 THE EFFECTS OF CHRONOLOGICAL AGE AT
 SCHOOL ENTRY ON SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

© SHARI CHASTAIN STEELE




THE EFFECTS OF CHRONOLOGICAL AGE AT

SCHOCOL ENTRY ON SCHOOL FERFORMANCE

A Research Faper
Fresented to the
Graduate and Research Council of

Austin Feay State University

In Fartial Fulfillment
of the Reguirements for the Degree

Master of Arts

by
Shari Chastain Steele

Summer 1989



To the Graduate and Research Council:

.I am submitting herewith a Research Faper written by
Shari Steele entitled "The Effects of Chronological Age at
School Entry on School Ferformance." I have examined the
final copy of this paper for form and content, and I
recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Master of Arts, with a major
in Fsychology.

= WA e RO g2 A

Major Frofgssor

g= B 27-('\1‘ C'\ k\\&.p )

Second CGmmfttee Member

! ! N %

~

%o | = \_l» J ] ]‘1““:)’,\, \

Third Committee Mg&ber

Accepted for the Graduate
and Research Council:

Wt Al So0er

Dzan of the Graduate School

ii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The author wishes to express sincere appreciation to

Dr. Susan kKupisch, Associate Frofessor of Fsychology.

Austin Feay University, for her suggestions, guidance,

encouragement, and time given during the construction of

this paper and pursuit of this degree.

Appreciation is also extended to Dr. Jean Lewis and

Dr. Corinne Mabry for their valuable assistance.

iiid



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAFTER FAGE
1. ENTRODUICT TONG 5 @ 0o im 5 om0 0005 o i

24 LITERATURE REVIEW . s 55550 msmswnnnssssesanssisss 8
Average Kindergarten Children..c.ceeceseeesas 8

Average First Grade Children...eececeecee=s 11
Exceptional Children::sssesss seseemsasasess 135

48 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS. i v cveeeacnnsn- 21
DisCUSS10Narcatsananas RIS R 21
RecommendationsS......ccceeeenennnnncnannnnnn 25

SUMMATrYee sow swe s swe oo wms o6 e SR B & iere e sesessaal
REFERENCES 33

iv



CHAFTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Researchers, in recent years, have attempted to

examing the developmental aspects of children‘s academic

education (Moore & Moore, 1979). Donofrio (1977) claimed

that one of many factors affecting academic success is

school entrance age. The issue of when children should

begin formal schooling has been hotly debated and has
produced great controversy among educators and
psychologists (May & Welch, 1984). Much research suggests
that if children begin school too soon, or before they are
ready, their chances for failures increase dramatically
{Uphoff & Gilmore, 19864).

Wood, Fowell and EkKnight (1984) stated that one
difficulty in evaluating the effect of school entrance age
is a failure to agree upon a definition of readiness.
Since children develop at different rates, within and
between genders, it has been difficult for researchers to
pinpoint a specific age at which all children are ready to

begin formal schooling (Moore & Moore, 1979) -

Reeve and Holt (1987) defined the educational concept

of readiness as that level in a child’'s development at

which he/she is capable of learning: however, as the child

is supected to meet the multiple demands in school,

> emands
readiness becomes more complex. For example, these d

require that a child at least be ready to read, write,

ow directions, cit still, and play

-
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ropriately.
approp Y To Compound the Problem, different school
? ools

ve different ew .
ha Nt expectationsg for newly arriving students

school X :
Some S expect a chilg to have developed readiness

Ltie ri o
abilities prior to academic instruction while others expect

school training to Provide the Eexperience necessary for
broader readiness (Reeve & Holt).

Brenner and Stott's 15-year study (cited in Moore &
Moore. 1977) investigated the interaction of readiness and
successftul school achievement. The results indicated that
the clder the child, the more he/she will have gained
experience and knowledge of the world; and, the greater
this body of knowledge before entering school, the more
successful the child will be during his/her school years.

Based on a review of the literature, Moore and Moore
(1979) discovered a number of aspects that make up school
readiness. These aspects are: (a) a chronological age by
which time some experiences have been accumulated; (b) the
cognitive ability to understand these experiences: (c) a
body of knowledge obtained through experience, including
the use of language; (d) physical development; (e)
perceptual discrimination; and-(f) a readiness to read. It
was suggested that these factors rarely converge in a child
of average ability until about age eight or tenj it is not
unusual that one to two more years 1S required.

In reporting a study by the Educational Testing

noted that a committee of child

(]

ervice, Anderson (1968)

develgpm + i I 1 r, cognitive-
velopment experts conside



(2}

ntellectual, ;
1 and SOCial-personal development of equal

value for school readiness. Moral judgement and duct
conduc

e also d :
wer eemed important. Only 60% of a national sample
of 7,000 children were tonsidered ready for school in

regard to these aspects, according to their own first-—

grade teachers. Anderson further noted that if educators

can’t make pupils out of 40% of the children, the problem

is not within the child, but within the school.

Reeve and Holt (1987) acknowledged that the ideal
would be for children to enter the formal education system
only when they are ready, but this is not a reality. The
criterion for admission into the majority of public schools
is chronological age as of a specified calendar date
(Kinard & Reinherz, 1986). According to Gredler (1980),
this long standing school admission policy stems from a
belief that school readiness is largely determined by the
child’'=s level of maturational development, which is thought
to be reflected in the child’'s chronological age.

School entrance ages and cutoff dates generélly tend

to be arbitrary. Miller and Norris (1967) reviewed the

literature on state and local entrance age policies and

found a trend toward an earlier admission age from 1218 to

1957, and a reversed trend from 1958 to 196%. For the most

part, the trend has continued in the direction of later

cutcff dates for the past Z0 years.

rrently available information (National

According to cu

i resents
Education Association, 1987), the following rep
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current school en
trance age dates for the various states:

21 stat
21 ates have September cutoff dates; 17 states h
: ave

cutoff dates in either October or December: six states

laim eith
cl er January, August or November; five states

t 3 -
entertain local options: and one state claims a June cutoff

date. Twenty-one of these states have moved their entrance

age dates back since 1975. Compulsory age requirements

range from age 4 1/2 in the Virgin Islands to age eight in

washington, Fennsylvania and Arizona; however, the most
popular school entry age is six years (National Education
Association). Anderson (1968) claimed that educators’
raticnale for beginning formal education at age six 1is
based on the assumption that children should have acquired
sufficient muscular control and language development at
this age to begin reading. Hildreth (cited in Mentz, 1983)
stated that by six years of age a child is ready for
broader experiences than his/her home would provide, such
as working and playing with a group of children.

Mcore and Moore (1979) explained that one reason for
in this area of education is that in the

such confusion

United States there have been no systematic, research-

oriented guidelines to provide reasonably uniform entrance

age laws. At the present time, the National Education

Bescciagbion (1F87): through its state affiliates, is urging

ation to establish September i as the national

ik

state legisl
_ . irst
cutoff date for students entering kindergarten or firs

) H a more
grade. Some reasons hehind this proposal are (a)



women are enterin )
4 and remaining in the work fo (b)
- rce;

more preschool programs
are available: a
i and (c) the

or alll.;at‘ .
g . 1 deVEleme tal [m} .l.E tEd cu lC
on of n =or n rr ulums.

Given thi
S set cutoff date and the fact that children

are admitted only in the Fall of the year, it is evident
. viden

hat stud i ,
e udents in any given grade may vary in age by as much

as 11 months and 30 days (Reeve & Holt, 1987). The
importance of this issue is reflected in the significant

age difference between the youngest and the oldest normal

entrant to first grade. Langer, Kalk and Searls (1984)

explained that the oldest child in the class will have been
alive 16% longer than the youngest; also the older child
will have used language approximately 31% longer.
Considering these differences in life experiences, it would
not be surprising if the youngest children were at a
zubstantial disadvantage when compared to the oldest
children.

Davis, Trimble and Vincent (1980) provided a valuable
study showing the relationship of chronological age and

achievement by comparing children who entered first grade

with those who were & years and older.

at 8 years, 8 months

In grades one and four, the six-year—olds scored

significantly higher in reading, language, math, and total

achievement. By eighth grade, the older group achieved

significantly higher only 1in reading.

1 1
Some research has found that boys are more negatively

For instance, & study

aff ry than girls-

1y

cted by early ent
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from the Nat
1onal Assessment of Educational Frogress (cited

in Ames, 1986) confirmed that in states with December

Janparys #nd February Cutoffs, 477 of the youngest boys

were found to be a year behind by the time T

their ninth birthday. This was compared to 26% in states

with an Autumn cutoff. Similarly, research conducted by

DiFasquale, Moule and Flewelling (1980) studied the effect
of birthdate on referrals to psychological services. They
found an increase in referrals for the youngest groups, but

this was true only for boys in primary grades referred for

academic difficulties.

In contrast to these research studies, Dietz and
Wilson (198%5) reported that little or no effect on academic
achievement could be related to birthdate of the student.
This study included 117 Iowa children entering
kindergarten. Boys scored slightly lower on some
achievement measures, but not to a significant degree.
There was no difference in retention between the younger
and older groups. Kinard and Reinherz (1986) also found

the effect of chronological age on later school achievement

to be nonexistent. Differences were found related to early

cognitive ability with the youngest children having the

lowest scores on information processing skills; but when

this influence was controlled, no achievement differences

were observed 1n Lindergarten, third. or fourth grades.

! ic 1 % 1 and
The research on this toplc is extensive

i aper is to critique
contradictory. The purpose of this pap



E
and clarify the relationship between age of school entrance
into kindergarten or first grade and its resulting effect
on academic achievement. As states are re—evaluating
school entry requirements, the implications for such

information is critical for future curriculum development.



CHAFTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Average Kindergarten Children

Campbell (198

His sample

included 437 seventh and ®ighth grade students who had

attended school since kindergarten. The following were

used as measures of academic failure: low readiness test

scores, composite achievement sScores below the 50th

percentile, grade retention, remedial services, and failing

grades. The results sugges

ted that a large number of young

entrants earned a low Metropolitan Readiness Test rating,
scored below the 50th percentile on achievement tests in
grades four and six, received remedial instruction, and
repeated a grade. Findings indicated that the younger
students fazed serious academic problems in later school
years.

Feters (1987) alsorinvestigated early school entry and
its effect on achievement. The subject sample included 62

kindergarten children. The achievement measures used were

the Wide Range Achievement Test - Revised, The Standards of

Learning Objectives, and the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Results chowed a statistically significant differsnce in

: th
achievemernt with the younger group scoring lower than e

1ti . on the
slder group on all three measures. In addition,

) irls scored
Standards of Learning Freading. the younger gir

+he boys in the older
higher than thes younger boys, but )



group scored

d higher than the older girls

m

ecause man
Y researchers highlighted a need for entry

t
to be pestponsd for yeuny entrsnes. o study (Simn 1983)
b er, 3z

was undertaken to determine if School faily 1d
\re cou be

reduced by lncreasing the kindergarten entrance age f 37
rom

P

to 60 months. The sample included 114 nonrepeating

kindergarten children from five elementary schools i
in a

l1ower :DCiDECDIleiC area of 1 1z
a medll_lm S1lze
Fd urban center.

Shortly after entering kindergarten, each child was tested

with the Frinting Ferformance School Readiness Test (FFSRT)

and the Draw—-A-Man Test (DAMT). Results indicated that of

the 21 failure—-prone children in the sample, only 29%Z of
them were under &0 months of age at kindergarten entrance.
However, B1Z of these children attained FPSRT scores that
did noct meet the school readiness cutoff; &67%Z of them did
not meet the DAMT cutoff. The number of truly at-risk
children identified through chronological age was far less
than the number of children correctly identified by using
the cutoff points on the readiness tests. In addition,
there were seven children who were younger than 60 months
of age at kindergarten entry who were performing at the top
of the class at the end of the school year and were

promoted to advance sections of the L

In another study, Simner obtained parent interview

.ckground variables that might influence

L
27}
)
n
Q
3
o
|

) = mn-—
schicvement . The data indicated that failure—prone Adtu
S vement. l .

me, had moved
bern children had access to fewer books =t



0
more often by age five .

and h
ad mothers with less schooling

tharn top-performing Autumn-born chiid
ren. Evidence

months. Should entry 49e be increased
sed,

some failure—prone

children would remain an s g
addltan .
al year i
n a less

stimulating home environ .
- ment which mi
ight reduce chances f
or

1ater school uc ss = <
ilat =3 cCe » accord
& ing to the res

ear Ch-

Feterson and Ayabe (cited in Montz, 1985) distributed

surveys to all kindergarten teachers in their school
district concerning an entrance date change from January to
September. Results found that 90% of the teachers were in
favor of the change. Even though the teachers believed
that chronological age was the best criterion for
detsrmining a child’'s readiness, they recommended the use
of readiness tests for younger children to determine social
and emotional maturity.

Mortz (1985) studied 20 students who entered

20

Lindergarten at less than five years, one month and

students who were at least five years, seven months before

entry. He compared academic achievement of the two groups

in grades four, five, and six, using the Iowa Test of Basic

Skills. FResults showed a significant difference between

academic achievement, with

the yournger and older students’

. = i tud
the clder students receiving the higher scores. This STUEY

h were
alsc found that a large percentage of the students Who

ions were within the early

*etained or received modificat
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ntry age r: ge ‘
r } nge at thE tlmE of kinde gart
a r rten admission
On the other n 1 - 4 n n 985 r l"tEd
a d, DlEtg and NilSD (l 8 )
2] h O epo

little or no ef
fect on academic achievement could b
=
to bi
related to birthdate of the student. This study incl
Y 1included

117 Iowa children who began

indergarten in 1978. 1In

addition to achievement sc
5 Ores, retentj i
: 10N in grade was

-ansidered. 4
considere On the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, second grade

boys scored six months lower than 9irls in reading and fo
ur

months lower on the Composite score. 1Ip grade four, boys
3 |

scored six months lowsr than girls on the composite score.
0f the ten students who were retained, three were in the
youngest age group, six were in the middle group, and one
was in the oldest group. FResults indicated no significant
differences among the three age groups in kindergarten,
second, or fourth grades in relation to achievement or
retention. It was noted that 10 students were removed from
the original sample who had been retained in grade after

school entry: this may have affected the results.

Everage First Grade Children

Davis, Trimble and Vincent (1980) examined the school

o _ ) ne
records of 17,000 fto 19,000 children 1n esch @f grades ans,

four, and eight from Kentucky public schools. The minimum

3 =
age for grade cne entry was five years, eight months. The

ith the
achisvement of thes five—year—old5 was compared w

S i —olds In grades one and four, the
aChlievement of six—vyear o .

i fi igh in reading,
ds scored significantly higher

m

[

li-yaar—-o

asured by the
- i avement, as mes
’(ir‘:' uan ; '.lh, ar:‘j tDtdl aChle

ul
ul
m
3
L]



Compr ehensive T‘?St
of Basjc Skillg By eigh
: eighth grade
alder group achiev , v + the
11 de eved Slgnlficantly high
b pe Er only j
gther differences were g 4 N reading
ea i

group. but differencesg were i
CoOnsideregqg Nonsignificant

These findings were tr
' ue for both
sexes,

cons = ) .
n / lQIIEl on tlle aChiEV men m t
51S e”tl eme t EaSLlI"E “an

bl_ly‘:_-
Gilmore (cited in Uphoftf 8, . :
: 786 CD“dUCtEd a

longitudinal study on Summer-porn children who had started
arte

school when first eligible Compared with children whose

parents delayed their start by one year. Both the Iowa
Test of Basic Skills and teacher-assigned grades favored
the older, more mature pupils. 1In fact, 60% of the younger
girls and 100% of the held-back girls received above-
average grades, as did 47% of the younger boys and 81%Z of
the held-back boys.

kalk, Langer and Searls (1982) investigated the
schievement relationship among students based on age at
first grade entry and age relative to their classmates.
Relative age was derived from the child’s birthdate and the

sthocl district cutoff date for entrance into first grade.

Class age was based on the average age of the students in

the classroom. Eoth class age and relative age were
i t th
significant for the 9-year-old, fourth graders in that the

g hievement.
Clder children performed better in terms of achi

1 age was
For achievement among 1Z-year—olds, relative ag
. the achievement
significant, but not class age- By age 17



differences had dlsap
Peared. Aanp Hiii )
Ys1is of grade

t tio
etentl1lon atES revealed that 2 {1 % at y
I ion el Iarge

number of the youngest students were retained
ned.

Similarly, :
Ys Jernigan (1987) examined the achievement of

second grade boys and girls in relation to thei
-

ologic .
chronological age. The Comparison was made between first

graders who were seven-years-old in the Summer of 1983 and

those who were eight-years-old in the Autumn of 1983

Using the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, reading, math, and

composite scores were analyzed. The results indicated that

the cider children scored significantly higher on all
measures. Sender difference was significant beyond the
.001 level. This significance can be explained by the
extremes 1n means for younger boys and older girls. Since
the first grade curriculum emphasized reading, girls had an
advantags over boys; however, boys scored higher in math.
Younger second grade boys scored lowest in all areas except

math.

Miller and Norris (1%47) selected 135 subjects from

the fourth and fifth grades of four predominately white

elementary schools in Middle Tennessee. The students began

their schooling in a nongraded primary unit that consisted

of 12 instructional levels. This primary unit was followed

by 2 more traditionally organized fourth through eighth

be
grade program. FResults chowed early entrants to

= ‘f S. 1 IDUp ¥ eadlnESS
1gnific P an hree O ix g
S1gnifi; antly lecss rpady t

rth and fifth grades. there were no

mea

U

ures, In fou



=1gnN1l
fican tEgDD
lev

adjustment, retention rate, or rate of
OT referral to

psychological services. 1p Fegard to late entrij th
ries, ey

were found to have been retaj

groups. Conclusions suggested that the early entrants were

at a disadvantage when they began school, but the

differences 1in readinesg did not Persist as differences in

achievement beyond grade one. The author noted that the

results of their study may have been influenced by the
effectiveness of the 12-level instructional primary unit.
Uphoff (cited in Uphoff & Gilmore, 1984), in a study
of 278 pupils in a Nebraska elementary school, found that
2Z% of the population had birthdays between June 1 and
October 13. Another 2% of the children were held back one
year bafore entering school. The youngest children made up
73% of this school’s failure population, while none of the
held-back children failed a grade. Although the younger

group had = higher average IQ than the group that entered

=

school & year later, the latter group achieved the same or

highar on the Iowa Test of Basic skills.

The National Assessment of Educational FProgress (NAEF)

cited in Ames, 1986) analyzed data on 27.807 white nine—

year-olde and found that only 10% of the cldest twelfth in

_ : December
the clases (January birthdays 1n & state with a
' lacement
futoff) were a year behind their i grade P
1fth. These
35S Ccompared with over 0% of the young95t tne



results were found tg i
Persist thro i
Ugh eighth grade

In BEattle's (]97(‘)
D) Feview of m o5
ore than (8] 1
F 49 Stl_ldlES

significantly affected achievement He als ted
- 0 noted that

early entrants had more Speech defectsg ne
] rvous

indications, and persaonal and social maladjustments th
an

did the older entrants (Swartz % Black, 1981)

+ - 1 3 .
Likewise, in Hedge’'s (1978) extensive review of all

the literature published in the professional journals from

1900 to 19746, he found research to support that children

entering kindergarten under age five, or entering first
grade prior to age six, tended to have more scholastic,
social, and emotional problems than children entering at an
older age. Studies suggested that regardless of required
entrance age and cutoff date, the children who entered at
the earliest possible age have mere problems and achieve
less than those of equal intelligence who entered at the
top of the entrance age range. Furthermore, there is
evidence to suggest that gender differences do exist,
usually favoring girls.

Exceptional Children

Maddu:» ., Green and Horner (1986) contended that scheol

entry age may influence the labeling of children as

ams. As a result, some

eligible for special education progr

. ing may be
of the immature children at the time of testing

Mislabeled.



n resear ch ( QlldLlCtEd F | ale
by DJ. 'asq "
L S

Moule, and
Flewelling (1980),

the eff .
€€t of birthdate on referrals for

psychological Servicesg was e
xami .
ilned. The sample included

552 children in e
9rades Kk-13, The results indicated an

rades, i S .
later g S, 1t was seen as evidence that younger children

either catch up with their PEErs or outgrow their

difficulties.

Gredler (1980) criticized DiFasquale et al. for

faili ke i i :
failing to take into consideration teacher expectations,

socioeconomic status, and school likeliness to refer. He
further proposed that because teachers expect a young male
to have more learning problems, they are more fregquently
referred for psychological services.

kKinard and Reinherz (1986) studied the effects'of age
at school entry on schocol performance and adjustment. They
examined the use of psychological and academic services
withia the school as predictors of school problems. The

admission cutoff date for the sample of S5-year-olds

entering kindergarten was December 3Il. Differences were

found in early cognitive ability with the youngest children

having the lowest scores on information processing skills.

. : s i Pleantl
Although information processing skills significsntly

ce and many
Correlated with all measures of school per forman

- : s
. . ts influence wa
measures of school adjustments: when 1

ferences were observed

: ; 1 f
controlled, no chronological a3€ s
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pindergarten, third
1n « Or fDLll"th
grades., The results

gqupgted that by using chronological age as th 1
e only

) rion for school 1 i
it adm15510n, Some children may be

entering who are not cognitively or EthiDnally P
eady to

handle school.

While employed as a PSycho-educational evaluator in

Hawaii, Diamond (cited in Diamond, 1983) studied learning

disabled children (LD) and their birth months. Results

indicated that significantly more of the learning disabled
childr2n were born in the months July through December. In
addition, the late-born (July - December) LD children were

referred at significantly younger ages than the early-born
{January — June) LD children. There was also a trend
toward higher IB's as measured by the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children - Revised for late-born LD boys and

irls.

(U]

Diamond hypothesized that the entire school age
population would show a similar relationship of birthdate
toc percentage of learning disabled children, and that the
torrelation would attenuate with increasing zge. A Tollow—

up study was corducted in 1987 with a sample size of

154,207 ctudents. Months were numbered s=2quentially, and

€ach month was examined to determine the percentage of LD

thildren borm in that month. As hypothesized, there was &

& : : in each
':lg;‘si'fif:iﬂt per:entage increase 1N LD children born 1

uc rn 1in
“~CeSsive month with

ui

+he highest percentage being bo

1 a were
J‘J_l Y]

: ] dat
/ througn December. additional supporting



found when

of deaf. speech, language, ang hearing impaired, 1il
s ike the
jearning disabled, showed POSitive correlations with birth
ir
month. Data did not support that the effect dec d
reased as

the children grew older.

Similarly, Erien (1986) investigated the relationship

retween age of entrance to school ang Classification as

jearning disabled. The sample was comprised of 67 children

in grades one through six whao were enrolled in & learning

disabilities pregram and a control group of &7 children of
the came grades. Data suggested a positive relaticnship
tztween chronological age and the incidence of learning
dizabilities with the LD children being the youngest at
school entry. There was a much higher ratio of boys to
girls in the learning disabled sample.

In additiocon to besing younger, all the LD children
scored low on a perceptual measure. Erion suggested that
their gesrceptual development is immature compared to their

chronological age. Moore and Moore (197%9) claimed that

sensory perception may not be reasonably developed before

3ge 2 or 10 in some children. Two years after the data

were —cllected, SB8% of these students were mainstreamed

into regular classes; almost all of them repeated at least

etained
grads. The few students who were not r s

- - ore and Moore
“eturnad ses by age 10 when Mo

L

tc regular clas

e i = lete in slow
“laimed that perceptual development 1s COMP

]

1

m
1Y

rm

“iNg children.



The results
d th v
showe at 467 of the learning disabled children were

entered early while only 227 were late enteri Th
ng. ese

rEsulls Geeurred St every level Shrounh grade rine.  Thie

study implied that the maturational lag theory may play a

ignificant rol i : e .
sig & 1n the identification of a learning
disability.

Maddux, Green and Horner (198s) studied a group of 291
special education students who were identified as learning
disabled, emotionally disturbed, or mildly mentally
retarded to determine if these students were relatively
young at school entry. The sample population was enrolled
in a schocl district of 29,103 students. All students were
classifi=d as either early or late entering based on their
chronclogical age at school entrance. The results
indicated that entry age was significant for all

clascifications of students except for the mildly retarded

students. Further analysis found these results to be

csignificant only for the elementary group of children. The

firdings of this study were in concordance with earlier
addu,

studies of learning disabled and gifted children (M

1980, 1987).

(1977) reported that of the many children labeled

Ames

the Gesell Institute because

w

s learning disabled served by

: 1 were
f echool difficulties, the majority of them

(&



20
~ademicall /
ac Y Overplaced. ghe found these children to b
e o be
intelligent, ot :
+ Potentially 900d students who were struggling

nd failing in 3 )
R g S 9rade just ahead of their maturity level

Simil :
imilarly, Donofrig ang 0'Hare (1969) expressed

concern for the frequ9ncy with which young children who

were developmentally delayed were seen as needing

psychulogical therapy by school Psychologists and guidance

personnel:  These authors dig not imply that emotionally

disturbed children who exhibit a learning problem could not

benefit from psychotherapy; their concern was for the

referral of the children who may merely lack adeguate
school readinsss skills,

The results of his learning disabled study lea Maddux
(178%) to investigate another type of exceptional child.
This follow-up study was designed to determine if early
entry to school is beneficial or detrimental to the gifted
and talented child. Maddux examined birthdates and scheol
=ntry ages of 188 children in grades five through eight of

an Eastern Texas school district who had been selected for

s nrogram for the academically gifted. Findings revealed

that over 60% of these gifted children were late entering.

Thiz studv showed that the gifted child is met, imauns o

the harmful effects of school entry.



CHAFTER =

DI
SCUSSION AND RECDMMENDATIDNS

Discussion

Accordai .
1ng to the Nationail Education Association

(1987). the im
( - Parkance of esrly b ldboed sducstion is high

on the educational reform list. One of the 1
many issues

under consideration is school entrance
age.

agree upon & definition of readiness (Wood et al. 1984)

Another difficulty is the limited research on which to base
reasonably uniform entrance-age laws (Moore & Moore, 1979).
This problem has been disputed for centuries. In the 16th
century, English educator, Richard Mulcaster, said,

"One of the first questions is at what age
children should be sent to school., for they
should neither be delayed too long, so that
time 1s lost, nor hastened toc soon, at the
risk of their bedies and the guickness of their
wits jointly. What the age should be I cannot
say, for ripeness in children does not always
come at the same time" (Reeve & Holt, 1987,

p. 4799).
Some researchers have suggested that the factors that

maks up school readiness rarely come together 1in an average

child until age eight or ten (Moore & Moore, 1979).

Nevertheless, Braga (1971} reported that there is no single

i i adiness.
criterion for the determination of school re

ost popular school
Considering this and the fact that the m P

_ ) t educators
entry age is six yearsSs it is no wonder o

) ici f

ement deficits O

began to be suspicious about the achiev
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Lol

voung children wh
- O are lesg
S mature

Early entrance became

even more harmful
'? when the Sputnik Phenomenon introduced a

rriculum sh = 4
cu f Ove-dawn, which Fésulted in the kindergarten

curriculum c i
Cu Overing much of what used to be presented i
1n

the first grade (Uphoff % Gilmore 1986)

Th L J 1
& majority of research relating entrance age to

[= h 1 \
school achievement showed that children who entered at an

=arly age had more academic difficulties than later

entrants. Some studiesg found that the effect decreased

throughout the school years, while others did not. Many

studies claimed that the birthdate effect was true only of
boys. It is enlightening to note also that the National
fissessment of Educational Frogress found data suggesting
that older classes do not tend to have as many failures;
the effect is most dramatic in classes of younger children
(Ames, 1984).

Green and Simmons (196Z2) pointed out that older and
vounger groups of children are unequal on many measures,
and the clder pupils can only be said to have learned more
in echool if it is assumed that they didn’'t know more at

school entry. Kinard and Reinherz (1986) proposed that

this assumption is false since they found the older

entrants to have higher cognitive abilities upon entrance

than the younger entrants. Therefore, Green and Simmons

(1962) claimed that it is foolish to expect the younger

in achievement
students to equal the older students 1n

ar.
Frogress at the end of one school vye
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Al though th . )
g € majority of the research confirmed the

irthdate effe
b ct, there are Some shortcomings in this area

tudy. i
af BRaLy First of all, there was little mention of

exceptional children other than learning disabled and

gifted. One study (Maddux et al., 1984) that included a

sample of mildly retarded children did not find the

birthdate effect. In addition, many educational programs

that are geared toward early intervention for children with

severe handicaps have shown successful results. In fact,

many states require schools to serve some exceptionalities

at age three.

Another group of children the research failed to
address in detail was the disadvantaged. Simner (1983)
suggested that if these children are required to remain in
a home environment that is lacking in adequate stimulation
for an additional year, their school achievement may be
negatively affected. This author agrees, and also
questions whether or not the experience of daycare or
preschool programs would influence the results of the

birthdate effect. In addition to socioeconomic status,

racial effects should also be studied.

When examining the birthdate effect and chronological

age at school entry, it would seem appropriate to consider

research on child development. Fiaget outlined a model of

i . In
intellectual development that consisted of four stages

i i he child
the third stage, the concrete operations period, the

lop concrete problem—solving skills,

Y
n

begurn to deve
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conservation skj .
Ils, and higher thought Processing needed

for academic work.,

Acc i i
ording to this model, children may

t be develo
no pmentally ready for school-related tasks until

at least age seven.

ahead of boys on the average. 11g and Ames (1964) reported

that boys develop slower than girls in a vafiety of ways.
This makes determination of an appropriate school entrance
age even more complex.

Mot only do children differ in socioeconomic status,
race, and gender, they differ as individuals. No two
children will be exactly alike in rate of development or
readiness for school. Each child is unique, and it is
difficult for schools to acccmmodate for their differences.
According to Anderson (1968), educators are taking very
small children and attempting to rapidly change them into
the perfect model of what is expected of a first grade

pupil.

Finally, this author found that the research did not

cperationalize the terms "younger" and "older.'

Researchers have failed in their attempt to clarify "how

early" is "too early" for children to begin school.
Considering

Specific ages for school entry were avoided.

. however,
the differences in rate of growth and development, ho

. nswered.
this may be a question that is never fully a



Recommendations

In order to adequately deal with the i f
ssue o

p arten and first gra f the
kinderg grade entrance the problem o t
L]

birthdate effect must be evaluated in ter f
ms o

inist . L
administrative fea51b111ty. The following suggestions have

based
been on the outcomes of various research studies

, '4q
Ames (1988) recommended entering children on the basis

of HevelopmEntsl age, wot birthday age. she suggested that

schools adopt a developmental placement policy which would

allcw children deemed legally of age to begin school

following a developmental evaluation. The parents of

children failing the test at an appropriate developmental
age would be informed that their child needed two vyears of
kindergarten. Ames stated that schools adopting this
policy have reduced failures by 50%.

Similarly, Jernigan (1987) claimed that developmental
age is the single most important factor when determining
readiness for S;hDDl. Factors to be considered when

svaluating a child’'s developmental level are chronological

age, mental age, behavior age, and gender. Gender

differences in achievement led Jernigan to further

recommernd that the school curriculum accommodate the needs

of both boys and girls. Kinard and Reinherz (1986) were

’ e i ionin
most concerned with was the level of cognitive functi q

t the time of school entrance.

by

i try age
Other researchers have focused on school entry 49

; 5) did not
reg!'iFEIT'.C'FI+C élthDngh Dlet: and WllsDn (198 ) :
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recommend delayed schogl entry on the hasj fb
s 0 irthdate or

gender, many others dig, (1980), Mad

). addux et al.
(19846), and D i ‘
. FVES et al. (1980) suggested that states and

school districts 1 !
. ts Consider Faising the minimum ag i
e to six

rs., especia i .
yearss P Ily if no readinessg SCreening is availabl
able.

Miller and Norris (1947) recommended that children between

the ages of 3-8 and 6-0 be admitted to school only if a

1evi1 b 1 .
flexible primary program exists and instruction is geared

to their level. Gray (cited in Reeve & Holt, 1987) claimed

that regardless of the entry date, it is the youngest

children who do not meet school expectations; therefore,

evan if the entry date was changed, a younger child will

experlience a disadvantage.

[ o -

Since a common finding in many entrance age studies is
that only boys are affected, it would be difficult to raise
school entrance age when the achievement of girls does not
appear to be influenced (Gredler, 1980). Furthermore, the
Civil Rights Act of 1944 would prevent schools from a

practice that would place children based on gender

differences.

Erion (198648) acknowledged that changes in school

cutoff dates may be beneficial., but the best method would

. 2 ; r school.
be individual assessment of a child’s readiness fo

rls (1982) agreed and recommended that

Kalk, Langer and Sea

~tes clinically screen
states using Winter month cutoff date

P f tes 1n
all the youngest students; for states with RHESHE €4

hould need this
the Autumn months, only the youngest males S



(1967) recommended

that all chil )

tha 1ldren entering school be screened by the school
0o

] hologis N =i -
psychologist =imner {1982 aleg Perceived a need for a

testing program for all Bntering kindergartners

eferring specifi
Referring Specifically tg children characterized as

having a July to December birthdate, late maturation

verbal ditfieulty, maleness, an IQ from 80 to 90, and

hyperkinesis, Donofrio (1977) recommended repetition of

kindergarten in the prevention of learning problems. He
further emphasized that all children should be kept frem
first grade work until age seven.

DiFasgquale et al. (1989) and Gredler (1980) warned
that there are unpredictable effects on self esteem as a
result of grade repetition. Similarly, Erion (1984) stated
that a child should be given extra time to mature before
being identified as having a learning disability or any
other educational difficulty. Miller and Norris (1967)
cauticned that school personnel be aware of the social and
persocnal factors that can lead to retention and not

automatically assume a deficit -in achievement.

Gredler (1980) claimed that a child who has been

selected for retention does not just need time to mature,

1 ist ram
—goi dial assistance prog
but needs an active, on—going, reme

i i i iFa wale et al.
that offers individualized instruction. DiFasqua

. i n whose
( 51 i 5 ce for childre
(1920) favored remedial assistan

-5
iz immature- These recsearcher
cognitive development 1S
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commended Lhat arade r‘etent n st
re om = = lD bE emplDyEd 1
on Y as a la

recsort because of unpred;i
ictable effe
cts on self esteem
and

confidence.
Diamond (1983) suggested another remedy for

immaturity. She supported modifications in teachj
ing

practices and expectations, Likewise, Campbell (1985)
stated that schools should be flexible enough to
accommodate the differing needs of children. Hedges (1978)
likewise claimed that the entire birthdate issue would
disapp=ar if schools sought to provide the nurturing
environment that children need instead of requiring that
they suit the needs of the school program. Donofrio and
0'Hare (17467) similarly recommended that school guidance
and psychology personnel refrain from making complex
psychological diagnoses of childhood learning problems and
zdapt the school programs to fit the child.

Uphoff and Gilmore (198&6) offered a combination of the

previcusly listed suggestions to arrive at six appropriate

school actions.

i. A change in school cutoff date would be helpful.
2. A pupil developmental'assessment to determine a

child’s readiness for kindergarten and/or promotion to

first grade could be implemented.

Recommend that parents hold back their early

sntering children for oneé year.

i to be
Move the curriculum pack up to where it used to

Prior to Sputnik.



special kindergarten G e
b. fAfs a last resort

retention of grade could be
utilized.

but instead

determine the relationship between chronological age and

school success in their lopcal school programs.
Specifically, Maddux (1983) highlighted the need for
schoels to evaluate their special education classes to
determine if they contain a disproportionately large number
of early or late enterers.

fAccording to Montz {1985), the dilemma still remains
as to hqw we, as educators, can ensure that these younger
children have a successful school experience. It is
unlikely that any decision will be satisfactory to parents,

teachers, children and administrators alike. Nevertheless,

a change in school practice is in order. The author offers

the following recommendations:

1. Schools adopt a national cutoff date of at least

September 1.

An informaticnal meeting for parents regarding the

iw

topic of early entrance would be beneficial.

Screening tests for educational readiness should

1 isk ts only.
be administered to younger and high risk students
instruction should be

4, At the primary level (K=Z)s



tailored to t )
he developmental level of h
each child.

=Y If, at the end f K r r
L
O grade th ee, emedial assist
f ) ance

. ded, e i
is neede an educational label will pe justified
1fied for

children with minor learning Probl
ems.
6.
7. F

needs of children who are significantly mentall
ally or

physically handicapped.

Of the above recommendations, this author wishes to

highlight the impocrtance of a develnpmentally—oriented

curriculum for the primary grades. Such a curriculum would

measure the rate of academic gain of each pupil throughout
the school year, and, at the end of the year, the youngest
pupils would not necessarily be expected to have reached
the attainment levels of the oldest pupils. A program of
this design would hopefully reduce failure, retention, and
mislabeling of younger students. GSpecial education
programs offer individualized instruction, and colleges
offer developmental programs which operate on the same

principle. This author would also iike to see regular

sducation students benefit from such a practice. This

=

recommendation is based primarily on the fact that

| ' i for
individual differences 1n development and readiness

school do evist, and, to pe effective teachers, educators

need to be sencitive to these differences and allow

- i ir own pace.
children to grow and learn at thea



Summary

In summary, r
Ys researchers have recommended placement on

the basis Bf developmental age, changes in cutoff dat
' ates,

d school entr .
! Y 898, retention, remedial assistance, and
"

modifications in teaching practices ag methods through

which academic failure of the youngest students can be

— _‘ }_‘ s
decreased. This author notes that none of these practices

will probably be beneficial in isolation. For instance,

ames (1978) stated that just because a child is six-years-—
cold at the time of =chool entry does not mean that he/she
is ready. In addition, Gray (cited in Reeve & Holt, 1987)
claimed that regardless of the cutoff date, there will
always be a relatively younger group of children.
Consequently,: this auther guestions if school entry age
used alone would be the best criterion for determining
readiness Tor school.

This author does not believe that it is the intent of
educators that children flounder and struggle through

=ctocl. MNevertheless, it is time to focus primarily on the

children’'s needs so that their educational experience 1s &

happy and successful one. There is no need to rush school:

childhood has a great value in itself (Hedges. 1978). kay

. : "
Innes’ poem (cited in Ames, 1986, p- 48), reprinted 1in par

: F i nd
below, allows us to realize the feelings ot frustration a

: i ite ready
failure of a younga. immature child who 1is not qu



School for me 3
S not a
Teacher thinksg I'm ratherJDy
Jeher slow.

December girl_
rA, B, C'g -

Teacher's "good"
Fearl just loveg he
Wants to learn to

; ¢ I oughter,
Johnny’'s March - he really shine;

Cplors well within the lines
April Smith can write her name.
In big round letters, all the same
Teacher says that I don’ t try - ’
All I de is blink one eye,
She thinks that I am not too bright
I still mix my left and right! ,

Teacher says I should listen more
And spend less time down on the floor.
I can sing and march and play,
I can paint - but not her way !
I made a person - red and blue
With lots of hair and buttons, too.
It was good — but what the heck!
All she said was, "Where’'s the neck?"

Teacher’'s getting rather riled.
Thinks I'm a stubborn child.
Hop=ss that I don't have a brother -
Says she couldn’t stand another.
Warns if I don’t pay attention
She is thinking of retention.
That threat of hers it thrills me so,
Then I would have more time to grow."
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