan I

Total $2.5 (N=17) 66.7 (N=44)

Plan II
Cashell 67.4 (N=22) 83.1 (N=21)
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 57.8 (N=26) 78.6 (N=25)

Total 57.1 (N=133). 74-.4 (N=133)

TOTAL -57.7 (N=150) 72.5 (N=177)

B -2
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TABLE B.3

Mean Teacher Ratings by School

Schools Re'ading_ . Arithmetic
General
Academic

Social-
Emotional
Behavior

Plan I

Total (N=18) 3.7 3.4 3.5 2.8

Plan II-

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 (N020) 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.

tr
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TABLE 13.4

Mean Scores on the Metropolitan
Athievement Zest (Total Score) by School

0

Schools Early Admission Grade 1 Com arison

Plan I Q

Total 78.2 (N=18) 80.6 (N41)

Plan II
Cashell 76.5 (N=22)

. 100.3 (N=21)
Stedwick 69.0 (N21) 95.6 (N=25)
Takoma Perk 59.3 (N=23) 72.4 (N22)
Twirbrook 65.4_ (N=204 72.9 (N=24)
Whetsto'ne 60.4 (N=17) 107.8- (N=17)
Wyngate 82.3 (N=26) 98.6 (N=25)._

Total 69.6 (N=129) 90.6. (Na134)

TOTAL 70.6, (N=147) 88.2 (Nx6175)

0

A

117.



TABLE B.5

Mean Scores on Early Childhood

Checklist (Grand Totals) by School

Schdbls Early_Admission Grade 1 :sraparison

Plan II

Cashell 35.2 (N=22) 54.6 (N=21)
Stedwick 41.4' (N=21) 49.1 (N=25)'
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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