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CHAPTER I 

The Research Problem 

Introduction 

Statement of the Problem 

In this age of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), along with the state mandated assessments 

and instruction for the enhancement of learning, it is incumbent upon school districts to evaluate 

their early childhood programs.  Are they providing the programming necessary to give all 

children an equal opportunity to build a strong foundation for learning and school success? Are 

they offering early childhood programming that will prepare children to be ready to learn in the 

primary grades?  At this point in time little research has been done on the impact of public school 

pre-kindergarten programs on student’s readiness for school.   

The research problem posed in this study was to determine if a public school pre-

kindergarten program better prepared children for kindergarten than other pre-kindergarten 

programs and whether statistically significant differences exist in the school readiness for 

kindergarten and growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten of those students who attended a 

public school pre-kindergarten program compared to those students who did not attended a 

public school pre-kindergarten program 

Kindergarten is now a nearly universal experience for children in the United States:  98% 

of children attend kindergarten prior to entering first grade (West & Brick, 1991).  However, the 

population of children that comes to kindergarten is increasingly diverse.  Growing numbers of 

children in the United States come from a variety of racial, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds, 

family types, parent education levels, income strata, and language backgrounds (West, Germino- 

Hausken, & Collins, 1993).  Young children also differ in the types of pre-school experiences 

they bring to kindergarten.  The majority of children come to kindergarten with some experience 

in center-based programs, such as day care centers or pre-schools.  The percentage of children 

with such experience varies, however, across groups with different backgrounds and 

characteristics (West, et al., 1993).   

 According to Campbell, Donahue, Reese, and Phillips (1996), in an analysis of a national 

assessment of educational progress reading report card for nations in the states, kindergarten 

teachers reported that one-third of children entering elementary school (about a million a year) 

lacked basic school readiness skills. 
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 The school readiness of young children is an area of considerable interest and debate in 

current educational policy.  There is not universal agreement within the educational community 

as to the criteria for defining or assessing a child’s readiness for school (Zill, Collins, West, & 

Germino-Hausken, 1995).   Some educators question the usefulness of readiness as a concept 

(Lamberty & Crnic, 1994; Eisenhart & Graue, 1990; Ellwein et al., 1991; & Shepard & Smith, 

1986).  Some emphasize the need for schools to be ready for children (Barnett, 1992; Lamberty 

& Crnic, 1994; & Shepard & Smith, 1986).  There is, however, agreement that how a child does 

in school depends in part on things that happen before he or she ever enters a kindergarten 

classroom (Jemison, 2002).   Measures of the development and well-being of children as they 

enter school can provide important indicators of how young children are being nurtured in our 

society and the challenges faced by teachers and schools in preparing curricula to meet the needs 

of diverse populations of children (Zill, et al., 1995).   

 Zill, et al., (1995) discussed several factors that impact on a child’s development, 

accomplishment, difficulties and can have an impact on readiness.  These factors include socio- 

demographic risk factors, such as:  maternal language and education; poverty status; being born 

to an unmarried mother; living a single parent household. 

 Katz (1991) cited two concerns in reference to the goal of school readiness that reflects 

concerns about the education of young children.  The first is that increasing numbers of young 

children who live in poverty, in single parent households, are not proficient in English, are 

affected by the drug abuse of their parents, have poor nutrition, and receive inadequate health 

care.  The second area of concern involves such matters as the high rates of retention in 

kindergarten in the primary grades, delayed school entry in some districts, segregated/transition 

classes and others, and the increasing use of standardized tests to determine school readiness to 

enter school.  Standardized tests used to deny children entrance to school or placed them in 

special classes are inappropriate for children younger than six.  These trends are due largely to 

the fact that an academic curriculum and direct instruction teaching practices that are appropriate 

for upper grades have gradually moved down into kindergarten and first grade.   

 The concept of school readiness tethers the notion of readiness for learning to a standard of 

physical, intellectual, and social development that enable children to fulfill school requirements 

and assimilate the school’s curriculum (Lewitt & Baker, 1995).  However, even if pre-academic 

skills, such as identifying colors, recognizing letters, and counting are not requirements for 
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kindergarten entry, they are important for two reasons:  first, knowing what skills children have 

and have not yet learned is important for curriculum planning and the allocation of instructional 

resources; second, early accomplishments and difficulties are predicative of later academic 

performance, not perfectly so, but enough to make large developmental differences among 

groups of children a cause for educational concerns (Zill, et al., 1995).     

 Due to a lack of agreement on definitions, standards and data for direct measurement of 

readiness for kindergarten, parents and teachers have many times been the decision making 

group (Lewitt & Baker, 1995).  The child characteristics that a majority of teachers consider 

essential or very important as evidenced by the National Household Education Survey (NHES) 

of 1993 on school readiness are: being well nourished and rested (96%), being able to 

communicate needs, thoughts, and wants verbally (84 percent), being enthusiastic and curious in 

approaching new activities (76 percent), and taking turns and sharing (56 percent), (Heaviside & 

Farris, 1993; West, et al., 1993). 

 In the 1993 NHES survey section for parents their responses indicated they were more 

likely than teachers to judge basic academic skills as important 60 % of parents felt that knowing 

the alphabet and counting to 20 before entering kindergarten was essential or “very important”, 

only 10% of the teachers agreed (Heaviside et al., 1993; West, et al., 1993).   Parents and 

teachers did agree that certain nonacademic characteristics including communication skills, 

enthusiasm, and taking turns, which both a majority of teachers and parents felt were essential 

for kindergarten readiness (Heaviside et al., 1993; West, et al., 1993).    

 Most child development specialists consider school readiness, like child development 

itself, to be a multi-faceted phenomenon (Resource Group on School Readiness, 1991; Zill & 

Coiro, 1992).  The Goal One Technical Planning Group of the National Education Goals panel 

has identified five dimensions or domains of development that are important to a child’s 

readiness for school:  physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional 

development; approaches to learning, language uses; and cognition and general knowledge (Goal 

1 Technical Planning Group, 1993).   

 Maxwell and Clifford (2004) stated that school readiness involves more than just children.  

School readiness, in the broadest sense, is about children, families, early environments, schools, 

and communities.  Their skills and development are strongly influenced by their families and 

through the interactions with other people and environments before coming to school.   
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 For the purpose of this study school readiness in the specific sense has been defined as the 

level of development at which a child is able to learn a specific skill (Carlton & Winsler, 1999).  

Beyond basic abilities and knowledge in language and math, children need broader underlying 

cognitive, social and emotional skills and the capacity to continue to learn and gain 

understanding. They must be able to interact with others positively, pay attention, remember 

lessons taught, follow a teacher's directions, finish tasks, and practice independently what they 

have learned. They must be able to control their emotions, and they must be persistent even when 

learning seems tough (National Institute for Early Education Research, 2006).  Children's 

readiness for school also depends on their physical health.  Children cannot learn well if they eat 

poorly, cannot see the blackboard because of vision problems, or cannot hear what the teacher 

says because they have undiagnosed hearing problems (National Institute for Early Education 

Research, 2006).   

 An important, yet little understood question will be addressed in this study: Does the type 

of pre-kindergarten experience influence kindergarten students’ school readiness?  Is there a 

benefit to public schools focusing on early education program development that precedes 

kindergarten?  Do children come to kindergarten better prepared from public school pre-

kindergarten programs in comparison to other early education programs?   These questions are 

important to answer in order to identify and develop the types of strategies, structures, and 

solutions that will produce positive changes in student outcomes for all children at the earliest 

age possible.   

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a public school pre-kindergarten 

program on its students for school readiness for kindergarten and growth in readiness at the end 

kindergarten as compared with other early education programs such as head start, day care 

programs and no structured program.    

 In response to the aforementioned question several research studies (Beller, 1983; 

Campbell & Ramey, 1994; Fuerst & Fuerst, 1993; Gray, Ramsey & Klaus, 1983; Karnes, Swedel 

& Williams, 1983; Ladd, 1990; Marcon, 2002; Miller & Bizell, 1983; Pianta & McCoy, 1997; 

Reynolds, 1994; Sprigle & Schafer, 1985; Weikart, Bond, & McNeil, 1978) found positive 

outcomes for pre-kindergarten programs and increasing cognitive development and subsequent 
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student achievement but did not compare program types in assessing outcomes.  For example, 

according to DeSiato (2004) the research of Weikart, Bond, and McNeil (1978) found that pre-

school had a positive influence on cognitive development and student performance in subsequent 

years.  Weikart, Bond, and McNeil (1978) demonstrated that students who attended preschool 

scored higher on standardized aptitude tests at the end of the first and second year, then students 

who had not attended preschool.  Furthermore, the research of Miller and Bizell (1983) 

demonstrated that the type of early childhood program a child attended had a positive impact on 

subsequent school performance and IQ scores in the middle years.  Specifically, Miller and 

Bizell (1983) found higher reading achievement for males who had previously attended non-

didactic programs and females who had attended didactic programs. 

 Sprigle and Schafer (1985) found that there were higher rates of attendance, fewer student 

grade retentions and fewer placements in special education for students who attended Learn to 

Learn preschool programs in comparison to students who attended Head Start programs.  Ladd 

(1990) found that children who attended preschool had more favorable views of kindergarten 

than children with no preschool experience.   

 One-third of the children entering kindergarten cannot recognize the letters of the alphabet 

and more than half do not know basic math concepts (National Conference of State Legislatures, 

2002).  Even with Head-Start programs, there are still children who are not ready for school 

entry.  Despite over thirty-five years of investment and proven track record in helping children 

and families succeed, Head Start cannot serve all the eligible children.  In fact, only three out of 

five eligible preschool age children are served by Head Start (Children, 2001).   

 This puts a large number of children in danger of not realizing their potential.  If we do not 

close the gap between what we have learned about the importance of early education and current 

practice, too many of our children are going to be doomed to failure before they enter 

kindergarten (Jemison, 2002).   

 The “National Educational Goals” publication (1989) increased the nation’s awareness of 

the importance of early childhood education.  The first goal stated that by the year 2000, all 

children in America will start school ready to learn.  The administrations of Presidents Bush and 

Clinton endorsed these goals.  Goal one, readiness for school has been the cornerstone of this 

initiative.   
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 White (1994) stated that the first few years of a child’s life play a vital role in determining 

how much a child’s innate potential is realized.  Brazelton (1995) found that even in the best of 

our nation’s schools, “there are too many children who do not realize their full potential because 

they come to school without the backgrounds and support the need to effectively learn” (p. 6). 

 Sugerman (1991) asserted that Americans had begun to recognize the critical role that the 

early childhood education plays in the healthy growth and development of children.  According 

to Mitchell and Modigliani (1989), approximately 27 states have passed legislation mandating or 

encouraging preschool programs in public schools.  However, cost and the ongoing conflict that 

exists with public and private day care programming has slowed the development of 

comprehensive public school 4 year-old pre-kindergarten programs. 

 Barnett (1995) stated: “A pre-kindergarten experience, whether in the private or public 

sector, will provide an avenue for children to begin school confident, curious, persistent, and able 

to communicate with others” (p. 29).  Weichert, Bond, and McNeil (1978) found that students 

who did not attend pre-kindergarten programs consistently lacked social-emotional maturity in 

comparison to students who had attended pre-kindergarten.  Research by Connell and Printz 

(2002), Schindler, Moely and Frank (1987) and the NICHD Early Child Care Research Network 

(2001) reinforced the positive effects of quality pre-school experiences on children’s social and 

emotional behaviors, social skills, and abilities to get along with and relate to peers.   Barnett 

(1995) determined that higher quality early childhood education was associated with better 

cognitive and social development.   

 In a quasi-experimental study of the Extended Elementary Education Pre-Kindergarten 

Program in Maryland, Carter (1991) found that well planned, carefully implemented, and closely 

supervised pre-kindergartens can reduce negative educational outcomes that often affect children 

from low-socio economic backgrounds.  Carter (1991) found former pre-kindergarten 

participants were 50% less likely than non-pre-kindergarten participants to be labeled at-risk for 

learning problems.  The aforementioned research citation supports the contention that the quality 

of pre-school programming has a significant impact on student success in kindergarten and 

ultimately in school.   

 State funded pre-kindergarten programs have become increasingly common across the 

country, having been established to some extent in up to forty states (Barnett, Robin, Hustedt, & 

Shulman, 2004).  The primary goal of these state-funded programs is to improve the learning and 
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development of young children and improve their preparation for the increasingly rigorous 

challenges of kindergarten.  Effective preschool programs lay a foundation for children’s 

subsequent school success, by imparting the basics – colors, shapes, numbers, letters, how to 

look at a book, how to get along with classmates, how to live by the rules in school – sending 

children to kindergarten with solid success in preschool and the built-in confidence that early 

success creates (Barnett, Lamy, & Jung, 2005).  One of the longest running and best-known 

studies of preschool found that children who attended the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project in 

Ypsilanti, MI four decades ago continue to be more law-abiding, earn higher incomes, and have 

amore stable home lives than similar adults who were not enrolled in the program (Schweinhart, 

2002).    

 

Research Questions  

The research questions that guided this study were: 

1. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

higher levels of kindergarten readiness, than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program? 

2. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

higher levels of school readiness at the end of kindergarten, than those students who did 

not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 

3. Does the impact of the public school pre-kindergarten program differ by the following 

demographic variables: student gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, family socio-

economic status (SES), and the presence of older sibling(s) in the home? 

4. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

more discipline referrals in kindergarten than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program? 

5. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

more absences and days tardy to school than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program? 

6. Do Kindergarten teachers perceive students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten 

program as having higher levels of readiness for kindergarten then students who did not 

attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 
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Significance of the Study 

 DeSiato (2004) noted that few studies to date have addressed the influence of the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience on kindergarten students’ educational readiness for kindergarten or 

on kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of students’ educational readiness for kindergarten in an 

urban setting. 

 This study evaluates whether there is a difference in school readiness levels for incoming 

kindergarten students who attend a public school pre-kindergarten program compared to students 

who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program.  This study also evaluates growth 

in school readiness for kindergartens students at the end of kindergarten who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program compared to students who did not attend a public school pre-

kindergarten program   Demographic variables such as: gender, ethnicity, mother’s education 

level, family socio-economic status (SES), and the presence of older sibling(s); student discipline 

referrals, students absences, days tardy to school, and teacher perceptions of student readiness by 

the type of program attended were also examined and analyzed in this study.   

 There is a need for additional research to assist public schools in making important 

decisions about how to prepare children for school.  According to Rimm-Kauffman, Pianta, and 

Cox (2000) kindergarten teachers have reported that half of their class or more have specific 

problems with entry into kindergarten.   

 By producing such comparable data this study could benefit the entire local, state, and 

national levels.  For example, as school districts look for pro-active solutions to increase student 

achievement and effectively address the requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) they will 

consider the consequences of not putting resources into quality early childhood programming.  

This study provides insight into the benefits of implementing pre-kindergarten within school 

districts.  Outcomes from this study may also aid in determining the effect of public school pre-

kindergarten on student readiness compared to other pre-kindergarten programs.  The results 

from this study may provide a forum for school districts to make the argument at the state level 

that public school pre-kindergarten is more beneficial then other types of programs in preparing 

children for kindergarten and therefore, state and federal funding of pre-kindergarten programs 

in school districts must continue to increase.  The data collected from this study may provide 



 

9 

 

 

much needed support for school district to increase their emphasis on offering high quality early 

childhood programming. 

 

Definition of Terms 

 To assist the reader in understanding, the following terms are operationally defined as they 

apply to and appear in this study: 

 Absences: The number of days that a kindergarten student is recorded as not present at 

school on a regular school day.   

 Full-day Kindergarten: An alternative delivery of kindergarten services allowing for 

additional hours of learning time.  In this study, full kindergarten provided for 6 hours and 55 

minutes of learning time.  

 Pre-Kindergarten program: Instruction at the age of four that usually precedes 

attendance in kindergarten.  Pre-kindergarten in this study represents a program for four year 

olds implemented in a Public School, Head Start Center, or Day Care Center. 

 Head Start program: A pre-school or pre-kindergarten program for disadvantaged 

families that provides comprehensive services in the areas of:  day care, medical & dental 

treatment emphasizing the child’s psychological development and school readiness and an 

introduction of social services into the home environment (Ross, 1979). 

 Day Care Program:  Forst (1993) viewed day care as a custodial in nature, a place to keep 

children while parents work.  The term in this study will refer to programs, public and/or private, 

for preschool age children.  A set curriculum with an educational focus is not a requirement of 

the program.  Personnel in these programs may or may not be certified for child care or have a 

valid teaching certificate. 

  Days Tardy to School:  The number of day during the kindergarten year that a student is 

tardy or late to school. 

 No structured program:  The child does stays at home and does not attend any type of pre-

school program. 

 Readiness for School: A level of development that indicates that a child will be 

able to be successful in a school.  Readiness to learn is a level of development at which a child is 

able to learn a specific skill. (Carlton & Winsler,1999). 
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 Raw score:  The number of questions that the student answered correctly. 

 Standard scores:  Raw scores that have been transformed to have a mean and standards 

deviation.  The scores denote how far an examinee’s scores lies from the mean of the distribution 

in terms of the standard deviation. 

 DeSiato Kindergarten Teacher Perception of Readiness Survey Modified:  A survey that 

compares students by teacher perceptions trough observation of their school readiness by the 

type of pre-kindergarten experience.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

11 

 

 

 

CHAPTER II 

Review of Literature 

Introduction 

 The year’s birth to six years of age mark a critical period in the development of a child.  It 

is during those early years that children grow physically, cognitively, socially, and emotionally 

(Benton-Miller, 2002).  The first National Educational Goal (1989) stated that by the year 2000, 

all children in America will start school ready to learn.  Although there has been progress, school 

readiness for all children has proven difficult to achieve (Lewitt & Baker, 1995).  The 

involvement of public schools to achieve this goal has been minimal but increasing.  Since this 

goal has not yet been attained further research to support the fundamental premise of the 

National Education Goals initiative must be undertaken.   

 Educational reform across the nation has resulted in many states increasing its 

appropriation to public education.  Kindergarten is now a universal experience for children in the 

United States, with 98% of all children attending kindergarten prior to entering first grade (Zill, 

et al., 1995).  However, state plans to serve children below the age of 5 years have not been fully 

realized.  Pre-kindergarten and kindergarten programs are not a mandated part of the public 

school educational program.  The programs that are offered differ in requirements, length of day, 

and whether or not the kindergarten program is part of the public school system (McGill, 1996).  

There is a lack of uniformity in moving towards educational goals in early childhood education 

(Robinson & Lyon, 1994).  In order to insure quality, affordability, and equal access for all 

children, early education programs, specifically pre-kindergarten, should be part of the public 

education system (Shultz & Lopez, 1995).   

 The literature review, for this study, is organized in the following sections: (1) a historical 

perspective of pre-kindergarten; (2) research on school readiness; (2) types of pre-kindergarten 

programs and funding; (4) the benefits of pre-kindergarten; (5) the status of public school pre-

kindergarten in the United States; (6) the status of public school pre-kindergarten in 

Pennsylvania.  These topics explain the background of and reason for this proposed study. 
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Historical Perspective of Pre-Kindergarten 

 Historically, young children in America have always been provided opportunities to 

participate in educational programs.  During the colonial era, 1620-1750, families sent their very 

young children to school if schools were available. The Puritans believed children should learn 

to read the Bible as soon as possible; therefore, children were taught to read when they were 

three or four years of age (Spodek, 1988). Young children often attended dame schools where 

women would teach reading and writing in their homes. Over the course of our history, the social 

philosophy of America has shifted from providing educational programs for a selected more 

affluent group of children to the gradual inclusion of all children regardless of gender, ethnicity 

or social standing (Lazerson, 1985).  Factors contributing to this change reflect the shift in the 

interest and attention given to young children.  When district schools were established for older 

children, many parents sent their younger children to these schools along with their older 

children (McGill-Franzen, 1993). In fact, differences in the education of young children and the 

education of older children did not exist during this time (Spodek & Saracho, 1994). 

 Public and private schooling were offered to very young children during this time. 

Primary schools, also known as common schools, were public schools established to provide 

instruction in the basic skills of reading, writing, and arithmetic. Young children were often 

enrolled in primary schools, learned to read at age three or four, and began Latin instruction at 

age five or six.  Interestingly, in 1826, five percent of all children enrolled in public schools were 

below four years of age (Spodek & Saracho, 1994).  

Comenius, Locke, and Pestolozzi, sixteenth century educators, proclaimed the 

importance of the first years of life as a foundation of all leader personality development 

(Cramer, 1970).  In Three Thousand Years of Educational Wisdom, Ulich, (1963) recorded 

varying views that have influenced how society views young children and responds to their 

needs.   John Amos Comenius (Ulich, 1963), a deeply religious bishop during the 1600’s, was 

concerned about the education of all children.  Comenius believed that all who were born as 

human beings needed education and learning.  Morality and piety were foundations of good 

education.  He wrote procedure for community schools in which all children would be equipped 

in the early years for later life.  Ulich (1963) noted of Comenius’ writings:  “It is the property of 

all things becoming that they can easily be bent and formed as long as they are tender. . . Soft 

wax can be modeled and remodeled, hard wax will crumble” (p. 342-343).   
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According to Ulich (1963), John Locke wrote about the necessity of good habits being 

formed early in life.  Locke had high standards for children.  According to Ulich, Locke’s 

thoughts on children were exactly what the best members of the English ruling class wished their 

children to become – gentleman with respect for normal standards and religion, with balanced 

judgment and good common sense.  These attributes were considered helpful for a practical life.   

 Pestolozzi is considered to be very important in the beginning of the early childhood 

movement.  He disapproved of young children being viewed as little adults who were to be 

dressed and punished as adults.  A more humane view of children was encouraged.  The current 

beliefs and philosophy of the education of young children is rooted in the beliefs of the past 

(Lazerson, 1985). 

In 1860, the first kindergarten for English speaking children opened in Boston.  It was 

geared for children of well-to-do families and different from other programs in its educational 

philosophies.  Ten years later, the Boston School Board opened up an experimental kindergarten 

in a public school.  In 1873, the St. Louis public schools opened an experimental classroom. The 

kindergarten enrollment grew rapidly.  By 1880, there 77,828 children between four and six 

years old enrolled throughout the city (Mitchell et al., 1989).  The kindergarten movement 

continued to expand and the settlement houses were able to offer kindergarten as one of their 

social services.  The free kindergartens in the settlement houses were supported through 

donations from wealthy philanthropists and subscriptions from the middle class.  By 1890, there 

was a large-scale adoption of kindergarten by the public schools.  The number of children 

enrolled had increased from 31,117 to 143,720 (during the 1880’s).  In 1898, there were 4,300 

kindergarten classrooms in almost 400 cities nationwide (Mitchell et al., 1989).   

By the turn of the century, more than half of the kindergartens were operated by the 

public schools (Kahn and Kammerman, 1987).  With the public school adoption of kindergarten 

came a change in philosophy and operation of the programs.  Social reform became less 

important and emphasis was placed on curriculum.  The kindergarten director became less 

autonomous, teacher authority was diminished, home visits were eliminated, assistant teachers 

were removed, and standardized procedures were put in place, disregarding differences in 

neighborhoods (Shapiro, 1983).   

The very popular kindergarten movement, which began as a comprehensive social 

service, was in disarray by 1915.  The key players were no longer reformers interested in the 
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welfare of children and their families but educators interested in the curriculum for 

kindergarteners (Mitchell et al., 1989).  As the kindergarten movement grew and diversified 

according to its sponsors, other childcare programs underwent changes.  Day nurseries began to 

decline since admissions policies gave access only to very poor women or to women with sick 

husbands.  By 1919, thirty-nine states were offering stipends to mothers who stayed at home 

with their children (Fein and Clark-Stewart, 1973).  Ironically, while society was discouraging 

mothers from going to work, compulsory education laws encouraged public school involvement 

in early childhood programs.  When compulsory attendance laws were passed in Los Angeles 

and in Gary, Indiana, these cities opened the nation’s first public school nurseries or the model 

that would develop into public school pre-kindergarten programs (Mitchell et al., 1989).  These 

nursery schools or pre-kindergarten programs also became affiliated with the university based 

research centers.  The first nursery school was organized by a group of faculty wives at the 

University of Chicago in 1915 to provide socialization and play activities for their children 

(Mitchell et al., 1989).  Other nursery school programs were established during the nursery 

school movement in the 1920s and were directed toward the cognitive enrichment of upper- and 

middle-class children.  Children attended nursery schools because experiences were considered 

beneficial for their social and educational development (Condry, 1983; McGill-Franzen, 1993). 

Most nursery school programs differed from previously existing programs for young children 

because they were half-day programs rather than full-day programs (Grubb, 1991). 

For the next two decades the nursery school or pre-kindergarten movement spread 

throughout the United States (Mitchell et al., 1989)..  By 1931, two hundred three nursery 

schools were in existence.  Approximately half of these nursery schools were affiliated with 

colleges and universities, a third of the nursery schools were private, and a fifth of the nursery 

schools were part of child welfare agencies (Spodek & Saracho, 1994).  Some earlier nursery 

schools were established at Teachers College, Columbia University, and the Merrill Palmer 

School of Motherhood and Home Training. Also, a small number of nursery schools were 

established within public school systems (Condry, 1983). All nursery schools were concerned 

with educating children (Spodek & Saracho, 1994) and similar to kindergartens, nursery schools 

became associated with the American education system (McGill-Franzen, 1993).   Thus, in the 

first decades of the 1900’s, 
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public schools became involved in the kindergarten movement and, on a very small scale, the 

education and care of children of nursery school age or pre-kindergarten.  

The Great Depression and World War II had a significant impact on the status of child 

care and kindergarten (Mitchell et al., 1989).  During the Depression, there were many cutbacks 

and lay-offs.  Nursery schools suffered and some kindergartens were eliminated.  It was then that 

the federal government stepped in and created nursery schools.  Monies were appropriated 

through the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (1933) later known as the Works Progress 

Administration (Galban, 1996).  The nursery schools were created mainly to provide 

employment for teachers, nurses, clerical workers, and educational staff.  The great significance, 

however, was that the funds went directly to local school districts and the programs were year 

round, multi-service centers offering comprehensive services.  Many of the programs were 

located in public schools.   

World War II created a great need for childcare centers due to women’s participation in 

the labor force. In 1941, the community facilities (Lanham Act) provided federal money to 

establish daycare centers where needed.  When the WPA was abolished in 1942, the Lanham Act 

centers moved into those spaces (Mitchell et al., 1989).  The programmatic approach was similar 

to that of Depression-era centers, as was the enrollment of children from different social classes 

(Galban, 1996).  While not all children were served during wartime, it is estimated that up to 1.5 

million children in 47 states were served (Kerr, 1973).  Unlike the public school adoption of 

kindergarten, the role of the public and private daycare was primarily to provide space.   

 There was yet another war that would have a significant and lasting impact on child care in 

the United States – The War on Poverty.  During the 1960’s, programs were once again created 

as a form of social reform.  Educating or caring for the child was a means of reaching the family.  

Monies were available through various funding sources.  The efforts to wage a war against 

poverty were evident in the amendment to Social Security Act of 1962, which includes funds for 

daycare – Title IV-A, IV-B, IV-C (1967), which funded daycare for low-income families and for 

welfare mothers who needed to attend school or training for employment. Title VII of Housing 

and Urban Development Act (1965), which provided direct funding, as well as technical support 

for daycare centers and model cities legislation in 1972, funded demonstration daycare programs 

(Mitchell et al., 1989). 
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 The anti-poverty programs were targeted to low income families and the federal thrust was 

mainly to assist parents in gaining employment.  The exception was the creation of Head Start in 

1965.  While Head Start was also targeted to the poor, its vision was to give children a head start 

in school and counter the effects of poverty.  Head Start, indeed, has been the legacy of the War 

on Poverty (Mitchell et al., 1989).     

 

Child Care Legislation for Pre-Kindergarten in Public Schools 

 Many efforts were made to include children under age five in the public school system.  

The National Education Association (NEA) further suggested that public schools open their 

doors to pre-kindergarten children in 1945.  They recommended that schooling be extended to 

three and four year olds, particularly to children whose parents were not able to provide 

enriching experiences (Grubb, 1987).  In 1965, the NEA amended its position, recommending 

that all children at the age of four have access to a public school program.  The American 

Federation of Teachers voiced their concern for early childhood education in 1974.  They 

lobbied for the legislation supporting childcare programs, recommending that priorities be given 

to universal early childhood education and that public schools be primary sponsors of the 

programs.  Albert Schanker (1987), then president of the AFT, supported the idea pointing out 

the empty classrooms and available trained teachers.  In the 1970’s there were several attempts to 

pass legislation for comprehensive childcare initiatives.   

 The childcare development legislation, however, was not successful.  President Nixon 

vetoed the Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971, which would have provided 

educational, social, and medical services to all children regardless of income.  The rationale for 

the veto was that the Act would weaken the family, was fiscally irresponsible, and was 

unworkable (Fein and Clark-Stewart, 1973).  It was not until 1990 after many failed attempts in 

the 80’s that the Act for Better Child Care (ABC) was passed under the Child Care and 

Development Block Grant as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act bills and proposed 

major roles for public schools.  The ABC was to provide 2.5 billion in the first year for the 

purchase of child care and for improvements in the infrastructure of child care.  Low and middle 

income parents were to benefit and public schools were to be included as eligible service 

providers (Mitchell et al., 1989).    
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 Early childhood advocates succeeded in preventing a veto by President Bush and the 

combined package became the first successful attempt to pass legislation for comprehensive 

childcare.  The ABC bill addresses the availability and affordability of quality child care 

providing funds to low income parents to help subsidize child care costs (Goff, 1990).   

 In summary, early childhood education in America today has been influenced by all of the 

previously mentioned early childhood programs (Andrews & Slate, 2001). Kindergarten has 

become part of the normal school experience for the vast majority of children with 98% of all 

children attending kindergarten prior to first grade (Zill, et al., 1995).  Also, public and private 

childcare or pre-kindergarten programs for three and four year old children have increased 

substantially across the country with a focus on school readiness.  Over the last three decades the 

percentage of children three and four years of age enrolled in nursery schools or pre-

kindergartens increased from approximately 11% to 48% (Robinson, 1997).  Furthermore, an 

increasing number of preschool-age children who are considered at risk and children from 

diverse language and cultural backgrounds are being served by pre-kindergarten programs 

(Spodek & Saracho, 1994).  Research by Weichert, Bond, and McNeil (1978), Miller and Bizzell 

(1983), Ladd (1990), and Campbell and Ramey (1994) on various pre-school programs have 

demonstrated positive outcomes toward readiness in cognitive development based on IQ scores, 

social and emotional development based on teaching rating scales, and subsequent student 

achievement based on standardized test scores(DeSiato, 2004).   

 This study examined whether the type of type of pre-kindergarten experience has an 

influence on school readiness.   Pre-kindergarten in a public school setting offers parents a cost 

effective seamless transition into kindergarten.   

 

Research on School Readiness 

 The quantity and rate of learning the first few years of life are nothing short of spectacular. 

The fact that by three or four years of age most children can understand and use the language of 

those around them is just one simple example of learning that takes place long before children 

begin school.  However, what children learn and how they learn it and how much they learn 

depend on many factors.  Among the most important factors are the child’s physical well-being 

and his/her emotional and cognitive relationships with those who care for him (Katz, 1991).  
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 If the entrance point for all children in America to enter school ready to learn is defined as 

kindergarten, few children will have had educational experiences in public institutions before 

beginning school (Schultz & Lopez, 1995).  There is critical tie between development below the 

age of 5 years and future ability to learn.  Half of all the growth of human intelligence takes 

place between birth and age 4 (Bloom, 1964).  Recent brain research has shown that without the 

proper environment and stimuli in those early year’s children can lose their ability to learn 

(Alexander & Entwisle, 1986; Belseky & MacKinnan, 1994).    

 Readiness for school does not begin in kindergarten.  The brain circuitry that lasts a 

lifetime, researchers say, is established in the earliest years (Belesky & MacKinnan; Entwisle, 

Alexander, Cadigan, & Pallas, 1986).  One aspect of pre-kindergarten programs supported by 

research (Sylvester, 1995; Jenson, 1998) is the opportunity to facilitate brain development during 

the critical years prior to age five as ninety percent (90%) of brain growth occurs before 

kindergarten.  If a child between birth and 5 years old has a rich environment and a wide variety 

of experiences, he or she will develop the skills necessary for success in later years (Jemison, 

2002).   Children, who start behind, stay behind.  Nearly 90% of children who are poor readers in 

first grade will still be poor readers by fourth grade (Child Trends Data Bank, 2006).    

 Although there is considerable research on school readiness there is limited information on 

the impact of the type of pre-kindergarten experience on readiness for kindergarten.   This study 

examined whether pre-kindergarten programming in a public school setting better prepared a 

sample of students for kindergarten then other early education pre-kindergarten programs.   

 Grafwallner (1994) examined the relationship of achievement for rural students in third 

grade from low-income families who participated in one of five types of pre-kindergarten 

programs.  In this study academic gains of public school pre-kindergarten students were 

compared to the gains of students with other types of pre-kindergarten experiences.  The five 

types of programs included: Head start, public school pre-kindergarten, private pre-kindergarten, 

day care, and family child care.  Students who attended Head start, private pre-kindergarten, and 

public school pre-kindergarten programs scored consistently higher on the Comprehensive Test 

of Basic Skills (CTBS) than students that attended day care or family care programs.  Andrews 

(1996) also conducted research in which academic gains of public pre-kindergarten students 

were compared to academic gains of students with other pre-kindergarten experience.   
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 Shipley and Oborn (1996) in a review of four pre-school programs made a case for public 

school pre-kindergarten.  They identified key advantages to public school sponsorship of pre-

kindergarten: the universal availability of the public school in that they offer services in a central 

location of a community; public education is free of cost; public schools have a formal 

cooperation with other relevant agencies which brings about order and defrays chaos and the 

fragmentation of services; public schools can offer both child care through after school programs 

as well as developmentally appropriate curriculum; public school sponsorship of early education 

does not require uniformity or rigidity;  public schools have the flexibility to expand services 

based upon local needs; public schools are typically sensitive to confidentiality; the public school 

system is best equipped to coordinate a variety of services such as health or nutrition to support a 

child’s development; the safety records in publics schools are exemplary; public schools are 

sensitive to the needs of handicapped children; public schools  staff with highly qualified 

personnel. 

 Pianta (2002), in a meta-analysis of studies, identified the following multi-faceted, 

complex, and systematic readiness factors for children beginning kindergarten:  A child’s 

experiences at home and the resources at home; the resources and experiences present in child 

care and preschool settings attended by the child; community resources that support high-quality 

parenting and child care; the extent to which elementary school is well linked to these family and 

child care resources; and the degree to which the classroom experiences provided for the child in 

the kindergarten and the first grades effectively  builds on competencies he or she brings to 

school.  Pianta (2002) maintained that to understand school readiness it is necessary to consider 

the child’s developing social and academic competencies. It is also beneficial to know the ways 

in which these competencies are influenced by experiences and interactions prior to 

kindergarten.  Educators, according to Pianta (2002), need to learn how to build on what children 

know in kindergarten in order to help children succeed not only in kindergarten but throughout 

their school careers.  

 During their meta-analysis of studies Pianta and Cox (2002) also identified a 

comprehensive explanation of the theories of readiness.  The four main theories of kindergarten 

readiness in the literature are:  idealist/nativist; empiricist/environmentalist; social 

constructivists; and interactionist.  The idealist/nativist view of readiness suggest that children 

are ready to start school when they can demonstrate the following types of skills:  following 
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directions from adults; interacting with peers in acceptable ways; and sitting quietly to do their 

work (Pianta and Cox, 2002).  Kolberg and Mayer (1972) agree with the idealist/nativist view 

somewhat by seeing the child as having an internal clock that continues to tick despite the 

experience that the child is engaged in.  School readiness, from a nativist perspective, is thus 

defined as the task of allowing the psychological forces underlying learning to unfold so that 

psychological and constitutional structures can eventually emerge (Miesel, 1998). 

 The empericist/environmentalist view of kindergarten readiness focuses on academic 

knowledge, including such skills as knowing how to write one’s name, knowing one’s address, 

knowing the colors and shapes, knowing numbers to ten and number concepts, along with 

knowing the alphabet.  It also includes acceptable school behavior, listening, and following 

directions.  The empiricist/environmentalist view centers on what a child can do and how a child 

behaves (Pianta & Cox, 2002).  Kolberg and Mayer (1972) also supported this viewpoint and 

described this view as cultural transmission with additional support by Smith and Shepard (1988) 

who consider this as an externally driven approach.  Kagan (1990) interpreted this approach as a 

readiness for school model rather than a readiness to learn model.  Furthermore, she viewed this 

approach as one that builds skills that are prerequisites to a successful kindergarten experience 

rather than one that focuses and is an end in itself.  The basic assumption to this theory is that 

readiness is an absolute state of affairs (Meisel, 1996) and that criteria for readiness are stable 

and universal (Pianta & Cox, 2002).   School readiness in the empiricist/environmental model is 

characterized by a cumulative skills model that posts a hierarchy of tasks culminating in a final 

task, and in which intermediate tasks cannot be mastered before earlier goals are achieved 

(Gagne, 1970). 

 The social constructivist theory views readiness in social and cultural terms rather than 

intrinsic or external terms (Pianta & Cox, 2002).  This view moves the focus of readiness away 

from the child and centers it on the community in which the child lives and considers the 

perceptions of the teachers, parents, and other members of the community.  This theory lacks an 

absolute definition of readiness because it looks to the setting for its definition and each setting is 

different, even within one community or school.  The authors state that in this view, “readiness is 

in the eye of the beholder” (p. 49).   

 The fourth theory, interactionist, considers information about the child as well as 

information from the child’s environment.  The interactionist view is bidirectional focusing both 
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on the child and the school’s ability to meet the needs of the child.  This view is comprehensive 

as stated by Miesels (1996):  “Readiness and early school achievement are bidirectional concepts 

that focus on children’s current skills, knowledge, and abilities and on the condition of the 

environment in which children are reared and taught.  Because different children are prepared for 

different experiences, and different children respond differently to apparently similar 

environmental inputs, readiness is a relative term.  Although it can be applied to an individual 

child, it is not something in the child and it is not something in the curriculum.  Readiness from 

the interactionist viewpoint  is a product of the interaction between children’s prior experiences, 

their genetic endowment, their maturational status, and the whole range of environmental and 

cultural experiences that they encounter” (Pianta, p. 410).  According to Pianta and Cox (2002), 

in order to understand kindergarten readiness, one has to have an understanding of the four 

aforementioned theories.  They also concluded that a good understanding of the theories is 

necessary for the assessment of young children.   

 Kagan (1990) stated that readiness to learn generally has to do with the level of the 

development of the individual at which an individual is ready to undertake the learning of 

specific materials.  Readiness for school has been defined as a level of development that 

indicates that a child will be able to be successful in a school by adjusting to the demands of 

school (National Institute for Early Education Research, 2006).  The “dimensions of school 

readiness” or “readiness factors” were considered by the Resource Group on School Readiness 

of the National Education Goals Panel (1993).  However, the panel came to no agreement on a 

readiness definition.  Some felt that verbal skills should be the focus while others looked at 

mental maturity, and yet others thought that general knowledge was probably the most important 

readiness skill.   

 As a result, the Goal One Technical Planning Group of the National Education Goals 

(1993) concluded that readiness involved the whole child and should include five dimensions:  

physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional development; approaches to 

learning, language usage; and cognition and general knowledge. 

 

Physical Well Being/Motor Development  

 Yet another factor considered by the Resource Group on School Readiness (1991) was the 

physical well being defined through motor control.  According to a study conducted by Johnson, 
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Gallagher, Cook, and Wong (1995), kindergarten teachers selected the following five gross 

motor skills as the most important for kindergarten students:  walks down five or more stairs 

alternating feet; walks up five or more stairs alternative feet; runs and changes directions; traps 

ball with arms and body; catches primarily with hands (p 319).   They also selected the five top 

critical fine motor skills:  draws 3x with demonstration; traces thick line to form a circle/square; 

cuts on a straight line, circle; draws vertical, horizontal, intersecting lines (with demonstration); 

and stacks 5-6 blocks (without demonstration) (p 320).  In Wright, Diener, and Kay’s study 

(2002), teachers’ responses indicated that they wanted children to have fine motor skills, such as 

how to cut and use scissors, as well as how to hold a pencil or crayon, and how to use glue.  The 

teachers believed that it was necessary for children to know how to use such materials so they 

did not have to struggle to learn to use them in school.  They also said it was important for 

children to have well developed large motor skills, such as running, jumping, and hopping.  This 

study pointed out that the development of these skills improves with age.   

 Zill and West (2001), in a report published by the National Center for Education Statistics, 

stated that older kindergarten students have motor skills that are more advanced than younger 

kindergarten students.   

 

Social Development  

 The Resource Group on School Readiness (1991) identified social competence as an 

important readiness factor.  They defined social skills to be not only overt observable behavior, 

but also hidden problem solving abilities.  Teachers realize that social competence is extremely 

complex and they may consider their job to teach children how to be more socially skillful.  

Thus, the interpersonal social skills for school readiness include behaviors such as making 

friends, introducing one’s self, joining in, asking for a favor, offering to help, giving and 

accepting compliments, and apologizing.  Social skills competence includes the ability of 

children to express their feelings without using aggression (Burk, 2001; Lindsay, 2002).  Socially 

competent children are responsive and able to mesh their behavior with the behavior of their 

peers (Mize, 1995).  Socially competent children are also likely to perform appropriately with 

peers in subsequent peer setting (Black & Logan, 1995).  The ultimate goal is for kindergarten 

children to be independent, self-sufficient, and socially competent for success in the school 

setting (Foulks & Morrow, 1989).    
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Emotional Development  

 According to Britzman (2003), parents are the primary socializing agents for their children.  

Therefore, they must give their child the time, attention, and affection to develop emotionally, 

thus creating a moral intelligence.  Parents must teach children to treat others with mutual respect 

and to tolerate individual differences.  When parents build a bond of love with their children, 

they can combat the negative effects of the world.  Parents must become more intentional in 

good parenting skills for healthy development of their children.   

 In the Kindergarten in Alberta Handbook for Parents (Alberta Department of Education, 

2001), it is stated that emotional maturity includes decision-making skills and initiative, as well 

as experience in expressing feelings while developing independence.  The researchers found that 

kindergarten children are quite open with their emotions and express them easily and intensely.  

Therefore, these children are also learning how to express their emotions in social acceptable 

ways.  At this age, they are starting to be more teachable.  Desirable social and emotional skills 

must be strengthened and supported through childhood (Blair, 2002; Katz, 2003; & Peth-Pierce, 

2000).   

 

Approaches to Learning/Language Usage 

 The Resource Group on School Readiness (1991) identified language richness as another 

necessary factor in school readiness.  According to the Kindergarten in Alberta Handbook for 

Parents (2001), at kindergarten age children’s speaking vocabularies increase rapidly and they 

love to talk and have the ability to discuss a topic, wait their turn to speak, and tell a story.  They 

are constantly questioning everything they are exposed to.  By listening, reading, and viewing 

children have learned a sense of story.  Children ready to start kindergarten need people to listen 

to them and to respond to them.  Pianta (2002) stated that the key component of literacy as 

children start school is “their facility with language and naturalistic settings and interactions, 

such as the ability to converse with other children and adults” (p. 4).  

 To ensure strong communication skills, a report by the American Medical Association 

(1999) emphasized communicating with children from infancy onward.  It is also stated that the 

more interactive conversation children are engaged in, the more they learn.   
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Cognition and General Knowledge   

 Prior to kindergarten, children need a variety of hands-on experiences in every day life to 

grow intellectually.  The Resource Group on School Readiness (1991) also recognized this 

general knowledge as a necessary element of readiness.  These experiences should include 

opportunities to explore sizes, shapes, and colors; similarities and differences; cause and effect in 

science activities; numbers and counting; writing, especially their name, addresses, and 

telephone numbers (Ready for School, 2000).  Children of kindergarten age are acquiring 

knowledge of objects, relationships, and events at an incredible rate by observing, exploring, and 

imitating.   

 Although there has been nationally acknowledged agreement on the five dimensions of 

readiness, few have researchers have used a systematic extensive questionnaire that looks at each 

of these dimensions in terms of the influence of the type of pre-kindergarten experience on 

teacher’s perceptions of student of educational readiness.  This study extends the research of 

DeSiato (2004) who developed and used a survey of kindergarten teachers’ perceptions on the 

influence of the type of pre-kindergarten experiences on students’ educational readiness.  Few 

studies to date have addressed the influence of the type of pre-kindergarten experience on 

kindergarten teachers’ perceptions and kindergarten students’ educational readiness in an urban 

setting (DeSiatto, 2004).  This study utilized a modified version of the DeSiato Teacher 

Perception of Kindergarten Student Readiness for Kindergarten Survey (DTPK-M) to examine 

kindergarten teacher perceptions of student readiness for kindergarten by the type of pre-

kindergarten experience with a focus on the five dimensions of readiness as developed by the 

Goal One Technical Planning Group of the National Education Goals (1993).   

 According to Katz & McClellan (1991) parents and pre-school teachers can strengthen 

intellectual preparedness by providing children ample opportunity for conversation, discussion, 

and cooperative work and play with peers who are likely to start school with them. Parents of 

children not enrolled in a pre-school program can help by talking to the staff at the child’s future 

school about the kinds of stories, songs, and special activities and field trips usually offered at 

the school and by introducing related topics to their children.   

 Another category of consideration in this process of readiness is getting the school ready 

for the children.  The most important strategy for addressing the school readiness goal is to 
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prepare the school to be responsive to the wide range of experiences, background, and needs of 

the children who are starting school (Katz, 1991).    

 There are three areas of consideration: appropriate curriculum, a wide variety of teaching 

methods, and appropriate staffing (NAEYC, 1990).  A position statement on school readiness 

issued by the National Association for the Education of Young Children (1990) points out that 

given the nature of children’s development, “the curriculum in the early grades must provide 

meaningful context for children’s learning rather than focusing primarily on isolated skill 

acquisitions” (p. 22).   

 The curriculum should emphasize informal work and play, a wide range of activities 

related to the child’s direct first-hand experience, ample opportunity to apply skills being learned 

in meaningful context, and a wide variety of teaching methods; appropriate staffing – teachers 

are more likely to be able to accommodate the diversity of experiences, backgrounds, languages, 

and interests of their pupils if their classes are small or if they have the services of a qualified 

full-time aide.  Having two adults in each class makes it easier to staff classes with speakers of 

more than one language.   

 Small child-staff ratios provide teachers with the opportunity to spend unhurried time with 

every child to address each child’s unique needs, and to develop good relationships with parents; 

age considerations – the National Association for the Education of Young Children position 

statement on school readiness points that contrary to what is commonly assumed, there are no 

tests by which to determine reliably whether a child is ready to begin school.  “Therefore, the 

only legally and ethical defensible criterion for determining school entry is whether the child has 

reached the legal chronological age of school entry” (p. 22).  Some schools and districts are 

experimenting with mixed grouping as a way of reducing grade retention rates and encouraging 

children to help each other in all areas of learning (Katz et al., 1991).  The goal of having all 

children ready for school and for all schools ready for the children will require the best efforts of 

all involved - parents, teachers, administrators, and everyone in the community who has a stake 

in the welfare of its children.    

 DeSiato (2004) reported that much of the research on the long and short-term effects of 

pre-kindergarten on cognitive, social, and emotional development has been largely based on 

model demonstration projects.  Barnett (1995) cited several longitudinal research studies by 

Weichert, Bond, and McNeil (1978), Gray, Ramsey, and Klaus (1983), and Karnes, Schwedel, 
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and Williams (1993) that were conducted in model demonstration pre-school programs with 

“lower child-staff ratios and smaller group size” (p. 28).  Ladd (1990) focused on the social-

emotional aspect of the child in developing relationships with teachers and peers but did not 

assess the educational readiness indicators of gross and fine motor skills, approaches toward 

learning, language development, cognition and general knowledge.   

 In summary, in the past decade, the standards reform movement has placed an increased 

emphasis on student performance.  There has also been increased accountability on public school 

systems in the public reporting of test results that demonstrate improvement in student learning 

toward meeting state standards. The Children’s Defense Fund, in its annual State of America’s 

Children (2001), stated, that in order to succeed, children must be able to achieve in reading, 

writing, and mathematics at high levels.  The National Education Goals Panel, Building a Nation 

of Learners (1999) Report set a goal for all students to be reading and writing at the proficient or 

advanced levels by the year 2000.  According to the 2000 National Assessment of Educational 

Progress Report, nationally, only 32% of all fourth graders read at or above the proficient level 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2000).   

 DeSiato (2004) affirmed that proactive early intervention strategies to meet the challenges 

of educating our children are being demanded by parents, educators, national associations 

representing the interests of children, political leaders, and early childhood researchers.  If the 

charge and the challenge are for all children to be successful, then educators must seriously 

explore the question of “what will make the difference in closing the gap?”   

 

Types of Pre-Kindergarten Programs and Funding 

 According to Lewis (1993) we can no longer ignore the benefits of getting an early start 

with children.   A body of evidence has substantiated that high-quality early education programs 

can be both successful in improving children’s developmental status (Consortium for 

Longitudinal Studies, 1983; Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997) and cost effective (Barnett, 1991).  

Studies of large-scale public preschool programs indicate that the programs can contribute to 

increased development, overall school readiness, and future success of the children who 

participate in them (Garces, Thomas, & Currie, 2001; Gormley & Gayer, 2005; Gormley, Gayer, 

Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Henry, Gordon, Henderson, & Ponder, 2003; Reynolds, 2000; 

Reynolds, Temple, Robertson, & Mann, 2001).   
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 Historically, pre-kindergarten programs in America have been supported by both private 

and federal funds.  Federally supported pre-kindergarten programs were established to help poor 

families, unemployed parents, working parents, and disadvantaged children (Karweit, 1988).  

According to Ziegler and Styfco (1994), federal funds for pre-kindergarten programs increased 

in 1964 when the Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) was passed, the War on Poverty began, and 

Project Head Start was developed.  Although federal funding of pre-kindergarten programs 

increased with the passing of the EOA, the majority of pre-kindergarten programs were operated 

by private agencies. These private pre-kindergarten programs, which have been in existence 

since 1922 (Hymes, 1988), were established for Caucasian children from high-income families 

whose mothers were not in the workforce (Karweit, 1988). The purposes of private programs 

were to provide educational enrichment and socialization for children, not to free mothers to 

enter the workforce (McGill-Franzen, 1993; Williams & Fromberg, 1992). 

 Enrollment for public and private pre-kindergarten programs has increased substantially 

over the last three decades.  From 1970 to 1983, public and private pre-kindergarten enrollment 

increased from approximately 4.3 million children to 5.7 million children despite a decline in the 

population of 3-5 year old children during this time period (Karweit, 1988).  Nationally, almost 

half of all four-year-old children were enrolled in a pre-kindergarten program in 1986 (Stern and 

Williams, 1986).   

 The greatest attendance growth of pre-kindergarten programs occurred between 1975 and 

1984 in private programs (Karweit, 1988).  Mitchell, Seligson, and Marks (1989) believe the 

growth in private pre-kindergarten enrollment may have been related to family income; the 

higher the income of the family, the most likely the child attended a private pre-kindergarten 

program.  Also, Mitchell, et al. (1989) reported that more children from high-income families 

may have been enrolled in private programs than children from low income families because 

during this time, public school program enrollment was limited to children from low income 

families.   

 Pre-kindergarten programs operated by local public school districts are diverse and 

innovative (Galban, 1996).  The programs are categorized by their funding source, their purpose, 

and their clientele.  The federal and state funded programs are public programs while the locally 

funded programs are private, requiring tuition.  Federally funded programs and some of the state 

funded pre-kindergarten programs are similar in clientele and purpose.  They serve children 
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living in poverty and at risk of educational failure and offer comprehensive services.  Programs 

supported by parent tuition serve a different purpose and clientele.  They provide childcare for 

parents who can afford to pay.  Many varieties of pre-kindergarten programs are operated 

throughout the states by local school districts.  The most common program types offer part day 

services and are targeted to a specific population but, as pointed out by Mitchell, et al. (1989), 

there are many types of programs with different features and purposes that cannot be ignored.  

These programs are representative of quality early childhood practices that respond to the needs 

of their community.  The pre-kindergarten movement of the 1980’s resembles the kindergarten 

movement of the early 1900’s.  Proponents of early childhood education wish to continue 

expansion of pre-kindergarten programs in the public schools as in the kindergarten movement.  

Yet, there is no universal consensus that providing pre-kindergarten programs is a public 

responsibility.  Although the majority of children enrolled in pre-kindergarten are in private 

programs, there has been substantial growth in the public sector.  This study provides evidence 

that more school entities should consider the implementation of pre-kindergarten programs.  The 

types of programs that provide early care for children are head start, private programs and public 

school pre-kindergarten or pre-school programs.   

 

Head Start 

 Head Start is a national program that provides comprehensive developmental services for 

low-income pre-school children and their families.  It has long been recognized as the largest and 

most familiar early childhood program in the United States.  Eligibility for services is based on 

family income (below the federal poverty line of $18,400 for a family of four), receipt of public 

assistance or having a child in foster care (Hart & Schumacher, 2004).  Funded at approximately 

6.7 billion nationally, Head Start serves more than 900,000 children and their families each year 

(Butler & Gish, 2003).  Nationally, is it estimated that Head Start serves roughly 50% of children 

eligible for the services at any given time (Barnett, Hustedt, Robin, & Schulman, 2004). The 

overall goal of head start is to being about a greater degree of social competence in children from 

low-income families.  Social competence entails the child’s everyday effectiveness in dealing 

with the current environment as well as gaining and developing those competencies and 

responsibilities needed later in school and life. (Shipley & Oborn, 1996).  These social 

competencies take into account the interrelatedness of cognitive and intellectual development, 
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physical and mental health, nutritional needs and other factors that enable a developmental 

approach to achieve social competence.   

 Nationally, Head Start has five objectives on which their performance measures are based:  

1) enhance children’s growth and development; 2) strengthen families as the primary nurturers of 

their children; 3) provide children with educational, health, and nutritional services; 4) link 

children and families to needed community services; and 5) assure well managed programs that 

involve parents in decision making (Zill, Resnick, Mckey, Clark, Connell, Swartz, O’Brien, & 

D’Elio, 1998). In recent years, Head Start goals have focused increasingly on academic skills 

related to school readiness, such as comprehension of spoken English, vocabulary, letter naming, 

phonological awareness, and early math (Zill, et al., 1998).   

 Although Head Start has been successful in serving a high percentage of children a major 

challenge of the program continues to be the ability to meets the expectations of the state and 

federal government in regard to performance standards due to a lack of high quality physical 

space and a high turnover of staff as a result of low wages and job security. There is evidence 

that participation in Head Start and other pre-school programs can increase a child’s cognitive 

test scores, although the gains appear to fade by the time children reach the third or fourth grade 

(Lee, Brooks-Gunn, & Schnur, 1988; McKee, et al., 1985). 

 

Private Day Care 

 Private preschools or pre-kindergartens are schools or childcare centers that offer 

educational and developmental program for three and four year olds in exchange for tuition or 

fees for these services.  Families of the children receiving the services usually pay the school or 

center directly.  These preschools include private, not for profit programs, such as church-based 

schools, and private, for profit programs, such as childcare facilities or private college 

preparatory day schools.  According to Shipley & Oborn (1996) preschools vary in number of 

significant ways including the population of three and/or four year olds served whether the 

teachers use a specific curriculum in the preschool classrooms. 

 There is no doubt that the expansion of employment opportunities for women had a 

tremendous effect on the traditional child care practice in our country.  Economic concerns 

prompted by inflation and other economic ills have caused many women to seek employment 

outside the home.  The high divorce rate has resulted in many single parent families, 
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necessitating care for children during the parent’s absence.  The almost total disappearance of the 

extended family means that most of these women must find childcare assistance in the 

community outside the biological family.  The single parent, often without additional support, 

has no choice but to maintain full-time employment (Shipley & Oborn, 1996).   

 According to Seefeldt (1974), in 1967, nearly all the childcare facilities in the United 

States were privately operated.  Conducted as businesses for the profit of the operator, private 

childcare facilities offered to provide a service to families who can pay.  Private programs range 

from the highly structured to the unstructured programs of simply meeting the personal needs of 

children, such as feeding and toileting.  Some promised to teach the young child to read before 

the age of three; others are devoted to implementing theories of child development. Some 

programs adhere to specific methodologies, such as Montessori or Berieter.   

 There are several types of private daycare that have been started to meet the needs of 

working parents.  Private programs range from highly structured to unstructured programs of 

simply meeting the personal needs of children such as feeding and toileting (Shipley & Oborn, 

1996).   Some Private Day Care programs promise to teach young children to read before age 

three; others are devoted to implementing theories of child growth and development 

(Grafwallner, 1994).   Unfortunately, according to Shipley and Oborn (1996) few states have 

adequate control over licensing of private programs; however, owners and operators have found 

that when they work together to establish standards for themselves, they as well as parents and 

children benefit.  Licensing of private childcare programs assures the operators and families 

certain protections and attainment of at least minimal standards of care. 

 Many businesses provide daycare for their employees.  According to Richardson (1996), 

there are many reasons why businesses should invest in childcare.  Not providing childcare can 

have a negative impact on employers.  Worker turnover will rise and productivity will fall.  

Reynolds (1996) found that one-third of employees need some type of childcare.  Employees 

have trouble finding care that is both affordable and good quality.  There are 67% of employees 

who do not need childcare but who are affected by someone else’s childcare problems.  By the 

year 2000, two-thirds of all new job entrants were women and 75% were or became mothers 

(Reynolds, 1996).    

 Absenteeism due to childcare breakdowns cost U.S businesses three billion dollars a year.  

Childcare related absences cost twelve firms in Columbus, Ohio 22,270 employees, $784,320 per 



 

31 

 

 

year (Richardson, 1996).   Reynolds (1996) determined that 22% of all work related absences are 

due to a breakdown in childcare. 

 Unfortunately the private day care center, although functioning at a high level in many 

communities, still suffers similar issues as Head Start in regard to physical spaces limitations and 

challenge of maintaining quality staff which in turn impacts program quality as well as meeting 

state expectations for licensure.   

  

Public School Pre-kindergarten 

 In recent years, attention has focused on how the public school system could increase its 

involvement in making high-quality programs available for pre-kindergarten children (Hinkle, 

2000). This attention on public schools is partially based on the assumption that in addition to a 

vested interest in school readiness, public schools have tremendous potential for drawing on 

existing resources to expand and improve pre-kindergarten programs (Dwyer, Chait, & McKee 

2000; Hinkle 2000).  Public school programs for children prior to kindergarten also receive funds 

from state initiatives for enhancing school readiness. State initiatives differ in the age groups that 

are served.   

 According to Madaus (1998), public schools have used the results of high stakes tests 

(those whose results are seen as being right or wrong by students, teachers, administrators, 

parents or the general public as being used to make important decisions that immediately and 

directly affect them) in developing early childhood programs and identifying children who may 

be at risk for school failure.   

 Shanker (1987) stated several advantages of public school sponsorship of pre-kindergarten 

programs. First, the public school education system already has personnel who are experienced 

at administering large and complex programs. Second, with cooperation from agencies and 

groups that provide services to young children, public school systems that operate pre-

kindergarten programs could provide not only pre-kindergarten experiences but child care 

services, as well. Third, public school pre-kindergarten programs could become available to all 

four-year-old children, not just those children with special needs.  The fourth advantage Shanker 

listed for having public school pre-kindergarten programs was that public school system 

personnel are more ready and willing than private program providers to respond to the unique 

needs of children with special needs and non-English speaking children in regular classroom 
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settings, as well as through special services. Fifth, public school systems have the capability of 

being able to offer a variety of in-service training programs to personnel; information about 

current child development trends, theories, and practices can be readily disseminated. Sixth, 

public school pre-kindergarten programs have personnel with more training in early childhood 

education than personnel in private pre-kindergarten programs. Finally, the public education 

system is equipped to coordinate a variety of services, such as health and nutritional services, 

that support children's development.   

 In relation to Shanker's beliefs, Hauser-Cram et al., (1991) found that early childhood 

programs operated outside of public school settings often lacked equity and continuity of 

services provided through programs sponsored by public school systems. Also, public school 

teachers were more qualified in terms of their education and years of teaching experience than 

were teachers in private educational settings (NCES, 1997).   

 According to the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) Early 

Childhood Education Policy Panel (1988), public schools have the capacity to develop high 

quality pre-kindergarten programs. One example is school systems already have resources that 

are needed to operate effective programs, such as a knowledge base about children, physical 

facilities, administrative systems, and professional staffing procedures. Public schools also have 

the advantage of credibility in the community and connections with local governments, 

community agencies, and parents. Additional advantages are public schools are universally 

available, are safe, preschool-age children could attend school with siblings and friends from 

their neighborhood, public school pre-kindergarten programs would have a steady source of 

funding, and program standards could be set and monitored (Lubeck, 1989).  

 Yet, there is no universal consensus that providing pre-kindergarten programs is a public 

responsibility.  Although the majority of children enrolled in pre-kindergarten are in private 

programs, there has been substantial growth in the public sector.   

 Pre-kindergarten is a wise expenditure.  In fact, the return on investment is greater than the 

yield on stocks and bonds.  Research by the Rand Corporation (Karoly & Bigelow, 2005) has 

shown that for every dollar spent on high quality early education, $7.00 is the eventual savings to 

the general public or the taxpayer.  An investment in pre-kindergarten results in savings by 

reducing the need for: remedial, special education, welfare, and criminal services (Benso, 2006).  
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 Researchers and educators have noted components for high quality pre-kindergarten 

programs.  Adams and Sandfort (1994) and Mitchell, et al., (1989) considered a comprehensive 

family service program a necessary component of a high quality program. Also, the following 10 

signs of characteristics of quality pre-kindergarten programs were developed by the NAEYC 

(1997): 1) Children have access to various activities throughout the day; 2) Children have an 

opportunity to play outside everyday; 3) The teachers work with individual children, small 

groups, and the whole group at different times throughout the day.; 4) Children spend most of 

their time playing and working with materials or other children; 5) Classrooms are decorated 

with children's original artwork; 6) Children work on projects but also have long periods of time 

to play; 7) Teachers read books to children individually or in small groups; 8) Children learn 

letters and numbers in the context of their everyday experiences; 9) The curriculum is adapted 

for those children who are advanced academically, as well as those children who need additional 

help; 10) Children and their parents look forward to school.  

 In summary, the public school is the most qualified and capable entity to deliver the 

aforementioned NAEYC high quality pre-kindergarten components.  The final argument for 

public school sponsorship of early childhood education or pre-kindergarten programs to continue 

to grow on national scale is the staffing issue of qualified personnel.  The licensing or credential 

checking system is in place in state and local departments of education to help ensure that quality 

standards for early childhood education staff are both promulgated and monitored.  According to 

the Public School Early Childhood Study (1987), there are program characteristics that 

determine program quality.  Using standards developed by the National Association for the 

Education of Young Children (NAEYC), this study revealed five characteristics that indicate 

quality:  1) staffing patterns; 2) teacher qualifications; 3) comprehensive services; 4) curriculum; 

5) parent participation.  The public school system is the most practical solution to the 

development of a national program of high quality pre-kindergarten that prepares children to 

enter kindergarten ready to learn and be successful citizens. 

 

Benefits of Pre-Kindergarten 

 Analysis by Bianci and McArthur (1993) and Collins and Brick (1993) indicate that 

attending center based pre-school or child care programs reduces a child’s chances of having to 

repeat kindergarten or first grade even after socio-economic differences are controlled. There is 
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evidence that participation in Head Start and other pre-school programs can increase child’s 

cognitive test scores, although the gains appear to fade by the time children reach the third or 

fourth grade (Lee, Brooks-Gunn, & Schnur, 1988; McKee, et al., 1985).  This concept has been 

debated for more than a century (Kagan, 1990).   

 Pre-school experiences are generally thought to have a positive effect on children’s 

development as it relates to preparedness for school and is associated with lower rates of grade 

retention. Other factors, including sex, race, ethnicity, and month of birth are included to show 

the relationship of these basic child characteristics to development and to control for variations in 

the demographic characteristics of different groups (Zill, et al., 1995).  

 In the research of Fuerst and Fuerst (1983), students who had not attended pre-

kindergarten were less likely to graduate from high school in comparison to those who had 

attended pre-kindergarten programs.  Campbell and Ramey (1994) found that pre-school 

programs had positive effects on both intellectual development and academic achievement of 

children from low income families through age 12.  Reynolds (1994) demonstrated that the 

benefits of pre-school produced positive outcomes on subsequent years in school with higher 

achievement, fewer special education placements, and fewer grade retentions.  Carthum (1987) 

utilized scores from the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT) to conduct a study of four groups of 

kindergartens students with different pre-kindergarten experience.  Kindergarten students with 

no pre-kindergarten experience were included in the sample.  Students from private pre-

kindergarten programs scored higher on MRT than did students from comparison groups. 

 Brogan (1990) conducted a study to evaluate a public school pre-kindergarten program to 

assess the merit of the program and assist in a formative revision of program activities.  

Evaluations were provided by classroom observations, telephone interviews with 25 parents, 

surveys with two elementary school teachers, and interviews with pre-kindergarten staff.  The 

results of the study indicated that the cognitive, social, and emotional development of the 

children who attended the program was enhanced.   

 Reed & Bergemann (1992) conducted a study to determine the effects of a half-day 

comprehensive public school pre-kindergarten program for underprivileged children that began 

in 1986.  1,077 children and their parents participated in the study named Project Giant Step.   

The researchers discovered that large gains in children’s cognitive, social, and emotional 

development took place in a comprehensive public school pre-kindergarten. 
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 Pinta and McCoy (1997) demonstrated that the length of time in terms of months that 

children were enrolled in a pre-kindergarten program were related to higher achievement test 

results and lower rates of grade retention in second and third grade, respectively.  In a more 

recent study, Marcon (2002) demonstrated that different types of pre-school models had a 

positive impact on subsequent student academic performance.  Marcon (2002) found that, by the 

end of sixth grade, students who attended programs that focused on child-initiated pre-school 

models had better grades than students who attended direct instruction pre-school models. 

 This study extends the research of Lynch (1986), McGill (1996), Benton-Miller (2000), 

Jemison (2002) and DeSiato (2004).  Lynch (1986) investigated the impact of the pre-

kindergarten experience on the adjustment skills of kindergarten children.  The guiding research 

question throughout this study was: what emotional, academic, social, and physical experiences 

are most important in preparing children for entrance into kindergarten.  All the children 

included in this study came from low rent public housing and were predominately African-

American.  Lynch (1986) concluded that preschool experience seems to make a great 

contribution to the development of the social skills of kindergarten children.  It was also 

concluded from this study that attending preschool seems to help children become more 

independent, achieve more emotional maturity, and intellectual development is enhanced. 

 McGill (1996) studied the ability to perform in kindergarten of students attending pre-

kindergarten compared to those who did not attend pre-kindergarten for four year olds.  McGill 

utilized the ABC Inventory (1993) and Boehm Test of Basics Concepts forms C and D (1986) to 

assess school readiness and school performance.  McGill concluded that school attainment was 

not attributable to public school pre-kindergarten.  These conclusions were not consistent with 

previous studies on early education programs or with previous research studies of early 

education programs.  Many studies have proven that early education programs can produce 

immediate gains on tests of academic achievement and other cognitive measures (Barnett, 1992).   

 Benton-Miller (2000) conducted a study to determine the effect of a pre-kindergarten 

program on kindergarten achievement.  Her research measured the relationship between pre-

kindergarten programs as a part of early childhood education and language acquisition. 

Specifically the study was undertaken to determine if the “Little Stars” pre-kindergarten program 

in the Meridian Public School District, Mississippi, made a difference in the language acquisition 

scores of participants compared to non-participants in a pre-school program as measured by the 
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Early Prevention of School Failure Test Battery.  Benton-Miller concluded that the gains in the 

mean scores indicated that the students benefited from the Little Stars program.  

 DeSiato (2004) studied the influence of the pre-kindergarten experience on children’s 

educational readiness, subsequent educational development and kindergarten teacher’s 

perceptions of their students’ readiness.  Educational readiness was measured directly by 

measures of student performance as measured by the Developmental Assessment of the Syracuse 

City School District (1987) to address language and cognitive development and socio-

developmental outcomes.  Kindergarten teachers perceptions of students educational readiness 

were measured indirectly by the DeSiato Kindergarten Teacher Perception Readiness Survey 

which measured: physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional 

development; approaches to learning; language development; and cognition and general 

knowledge. This study provides strong evidence that students’ educational readiness, subsequent 

development and literacy are influenced by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Students 

who attended a half-day pre-kindergarten program performed better than students with no pre-

kindergarten and students who attended full day pre-kindergarten outperformed students with 

either no or a half-day program.    

 Jemison (2002) conducted a longitudinal study, to compare the school attainment of a 

sample of children who did and did not attend public school pre-kindergarten.  School attainment 

was examined using the following measures: Developmental Indicators for Assessment of 

Learning-Revised (Dial-R; 1990), Basic Achievement Skills Evaluation (Base; 1990), grade 

point average, Stanford Achievement Test (9th ed; 1996), Otis Lennon School Ability Test (7th 

ed; 1996), discipline referrals, referral and placement in special education, absences and tardies, 

and retention.  School attainment as measured by these variables was examined through 

participant’s enrollment in the sixth grade.  There was total of 8 years of data collection.  

Children in this study came from mostly low-income families from six elementary schools in the 

public school district in which the study was conducted.  Jemison concluded that that there were 

no differences between the pre-kindergarten and comparison group on any of the measures, with 

the exception of a significantly higher number of discipline referrals for the pre-kindergarten 

group.  

 The results of the aforementioned studies, with the exceptions of McGill (1996) and 

Jemison (2002), were consistent with reports presented by Carter (1991) and the Carnegie Task 
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Force on learning (1996) who concluded that a well-coordinated, comprehensive pre-

kindergarten program can have a positive influence on the academic success of disadvantaged 

children.  

 

Landmark Studies 

 In the past 25 years, a series of well-designed and well-implemented model pre-school 

programs have shown significant effects on young children's cognitive growth.  Such effects 

have been reported for small demonstration programs such as the Perry Preschool Project 

(Schweinhart, Barnes, Weikart, Barnett, & Epstein, 1993; Schweinhart, 2004) and for carefully 

controlled early interventions such as the Abecedarian program (Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, 

Sparlin, & Miller-Johnson, 2002); and the Chicago Longitudinal Study (CPC)  (Reynolds, A. J., 

Temple, J. A., & Ou, S., 2003; Reynolds, A., Temple, J., Robertson,  & D., Mann, E., 2001). The 

effects have been shown to last through the elementary grades and beyond. These include not 

only effects on reading achievement and literacy scores but also on reduced rates of grade 

retention and of special education placement and higher rates of high school graduation. 

Although there is some debate about how to interpret the results of Head Start evaluations, 

carefully designed studies of Head Start have shown positive effects on children's early learning. 

In a review of the long-term academic impacts of both model and large-scale public preschool 

programs, including Head Start, Barnett (1995, 1998) found that public programs often had 

weaker effects than generally higher-quality and better-implemented model programs. 

Nevertheless, even public preschool programs showed significant positive effects during the 

elementary grades (Barnett, 2006).  Taken together, the research evidence indicates that 

preschool education is one avenue to reducing the achievement gap.  

 The High/Scope Perry Pre-School Project, which began in 1962, determined that pre-

kindergarten leads to greater employment and higher wages as adults.  Forty year-old adults, in 

Ypsilanti, Michigan, who attended pre-kindergarten as children were more likely to be employed 

and have 33% higher average income than their peers who did not have pre-kindergarten 

(Schweinhart, 2002).   

 The Perry Preschool program provided low-income, at-risk, three- and four-year- old 

children with center-based care, two-and-a-half hours per day, five days per week, for thirty 

weeks each year. This center-based care program was supplemented on a weekly basis with one-
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and-a-half hour home visits by the child's instructor (Schweinhart, Barnes, et al., 1993). The 

Perry program was characterized by a high degree of instructor quality, as well as remarkably 

low student- teacher ratios.  Study participants were selected on the basis of their low 

socioeconomic status (SES), with SES determined by parents' years of schooling, parents' 

occupational levels, and rooms per person in their households. The children in both the 

"program" and "no-program" groups were monitored on a periodic basis until the present-day, 

with study participants most recently surveyed at the age of forty (Schweinhart et al., 2005).  At 

age twenty-seven, members of the High/Scope Perry program group were found to have levels of 

educational attainment 0.9 years greater than members of the no-program group. This difference 

was both statistically significant (p < 0.016) and economically substantial (Schweinhart, Barnes, 

et al., 1993).  Pre-kindergarten programs such as the Perry project result in savings by reducing 

the funding need for remedial and special education, welfare, and criminal justice services.  

(Schweinhart & Barnes, et al., 1993). 

 The Abecedarian Project, which took place in North Carolina, provided pre-school as well 

as a school age program through second grade.  A parent education component was also 

provided.   The graduates from the Abecedarian Project scored higher achievement scores in 

reading on the Woodcock Johnson (Campbell & Ramey, 1994).  The intervention plans follow-

up program into the elementary school years was more effective than the pre-school intervention 

alone.  Initially, the Abecedarian Project enrolled 104 high-risk infants in a childcare setting who 

were followed until 21 years of age.  Domains measured at 21 years of age included intellectual 

level, academic skills, degree of self-sufficiency, and social adjustment.  Social adjustment was 

measured by admissions of negative outcomes – substance abuse, violence, and convictions for 

crime.   Results of the study showed that the pre-school treatment group earned significantly 

higher scores in intellectual and academic measures as young adults, attained significantly more 

years of totals education, were more likely to attend a 4 year college, and showed a reduction in 

teen pregnancy compared to students in the pre-school control group (Ramey & Ramey, 1994).  

It was also determined from the Abecedarian study that pre-kindergarten helps children do better 

on standardized tests (Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparlin, & Miller-Johnson, 2002).   

 Children from quality pre-kindergarten programs get better test scores in later grades and 

are likely to graduate from high school (National Research Council, 2000).  North Carolina 

children who attended pre-kindergarten were less likely to become teen parents than their peers 
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who did not attend pre-kindergarten, 26% versus 45% (Masse & Barnett, 2002).  Masse and 

Barnett (2002) analyzed data from the Abecedarian Early Childhood Intervention Project and 

concluded that: children who had high quality experiences in pre-kindergarten programs showed 

a reduction in smoking and substance use in adulthood.  Participants were less likely to smoke, 

39% versus 55% in the control, resulting in health benefits and longer lives for an estimated 

benefit of $164,000 per person.  It was also determined that males who attended high quality pre-

kindergarten programs compared to those who did not were likely to use sedatives, sleeping pills 

or tranquilizers, 17% versus 43% and fewer reported using marijuana or hashish, 48% versus 

71% (Masse & Barnett, 2002).  

 In 2001, a follow-up study on Abecedarian Project by Campbell, Purgello, Miller-Johnson, 

Burchinal, and Ramey demonstrated that children of poverty who had previously attended early 

childhood programs scored higher on reading tests in subsequent years and on IQ tests at age 21 

in comparison to children who did not attend any pre-school programs. On the other hand, the 

results of children not having experience in pre-kindergarten early childhood programs has 

resulted in negative outcomes, such as increased grade retentions and higher number of 

placements in special education programs (DeSiato, 2004).  For example, the research of Gray, 

Ramsey and Klaus (1983) found that children who had not attended pre-kindergarten had 

experienced a higher percentage of placements in special education classes, specially, Gray et al., 

(1983) demonstrated that a greater number of children with no pre-kindergarten experience were 

placed in special classes and identified as educationally mentally retarded.   Bellar (1983) found 

that students with less pre-school experience frequently repeated a grade.  Campbell and Ramey 

(1984) found that children who had not attended pre-school were held back more often and 

experienced a higher percentage of placements in special education classes.  Adults and children 

from quality pre-kindergarten programs are more likely to be married with higher educational 

attainments and better paying on jobs which is a return on investment to business leaders equals 

increased tax revenue (Reynolds, 1999).    

 Results of the Abecedarian study (2005) study also determined the long-term health 

benefits of pre-kindergarten and health behaviors, health efficacy, and mental health: urban 

children enrolled in pre-kindergarten were more likely at age 25 to have private health insurance, 

have a regular source of health care, visit a physician annually, visit a dentist annually, use 
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condoms, report a health rating of very good/excellent, and have lower mental health rates of 

depressive symptoms.  

 The Chicago Longitudinal Study is a federally funded investigation of the effects of an 

early and extensive childhood intervention in central city Chicago called the Child-Parent Center 

(CPC) Program. The study began in 1986 to investigate the effects of government-funded 

kindergarten programs for 1,539 children in the Chicago Public Schools (Reynolds, 2005).  

 The study is in its 16th year of operation.  Besides investigating the short- and long-term 

effects of early childhood intervention, the study traces the scholastic and social development of 

participating children and the contributions of family and school practices to children's behavior. 

The CPC program provides educational and family support services to children from preschool 

to third grade. It is funded by Title I and has operated in the Chicago Public Schools since 1967.

 Results from the Chicago Longitudinal study by Reynolds, Temple, Robertson, and Mann,  

(2002), indicated that children who enter kindergarten from quality pre-kindergarten programs 

have better reading, language, and social skills than those who did not go to pre-school.  Among 

Chicago children, those who attended pre-kindergarten were 41% less likely to require special 

education services, experience grade retention, juvenile arrest or arrest for any violent offense 

than their peers who did not attend (Reynolds, et al., 2002).  High quality pre-kindergarten 

experiences increase high school graduate rates.  Chicago children who attended a pre-

kindergarten program were 29% more likely to graduate from high school than their peers who 

did not attend pre-kindergarten (Reynolds, Miedel, & Mann, 2000).   

 In a report from the National Institute for Early Education Research, based at Rutgers 

University, of 5,071 children who were looked at in pre-kindergarten programs in five states a 

significant improvement in school readiness was found in the students who were enrolled in pre-

kindergarten programs compared to those students not enrolled in a pre-kindergarten (Barnett, et 

al., 2005).   

 

The Economic Benefits of Investing in Early Education  

 It is evident to this researcher, after reviewing the literature, that the lack of commitment 

by the federal government to implement universal pre-kindergarten makes a continuation of the 

aforementioned research a high priority.   
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 The benefits of pre-kindergarten have been noted in the review of literature and confirmed 

in the findings of this study.  Pre-kindergarten and particularly public school pre-kindergarten, 

has a profound affect on the children who participate, their families, and schools.  Pre-

kindergarten programming also has a lasting impact on the communities in which the children 

reside.  These benefits include: promoting schooling, raising the quality of the workforce, 

enhancing the productivity of schools, and reducing crime, teenage pregnancy and welfare 

dependency (Heckman, 2006).  They raise earning and promote social attachment.  From an 

economic perspective, focusing solely on earnings gains, returns to dollars invested are as high 

as 15% to 17% (Heckman, 2006).   Schweinhart, (2005) reported that a cost-benefits analyses 

that assess the costs of the programs versus savings due to its short- and long- term effects found 

public savings at a rate of $12 for every $1 invested due to lower rates of crime, lower rates of 

placement in special education, increased level of taxes from higher earnings, and less reliance 

on public welfare.   According to Rolnick and Grunewald (2003) the dollars invested in early 

childhood development yield extraordinary public returns. Yet, in spite if this evidence early 

childhood development is rarely considered as an economic development measure.     

 In summary, the benefits of public school pre-kindergarten far outweigh the consequences 

of continuing to do things in this country and particular in the state of Pennsylvania as we have 

done them in the past with abysmal inequitable funding for education in general and little to no 

unified commitment to early childhood education.   The federally unfunded mandate of No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB) looms on the horizon as a back breaker for school districts and 

communities who have not been awakened by the annual judgment day of the third grade PSSA 

assessment.  There is need for an meeting of the minds particularly in the commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania as legislatures, policymakers, school districts, and teacher training institutions of 

higher learning to come together as one entity.  A system for public school pre-kindergarten 

should be developed and implemented that will provide every child in the United States of 

America and their families regardless of socio-economic status the opportunity to attend a high 

quality pre-kindergarten program.  The goal of this pre-kindergarten program will be for every 

child to arrive for kindergarten at their highest level of developmental readiness for school.  This 

study was necessary to perpetuate this ideal and provide further evidence as to the benefit of pre-

kindergarten in a public school entity.   
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 After all, the most important resources in every community in this country and in 

commonwealth of Pennsylvania are its children.  As our next leaders of tomorrow, we have the 

collective responsibility to provide our children with every opportunity to develop the highest 

possible skills to compete in the global market place of the 21st century.  This goal can only be 

achieved, as evidenced by the research, through the development of a solid foundation for 

learning, good health and wellness being established with each child during their pre-

kindergarten experience 

 

Status of Public School Pre-Kindergarten in the United States 

 Nartiello, McDill and Pallas (1990) quote starling trends in the school aged population.  

They project that from 1987 to 2020 the number of children in poverty will increase from 12.4 to 

16.5 million, an increase of 33%.  The significant change to be aware of is that schools will serve 

4 million more children in poverty in 2020 than were served in 1987.  Other indicators of the 

status of educationally disadvantaged population reflect similar growing trends.  The number of 

children not living with both parents is accepted to increase from 16.9 million (1987) to 19.9 

million in 2020, an increase roughly 18%.  A sharp increase (41%) in the number of children 

living with mothers who have low educational attainment is also projected.  The number is 

expected to increase to over 5 million between 1987 and 2020.  Another observable trend is in 

the number of children whose primary language is not English.  It is estimated that by 2020 the 

number will approach 5.5 million, an increase to about 8% as compared to 4% in 1986.   

 The number of children enrolled in public school pre-kindergarten indicates that there is a 

demand for affordable and accessible quality programs.  In the 1985-86 school years, 28 large 

city districts enrolled 69,964 children in pre-kindergarten programs (Schweinhart & Mazur, 

1987).   Dramatic growth is evident in the 1991 statistics cited by the U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics.  Enrollment in public school pre-

kindergarten programs in 1991 was 358,439.   In 1995, approximately 61% of the nation’s four 

year-old children were enrolled in public and private pre-kindergarten programs (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1997).  In a 1999 review of state-level programs, 31 state initiatives 

were found to serve both 3- and 4-yearolds, 18 states limited their programs to 1 year prior to 

kindergarten, and 8 states had programs that served children from birth to age 5 (Schumacher, 

Greenberg, & Lombardi, 2001).  
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 The most noticeable and dramatic changes swept across the country as states began to 

move from K-12 education systems to funding pre-kindergarten programs.  In 2005, the National 

Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) reported that 41 states and the District of 

Columbia currently fund some type of state public school pre-kindergarten program or provide 

additional funding for Head Start formal schooling (Barnett, Hustedt, Robin, & Schulman, 

2005).  The majority of these programs were authorized through the enactment of legislation.   

 Although the majority of states opened up funds to a broad range of providers (including 

Head Start, public schools, and child care centers), 14 states restricted their initiatives either 

wholly or primarily to public schools. In many states, public schools, Head Start, and other early 

care and education providers partner to provide services to the children in the state (Schulman, 

Blank & Ewen, 1999; Schumacher, et al., 2001). Despite the increased interest in the role of 

public schools in preparing children for kindergarten entry (Saluja, Early, & Clifford, 2001), 

there is little information that differentiates public school programs from other early childhood 

education programs, including private schools, public and private day care centers, and Head 

Start programs.   

 Most of the existing data on public school pre-kindergarten consist of estimates that do not 

differentiate pre-kindergarten from other early education programs and are based on surveys that 

collect information from parents. Federal surveys that collect periodic data on early education 

programs include the Current Population Survey (CPS), the Survey of Income and Program 

Participation (SIPP), and the National Household Education Survey (NHES). Because the focus 

of these national surveys on early childhood education has been broad and a common 

terminology is lacking, it is difficult to get a clear picture of public school pre-kindergarten. 

Information from the providers of public school pre-kindergarten classes-schools or school 

districts-has been made available through other U.S. Department of Education surveys.   

 The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) annual Common Core of Data 

(CCD) surveys, for instance, routinely collect grade specific information on enrollment in public 

schools. Based on state-level CCD data, Young (2002) reported that about 796,000 pre-

kindergarten children were enrolled in public schools in the fall of 2000.  In the 2001 school year 

there were 56,400 public elementary schools in the United States with 19,000 of the public 

elementary schools offering pre-kindergarten classes, this figure represents 35 percent of all 

regular and special education public elementary schools in the country (U.S. Department of 



 

44 

 

 

Education, 2001).   Based upon the U.S. Department of Education, Survey of Classes That Serve 

Children Prior to Kindergarten in Public Schools (2001), 822,000 children categorized as 

younger than 3 years old, 4 years old, and 5 years old, were enrolled in public elementary school 

pre-kindergarten classes.  20 percent of the children were 3-year-olds and 68 percent were 4 -

year -olds.   

 States throughout the nation initiated various programs, targeting funding for children 

considered at-risk and, in many cases, modeling Head Start by offering comprehensive services 

to the family in the Public School Early Childhood study (1989).   Mitchell, Seligison, and Marx 

(1989) reported on the diversity of pre-kindergarten programs nation wide.  They maintained that 

involvement for public schools in the early childhood arena may hold promise for the future if 

programs reflect good early childhood practices and are responsive to families needs.  Many 

states cited in this study are rising to the challenge and are offering high quality pre-kindergarten 

programs, thuds providing children with an opportunity for an earlier and brighter beginning in 

school. 

 In his 2002 State of the Union address, President George Bush proposed an early 

childhood initiative called “Good Start, Grow Smart” to help states and local communities 

support new learning opportunities for young children.  The initiative addressed three major 

areas:  strengthening Head Start, partnering with states to improve early childhood learning, and 

providing parents, teachers, and caregivers with information on early learning.  The idea was to 

help children develop their thinking, language, and literacy skills and to prepare them for 

continued school success (Eckerd, 2006).  

 Implementation of state pre-kindergarten programs varies.  All are voluntary; that is, 

parents are not required to enroll their children.  Some pre-kindergarten programs are half day; 

others are full day.  Some programs are for four year-olds; others include three year-olds.  Many 

pre-kindergarten programs are operated through local school districts, while many others offer 

services through public and private centers.  Some states have a goal toward universal 

availability of pre-kindergarten programs while others target programs for children who have 

identified risk factors.  Many states combine federal and local revenue to supplement state 

dollars but as these programs grow, finding sufficient funding will be a challenged.  To receive 

state funding, most states require pre-kindergarten programs to meet certain standards but these 

standards also vary widely.  For example, adult-child ratios typically change from one to six to 
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one to ten. Class sizes generally range from 15-24 (Barnett, et al., 2005).  In addition, minimum 

teacher qualifications range from a child development associate credential, which requires about 

one year of post-secondary education to a bachelor’s degree with a state teaching certificate.  

 Barnett and Robin (2006) found that enrollment in state-funded pre-kindergarten programs 

increased by more than 100,000 children from 2002 to 2005.  A total of 801,908 children were 

enrolled in state pre-kindergarten initiatives in 2004-2005 (Barnett, et al., 2005).   State 

expenditures do not equal total financial support or cost of the program.  However, state 

expenditures to support pre-kindergarten programs are a key indicator of each states commitment 

to expanding access and ensuring educational adequacy for young children (Barnett & Robin, 

2005).   

 Total state spending for pre-kindergarten reached $2.48 billion in 2004-2005 (Barnett & 

Robin, 2006).  According to Barnett and Robin (2005) this expenditure reflects an increase in 

spending of 7.5 percent over four years after adjustments for inflation.  To put the 

aforementioned figures in perspective, state governments spent about $240 billion on K-12 

education in 2004-2005 (Barnett & Robin, 2006).  That makes the state spending on pre-

kindergarten education equal to about 1 percent of the state K-12 budget.  State spending per 

child in 2004-2005 was $3,551 per child.  There is a significant variance among states on 

expenditures per child.  The top ranked state spent more than 10 times what the lowest ranked 

state spent per child (Barnett, et al., 2005).  

 The number of states that administer publicly funded pre-kindergarten programs has soared 

in the past two decades: from 10 in 1980 to 41 in 2002-03 (Barnett, et al., 2005). The aim of 

these programs is to promote children's acquisition of skills, knowledge, and behaviors that are 

associated with success in elementary school. In 2002-03, the number of children enrolled in 

these programs was about 822,000; this is only 9.3% of all 3 and 4 year olds in this country, a 

small proportion. Specifically, the proportion of 4-year olds in the U. S. enrolled in state pre-

kindergarten programs was 17 % in 2002-03; the proportion of 3- year olds was 3.0 % (Barnett,  

et al., 2005).  

 If one adds to the children served in state pre-kindergarten programs those served in Head 

Start or preschool grants programs, which are federal programs, then the data show that 23.9% of 

all 3- and 4-year olds in the United States were served in pre-kindergarten programs in 2002-03, 

or 34.0% of 4-year olds and 13.8% of 3-year olds (Barnett, et al., 2005).  
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 The number of children served by state pre-kindergarten programs ranges widely from 

state to state.  In 2002-03, Delaware, Hawaii, Nevada, and New Mexico each served fewer than 

1,000 children, while Texas served more than 150,000 children.  In 2004-2005 twelve states 

funded no pre-kindergarten programs at all: Alaska, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Mississippi, 

Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode island, South Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming. 

However, in 2006 Florida started pre-kindergarten initiative.  Ten states accounted for more than 

three quarters of the children participating in state pre-kindergarten programs in 2002-03 

(Barnett, Hustedt, et al., 2005).  Issues revolve around administrative locus or which agency will 

be responsible for the program; the form and structure of the administration; funding systems; 

regulations and codes governing pre-kindergarten programs; eligibility and access to programs; 

coordination of services and responsiveness to teacher qualifications, program quality, parental 

participation, and family needs (Mitchell et al., 1989).   

 However, in recent years, attention has focused on how the public school system could 

increase its involvement in making high quality programs available for pre-kindergarten children 

(Hinkel, 2000).  Expansion of pre-kindergarten programs in the public schools and the growing 

number of children in need created a change and added responsibility for the local school 

districts.  Decisions about the administration and implementation of the program must be made 

on many levels.  These decisions will clearly affect the outcome of the program for all (Gardner, 

1992; Mitchell, et al., 1989).  The attention on public schools is partially based on the 

assumption that in addition to a vested interest in school readiness, public schools have 

tremendous potential for drawing on existing resources to expand and improve pre-kindergarten 

programs (Dwyer, Schait, & McKee, 2000; Hinkel, 2000). 

 Public schools have access to several federally and state funded programs focused on the 

needs of at risk children, including those whose families do not speak English at home, who 

come from low income households, who have special needs that place them at serious 

disadvantage when entering schools (Hinkel, 2000). Public school programs for children prior to 

kindergarten also receive funds from state initiatives for enhancing school readiness.  State 

initiatives differ in the age groups that are served.   

 Despite the increased interest in the role of public schools in preparing children for 

kindergarten entry (Saluja, Early, & Clifford, 2001), there is little information that differentiates 

public school programs from other early childhood education programs, including private 
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schools, public and private daycare centers, and Head Start programs.  This is partly because 

there is no centralized repository of pre-kindergarten data for classes in public or non-public 

schools and there is no common terminology for the various types of early education programs.  

That is why there is a need for consistency across the country and across states and local school 

districts and public school pre-kindergarten would provide the consistency and focus needed to 

serve children at the highest possible level.   

 The NIEER report (Barnett, et al., 2005) listed some states, such as Florida, Georgia, and 

Oklahoma, have universal pre-kindergarten programs that are available to all four year-olds in 

participating school districts.  New York and West Virginia have multi-year plans to implement 

pre-kindergarten for all four year-olds.  In Georgia and Oklahoma, the majority of school 

districts have chosen to participate; and a majority of parents of four year-olds have chosen to 

enroll their children.  In New York, budget difficulties have limited participation.  The District of 

Columbia also has a program that is intended to offer regular all day classes for three and four 

year-old children in every elementary school building.  However, space is limited and children 

are served on a first come, first serve basis.   

 Ultimately, the implementation of pre-kindergarten universally will be tied to the amount 

of funding that will be needed and available.  Costs must be carefully weighed against the 

resources that will be required to make an effective program.  School districts must think about 

the anticipated future growth of their pre-kindergarten programs and the number of children that 

may be participating.  Effects to the program can be increased.  States traditionally have 

provided funds for early education through the allocation of general revenues.  This spending on 

pre-kindergarten programs varies, however, from less than $1,000 per pre-kindergarten child in 

Maryland to more than $8,000 per child in New Jersey.  Nationwide, state spending on each pre-

kindergarten child averages about $3,500 or less than half of the average state amount spent on 

each public school student in K-12.  Five states (Maine, Oklahoma, Vermont, West Virginia, and 

Wisconsin) as well as the District of Columbia include pre-kindergarten as part of their school 

funding formula (Barnett, Hustedt, et al., 2005).  This means that pre-kindergarten spending is 

tied to the same funding increases and decreases of K-12 education.  Every state with a pre-

kindergarten program, except for Georgia and Missouri, use some general revenue for program 

funding.  Many states combine federal and local revenue to supplement state funding.  In 

addition, states have begun to examine alternative funding sources, such as lottery monies, 
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gaming revenues, and special dedicated taxes for pre-kindergarten programs.  Studies show 

success in elementary and secondary school builds on a strong foundation of early learning.  As 

school boards focus attention on raising student achievement, they are likely to discuss the needs 

of younger children, especially those who may be at risk for various reasons or may not have 

school readiness opportunities available to them.  

 The No Child Left Behind Act is the source of considerable controversy and cause for 

concern for school districts; particularly as the law begins to take effect begin to be felt.  The 

number of schools likely to face sanctions in upcoming years is significant.  There were at least 

23,812 schools nationwide that did not make adequate yearly progress, AYP, in 2002-03 and at 

least 5,200 schools were identified as in need of improvement (Education Week, 2005a). Many 

analysts expect the numbers to increase as the percentage of students required to be proficient 

rises each year until 2014 when all students are expected to be proficient. With 11,008 schools 

identified as needing improvement in 2004-2005 (Education Week, 2005b), many educators and 

policy makers are questioning the Act's feasibility and fairness, although not its intent. 

 Also in question is whether high curriculum standards, test-based accountability, and 

higher-quality teaching in K-12 will boost the achievement of low-scoring children enough to 

eliminate the achievement gap?  Although this is not likely, these actions are may narrow the 

gap. The idea behind the NCLB reform strategy is not likely to address the root causes of the 

problem.  

 In summary, according to Laosa (2005) the educational achievement gap has deep roots; it 

is evident very early in children's lives, even before they enter school.  Socioeconomic 

differences--such as health and nutrition status, home environments that provide access to 

academically related experiences, mobility rates, and financial assets--can certainly influence 

educational achievement.  As Richard Rothstein (2004) and other researchers have concluded, 

therefore, in order to make significant progress in narrowing the achievement gap, policies must 

pursue three tracks simultaneously: school improvement; expanding the definition of schooling 

to include comprehensive early childhood, after-school, and summer programs; and instituting 

social and economic policies that enable children to attend school more ready to learn.    

 There is evidence that the achievement gap exists before school entry.  The National 

Assessment of Educational Progress assesses the reading skills of fourth and eighth graders; the 

Early Childhood Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Class of 1998-99 (ECLS-K) follows the 
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academic progress of children from kindergarten through the elementary grades.  National data 

from ECLS-K study show that gaps in children’s reading skills and knowledge seen in fourth 

grade and later, described above, are already present as children begin school (Laosa, 2005) 

 Just as the ECLS-K study does, numerous studies show that children’s cognitive 

knowledge and skills at school entry are highly predicative of their later learning success in 

school (Barnett, 2006).  Research has consistently shown that high-quality pre-kindergarten 

programs can significantly narrow the educational gap in the early grades and beyond (Laosa, 

2005).  The literature supports the need for a system of universal pre-kindergarten based in 

public schools. 

 

Status of Public School Pre-Kindergarten in Pennsylvania 

 School readiness has been gaining momentum the last five years in Pennsylvania.  A 

consensus has emerged that it is in the best interests of the commonwealth to ensure that every 

child enters school ready to learn and that every school is equipped to give children a strong start 

to their basic education (Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children, 2005).   

 According to the National Institute for Early Education Research Study (2005)  (NIEER)  

Pennsylvania ranks 30th of 38 states that publicly fund pre-kindergarten, in access to pre-

kindergarten for 4 year olds, with 5 percent of eligible population enrolled.  As evidenced by 

Pennsylvania’s ranking in 2004, thirty-seventh of the 38 states that publicly funded pre-

kindergarten with only 2 percent of the 4 year olds enrolled, progress is being made with room 

for growth.   

 Pennsylvania has initiated several new initiatives to expand quality early childhood 

educational opportunities and improve its position nationally under of the leadership of Governor 

Edward G. Rendell.  These initiatives support the creation of partnerships between schools, child 

care, and head start as a way to improve quality and increase access to health and social services, 

offer full-day and /or full year care for Head start children to ensure that programs are aligned 

with kindergarten curricula.   The newly established Office of Child Development and the 

Department of Public Welfare serves as the statewide leader for this work, coordinating efforts at 

both the department of Public Welfare and the Department of Education to support early 

childhood education (Office of Child Development Annual Report, 2005).  
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 The focus on Early Care in Pennsylvania has led to new or expanded Pre-Kindergarten 

programs in 76 Pennsylvania school districts, servicing 10,350 children.    The funding streams 

for these initiatives are the Accountability Block Grant and the Head Start Supplemental 

Assistance program.  The improvement in Pennsylvania’s ranking nationally has been due in part 

to the state Legislatures approval of the $200 million Education Accountability Block Grant in 

2004, which allowed school districts to invest in pre-kindergarten programs, among other proven 

educational strategies.  Three of the eleven options to school districts were focused upon early 

childhood education.  School districts were able to establish or expand programs that provided: 

quality pre-kindergarten programs, full day kindergarten and/or reduced class size in 

kindergarten through third grade (Office of Child Development, Annual Report, 2005).  Two-

thirds of the block grant funding was allocated to the aforementioned three options due to school 

districts strong commitment to early childhood education.  In the first year 38 districts used funds 

to offer quality pre-kindergarten.  

 In the 2005-2006 academic year two additional school districts used accountability block 

grant money to support pre-kindergarten for a total of 40 districts that serve 3,293 children 

through this funding source (Partnering for Success: Pre-Kindergarten Programs in 

Pennsylvania, 2006).  Pennsylvania has grown from having only 29 percent of its 

kindergarteners in full-day programs to almost 55 percent in 2006 due to the creation and 

increased funding of the Accountability Block Grant (Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children, 

2006).  Despite this progress Pennsylvania still trails the nation; about two-thirds of all American 

kindergarteners are in full day programs (Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children, 2006).   

 In addition, the general assembly appropriated 15 million dollars in the fiscal year 2004-

2005 as a state supplement to the federal head start program for economically disadvantaged 

preschoolers.  Previously, Pennsylvania was one of only a handful of states that made no 

investment in pre-kindergarten.  The Head Start supplemental assistance program enables 

existing Head Start grantees primarily to enroll additional children.  Thirty-five grantees received 

15 million in the inaugural year and another 15 million in 2005-2006 for a total of 30 million.  

Head Start agencies partnered in 140 school district classrooms and 139 Keystone STARS child 

care classrooms during the second year to establish 131 new early childhood education 

partnerships.  These grants offered new and expanded early childhood educational opportunities 
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to 4,710 children during the 2005-2006 program year.  (Partnering for Success: Pre-Kindergarten 

Programs in Pennsylvania, 2006). 

 However, in spite of the progress that has been made Pennsylvania is still below average in 

spending for pre-school education, in spending $2900 per child compared to $3500. 

Pennsylvania’s ranking is also low in the area of quality standards – although the state board of 

education is the midst of raising the bar (Good Schools Pennsylvania, 2006).  

 In 2005-2006, 3,293 children experienced pre-kindergarten programs in 40 school districts. 

School readiness benefits were reported in improved social relationships, better self-help skills, 

and greater academic readiness in language, math, motor learning skills (Partnering for Success: 

Pre-Kindergarten Programs in Pennsylvania, 2006). 

 The state of Pennsylvania has also positioned itself to raise the capacity of early learning 

programs in the commonwealth thorough the development and dissemination of the 

Pennsylvania Early Learning Standards (ELS) for pre-kindergarten which support all children in 

pre-kindergarten settings whether run by: school districts; head start; child care and early 

intervention (Office of Child Development Annual Report, 2005).  These standards are intended 

to guide early childhood educators in developing their programs.  The Early Learning Standards 

are divided into nine Key Learning Areas that include various standards, specific indicators, 

examples and supportive practices.  The nine key Learning areas are:  Approaches to Learning; 

Creative Arts; Language and Literacy, Logical-Mathematical; Personal Social; Physical-Health; 

Program Partnerships, Science, and Social Studies (Partnering for Success: Pre-Kindergarten 

Programs in Pennsylvania, 2006). 

 Since many of Pennsylvania’s children enter kindergarten directly from private child care 

agencies, the Office of Child Development created the Keystone STARS program in an effort to 

improve the quality of child care in the State.  The Keystone STARS program is a voluntary 

program open to any child care program licensed by the Pennsylvania Department of Welfare.  

When Keystone STARS began as a pilot program in 2002-2003, eight hundred sixty-eight child 

care providers were accepted into the initial group.  In May 2006, there were 4,203 providers 

participating in the STARS program.  In 2002-2003, 106 of these providers received the highest 

star 4 rating.  This number has swelled to 354 in May of 2006 (Pennsylvania Partnerships for 

Children Special Report on School Readiness in Pennsylvania, 2006).  While the number of 

high-quality spaces for young children in child care settings is still low as compared to demand, 
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the pipeline to increase quality has exploded.  Keystone STARS is a very important initiative in 

establishing and rewarding programs that meets the highest standards in quality care of the 

commonwealth’s children. Participating centers are rated on a scale. Beginning centers start with 

STARS and progressing from STAR one, through four designations. Each of the STAR levels 

has specific performance-based standards that are met. 

 In the Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children (PPC) special report on school readiness 

released in August of 2006 there were a number of improvements in a number of key early 

education indicators including the number of children attending pre-kindergarten (from 10,271 in 

2005 to 12,023 in 2006); number of kindergarteners in full day programs (from 51 percent in 

2005 to 54 percent in 2006); and Head Start enrollment (from 65 percent in 2005 to 68 percent 

this year).  The early education indicators are used as benchmarks to show preparedness and 

progress in fundamental areas of child well being are grouped in categories of Ready 

Communities - Families; Ready Services - Health; Ready Services – Early Care and Education; 

and Ready Schools.  Of the fourteen indicators, the majority (eight showed improvement; three 

stayed the same and three lost slight ground for last years 2005 School Readiness Report.    

 In addition, in 2004-2005, twenty percent of Pennsylvania third grade students scored 

below proficient in math.  In 2005-2006, seventeen percent scored below proficient in math.  

32% of third students were below proficient in reading in 2004-2005, in 2005-2006 there was a 

decrease of one percentage point with 31% of third grade students scoring below proficient in 

reading (Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children, 2006).   

 Although Pennsylvania is behind the pack nationally as far as quality pre-kindergarten 

programming is concerned the aforementioned information from the August of 2006 PPC special 

report on school readiness supports the fact that progress has been made.   The recently passed 

2006-2007 budget included funding to resource the “Cover All Kids” proposal designed to make 

health insurance available to every uninsured child in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  This 

proposal is a strong indicator that policymakers realize that health coverage is an important 

component of school readiness.  Children who have coverage are more likely to be immunized, 

receive regular check-ups and get prompt treatments for common childhood ailments.  Children 

who are uninsured have poorer health and miss more school than their insured peers, reducing 

their academic achievement (Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children, 2006).   
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 According to Joan Benso, president and CEO of the Pennsylvania Partnerships, the PPC 

report (2006) shows increased investments in early care and education – through subsidized child 

care, Head start, and Accountability Block grant funding – that establish the growth for the 

school readiness and success of every Pennsylvania child.  Benso (2006) stated: “It is paramount 

that we are preparing young people for school and assuring their success when they get there.” 

 In addition to the positive evaluation in the area of the early education indicators Benso 

(2006) also cited increases in other wellness factors that achieved gains include the number of 

children enrolled through Children’s Health Insurance program (CHIP) or medical assistance 

(MA); the number of children enrolled in the states early intervention program; and the number 

of child care providers enrolled in Keystone STARS the states child care quality improvement 

system.   

 In summary, it is evident that Pennsylvania has made strides but with 33 percent of 

children ages 0-4 living in low-income families and 16 percent of births to mothers with less then 

a high school education there is much work to be done in Pennsylvania to ensure that every child 

enters school with the tools needed to thrive (Benso, 2006).  In order to close the achievement 

gap Pennsylvania, as well as many other states across the country,  we must continue the 

progress they have mad over the past two years and further invest in a partnership with school 

districts to implement of a high quality pre-kindergarten program for all of the children. 
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CHAPTER III 

Methodology 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a public school pre-kindergarten 

program on its students in the area of school readiness for kindergarten and growth in readiness 

at the end of kindergarten as compared with other early education programs such as head start, 

day care, and no structured program. 

 

Restatement of the Problem 

The research problem posed in this study was to determine if a public school pre-

kindergarten program better prepared children for kindergarten than other pre-kindergarten 

programs and whether statistically significant differences exist in the school readiness for 

kindergarten and growth in school readiness at the end of kindergarten for those students who 

attended a public school pre-kindergarten program compared to those students who did not 

attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

 Data was collected and analyzed through the administration of the Bracken Basic Concept 

School – Revised (BBCS-R) school readiness assessment.  Data was also collected and analyzed 

on public school pre-kindergarten student demographic variables; discipline referrals and days 

tardy in kindergarten by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  A kindergarten teacher survey 

was also utilized as data was collected and analyzed to lay the foundation to determine if 

differences existed in teacher perceptions of students’ school readiness fro kindergarten as 

compared to the type of pre-kindergarten experience.   

 

Research Questions  

1.  Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

higher levels of kindergarten readiness, than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program? 

2. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

higher levels of school readiness at the end of kindergarten, than those students who did 

not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 
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3. Does the impact of the public school pre-kindergarten program differ by the following 

demographic variables: student gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, family socio-

economic status (SES), and the presence of older sibling(s) in the home? 

4. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

more discipline referrals in kindergarten than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program? 

5. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program have 

more absences and days tardy to school than those students who did not attend a public 

school pre-kindergarten program?  

6. Do kindergarten teachers perceive students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten 

program as having higher levels of readiness for kindergarten then students who did not 

attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 

 

Study Participants 

This study took place in a mid-sized urban school district located in southeastern 

Pennsylvania.  At the time of this study the enrollment was approximately 3,136 students.  The 

districts configuration consists of five elementary buildings each comprised of grades pre-

kindergarten through grade five, one middle school grades six through eight, and one 

comprehensive high school, grades nine through twelve.  Under the Title I criteria, this district 

classified at a poverty level of 53.2 percent.  The district qualifies for Title I funding at the 

elementary and middle levels.  The community’s low and middle socio-economic status is 

reflected in the make-up of the district.  The percentage of students receiving free- or reduced- 

price lunch is approximately 53.2 percent.   The district participating in this study is one of the 

few districts in Pennsylvania that has funded a pre-kindergarten program locally that has been in 

operation in all five of its elementary schools since 1989.  Permission has been obtained from the 

superintendent of schools, to the conduct this study in conjunction with the school district and 

Widener University.   

 This study includes students (n=266) who were enrolled in full day five-year -old 

kindergarten by September 9, 2005 and were assessed for readiness for kindergarten through the 

administration of the BBCS-R.  Growth in readiness in kindergarten was measured by analyzing 
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the data from the spring of 2006 administration of the BBCS-R to students who remained in the 

school district for the entire 2005-2006 school year.   

 

Study Site 

 The district involved in the present study was a small urban school district located in 

southeastern Pennsylvania, with an enrollment of approximately 3,136 student’s enrolled in Pk-5 

at five elementary buildings, one middle school (grades 6-8), and one comprehensive high school 

(grades 9-12).  

Table 1 

District Enrollment and Average Class Size for the 2005-2006 School Year. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

District/State   Enrollment  Average Class Size 

________________________________________________________________________ 

District PK-5   1596    23    

District 6-8    720    27  

District 9-12    820    27 

PA – Elementary      22 

PA – Secondary      23 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The District’s Kindergarten Programs 

 This study will involve the districts half-day pre-kindergarten program and full day 

kindergarten program.  The pre-kindergarten program is comprised of 8 heterogeneously 

grouped half-day sessions and staffed with four teachers.  The maximum class size is 18.  Each 

class stay’s with the same teacher for the entire class time.   

 In this district, pre-kindergarten students attend for 2 hours and 45 minutes per day.  Full 

day kindergarten operates on the same schedule as the regular elementary school grades 1-5 for 6 

hours and 30 minutes.  The full day kindergarten program is comprised of 12 heterogeneously 

grouped full day classrooms. 
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The half-day pre-kindergarten schedule follows: 

9:00 – 9:15 am Arrival    

Hang up coats and book bags, put snack on snack cart, Move name stick to 

indicate arrival, Select a quiet activity already set out on table (such as 

puzzles, table toys, or drawing) 

9:15 – 9:45 am Story Time  

    Discuss learning theme and day’s events 

    Learn poem or song related to theme 

Listen to story, Participate in related follow up activity (such as 

phonological awareness, print awareness story comprehension, writing)   

9:45 – 11:00 am Activity Time 

    Choose from 6 classroom centers: 

art center, building center, house corner, math and science center, story 

center (theme toys as well as alphabet activities),table toys.  

  Participate in “teacher” directed art activity.  

  Participate in teacher directed small group activities 

11:00 – 11:15 am Snack/SSR Time  

    Eat snack 

    Look at books individually 

11:15 – 11:30 am        Listening Games 

Engage in phonological awareness activities(such as listening, rhyming, 

syllable awareness, matching initial sounds) 

11:30 – 11:45 am Meeting Time  

    Calendar, weather, counting the first 100 days of school 

11:45 am  Dismissal 
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The full day kindergarten schedule follows: 

9:00 – 9:15 am           Students enter room – morning jobs write 1-10 or 1-20 

9:15 – 9:30 am           Opening exercises, Pledge of Allegiance, etc 

9:30 – 10:00 am          Kidwriting 

10:00 – 10:20 am        Kidwriting - Mini lesson 

10:20 – 10:35 am        Morning Lav Break 

10:35 – 11:05 am        Calendar –days, months, seasons, weather, song related to the  

month and some sort of quick language arts activity (IE. letter recognition, 

sound identification) 

11:05 – 11:15 am        Prep for lunch 

11:15 – 11:45 am LUNCH 

11:45 – 12:10 pm  Computer lab 

12:10 – 12:40 pm Recess 

12:40 –   1:00  pm Afternoon Lav Break 

1:00  –    1:20  pm Handwriting without Tears 

1:20  –    1:55  pm Reading/Language Arts 

1:55  –    2:25  pm Mathematics 

2:25  –    2:35  pm Class meeting 

2:35  -    3:15  pm        Itinerant class schedule by day of the week: Art, Library, Music, or 

                            Physical education 

 -   3:30 pm Dismissal 

 All teachers in the districts pre-kindergarten and kindergarten programs use the Scott 

Foresman programs to deliver basic instruction on skills and concepts in Math and Reading 

Methods of instructional delivery will vary among teachers as will center activities, the length of 

time of lessons along with the amount of time using whole groups versus small group 

instructional methods.   The districts pre-kindergarten and kindergarten programs are aligned 

with Pennsylvania State and Early Learning standards. 
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Research Design 

 The research design used in this study is quasi-experimental, and contained a non-

equivalent control-group design.  This design was selected because intact groups were used and 

experimental manipulation did not take place (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003).  Two hundred sixty- 

six students enrolled in the districts full-day five-year-old kindergarten classes at the five 

elementary schools participated in this study.  The sampling method utilized in this study was a 

matched pairs design or correlated sample design.  In this sampling method there is a relationship 

between the research groups prior to data being collected on the study’s dependent variable 

(Huck, 2004).   

 The independent variable for this study was: the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Two 

sampling groups were established based upon this criterion.  The control group contained five-

year old kindergarten students with no pre- kindergarten experience or who did not attend a 

structured program (NP).  Three experimental groups contained full-day five-year old 

kindergarten students who attended some type of pre- kindergarten program.  The experimental 

groups were comprised of students who attended: 1) the districts pre-kindergarten program (PK); 

2) a head start program (HS); 3) a day care program (DC).  

 The dependent variable for this study was kindergarten readiness and growth in 

kindergarten readiness, as assessed by the  Bracken Basic Concept School – Revised (BBCS-R) 

school readiness assessment;  demographic variables for public school pre-kindergarten students; 

student discipline referrals, absences and days tardy to school; and the DeSiato (2004) 

Kindergarten Teacher Perception of Student Readiness Survey –Modified (DKTP-M). 

 

Sampling groups 

 The control group for this study included five-year old kindergarten students who did not 

attend a preschool program (n = 53). There were three experimental groups: five –year old 

kindergarten student’s who attended the districts public school pre-kindergarten program ( n = 

106); five-year old year kindergarten student’s who attended a Head Start program (n = 48); five- 

year kindergarten student’s who attended a Day Care program (n = 59). 
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Table 2 

The Districts Five Elementary Schools Break Down by Number of Students in Each Program: 

Control group, No structured program (NP); Experimental groups, District Pre-Kindergarten 

(PK), Head Start (HS), Day Care (DC). 

________________________________________________________________________ 

School  Control Group  Experimental Groups 

   

   NP  PK HS DC 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

A (2 classes)    9  15 12 11 

B (3 classes)  14  24 13 15 

C (2 classes)    8  25   4   7 

D (3 classes)  15  28 12 13 

E (2 classes)    7  17          7 13 

Totals   53  106 48 59 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 The pre-kindergarten experimental group was matched on the following variables: gender, 

ethnicity, socio-economic status (SES), mother’s education, and the presence of an older sibling 

(s) in the home.  Student discipline referrals, absences and days tardy to school and teacher 

perceptions of student readiness by the type of pre-kindergarten experience were also analyzed to 

determine if the type of pre-kindergarten experience program has an effect on the 

aforementioned conditions. 

 

Instrumentation 

 The following instruments were utilized to determine whether significant differences in 

school readiness levels existed for incoming kindergarten students by the type of pre-

kindergarten experience.  This study also evaluated growth in school readiness in kindergarten 

students at the end of kindergarten by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Demographic 

variables were analyzed among public school pre-kindergarten students such as: gender, 

ethnicity, mother’s education level, family socio-economic status (SES), and the presence of an 
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older sibling(s) in the home.  Student discipline referrals, absences and days tardy to school; and 

teacher perceptions of student readiness by the type of pre-kindergarten experience were also 

examined and analyzed in this study.   

 

Bracken Basic Concept Scale Revised (BBCS-R) 

 In this study, readiness for kindergarten was measured using the Bracken Basic Concept 

School – Revised (BBCS-R) readiness assessment.  The BBCS-R was administered to all five-

year-old kindergarten students, as a kindergarten screening instrument, during the first month of 

the 2005-2006 school year and then again at the end of the school year.  During the first three 

days of school the district participating in this study brings one third of the full day kindergarten 

students from each classroom in to school each of the first three days of school for orientation in 

small groups and screening for school readiness.  The Bracken Basic Concept School – Revised 

(BBCS-R) readiness assessment was being administered and scored by the classroom teacher and 

general orientation took place.  The guidance counselor, Title I staff, as well as classroom 

teachers participated in the kindergarten orientation process.  The second administration of the 

BBCS-R readiness assessment took place, near the end of the school year (after May 15, 2005), 

in order to determine what growth in readiness in kindergarten had taken place and if the gap that 

existed between those that were ready for kindergarten compared to those that were not ready for 

kindergarten decreased after a full year in kindergarten.   All five-year old kindergarten teachers 

(n=12), participated in this study, and administered the BBCS-R – School Readiness Composite 

(SCR) individually to each of their students, at the beginning and end of the 2005-2006 school 

year.   

 

BBCS-R Design and Development 

 The test interpretation of the BBCS-R (Bracken, 1998) begins with the total test score and 

proceeds to the analysis of the School Readiness Composite (SRC) as an aggregate score and 

finally to the consideration of individual subtest scores.  The total test score is considered first 

because it is the most reliable and valid representation of the child’s overall conceptual 

development, as well as providing information about the child’s estimated level of academic, 

language, and cognitive development.  Total test standard scores in the range of 85-115 (±1 
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standard deviation) indicate average development.  Scores above 115 represent advanced 

development and scores below 85 indicate delayed development.   

 The SRC is comparable to the total test score in terms of its technical qualities and is a 

good indicator of the academic preparation the child has received prior to beginning formal 

schooling.  The SRC is a collection of six subtests that are used to assess conceptual knowledge 

that is very closely aligned with the early childhood educational curriculum (e.g., colors, letters, 

numbers and counting, sizes, comparisons, and shapes).  As such, the SRC is a good normative 

screener and descriptive of children’s school related concept development.  It is common for 

children who have attended preschool programs or who have parents who have systematically 

exposed their children to these rudimentary educational concepts to demonstrate advanced 

concept development on the SRC.  Similarly, children who have not attended preschool 

programs and whose parents have not taught these concepts to their children are more likely to 

school the average to delayed range of concept development.  SRC standard scores that range 

between 85 and 115 represent average development.  Scores above 115 represent advanced 

development; scores below 85 indicate delayed development.  Similarly, SRC scaled scores 

between 7 and 13 represent average development.  Scores above 13 represent advanced 

development, and scores below 7 indicate delayed development.   

 The scores for subtests one through six are treated collectively as the SRC score for several 

reasons (Bracken, 1998).  First, collective treatment makes sense intuitively because these 

subtests represent the readiness concepts that parents, preschool, and kindergarten programs have 

traditionally taught children in preparation for formal education.  Second, this grouping is more 

psychometrically sound because there are relatively few items in each individual subtest.  The 

SRC should be treated as the subtest component of concepts that many people teach children just 

prior to formal education in the belief that all children should have mastered these concepts when 

they begin school.  The BBCS-R total test score would likely be a more accurate predictor of 

success in school than the more restrictive SRC.  However, for the purposes of this study the 

SRC was the instrument that was utilized to measure readiness for kindergarten and growth in 

readiness at the end of kindergarten rather than predict total school success.  Any student who 

has a Standard Score of 70-84 or Scaled Score of 4-6, and scores in the delayed category for 

readiness and will be administered the remaining 5 sub-tests as an intervention strategy.  



 

63 

 

 

 The BBCS-R, a revision of the Bracken Basic Concept Scale (BBCS; Bracken 1984), is 

used to assess the basic concept development of children in the age range of two years, six 

months through seven years, 11 months.  The BBCS-R (Bracken, 1998) is used to measure 

comprehension of 308 foundational and functionally relevant educational concepts in 11 subtests 

for concept categories:  Colors, Letters, Numbers/Counting, Sizes, Comparisons, Shapes, 

Direction/Position, Self/Social Awareness, Texture/Material, Quantity, and Time/Sequence.  The 

test is individually administered and the concepts are presented orally within the context of 

complete sentences and visually in a multiple-choice format.  Of the 11 subtests on the BBCS-R, 

the first six compose the School Readiness Composite (SRC).  The SRC can be used to assist 

children’s knowledge of those readiness concepts that parents and preschool and kindergarten 

teachers traditionally teach children in preparation for formal education.  For the purposes of this 

study, the SRC was utilized to determine children’s readiness for kindergarten and also growth at 

the end of kindergarten.   

 The BBCS-R is a developmentally sensitive measure of children’s basic concept 

acquisition and receptive language skills.  The scale enables the researcher to assess important 

conceptual and receptive language abilities in children rather than only their knowledge of 

common vocabulary words (e.g., astronaut, jumping).  The concepts assessed with the BBCS-R 

are acquired in a developmentally predictable fashion that is consistent across cultures and 

languages studied (Bracken, 1988; Bracken, 1996; Bracken, Barona, Bauermeister, Howell, 

Poggioli, & Puente, 1990).  Historically, concepts have been identified as fundamental agents of 

intelligence (Kagen, 1966).  Acquisition of basic concepts is strongly related to children’s overall 

intellectual development (Howell & Bracken, 1992; Laughlin, 1995; McIntosh, Brown, & Ross, 

1995; McIntosh, Wayland, Gridley, & Barnes, 1995).  As such, basic concepts represent an 

extremely important construct for consideration in preschool assessment.  Additionally, for 

individuals to communicate effectively there must be societal agreement on concept meanings 

(Carroll, 1964).   

According to Klausmeir and Allen (1998): 

   “The validity of an individual’s concepts increases as they come closer to 

agreeing with societally accepted concepts of the larger social community; the power of 

the concept increases as learning to higher levels proceeds.  Concepts, as societally 
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accepted meanings, vary in learnability, usability, validity, generality, power, structure, 

abstractness of examples, and numerousness of examples (p. 11).” 

Reflecting aspects of cognitive development and high levels of societal agreement, Bracken’s 

(1984) definition of a basic concept is: 

“A word in its most elementary sense that is a label for one of the 

basic colors, comparatives, directions, materials, positions, quantities, 

relationships, sequences, shapes, sizes, social or emotional states and 

characteristics, textures, and time.  Basic concepts are basic in the sense that 

they represent the most rudimentary concepts in these specific categorically 

areas (p. 7).” 

 Although basic concepts are among the simplest of language terms, many children do 

not master these concepts until after several years of formal education (Bracken, 1998).  

Ironically, researchers have demonstrated that the administration directions of many 

preschool and primary level tests of academic achievement and intelligence are replete with 

basic concepts (e.g., Bracken, 1986; Cummings & Nelson, 1980; Flanagan, Alfonso, 

Kaminer & Rader, 1995; Kauffman, 1978).  The excessive use of basic concepts in preschool 

test directions creates a situation of double jeopardy in which the child is expected to 

understand the difficult concepts and the test directions before he or she can attempt actual 

test items with any confidence.  Moreover, teachers frequently use basic concepts and 

classroom directions and similarly assume that the children understand these concepts 

(Boehm, Kaplan, & Pretti, 1980; Kaplan, 1978).  Given the use of basic concepts in 

classrooms, it is not surprising that the basic concept acquisition is strongly related to early 

childhood academic achievement (Breen, 1985; Sterner & McCallum, 1988; Zucker & 

Riordan, 1990).  Breen (1984) reported a high positive correlation between the BBCS and 

school readiness skills assessed on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Nurss & McGauvran, 

1995).  In another study, Sterner and McCallum (1998) reported that the BBCS was a 

significantly better predictor of arithmetic, reading, and spelling achievement than the Gesell 

Developmental Exam (Ilg, Ames, Haines, & Gillespie, 1978).  Finally, individuals with 

severe hearing loss and related cognitive delays have been shown to be significantly delayed 

in basic concept development (Bracken & Cato, 1986).  Teachers and parents typically teach 

children only a relatively small number of basic concepts but they assume that children 
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understand all the concepts they use in directives or conversations.  The level of children’s 

conceptual development is closely related to their general intelligence but concept 

deficiencies can be remediated directly whereas general intelligence cannot (Blai, 1973; 

Central Arkansas Education Center, 1972; Moers & Harris, 1978).   

 

Purpose of the BBCS-R 

The BBCS-R serves five basic assessment purposes:  speech language assessment, 

cognitive screening, curriculum based assessment, school readiness screening, and 

assessment for clinical and educational research (Bracken, 1998).  As part of comprehensive 

speech and language assessment, the BBCS-R is useful as an independent measure of a 

child’s concept acquisition for addressing the receptive component, when contrasting a 

child’s receptive and expressive language skills, for examining the relationship between a 

child’s language development and his or her cognitive functioning, when used in conjunction 

with other tests, for comparing and assessing results with specific intervention strategies; the 

BBCS-R is useful in cognitive assessments to screen for possible developmental delays and 

cognitive related exceptionalities (e.g., learning disabilities [LD], mental retardation [MR], 

and giftedness [GT]).  The BBCS-R is utilized as a curriculum based assessment to identify 

delays in a child’s concept acquisition and clinicians and teachers can use the. . . concept 

difficulty; the concepts included in the BBCS-R often are embedded in non-systematically in 

most early childhood curricula.  The BBCS-R enables you to systematically assess these 

important educational concepts.  This compatibility with standard educational curricula 

makes the SRC or total test especially useful for preschool screening, kindergarten round up, 

decision making when retention is an issue; the BBCS-R is also useful as a dependent 

measure in a variety of clinical and educational research programs, including program 

evaluations, contrasted group studies, and studies of children’s developmental progression. 

 

BBCS-R Limitations 

In spite of the virtues of any instrument or assessment process, there are concomitant 

limitations that must be recognized and accommodated when possible.  Although the BBCS-

R was designed specifically for preschool assessment, the foibles of preschool children (e.g., 
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impulsivity, distractibility, emotional-ability) make assessing members of this population 

particularly challenging (Bracken, 1991).    

Following is a partial list of limitations associated with assessing preschool children with the 

BBCS-R or other instruments: 

1. Preschool children often are more difficult to manage than elementary age children.  

This limitation often requires examiners to acquire specialized clinical skills, training 

and abilities. 

2. Preschool children typically have not been socialized to sit still and participate in the 

formal structured tasks that compromise psycho-educational assessments. 

3. The functional attention span of preschool children is short and often too limited for 

lengthy evaluations. 

4. When preschool children become frustrated or tired, they often refuse to participate in 

the evaluation or become perseverative in their responses (e.g., pointing to the same 

response options from item to item).   

5. Preschool children frequently display variable knowledge or test performance despite 

their best efforts. 

6. Preschool children often are unwilling to risk failure or to provide a response when 

they are uncertain of the accuracy of their response. 

7. Preschoolers sometimes perform poorly on tests because they do not fully comprehend 

the directions or the task demands.  On the BBCS-R this problem is alleviated to 

some extent through the use of trial items. 

8. Young children often do not understand how their test results might influence their 

future lives and, therefore, they may not be highly motivated to try their best.   

9. Children with limited visual or auditory acuity may face a disadvantage on tests like 

the BBCS-R because of its verbal directions and visually presented items. 

10. Children who have limited English proficiency may be placed at a disadvantage if 

assessed on the BBCS-R English edition because of its emphasis on receptive 

language and concept development in English (Bracken, 1998). 
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Description of Subtests 

 The 11 BBCS-R subtests addressed the following conceptual domains and are 

presented in administration order:  colors – the colors included in this subtest represent both 

primary colors and those identified as basic color terms for all languages (Berlin & Kaye, 

1969); letters – this subtest is designed to measure the child’s knowledge of upper and lower 

case letters; numbers/counting – this subtest is designed to measure both a child’s recognition 

of single and double digit numerals (numbers), as well as sampling the child’s ability to 

assign a number value to a set of objects (counting); sizes – this subtest includes concepts 

that describe one dimension (tall being a descriptor of vertical length or long being a 

descriptor of horizontal length), two dimensions (short may be a descriptor or either vertical 

or horizontal dimensions), or three dimensions (concepts such as big, small, and thick where 

more than two salient dimensions must be considered); comparisons – this subtest consists of 

items that are used to measure a child’s ability to match and/or differentiate objects based on 

one or more of their salient characteristics; shapes – this subtest presents basic one, two, and 

three dimensional shapes; included in the one dimensional category are linear shapes, such as 

curve, angle, and diagonal, two dimensional shapes are represented by concepts such as 

circle, square, and triangle, and three dimensional shapes include concepts such as cube and 

pyramid; direction/position – this subtest includes relational terms that describe the 

placement of one object relative to another object or objects (e.g., behind, on, under), the 

position of an object relative to itself or unspoken second object (e.g., open, closed, upside 

down), or a direction of placement (e.g., right, left, corner, center); self/social awareness this 

subtest represents a conceptual domain that is measured infrequently by preschool and 

primary language scales; included in the self-awareness aspect of the subtest are concepts 

with emotional values such as angry, excited, and tired; included in the social awareness 

aspect of the subtest are terms describing kinships, gender, relative ages, and social 

appropriateness (e.g., father, female, young, correct); texture/material – the concepts in this 

subtest include those terms that describe salient characteristics or attributes of an object (e.g., 

heavy, hot, sharp) or the basic composition of an object (e.g., wood, glass, metal); quantity – 

this subtest is designed to measure a child’s understanding of terms that describe a relative 

degree of existence, all objects exist in some quantity and although these objects may be 

fluid, solid, concrete or abstract, quantity terms are those that describe the degree to which 
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objects exist and the space that these objects occupy (e.g., a lot, full, triple); and 

time/sequence – this subtest is designed to measure the child’s understanding of occurrences 

along a temporal or sequential continuum and the degree of speed and/or with which those 

events occur on the continuum (e.g., after, summer, slow).    

 

BBCS-R Standardization 

 The standardization and related validity and reliability research for the BBCS-R took 

place in the fall of 1977 and involved more than 1,100 children between the ages of 2 years, 

6 months and 8 years, 0 months.  More than 180 examiners participated in the BBCS-R 

standardization and validation (Bracken, 1998).  The BBCS-R standardization sample was 

representative of the general U.S. population and was stratified by age, gender, 

race/ethnicity, region, and parent education level.  The demographic percentages were based 

on the 1995 U.S. Census update for children ages 2 years, 6 months up to 8 years, 0 months.  

The children in the standardization sample were required to:  be in the age range of 2 years, 6 

months, 0 days and 7 F (3, 235) = 1.847, p=.139 months, 11 months, 30 days; understand and 

speak English; and be able to attend to and take the test in English to the standard fashion 

without modification.   

 The School Readiness Composite (SRC) utilizes the first subtest one through six with 

the first item in each subtest.  The items are administered in order until the child misses three 

consecutive items (a ceiling) or complete the subtest.  After the child has reached the ceiling 

or completed a subtest, the administrator of the BBCS-R test goes to the item one of the next 

subtest.  The child’s responses are recorded by writing in correct responses or marking a 

number that corresponds to the child’s response.  To determine a child’s starting point, 

starting items for subtests 7 to 11, the administer calculates the School Readiness Composite 

(SRC raw score) by adding the raw score subtotals for subtests one to six in a space provided 

on a record form.  Normative interpretation of child’s performance on the BBCS-R enables 

the teacher to compare the child’s conceptual knowledge with the knowledge of children of a 

similar age across the country.  In order to facilitate norm referenced interpretation, the 

BBCS-R provides scaled and standard scores derived from the normative sample, percentile 

ranks, concept age equivalent, and conceptual development classifications.  These normative 

descriptors closely correspond to the characteristics of the hypothetical Bell Curve.  Given a 
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child’s performance on the BBCS-R, you can identify where along the continuum of the Bell 

Curve you would find the child’s score.   

 In interpreting standard and scaled scores, the total test score is considered first because 

it is the most reliable and valid representation of the child’s overall conceptual development, 

as well as providing information about the child’s estimated level of academic, language, and 

cognitive development.  The SRC is comparable to the total test score in terms of its 

technical qualities and is a good indicator of the academic preparation a child has received 

prior to beginning formal schooling.  The SRC is a collection of six subtests that you use to 

assess conceptual knowledge that is very closely aligned with early childhood educational 

curricula (e.g., colors, letters, numbers and counting, sizes, comparisons, and shapes).  As 

such, the SRC is a good normative screener and descriptor of children’s school related 

concept development.  It is most common for children who have attended preschool 

programs or who have parents who have systematically exposed their children to these 

rudimentary or educational concepts who demonstrate advanced concept development on the 

SRC.  Similarly, children who have not attended preschool programs and whose parents have 

not taught these concepts to their children are more likely to score in the average to delayed 

ranges of the concept development.  Because both standard scores and scaled scores can be 

derived from the SRC, you can use whichever score system is most useful for describing the 

child’s normativity.  The scores for subtests one through six are treated collectively as the 

SRC score for several reasons:  first, collective treatment makes sense intuitively because 

these subtests represent the readiness concept that parents, preschool, and kindergarten 

programs have traditionally taught children in preparation for formal education; second, this 

grouping is more psychometrically sound because there are relatively few items in each 

individual subtest.  Because three of the first six subtests contain fewer than 13 items, the 

reliability of the individual subtest would be expected to be low.  Because of the limited 

number of items and varying difficulty levels of individual items, the result is an uneven 

distribution of raw scores that make scaled scores less easily interpreted.  In addition, the 

readiness nature of the concepts results in a limited age progression within each subtest.   

 The SRC should not be interpreted as a composite of all the concepts necessary for a 

child’s success in school; rather, you should treat this composite as a subtest composed of 

concepts that many people teach children just prior to formal education in the belief that all 



 

70 

 

 

children should have mastered these concepts when they begin school.  The BBCS-R total 

test score would likely be a more accurate predictor of success in school than the restricted 

SRC.  Subtests 7 to 11 vary somewhat in their respective technical qualities but each subtest 

is well suited for individual normative interpretation.  Each subtest employs a scaled score 

system: normatively, scores between 7 and 13 are considered average, scores above 13 are 

advanced, and scores below 7 are delayed.   

 

BBCS-R Reliability 

 The reliability and validity of the BBCS-R indicate that it is a quality instrument 

(Bracken, 1998).  The reliability of a test refers to how consistently and accurately it 

produces scores.  The reliability of the BBCS-R was estimated in two ways – by examining 

its internal consistency and test/retest stability. The split half reliability coefficients with 

Spearman-Brown correction were correlated for each one year age level for the SRC, each of 

the remaining five subtests, and the total subtest.  The range of reliabilities reported as .78 to 

.98 for the subtest and .96 to .99 for the total test.  The median subtest and total test 

reliabilities are .94 and .98, respectively.  Although the BBCS-R subtest and total test 

reliability coefficients were high, in almost every instance the BBCS-R subtest and total test 

reliabilities are higher.  Test/retest reliability was evaluated based on the performance of 114 

children in the standardization sample who took the test on two separate occasions, seven to 

14 days apart with the same examiner.  The sample was drawn almost equally from three age 

groups (3, 5, and 7 years) and consisted of 48 females, 52 males, 59% White, 20% African-

American, 15% Hispanic, and 6% children of other race/ethnic origins.  The stability 

coefficients were calculated using Pearson correlation coefficients between the test and retest 

subtest scaled scores and total test standard scores and were corrected for restriction of range 

(Gilford & Fruchter, 1978).  The BBCS-R subtest, test/retest reliabilities (corrected) ranged 

from a low of .78 (quantity, time/sequence) to a high of .88 School Readiness Composite 

(with a median reliability coefficient of .81).  Test/retest reliability for the total test is .94.    

 

BBCS-R Validity 

 The validity of the BBCS-R was determined through content criterion and construct 

validity (Bracken, 1998).  The content validity of the BBCS-R determined whether or not the 
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assessment adequately assessed a well defined content area.  As a result of a thorough 

examination of early childhood curriculum materials, psycho-educational test, and systematic 

review by early childhood educators, the original BBCS demonstrated strong content 

validity.  Estabrook (1984, p 128), in a review of the BBCS, described the instrument as 

“most comprehensive measure of basic concepts available.”  The BBCS-R has an additional 

50 concepts, further enhancing the content validity of the instrument.  In addition, the 

foundational nature of basic concepts and their widespread presence in the early childhood 

test of cognitive and academic ability further demonstrate the content validity of the BBCS 

and the BBCS-R (Bracken, 1984; Cummings & Nelson, 1980; Flanagan, Alfonso, Kaminer, 

& Rader, 1995).  The criterion validity of the BBCS-R was demonstrated through concurrent 

and predictive validity.  The concurrent validity of the BBCS-R was evaluated by comparing 

the scores obtained on the BBCS-R with scores obtained on its predecessor, the BBCS.  Also, 

the BBCS-R usefulness as a cognitive screener was demonstrated when scores on the BBCS-

R were compared with scores on an intelligence test (The Wechsler Preschool and Primary 

Scale of Intelligence – Revised) and a test of cognition and achievement (The Differential 

Ability Scales).   

 

DeSiato Kindergarten Teacher Perception of Readiness Survey (Modified) 

 A kindergarten teacher survey (Appendix E) was used to collect, compile, and lay the 

foundation to determine if there are differences in kindergarten teacher perceptions of student 

readiness by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  This instrument was based upon a survey 

that was developed and used by DeSiato (2004) for the study: “Does Pre-Kindergarten 

Experience Influence Children’s Subsequent Educational Development?  A Study of 

Kindergarten Teachers’ Perceptions and Students’ Performance.”  A five point Likert type scale 

was utilized in response to the statements on the DeSiato (2004) Kindergarten Teacher 

Perception of Readiness Survey - Modified (DKTP-M).  The DKTP-M Survey contained a series 

of statements.  After each statement, the responding teacher had a choice of five responses:  (5) 

all the time, (4) most of the time, (3) half of the time, (2) some of the time, and (1) none of the 

time.  The teacher perceptions were calculated into a mathematical sum that was representative 

of the majority opinion, the numerical values of 1-5 were assigned to each response.  A positive 

response of all the time earned a score of five and none of the time response will earned score of 
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one.  After the numerical sum for each question was calculated, the total was determined.  An 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to compare the mean scores of each of the 

kindergarten teachers’ responses by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.    All 12 of the 

districts kindergarten teachers volunteered to complete the teacher perception of student 

readiness survey.   

 The first research question, in this study, focused on whether kindergarten students who 

attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had higher levels of readiness for 

kindergarten than those students who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program.  

The researcher utilized the DKTP-M to determine kindergarten teacher perceptions of the 

educational readiness of students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

compared to those students who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program.  To 

address this research question, the author is using a modified version of the DeSiato (2004) 

Kindergarten Teacher Perception Student Readiness Survey (DKTP-M Survey).  Development 

of the initial version of this survey involved an extensive review of the literature on readiness 

(see Chapter 2).  The literature review identified that although there is no commonly agreed upon 

definition of readiness, there has been some agreement on the major variables that comprise a 

child’s readiness for school (DeSiato, 2004).  In 1995, The National Education Goals Panel 

(Kagen, Moore, & Bredekamp, 1995) identified five dimensions and criteria of children’s early 

learning, development, and abilities.  These dimensions included:  physical well-being and motor 

development; social and emotional development; approaches toward learning; language 

development; and cognition and general knowledge (Kagen, et al., 1995).  Kagen, et  al., (1995) 

emphasized that the five dimensions do not constitute a single point of readiness; instead they 

recognize that the “universal domains are pertinent to all children during their early years” (p. 6).  

Although each of these variables is examined as separate constructs in the survey, it is important 

to note that in the research they are extricably linked (Kagen, et al., 1995).   

 The first section of the DKTP-M Survey is the dimension of “physical well-being and 

motor development.”  The readiness indicators related to a child’s physical well-being and motor 

development of “physically healthy,” “well rested,” and “well nourished” were extracted from 

the 1993 public school kindergarten teachers’ views on children’s readiness for school (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 1993) and the 2004 Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Survey 

(Oregon State Education Department, 2000).   
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Gross and Fine Motor Development 

 The motor development indicators of “hops on one foot,” “balances while walking on a 

line on the floor,” and “walks and runs with ease” originated from the 2000 Oregon Kindergarten 

Readiness Survey (Oregon State Education Department, 2000).  The gross motor development 

indicator of “the child can successfully throw a beanbag into a container, 3 out of 5 times” was 

deleted from the survey since beanbags are no longer used in the kindergarten curriculum.  The 

fine motor skill indicators of “appropriate use of pencils and paint brushes” were taken from the 

following surveys:  the 1993 Public School Kindergarten Teachers Views on Children’s 

Readiness for School (National Center for Education Statistics, 1993), the 1993 National 

Education Household Survey (U.S. Department of Education, 1993), the 1999 Kindergarten 

Teacher Questionnaire (National Center for Education Statistics, 1999), and the 2000 Oregon 

Kindergarten Readiness Survey (Oregon State Education Department, 2000).  The DKTP-M 

survey on the fine motor skill indicator of “appropriate use of pencils and paint brushes” was 

modified to state “appropriate use of pencil and crayon” since the use of paintbrushes is no 

longer a part of the kindergarten curriculum.  The fine motor skills of “cutting with the scissors” 

and “fastening buttons” along with the personal hygiene indicator of “toileting independently” 

were referenced in the Brigance K and 1 Screens (Brigance, 1985), the School Entry Assessment 

Project (Pfannenstiel, 1999).   

 

Social and Emotional Development 

 In the second section, indicators were related to the dimension of social and emotional 

development.  The readiness indicators of “taking turns and sharing” and “sitting still and paying 

attention” were taken from the 1993 Public School Kindergarten Teachers Views on Children’s 

Readiness for School (National Center for Education Statistics, 1993), the 1993 National 

Education Household Survey (U.S. Department of Education, 1993), the 1999 Kindergarten 

Teacher Questionnaire (National Center for Education Statistics, 1999), and the Oregon 

Kindergarten Readiness Survey (Oregon State Education Department, 2000).  The indicators of 

“solving problems” and “sensitivity to the feelings of other children” were drawn from the 1993 

Public School Kindergarten Teachers Views on Readiness for School (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 1993) and the 1999 Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1999).   
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 “Communicating with adults and peers” and “listening to the point of view of others” are 

readiness indicators suggested in the school entry assessment project (Pfannensteil, 1999) and 

the research of Kagen, et al. (1995).  Three surveys (i.e., the 1993 Public School Kindergarten 

Teachers Views on Children’s Readiness for School (National Center for Education Statistics, 

1993), the 1999 Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire (National Center for Education Statistics, 

1999), and the 2000 Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Survey (Oregon State Education 

Department, 2000) identified the readiness indicators of “following directions” and “not 

disruptive of the class.” 

 

Approaches toward Learning 

 “Approaches toward learning” were the indicators identified for the third section.  This 

dimension included attributes and qualities of the child being “open to new tasks,” “curious 

about new tasks and challenges,” “exhibiting initiative toward learning,” “demonstrating task 

persistence,” “being attentive,” “imaginative,” “inventive,” “inquisitive,” “reflective,” and 

“enthusiastic in approaching new activities” drawn from the School Entry Assessment Project 

(Pfannenstiel, 1999) and the research of Kagen, et al. (1995).  The 1993 Public School 

Kindergarten Teachers Views on Children’s Readiness for School (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 1993), and the 1999 Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1999) both used the readiness indicator of the child “finishes tasks.”   

 

Language Development  

 The fourth section contains indicators of “language development.” In selecting the 12 

appropriate skills and concepts for the indicators of readiness for language development, DeSiato 

(2004) used the research of the School Entry Assessment Project (Pfannenstiel, 1999), the Fox in 

a Box ™  kindergarten benchmarks (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2000), and the Kindergarten 

Developmental Guidelines (Dichtelmiller, Jablon, Marsden, & Meisels, 2001).   

 

Cognitive and General Knowledge 

 The fifth and final section focuses on the dimension of “cognition and general knowledge.”  

The indicator of a child’s ability to “count to 20” was extracted from the 1993 Public School 

Kindergarten Teachers Views on Children’s Readiness for School (National Center for 
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Education Statistics), the 1993 National Education Household Survey (U.S. Department of 

Education, 1993), and the 1999 Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 1999).  The social conventional readiness indicators of “knowledge of the 

alphabet” and the “primary colors and shapes” originated from the 1993 Public School 

Kindergarten Teachers Views on Children’s Readiness for School (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 1993) and the 1999 Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1999).  Readiness indicators in the survey of “distinguishing between 

real and pretend,” “solving problems using different strategies,” “relating cause to effect,” and 

“sequencing events in time” are all supported by the research of Kagen, et al. (1995) and the 

Kindergarten Developmental Guidelines (Dichtelmiller, Jablon, Marsden, & Meisels, 2001).  

Conventional knowledge indicators of a child’s “knowing his/her last name, telephone number 

and address” were drawn from the research of Brigance K and 1 Screens (Brigance 1985) and the 

School Entry Assessment Project (Pfannenstiel, 1999).   

 In developing the DKTP-M survey, the researcher attempted to identify a child’s prior 

experience on four independent variables as follows:  public school pre-kindergarten program, 

head start, day care, and no structured program or the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  The 

modified survey was maintained as DeSiato (2004) constructed it on a five-item Likert scale (1 = 

none of the time, 2 = some of the time, 3 = half of the time, 4 = most of the time, 5 = all of the 

time).  An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to compare means to determine 

significance. 

 

Data Analysis 

 Results were analyzed and matched to the aforementioned criterion variables to determine 

if there was a difference among groups in kindergarten readiness based upon the variables.  

 The research problem posed in this study was to determine whether statistically significant 

differences exist in the school readiness for kindergarten of students between the types of pre-

kindergarten experience.  Analysis of data took place at the end of the 2005-2006 school year.  

Data were collected at the beginning of the 2005-2006 school year to determine if the 

experimental group had an advantage in school readiness that was gained by attending a public 

school pre-kindergarten program as measured by the BBCS-R.   Data were again collected at the 

end of the school year from the BBCS-R spring 2006 assessment to determine if the gap that 
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existed between students in respect to readiness for kindergarten closed due to their experience in 

full day kindergarten.   

 Demographic variables were analyzed such as: gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, 

family socio-economic status (SES), and the presence of an older sibling(s) in the home among 

public school pre-kindergarten students.  Data were also analyzed on discipline referrals, 

absences and days tardy to school to determine if a significant difference existed for students 

between the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  The data from the teacher responses on the 

DKTP-M Survey was analyzed to determine if teacher perception of readiness for kindergarten 

differed for students by the type of pre-kindergarten experience.   The level of significance for 

this study was set at .05.  Results were analyzed by using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and 

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA).   
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CHAPTER IV 

Introduction 

 This chapter presents the data gathered in the study and provides and analysis of the data.  

The results from the quantitative statistical analysis are presented by research question. 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of a public school pre-kindergarten 

program on its students in school readiness for kindergarten and growth in readiness at the end of 

kindergarten as compared with other early education programs such as head start, day care 

programs and no structured program.   Data were collected to assess differences in kindergarten 

students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program compared to students who did 

not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program in terms of readiness for kindergarten, 

growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten, demographics variables, discipline referrals, 

student absences and days tardy to school, and teacher perceptions of student readiness for 

kindergarten. 

 Data were collected from the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R) to 

compare readiness for kindergarten and growth in kindergarten in students who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program treatment group compared to students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program in the control group.  Students were tested in the 

following areas: The BBCS-R was administered to all five-year old kindergarten students, in the 

district that participated in this study, in September of 2005 and May of 2006. 

 Public school pre-kindergarten students were analyzed according to the following 

demographics variables: student gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, family socio-

economic status (SES), and the presence of an older sibling(s) in the home. 

 The number of kindergarten students who were referred to the office for behavior problems 

were counted, and the yearly total for students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten 

program were totaled and those that did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program  

were totaled and compared based upon the type of pre-kindergarten experience. 

 Student absences and days tardy to school were tracked for each student.  A total of days 

that each student was absent was calculated and totaled for each student.  At the end of the 

school year kindergarten student absence totals and days tardy to kindergarten were calculated 

and compared by the type of pre-kindergarten experience. 
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 The researcher, who was the Director of Education and Human Resources, in the district 

under study, adapted a Teacher Perception of Student Readiness Survey that was developed and 

used by DeSiato (2004) in Syracuse, New York.  In April of 2005, district kindergarten teachers, 

who had the option to sign their names on the survey, employed by the district volunteered to 

complete the DeSiato Teacher Perception of Student Readiness Survey -Modified (DKTP-M) 

Survey.  This survey was designed to elicit teacher perceptions of student readiness by the type 

of pre-kindergarten program attended.  The researcher collected and recorded the information. 

 This chapter presents data collected during the study.  The statistical treatment followed by 

the analysis of quantitative data was designed to provide answers to the following questions:  

1. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have higher levels of kindergarten readiness, than those students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program? 

2. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have higher levels of school readiness at the end of kindergarten, than those students 

who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program?   

3. Does the impact of the public school pre-kindergarten program differ by the following 

demographic variables: student gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, family 

socio-economic status (SES), and the presence of an older sibling(s) in the home? 

4. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have more discipline referrals in kindergarten than those students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program? 

5. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have more absences and days tardy to kindergarten than those students who did not 

attend a public school pre-kindergarten program?  

6. Do kindergarten teachers perceive students who attended a public school pre-

kindergarten program as having higher levels of readiness for kindergarten then 

students who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 
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Results Presented by Research Question 

 

Readiness for Kindergarten 

 The first research question asked: Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program have higher levels of kindergarten readiness, than those 

students who did not attend a public school old pre-kindergarten program?  

 An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was performed in response to this question.  Table 1 

indicates that the mean score of 68.98 for public school pre-kindergarten was higher in the area 

of kindergarten readiness then the mean score of 60.75 for the Day Care program; the mean 

score of 58.27 for the Head Start program; and the mean score of 56.72 for students who did not 

attend a structured pre-kindergarten program for kindergarten readiness on the Bracken Basic 

Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R).   

Table 3 

One Way Analysis of Variance Comparing the Mean Differences on the Type of Pre-

Kindergarten Experience with Kindergarten Readiness as measured by the BBCS-R. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

     Raw Score on BBCS-R 

              

Variable   M  SD  N  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Public PreK   68.98  13.08  99 

Head Start   58.27  15.75  44 

Day Care   60.75  16.49  51  

No Structured program 56.72  15.83  46  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 236) = 9.91, p<.001 

 Table 3 shows that a significant difference existed on the raw scores for kindergarten 

readiness as measured by the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R) based upon the 

type of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.001).   Children who did not attend a structured pre-

kindergarten program had the lowest mean score on the BBCS-R and were the least prepared for 

kindergarten.   Students who attended formal pre-kindergarten programs such as: Head Start, 
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Day Care, and Public School Pre-Kindergarten had higher mean scores on the BBCS-R and were 

better prepared for kindergarten.   In summary, table 1 shows there are significant differences in 

the readiness of kindergarten children based upon the type of pre-kindergarten experience.   

 

Growth in Readiness at the End of Kindergarten 

 The second research question asked: Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program have higher levels of school readiness at the end of 

kindergarten, than those students who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program?  

An Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was calculated in response to this question with the fall 

of 2005 raw score serving as the covariate.   

 

Table 4 

Analysis of Covariance Utilizing the Fall of 2005 Raw Score as the Covariate in  Comparing the 

Mean Differences on the Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience with Academic Growth in 

Kindergarten as measured by the BBCS-R. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

      Raw Score on BBCS-R 

     Fall 2005  Spring 2006 

Variable   M SD  M SD Adjusted N  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Public PreK   68.98 13.08  82.21 4.60 81.59  99 

Head Start   58.27 15.75  82.82 15.51 83.28  44 

Day Care   60.75 16.49  83.94 16.94 84.16  51  

No Structured program 56.72 15.83  87.20 22.35 87.82  46 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 235) = 1.84, p=.139 

 Table 4 , indicates that the mean score of 87.20 for children who attended No Structured 

Pre-Kindergarten program was higher in the area of growth in readiness at the end of 

kindergarten then the mean score of 83.94 for children who attended the Head Start program; the 

mean score of 82.82 for children who attended the Day Care program; and the mean score of 

82.21 for children who attended the Public School pre-kindergarten program for kindergarten 
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readiness on the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R).   Table two shows that there 

was no significant difference between the raw scores for growth in readiness at the end of 

kindergarten and the type of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.139).  Children who did not attend 

a structured pre-kindergarten program had the highest mean score on the BBCS-R and therefore, 

experienced the highest rate of growth in readiness in kindergarten.   Students who attended 

formal pre-kindergarten programs such as: Head start, Day Care, and Public school pre-

kindergarten had lower mean scores on the BBCS-R and experienced a lower rate of academic 

growth in kindergarten.   In summary, tables 4 shows no significant differences existed in the 

growth in readiness at the end of in kindergarten for children based upon the type of pre-

kindergarten experience. 

Readiness for Kindergarten by Demographics Variables 

 The third research question asked: Does the impact of the public school pre-kindergarten 

program differ by the following demographic variables: student gender, ethnicity, family socio-

economic status (SES), mother’s education level, and the presence of older sibling(s) in the 

home.  An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was calculated in response to this question.   

Demographics Variable: Gender 

Table 5 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences of Public School Pre-

kindergarten Students for the Demographic Variable Gender with Kindergarten Readiness. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic variable  M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Gender     

Male      68.18  13.43  44  

Female    67.76  15.31  62 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (1, 104) = .022, p=.883 

 Table 5, indicates that the mean score of 68.18 for male students was higher in the area of 

kindergarten readiness then the mean score of 67.76 for female students.   Table 5 shows that no 

significant difference existed in kindergarten readiness, as measured by the Bracken Basic 

Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R), for the demographic variable gender, (p=.883).  In 
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summary, tables 5 shows there is no significant difference between gender and kindergarten 

readiness.   

 

Demographic Variable: Ethnicity 

Table 6 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences of Public School 

Pre-kindergarten Students for the Demographic Variable Ethnicity with Kindergarten Readiness. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic variable   M  SD  N 

Ethnicity 

Caucasian     54.60  28.80  63 

African-American   37.98  28.48  34 

Hispanic    32.36  28.37    8 

Asian      28.33  18.82    1 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 102) = 7.67, p<.001 

 Table 6 indicates that the mean score of 72.87 for Caucasian students was higher in the 

area of kindergarten readiness than the mean score of 61.85 for African Americans students, the 

mean score of 57.25 for Hispanics students, and the mean score of 49.00 for Asian students.  

Table 6 also shows that a significant difference existed in kindergarten readiness, as measured by 

the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R), for the demographic variable ethnicity, 

(p<.001).  In summary, there is a significant difference on kindergarten readiness across ethnic 

groups.  
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Demographic Variable: Socio-Economic Status 

Table 7 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences of Public School Pre-

kindergarten Students for the Demographic Variable Socioeconomic Status with Kindergarten 

Readiness. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic variable     M  SD  N  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Socioeconomic status 

Qualified for Free/Reduced lunch    66.34  14.62  62 

Did not Qualify for Free/Reduced lunch   70.18  14.15  44 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (1, 104) = 1.82, p=.180 

 

  Table 7, indicates that the mean score of 70.18 for students who did not qualify for 

free/reduced lunch was higher then the mean score of 66.34 for students who qualified for a 

free/reduced lunch.  However, the mean scores did not indicate a significant difference between 

the two groups.  Table 7 shows that no significant difference existed in kindergarten readiness, as 

measured by the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R), for the demographic 

variable Socio-Economic Status (SES), (p=.180).  In summary, no difference was found on 

kindergarten readiness between socio-economic status. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

84 

 

 

Demographic variable: Mothers Education 

Table 8 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences of Public School Pre-

kindergarten Students for the Demographic Variable Mothers Education with Kindergarten 

Readiness. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic variable    M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Mothers Education  

Did not Graduate High School   55.90  15.27  10 

High School Graduate     68.13  14.23  79 

College Gradate     73.60  11.71  15 

Post Graduate Degree    78.00    9.89    2 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 102) = 3.64, p=.015 

 Table 8 indicates that the mean score of 78.00 was higher in the area of kindergarten 

readiness when the mother had a post graduate degree, the mean score was 73.60 when the 

mother had a college degree, the mean score was 68.13 when the mother was a high school 

graduate, and the mean score was 55.90 when the mother did not graduate from high school.  

Table 8 shows that a significant difference existed in students kindergarten readiness, as 

measured by the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised (BBCS-R), for the demographic 

variable Mothers Education, (p=.015).  In summary, there is a significant difference between 

mother’s education and kindergarten readiness.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

85 

 

 

Demographic Variable: The Presence of an Older Sibling in the Home 

Table 9 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences of Public School Pre-

kindergarten Students for the Demographic Variable the Presence of Older Sibling(s) in the 

Home with Kindergarten Readiness. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic variable   M  SD  N  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Older Siblings in the Home 

Yes        66.67  15.19  64 

No       69.86  13.31  42 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (1, 104) = 1.22, p=.271 

 

 Table 9 indicates that the mean score of 69.86 was higher in the area of kindergarten 

readiness when there was no older sibling in the home and mean score of 66.67 was lower when 

there was an older sibling in the home.  Table 9 shows that no significant difference existed in 

students kindergarten readiness, as measured by the Bracken Basic Concept Scale – Revised 

(BBCS-R), for the demographic variable the presence of older siblings in the home, (p=.271).  In 

summary, no difference was found for the presence of an older sibling in the home and 

kindergarten readiness.   

 

Discipline Referrals in Kindergarten 

 The fourth research question asked: Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program have more discipline referrals in kindergarten than those 

students who did not attend a public school old pre-kindergarten program?  An Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) was calculated in response to this question.   
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Table 10 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences in the Number of 

Discipline Referrals in Kindergarten to the Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Pre-Kindergarten Experience 

Public Prek      .26    .82  106 

Head Start      .96  2.09    48 

Day Care      .58  1.35    59 

No Structured Program     .38    .92    53 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 262) = 3.47, p=.017 

 Table 10 indicates that the mean score for Head Start children of .96 was highest in the 

number of discipline referrals to the principal, the mean score for Day Care children was .58, the 

mean score for children who attended No Structured Pre-kindergarten program was .38, and the 

mean score of .26 was the lowest for the number of discipline referrals for children who attended 

the public school pre-kindergarten program.  Table 10 also shows that a significant difference 

existed in the number of discipline referrals to the building principal for kindergarten students 

based upon the type of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.017).  In summary, there is a significant 

difference between the type of pre-kindergarten experience and discipline referrals in 

kindergarten.   

 

Absences and Days Tardy in Kindergarten 

 The fifth research question asked:  Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program have more absences and days tardy to kindergarten than those 

students who did not attend a public school old pre-kindergarten program?  An Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) was calculated in response to this question.   

 

 

 



 

87 

 

 

 

Table 11 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for the Number of 

Absences in Kindergarten to the Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable    M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Pre-Kindergarten Experience 

Public Pre-kindergarten    7.32    6.87  106 

Head Start     12.16    9.73    48 

Day Care       9.75    9.43    59 

No Structured Program    11.35  10.56    53 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 262) = 4.40, p=.005 

 

 In Table 11, the mean score for Head Start children of 12.16 was highest in the number of 

absences from school during kindergarten, the mean score for children who attended No 

Structured Pre-kindergarten program was 11.35, the mean score for Day Care children was 9.75, 

and the mean score of 7.32 was the lowest for the number of days absent from kindergarten for 

children who attended the public school pre-kindergarten program.  Table 11 also shows that a 

significant difference existed in the number of absences for kindergarten students based upon the 

type of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.005).  In summary, there is a significant difference 

between the type of pre-kindergarten experience and absenteeism in kindergarten.   
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Table 12 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for the Number of 

Days Tardy in Kindergarten to the Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Pre-Kindergarten Experience 

Public Pre-Kindergarten   2.75  4.80  106 

Head Start      1.81  2.66    48 

Day Care     2.22  2.78    59 

No Structured Program     2.11  3.12    53 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 262) = .808, p=.49 

 In Table 12, the mean score of 2.75 for children who attended a Public School Pre-

Kindergarten program was highest in the number of days tardy in kindergarten, the mean score 

for Day Care children was 2.22, the mean score for children who attended No Structured Pre-

Kindergarten program was 2.11, and the mean score of 1.81 for Head Start children was the 

lowest for the number of days tardy in kindergarten. Table 12 shows that a no significant 

difference existed in the number of days tardy for kindergarten students based upon the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience (p=.490).  In summary, no difference was found between the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience and days tardy in kindergarten.   

 

Teacher Perception of Readiness for Kindergarten  

 The sixth research question asked:  Do kindergarten teachers perceive students who 

attended public school pre-kindergarten programs as having higher levels of readiness then 

students who did not attend a formal pre-kindergarten program.  An Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) was calculated in response to this question.  The DKTP-M Survey (Appendix B) is 

divided into five indicators of kindergarten readiness: Gross and Fine Motor Development; 

Social and Emotional Development; Approaches toward Learning; Language Development; and 

Cognition and General Knowledge.  Each category contained a battery of questions that were 

phrased as statements that required responses regarding agreement with how often the child 
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could perform the task measured on a five-point Likert-type scale, based upon their type of pre-

kindergarten experience.  The options were: (1) None of the time, (2) Some of the time, (3) Half 

of the time, (4) Most of the time, (5) All of the time.    

Table 13 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for Kindergarten 

Teachers’ Perceptions for the Indicator of Readiness for Kindergarten Gross Motor 

Development to the Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness Indictor     Gross and Fine Motor Development  

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience     

Public Pre-Kindergarten   3.94      0.78  106 

Head Start      3.31     0.71          48 

Day Care     3.16     0.76           59 

No Structured Program    2.95      0.78     53 

Totals      3.34  0.84   266 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 262) = 3.60, p=.021 

 Table 13 shows the mean score and standard deviation for the indicator of educational 

readiness Gross and Fine Motor Development.    The mean score of 3.94 for children who 

attended a public school pre-kindergarten program was higher in the area Gross and Fine Motor 

Development as an indicator of readiness for kindergarten then the mean score of 3.31 for 

children who attended the Head Start program; the mean score of 3.16 for children who attended 

the Day Care program; and the mean score of 2.95 for children who did not attend a structured 

pre-kindergarten program.  Table 13 shows that a significant difference existed in kindergarten 

teacher perceptions of student readiness for kindergarten in the area of Gross and Fine Motor 

development based upon the type of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.021).  In summary, there is 

a significant difference between the type of pre-kindergarten experience and kindergarten teacher 

perceptions of students’ readiness for kindergarten for the kindergarten readiness indicator gross 

and fine motor development.   
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Table 14 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for Kindergarten 

Teachers’ Perceptions for the Indicator of Indicator of Readiness for Kindergarten Social and 

Emotional Development to the Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness Indictor     Social and Emotional Development  

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience      

Public Pre-Kindergarten   3.85      0.65  106 

Head Start      3.09    0.84           48   

Day Care     3.25    0.64       59 

No Structured Program    2.64      0.79     53 

Totals Mean Scores    3.21  0.84  266 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 44) = 5.54, p=.003 

 

 For the indicator of educational readiness Social and Emotional Development table 14 

indicates that children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had the highest 

mean score of 3.85, followed by a mean score of 3.25 for children who attended a Day Care 

program, the mean score of 3.09 for children who attended the Head Start program and a mean 

score of 2.64 for children who did not attend a structured pre-kindergarten program.  Table 14 

shows that a significant difference existed in kindergarten teacher perceptions of student 

readiness for kindergarten in the area of Social and Emotional development based upon the type 

of pre-kindergarten experience (p=.003).  In summary, there is a significant difference between 

the type of pre-kindergarten experience and kindergarten teacher perceptions of students’ 

readiness for kindergarten for the kindergarten readiness indicator social and emotional 

development.   
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Table 15 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for Kindergarten 

Teachers’ Perceptions for the Indicator of Indicator of Readiness for Kindergarten Approaches 

Toward Learning to the Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness Indictor     Approaches Toward Learning   

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience      

Public Pre-Kindergarten   4.04      0.49  106 

Head Start      3.24     0.92                  48   

Day Care     3.63   0.63           59 

No Structured Program    2.64      0.79     53 

Totals Mean Scores    2.96     0.67  266 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

F (3, 44) = 5.50, p=.003 

 

 For the indicator of educational readiness Approaches Toward Learning table 15 indicates 

that children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had the highest mean score 

of 4.04, followed by a mean score of 3.63 for children who attended a Day Care program, the 

mean score of 3.24 for children who attended the Head Start program and a mean score of 2.64 

for children who did not attend a structured pre-kindergarten program.  Table 15 shows that a 

significant difference existed in kindergarten teacher perceptions of student readiness for 

kindergarten in the area of Approaches Toward Learning based upon the type of pre-

kindergarten experience (p=.003).  In summary, there is a significant difference between the type 

of pre-kindergarten experience and kindergarten teacher perceptions of students’ readiness for 

kindergarten for the kindergarten readiness indicator social and emotional development.   
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Table 16 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for Kindergarten 

Teachers’ Perceptions for the Indicator of Indicator of Readiness for Kindergarten Language 

Development to the Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness Indictor     Language Development  

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience      

Public Pre-Kindergarten   4.02      0.67  106 

Head Start      3.19     0.71        48   

Day Care     3.24     0.61    59 

No Structured Program    2.72      0.59          53 

Totals Mean Scores    3.29  0.79     266 

F (3, 44) = 8.34, p< .001 

 

 For the indicator of educational readiness Language Development table 16 indicates that 

children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had the highest mean score of 

4.02, followed by a mean score of 3.24 for children who attended a Day Care program, the mean 

score of 3.19 for children who attended the Head Start program, and a mean score of 2.72 for 

children who did not attend a structured pre-kindergarten program.  Table 16 shows that a 

significant difference existed in kindergarten teacher perceptions of student readiness for 

kindergarten in the area of Language development based upon the type of pre-kindergarten 

experience (p< 001).  In summary, there is a significant difference between the type of pre-

kindergarten experience and teacher perceptions of students’ readiness for kindergarten for the 

kindergarten readiness indicator language development.   
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Table 17 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Mean Differences for Kindergarten 

Teachers’ Perceptions for the Indicator of Readiness for Kindergarten Cognition and General 

Knowledge to the Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness Indictor     Cognition and General Knowledge 

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience      

Public Pre-Kindergarten   3.79      0.67  106 

Head Start      2.96      0.69              48   

Day Care     2.88     0.65           59 

No Structured Program    2.53     0.53               53 

Totals Mean Scores    3.04  0.77    266 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
F (3, 44) = 8.39, p< .001 

 For the indicator of educational readiness Cognition and General Knowledge table 17 

indicates that children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had the 

highest mean score of 3.79, followed by a mean score of 2.96 for children who attended the Head 

Start program, 2.88 for children who attended a Day Care program, and a mean score of 2.53 for 

children who did not attend a structured pre-kindergarten program.  Table 17 shows that a 

significant difference existed in kindergarten teacher perceptions of student readiness for 

kindergarten in the area of Cognition and General Knowledge based upon the type of pre-

kindergarten experience (p< 001).  In summary, there is a significant difference between the type 
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of pre-kindergarten experience and teacher perceptions of students’ readiness for kindergarten 

for the kindergarten readiness indicator cognition and general knowledge.   

Table 18 

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Comparing the Total Mean Differences for 

Kindergarten Teachers’ Perceptions of Kindergarten Students Readiness for Kindergarten to the 

Type of Kindergarten Experience (n=12) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable     M  SD  N 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Pre-Kindergarten Experience      

Public Pre-Kindergarten   3.93      0.60  106 

Head Start      3.16      0.66              48   

Day Care     3.18    0.58           59 

No Structured Program    2.75     0.55               53 

Totals Mean Scores    3.26  0.72   266 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
F (3, 44) = 8.06, p< .001 

 Table 18 shows a comparison of the total means scores are listed by kindergarten teacher 

response on the DKTP-M Survey for the five indicators of kindergarten readiness for each type 

of pre-kindergarten experience: public school, day care, head start, or students who did not 

attend a structured pre-kindergarten program.  The results indicate that according to teacher 

perceptions of students’ readiness for kindergarten, children who attended a public school pre-

kindergarten program had the highest total mean score of 3.93, followed by children who 

attended a Day Care program with a total mean score of 3.18, children who attended Head Start 
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with a total mean score of 3.16, and a total mean score of 2.75 for children who did not attend a 

structured pre-kindergarten program.  Table 18 shows that a significant difference existed in 

kindergarten teacher perceptions of student readiness for kindergarten based upon the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience (p<.001).  It is the perception of the districts kindergarten teacher’s 

that children who attended a Public School pre-kindergarten program were better prepared for 

kindergarten on the five indicators of kindergarten readiness examined on the DKTP-M Survey 

then children who attended a Day Care program, Head Start, or children who did not attend a 

structured pre-kindergarten program.    

  In summary, based upon the results of the DKTP-M Survey there is a significant 

difference between the type of pre-kindergarten experience and teacher perceptions of students’ 

readiness for kindergarten. 

 

Summary 

 This chapter presented the data gathered in the study and provided an analysis of the data.  

The six research questions were posed and answered.  Analysis of Variance or Analysis of 

Covariance was computed to answer each research question.  The significance level of alpha was 

set at .05.   
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CHAPTER V 

Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations 

Introduction 

 The intent of this study was to determine the effect of a public school pre-kindergarten 

program on its students in the area of school readiness for kindergarten and growth in readiness 

at the end of kindergarten as compared with other early education programs such as head start, 

day care programs and no structured program.  This chapter presents a summary of the study’s 

findings, conclusions, and implications from the study, and recommendation for future research.   

 There were six research questions that were generated from the literature and guided the 

study.  The six research questions were as follows: 

1. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have higher levels of kindergarten readiness, than those students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program? 

2. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have higher levels of school readiness at the end of kindergarten, than those students 

who did not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program?   

3. Does the impact of the public school pre-kindergarten program differ by the following 

demographic variables: student gender, ethnicity, mother’s education level, family 

socio-economic status (SES), and the presence of an older sibling(s) in the home? 

4. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have more discipline referrals in kindergarten than those students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program? 

5. Do the Kindergarten students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

have more absences and days tardy to kindergarten than those students who did not 

attend a public school pre-kindergarten program?  

6. Do kindergarten teachers perceive students who attend a public school pre-kindergarten 

program as having higher levels of readiness for kindergarten then students who did 

not attend a public school pre-kindergarten program? 
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Summary 

 For the purposes of this study, kindergarten readiness was assessed directly by measures of 

student readiness, growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten and indirectly by demographics, 

behavior, absenteeism and days tardy to school and kindergarten teacher’s perception of student 

educational readiness.  Data were collected to assess differences in kindergarten students who 

attended a public school pre-kindergarten program compared to students who did not attend a 

public school pre-kindergarten program.  This chapter reviews the major findings of the study 

and how they compare with other research.  In addition, the implications for educational policy 

and practice are discussed as well as recommendations for further research. 

 Table 19 summarizes the findings that were uncovered for each research question in this 

study. 

Table 19 

Summary of Significance for Major Research Questions 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Research Questions      Significance* 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Readiness by Pre-K Experience    Public school  

         Pre-Kindergarten* 

2. Growth in Readiness at the End of Kindergarten No significance 

    by Pre-K Experience 

 

3. Readiness by Demographics for Public School Ethnicity*, Mothers 

    Pre-Kindergarten Students Education*  

       

4. Student Behavior by Pre-K Experience Public school Pre-Kindergarten had 

least number of discipline referrals* 

 

5. Absenteeism/Days Tardy to School by Pre-K Public school pre 

    Experience  Kindergarten least number of 

absences* 
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Table 19 (continued) 

Summary of Significance for Major Research Questions 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Research Questions      Significance* 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

      Days Tardy to school by Pre-K Experience No significance 

6. Teacher Perception of Student  Public school 

    Readiness for Kindergarten Pre-kindergarten* 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

*p< .05    

 In the area of readiness for kindergarten significance differences were found between 

students’ readiness for kindergarten and the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Significant 

differences were found for public school pre-kindergaten students between the demographic 

variables of ethnicity and mother’s education and kindergarten readiness.  Significant differences 

were found between kindergarten behavior problems and the type of pre-kindergarten 

experience.   Significant differences were found between the rate of absenteeism in kindergarten 

and the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Significant differences were found between teacher 

perceptions of readiness for kindergarten, on five indicators of kindergarten readiness, and the 

type of pre-kindergarten experience.   

No significant difference was found between growth in readiness at the end of 

kindergarten and the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  No significant difference was found 

for public school pre-kindergarten students between the following demographic variables: 

gender, socio-economic status, and the presence of older siblings in the home and kindergarten 

readiness.  No significant difference was found between the number of days being tardy to 

school and the type of pre-kindergaten experience.    

 

Conclusions 

Readiness for Kindergarten 

Students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program scored higher on an 

assessment of their readiness for kindergarten when compared to students who attended Head 

Start, Day Care, or students who attended No Structured Pre-kindergarten program.  Public 
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school pre-kindergarten provides a strong foundation for developmental growth prior to students’ 

kindergarten year in school.  Clearly, a significant difference exists between the type of pre-

kindergarten experience and readiness for kindergarten.   

 Several research studies have documented the impact of pre-kindergarten programs on one 

or more measures of children’s readiness for and subsequent early progress in school (DeSiato, 

2004).  The following studies: Weikart, Bond, and McNeil (1978), Miller and Bizzell (1983), 

Ladd (1990), Campbell and Ramey (1994), Benton-Miller, (2000); and Campbell, Pungello, 

Miller-Johnson, Burchinal and Ramey (2001) have demonstrated positive effects for several 

preschool programs on children’s readiness in cognitive development, social and emotional 

development and on subsequent students achievement based on IQ scores, teachers ratings and 

standardized test scores. 

 The current study extends the previous research by examining the influence of the type of 

pre-kindergarten program on readiness for kindergarten with a norm-referenced instrument.  It 

shows that students with public school pre-kindergarten experience out scored those with no pre-

kindergarten experience on a norm referenced assessment of readiness upon entering 

kindergarten; it shows that students with public school pre-kindergarten experience also 

outscored those students with day care and head start experience on the same measure. 

 

Growth in Readiness at the End Kindergarten 

 No significant difference was found between growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten 

and the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  Students who attended a public school pre-

kindergarten program when compared to students who attended Head Start, Day Care, or 

students who attended No Structured Pre-kindergarten program did not score higher when 

assessed for growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten.  The results of the initial 

administration of the BBCS-R in the fall of 2005 indicated that twenty-one percent of all the 

kindergarten students assessed were categorized as delayed or very delayed in school readiness 

compared to seven percent who scored as delayed or very delayed after being assessed on the 

BBCS-R in the spring of 2006 for growth in school readiness at the end of kindergarten.  Growth 

in school readiness took place across all groups at the end of kindergarten which supports the 

benefit of a full day kindergarten program.  The large gap that existed in readiness at the start of 

kindergarten between public school pre-kindergarten children and those that did not attend a 
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structured pre-kindergarten program did close when readiness was measured at the end of 

kindergarten.  Specifically, the findings showed that students who did not attend a structured pre-

kindergarten program and students who attended a public school pre-kindergaten program were 

the highest and lowest in respect to the mean scores for the amount of growth in readiness that 

took place by the end of kindergarten; while the means scores for growth in readiness at the end 

of kindergarten for Head Start and Day Care fell between the results for children who attended 

No Structured pre-kindergarten program and those that attended Public School pre-kindergaten.  

This could be due in part to the high level of need of the children with no pre-kindergarten 

experienced holding the rest of the class back due to the amount of teacher time needed to 

support them and therefore limiting the growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten for the 

children who came to kindergarten with a higher level of readiness and therefore were better 

prepared due to their attendance in a pre-kindergarten programs such as: Head start, Day Care, 

and Public School program. 

 

Readiness for Kindergarten by Demographics Variable 

 While the research on early childhood pre-kindergarten programs is extensive, the research 

does not address the question of readiness by type of pre-kindergarten experience (DeSiato, 

2004).  For example, Beller, (1983), Benton-Miller, (2000), Campbell and Ramey, (1994), Fuerst 

and Fuerst, (1993), Gray, Ramsey and Klaus, (1983), Karnes, Swedel and Williams, (1983), 

Ladd, (1990), Marcon, (2002), Miller and Bizell, (1983), Pianta and McCoy, (1997); Reynolds, 

(1994), Sprigle and Schafer, (1985), Weikart, Bond, and McNeil, (1978) found positive 

outcomes for pre-kindergarten programs and increasing cognitive development and subsequent 

student achievement but did not compare the type of pre-kindergarten program in assessing 

outcomes.  The research by Weichert, Bond, and McNeil (1978), Miller and Bizzell (1983) 

included both three and four year olds and those students who attended half-day pre-kindergarten 

programs.  Moreover, there was no comparison by Weichert, Bond, and McNeil (1978) to 

students having no or full day pre-kindergarten experience.  There is also a lack of evidence that 

any of the aforementioned research studies considered the impact of students’ type of pre-

kindergarten experience on developmental growth in urban districts (DeSiato, 2004).  Likewise, 

the studies previously noted did not examine the influence of demographic variables such as: 

gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status, mothers’ education, and the presence of an older sibling 



 

101 

 

 

(s) in the home students’ as a factor in students’ readiness for kindergarten.  Also most of the 

studies were focused primarily on children from low-income families.   

 This study extends the research of studies previously noted by examining the influence of 

demographics variables on public school pre-kindergarten students’ readiness for kindergarten.   

Therefore, this study extends prior research by specifically looking at the influence of the 

aforementioned demographics variables on public school pre-kindergarten students’ readiness 

for kindergarten.    

 

Gender 

 No significant difference was found between gender and readiness for kindergarten.   

Among male and females students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program males 

students scored marginally higher then females in the area of kindergarten readiness.   This is 

unusual since females are usually developmentally ahead of males at this point in time.  This 

result could have taken place because of the benefit the children experienced from attending the 

districts public school pre-kindergarten program prior to kindergarten.   

 

Ethnicity 

 There is a significant difference in readiness for kindergarten across ethnic groups.  

Caucasian students scored higher in the area of kindergarten readiness then African Americans 

students, Hispanics students, and Asian students.   This could have to do with the value each 

ethnic group places upon the education of their children and therefore, the support they provide 

their children in preparation for school.  Clearly, a significant difference exists between ethnicity 

and readiness for kindergarten.   

 

Socio-Economic Status 

 No significant difference was found on readiness for kindergarten between socio-economic 

statuses.   Although the students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program that did 

not qualify for free/reduced lunch demonstrated a higher level of readiness for kindergarten then 

those students who qualified for free and reduced lunch the difference was marginal. 
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Mothers Education 

 There is a significant difference between mother’s education and readiness for 

kindergarten.   Among the children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program those 

who mothers had attained a post graduate degree had the highest assessment scores in the area of 

readiness for kindergarten followed by children whose mother attained a college degree, children 

whose mother graduated from high school, and children whose mother did not graduate from 

highs school.  This suggests that the higher level of educational attainment of the mother the 

better prepared for kindergarten a child will be.  Clearly, a significant difference exists between 

mothers’ education level and readiness for kindergarten.   

 

The Presence of an Older Sibling in the Home 

 No significant difference was found between the presence of an older sibling in the home 

and readiness for kindergarten.   For children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten 

program those who lived in a home with no older siblings were marginally better prepared for 

kindergarten according to the readiness assessment.  This suggests that a child in a home without 

an older sibling may receive more attention and positive modeling directly from the parent.   

However, the conclusion is that whether or not there is an older sibling in the home readiness for 

kindergarten is not significantly affected. 

 

Discipline Referrals in Kindergarten 

 There is a significant difference between discipline referrals in kindergarten and the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience.  Children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program 

had the least number of discipline referrals in kindergarten.  This could be in part due to the 

children having a formal public school experience in pre-kindergarten and being exposed to the 

expectations, rituals and routines of a formal public school program on a daily basis.   Children 

from Head Start had the highest incidence of discipline referrals followed by Day Care and 

children who attended No Structured Program.  In conclusion, clearly there is a significant 

difference between discipline referrals in kindergarten and the type of pre-kindergarten 

experience. 
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Absences and Days Tardy in Kindergarten 

Absences 

 There is a significant difference between absences in kindergarten and the type of pre-

kindergarten experience.  Students who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had 

the lowest incidence of absenteeism when compared to students who attended Head Start, Day 

Care, or students who attended No Structured Pre-kindergarten program.  This may be due to 

parents, of children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program, understanding the 

importance and benefits of their children being in regular attendance in school after having had 

their child enrolled formally in a public pre-kindergarten program as a 4 year old.  Children who 

attended Head Start had the highest incidence of absenteeism from kindergarten followed by 

children who attended No Structured program and children who attended finally Day Care.  

Clearly, a significant difference exists between absenteeism in kindergarten and the type of pre-

kindergarten experience. 

 Sprigle and Schafer (1985) found that there were higher rates of attendance, fewer student 

grade retentions and fewer placements in special education for students who attended Learn to 

Learn preschool programs in comparison to students who attended Head Start programs.  This 

study extends the research of Sprigle and Schafer (1985) in that it examines the effect of the type 

of pre-kindergarten experience on attendance in kindergarten. 

 

Days Tardy in Kindergarten  

 No significant difference was found between the number of days tardy in kindergarten and 

they type of pre-kindergarten experience.   This suggests that the decision of parents to send their 

child to school late is not related to the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  It should be noted 

that parents of children who attended a public school pre-kindergarten program had the highest 

incidence of lateness to school but the lowest rate of absences.  Therefore, it may be determined 

that parents of student who attended public school pre-kindergarten understand the importance of 

getting their child to school on a daily basis even if it is tardy.  Head start students had the lowest 

incidence of tardiness to school followed by children from No Structured program and then Day 

Care.  In conclusion, there is a no relationship between the type of pre-kindergarten experience 

and days tardy in kindergarten.   
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Kindergarten Teacher Perceptions of Students Readiness for Kindergarten 

 A significant difference was found between teacher perceptions of student’s readiness for 

kindergarten and the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  The DKTP-M Survey contained five 

categories or indicators of kindergarten readiness: Gross and Fine Motor Development; Social 

and Emotional Development; Approaches to Learning; Language Development; and Cognition 

and General Knowledge.  Students who attended public school pre-kindergarten had higher mean 

scores on each of the five indicators of kindergarten readiness as well as the mean total score.    

 This result indicates that it is the perception of kindergarten teachers that students who 

attended the districts public school pre-kindergarten program were better prepared for 

kindergarten across all five indicators of kindergarten readiness.  This could be due to: 

instruction by certified teachers, experiencing the rituals and routines of school as a result of 

being a regular part of the school community during pre-kindergarten, etc.   The results indicate 

that both Day Care and Head Start are having notable but similar success in preparing children 

for kindergarten.  The scores for Day Care and Head Start were in close proximity and indicate 

that both programs are doing well in preparing children for kindergarten.  However, children 

who did not attend a structured pre-kindergarten program had the lowest mean scores in all five 

categories and the total on the DKTP-M Survey.    

 The results indicate a need for all children to be enrolled in some type of formal pre-

kindergarten program rather than being at home.  Based upon the results of the DKTP-M Survey, 

it is the perception of the districts kindergarten teacher’s that children who attended a public 

school pre-kindergarten program were better prepared for kindergarten then children who 

attended a Day Care program, Head Start, or children who did not attend structured pre-

kindergarten program.  Kindergarten teachers do perceive students’ readiness for kindergarten 

differently based on the students’ type of pre-kindergarten experience.  In conclusion, clearly a 

significant difference exists between the type of pre-kindergarten experience and kindergarten 

teacher’s perceptions of students’ readiness for kindergarten.     

 According to DeSiato (2004) although several studies Allington, (1980), Brophy and 

Good, (1970) Good, Cooper and Blakey, (1980), Palardy (1998) Rosenthal and Jacobson, (1968), 

Sweet, Ng and Guthrie, (1998), and Tournaki, (2003) have looked at what influences teacher 

perceptions regarding various aspects of student performance, few have looked at the influence 

of the types of pre-kindergarten experiences on teachers perceptions of students educational 
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readiness for kindergarten by using a teacher survey.  This study extends the research of studies 

previously noted and DeSiato (2004), by examining the influence of Public School pre-

kindergarten, Day Care, Head Start, and the influence of attending No Structured pre-

kindergarten program on teachers’ perceptions of kindergarten students’ readiness for 

kindergarten.   Therefore, this study extends prior research by specifically looking at the 

influence of Public School pre-kindergarten, and other early education programs such as Day 

Care, Head Start, and the influence of attending No Structured pre-kindergarten program on 48 

specific indicators of educational readiness based upon five major dimensions of children early 

learning, using the DKTP-M Survey. 

 This study contributes to previous studies by using a modified version of a systematic, 

extensive survey developed by DeSiato (2004) that looked at each of the indicators, in terms of 

the influence of the type of pre-kindergarten experience, on teachers’ perceptions of students’ 

readiness for kindergarten.   

 

Implications 

 The findings of this study have immediate implications for the school district in 

which the study was conducted.  The district should consider expanding the number of pre-

kindergarten classrooms and consider implementing a full day pre-kindergarten program.  The 

benefits of public school pre-kindergarten have been noted in the review of literature along with 

the results of this study, and have a profound affect on the children who participate, their 

families, and schools.  The aforementioned results will have further implications for educating 

teachers, parents, early childhood agencies and advocates, community and political leaders as to 

the findings of this study and the long term benefits of investing in early education and 

specifically in public school pre-kindergarten as a vehicle for better preparing children to enter 

kindergarten ready to learn.   

 On a state level the findings in the current study will have implications for all school 

districts in Pennsylvania as they should first evaluate any existing pre-kindergarten programming 

then clearly consider expanding existing or implementing new pre-kindergarten programs.  This 

will have further implications for funding and policy.  School districts in Pennsylvania currently 

have the benefit of the Accountability Block Grant funding to dedicate to nine different options 

for school improvement which include funding pre-kindergarten and/or full day kindergarten. 
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 The benefits of pre-kindergarten in public schools far outweigh the consequences of 

continuing to do things in the state of Pennsylvania as we have done them in the past with 

abysmal inequitable funding for education in general and little to no unified commitment to early 

childhood education.  

 The issue of funding for pre-kindergarten continues to be a struggle in the state of 

Pennsylvania.  Both pre-kindergarten and kindergarten are not currently mandated by the state.  

From an economic perspective, focusing solely on earnings gains, returns to dollars invested on 

early childhood education are as high as 15% to 17% (Heckman, 2006).   Schweinhart, (2005) 

reported that a cost-benefits analyses that assess’ the costs of the programs versus savings due to 

its short- and long- term effects found public savings at a rate of $12 for every $1 invested due to 

lower rates of crime, lower rates of placement in special education, increased level of taxes from 

higher earnings, and less reliance on public welfare.    

 Previously, opponents of state funding for early childhood education maintained that there 

is a lack of adequate evidence to support the educational benefits of such programs (DeSiato, 

2004).  However, the findings of this study challenge this position and have implications for 

reviewing current policy on early childhood education in the state of Pennsylvania.   This will 

have implications for future policy development and funding for the further development of 

public school pre-kindergarten in Pennsylvania.  

 According to DeSiato, (2004) the federally unfunded mandate of No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) emphasizes the importance of quality preschool programming and scientifically based 

research.  NCLB looms on the horizon as a back breaker for school districts and communities 

who have not been awakened by the annual judgment day of the third grade PSSA assessment.  

There is need for a meeting of the minds particularly in the commonwealth of Pennsylvania as 

legislatures, policymakers, school districts, and teacher training institutions of higher learning to 

come together as one entity.   

 A system for universal pre-kindergarten should be developed and implemented that will 

provide every child in the in the commonwealth of Pennsylvania and their families regardless of 

socio-economic status the opportunity to attend a high quality pre-kindergarten program.  The 

empirical findings in this study will have implications for considering the impact of the type of 

pre-kindergarten experience on a child’s readiness for kindergarten.  The findings in this study 

support the benefit of pre-kindergarten in a public school entity.  
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Limitations of the Study 

 Throughout this quantitative study, which involved assessing the effect of a public school 

pre-kindergarten program on its students in the area of school readiness for kindergarten and 

growth in readiness at the end of kindergarten as compared with other early education programs 

such as head start, day care programs and no structured program, the following factors could 

have effected the internal validity of the research findings. 

 First, the study was conducted in a mid-sized urban district of approximately 3200 

students, in southeastern Pennsylvania and involved only 266 students.  The results may differ 

significantly if it were conducted in another district with a larger population of students. Second, 

Socio-economic factors added to the limitations of the study.  The district had a poverty level of 

54% and a diverse population.  

 In this study, the majority of the students were Caucasian, African American with a small 

Latino and smaller Asian population from middle class or impoverished families.  

 Finally, a standardized nationally normed readiness assessment was used for the study.  

Significant differences may be found if locally developed or criterion referenced assessments 

were used.  Future studies should employ a combination of standardized assessments, district, 

and curriculum based assessments to provide multiple data sources from which to draw 

conclusions.   

 In conclusion, this study could easily be replicated in order to provide the educational 

community with valuable information and data that would improve pre-kindergarten programs 

and in turn increase student readiness for kindergarten.   Further, research might also provide 

insight into ways to improve student readiness for kindergarten. 

 

Recommendations 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of a public school pre-kindergarten 

program on its students in school readiness for kindergarten and growth in readiness at the end of 

kindergarten as compared with other early education programs such as head start, day care 

programs and no structured program.   

 Studies by: Weikart, Bond, and McNeil (1978), Miller and Bizzell (1983), Ladd (1990), 

Campbell and Ramey (1994), Benton-Miller, (2000), and Campbell, Pungello, Miller-Johnson, 
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Burchinal and Ramey (2001) and DeSiato (2004) documented the impact of pre-kindergarten 

programs on one or more measures of children’s readiness for and subsequent early progress in 

school.  Reynolds (2000), Garces, Thomas, and Currie (2001), Reynolds, Temple, Robertson, 

and Mann, (2001), Henry, Gordon, Henderson, and Ponder (2003), Gormley and Gayer, (2005), 

Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, and Dawson, (2005) reported on the effect of  large-scale public 

preschool programs and indicated that the programs can contribute to increased development, 

overall school readiness, and future success of the children who participate in them.   

 Although this study extends the aforementioned research, few studies have focused 

specifically on the effect of the type of pre-kindergarten experience on readiness for school and 

specifically the effect of public school pre-kindergarten on readiness for school.  Grafwallner 

(1994) examined the relationship of achievement for rural students in third grade from low-

income families who participated in one of five types of pre-kindergarten programs.  Grafwallner 

concluded that students who attended Head Start, private pre-kindergarten, and public school 

pre-kindergarten programs scored consistently higher, although statistically non-significant, on 

the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) than students that attended day care or family 

care programs.  Andrews (1996) also conducted research in which academic gains of public pre-

kindergarten students were compared to academic gains of students with other pre-kindergarten 

experience.  Shipley and Oborn (1996) in a review of four pre-school programs made a case for 

public school pre-kindergarten by identifying the many positive advantages of public school 

sponsorship of pre-kindergarten 

 Brogan (1990) studied the effect of a public school pre-kindergarten program on cognitive, 

social, and emotional development; Reed and Bergman (1992) studied the effects of a half-day 

public school pre-kindergarten on  children’s cognitive, social, and emotional development; 

McGill (1996) compared students ability to perform in kindergarten who attended pre-

kindergarten versus those that did not attend pre-kindergarten; Benton-Miller (2000), examined 

the effect of public school pre-kindergarten on kindergarten achievement; Jemison (2002) 

conducted a longitudinal study to compare the school attainment of a sample of children who 

attended public school pre-kindergarten to those that did not attend public school pre-

kindergarten;. and  
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DeSiato (2004) examined the influence of the type of public school pre-kindergarten experience 

on children’s educational readiness, subsequent development, and teacher perceptions of 

students’ readiness by the type of pre-kindergarten experience  

 Of the studies cited on public school pre-kindergarten only DeSiato (2004) analyzed the 

effect of two types of public school pre-kindergarten experiences (half-day and full-day pre-

kindergarten) with no pre-kindergarten experience on school readiness.  This study extends 

DeSiato’s research and addresses a recommendation to examine the influence of other early 

education programs (such as head start, day care programs and no structured program) compared 

to a public school pre-kindergarten, on school readiness. 

 There remains however, a gap in the research on pre-kindergarten in that few studies have 

examined the effect of the type of program experience on school readiness.  Although the results 

of this study address this need in examining the effect of the type of pre-kindergarten experience 

on readiness for kindergarten this study is but a snapshot in time.  Further research should be 

undertaken with a review of larger samples of school districts with similar demographics and 

larger samples of school districts with broader demographic distributions.  In order to have all 

children ready for school and prepared to compete in the global market place of the 21st century 

further research on the benefit of public school pre-kindergarten compared to other early 

education programs is a necessity. 

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 The following recommendations for further research are included: 

1. This study should be replicated to include a parent survey to determine parent 

perceptions of their children’s readiness when entering kindergarten. 

2. This study should be replicated on a larger scale in other urban, rural, and suburban 

school districts to determine if statistical differences exist and are consistent with the 

findings in this study. 

3. This study should be replicated with a longitudinal focus through grade 3, grade 6, 

grade 8, or grade 12 to determine if the benefits of the preschool experience continue 

to benefit students over longer periods of time.    

4. Conduct a study to determine what parents do with pre-kindergarten students when 

students are at home and how that impacts students’ readiness for kindergarten. 
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5. Conduct a correlation study to measure differences in gains in student achievement 

using a standardized assessment, curriculum-based assessment, and a report card, 

based upon the type of pre-kindergarten experience.  

6. Conduct a study to compare the impact of no pre-kindergarten experience, half-day 

pre-kindergarten experience, and full-day pre-kindergarten experience on random 

samples of students in multiple urban, as well as, rural and suburban districts. 

 Table 20 provides specific recommendations for further study regarding each research 

question 

Table 20   

Recommendations Addressing Each of the Research Questions 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Research Questions Topic                        Recommendations 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Readiness for Kindergarten                      Develop a parent survey to determine parent  

                                                                  perceptions of student readiness for  

                                                         Kindergarten.                                                  

                                                                  Assess students in grade 1 to determine if 

                                                                  student achievement in grade 1correlates with  

                                                                  readiness for kindergarten                                                                

 

Growth in Kindergarten                            Use a criterion referenced assessment  

                                                          mechanism to measure academic growth at the  

                                                                   end of kindergarten in reading, literacy, math  

                                                                   and developmental components  

                                                           to determine growth in kindergarten. 

 

Demographics Variables                           Include: presence of a father in the home, single  

                                                                   parent family. 
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Behavior Problems                                    Monitor discipline referrals longitudinally of  

                                                                   kindergarten students as they progress in to the  

                                                                   upper grades by type of Pre-kindergarten   

                                                                   experience to look for patterns and trends. 

 

Absenteeism & Days Tardy to School      Monitor absences and days tardy to school of  

                                                                   kindergarten students as they progress in to the  

                                                                   upper grades by type of Pre-kindergarten   

                                                                   experience to look for patterns and trends 

                                                                   longitudinally. 

 

Teacher Perception of Readiness               Teachers should complete an annual DKTP-M 

                                                                    survey to provide feedback to the pre- 

                                                                    kindergarten programs sending students to            

                                                                    kindergarten.  

 

Overall            Continue to collect data on a longitudinal basis  

                                                                    for students who attended kindergarten in  

                                                                    2005-2006 school year and subsequent years to  

                                                                    track their progress in school by pre- 

                                                                    kindergarten experience. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

  

 Table 20 provided recommendations for each of the research questions addressed in this 

study.  These recommendations may provide more insight into the hypothesis tested in the study. 

 This study clearly provides evidence that pre-kindergarten experiences are beneficial to all 

children and have an impact on children’s readiness for school.  According to Rimm-Kauffman, 

Pianta, and Cox, (2000) kindergarten teachers have reported that half of their class or more have 

specific problems with entry into kindergarten.  Results from this study contribute to the 

additional research needed to assist public schools in making important decisions about how to 
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best prepare children for school.  It provides insight into the benefits of implementing pre-

kindergarten within school districts.   

 In order for school districts to increase student achievement and meet the rigorous 

unfunded mandate of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) pre-kindergarten programming must be 

considered.  This study was necessary to support this construct and provide further evidence as to 

the benefit of pre-kindergarten programming in a public school setting.   

 The most important resources in every community in this country and in Commonwealth 

of Pennsylvania are its children.  We as policy makers, legislatures, educators, and parents have 

a collective responsibility to provide our children, tomorrow’s leaders, with every opportunity to 

develop the skills necessary to compete in the global market place of the 21st century.  This goal 

can only be achieved, as evidenced by the research, through the development of a solid 

foundation for learning, good health and wellness being established in each child during their 

pre-kindergarten experience. 
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