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The purpose of this study was to discover the readiness levels for a cohort of 

students entering kindergarten for the first time and find the factors that influence school 

readiness by using a valid and reliable readiness assessment tool to impact policy.  The 

readiness levels were the dependent variables in the study.  The independent variables 

were the factors that potentially impact the children’s readiness such as: gender, ethnicity, 

socio-economic levels, and prekindergarten experience.  A three-week summer readiness 

intervention created the opportunity to randomly match the attendees to non-participants 

to study effectiveness of the program.  Quantitative data analysis discovered significant 

differences in school readiness for children in this sample among groups when comparing 

the independent variables of gender, prekindergarten attendance, socio-economic levels, 

and a three-week summer intervention.  The readiness differences occurred in almost 

every domain and for overall readiness.  Prekindergarten experience did raise readiness 

levels.  Females in the sample entered schools significantly more skilled than males.  

Both, the children from paid and reduced text program exhibited higher levels of the 

essential skills upon entering school than the children receiving free texts.  A summer 
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three-week readiness intervention raised readiness skills significantly in overall 

readiness; Approaches to Learning; Cognitive, General Knowledge; Language 

Development; Early Literacy; and Social, Emotional domains.  One implication from the 

results was that even a three-week readiness program had an impact; therefore 

interventions can make a difference in preparing children for school.  However, as found 

in prior research socioeconomic level is highly correlated to school readiness.   
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

	  
The difference in academic achievement between low-income students and more 

affluent students is widening (Kirsch, Braun, & Yamamoto, 2007).  “Closing the 

achievement gap is the civil rights issue of our times” (Achievement First, 1999, para.  

1).  Longitudinal studies of early intervention in the lives of at risk children prove to be 

effective in preparing them for learning in school (Camilli, Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 

2010).  Even though the United States promises equal education, the low-income, high-

risk populations are not achieving at the same rate as the more affluent students.  

Children raised in affluent homes have a larger vocabulary and experiential background 

than children from poverty (Hart & Risley, 2007).  This advantage may leave a three-year 

cognitive gap within a kindergarten cohort (Daily, Burkhauser, & Halle, 2011; Pianta, 

Cox, & Snow, 2007).  Often expensive special education placement and retention is a 

result of the immature language development and lack of experiential stimulation of 

many at-risk children (Barnett, 1995; Gershoff, Aber, Raver, & Lennon, 2007; Heckman, 

Layne- Farrar, & Todd, 1996; Janus & Duku, 2007; Lazar & Darlington, 1982; Lee, Zhai, 

Brooks-Gunn, Hab, & Waldfogel, 2014; The Pew Center on the States (PEW), 2010; 

Reynolds, Magnusson, & Ou, 2006).  The business world demands data that document   

the growth in social and academic skills produced, and schools should present such data 

(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2011).   

Politicians use the language of social efficiency in their legislation and 

campaigns.  They want a viable work force ready for hire upon graduation.  Public 

schools become a public good when the community benefits from the outcome of 

investments (Larrabee, 1997).  Early intervention has proven to provide the best 
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economic return for the dollar of any social program (Barnett, & Masse, 2007; Gormley, 

Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Lasser,	  &	  Fite,	  2011;	  Mead,	  2008;	  Muenning, 

Schweinhart, Montie, & Neidell, 2009; Zigler, & Styfco, 2004).  In 2001, 700,000 

children attended prekindergarten in the United States.  Now, over 1.3 million children 

have access to pre-K.  Only 10 states did not have state-funded prekindergarten in 2014 

(Barnett, Carolan, Squires, ClarkeBrowne, & Horowitz, 2015).  “The fact remains that it 

is less expensive to educate well than to pay later for the costs of an inadequate 

education” (Anyon, 1997, p.  181).  Should all states fund voluntary universal 

prekindergarten (Spradlin et al., 2013)? 

Statement of the Problem 

Children in a kindergarten classroom may have a developmental ability age range 

of three years.  Children who grow up in poverty are more likely to experience 

developmental delays that impede their academic growth creating an achievement gap, 

which sometimes results in expensive remediation or retention (Janus & Duku, 2007).  A 

large amount of research suggests strategies to reduce the impact of poverty and reduce 

the achievement gap by studying early childhood education (ECE) models and effects 

(Dailey et al., 2011; Ramey & Ramey, 1998).  Children enter kindergarten with varying 

levels of social, physical, and cognitive development.  There is a need to determine what 

factors impact those differences.  By understanding what impacts readiness, the 

community can target solutions to raise overall readiness and the five developmental 

domains essential for school success: Approaches to Learning; Cognition, General 

Knowledge; Language Development and Early Literacy; Physical Well-being and Motor 
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Development; and Social, Emotional Development.  Early childhood development can 

represent economic development with a very high return (Mead, 2008; Rolnick, 2009). 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine the readiness levels for a cohort of 

students entering kindergarten for the first time and discover the factors that influence 

school readiness by using a valid and reliable readiness assessment tool to impact policy.  

The readiness levels were the dependent variables in the study.  The independent 

variables were the factors potentially impacting the children’s readiness such as: gender, 

ethnicity, socio-economic levels, and prekindergarten experience.   

Significance of the Study  

Policymakers need to know what effect local quality prekindergarten and family 

ethnicity and culture has on the population.  Little is known of the effect of varying 

cultures on early intervention (Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).  Research has provided 

documented evidence that early quality intervention in a child’s life saves taxpayers’ 

money; improves children’s cognitive, social and emotional skills; decreases the need for 

grade retention and special education services; and helps to close the achievement gap 

(Barnett, 1995; Heckman et al., 1996; Lazar & Darlington, 1982; PEW, 2010; Reynolds 

et al., 2006). 

The theoretical lens of child development and cognitive domains led educators to the 

intersection of environment and genetics as school leaders hope to intervene in the lives 

of young children to improve school input.  Schools and legislative policy strive to 

increase the number of educated citizens and economic producers in society.  “The 

services poor children need may go beyond the traditional mission of the education 
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establishment, but their absence makes that mission unattainable” (Reynolds, Wang, & 

Walberg, 2003, p. 23).  The input, or the skill level that children bring to kindergarten, 

dictates the course of action to create the desired exiting skill level, or output of the 

school.  This study examined the fabric of kindergarten entrants to understand what a 

representative demography brought to school in readiness skills.  We can only fix what 

we know are problems.  A democratic society relies on an educated populace to work as 

producers, make logical decisions, and promote the advancement and betterment of the 

communities.  Schools provide an avenue to foster these goals.  The purpose of schools 

develops social mobility, democratic equality and social efficiency to further these goals.   

Research Questions 

These two research questions guided this study: 

1. What impact does a high-quality prekindergarten experience, no prekindergarten 

experience, or a three-week intensive summer readiness intervention have on a 

kindergarten student’s school readiness level? 

2. What influence do the child’s socioeconomic status, gender, and ethnicity have on 

kindergarten readiness overall and within each developmental domain? 
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Delimitations 

The study was limited to the kindergarten entrants in a Midwest school 

community.  Children in poverty were the representative population of interest.  The 

large proportion of lower economic families supplied subjects representing children in 

poverty.  The median income level was below state and national median income levels.  

Two years of data expanded the population for a sample size of over 1000.  	  

The quality rating system and national accreditation status determined the 

categories of the prekindergarten programs.  The state created a quality measure after 

researching reliability and validity.  This study assumed that quality rating system levels 

and accreditation were implemented with fidelity and integrity.  Since such a quality 

measure was available, no further measures of quality were deemed necessary. 

The Essential Skills Assessment checklist was the assessment chosen to 

authentically judge the skills of the children.  The assessment tool matched the purpose of 

the study and provided an efficient and research proven method to collect the data.  Using 

multiple methods or a longitudinal approach would have extended the time and increased 

the necessary resources.  The teachers implementing the assessment were trained to 

reduce error.  The study assumed that teachers were reliable and implemented the 

assessment with fidelity and integrity eliminating any major bias. 

Definition of Important Terms 

• Ethnicity.  A social group of people who identify with each other based on 

common ancestral, social, cultural, or national experience (Merriam-Webster, 

2005). 
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• Complexity index.  The formula used to determine the socioeconomic level of the 

general population in a school for state funding eligibility.  This correlates to the 

state textbook fee scale, which was formerly the free lunch scale (State Tuition 

Support, Code § 20-‐43-‐5).   

• Childcare.  The care of children by a nursery, child minder, care giver, etc., while 

parents are working (Oxford English Dictionary, 2013). 

• Child developmental domains.  The five developing areas of a child’s mental and 

emotional abilities (State Department of Education and Family and Social 

Services Administration, Division of Family Resources, Bureau of Child Care 

(SDEFSSA), 2006; The National Education Goals (NEG), 1997). 

• Essential skills.  A menu of skills that children should have to be successful in 

school (Conn-Powers, 2008).   

• Social, Emotional.  A process for learning life skills, including how to deal with 

oneself, others, and relationships, in an effective manner (SDEFSSA, 2006; NEG, 

1997). 

• Language / Literacy.  Developing language skills to promote learning to read and 

write (SDEFSSA, 2006; NEG, 1997). 

• Physical Well-being / Motor.  The ability to use large and small muscle groups to 

produce movements to touch, grasp, and manipulate objects, to engage in physical 

activity and perform health habits (SDEFSSA, 2006; NEG, 1997). 

• General Knowledge / Cognition.  Children’s cognitive mechanisms, skills, and 

processes that support memory, symbolic thought, reasoning, and problem solving 

within the physical and social worlds (SDEFSSA, 2006; NEG, 1997). 
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• Approaches to Learning.  What students do when they go about learning and why 

(SDEFSSA, 2006; NEG, 1997). 

• Quality Rating System.  A voluntary quality rating and improvement system for 

childcare (State Department of Education and Family and Social Services 

Administration, Division of Family Resources, Bureau of Child Care 

(SDEFSSA), 2010). 

• Foundations.  Academic Standards for children from birth to age 5. (SDEFSSA, 

2006) 

• School readiness.  The definition must be broad but is generally the ability to be 

successful in formal school within the essential skills of the five developmental 

domains (Carlton & Winsler, 1999).  The concept considers three variables: 

readiness in the child, the school’s readiness, and the family and community 

supports for the child (NEG, 1997). 

• Social competence.  The social, emotional and cognitive skills and behaviors that 

children need to have to be successfully socially (Anderson & Messick, 1974; 

Zigler & Styfco, 2004). 

• Toxic Stress.  Frequent and continual stress on young children without protection 

and support from adults increases the risk of lifelong health and social problems 

(Shonkoff, 2009). 

• Assessment.  The process of documenting knowledge, skills, attitudes and beliefs 

for a specific purpose; the act of making a judgment about something (Merriam-

Webster, 2005). 
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• Prekindergarten.  Provides intensive early education or preschool instruction as 

its primary purpose (parent education, childcare, etc.  may be provided, but they 

are not the program’s primary purpose); serves children who are three, four, 

and/or five years of age (not in kindergarten) and provides early education 

through group learning experiences that occur at least two days a week (Cross & 

Conn-Powers, 2007).   

• Preschool.  Experiences of, relating to, or constituting the period in a child’s life 

that ordinarily precedes attendance in elementary school (Merriam-Webster, 

2005). 

• Child Care center.  A nonresidential building where at least one child receives 

child care from a provider, while unattended by a parent, legal guardian, or 

custodian for regular compensation; and for more than four (4) hours but less than 

twenty-four (24) hours in each of ten (10) consecutive days per year, excluding 

intervening Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays (State General Assembly (SGA), 

2007). 

• Child Care home.  A residential structure in which at least six (6) children (not 

including the children for whom the provider is a parent, stepparent, guardian, 

custodian, or other relative or any child who is at least fourteen (14) years of age 

and does not require child care) at any time receive child care from a provider, 

while unattended by a parent, legal guardian, or custodian; for regular 

compensation; and for more than four (4) hours but less than twenty-four (24) 

hours in each of ten consecutive days per year, excluding intervening Saturdays, 
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Sundays, and holidays.  The term include a class I child care home; and a class II 

child care home (SGA, 2007). 

• Child Care ministry.  A childcare operated by a church or religious ministry that 

is a religious organization exempt from federal income taxation under Section 501 

of the Internal Revenue Code (SGA, 2007). 

• Class I Child Care home.  A childcare home that serves any combination of full-

time and part-time children, not to exceed at any one time twelve children plus 

three children during the school year only who are enrolled in at least grade 1.  

The addition of three school age children may not occur during a break in the 

school year that exceeds four weeks.  A child for whom a provider of care in the 

child care home is a parent, stepparent, guardian, custodian, or other relative and 

who is at least seven (7) years of age; or who is at least fourteen (14) years of age 

and does not require child care; shall not be counted in determining whether the 

child care home is within the limit (SGA, 2007). 

• Class II Child Care home.  A childcare home that serves more than twelve 

children but not more than any combination of sixteen full-time and part-time 

children at any one time.  A child for whom a provider of care in the child care 

home is a parent, stepparent, guardian, custodian, or other relative and who is at 

least seven (7) years of age; or who is at least fourteen (14) years of age and does 

not require child care; shall not be counted in determining whether the child care 

home is within the limit (SGA, 2007). 

• Ecological factors.  The genetics and environmental factors interacting in family 

processes; transitions and linkages between influencing development; the personal 
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and physical environment of a developing child (Bronfenbrenner, 1974, 1993, 

1999).   

Organization of the Study  

The study was organized into five chapters, a bibliography, and appendices.  

Chapter 2 submits the literature review analyzing the current research findings on school 

readiness, prekindergarten history, brain development, early intervention effectiveness, 

and stakeholder perceptions of readiness.  Chapter 3 outlines the research design, sample 

choice, instrument, methodology, data collection, and analysis.  Chapter 4 will present an 

analysis of the data and a discussion of the findings.  The summary, conclusion, and 

recommendations of the study will be presented in Chapter 5 (Roberts, 2010).   

Summary  

Chapter 1 has presented the necessity of analyzing what skill set the city children 

are bringing to school.  This knowledge will allow the school district, community 

members, and legislators to create data driven policies and interventions to assist families 

and children.  Basic assumptions and limitations have been presented.  Chapter 2 will set 

forth the foundation of the literature review for this study. 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Research has given us documented evidence that early quality intervention in a 

child’s life saves taxpayers’ money; improves children’s cognitive, social, and emotional 

skills; decreases the need for grade retention and special education services and helps to 

close the achievement gap (Child Trends, 2001; PEW, 2010).  This chapter will delve 

into current research and expose gaps within the field’s knowledge on what urban 

children need and what is being done in other places.  The basis of this study aligns what 

is known with what is not known.  What skills do kindergarten students bring to school?  

Kindergarten teachers can tell us the essential skills that children need to succeed in 

school.  The short-term problem exposes the children’s competency level in the five 

developmental domains essential for school success: Approaches to Learning; Cognition, 

General Knowledge; Language development and Early Literacy; Physical Well-being and 

Motor Development; and Social, Emotional Development (NEGP, 1997).  The long-term 

problem exposes solutions to intervene early enough in the lives of young children to 

break the cycle of poverty.  Early childhood development is economic development with 

a very high return (Rolnick, 2009).   

This literature review answers two primary questions:  What do we know about 

school readiness?  What influences school readiness in children and school success?  To 

set the foundation for these questions, I will first support the review with a conceptual 

and theoretical framework in the next section.   
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Conceptual and Theoretical Framework 

Lev Semyonovich Vygotsky and Urie Bronfenbrenner’s theories of environmental 

influences on cognitive development and the developmental domains will guide the 

inquiry (Bronfenbrenner, 1974, 1993, 1995, 1999; Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1998; 

Vygotsky, 1978).  Vygotsky and Bronfenbrenner provided the theoretical framework for 

this study.  These theorists studied child development within a social context.  They 

acknowledged the genetic basis for the individual, but they believed that societal and 

environmental factors steered the development of growth.  Both researchers concluded 

that a child’s cognitive development emerges as the environment and society influences 

his/her experiences.  Therefore, nature and nurture develop the child, and society has a 

responsibility for the end product. 

Vygotsky’s theory of cognitive development is a foundation for social constructivism.  

Social interaction constructs cognitive development.  The child experiences concepts and 

interactions with his/her caregivers.  Then, the child begins to emulate what he/she has 

learned.  After successive attempts, the child internalizes the concepts.  Vygotsky named 

the caregiver, the More Knowledgable Other (MKO).  The MKO has more knowledge or 

ability in tasks, or concepts.  The MKO may be an adult, peer, or even a technological 

device.  The MKO enhances the child’s ability to perform or solve a problem.  The 

collaboration time between the child and the MKO develops learning until the child can 

perform independently.  Vygotsky called this period of child development the Zone of 

Proximal Development.  This theory promotes an active learning environment with the 

child being the leader.  The teacher facilitates learning in the students.  Learning becomes 
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a joint effort between the teacher and the child.  Language and culture, rather than 

inevitable stages, scaffold the learning into higher thinking.   

Bronfenbrenner’s theory of bio-ecological development is similar.  Bronfenbrenner 

looked at the complex layers of environment that shape a child.  The child’s genetic 

composition fuels the individual’s development.  The environmental interaction steers the 

development.  Changes in the environment create ripples through the entire support 

system.  The child’s nurturance begins with the Microsystem, the primary environmental 

factors, such as his/her immediate family and community.  The Mesosystem creates the 

connections between the members of the Microsystem.  The Exosystem is the greater 

society of cultural influences indirectly affecting the child.  Children’s needs must be met 

within the microsystem, or they will look for affirmation and growth in other areas.  The 

person providing the nurturance should be someone within the immediate sphere of the 

child’s life, and be the basis for a permanent long-standing relationship.  Teachers should 

provide support for these relationships, but their role cannot replace the primary caregiver 

in the family unit who provides the primary of emotional and relational security.  

According to Bronfenbrenner, the real issue is the conflict between work demands and 

family life.  Bronfenbrenner was concerned with the deficit model of governmental help 

to families.  He believed the real battle lies with legislation and public policy that fail to 

support parental involvement and societal attitudes toward supporting families while 

raising children (Bronfenbrenner, 1995, 1999; McCormick, Cappella, O’Connor, & 

McClowry, 2013).  

The theories of Bronfenbrenner and Vygotsky support the environment’s impact as a 

primary force explicitly or implicitly, in the child’s development.   The interaction 
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between Bronfenbrenner’s multi-level environments and the child’s nature produces 

growth unique to that child in the five developmental domains of child growth.  Vygotsky 

theorized that the help of the adult, or the “More Knowledgeable Other”, determines the 

child’s acquisition of skills in the developmental domains.   

Therefore, the conceptual framework for this study included the five child 

developmental domains to assess school readiness:  Social, Emotional; Physical Well-

being; Approaches to Learning; Language and Early Literacy; and Cognitive, General 

Knowledge.  The first domain on the checklist examines the child’s approach to learning 

including watching and listening to a story; staying on task during adult directed 

activities; and completing simple tasks.  The second domain measures the child’s 

cognition and general knowledge including the ability to give his/her name, age, and 

gender; identify five colors; and count five objects with one-to-one correspondence.  The 

third domain investigates the child’s language development including asking for help; 

communicating needs and wants; understanding and following directions; listening to 

gather information; and using an understandable speech pattern.  Language Development 

may be broken down further into a subset of Early Literacy, which includes recognizing, 

copying, and writing his/her name; identifying rhyming words and rhyming initial 

sounds; identifying beginning sounds in words and at least 13 letters of the alphabet.  The 

fourth domain quantifies the child’s physical well-being and motor development by 

assessing his/her ability to stay alert, complete basic responsibilities, and apply basic 

health and safety rules.  The last domain studied the social and emotional development of 

the children such as accepting guidance, following daily routines, teacher directions, and 
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simple classroom rules; responding to limits; controlling feelings when challenged; and 

resolving conflicts in acceptable ways. 

Background  

To understand the current landscape of childcare, the next section will provide a 

background for international, national and local prekindergarten education.  A recent 

international survey of countries found that the U.S. enrollment of children in early 

education programs ranks in the middle of peer nations and developing countries (United 

Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 2005; Takanishi & Bogard, 

2007).  Children age 3 to Grade 1 have no rights, or national commitment from the 

United States for their education or care (Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).   

International prekindergarten history.  Many countries establish early 

childcare as a constitutional right to the child as an individual.  Italy has two very high 

profile early childhood programs, Reggio Emilia and Montessori.  Both programs 

demand very high family involvement.  In France, all children attend state-funded 

prekindergarten with highly trained and paid teachers.  In Sweden, mothers receive nine 

months government-paid maternity leave, and Swedish children attend childcare centers 

after their first birthday.  In Denmark, the government pays for a childcare system 

available to all children.  Finland reduces the parents’ workday if their child is in 

childcare.  They subsidized every child’s right to attend childcare.  Great Britain provided 

guaranteed health care, and in 1997 funded universal education for 4 year olds (Owen, 

2007).  Most industrialized countries provide free, high-quality prekindergarten for all 

children, such as Luxembourg, England, Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Greece, Italy, 

and Spain. 
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National prekindergarten history.  As early as the 1800s America began to 

emulate the European nations as their prekindergarten education progressed.  Several 

pioneers in American prekindergarten programs are worth mentioning because many of 

their schools are still helping families.  Carolyn Pratt opened the New York City Country 

School in 1913 to nurture disadvantaged children and prepare them for school.  Harriett 

Johnson and Lucy Sprague Mitchell worked with the Bureau of Educational Experiments 

in 1919 to form what was to become later known as Bank Street.  Bank Street’s hard 

maple blocks are still used in prekindergarten programs across America.  One of the first 

college laboratory nursery schools was started in 1922 by Patty Smith Hill at Columbia 

University where she began planned lesson use for intentional play.  During World War 

II, many nursery schools opened to care for children while their mothers worked in the 

factories. 

Early interventions in the lives of children commanded front stage in the 60s 

decade.  In 1962, David Wiekart began one of the best-known longitudinal studies in 

early childcare called the High Scope/Perry Preschool Project in Ypsilanti, Michigan.  

The children of the Perry Preschool Project are still being studied, offering over 40 years 

of data on the impact of early childhood intervention.  David Wiekart developed the Plan, 

Do, Reward system of curriculum from his understanding that children need the 

opportunity to make choices early as practice for a lifetime of decision-making.  The 

Chicago Public Schools started the Chicago Child-Parent Center in 1967 to study early 

intervention.  The North Carolina Abecedarian program began in 1972 providing infant 

care and medical attention.  High Scope/Perry Preschool Project was a precursor to the 

1965 federal program, Head Start. 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

26	  

Head Start embodies the American democratic political system.  The span of 50 

years allows the influence of every special interest group in our country to put a mark on 

Head Start’s evolution.  At the turn of the 20th Century, prekindergarten was non-existent 

in America.  The first White House Conference of Children held in 1909 stated that 

children should not be deprived of the ability to be home.  Home was the finest product 

of civilization according to the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 

1967.  In spite of this declaration, many mothers had to work outside the home.  Day 

nurseries began to appear in charitable organizations to help these mothers make ends 

meet.  When women were called to the work force during World War II, the childcare 

industry began to expand.  Kindergarten was becoming an acceptable option.  

Kindergarten students numbered 481,000 in 1920, but they numbered one million in 1950 

and two million in 1960 (Vinovski, 2009). 

During the 1960s and into the ‘70s, kindergartens and nursery schools focused on 

play and social learning.  Intelligence was considered a genetically fixed and innate entity 

at birth.  Intelligence was determined by a standardized IQ test.  Scientists were studying 

the development of the child as early as the 1920s.  An Iowan researcher, Bird T.  

Baldwin, suggested a nationwide prekindergarten system for child development and 

challenged the idea of heredity (Vinovski, 2009).  Research continued, Benjamin Bloom 

and J.  McVicker Hunt conducted eight longitudinal studies that provided most of the 

scientific justification for Head Start.  Their studies indicated that the first four years of 

life were the most critical.  “General intelligence appears to develop as much from 

conception to age 4 as it does during the 14 years from age 4 to age 18 (Bloom, 1964, pp.  

207-8).”  With the exception of federally funded childcare during war times, no 
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prekindergarten was federally funded before 1960, and half of the states did not have 

kindergarten or classes for younger children (Reynolds et al., 2003).  The ground for 

advancing prekindergarten education was fertile heading into the turbulent years of the 

1960s.  The responsibility of the home changed when the nation began a prekindergarten 

campaign to eradicate poverty and promote social equality (Reynolds et al., 2003). 

The 60’s decade was an optimistic, intellectual, and experimental era filled with 

scientific and cultural changes.  The Attorney General, Robert Kennedy, and President 

Kennedy’s Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime (PCJD) created Three 

Core Concepts for the War on Poverty, all citizens should help fight poverty in their 

community; plan and implement efforts to help the poor with them and not for them; and 

launch a war on poverty (Zigler & Styfco, 2004).  The War on Poverty was adopted by 

Kennedy’s Council of Economic Advisors and advanced by Lyndon B. Johnson after 

Kennedy’s assassination (Economic Report of the President, 1964). 

After Kennedy’s assassination, President Johnson, his Task Force against Poverty, 

Sargent Shriver, and the Community Action Program/Job Corps staff were aggressively 

determined to win the War on Poverty.  Initially Johnson’s concept was called the Kiddie 

Corps after the Job Corps and the Peace Corps.  The name officially became Project Head 

Start (Zigler & Styfco, 2010).  Head Start is the oldest federally funded prekindergarten 

program designed to provide comprehensive services to low-income and at-risk children 

in the areas of education, family support, social service, and health.  Research evidence 

agreed that when children of low-income, multi-risk families, and communities 

participate in intensive, high-quality, prekindergarten programs; the children show 
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benefits.  The 1965 Head Start Planning Committee members had specific goals for the 

program.  The committee’s vision for the early childhood programs was:  

It is clear that successful programs of this type must be comprehensive  

involving activities generally associated with the fields of health, social- 

services, and education.  Similarly, it is clear that the program must focus  

on the problems of child and parent and that these activities need to be  

carefully integrated with programs for the school years. (Richmond, 1997,  

p.  123) 

Head Start operated for ten years with no quality standards or controls.  The 

organization had no performance standards, a poor fragmented management system 

because of its size and scope, and mostly African-American children in poverty.  The 

Head Start Bureau switched their focus from intelligence development to the basics of 

social and emotional skills.  At the time, children’s achievement was based on IQ scores. 

Children of poverty were stigmatized by their IQ scores, which were developed 

through testing vocabulary.  The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 

changed the fact that children labeled as less intelligent because of their standardized test 

scores could be excluded from academic learning opportunities.  In the middle of the 

Civil Rights movement, The Harvard Educational Review had reported in 1969 that 

African Americans had average IQ scores 15 point lower than Caucasians.  The book The 

Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life by Richard Herrnstein and 

Charles Murray (1994) contributed to the myth of white supremacy by stating that people 

on the top of the ladder earn this right largely because of their natural superiority, and 

people need to face up to the true facts (Ramey & Ramey, 2000).  This belief labeled the 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

29	  

Head Start participants as permanently less capable, and therefore politically, the 

program was a waste of tax dollars. 

As Head Start programs moved back to emphasizing the whole child where it 

began, those wrestling to save the program began to talk of social competence.  For ten 

years, three groups: Educational Testing Services (ETS), The Rand Corporation, and 

Media Associates worked on evaluating a program based on social competence.  ETS 

hosted a conference of child development experts who identified 29 variables as facets of 

social competence (Anderson & Messick, 1974).  Social competence was defined as the 

condition of possessing the social, emotional, intellectual and behavioral skills needed to 

succeed as a member of society.  The definition of social competence resembled the 

recognized developmental domains.  In 1977, Head Start Directors, Zigler and Trickett, 

presented a list of goals and measures that tried to quantify social competence: 

• Physical health (assessed by measures such as growth rates and immunization 

histories) 

• Cognition (tapped by standardized intelligence tests) 

• Achievement (also indicated by standardized tests) 

• Socio-emotional factors (clustered around motivation, self-image, attitudes,  

and social relationships evaluated using a variety of measure with established 

reliability and validity). (Zigler & Styfco, 2004, p. 20) 

Head Start has always been a diversity of local programs and not a prescribed 

intervention, but the local programs share a common structure and goals.  A body of 

national regulations called the Program Performance Standards was developed in 1975 

(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1998).  Ninety percent of the children 
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enrolled must be from families whose income falls below the poverty line; at least 10% 

of their enrollment must consist of children with disabilities.  Eighty percent of the 

funding comes from the federal government.  Each program was required to include: 

early childhood education; health screening and referral; mental health service; nutrition 

education; hot meals; social services for the child and family; and partnerships for the 

family and community. 

Education reform began during the Reagan administration.  The 1983 presidential 

report, A Nation at Risk, claimed that American schools were under-achieving 

academically, and students’ test scores were declining.  States began to reform their 

school systems with accountability measures focused on academic standards, 

standardized testing, school corporation accountability for student progress, summer 

school, longer school years, and financial rewards and incentives.  In 1987, Indiana 

became a national leader in school reform with Governor Orr and Superintendent of 

Education Dean Evan’s “A+ Program” for standards and accountability (Hiller, 

DiTommaso, & Plucker, 2012).  The reforms did not last as legislators had hoped. 

Later, after reading this report, Vice President George H. W. Bush declared himself to 

be “The Education President” and began his campaign with a promise to increase funding 

to Head Start.  He created his “thousand points of light” by convening the Governors to 

discuss how to improve American education.  The group was called the National 

Education Goals Panel (NEG) and was led by then Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton 

(NEG, 1997).  The Clinton Administration spawned the Early Head Start (EHS) program.  

By 2003, there were 708 community based EHS programs serving 61,500 children.  

Clinton was a huge supporter for children and Head Start, and therefore, without the fear 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

31	  

of reprisal, the weak points in Head Start could be exposed and fixed.  He agreed with the 

experts that waiting until a child was three was waiting too long (Zigler & Styfco, 2004). 

The Head Start Bureau has been consistently adamant in maintaining federal control 

and working with the local public schools and community providers.  Head Start is run 

and authorized by the Head Start Bureau, which is run from the Office of Economic 

Opportunity, and Health and Human Services, not from the Department of Education.  

Head Start is trying to create a uniform, consistent national educational program to assure 

quality education for all eligible poor children.  The United States urban populations are 

so culturally diverse that America needs a national standard (Zigler & Styfco, 2004).  

Poverty level is one of the major criteria for gaining services, but Head Start only serves 

about 50% of the eligible children in America because of cost, lack of full-day programs, 

and the lack of well-trained staff (Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2001). 

In 2007, a bill to upgrade quality and continue funding for Head start was passed.  

The Office of the Administration for Children and Families (OACF) oversees the Head 

Start program, which has served over 32,000,000 students in the last 50 years.  The bill 

adds language that was familiar to early child professionals.  The bill mandated that the 

curriculum and environment meet Bredekamp and Copple’s Developmentally 

Appropriate guidelines (1997), which were supported by the National Association for the 

Education of Young Children (NAEYC).  The guidelines require teachers, family 

childcare providers, to have minimally a Child Development Associate (CDA) degree, a 

degree in early childhood, or a similar degree with prekindergarten experience.  The bill 

also had language to raise the salaries of the staff to reduce turnover.  Lastly, the bill 
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describes the standards aligning them with the developmental domains recognized by 

early childhood professionals (Head Start Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9801 (2007). 

To combat the lack of well-trained staff, development programs for credentialing 

high-qualified providers and educated parents began to sprout up through federal 

agencies, universities and schools.  Two of the programs have continued to raise the 

credentials of early childhood professionals.  The first program was the CDA, which 

trains workers to provide quality care and education to Head Start Children nationwide.  

The CDA credential was recognized by state childcare agencies and was mandated for 

Head Start staff and licensed child care facilities.  Education for Parenthood is also a 

course implemented in high schools across the country teaching the principles of child 

development and child rearing to students. 

When a family does earn enough to rise above the poverty level, they lose the ability 

to receive financial aid for childcare.  Different methods have been used by states to aid 

this economic tier.  The National Institute for Educational Evaluation and Review 

(NIEER) conducted a study of six states implementing a state-funded prekindergarten 

program in 2005 (Barnett, 2005).  Oklahoma and West Virginia provide a 

prekindergarten program for all children.  New Jersey hosts a program in 31 districts.  

Georgia, Michigan, and South Carolina have a targeted prekindergarten program for the 

children at highest risk of grade retention and special education placement.  The children 

produced readiness gains in all six states.  Language, literacy and math showed the 

highest improvements.  All students’ essential skills improved, but those students from 

low-income households gained more skills.  Rapid brain growth between birth and the 
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first birthday demands attention.  This age group is the time when neurological pathways 

are being developed, and the achievement gap begins. 

Local prekindergarten history.  Of the 50 states, only ten do not offer state-funded, 

universal prekindergarten.  Community stakeholders want a viable work force ready for 

hire upon graduation.  Public school becomes a public good when the community 

benefits from the outcome of investments (Larrabee, 1997).  Early intervention has 

proven to provide the best economic return for the dollar of any social program (Barnett, 

& Masse, 2007; Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Lasser, & Fite, 2011; 

Muenning et al., 2009; Zigler, & Styfco, 2004).  “The fact remains that it is less 

expensive to educate well than to pay later for the costs of an inadequate education” 

(Anyon, 1997, p.  181). 

State legislators have passed legislation to retain third grade students that have not 

passed the standardized reading test, even though research proved that retention was a 

detrimental act (Shepard, & Smith, 1989).  When a child from poverty is retained, the 

intent is to allow them more time to gain academic strength and success.  Research found 

that a child retained in early years is more likely to drop out before graduation (Jacob & 

Lefgren, 2009).  In the study state, children are not mandated to attend schools until the 

age of seven (Compulsory Attendance, Code § 20-33-2-6).  This gives the school only 

two years to teach reading to children who have minimal literacy skills.  “According to 

Teach For America, fourth graders growing up in low-income communities are already, 

on average, three years behind their peers in high-income communities” (Achievement 

First, 1999, para. 4).   
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Midwestern states value young children being nurtured at home.  Stakeholders also 

desire a productive work force.  Attempts to raise academic achievement in students with 

punitive measures such as grade retention has proven to be a poor choice, while early 

intervention has provided documented success when the provider was held accountable to 

high-quality and high-standards. 

Expensive remediation.  The difference in academic achievement between low-

income students and more affluent students is widening (Kirsch, Braun, & Yamamoto, 

2007).  Even though the United States promises equal education, low-income, high-risk 

populations are not achieving at the same rate as more affluent students.  Children raised 

in affluent homes have a larger vocabulary and experiential background than children 

from poverty (Hart & Risley, 2007).  This advantage leaves a wide disparity between 

those that have attended prekindergarten and those that have not.  This educational 

inequity is not considered when grading schools.  The business world demands data, and 

states have presented data that documents the growth in social and academic skills 

produced in a state-funded universal pre-K program. 

To combat the inequity among public school systems, the Harlem Children Zone 

worked with families pre-birth through college age.  The wrap-around services did not 

show statistical significance in academic success, but the early intervention did (Dobbie, 

Fryer, & Fryer, 2011).  “Vocabulary use at age three was equally predictive of measures 

of language skill at age nine-ten” (Hart & Risley, 2007).  Brain development is stimulated 

by the amount of central nervous system activity gained by experience (Hart & Risley, 

2007).  The immature language development and lack of experiential stimulation in the 

lives of at-risk children result in expensive special education placement and retention.   
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 The best school systems have a strong base at the bottom of the hierarchical 

structure where relationships blossom between the teacher, the student, and the parents 

(Chubb & Moe, 1990).  Good education begins with relationships.  The school should be 

the community base for social services and referrals (Anyon, 1997).  Many generations of 

families in poverty have learned to avoid the schools because of their negative 

experiences.  Schools need to reach out to the students and families to bridge the gap of 

distrust and fear.  A child’s early experiences and conversations frame his/her ability to 

understand the lessons taught in school.  Schools need to put into place-targeted support 

to insure that every child benefits from excellent instruction (Barber & Mourshed, 2007).  

With a universal pre-K program, children and parents can learn to trust the schools as an 

avenue for assistance and hope.  The interaction between the learner and the teacher gives 

the learner the confidence to explore and develop (Vygotsky, 1978).  Dewey states that 

students need a sense of purpose for learning that is important and relevant to the learner.  

Education is the quality of experience or the connection to wider and deeper experiences 

(Dewey, 1938).  Low-income families often have generations of poor education and have 

lost hope that their children will do better.  Developmentally appropriate classroom 

teachers understand how the brain develops and what the young child needs.  Why some 

well-intended prekindergarten programs fail: 

• Teachers are not well-prepared 

• Lack of individualized instruction 

• Low expectations 

• Program is too harsh – no laughter, no smiles, no interaction, rigid, harsh not 

flexible (Ramey & Ramey, 2000) 
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Prekindergarten Studies  

Three landmark prekindergarten longitudinal studies have supplied much strength 

to the positive effects of early intervention (Barnett & Masse, 2007; Galinsky, 2006; 

Miller & Bizell, 1983; Parks, 2000; Race Matters, 2001; Reynolds, 1999, 2002; 

Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2012; Schweinhart, Barnes, & Weikart, 1993).  

The first, Carolina Abecedarian Preschool, served as a preventative program providing 

service at infancy before any marked educational deficit could occur.  School services 

provided care to children from 6 weeks to 5 years of age.  Early intervention from 

infancy through prekindergarten provided more benefits than elementary enrichment.  

The children served were at high-risk of delayed intellectual and social development due 

to poverty.  Care was provided 5 days a week, 50 weeks a year from 7:30 – 5:30, or 40 

hours per week.  The program provided long-term support of full time, year round care 

for five years.  High staff-to-student ratio provided individualized enrichment, language, 

and high-level academic curriculum activities. 

The Michigan Perry Project was the longest running study of a prekindergarten 

program for aged 3 – 5 years old (Parks, 2000; Race Matters, 2001; Schweinhart et al., 

1993).  The morning program lasted for 2.5 hours during the school year for five 

weekdays with no summer program.  Subjects were 123 African American children from 

poverty.  The teachers conducted weekly home visits.  Participants were at risk for high 

rates of placement in special education, grade retention, and school dropout.  The Perry 

Project held a consistent daily routine, a materials rich learning environment, and 

supportive adult-child interactions and assessments with the child-led curriculum base. 
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The Chicago Child-Parent Center (CPC) was a school based prekindergarten 

intervention center for 20 years before the study was conducted (Reynolds, 2011; 

Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2011).  CPC was the largest longitudinal study.  

Children and families were studied from age 3 – 40.  The children served started at age 3 

and continued through age 9.  The study group had 1,539 subjects.  The study originated 

with the public school system and targeted low-income, or at-risk students.  Chicago 

Public School Superintendent Sullivan supplied four points for improving attendance and 

achievement: 

• Parent involvement, 

• Instructional methods tailored to children’s learning styles to develop listening, 

language skills, and speaking, 

• Small classes, and 

• Health and nutritional services (McCormick et al., 2013; Reynolds, 2011; 

Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2011) 

The studies had many similarities in teaching degrees, home involvement, duration, 

and methodology.  The three studies’ teachers held Bachelor degrees and usually 

obtained additional training in special education and early childhood.  The programs had 

home interventionists and resource counselors.  The highly trained staff were paid public 

teacher salary, which resulted in low staff turnover (Barnett & Masse, 2007; Galinsky, 

2006; Reynolds, 2011; Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2011; Schweinhart et al., 

1993). 

The health and nutritional needs were met for all participants.  The two part time 

programs, CPC and Perry Project, conducted home visitations.  Counseling and family 
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involvement were a part of the full-time Abecedarian study.  The Perry Project and the 

Abecedarian conducted a scientific random control experiment with a treatment and 

control group.  Both groups received the same health and nutritional support.  The CPC 

used a comparison group at other prekindergarten programs such as Head Start.  CPC had 

the largest sampling population.  All three programs targeted high-risk prekindergarten 

children of poverty.  Perry Project had a prekindergarten for 3-4 year olds that lasted for 

2 years for each participant.  Abecedarian students remained in the program for 5 years.  

Chicago Child-Parent Center registered 3-4 year olds, and followed the treatment group 

with school age enrichment for up to 6 years (Barnett & Masse, 2007; Reynolds, 2011; 

Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2011; Schweinhart et al., 1993). 

The social and economic returns from these programs were significant.  Children who 

participated in these three studies showed significantly lower grade retention (p = 0.02) 

and special education placement (p = 0.02) (Galinsky, 2006).  They had fewer arrests 

(7%-35%).  Participants had a higher graduation rate (17%-29%).  The adult Abecedarian 

participants were more likely to be employed in skilled jobs (p = 0.05).  Perry Project 

students had higher monthly earnings at age 27.  Chicago Child-Parent students had 28% 

increased tax revenues due to higher earning capacity.  The return on investment ranged 

from $7.14 to $17.07 per dollar invested depending on the cost of the program (Barnett & 

Masse, 2007, Galinsky, 2006; Race Matters, 2001, Reynolds et al., 1993) 

In 1983, the Consortium for Longitudinal Studies produced a list of non-cognitive 

benefits of early intervention.  They had studied 11 centers from the 1960s through the 

1970s with the original participants.  They reaffirmed the Westinghouse reports that the 

initial IQ gains tended to fade over time, but noted that the participants were less likely to 
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be retained a grade or placed in special education classes than their peers.  Studies in the 

90s suggested that some of the cognitive regression could be attributed to poor 

curriculum, safety measures, or teaching practices in elementary school that lower self-

confidence and ignore individual learning styles.  The cognitive gains could be attributed 

to comfort in the testing situation, motivation, and test content familiarity (Lee & Loeb, 

1995).  When children leave prekindergarten with better IQ scores and their test scores 

fade, the children may have a problem with the school delivery of content, the 

disadvantages of a low-income home environment, lack of health care, and/or the lack of 

transition between Head Start and school (Barnett & Masse, 2007; Galinsky, 2006; 

Reynolds, 2011; Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 2011; Schweinhart et al., 1993). 

Head Start studies have dispelled the myth that the returns are minimal and fading 

(Lee et al., 2014; Wilson, 2004).  Head Start personnel began to look over its 

performance goals to see if the rigor was strong enough.  The directors of the Head Start 

program were raising the expectations of the outcomes for their students.  Head Start 

benefits cannot be compared to the magnificent successes of the Abecedarian Program or 

the Perry Prekindergarten Project.  Comparing Head Start to these unique programs is 

like comparing a “second-hand car to a Cadillac” according to Sigel (Zigler & Styfco, 

2004, p.  46).   

Funding for Head Start from 1990 to 2002 increased four-fold.  Head Start 

enrollments increased as did cost per child.  Congress wanted quality, and President Bush 

wanted growth.  In 1990, the funding bill to accomplish these goals demanded a three-

year review of each agency.  Effective intervention has repeatedly held several consistent 

elements.  The programs must be comprehensive in servicing the many factors that 
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influence school performance.  “Children who are hungry, homeless, witnesses or victims 

of abuse, or live in neighborhoods governed by gangs and guns will not be able to give 

their full attention to school regardless of whether they attended prekindergarten” 

(Reynolds et al., 2003, p.  23).  The parents must be involved so that they may be trained 

to be better socializers of the child.  Because of the Head Start qualification to work, 

parent participation needs to be during the infant stage.  When the child is older than 1 

year of age, the parent had to be in the work place.   

More parents are working and need full time care, but Head Start is only half day.  

Head Start is beginning to partner with other childcare agencies.  One method is Connect 

Care, which partners with a child care program to take care of the child before and after 

the Head Start day.  A second method is called Wrap around Care, which provides public 

childcare funds to take care of the child before and after the Head Start day.  Lastly, 

Collaborative Wrap-In Care Partnerships use a full time childcare center for the full-day 

care and for education services (Zigler & Styfco, 2004).  These partnerships maximize 

space and resources and serve a wider age range of children.   

Since Head Start’s inception in 1965 until now, the program has served over 32 

million children from birth to age five (Head Start, 2014).  The original focus on five-

year olds has moved down to three-year olds.  In 1999, three-year olds made up 33% of 

the Head Start population, which is in contrast to 75% in 2002.  Currently, the three-year 

old population would benefit in a school setting that was more diverse, and not 

segregated by income. (Reynolds et al., 2003) presented another idea:  

The ultimate linking would be to fold Even Start into Early Head Start, 

have Head Start assume Title I preschool services, and have Title I schools 
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adopt the Transition Project model…  these three models will signify a 

coherent federal policy to meet the needs of at-risk children beginning 

prenatally (.  .  .) (p.  25-6). 

Even so, using intelligence to measure Head Start’s effectiveness has caused many 

ups and downs in the support of the program.  Neurobiology research supports the large 

and lasting effects of early intervention and environment in the developing brain.  The 

improvement in brain development allows the children working in the frontal cortex to 

learn more and become more capable.  Experience influences the development of genetic 

composition, which increases the child’s competencies, motivation, and success.  

Intelligence moves beyond reading and writing into a child’s interests and skills.  Fifty 

years of research supports that the quality of life measured by intelligence, crime rates, 

educational attainment, and earnings are improved with high-quality, intensive, and 

educationally oriented childhood programs (Ramey & Ramey, 2000; Reynolds et al., 

2003).   

Cognitive Development   

Understanding brain development helps us understand student’s learning and 

development to drive instruction (Gallagher, 2005; Brown & Jernigan, 2012).  The first 

year of life is critical for appropriate brain stimulation.  The child’s experiences create the 

architecture of the brain (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Shonkoff, 2009).  Many of the mysteries 

of development have been discovered through neuroscience, molecular biology, and 

genomics.  Biology, Psychology, and various social sciences have unlocked the keys to 

healthy and unhealthy development (O'Connell, Boat, & Warner, 2009; Shonkoff, 2009).  

Genes and environment play equal roles in brain development.  The genes provide the 
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natural blueprint of the future person, but the environment plays a huge role in how the 

construction occurs.  Similarly, in home building, the architect lays out the plan, and the 

engineer approves the viability of the structure.  Then the subcontractors, budget, 

weather, and the construction manager get involved, and changes are made to the original 

design.  In the same manner, the genetic composition of a child is systematic, complete, 

and time sensitive, but society, crises, economics, repetition of generational parenting, 

and substance abuse can alter the plan.  The early care of an infant can have a long-

lasting impact on the ability to learn and the ability to regulate emotions.  Society tends to 

protect children from physical harm, such as lead poisoning, but tends to ignore the 

environmental and relational ecosystems surrounding a developing child that may be 

even more harmful (Shonkoff, 2009). 

Brain developmental research.  Understanding the physical nature of the brain 

and nervous system is important.  Through this knowledge, prekindergarten programs 

may provide support for families to optimize a child’s readiness for formal schooling.  

The central nervous system including the brain controls the body’s entire functions.  The 

three components of the brain are the hindbrain, the midbrain and the forebrain.  The 

hindbrain is the cerebellum, pons and medulla.  The cerebellum regulates movement, 

posture, and balance.  The pons and medulla combine as the brain stem.  The forebrain 

holds the cerebrum, hypothalamus, and the thalamus.  Each portion plays an important 

role in child development, but some areas and their interactions are more critical for early 

childcare and education (Kinser, 2000). 

The major purpose of the brain stem is survival.  The brain stem is the simplest 

portion of a human brain.  A reptile’s entire brain looks like a human brain stem.  The 
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fight or flight response and the human’s most basic vital functions originate here.  This 

portion of the central nervous system controls a person’s state of arousal, controls 

sensory-motor actions, reflexive instincts, and awareness levels.  Breathing, heartbeat, 

and blood pressure are controlled by the brain stem.  For many reasons explained later, 

this primal brain section is where many of the disadvantaged children are functioning in 

the classroom.  Children will use the brain stem portion when confronted with physical 

threats, psychological threats, intellectual threats, emotional threats, cultural-social 

threats, or a shortage of basic needs due to poverty or the home environment. 

The limbic system is the emotional brain.  This portion of the human brain is 

buried within the cerebrum.  The evolutionary structure is very old.  The limbic system 

serves as a relay system between the brain stem and the cortex.  Emotions, relationships, 

attachments, emotional memory, motivation, and conditioned learning are all developed 

within this region (Kinser, 2012). 

The cerebrum, or cortex is the area that teachers want children to have well 

developed by the time they enter classrooms.  This is the largest portion of the brain in a 

normally developed child and is responsible for the higher brain function such as thought, 

perception, reasoning, and action.  Four lobes are found within the cerebrum.  The 

parietal lobe controls movement, orientation, recognition, and the perception of incoming 

stimuli.  The occipital lobe controls visual processing.  The temporal lobe controls the 

recognition of auditory stimuli, memory, and speech.  The fourth lobe, the frontal lobe 

has many functions, which include impulse control, intentional choice, self-reflection, the 

anticipation of future consequences, organizational skills, empathy, planning, and goal 

setting.  The frontal lobe controls cognition, reasoning, parts of speech, movement, 
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emotions, and problem solving.  The functioning of this brain part is critical to school 

success (Kinser, 2012).   

From the point of conception, the emerging child is developing in incremental 

stages that are influenced both internally and externally (Marshall, 2011).  The child’s 

genetic composition determines when each layer of cells is laid on the foundation and the 

timing of development.  From one cell to two, the layering is sequential and orderly.  In a 

perfect world, each stage would be perfectly executed to create a healthy child.  

However, even in the womb, environment and relationships play a role in the developing 

structure of the brain.  The actions of the mother can alter the layering.  Exposure to 

smoking, heavy metals, radiation, alcohol, and vitamin deficiency are but a few of the 

hazards that may change the genes plan (Marshall, 2011).  Periods of deep sleep are 

required for the child’s brain to develop meaning and create memories by discarding 

unimportant information and filing the important material (Fields, 2005).  The most 

critical piece for caregivers is the development of emotion or attachment.   

Effect of stress on brain development.  Early care and nurture have a definite 

impact on the ability to learn and the regulation of emotions (Shore, 1997).  A caregiver’s 

response to a child’s needs is called a “serve and return” process, or contingent 

reciprocity.  Contingent reciprocity is a major factor in how the brain is wired in the early 

years (Shonkoff, 2009).  The interaction between the young child and the caregiver 

provides physical nurturance and social interaction.  Eye contact and touch causes the 

human body to emit positive chemicals called dopamine and serotonin in people.  These 

are mood enhancers that help us feel good.  When children do not produce enough 
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dopamine, they will find it in other ways such as caffeine or drugs to help them cope with 

day-to-day life (Shore, 1997). 

Every person experiences stress.  Scientists have divided stress into three 

categories.  At manageable levels, positive stress helps a child grow and expand his 

boundaries.  Tolerable stress helps a child develop coping strategies when the 

relationships in a family are strong and supportive.  Stress is toxic when it is chronic and 

uncontrollable with no adult buffer.   

Toxic stress causes the child to work in the brain stem area, or the fight or flight 

region, because the body’s stress response system is continually activated.  This damages 

the developing brain architecture and many organ systems (Shonkoff, 2009).  The person 

is more susceptible to chronic disease, school failure, criminal behavior, and 

governmental dependence (National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2005).  

Until now, child abuse and neglect has been a function of social services.  The Division 

of Violence Prevention is considering child abuse and neglect to be a public health issue.  

Research is showing statistical evidence that early abuse is contributing to diabetes, heart 

disease, hypertension, substance abuse, depression, stroke, and cancer as well as 

developmental delays (Shonkoff, 2009).   

Young children do not have a say in their environment.  The most important 

benefit of quality prekindergarten attendance is the stimulating and supportive 

relationships between teachers and children.  With children from stressful homes, the safe 

environment of prekindergarten would aid in mitigating the damage to the developing 

child.  The effective use of materials, rigorous standards, and qualified teachers support 

children’s brain growth and emotional health  (Yoshikawa, H., Weiland, C., Brooks-
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Gunn, J., Burchinal, M., Espinosa, L, Gormley, W., Ludwig, J., Magnuson, K., Phillips, 

D., Zaslow, M., 2013).  A meta-analysis of 84 prekindergarten programs verified that 

children attending quality programs gain about a third of a year in learning over their 

peers that do not attend a prekindergarten (Yoshikawa et al., 2013).  Strong evidence 

supports a year of developmentally appropriate high-quality prekindergarten to improve 

children’s language, literacy, and mathematics (Camilli, 2010).  An important piece to 

measuring prekindergarten success is an authentic means of assessing young children.   

Assessing School Readiness  

Assessment of school readiness supports many purposes.  The assessment should 

reflect its purpose.  School readiness assessment may develop appropriate instruction or 

uncover a developmental delay.  An appropriate assessment should reflect the culture of 

the locale.  In 2009, only seven states assessed readiness in a uniform method.  Maryland 

has assessed school readiness since 2001 in an effort to track the population. 

School Readiness is an elusive construct that has been bantered for over 200 

years.  Johann Henri Pestalozzi (1746-1827) wrote about a similar topic in 1801 

(Jigjidsuren, 2013).  When his writings were translated into English a century later, the 

topic was reignited.  Currently, the topic is still being discussed among parents, 

educators, policymakers, and researchers but no agreement on the definition arises (Ladd, 

Herald, & Kochel, 2006; Thompson & Raikes, 2006).  Shedding light on this component 

of early childhood education examines the perspective of all stakeholders.   

The attitudes of parents and the way they choose to raise their children impacts the 

outcomes for all society.   
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Early childhood professionals use assessments to improve services and outcomes 

for children (National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), 1995; 

Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998).  The NAEYC Position Statement on standardized 

testing took the strong position that young children are poor test takers by nature.  They 

reminded readers that the daily variability among children of the same age causes school 

placement by standardized tests invalid.  Therefore, validity and reliability testing is 

stronger as children age (NAEYC, 1995; Shepard et al., 1998).  NAEYC created the 

latest position statement on assessment for the National Association of Early Childhood 

Specialists in the State Departments of Education (NAEYC & NAECS/SDE).  In the 

2003 Position Statements, both organizations want the early childhood industry to assess 

progress in a connected and continuous way and not on tests that are separate and 

disconnected from the child’s experience (NAEYC & NAEC/SDE, 2003).  Assessments 

should be geared to their purpose.   

The position on assessment for young children of NAEYC and NAEC/SDE is 

supported by their knowledge of child development and the strengths and weaknesses of 

current high-stakes testing for young children (Freeman & Brown, 2008).  As No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB) has raised the accountability issue for all schools, professionals in 

early childhood know that the efforts to define school readiness with a passing score on a 

standardized test in early childhood education is unreliable and not valid.  One challenge 

to on-demand testing of young children is the cultural bias, and the propensity to reflect 

the mother’s educational level, family income, socioeconomic level, and home language.  

Therefore, the tests relate what the child adds to the school rather than what they are 

taught (Bowman et al., 2001; Kamii, 1990; Scott-Little & Niemeyer, 2001).   
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A second challenge is the prekindergarten curriculum, which should be based on 

observation and the needs of the children (NECATF, 2008, Shonkoff, 2009).  Therefore, 

an assessment records the qualitative observations of the educator, which builds the 

learning standards.  As young minds are scaffolding information, the curriculum must 

reflect where they are growing.  Each child comes to the class with a different 

experiential background that the prekindergarten class must use as a platform for growth.  

Additionally, children’s brains are growing at a fast rate.  They are processing what is 

necessary for long-term storage and deleting what seems irrelevant.  So, small children 

could test differently on sequential days.  Young children’s brains have a greater number 

of brain regions for successful completion of these cognitive tasks.  The scaffolding 

mechanisms are needed in the young to create the brain architecture found in later years.  

The prekindergarten years are a period of expansion and growth that is pruned and tuned 

with experience (Brown & Jernigan, 2012; Fields, 2005; Liston & Kagan, 2002).   

A third challenge comes in assessing early learning environments because of their 

diversity of norms, values, and traditions.  Prekindergarten classrooms engulf many 

variations in the program base and cultures represented (Souto-Manning & Mitchell, 

2010).  Classrooms, home school environments, prekindergarten programs, and play 

groups all focus on early learning but with different modes and purposes (National 

Research Council, 2008, Shonkoff, 2009).   

A checklist assessment can easily evaluate an incoming student’s kindergarten 

readiness (Shepard et al., 1998).  Checklists are effective and time-efficient for a busy 

teacher.  The best assessments stem from observation over time, continual 

documentation, and patience while the teacher is interacting with the students (Rushton et 
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al., 2010; Scott-Little, C., & Niemeyer, 2001).  Assessment drives instruction and should 

be appropriate evidence of achievement over time.  Unlike standardized tests that 

measure bits of knowledge, authentic assessments would measure broader skills such as 

improved vocabulary or understanding contextual clues.  The emphasis on early 

education programs to close the achievement gap has created a backlash of critics 

suggesting that the emphasis on achievement and academic skill is harmful to children 

(Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).  

Focus on kindergarten readiness.  School readiness constitutes a chronologic 

maturational age in many countries and states, usually where education is a right for 

every child regardless of wealth, socioeconomic status, or economics (Jigjidsuren, 2013, 

OECD, 2011).  The beginning age ranges from four to seven.  In the United States, each 

state mandates the educational time line.  In the early 1990s, school readiness was 

considered readiness for learning and readiness for school.  Then, in 1997, the National 

Education Goals Panel (NEGP) created three aspects of school readiness using the five 

developmental domains.  The burden for school readiness should be shared between 

schools, communities, children and parents equally.  The NEGP mandated school 

readiness for all children by 2000. 

Currently, in the United States, approximately 3 million children are enrolled in 

public kindergarten.  Two thirds of all children attend prekindergarten (Barnett, Epstein, 

Freidman, Sansanelli, & Hustedt, 2009).  Many states adopted Early Learning Guidelines 

(ELG) to define the skills and abilities that children entering kindergarten should possess.  

Half of the states have ELG for children from birth to three, but all states have ELG for 

ages three to five (Daily et al., 2011).  The general definition of school readiness is the 
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ability to respond adequately to the demands of a school setting (Carlton & Winsler, 

1999).  Additionally, many states have created a quality rating system for the early 

childhood industry to promote a better start for children.  The purposes of ELG and 

quality rating systems are to improve teaching practices, curriculum, and professional 

development; educate parents; and guide discussions about early childhood assessments 

(Daily et al., 2011).   

The achievement gap begins before kindergarten.  Researchers identify the gap 

between children from different socioeconomic levels.  Poor school performance may be 

predicted by the early childhood experience (Brotman, Calzada, Huang, Dawson-

McClure, Kamboukos, Schwab, & Petkova, 2011; Pianta et al., 2007).  Most affluent 

children score 60% higher on cognitive tests than the poorest students before entering 

public schools (Daily et al., 2011).  Stakeholders have knowledge of best practices for 

young children’s learning.  Effective parents guide their children’s emotional orientation 

in prekindergarten and their initial adjustments to kindergarten through their attitudes and 

the focus in the home.  Parental education, family income, and family composition are 

associated with school readiness skills (Farver, Xu, Eppe, & Lonigan, 2006; Gershoff et 

al., 2007; Janus & Duku, 2007). 

Perceptions of a Schools’ Faculty.  Prekindergarten teachers’ perception of 

school readiness differs from kindergarten teachers.  Early childhood professionals 

interact with parents more frequently due to the structure of the care.  In quality school, 

parents and teachers make contact as the children enter and leave each day.  Young 

children are not as verbal as older students, and therefore an adult must convey their 

needs.  The adults of prekindergarten children tend to value the socio-emotional and the 
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physical motor development domains.  High-quality prekindergarten teachers value warm 

interaction, intellectually stimulating environments and small class size (Barnett et al., 

2009).  Public kindergarten programs and state standards tend to value literacy and 

cognitive knowledge (Scott-Little, Kagan, & Frelow, 2006).  Teachers held accountable 

for literacy and cognitive knowledge feel the pressure to create a more academic setting.  

Researchers and young child experts are concerned because kindergarten has transitioned 

into a more achievement-oriented program to mirror accountability standards across the 

country.  Teachers feel pressure to push academia instead of offering a developmentally 

appropriate program (McIntyre, Eckert, Fiese, DiGennaro, & Wildenger, 2007). 

Parents’ perceptions.  Cultural backgrounds, economic resources, and 

educational achievement affect the parent’s view of school readiness (Yamamoto, 2012).  

Socialization goals play a large role in the parent’s perspective.  Every parent decides 

what their prekindergarten should be and how their child should benefit.  The school 

readiness beliefs in the home guide school choice, the activities, and the skills nurtured in 

the home.  Every family has a system of beliefs and practices that guides their decision-

making called cultural norms (Barnett et al., 2009; Belfield & Garcia, 2014).  A 

caregiver’s opinion of high-quality varies with his/her culture.  In most cultures, 

prekindergarten is a place to grow children’s intellectual capacity and give children a 

social outlet.  All families, regardless of culture, believe that a high-quality school must 

employ quality teachers, best practice curricula, and stimulating environments 

(Yamamoto, 2012).   

 In the past, families were generally more concerned with social and emotional 

development (Jigjidsuren, 2013).  National Education Household Survey conducted a 
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survey on parents’ perception of school readiness in 1993, and again in 2007, supervised 

by the National Education Council (NEC) (O’Donnell, & Mulligan, 2008).  The only 

variable that did not change over time was the amount of time the children fidget.  They 

found that in both surveys, children receive care continually.  Therefore, time was not a 

variable resource for the parents.  Belfield and Garcia conducted a study to compare the 

differences between the two surveys.  They found that the quality of care constitutes the 

difference.  Families reported that their children were spending more time interacting, 

playing, and less time in passive activities such as television.  These findings would 

indicate that more children would have the skills to succeed in school.  School readiness 

must be produced, which requires resources.  Therefore, resources are required to raise 

readiness (Mistry, Benner, Biesanz, Clark, & Howes, 2010).   

 What parents believe is important for a child will determine their choices on the 

resources used to create school readiness (Brotman et al., 2011).  Families from a higher 

income and education use their resources to enroll their children in high-quality 

prekindergarten.  Research provides solid evidence that prekindergarten increases social 

mobility and school performance (Barnett et al., 2009).  If a child has poor health, then 

the child needs resources to bring him to wholeness.  Families of higher incomes and 

education have more expendable resources to use.   

Congruence exists between what parents value and how their children develop 

(Rentzou, & Sakellariou, 2013; Sackes, 2013).  For example, a physician’s child came to 

school for a kindergarten readiness entry exam.  He knew all of the presidents and their 

years in office, but he could not find his elbow.  The parents laughed at themselves.  They 

valued academia, and never stressed knowing the body parts!  The culture within the 
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home and the parent’s beliefs determines the experiences a child incurs and the school 

that parents choose. 

When looking at the developmental domains from the NEC surveys, child 

development skills have increased for four year olds over time.  Interestingly, the parents’ 

activities with the children had not increased.  They reported reading the same number of 

books, visited the museum the same average number of times, and told the same number 

of stories in 1993 and 2007.  However, prekindergarten enrollment and quality have 

increased.  The expansion of prekindergarten, public state-funded prekindergarten 

programs, and accountability has brought school readiness to the foreground for much 

discussion.  Overall, parent effort had not increased and parents had only moderately 

changed their input (Belfield & Garcia, 2014).  The study found no independent effect of 

prekindergarten enrollment on cognitive development.  Parents’ beliefs have expanded 

over time to expect more developmental gains in their children.  Evidence points to 

improving child development over time in infants and prekindergarten children (Belfield 

& Garcia, 2014).  Research is not clear whether the advancement in child development is 

due to a fall in teen pregnancies, income growth, or smaller families (Belfield & Garcia, 

2014).  Research does show that parents in this sample expected their prekindergarten 

children to know their letters, use pencils, count, and take turns (NEHS, 2007).  The 

NEHS survey also found that parents expected their 4 year olds to have more 

developmental milestones in 2007 than they did in 1993.  The only difference in home 

life was less television viewing.  In 1993, only 54.6 % of children were in 

prekindergarten programs.  In 2007, 62.1% of children were enrolled.  Expectations for 3 

year olds remained constant (Belfield & Garcia, 2014). 
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The research highlights the importance of prekindergarten.  Whether prekindergarten 

educates the parents on child development or complements parents’ efforts, 

prekindergarten enrollment and parental effort are moderately correlated (Belfield & 

Garcia, 2014).     

Variables on parents’ perceptions.  Few studies look at the socioeconomic level, 

education, ethnicity of families, and their perception of school readiness.  Culture, 

educational attainment, and access to resources had a direct and significant impact on 

family perception to school readiness (Kingston, Huang, Calzada, Dawson, McClure, & 

Brotman, 2013).  The research cannot control all the variables affecting parental 

expectation for school readiness.  Parent involvement programs and kindergarten entry 

policies may affect parents’ perception.  The school readiness assessment analysis should 

disaggregate the results into ethnic, socioeconomic, and gender subgroup for more 

accurate information.   

Socioeconomic level.  Lower socioeconomic groups seemed to value the cognitive 

and general knowledge domains of child development and performance (Bassok & 

Reardon, 2013).  The parents in this study were more comfortable with stringent 

discipline and direct teaching styles.  In median household incomes of less than $20,000, 

only 4% of the children were delayed entry or redshirted at kindergarten start date.  

Redshirting was twice as likely in boys than girls.  Only 2.3% of the children in the 

lowest socioeconomic group were redshirted, while 6.4% among children in the highest 

socioeconomic group were redshirted.  Lower socioeconomic groups, Blacks, and Asian 

children were more likely to green-shirt, or attend before their prescribed cutoff date.  

Since the numbers of children being red-shirted are low, the cognitive ability range is not 
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widened within the kindergarten cohort (Bassok & Reardon, 2013).  The number of 

redshirting children changes the composition of the kindergarten cohort.  Potentially, the 

cohort could require higher academic curricula and instruction.  Realistically, the study 

showed that redshirting only affects the individual child.  In Bassok’s study, parents of 

male, White, and higher socioeconomic children are the most likely to delay kindergarten 

entry.  Families are looking at the position of their child within the kindergarten cohort. 

Neighborhood economics was not a driver in school readiness (Bindman, 

Hindman, Bowles, & Morrison, 2013; Kingston et al., 2013).  Parent involvement and 

neighborhood socioeconomic resources affected the Social, Emotional domain (Kingston 

et al., 2013).  Mixed neighborhoods with equal economic levels of disadvantage and 

affluence produced the highest readiness scores (Carpiano, Lloyd, & Hertzman, 2009; 

Froiland, Powell, Diamond, & Son, 2013).  The socioeconomic level did not change 

parent involvement or the relationship between school readiness and cognitive academic 

skills.  Carpiano suggests that a mixture of the influence of affluence and the presence of 

social services for the disadvantaged created the climate for increased school readiness.  

Families from higher socioeconomic levels tend to be more engaged emotionally with 

their children.  This engagement develops emotional understanding and control in the 

children most critically from birth to two years old (Daniels, 2014; Gershoff et al., 2007; 

Kingston et al., 2013).  A child displaying a positive affect in his approaches to learning 

has a higher motivation and persistence level in spite of the socioeconomic level.   

Education.  The educational level of parents generally was positively correlated 

to higher income, and therefore allowed more discretional resources for educational 

activities.  A strong correlation was found between parent characteristics and child 
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characteristics (Belfield & Garcia, 2014; Bindman et al., 2013; Lareau, 2000).  The 

higher the socioeconomic level and education is in the home, the greater the fear of 

inadequacies in school readiness from the parents.  Higher income parents redshirt their 

child because of their belief that their child will not be ready for formal schooling.  Some 

parents may want to give their child the advantage of another year’s maturity to develop 

higher cognitive, social, and language skills (Bassok & Reardon, 2013).  Educated 

parents nurture a more positive attitude to schools.  Children’s perception of school 

motivates their performance.  Children with a positive affect tend to like school with 

enthusiasm, participate in more activities, and portray social maturity in their role as a 

student (Daniels, 2014).  This enthusiasm can be depressed in classrooms with high 

academic achievement goals or when teachers are not warm and supportive (Daniels, 

2014). 

Ethnicity.  Nationally, the United States values independence, self-expression, self-

reliance, and autonomy (Yamamoto, 2012).  American schools reward self-reliance and 

independence.  Families should understand their child’s learning style and know the 

educational philosophy of the school (Yamamoto, 2012; Wana, 2010).  Asian cultures 

generally respect a teacher’s knowledge and position in society.  Many families from 

Asian cultures value the opposite qualities of western culture.  Latino and Asian parents 

value subservience and respect.  Immigrant parents often will expect the school to come 

to them for communication rather than address the teacher with concerns (Farver et al., 

2006; Thompson & Raikes, 2006; Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010).   

 American culture believes that family involvement in the schools promotes better 

educational practice and instruction (Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010).  Higher income 
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families are aware of their influence over teacher decisions and instruction.  They 

demand changes according to their needs and desires.  National Association for the 

Education of Young Children (NAEYC) promotes including family involvement in its 

policies for best practice.   

Parents’ perceptions of prekindergarten role in readiness.  Generally, parents, 

caregivers, and teachers all agree that prekindergarten does set the groundwork for better 

school performance.  Children left ill prepared suffer academic failure, school dropout, 

emotional problems, unemployment, and less earning power (Jigjidsuren, 2013; Chazan-

Cohen, Raikes, Brooks-Gunn, Ayou, Pan, Kisker, Roggman, & Fuligni, 2009).  Parents 

use prekindergarten to supplement or complement their efforts at home.  Research has 

shown that lower socio-economic groups tend to send their children to elementary school 

younger (Bassok & Reardon, 2013).  But, what does this mean for school readiness? 

How parents measure quality?  The family’s cultural norms, socioeconomic status, 

and educational levels decide what quality in prekindergarten looks like.  All groups look 

for teacher quality, a stimulating environment, and quality curriculum (Belfield & Garcia, 

2014; McIntyre et al., 2007; Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010).  The adjectives surrounding 

these characteristics change depending on the demographics.  Asian cultures expect 

teachers to be of high moral character to extend home beliefs.  American parents tend to 

expect more one-on-one attention and response to the individual needs of the children 

(Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010).   

What guides the parent’s decisions for prekindergarten?  The global economy and 

accountability have increased demands on schools.  Therefore, parents feel an increased 

need to raise expectations for their children.  Parents are looking for a warm responsive 
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and consistent disciplinary practice within a culture of high standards.  The use of social 

media as a secondary source for educational institutions is growing (Constantinides, & 

Zinck Stagno, 2011).  Word of mouth still travels faster than QRS or ELG.  Many parents 

are aware of the different prekindergarten programs such as Reggio Emilia, Montessori, 

and High Scope, and look to their child’s learning style to find the educational 

philosophy that matches their child’s unique style.  The choice of prekindergarten varies 

with the goals of the parent.  Three characteristics need to be met.  The first characteristic 

depends on how the child should benefit from prekindergarten.  Does the family value 

performance, emotional maturity, and proximity to home or work, or cognitive 

knowledge?  The second qualification is related to socialization goals for their child.  

Does the child need to learn to take turns and share, develop more problem-solving skills, 

or attend to a task with more focus?  The third category is the importance of the child’s 

academic learning to the parents.  Does the child show cognitive knowledge of the 

literacy, numeracy, and simple scientific concepts (Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010)?  

Finally, can the family afford the school of choice? 

Families hold the key to school readiness.  They choose the activities their child 

experiences, as well as the school (Belfield & Garcia, 2014).  The parent’s attitudes 

toward school develop the child’s perspective.  Children’s affective orientation toward 

school is a huge predictor of their success.  What matters to children is often different 

than what matters to parents and educators.  As kindergarten becomes more standards 

driven, educators must understand the mismatch.  The families’ views of prekindergarten 

are subject to their cultural background and access to socioeconomic resources.  
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Therefore, the stakeholders must understand the parents’ needs to increase the 

effectiveness of prekindergarten programs (Yamamoto & Li, 2012).   

Economic Costs of Limited or No Early Childhood Intervention 

Policy makers and voters want to maximize the use of tax dollars.  Even though 

polls show support for early intervention, they pose questions on funding, governance, 

eligibility, and effectiveness (Conn-Powers, Cross, & Zapf, 2006).  Much of current 

legislation does not encourage providers to supply best practice and leaves many children 

unprotected from the circumstances of poverty (Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).  A child 

cannot learn if he/she is sick, hungry, abused, or neglected.  If Piaget and Vygotsky are 

correct, these children cannot learn without a base of knowledge upon which they may 

scaffold new information.  Only half of the children who qualify for Head Start are able 

to benefit from the program.  Also, the ethnicity of the current U. S. population is so 

different than when Head Start, Perry Prekindergarten, Abecedarian, and Chicago Parent 

Child Study began.  Therefore, researchers must quantify the fiscal gains provided to the 

general society by studying universal state-funded prekindergarten (Gilliam, & Zigler, 

2000).  Researchers must substantiate whether the population needs targeted or universal 

prekindergarten.  In many countries, such as France, universal prekindergarten is 

considered a right of all children.  The government provides universal prekindergarten for 

children ages three to grade 1 (Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).  Many economists analyze the 

fiscal impact of early childhood intervention (Abbott-Shim, Lambert, & McCarty, 2003; 

Brooks-‐Gunn,	  Love,	  Raikes,	  &	  Chazan-‐Cohen,	  2013;	  Currie, 2007; Currie & Thomas, 

1995; Garces, Thomas, & Currie, 2002; Raikes & Love, 2002).  The idea of paying up 

front in return for a solid output is fiscally wise.  Several benefit-cost analysis studies 
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have examined the impact of Head Start and the three longitudinal studies:  Perry 

Preschool, Abecedarian, and the Chicago Child-Parent Preschool (Abbott-Shim et al., 

2003; Barnett, 1993; Barnett, & Masse, 2007; Masse & Barnett, 2002; Muenning et al., 

2009; Zigler, & Styfco, 2004).  Economically, education is both a consumption good that 

confers immediate benefits and an investment good that confers person and social 

benefits (Barnett, 1998; Becker, 1964; Haverman & Wolfe, 1984).  Benefit cost analysis 

involves estimating the monetary values of streams of cost and benefits in order to 

measure the program’s net value as a social investment (Barnett, Brown, & Shore, 2004; 

Masse & Barnett, 2002).  Major questions are answered when statistical value is placed 

on the data from these studies.  Research synthesis reinforces the positive impact of 

quality early childhood intervention on kindergarten readiness, especially in 

economically disadvantaged populations (Barnett, 1995; Heckman et al., 1996; Lazar & 

Darlington, 1982; Reynolds, 1999, 2002; Reynolds et al., 2006). 

Cost Per Student.  The dollar amounts spent for each program differ not only in 

quantity, but also in value depending on the implementation year.  With this knowledge, 

a ballpark figure of the cost per student may be developed.  In 1992, the average yearly 

cost over 2 years of the Perry Project per child was $12,356 for private prekindergarten.  

By the time the Perry participants were 27 years of age, the benefit to the community was 

$7.16 for every one dollar spent (Kilburn & Karoly, 2008).  The average yearly cost over 

5 years of the Abecedarian program in 2002 dollars was $13,445 for private 

prekindergarten.  The average yearly cost in 1998 dollars for the Chicago Child-Parent 

Study for 1.5 years of participation was $6,730 for public prekindergarten (Reynolds, 

1999, 2002).   
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Prevention Rather Than Remediation.  In the meta-analysis performed by 

Camilli et al., Perry Preschool, Abecedarian, and the Chicago Child-Parent Preschool 

produced substantial returns on investments.  These premier programs have major 

differences to most public programs such as Head Start.  The successful programs 

employed highly qualified educators.  Head Start focused on bettering the entire family 

with comprehensive services.  The program’s personnel worked with families to gain 

skills for employment in the implementation of care.  Head Start had no qualifications for 

teachers within its program and no standards for learning in the beginning.  Even so, both 

strategies provided economic returns worth the cost.  The Abecedarian Study paid for 

itself at healthy rates of discount when all benefits and costs were included.  The total 

benefits sum up to $135,546 (Masse & Barnett, 2002).  The total cost was $35,864.  This 

produces a return on investment of $99,682.  The Chicago Child-Parent prekindergarten 

participation yielded substantially higher benefits than school age participation.  The 

school age component provided a return to society of $4,944 per participant at $2.98 per 

dollar invested per child for 2 years.  The main savings was on school remedial services 

such as grade retention and special education placement ($1.66 per dollar invested).  

Participation for four – six years held a value of $24,772 per participant ($6.09 per dollar 

invested).  The overall ratio of benefits to public was $3.83 for every dollar spent.  The 

Perry Project’s total benefit through age 27 was $88,433 per child.  The benefit-cost ratio 

of the program was $7.16 returned to the public for every dollar spent.  Recent research 

and carefully designed research studies have documented positive effects on Head Start 

and Early Head Start participants’ gains (Abbott-Shim et al., 2003; Brooks-‐Gunn	  et	  al.,	  

2013;	  Currie, 2007; Currie & Thomas, 1995; Garces et al., 2002; Raikes & Love, 2002; 
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Ramey & Ramey, 1998).  The fluctuation in standardized programming reduces the 

accuracy for consistent statistical evidence of early learning.  Head Start has been held to 

high standards within federal regulations since 2007 and the typical teacher is paid the 

average wage of a teacher with a Bachelor of Arts degree to reduce staff turnover (Currie, 

2007).  This varies between states with local programming.  Head Start reduced the 

number of retentions, special education placements, and school drop-out rates.  The 

discussion on the evaporation of gained skills points to the inferior schools that follow the 

intervention (Abbott-Shim et al., 2003; Currie & Thomas, 1995).  The results and 

consequent economic gains are robust, but not as strong as the studies in a research 

setting with credentialed and highly qualified instructors.   

The major gift from these studies was a reduction in expenditures for school 

remedial services such as special education and grade retention.  As mentioned earlier, 

children from lower socioeconomic levels enter school with a smaller vocabulary and 

fewer experiences (Hart & Risley, 2007).  Special education placement is assessed 

through vocabulary tests.  Therefore, a child placed in special education may be very 

intelligent, but lacks the vocabulary necessary to express himself.  Consequently, the 

school district must provide expensive remediation through special education.  

Additionally, a developmentally delayed child is more likely to be retained a year as 

he/she struggles to overcome the deficit.  Abecedarian showed a lower rate of grade 

retention in grades K-9 (31.2% vs. 54.5%; p = 0.02).  Children were less likely to need 

special education in grades K-9 (24.5% vs. 47.7%; p = 0.02).  The full-day Abecedarian 

program began when the children were born.  In the Chicago Child-Parent study, children 

showed a 41% reduction in special education placement, and a 40% reduction in grade 
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retention.  The CPC was a public school initiative.  The Michigan Perry Project showed 

lower participation in special education (8% vs. 37%) and significantly higher testing 

scores.  The treatment group tested 29% higher at age 14. 

A second reduction in social costs was a reduction in criminal justice system 

expenditures.  Juvenile and adult arrest dropped in the treatment groups.  By the age of 

18, the Abecedarian program participants had 37% lower rates of juvenile arrests than 

their peers (16.4% vs. 25.9%).  Fewer arrests resulted for the Chicago Child-Parent 

program participants as well (7% vs. 35% having five or more arrests).  The Perry Project 

program group at age 19 had fewer arrests overall than the control group (average 1.3 vs. 

2.3 arrests per person and fewer felony arrests 0.7 vs. 2.0).  At 27, the program group had 

significantly lower frequent offenders (7% vs. 35%).   

A third benefit is a reduction in social service expenditures.  Public tax dollars 

spent on health services for smoking, aid to dependent children, medical services, and 

child maltreatment fell among the treatment groups.  At age 21, the use of aid to 

dependent children for the Abecedarian program and control groups were 8% vs. 16%, 

respectively.  The rates of smoking for the control and the program group were 55% vs. 

39% respectively.  The Chicago Parent Child Program resulted in a 51% reduction in 

child abuse.  The Perry Project boasted lower percentages of social services at some time 

between ages 18-27 (59% vs. 80%).  Perry Project’s founder, David Wiekart attributes 

the high rate of return in this category to the planning process required of students for 

their day’s activities.  The children learned to make conscious decisions for their well 

being early in life.   
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The fourth benefit lies in educational accomplishment, graduation rates and 

higher degrees.  The Abecedarian participants had completed more years of school (12.2 

vs. 11.6; p < 0.05) in the last review.  The Chicago Child-Parent program participants had 

a 29% higher graduation rate.  The Perry Project program participants had a 17% higher 

graduation rate (71% vs. 54%).  Therefore, society benefits from a more educated, 

productive, and skilled populace. 

The increases in adult earnings and tax revenues projected for higher educational 

attainment were statistically significant for each study.  The Abecedarian participants 

were more likely to be employed in skilled jobs (47% vs. 27%; p< 0.05).  The Chicago 

Child-Parent students produced 28% more tax revenues due to higher earning capacity.  

The Perry Project participants had higher monthly earnings at age 27 (29% vs. 7% earned 

over $2,000). 

Not only did the students benefit, but also the students’ mothers grew in societal 

productivity.  The programs produced differing maternal productivity and earnings.  The 

Abecedarian Project’s full time commitment showed positive outcomes for mothers of 

students with higher levels of educational attainment and higher–paying jobs.  Perry 

Preschool showed no significant maternal outcomes while operating on a part time, part 

year basis.  This structure did not provide the necessary quantity of maternal care (Masse 

& Barnett, 2002).  In general, more female children grew up and married later or by age 

27 (P 40% vs. C 8%).  Female children who attended the program had fewer out-of-

wedlock births (P 57% - C 83%).   

In summary, early childhood education has produced more productive citizens than 

consumers (Domitrovich, Morgan, Moore, Cooper, Shah, Jacobson, & Greenberg, 2013).  
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The children who participated in high-quality prekindergarten programs held long term 

gains on IQ tests, and had higher school achievement.  Participants were 50% more likely 

to attend a four-year college.  They were less likely to have their first child before the age 

of 18 and more likely to have skilled jobs.  Mothers whose children participated were 

more likely to achieve higher educational levels and to be employed.  Generally, early 

childhood education and care produced:  

• Reduction in crime, delinquency, and behavior problems, 

• Reduction in special education and grade retention, 

• Reduction in health care costs for teen pregnancy and smoking, and a  

• Reduction in social service costs. 

Summary 

 Family beliefs, culture, economics, and education guide the decision to attend 

prekindergarten for school readiness, socialization, or physical development.  Economics 

drove the resources used to raise school readiness (Connell & Prinz, 2002).  Family 

education and cultural expectations affected family views of school readiness.  Families 

are changing, and so is the ethnic composition of neighborhoods.  Research verified that 

high-quality prekindergarten had significant influence across all childhood developmental 

domains.  Prekindergarten plays an important complement to all parents’ efforts.  Schools 

want children ready to succeed in a classroom environment with essential skills in the 

five developmental domains.  The common goal for all is an educated productive and 

democratic populace.  A common assessment for kindergarten readiness drives the 

content of instruction.  Also, the ecological factors that impact a child’s readiness were 
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important to begin programs to raise readiness.  Prekindergarten attendance and quality, 

ethnicity, gender, and socio-economic levels are quantitative measures worth studying.   
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to analyze the many ecological variables in 

a young child’s life that influence school readiness.  Each child’s competency was 

assessed in five developmental domains: approaches to learning; cognition and general 

knowledge; language and literacy; physical; and social/emotional, as an indicator of 

kindergarten readiness in a Midwestern urban school district.  The study examined the 

impact of prekindergarten experiences, ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic levels on 

kindergarten readiness.  This chapter describes the research design, population sample, 

instrument used to assess kindergarten readiness, data collection, data analysis, and the 

limitations of the study (see Appendix A for the Corresponding Items to Research 

Questions).  

Research Questions 

These two research questions guided this study: 

1. What impact does a prekindergarten experience, high-quality prekindergarten 

experience, or a three-week intensive summer readiness intervention have on a 

kindergarten student’s school readiness level? 

2. What influence do the child’s socioeconomic status, gender, and ethnicity have on 

kindergarten readiness overall and within each developmental domain? 

Research Design 

This study was a quantitative analysis of the impact that a young child’s 

prekindergarten experience, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status have on his/her 

school readiness level.  The data collected were numerical, resulting from assessments, 

demographic statistics, and prekindergarten quality rating systems.  Descriptive statistics 
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and inferential statistics were used.  The large sample size and the breadth of variables 

made quantitative research much more manageable as the researcher searched for 

patterns and statistical significance (Coldarci & Cobb, 2008; Roberts, 2010).   

Sample Description 

The site of the study is a small Midwestern city of approximately 70,000 

residents.  The city school district’s population had a median family household income of 

$29,287.  The 2009-2013 median household income was below both state ($48,248) and 

national figures ($51,371) (Noss, 2013; United States Census Bureau, 2015).  The large 

low-income population provided the opportunity to learn what skills children have before 

entering kindergarten, especially children living in poverty bring to school.  The 

kindergarten readiness level and the factors that impact their readiness in this population 

were not known before this study.  

The state’s funding level for free and reduced texts matches the federal poverty 

guidelines.  The lowest socioeconomic level receiving free texts lives at 130% poverty.  

The reduced text group’s income places them at the 185% poverty level.  The remaining 

students live in homes that do not qualify for assistance and pay full fees.  Three of the 

ten schools had over 90% of their kindergarten students in the lowest socioeconomic 

group.  The highest percentage of students receiving free, reduced textbooks in any one 

school was 95%.  The researcher wanted to find out if kindergarten readiness differed 

statistically among economic levels.  If so, what developmental domains were the 

weakest statistically?   

According to the local childcare resource and referral, the southern and eastern 

portions of the city had very few childcare settings and hosted the lowest median income 
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levels.  The lowest income ranges reside in the central and southern part of the city.  The 

schools in this area have the highest free and reduced textbook eligibility.   

The quality rating system was used to determine the placement of prekindergarten 

settings into quality categories.  Participation in the rating system was voluntary.  

Therefore, some prekindergarten education programs may represent effective schools 

with credentialed staff, but not have accreditation or the status of the rating system.  The 

state’s early childcare and education opportunities included licensed Child Care Centers, 

unlicensed registered ministries, Child Care Homes, Class I Child Care homes, and Class 

II Child Care Homes (see Appendix B for Definitions of Child Care Providers).   

The state’s code and regulations do not govern the early childhood settings or 

homes of friends and family.  The quality evaluation system rates centers from a Level 1 

to 4 based on a voluntary program.  According to the local family & social services 

administration, childcare providers work to earn levels of quality to provide more 

opportunities for children to receive healthy growth and development.  A Level 1 

provider meets the child’s basic health and safety needs according to the state’s 

standards.  A Level 2 provider has evidence of a consistent daily schedule, planned 

activities for the children, and program information for the parents.  A Level 3 provider 

has exerted the additional effort to professionally develop their staff to plan appropriate 

school readiness activities with a planned curriculum.  They use parents and staff input to 

improve their program.  A Level 4 provider commits to the highest level of 

professionalism with high-quality childcare and national accreditation.  Figure 1 

demonstrates the advancement of the quality rating system (Family & Social Services 

Administration, 2010).   
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Figure 1. Childcare Rating System 

  

Figure 1. Child Care Rating System.  Adapted Department of Education and Family and Social Services 
Administration, Division of Family Resources, Bureau of Child Care, 2006. 
 

The Instrument 

For this study, a checklist was chosen as the format to assess the children’s 

readiness levels in the developmental domains.  Early childhood professionals have 

chosen the checklist format as an authentic form of assessment (Ratliffe, 2001).  A 

checklist serves to be the most useful tool of the five approved methods for an accurate 

measurement and assessment of the skill levels of young children (Conn-Powers, 2010; 

Ratliffe, 2001).  A checklist documents skills or behaviors that the child exhibits over 

time (Mandell, 2001; Puckett & Black, 1994, Wortham, 2001).  This is the most time 

efficient authentic assessment to evaluate the city students’ readiness to aid in the 

identification of appropriate, cost effective intervention for proposing policy changes 

(Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998; Snow, 2006; Spradlin, Conn-Powers, & Wodicka, 

2013).   
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An alliance between the community, local university early childhood program, 

and the school district’s administration supported kindergarten teachers in the local 

school district to develop a tool for assessing the readiness level of their students.  

Teachers were given professional development time to hone the 72 items on an essential 

skills assessment developed by an early childhood center to fit their ideas of school 

readiness (Conn-Powers, 2008; Conn-Powers, 2010).  The early childhood center 

conducted research on kindergarten teachers from the entire state regarding what they 

regarded as the most important skills for kindergarten success.  The study highlighted 

several skills from those 72 as the most critical.  In this study, the kindergarten teachers 

throughout the district were provided with the complete list developed by the early 

childhood center.  Then, they were asked to indicate only those items that they thought 

were absolutely critical to a child’s readiness in kindergarten.  The kindergarten teachers 

in this school district, in collaboration with the local university’s early childhood program 

then created an Essential Skills Kindergarten Readiness Assessment tool with 21 skills 

(see Appendix C for the complete the Pilot Essential Skills test).  The skills and behaviors 

on the checklist paralleled the developmental domains mentioned previously.   

Voluntarily, they piloted the tool during the first month of the 2012–2013 

academic year.  The teacher observed groups of children interacting while assessing them 

over a period of time.  After piloting the assessment instrument, the teachers deleted three 

items that seemed redundant, and added four skills in the cognitive domain (see 

Appendix D for the complete Essential Skills instrument used in this study). 

Developmental domains.  The Essential Skills for Kindergarten Readiness 

checklist used five developmental domains for school readiness, one of which includes a 
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subset.  The first measurement was the overall readiness, which used all 23 of the skills 

on the checklist.  The next measurement was approaches to learning, which had three 

skills measuring a child’s ability to finish tasks, follow adult directives, and finish 

listening to a story.  Cognitive, General Knowledge had three skills measuring the child’s 

general knowledge of numbers, the alphabet, and his/her name.  Language development 

had five skills measuring the child’s ability to communicate needs and wants, ask for 

help, understand and follow directions, listen to gather information, and use 

understandable speech.  Early Literacy, a component of Language development, had five 

skills measuring a child’s ability to identify rhyming words, beginning sounds in words, 

at least 13 letters of the alphabet, recognize his/her name in print, and copy or write 

his/her name.  The Physical Well-being domain only had two skills measuring the child’s 

ability to complete basic responsibilities related to daily needs and follow basic health 

and safety rules.  Last, the Social, Emotional domain had five skills measuring the child’s 

ability to accept guidance from adults, follow routines, directions, and accept limits set by 

the teacher.  The domain also assessed whether the child could control feelings of 

frustration, distress, anxiety, and resolve conflicts in socially acceptable ways. 

Teachers trained in assessing children on the essential skills with fidelity were 

given time to build a relationship with the children in the first month.  The classroom 

teacher measured each child’s skill level on the checklist using a Likert scale from 1 to 4.  

The Likert numbers represent four categories: Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, and Always.  

Four is always, and one is rarely.  The pilot test’s mean scores and standard deviations for 

each domain are listed in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

	   	   	   	   	   	  
Descriptive Statistics for Developmental Domains     

  n Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  

Deviation 
Approaches to learning 381 1 4 2.97 0.81 
Cognition and general 
knowledge 375 1 4 3.58 0.66 
Language development 375 1.14 4 3.15 0.70 
Physical well being and 
motor development 383 1.75 4 3.61 0.50 
Social and emotional 
development 377 1.17 4 3.28 0.68 
Valid n 360         

 
 

The pilot test conducted in 2013 provided enough data to give information on the 

reliability of the assessment tool and the individual essential skills.  All items and 

domains reached reliability of over 0.75 indicating the tool measures what we want to 

measure.  In the Approaches to Learning Domain the reliability was 0.91.  The Cognitive 

Domain’s reliability was at 0.80.  Because the number is higher than 0.75, the Cognitive 

Domain is still a reliable measure of a child’s ability.  Consequently, the teachers added 

four additional skills to strengthen the reliability.  The Language Development Domain 

exhibited a 0.89 reliability value.  Physical Well Being and Motor Development had a 

reliability number of 0.85.  The last domain, Social and Emotional Development held the 

highest reliability score of 0.94.  Therefore the assessment tool being used has proven 

reliability.  All domains predictably will produce the same results.  The reliability tests 

did not produce any oddities or outliers.  The assessment tool has content or face validity.  

The local university early childhood program and the kindergarten teachers chose the 

skills from their experience and knowledge.   

Mean scores from the pilot study were divided into three categories.  Group 1 was 

not ready for kindergarten with a 1-2.9 average score.  Group 2 was somewhat ready for 
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kindergarten with an average score of 3.0 – 3.4.  Group 3 classified ready for 

kindergarten with an average score of 3.5 – 4.0.  Thirty-six children posted an average 

4.0 score, which is 11% of the subject population. 

Table 2      
      
Complexity Index and ISTEP Pass Rate, Pilot test 

Elementary 
School 

Total 
Enrollment Free Reduced 

3.5-4 Mean 
Score 
Readiness  

ISTEP+ Pass 
Percentage 

School A 289 45.70% 9.00% 66.70% 78.20% 
School B 268 48.50% 7.50% 55.80% 70.40% 
School C 326 54.30% 8.90% 52.60% 71.90% 
School D 233 61.00% 6.30% 54.50% 76.10% 
School E 341 62.20% 10.60% 68.40% 69.50% 
School F 531 81.00% 6.60% 31.30% 58.00% 
School G 369 81.00% 9.80% 0.00% 52.00% 
School H 545 86.20% 4.80% 40.40% 61.60% 
School I 314 86.30% 5.10% 17.00% 61.20% 
Average 326 67.35 7.62 42.97% 66.54% 
Note.   

 
Across all schools, based on a 3.5 – 4.0 kindergarten readiness level, 165 (43%) 

students were assessed at this level.  A large portion (18%) of students was missing from 

the sample.  The students were removed from the analysis for a missing variable if, an 

assessment item was left blank by the teacher.  In Table 2, please note the similarities 

between the schools in the pilot study ISTEP+ passing rates with their school readiness 

level and socio-economic percentages.  In the table, you will see that School G has the 

lowest state’s annual assessment scores and no children that were assessed as 

kindergarten ready.  At the time of the pilot study School G did not have a summer 

readiness intervention.  Notice that School A holds the highest readiness percentage and 

ISTEP+ pass rate, but the lowest percentage of families in the lowest socioeconomic 

group (46%) (see Appendix E for the complete pilot test results). 

Prekindergarten rating system and experience.  Information on 

prekindergarten programs attended was collected at kindergarten registration.  The state’s 
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quality rating system was used to determine quality of prekindergarten programs attended 

by children.  The state had taken steps to improve the quality and quantity of 

prekindergarten experiences in children from age 0 to age 5 (Washington, 2010).  The 

childcare rating and improvement system served as a tool to educate parents on the 

quality of the care they were choosing for their children.  The first rating system in the 

state was created from 1996-1999.  The goals were to:  raise the quality of early 

childcare; give parents tools to choose the best program; and support and recognize 

quality providers (Elicker, Langill, Ruprecht, & Kwon, 2011).  The researched state early 

childcare quality rating program was implemented first in the year 2000.  A local 

Midwestern university was contracted in 2007 by the state’s Bureau of Child Care to 

“complete a scientific review of the quality standards in the proposed quality rating 

system” (Elicker et al., 2011, p.  4).  The researcher chose 10 main quality indicators and 

12 sub-indicators.  Of those indicators 75% showed statistical evidence of validity.  The 

team found “significant support for the validity of the rating system’s quality indicators 

in the child development and early education scientific literature” (Elicker et al., 2011, p.  

61).   

Teacher certification and accreditation were two critical components in the quality 

ratings.  Accreditation is another method to rate prekindergarten programs.  The state’s 

quality rating system acknowledges accreditation from these organizations (IAEYC, 

2013): 

• National Association for the Education of Young Children 

• National Association for Family Child Care Homes 

• National Early Childhood Program Accreditation 
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• Council on Accreditation  

• Association of Christian Schools International  

Summer intervention.  The study used the intervention participants’ fall readiness 

scores compared to non-participants.  The three-week summer readiness intervention 

occurred just before school began.  During the pilot study only one school, School I, 

hosted the summer camp.  Due to increased funding, four additional schools hosted the 

summer intervention in 2013.  Four of the schools in the district administered the 

program.  The children received practice in the basic readiness skills.  The summer 

program administered a pre- and post-test that showed significant gains in school 

readiness.  The complete roster of attending children in each school’s summer program 

was analyzed to determine if there was any skew in the data, and compare their readiness 

to those not in attendance.  The participants were matched by SES, gender, ethnicity, 

prekindergarten program experience, and when possible, the participant’s elementary 

school.  The population of non-participants was large enough to randomly match pair 

them to the intervention participants.    

Socioeconomic status.  The state’s funding level for free and reduced texts 

matches the federal poverty guidelines.  The lowest socioeconomic level receiving free 

texts lives at 130% poverty.  The reduced text group’s income places them at the 185% 

poverty level.  The remaining students live in homes that do not qualify for assistance and 

pay full fees.  Three of the ten schools had over 90% of their kindergarten students in the 

lowest socioeconomic group.  The highest percentage of students receiving free, reduced 

textbooks in any one school was 95%.   
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Ethnicity and gender.  Gender and ethnicity information were collected at 

registration.  The categories of ethnicity matched the state and school categories of White 

Non-Hispanic, Black/non Hispanic, Multiracial, Hispanic, and Asian/American 

Indian/Alaskan. 

Data Collection 

District	  kindergarten	  teachers	  completed	  the	  Essential	  Skills	  assessment	  on	  

each	  kindergarten	  child	  within	  the	  first	  month	  of	  the	  school	  year	  in	  2013	  and	  2014.	  	  

Additionally, the teachers and students were assigned a code number.  The 

prekindergarten experience, summer intervention participation, SES by free and reduced 

text eligibility, gender, and ethnicity were recorded and matched to the assessment tool 

obtained.  For reliable assessment results, young children must be comfortable with the 

test administrator.  The classroom teacher completed the assessment through observing 

the child’s behavior over a period of time.  At the end of the first month, the Director of 

Elementary Education collected the data from the teachers and the registration 

information from the school offices.  Then the basic data from the schools was placed 

into a dataset for analysis.  Each child’s identity was sealed from the view of current and 

future researchers in the district administration offices.  The identification code numbers 

match the registration information to the Essential Skill assessment.	  

Data Analysis 

The study analysis provided data to expose the strength and weaknesses of 

readiness in each developmental domain and the relationship to the independent variables 

guided by the five research questions.  Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to 

analyze the data.  For each question, P-Plots, and Levene’s test were run to verify that the 
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domains met the assumptions of independence, normality, and homogeneity of variances 

to be able to run the inferential statistics.  The dependent variables were the readiness 

level overall and the six developmental domains mentioned above.  The independent 

variables were prekindergarten attendance, prekindergarten quality groups, gender, 

socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and a three-week summer intervention. 

The first research question analyzed the readiness of children with 

prekindergarten experience by comparing means using descriptive statistics, t-tests, 

analysis of variance (ANOVA), Welch test for robustness, and Games-Howell post hoc 

tests.  The second part of question 1 analyzed the mean scores of the children categorized 

by the four quality groupings for the prekindergarten programs mentioned previously.  

The same statistical tools were used in this analysis.  The third part of research question 2 

required a matched-pair comparison.  Each child who participated in the three-week 

summer readiness intervention (n=149) was paired to a non-participant (n=877).  The 

children were matched randomly according to the prekindergarten experience, SES, 

gender, ethnicity.  When possible, the participants were also matched by elementary 

schools.  Six children did not have a valid match, so they were removed from the analysis 

to avoid skewing the results.  The statistical tools used were descriptive, random 

matched-pairing, ANOVA, Welch test, Tukey’s post hoc test and Games-Howell post 

hoc test.  

Research question 2a compared the means of children’s readiness using the 

complexity index (SES), or free-reduced text scale, to categorize the children into three 

SES levels.  The means were compared with an ANOVA analysis, Welch test, Tukey’s 

and Games-Howell post hoc tests.  Research question 2b and 2c compared the readiness 
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mean scores to gender and ethnicity with the use of descriptive statistics, ANOVA, 

Welch’s test, Tukey’s, and Games-Howell post hoc tests.       

Limitations of the Study 

One limitation of the study was the actual experience of the child in 

prekindergarten.  The parents were not asked to provide the length of time enrolled at a 

center or the attendance rate.  Those two factors would impact the experience gained by 

the child and potentially the child’s readiness levels.  The prekindergarten programs were 

divided into groups by their accreditation status, or their definition by state code.  

Accreditation and/or achieving the quality rating status are voluntary.  Home care quality 

is hard to measure because it has no state regulations.  Many childcare and education 

providers are high-quality without the credentials. 

A second limitation to the data was teacher and sample bias.  Every teacher 

received training to implement the assessment with fidelity and integrity, but every 

teacher has his/her own experiential and cultural background leading to an inherent bias.  

Additionally, geographic location and family choice determined the sample population.  

Families deciding to send their children to prekindergarten or to a summer intervention 

already have introduced an internal bias valuing education.   

Finally, the checklist did not have an option for the teacher to assess the children 

who never exhibited a skill.  The four options for skill assessment were: rarely, 

sometimes, often, and always.  Assessment sheets for children with many low scores 

often had nothing checked on the hardest skills.  If the child never exhibited a skill, the 

teacher’s only recourse was to leave it blank.  These children were then statistically 
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removed for missing variables.  In other words, the study’s results may have been 

different if the teacher had the option to check that the child never exhibited the skill.   

Summary 

So, what can the community do to close the readiness gap before the children 

reach school?  The purpose of this chapter detailed the quantitative design utilized for this 

exploratory study to determine the kindergarten readiness of all first time kindergarten 

students.  The independent variables were prekindergarten experience, gender, SES, 

ethnicity, a three-week summer readiness intervention.  The reliability and validity 

testing of the Essential Skills Assessment Tool resulted in verifying that the tool 

measured what was intend to be measured.  Included in this chapter is the demographic 

information and prekindergarten availability in the city.  The research data could 

empirically provide evidence to warrant the area of intervention needed by the 

community.  Chapter 4 will provide detailed analysis of the information gathered through 

this quantitative analysis of the archived data.   
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CHAPTER 4:  RESULTS 

My hope with this study was to unearth the most significant factors in preparing 

children to learn in a formal setting.  The level of competency or readiness for each 

developmental domain for two combined cohorts of students in an urban school district 

will be presented in accordance with the five research questions guiding the study.  The 

five assessed developmental domains essential for school success were:  Approaches to 

Learning; Cognition, General Knowledge; Language Development; Early Literacy; 

Physical Well-being, Motor Development; and Social, Emotional Development.  The first 

domain on the checklist examined the child’s approaches to learning, which included 

skills such as watching and listening to a story, staying on task during adult-directed 

activities, and completing simple tasks.  The second domain measured the child’s 

cognition and general knowledge, which included the ability to give his/her name, age, 

and gender; identify five colors; and count five objects with one-to-one correspondence.  

The third domain investigated each child’s language development, which included the 

skills of asking for help, communicating needs and wants, understanding and following 

directions, listening to gather information, and using an understandable speech pattern.  

Language development provided an additional subset of early literacy, which included 

recognizing, copying, and writing his/her name; identifying rhyming words and 

beginning sounds in words; identifying rhyming initial sounds and at least 13 letters of 

the alphabet.  The fourth domain quantified the child’s physical well-being and motor 

development by assessing his/her ability to stay alert, complete basic responsibilities, and 

apply basic health and safety rules.  The last domain studies the social, emotional 

development of the children such as accepting guidance; following daily routines, teacher 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

82	  

directions, and simple classroom rules; responding to limits; controlling feelings when 

challenged; and resolving conflicts in acceptable ways.   

First, this chapter will present the demographic data for kindergarten students in 

an urban school district from two cohorts:  those entering kindergarten in fall 2013 and 

those entering in fall 2014.  The use of two years of quantitative data strengthened the 

results by increasing the sample size.  This chapter will also present the results for each 

research question in terms of descriptive statistics followed by inferential statistics.  The 

information gleaned from this research will highlight the areas where programs and 

strategies are most needed. 

Purpose Statement   

The purpose of this study was to determine the readiness levels for a cohort of 

students entering kindergarten for the first time and discover the factors that influence 

school readiness by using a valid and reliable readiness assessment tool to impact policy.  

The readiness levels were the dependent variables in the study.  The independent 

variables were the factors potentially impacting the children’s readiness such as: gender, 

ethnicity, socio-economic levels, and prekindergarten experience.   

Research Questions 

These two research questions guided this study: 

1. What impact does a prekindergarten experience (1a), high-quality prekindergarten 

experience (1b), or a three-week intensive summer readiness intervention (1c) had 

on a kindergarten student’s school readiness level? 
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2. What influence do the child’s socioeconomic status (2a), gender (2b), and 

ethnicity (2c) have on kindergarten readiness overall and within each 

developmental domain? 

Participant Demographics 

In the falls of 2013 and 2014, the school district registered 1,026 students who 

were assessed with the essential skills test.  In practical terms, the sample population had 

24 students who obtained a full 4.0 assessment for overall readiness.  They exhibited all 

the essential skills all the time.  The school system set a threshold of 3.5 to deem a child 

“ready” for classroom instruction.  In this sample of 1,026 students, 218 students (21%) 

scored a 3.5 average mean score for overall readiness.  They are missing a few skills, but 

are “somewhat ready.”  The lower range mean scores of 1 - 2.49 included 277 (27%) of 

the population.  The assessment’s minimum score is 1, which means rarely exhibiting a 

skill.  The four options for skill assessment were: rarely, sometimes, often, and always.  

The checklist did not have an option for the teacher to assess a child who never exhibited 

a specific skill.  Assessment sheets for children with many low scores often had nothing 

checked on the hardest skills.  If the child never exhibited a skill, the teacher’s only 

recourse was not to assess the skill.  This explains why the sample size varies with each 

question, ranging from 999 to 1,026 students.  

Demographic data are presented in Table 3.  Notice that the genders are equally 

represented.  The White population is larger than any of the ethnicity categories.  Also 

important to note is that almost half of the population had no prekindergarten experience.  

Finally, this sample indicates that 75% of the children were from families in the lower 

level of poverty. 
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Table 3   
   
Participant Demographics   
Variables Participants 
Gender N % 
Male 531 58 
Female 484 47 
No information 11 1 
Total 1026 100 

Ethnicity 
Asian 4 0.4 
American Indian 5 0.5 
Black/Non Hispanic 161 16 
Multiracial 162 16 
Hispanic 26 3 
White/Non Hispanic 655 64 
No Information 13 1 
Total 1026 100 

Prekindergarten 
No Experience 442 43 
Recorded Experience 479 47 
Don't Know 52 5 
Retained, or Repeated 55 5 
Total 1026 100 

Prekindergarten Quality 
No Prekindergarten 440 43 
“Other Care” 183 18 
Head Start 188 18 

QRS 3 and 4 103 10 
Don't Know Prekindergarten 59 6 
Retained 55 5 
Total 1026 100 

Socioeconomics 
Free Text 768 75 
Reduced Text 60 6 
Paid Texts 186 18 
Unknown 12 1 
Total 1026 100 
Note.  Quality rating system = QRS 
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Children who had been retained were omitted from the prekindergarten analysis 

of this study.  Teachers and administrators choose retention for many reasons including 

developmental delays or mental disability.  Children are retained to give them an 

academic push for success.  The retained children have had a year of high-quality 

kindergarten experience in public school, and therefore, they would skew the results of 

the prekindergarten analysis.  Of the 55 retained children, 34 (64%) of them were males, 

and 31 (58%) were White/Non Hispanic.  Twelve children (1.2%) were omitted from the 

gender, ethnicity, and SES analysis for lack of information.   

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed for each question in order to draw conclusions.  Then, the 

results are presented under each question.  The central research questions will be divided 

into three sub-sections as I explain the results.   

Research question 1a.  Impact of the quality of prekindergarten experience   

During fall registration, the parents reported the prekindergarten attended by their 

child.  The independent variable for this question was the prekindergarten attended as 

reported by parents.  The dependent variables were the Likert scores from the overall 

readiness and the six domains assessed with the Essential Skills Assessment.  As 

mentioned in Chapter 3, the kindergarten teachers assessed their students’ readiness 

within the first month of school.  All the teachers were trained in assessing the children 

on a Likert scale of 1-4.  A score of four indicated the child had mastery of the skill.  This 

section will begin with broad, general data on the effect of having or not having a 

prekindergarten experience.  Then the results of the varying classification of 

prekindergarten programs will follow.   
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Table 4 	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Prekindergarten Attendance Mean Scores     	  	   	  	  
 Prekindergarten No 

Prekindergarten 	   	   	  
Domain M SD M SD t df Sig. 
Overall 2.98 0.65 2.77 0.63 -4.86 916 0.00 
Approaches to Learning 2.83 0.83 2.65 0.83 -3.25 911 0.00 
*Cognitive/General Knowledge 3.41 0.76 3.14 0.89 -4.75 855 0.00 
Language Development 2.99 0.70 2.80 0.72 -4.07 912 0.00 
Early Literacy 2.58 0.86 2.18 0.84 -7.18 898 0.00 
Physical Well-being 3.29 0.70 3.20 0.68 -1.96 912 0.05 
Note.  * Unequal variances assumed  	   	   	  
	  

 Table 4 illustrates the means, standard deviations, and t-test results for all 

measured domains of the children comparing those with or without prekindergarten 

experience.  Children with prekindergarten experience statistically have a different set of 

skills than their peers without prekindergarten experience in the domains listed in the 

table.  A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) examined whether prekindergarten 

experience determines students’ readiness.  Five of the dependent variables met the 

assumptions to appropriately perform an ANOVA.  An alpha level of 0.05 was used for 

all subsequent analysis to determine significance.  The ANOVA results verified that 

children who attend prekindergarten are significantly different in their skill sets than 

those children who did not have any prekindergarten experience in overall readiness (p = 

0.00), Approaches to Learning (p = 0.01), Language (p = 0.00), Early Literacy (p = 0.00), 

and Physical Well-being (p = 0.04) (see Appendix F, Table F5, for complete ANOVA 

results).  Social, Emotional skills did not meet the Levene’s test, and did not reach 

significance with the Welch statistic.  Cognitive, General Knowledge did not meet the 

assumption of equal variances.  However, the Welch test indicated significance for the 
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Cognitive, General Knowledge domain (p = 0.00) (see Appendix F, Table F6, for 

complete robust test results).   

Therefore, children who attend prekindergarten come to school statistically 

different in overall readiness; Approaches to Learning; Cognitive, General Knowledge; 

Language Development; Early Literacy; and Physical Well-being.  Their mean scores 

were higher, which indicated the prekindergarten children were more prepared in the 

essential skills necessary for readiness than children with no prekindergarten.  

Prekindergarten children came to school more significantly prepared in the essential 

skills in all domains.  With this knowledge, the descriptive and inferential statistics will 

follow.  The children will be analyzed by dividing them into those with no 

prekindergarten experience and three prekindergarten categories.   

Research Question 1b: Impact of high-quality prekindergarten  

Descriptive statistics.  The prekindergarten programs mentioned at registration 

were categorized by accreditation while trying to keep the sample size similar.  The state 

began a quality rating system to assist parents seeking childcare.  The study sought to 

compare the achievement of the rated schools to that of other prekindergarten groups.  

The first group contains all children with no reported prekindergarten experience.  Group 

2 became the “Other Care” group.  This group is comprised of childcare settings that are 

not Head Start or quality rating program levels 3 & 4.  These may be homes of relatives 

or neighbors, registered ministries, non-licensed childcare, or quality rating program 

levels 1 & 2.  Group 3 includes all children participating in Head Start, a federally funded 

prekindergarten for children in poverty.  Federal guidelines mandate 90% of the students 

be below the poverty line.  In this study, 98% of the children met that criterion.  Group 4 
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contains the children who attended the quality rating program levels 3 & 4 schools.  Most 

of the schools were at level 4 status, which means that they met the highest standards in 

health and safety, learning environment, planned curriculum, and national accreditation.   

 
Table 7      
      
Prekindergarten Quality Sample Sizes         

Domain 
No  

Prekindergarten 
“Other 
Care” 

Head 
Start 

QRS  
3 & 4 Total 

Overall 440 183 188 103 914 
Approaches to    
learning 438 181 188 102 909 

Cognitive, General 
Knowledge 

434 179 187 103 903 

Language 437 183 187 103 910 

Early literacy 433 180 182 101 896 

Physical well-being 438 183 188 101 910 

Social,  437 183 188 103 911 

Total 437 182 187 102 908 

Note. 
 

Table 7 shows the sample sizes for the dependent variables in each 

prekindergarten quality category.  The sample size varied due to missing items on 

teachers’ checklists or parent information about prekindergarten experience.   

Table 8 shows the means and standard deviations for the overall readiness and the 

domains for the children when separated into prekindergarten quality groups.  The table 

showed that the means and standard deviations of students in the “Other Care” group 

consistently scored higher than in all the other categories.  Generally the mean scores of 

the “No Prekindergarten” group and the Head Start group are the lowest of all the groups.  

Inferential testing is necessary to discover whether there is a statistical difference 

between these groups.   
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Table 8 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Prekindergarten Quality Means and SD     	  
	  	   No PreK “Other	  

care”	  	  
Head Start PTQ 3 & 4 

	  	   M SD M	   SD	   M SD M SD	  
Overall 2.78 0.65 3.15 0.61 2.74 0.63 3.07 0.62 
Approaches to 
Learning 2.65 0.83 3.05 0.82 2.59 0.81 2.87 0.78 

Cognitive/General 
Knowledge 3.14 0.89 3.46 0.74 3.25 0.83 3.54 0.7 

Language 
Development 2.8 0.72 3.12 0.68 2.79 0.71 3.1 0.64 

Early Literacy 2.18 0.84 2.82 0.83 2.26 0.81 2.76 0.8 
Physical Well-
being 3.2 0.68 3.42 0.64 3.09 0.72 3.39 0.7 

Social Emotional  3.04 0.7 3.32 0.63 2.84 0.75 3.06 0.88 
Note. Valid subjects (n = 1026).  Sample size varies due to missing information from 
teacher assessments.  

 

Inferential statistics.  An ANOVA test verified statistical differences among the 

four categories of prekindergarten programs.  The groups were significantly different in 

overall readiness (p = 0.00), Approaches to Learning (p = 0.00), Language Development 

(p = 0.00), Early Literacy (p = 0.00), and Physical Well-being (p = 0.00).  For these 

domains, Tukey’s post hoc test revealed where the groups were significantly different 

(see Appendix F, Tables F9 and F10, for complete ANOVA and Tukey’s post hoc 

results).  The results for the Tukey’s post hoc will be discussed after presenting the 

Welch test results for the two remaining domains.  An additional analysis was performed 

due to the direct correlation of SES percentages to the prekindergarten outcomes for a 

better comparison of the readiness preparation in the prekindergarten categories.  First, 

the analysis of the entire subject population is presented and then is followed by the 

results of the analysis using only the SES 1 children who receive free lunch assistance. 
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Cognitive, General Knowledge and the Social, Emotional domains did not meet 

Levene’s test, so it would be a statistical violation to use an ANOVA test to compare the 

differences between the groups.  Because of this, the Welch test identified statistical 

differences among the mean scores of the four prekindergarten experiences for those two 

domains.  The Welch statistic confirmed significance for the Cognitive, General 

Knowledge domain (p = 0.00) and the Social, Emotional Domain (p = 0.00).  Therefore, 

the Games-Howell test analyzed how these means differed among the groups (see 

Appendix F, Tables F11 and F12, to see the complete results for the Welch test and the 

Games-Howell post hoc tests). 

    The children with no prekindergarten experience and the children from Head 

Start have no significant difference in overall readiness; Approaches to Learning; 

Language; Early Literacy; Physical Well-being; and Cognitive, General Knowledge. In 

these domains, Head Start children and “No Prekindergarten” children were significantly 

different with lower mean scores than the remaining two groups, “Other Care” and QRS 

levels 3 & 4.  Likewise, no significant difference existed between the QRS levels 3 & 4 

students and the “Other Care” students in any domain.  This pattern was true for overall 

readiness, Language, Early Literacy, and Physical Well-being.   

There were anomalies to the alignment of the two sets of prekindergarten 

experiences. See Table 13 to view the interaction more clearly.  In Table 13 the results 

from Head Start students appear as very similar to those with no prekindergarten, except 

for the domain of Cognitive General Knowledge. 
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Table 13     
     
Post Hoc Summary of Prekindergarten Groups and Domains with all SES 

Overall readiness (Tukey) Significance  
   

Group 1 2 3 4 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00  0.00 
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start  0.00   0.00 
4 QRS levels 3 & 4 0.00   0.00   

Approaches to Learning (Tukey) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00   
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start  0.00    
4 QRS levels 3 & 4      

Language (Tukey) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00  0.00 
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start  0.00   0.00 
4 QRS levels 3 & 4 0.00  0.00   

Early Literacy (Tukey) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00  0.00 
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start  0.00   0.00 
4 QRS levels 3 & 4 0.00  0.00   

Physical Well-being (Tukey) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00   
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start  0.00   0.00 
4 QRS levels 3 & 4   0.00   

Cognitive, General Knowledge (Games-Howell) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00  0.00 
2 "Other Care" 0.00     
3 Head Start     0.00 
4 QRS levels 3 & 4 0.00  0.00   

Social, Emotional (Games-Howell) 
1 No Prekindergarten   0.00 0.00  
2 "Other Care" 0.00   0.00  
3 Head Start 0.00 0.00    
4 QRS levels 3 & 4         
Note.  p ≤ 0.05 
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In Physical Well-being, QRS levels 3 & 4 had significant positive differences 

compared to the Head Start children, but not to the “No Prekindergarten” children.  In 

Cognitive, General Knowledge the Head Start children and the QRS levels 3 & 4 had no 

significant differences, so in that domain they have similar skills.  In Social, Emotional, 

the Head Start children were significantly different from the children with no 

prekindergarten (MD= -0.20, p = 0.19) and from the “Other Care” students, but, again, 

QRS levels 3 & 4 students had no differences from anyone in this category.   

Therefore, when looking at all the children in this sample with no prekindergarten 

experience and children in Head Start, I found these two classifications were not as 

skilled overall.  They might have been less likely to ask for help or to communicate their 

needs and wants.  They might have had more trouble understanding and following 

directions and listening to gather information.  In this sample they were less likely to 

listen to a story to completion, stay on task during adult-directed activities, or see a task 

to completion.  Generally, they were weaker at identifying rhyming words, beginning 

sounds, and at least 13 letters of the alphabet.  Similarly, the Head Start children and “No 

Prekindergarten” children were significantly less prepared for school in overall readiness 

than the “Other Care” and QRS levels 3 & 4.   

In summary, children in this sample with prekindergarten experience statistically 

developed more essential readiness skills than their peers.  Children with no 

prekindergarten experience or from Head Start had fewer tested skills than children from 

the “Other Care” settings and QRS levels 3 & 4 centers in almost every domain.  QRS 

levels 3 & 4 students were statistically different in a positive way compared to Head Start 

and “No Prekindergarten” children in every domain except Approaches to Learning and 
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Social, Emotional skills.  In general, Head Start children and children with no 

prekindergarten are similarly skilled when compared to children from all SES categories.  

QRS children and “Other Care” setting children are similar skilled and exhibit more of 

the essential skills necessary to be successful in the classroom. 

Because SES was so critical to the outcome in the quality grouping results, I dove 

further than expected into the data.  The direct correlation among the readiness mean 

scores of the children to the percentage of socioeconomic levels in the prekindergarten 

groups led me to answer an additional question.  Do the children receiving free-text 

assistance exiting the various prekindergarten quality groups have different outcomes?  

This would compare similar SES from the various quality groups.  Therefore, I ran an 

extra ANOVA analysis on just the children with free-text status against the 

prekindergarten quality categories.  Only the Social, Emotional domain did not meet the 

assumption of homogeneity, but it did meet significance with the Welch test (p = 0.00).  

The Physical Well-being domain did not meet significance.  The other domains and 

overall readiness did meet significance when looking at SES 1 children from the quality 

prekindergarten groupings.  See Table 14 for the ANOVA results.   

Table 14      
      
SES 1 Prekindergarten quality grouping results 
  SS df1, df2 MS F Sig. 
Overall  6.92 3, 670 2.31 6.00 0.000 
Approaches to Learning 6.57 3, 666 2.19 3.35 0.019 
Cognitive/General 
Knowledge 7.52 3, 662 2.51 3.45 0.016 
Language Development 6.2 3, 667 2.07 4.16 0.006 
Early Literacy 23.94 3, 654 7.98 12.1 0.000 
Note.  Social, Emotional did not meet homogeneity.  

 

Table 15 shows the results for the Tukey’s analysis for SES 1 Prequality groupings. 
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Table 15       
       
Tukey's HSD:  SES 1 Prequality groupings 
            95% CI 

Domain 
PreK 
Grouping 

PreK 
Grouping 

Mean 
Difference SE Sig. LL, UP 

Overall 
Readiness None Other care -0.25 0.07 0.00 [-0.44, -0.07] 

 
Other 
care None 0.25 0.07 0.00 [0.07, 0.44] 

 
Other 
care Head Start 0.26 0.08 0.01 [0.05, 0.47] 

  
Head 
Start Other care -0.26 0.08 0.01 [-0.47, -0.05] 

Approaches 
to Learning None Other care -0.27 0.10 0.03 [-0.51, -0.02] 

 
Other 
care None 0.27 0.10 0.03 [0.02, 0.51] 

 
Other 
care Head Start 0.30 0.10 0.02 [0.03, 0.57] 

  
Head 
Start Other care -0.30 0.10 0.02 [-0.57, -0.03] 

Cognitive, 
General 
Knowledge None QRS 3 & 4 -0.32 0.12 0.05 [-0.63, -0.00] 

 
QRS 3 & 
4 None 0.32 0.12 0.05 [0.00, 0.63] 

Language  None Other care -0.22 0.08 0.04 [-0.43, -0.00] 
 None QRS 3 & 4 -0.26 0.10 0.046 [-0.52, -0.00] 

 
Other 
care None 0.22 0.08 0.04 [0.00, 0.43] 

 
QRS 3 & 
4 None 0.26 0.10 0.046 [0.00, 0.52] 

Early 
Literacy None Other care -0.44 0.10 0.00 [-0.68, -0.19] 
 None QRS 3 & 4 -0.55 0.12 0.00 [-0.85, -0.25] 

 
Other 
care None 0.44 0.10 0.00 [0.19, 0.68] 

 
Other 
care Head Start 0.30 0.11 0.02 [0.03, 0.58] 

 
Head 
Start Other care -0.3 0.11 0.02 [-0.58, -0.03] 

 
Head 
Start QRS 3 & 4 -0.42 0.13 0.01 [-0.74, -0.10] 

 
QRS 3 & 
4 None 0.55 0.12 0.00 [0.25, 0.85] 

 
QRS 3 & 
4 Head Start 0.42 0.13 0.01 [0.10, 0.74] 

Note. QRS = Quality Rating System. 
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Upon finding significance, Tukey’s post hoc was used for the domains 

appropriate for an ANOVA analysis, and Games-Howell post hoc test was used for the 

Welch statistic in the Social, Emotional domain.  In the Games-Howell tests for social, 

emotional skills, Head Start was significantly less skilled than the “No Prekindergarten” 

group and the “Other Care” Group, but had similarities to the QRS levels 3 & 4.  The 

“No Prekindergarten” group, “Other Care” group and QRS 3 & 4 have similar social, 

emotional skill sets.  The Physical Well-being domain was not significant.   

The SES 1 analysis creates a different picture of the results from the quality 

groupings.  When comparing only the children living in the lowest poverty, QRS levels 3 

& 4 produced students with similar readiness skills to the other three groups in the overall 

readiness, Approaches to Learning, and Social, Emotional categories.  The QRS levels 3 

& 4 students from SES 1 are different than the entire group of QRS levels 3 & 4 children 

in the comparison of overall readiness, Language, and Cognitive, General Knowledge 

domains.  The complete population of QRS levels 3 & 4 are significantly different than 

the Head Start and the “No Prekindergarten” children.  However, when analyzing only 

the SES 1 children, the QRS level 3 & 4 have similar skill sets to all other groups with 

the only significant interaction occurring in three places.  In Cognitive, General 

Knowledge and Language, the QRS levels 3 & 4 children are more skilled than the “No 

Prekindergarten” children, which is the most important difference between the two 

analyses.   

Head Start children were composed of 98% from SES 1.  Therefore, a more 

honest picture of the results of prekindergarten readiness preparation occurs when 

comparing just the SES 1 children from the other prekindergarten categories.  Head Start 
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was only significantly different from the “Other Care” children in overall readiness, and 

Approaches to Learning, and they were similar in skills to the QRS levels 3 & 4 children.  

They were only less skilled than the “Other Care”, and the QRS Levels 3 & 4 in Early 

Literacy.  Head Start SES 1 children had similar readiness skills to QRS levels 3 & 4 and 

“No Prekindergarten” children in overall readiness.  In language development and 

cognitive, general knowledge; Head Start SES 1 children had similar skills to all other 

prekindergarten categories.  In other words, when comparing the means of only SES 1 

children in this sample, the Head Start program did significantly develop higher readiness 

skills.   

Research question 1c.  Impact of a summer readiness intervention program 

This question researched the effectiveness of a summer intervention geared to 

improving school readiness in an urban school district.  The total population of children 

assessed in Fall 2013 and 2014 totaled 1,026.  The program had 149 children enrolled.  

To determine the efficacy of the summer intervention program, the 149 (14.5%) students 

who participated in the intervention were randomly matched to the 877 (85.5%) 

kindergarten students not participating in the summer intervention program for a matched 

pair analysis.  For the analysis, the 143 remaining intervention children were matched to 

143 children not receiving intervention.  The intervention and the control groups used in 

the analysis have matching demographics.  The majority of participants were male, 

White, received free texts, and attended Head Start or no prekindergarten at all.  Table 16 

demonstrates the entire intervention group’s demographics according to the categories of 

gender, socio-economic level, ethnicity, and prekindergarten experience groupings.   
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Table 16       

       
Intervention Group              
 Male Female Total 
Variables n % n % N % 
Gender 88 59.1 61 40.9 149 100 

 Socioeconomic Level 
Free Texts 76 51 52 34.9 128 85.9 
Reduced Texts 2 1.3 5 3.4 7 4.7 
Paid Texts 10 6.7 4 2.7 14 9.4 
Total 88 59 61 41 149 100 
 Ethnicity 
Black/Non Hispanic 23 15.4 16 10.7 39 26.2 
White/Non Hispanic 51 34.2 36 24.2 87 58.4 
Hispanic 2 1.3 1 0.7 3 2 
Multiracial 12 8.1 12 5.4 20 13.4 
Total 88 59 65 41 149 100 

 Prekindergarten Experience 
None 31 20.8 33 20.8 64 43 
Head Start 27 18.1 12 8 39 26.1 
QRS levels 3, 4 6 4 5 3.4 11 7.4 
“Other care” 15 10.1 8 5.4 23 15.4 
Don't Know 5 3.4 2 1.3 7 4.7 
Retained 4 2.7 1 0.7 5 3.4 
Total 88 59.1 61 39.6 149 100 

Note.  All other prekindergarten programs have varying economic 
levels and educational standards.  Generally, they are not 
regulated, or in a few cases represent QRS levels 1 & 2. 
  

Descriptive statistics.  As mentioned in Chapter 1, the Essential Skills Assessment 

used by all kindergarten teachers within the first month of school rated all of the 

children’s skill levels in the five developmental domains:  Approaches to Learning; 

Cognitive, General Knowledge; Language Development; Early Literacy; Physical Well-

Being; and Social, Emotional.  Table 17 illustrates the overall means and standard 

deviations across both groups for the domains. 
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The means and standard deviations for the summer intervention participants were 

consistently higher in every domain than the control group.  Summer intervention 

students entering kindergarten appeared to be better prepared for school with more 

essential skills than the control group.  The Physical Well-being domain has the relatively 

highest total readiness overall.  Early Literacy has the lowest total readiness.  What is not 

known is if there is any statistical significance in the differences of readiness.   

Table 17     
     
Domain Likert Mean Scores     
Domains   n M SD 
Overall Control 143 2.74 0.56 
 Intervention 143 2.96 0.58 
     
Approaches to Learning Control 143 2.58 0.71 
 Intervention 143 2.89 0.79 
     
Cognitive/General Knowledge Control 143 3.09 0.85 
 Intervention 143 3.52 0.65 
     
Language Development Control 143 2.79 0.64 
 Intervention 143 3.05 0.68 
     
Early Literacy Control 143 2.2 0.83 
 Intervention 143 2.33 0.72 
     
Physical Well-being Control 143 3.14 0.64 
 Intervention 143 3.28 0.65 
     
Social, Emotional Development Control 143 2.93 0.65 
 Intervention 143 3.1 0.78 
Note.	  

 

Inferential statistics.  The statistical tool used to compare the two groups was an 

independent samples t-test.  The children were divided into the summer intervention and 

the control groups and five of the dependent variables met the assumptions to 
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appropriately perform an independent samples t-test (see Appendix F, Table F18, to find 

the t-test results for the overall readiness, Approaches to Learning, Language 

Development, and Social, Emotional domains comparing the control group and the kick-

off intervention group).   

The independent t-test analysis verified statistical differences between the 

summer intervention and control groups for the overall readiness (p = 0.00), Approaches 

to Learning (p = 0.00), Language (p = 0.00), and Social, Emotional (p = 0.00) domains.  

The Cognitive, General Knowledge did not meet Levene’s test, but the Welch test 

verified significance (p = 0.00).  Early Literacy and Physical Well-being did not meet 

significance.  Thus we can conclude that the summer readiness intervention proved to be 

successful in improving children’s essential skills in overall readiness; Approaches to 

Learning; Cognitive, General Knowledge; Language Development; and Social, 

Emotional domains.  The children from the intervention group came to school with a 

greater skill set than their peers.   

Research question 2a.  Impact of socioeconomic levels  

Descriptive statistics.  This research question examined the effect of the three 

economic levels used by the state to determine funding for each pupil enrolled in school.  

The mean scores in every domain are the lowest for the free text group.  Similarly, the 

full fee group has the highest mean scores in every domain.  This requires further analysis 

to determine if there is significance in the differences of the means.  Table 19 illustrates 

the means and standard deviations for the socioeconomic levels in each domain and 

overall readiness.   

 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

100	  

Table 19 	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
SES Mean Scores and Standard Deviations 	  
	  	   Free   Reduced    Full fees 	  	  
Domain n M SD n M SD n M SD 
Overall 767 2.82 0.63 60 3.02 0.71 186 3.2 0.57 
Approaches to 
Learning 763 2.66 0.03 60 2.88 0.12 186 3.08 0.06 
Cognitive/General 
Knowledge 759 3.25 0.85 60 3.36 0.88 184 3.51 0.69 
Language   764 2.84 0.71 60 3.02 0.8 186 3.18 0.63 
Early Literacy 751 2.31 0.84 60 2.58 0.95 184 2.86 0.82 
Physical Well-being 764 3.18 0.69 60 3.39 0.68 185 3.52 0.6 
Social, Emotional  766 2.99 0.75 59 3.17 0.76 185 3.34 0.68 

Note.  The sample size for the domains ranged from 995 in Early Literacy to 1013 in Overall 
Readiness because of missing items.   

 

Because the socioeconomic level differences in mean scores were so obvious, I 

ran a Cross-tab analysis to discover the percentage of each socioeconomic level in the 

prekindergarten groupings.  The socioeconomic demographics are similar for the children 

with no prekindergarten and for children from the Head Start program.  The children 

from “Other Care” and the children from QRS levels 3 & 4 have SES percentages that are 

similar.  See Table 20 for the Cross-tab analysis results.   

Table 20         
         
Cross-tabs: Prekindergarten Quality Grouping, SES 
   Paid texts Reduced texts  Free texts Total 
Prekindergarten care n %* n %* n %* N % 
No school 61 14 23 5.3 351 80.7 435 100 
All Other Care 75 41.4 14 7.7 92 50.8 181 100 
Head Start 4 2.2 7 3.8 174 94.1 185 100 
QRS 3 & 4 32 31.4 13 12.7 57 55.9 102 100 
Note.  QRS = Quality rating system.  * Percentage of students within prekindergarten care group.   
 

Group 1 with no prekindergarten experience has the second largest percentage of 

free text recipients (81%).  A very small percentage of this group (5%) receives reduced 
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text assistance.  The remainder of that group is from families above the poverty line 

(14%).  Head Start is a federally sponsored program targeting lower socioeconomic 

groups.  Therefore, Head Start had the largest percentage of students from the lowest 

socioeconomic level (94%).  The local Head Start program had 2% of their students 

above the poverty line.  Whereas the “Other Care” children have the highest percentage 

of full-paying students (41%) and the lowest percentage of children receiving free text 

aid (51%).  The QRS levels 3 & 4 prekindergarten children had the second highest 

percentage of full-paying families (31%) and the second to the lowest percentage of 

children receiving free lunches (56%).  An ANOVA test was run to determine if the 

differences in the mean scores for the socioeconomic levels were statistically significant.   

Inferential statistics.  When disaggregating the children into the three economic 

groups five of the dependent variables met the assumptions to appropriately perform an 

ANOVA (see Appendix F, Table F21, for the complete ANOVA results).  The ANOVA 

verified statistical differences between the socioeconomic groups for the overall readiness 

(p = 0.00), Approach to Learning (p = 0.00), Language (p = 0.00), Early Literacy (p = 

0.00), Physical Well-being (p = 0.00), and Social, Emotional (p = 0.00) domains.  

Tukey’s post hoc tests were run to find where the statistical differences were.  Tukey’s 

post hoc test verified a strong significant difference between the children receiving free 

texts and those paying full fees in overall readiness (p = 0.00), Approaches to Learning (p 

= 0.00), Language (p = 0.00), Early Literacy (p = 0.00), Physical Well-being (p = 0.00), 

and Social, Emotional (p = 0.00) domains.   

In overall readiness, Tukey’s test did verify a significance difference between the 

children with reduced fees and those with no fees (p = 0.5).  A significant difference was 
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also found between the children with reduced fees and those with no fees (p = 0.5) for 

Early Literacy.  Therefore, when comparing the overall readiness and Early Literacy of 

children between the free and reduced text groups, the reduced text students came to 

school more prepared than the free text children (see Appendix F, Table F22-F24, for the 

complete Tukey’s post hoc tests).   

Only the Cognitive, General Knowledge domain did not meet Levene’s test.  To 

avoid a statistical violation, I used the Welch test, which verified significance for the 

Cognitive, General Knowledge domain (p = 0.00).  Therefore, a Games-Howell post hoc 

test found the pairwise differences.  A negative significance existed between the free text 

children and the full-paying children (MD = -0.266, SE = 0.06, p = 0.00).  No significant 

difference existed for Cognitive, General Knowledge between the reduced text and the 

other two socioeconomic groups.  Therefore, the free lunch students came to school with 

the fewest Cognitive, General Knowledge essential skills.  The children receiving 

reduced fees came to school with more skills than those children from homes in deeper 

poverty.  Thus we can conclude that in this sample, the population that invests something 

monetarily toward schooling also invests more in school readiness activities.   

Research question 2b.  Impact of gender 

  Descriptive statistics.  In this sample, the subjects were divided almost evenly 

between males (n = 531) and females (n = 484).  Table 25 shows that the means for 

females were consistently higher in every domain.  The Physical Well-being domain had 

the highest mean scores of any domain for both categories.  Early literacy had the lowest 

mean scores of any domain.  The checklist did not give the teachers a scoring option for 

children who never exhibited a specific skill.  While compiling the data, I noticed that 
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teachers left a skill empty, generally, when the student had very low scores.  A small 

sample size suggests that there were more skills that had not been given a score.  Hence, 

the student would be omitted from analysis for missing variables, which was a limitation 

mentioned in Chapter 3. 

Table 25 	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	    
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	    
Gender Mean Scores and Standard Deviations  	   	    
	  	   Males Females Total 
Domain n M SD n M SD N M SD 
Overall 528 2.8 0.65 480 3.01 0.62 1008 2.89 0.64 
Approaches to 
Learning 525 2.63 0.85 478 2.89 0.79 1003 2.75 0.83 
Cognitive/General 
Knowledge 522 3.24 0.77 476 3.38 0.87 998 3.31 0.83 
Language   526 2.81 0.69 479 3.03 0.72 1005 2.91 0.73 
Early Literacy 517 2.35 0.87 474 2.51 0.85 991 2.43 0.87 
Physical Well-being 526 3.2 0.7 478 3.33 0.67 1004 3.26 0.69 
Social, Emotional  525 2.93 0.77 480 3.21 0.69 1005 3.06 0.75 

Note.  Sample size varies due to assessment data left blank by teachers.   
 	  

 

Inferential statistics.  The male and female populations met the assumptions of Levene’s 

test to appropriately perform an ANOVA analysis except in one domain.  The Cognitive, 

General Knowledge domain violated the assumption of Levene’s test.  The resulting 

Welch test verified that there were no significant differences between genders for that 

domain (see Appendix F, Table F26, to see the complete results of the uni-variate 

ANOVA).  The ANOVA test verified the significant differences for gender in overall 

readiness (p = 0.00), Approaches to Learning (p = 0.00), Language (p = 0.00), Early 

Literacy (p = 0.00), Physical Well-being (p = 0.00), and Social, Emotional (p = 0.00) 

domains.  Therefore, girls in this sample enter schools significantly different than boys.  

Their mean scores are higher, which indicates that girls come to school with more 
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readiness skills than boys, supporting prior research.  This indicates a critical need to 

begin early to erase the achievement gap for our young boys.  Classrooms should be 

designed for male achievement.  Research verifies that girls will flourish in the same 

environment.   

Research question2c.  Impact of ethnicity.   

Statistics.  The ethnicity groups varied vastly in size.  The unequal sample sizes 

hindered the use of ANOVA.  Two groups were very small, but combining them would 

have not given a true picture.  Two children were registered as Asians (M = 3.35, SD = 

0.92), and four were registered as Asian/Alaskan/Pacific Islanders (M = 3.05, SD = 

0.0.85).  The remaining students were categorized by their ethnicities into four larger 

groups.  Table 27 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the larger ethnicity groups in this 

sample.  

Table 27          	   	   	  
          	   	   	  
Ethnicity Mean Scores and Standard Deviations 
 White Black Hispanic Multiracial 
Domain n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD 
Overall 655 2.89 0.67 161 2.91 0.63 25 2.7 0.7 162	   2.92 0.53 
Approaches to 
Learning 653	   2.73	   0.86	   160	   2.81	   0.79	   25	   2.83	   0.91	   160	   2.74	   0.74	  
Cognitive,General 
Knowledge 650	   3.28	   0.85	   160	   3.36	   0.76	   25	   2.85	   1.02	   158	   3.43	   0.73	  
Language   654	   2.89	   0.74	   160	   2.99	   0.69	   25	   2.73	   0.86	   161	   2.99	   0.58	  
Early Literacy 646	   2.44	   0.89	   157	   2.4	   0.84	   25	   2.19	   0.8	   158	   2.43	   0.81	  
Physical Well-
being 651	   3.27	   0.71	   161	   3.27	   0.7	   25	   3.18	   0.66	   162	   3.24	   0.6	  

Social, Emotional  652 3.09 0.75 161 3.00 0.79 25 3.19 0.78 162	   3.00	   0.69	  

Note.  Sample size varies due to missing items.   	  
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When the children were divided into four ethnic groups, Approaches to Learning, 

Early Literacy and Social, Emotional were the only domains that met the assumptions to 

appropriately perform an ANOVA.  The one-way ANOVA found no significant results 

for the ethnic groups meeting those assumptions.  The Welch tests for the remaining 

domains showed no significance either.  Therefore, the statistical analysis verified that 

there were no significant differences in readiness between the ethnic groups in this 

sample group. 

Summary 

 My analysis indicated significant differences in readiness for children with the 

independent variables of prekindergarten experience, gender, socio-economic levels, and 

participation in a three-week summer intervention.  Those that attended prekindergarten 

were statistically stronger in readiness skills in all domains except Cognitive, General 

Knowledge.  The initial analysis of the entire population indicated those children 

attending no prekindergarten or Head Start were less prepared than those attending all 

other schools and QRS levels 3 & 4 schools.  However, further analysis of only those 

students in SES 1 revealed that the Head Start children were significantly similar in 

overall readiness; approaches to learning, and social, emotional skills to the children from 

QRS levels 3 & 4 and ‘No Prekindergarten” experience.  They were similar to all groups 

in language and cognitive, general knowledge.  The no preschool children were still less 

skilled than the children from “Other Care”.  Additionally, the Head Start children were 

only significantly different in overall readiness to the “Other Care” children.  The SES 1 

students from QRS and Head Start were statistically similar in readiness skills in all 

domains except Early Literacy.  Females came to school with more skills in every 
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domain except Cognitive, General Knowledge.  Children from families paying reduced or 

full fees were more skilled than those receiving free text aid.  A three-week summer 

intervention greatly raised the readiness of its participants.  Conclusions, limitations, 

implications and suggestions for further research will be presented in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5:  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  This chapter begins with a brief summary of this study to learn what skills a 

collective body of entering kindergarten students exhibit through the implementation of a 

school readiness assessment tool.  After the summary, the findings will be tied to current 

and research literature on readiness and ecological factors influencing a child’s readiness 

such as socioeconomics, gender, prekindergarten and the quality rating of the 

prekindergarten.  Finally, the chapter will conclude with implications for practice and 

ideas for further research.   

Overview of the Problem 

Even though the United States of America promises equal education 

opportunities, the low income, high-risk populations are not achieving at the same rate as 

the more affluent students.  The state in this study does not have a valid and reliable 

assessment tool to use for state-wide assessment of children’s readiness skills in all five 

of the development domains recognized by child psychologists and educators.  To make 

the argument for quality intervention, a substantive case may be made by analyzing the 

readiness level of the children in the community and the ecological factors that affect that 

readiness.  This study uses a valid and reliable simple checklist of the essential skills for 

assessment within the first month of school.  Currently, data speaks loudly to the business 

community and legislators.  Research has confirmed that children raised in affluent 

homes have a larger vocabulary and experiential background than children from poverty 

(Hart & Risley, 2007).  Many studies have verified that the lack of vocabulary may leave 

a three-year cognitive gap within a kindergarten cohort (Daily, Burkhauser, & Halle, 
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2011; Pianta, Cox, & Snow, 2007).  Often expensive special education placement and 

retention is a result of the immature language development and experiential stimulation 

of many at-risk children (Barnett, 1995; Gershoff, Aber, Raver, & Lennon, 2007; 

Heckman, Layne- Farrar, & Todd, 1996; Janus & Duku, 2007; Lazar & Darlington, 1982; 

Lee, Zhai, Brooks-Gunn, Hab, & Waldfogel, 2014; The Pew Center on the States (PEW), 

2010; Reynolds, Magnusson, & Ou, 2006). 

A study on the readiness level of incoming kindergarten students would provide 

the data to drive financial and community decisions for the youngest citizens.  Policy 

makers, legislators, and community stakeholders want achievement data to substantiate 

the use of taxpayer dollars.  The business world demands data that documents the growth 

in social and academic skills produced from the educational system, and schools should 

present such data (OECD, 2011).  In many states early childhood education and care 

centers are aligning with public schools to raise readiness.  In this study, the similar 

readiness level between the Head Start children and the children with no prekindergarten 

experience in both cognition and socioeconomics is powerful information.  This study 

was intended to provide research-validated knowledge about children’s readiness to spur 

interventions for those less fortunate who do not have a voice.   

Purpose Statement  

The purpose of this study was to determine the readiness levels for a cohort of 

students entering kindergarten for the first time and discover the factors that influence 

school readiness by using a valid and reliable readiness assessment tool to impact policy.  

The readiness levels were the dependent variables in the study.  The independent 
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variables were the preschool factors potentially impacting the children’s readiness such 

as: gender, ethnicity, socio-economic levels, and prekindergarten experience.   

Research Questions 

These two research questions guided this study: 

1. What impact does a high-quality prekindergarten experience, no prekindergarten 

experience, or a three-week intensive summer readiness intervention have on a 

kindergarten student’s school readiness level? 

2. What influence do the child’s socioeconomic status, gender, and ethnicity have on 

kindergarten readiness overall and within each developmental domain? 

Review of the Methodology 

The sample population consisted of kindergarten students in a Midwestern city 

school district.  The majority of the children in this sample (76%) qualified for free text 

and lunches, are White (68%), have not attended prekindergarten, or did not provide a 

record of prekindergarten information (43%, 5%).  The kindergarten teachers in 

collaboration with the local university early childhood program developed a valid and 

reliable Essential Skills Kindergarten Readiness Assessment checklist with 23 skills in 

five developmental domains, a domain subset, and overall readiness.  The means of the 

assessment for kindergarteners were the dependent variables.  The independent variables 

were ethnicity, prekindergarten experience, gender, socio-economic (SES) levels, and 

participation in a three-week summer intervention.  Descriptive statistics and inferential 

statistics were used.  T-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests compared the 

means of the dependent variables.  Other tests used were the Welch test for robustness, 

cross-tab analysis, Games-Howell, and Tukey’s post hoc. 
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Limitations 

Information on prekindergarten experience was a limitation.  Sometimes parents 

reported a school, but not the length of time or the attendance pattern for their child.  The 

category for “Other Care” in the prekindergarten analysis covered too many 

socioeconomic groups and instruction levels.  The “Other Care” grouping contained QRS 

levels 1 & 2, church ministries, and neighbor homes in lower SES neighborhoods.  

Prekindergarten programs from other city and states had to be placed into the “Other 

Care” group for lack of information on quality.  Lastly, the study could not account for 

the quality of care for the children with no prekindergarten. 

The study had additional limitations with implementation.  Inherently, teachers 

introduce bias when administering the assessment even with training.  When reviewing a 

classroom from a school with 90% free text recipients, one classroom’s data averaged 3.5 

on the Likert scale.  Every child received a three or a four on the assessment on every 

skill.  Secondly, the checklist did not have an option for the teacher to state that the child 

never exhibited a skill.  When compiling the data, several children with low scores had 

blanks on the weakest skills, especially Early Literacy.  Thirdly, the population had an 

internal bias because they were not randomly chosen from the population.  The study 

used archival data from the children’s current enrollment rather than random selection.  

This produces an internal bias because parents’ values or economics drive school choice.  

Finally, the children’s participation in prekindergarten or the summer intervention may 

reflect that families sending their children to the program value education.   

Because the summer intervention program was voluntary, some of the data does 

not reflect the full impact of the program. The participants had no pre- or post-test.  Some 
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students did not have inconsistent attendance, and several did not finish the program.  A 

few children dropped out after a few days, a week, or two weeks.  The point of reference 

for their skill advancement is a result of a random match selection of peers with the same 

independent variables of gender, socioeconomic level, ethnicity, and prekindergarten 

experience.  A pre and post-test would be the most accurate assessment of effectiveness.  

The random match pairing selected a cohort of children as the control group from the 877 

non-participants for the 143 attendees.  Therefore this is a limitation because any 

variation in the selection process could result in different outcomes.   

Major Findings 

Quantitative data analysis discovered significant differences in school readiness 

for children in this sample among groups when comparing the independent variables of 

gender, prekindergarten attendance, socio-economic levels, and a three-week summer 

intervention.  The readiness differences occurred in almost every domain and for overall 

readiness.  The Cognitive, General Knowledge domain had the widest variance in the 

data.  Females in this sample entered schools significantly more skilled than males.  Both, 

the children from higher income brackets and the reduced text program exhibited higher 

levels of the essential skills upon entering school than the children receiving free texts.  A 

summer three-week readiness intervention raised readiness skills significantly in overall 

readiness, Approaches to Learning, Cognitive, General Knowledge, Language 

Development, and Social, Emotional domains.  When analyzing the free lunch recipients 

exiting the different prekindergarten categories, the quality of the program does make a 

difference in readiness skills.  The economics of the home contributes the greatest impact 

on children’s readiness skills.  



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

112	  

Findings Related to the Literature 

The next section is organized by the independent variables in the research 

questions.  Question 1 (prekindergarten impact) and question 2 (socio-economic impact) 

had results that interlace, so they are presented together.  Then the results for the 

remaining questions are presented in order.   

Impact of prekindergarten experience and socio-economics.  Many studies 

have been conducted on the effects of high-quality prekindergarten on children and the 

effects of the socioeconomics of the home on children (Barnett & Masse, 2007; Galinsky, 

2006; Miller & Bizell, 1983; Parks, 2000; Race Matters, 2001; Ramey & Ramey, 2000; 

Reynolds et al., 2003; Reynolds, 1999, 2002; Reynolds, Mann, Robertson, & Temple, 

2012; Schweinhart, Barnes, & Weikart, 1993).  Uniquely, this study brings the two 

together.  As mentioned before, the median family income for the location is well below 

state and national averages.  Consequently, the city schools have a large population of 

underprivileged children living in poverty.  In this sample, what was unknown was the 

readiness level of the children as they entered school and the impact of ecological factors 

in their lives.  After acquiring that data, the ecological factors that help or hinder a child’s 

readiness may be addressed with targeted programs.  The ecological theory of child 

development states that the genetic composition of a child is systematic, complete, and 

time sensitive, but family structures, society, crises, economics, repetition of generational 

parenting, and substance abuse can alter the plan (Bronfenbrenner, 1974, 1993, 1995, 

1999; Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1998; Vygotsky, 1978).  In addition to poverty, the city is 

currently notorious for having the most meth lab raids in the state.  With that background 

knowledge, the results will now follow. 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

113	  

The results of this study verified past research that prekindergarten experience 

does make a significant and positive difference in preparing children for kindergarten in 

overall readiness;  Approaches to Learning; Cognitive, General Knowledge; Language; 

Early Literacy; Social, Emotional; and Physical Well-being (Camilli, 2010; Brooks-‐

Gunn	  et	  al.,	  2013).  Prekindergarten provides many intentional experiences.  Brain 

development is stimulated by the amount of central nervous system activity gained by 

experience (Hart & Risley, 2007).  Only the Social, Emotional domain lacked 

significance between the children with and without prekindergarten experience, but when 

focusing only on free lunch recipients, social, emotional skills were significantly different 

than those children with no prekindergarten experience.  The Social, Emotional domain 

had five skills including measuring the child’s ability to accept guidance from adults and 

follow routines, directions, and limits set by the teacher.  This domain is often linked to 

poverty resulting in depression and outbursts.  Winer & Thompson, UC Davis Center for 

Poverty Research verified that rather than demographics, the key indicator to poor social, 

emotional skills will be the attachment to the mother.  The mother’s educational 

attainment provided the greatest impact of a child understanding emotions before 

kindergarten (Winer & Thompson, 2015).  Winer & Thompson found that a child’s early 

understanding of emotions predicts later non-compliance.  Therefore, poor social, 

emotional manifestations would occur later.  Interestingly, though, the Social, Emotional 

domain lacked significance between with and without prekindergarten, when they were 

separated into categories of “No Prekindergarten”, “Other Care”, Head start, and Quality 

rating system (QRS) levels 3 & 4, the domain reached significance. 
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First, I will address the children with no prekindergarten experience in the 

analysis of prekindergarten categories with only the SES 1 children.  The children with 

“No Prekindergarten” experience were less skilled than the children in “Other Care” 

settings in overall readiness, approaches to learning, language, and early literacy.  They 

were also less skilled than children from QRS levels 3 & 4 in cognitive, general 

knowledge; language; and early literacy.  They were similar in skills to QRS levels 3 & 4 

and “Other Care” in social, emotional skills.  Some of the children in this group could be 

the product of homes where a stay-at-home mother nurtures the child.  The social, 

emotional skill level would support the fact that some of the children are receiving solid 

relational bonding in the home.   

The “Other Care” category had more readiness skills than the “No 

Prekindergarten” or Head Start children in overall readiness, approaches to learning, and 

early literacy, but no difference between them and Head Start children in language or 

cognitive, general knowledge.  The strength of the “Other Care” prekindergarten findings 

shocked me until looking closer at the demographic characteristics of the children.  When 

searching their sample group, they have a higher reduced and paid socioeconomic 

percentage (41%, 8%) than any category.  The co-mingling of socioeconomic levels 

produces the highest readiness in children (Carpiano, Lloyd, & Hertzman, 2009; 

Froiland, Powell, Diamond, & Son, 2013).   

The third category, the population in the QRS levels 3 & 4 was 31% SES 1.  The 

children were significantly similar in skill sets to Head Start, except in early literacy.  The 

QRS students were more skilled than the “No Prekindergarten” in language and early 

literacy.  Otherwise, the QRS students obtained similar skillsets to the other categories. 
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 After separating the lowest SES group of children from all prekindergarten 

categories, the Head Start children had skill sets similar to other SES 1 children from the 

QRS levels 3 & 4 programs and “Other Care” programs in readiness preparedness.  This 

verifies Head Start as a viable tool for improving the readiness of children living in 

poverty.  The smaller number of low-income children in the “Other Care” could attribute 

to the higher skill levels because of the mixture of socioeconomics (Carpiano, Lloyd, & 

Hertzman, 2009; Froiland, Powell, Diamond, & Son, 2013).  Children from higher 

socioeconomic groups speaking with a larger vocabulary will influence children from 

lower SES.  Parental education, family income, and family composition are drivers of 

school readiness skills (Farver, Xu, Eppe, & Lonigan, 2006; Gershoff et al., 2007; Janus 

& Duku, 2007).  

 Head Start has been the brunt of political controversy for 50 years.  To be eligible 

for Head Start, families must be below poverty.  Only 2% of the children in this sample 

from Head Start are from self-sustaining families.  The very nature of the program’s 

eligible students leaves success at risk.  Head Start guidelines demand wrap-around 

services of mental, health, medical, and dental care.  In the Harlem Zone, Geoffrey 

Canada verified that wrap-around services did not show statistical significance in 

academic success, but the early intervention did (Tough, P., 2008; Dobbie, Fryer, & 

Fryer, 2011).  The child’s genetic composition fuels the individual’s development.  The 

environmental interaction steers the development.  Changes in the environment create 

ripples through the entire support system (Bronfenbrenner, 1999).  A day in 

prekindergarten for some children might be a healthier environment than the home.   
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In the beginning, the Head Start program had no qualifications for teachers within 

its program and no standards for learning.  The Head Start program designed provisions 

for comprehensive services to poor children, while educating and employing the parents.  

Now, teachers must at a minimum have a credentialing in early child care to work at 

Head Start.  Teachers must provide a developmentally appropriate classroom meeting the 

needs for a child’s development in the five domains used in this study.  Since 2007, the 

Head Start program mandates developmental outcomes, assessments, and research based 

early childhood curriculum.  With the effective use of materials, rigorous standards, and 

qualified teachers, a child’s brain growth is supported and his/her emotional health is 

stronger (Yoshikawa, H., Weiland, C., Brooks-Gunn, J., Burchinal, M., Espinosa, L, 

Gormley, W., Ludwig, J., Magnuson, K., Phillips, D., Zaslow, M., 2013).  

Developmentally appropriate classroom teachers understand how the brain develops and 

what the young child needs (Goldstein, 2008).   

 In spite of this knowledge, this study verified that poverty, or economics, is the 

driver of child development.  The third research question guiding this study analyzed the 

impact of socioeconomics on children’s readiness levels.  The children paying full fees 

for texts had significantly higher readiness scores than those children at 130% poverty 

receiving free lunch.  The children living in 185% poverty receiving reduced lunches had 

skill sets similar to the paid students.  This finding was a surprise.  Parents who are able 

to pay something toward their children’s education may also invest resources of time and 

energy to provide their child with enough experiences to develop the essential skills.  

This is not an indication that the free text aid is detrimental.  This may only be an 

indicator that those families in the deepest poverty need the most help to develop their 
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children by modeling positive child supports and relationships, and providing child care 

so that they can work.  Childcare is expensive.  Vouchers provided by the government’s 

Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) for needy families does not meet the demand.  

Head Start is a half-day program operating only in the daytime.  The community should 

look at supports for families that work weekends and nights. 

The socioeconomic results of this study confirmed the struggles that 

prekindergarten programs and elementary schools face with each child living in poverty.  

Federal regulations allow only 10% of Head Start enrollees to be above the poverty line.  

In this sample, it is important to note that only 2% of the children are outside the lowest 

socioeconomic tier.  Additionally, the federally funded program has inconsistent 

governing bodies.  The local governing body is in a different state, totally removed from 

daily access.  Effective schools have more decentralization and less bureaucracy.  Barnett 

(1998) conducted research comparing the results of Head Start to the results of these 

model programs, Abecedarian, Perry Preschool Project, and the Chicago Parent Child 

study.  His results confirmed that every program resulted in long-term cognitive gains, 

but the Head Start program produced smaller growth.  In this case, funding and 

teacher/staff qualifications were much lower at Head Start.  The authors of Head Start 

spoke of the comparisons between Head Start and Abecedarian, Perry Preschool Project, 

and the Chicago Child-Parent Study.  The latter three programs were developed and 

governed by universities or school administrators with highly qualified teachers.  

Comparing Head Start to these unique programs is like comparing a “second-hand car to 

a Cadillac” according to Sigel (Zigler & Styfco, 2004, p.  46).  However, this study, 

verified carefully designed research studies that have documented positive effects on 
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Head Start and Early Head Start participants’ gains (Abbott-Shim et al., 2003; Brooks-

Gunn et al., 2013; Currie, 2007; Currie & Thomas, 1995; Garces et al., 2002; Raikes & 

Love, 2002; Ramey & Ramey, 1998).   

The social, emotional domain is a critical area for children’s success in school.  In 

the comparison between prekindergarten and no prekindergarten experience, there was no 

significant difference.  However, when comparing the prekindergarten groups, significant 

differences existed.  The essential skills needed in the Social, Emotional domain are the 

ability to accept guidance and directions from familiar adults, follow daily routines, 

respond to limits, control feelings of frustration, distress, and anxiety when challenged 

and resolve conflicts.  This reflects the socioeconomic picture of the groups.  Children in 

poverty often miss the relational bonding and emotional support from their families.  As 

mentioned earlier, this developmental deficit manifests as outburst and non-compliance 

later in elementary.  The “No Prekindergarten” children have a higher socioeconomic 

percentage, and as mentioned earlier may be nurtured by educated stay-at-home moms, or 

supporting family, and grandparents.  The group of children with no prekindergarten 

experience exhibited more skills in social, emotional skills than the large number of 

students from Head Start.  This is powerful information confirming the necessity to 

intervene in the lives of poverty stricken children to support their ability to become 

productive members of society.  Children need constant reciprocal interaction with key 

adults for necessary development.  Schools cannot provide this primary caretaker 

supportive role.  Therefore, schools must protect and nurture the family’s role in the life 

of the child.   
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Poor school performance may be predicted by the early childhood experience 

(Brotman, Calzada, Huang, Dawson-McClure, Kamboukos, Schwab, & Petkova, 2011; 

Pianta et al., 2007).  The war on drugs is an important piece to the lower socioeconomic 

groups’ travails.  Anecdotal evidence comes from professionals in law enforcement, 

human services, medicine, education, and legislators.  Many states have created protocols 

to handle the children from homes with meth labs.  One-third of the raids on meth labs 

have children.  Of those children, 35% test positive for toxic levels of chemicals in their 

bodies.  The living conditions are poor and generally filthy with little to eat.  Generally, 

there is neither prenatal care nor medical care for them (Harris, 2004).  “Children who are 

hungry, homeless, witnesses or victims of abuse, or live in neighborhoods governed by 

gangs and guns will not be able to give their full attention to school regardless of whether 

they attended prekindergarten” (Reynolds et al., p. 23, 2003). 

The chilling fact is that 90% of meth labs continue to operate (Harris, 2004).  The 

neonatal intensive care has seen a dramatic rise in babies born addicted to drugs from 

their mother’s habit.  Many states have adopted laws to charge a pregnant woman with a 

crime if she abuses her unborn baby by ingesting drugs.  Other states, including the state 

of this study, supplies a parallel drug to the addicted mother that is not as harmful to the 

baby, but helps the mother cope with her addiction until birth.  In the meantime, the 

baby’s brain is developing.  The first year of life is critical for appropriate brain 

stimulation creating the architecture of the brain that scaffolds as experiences happen 

around the child (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Shonkoff, 2009).  These drug-endangered 

children work hard to survive, and they are just a few examples of the population that 

qualifies for free text assistance.  Stress brought on by life experiences that are not 
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buffered by a supportive adult damages the developing brain architecture and many organ 

systems (Shonkoff, 2009).  

Therefore, many factors including the school’s quality impact the results.  

Families from lower socio-economic levels may not have the resources to participate in 

prekindergarten or medical care.  The governmental regulations are in place to guide 

Head Start to become an effective school (Elmore, 2004; Bredekamp & Copple, 1995).  

As more and more public schools enter into prekindergarten programs, are they educated 

in early childhood developmentally appropriate programming?  Since, we know that the 

first year of life is critical to the development of the brain, should this state and others 

increase funds to Early Head Start programs or provide infant care to aid the children’s 

development earlier?  	  

Therefore, the excellent results of QRS levels 3 & 4, “Other Care”, and the 

language and cognitive, general knowledge development in Head Start students probably 

are not the sole causal product of the school’s efforts, but also, of the investment the 

parents have made in their children and the increased percentage of children from higher 

SES.  In other words, for some children living in poverty, the exposure to the language 

and readiness skills exhibited by higher SES children magnifies the outcome.  That being 

said, when comparing children with prekindergarten experience to children with no 

prekindergarten experience, prekindergarten attendance did significantly raise the 

readiness level of the students.  Zigler and Styfco (2004) stated clearly that Head Start 

would not produce the quantifiable gains in readiness as programs that are affiliated with 

institutions of higher education and operate on a larger financial budget, but that Head 

Start does make a difference.  This study verified that high-quality prekindergarten does 
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raise readiness levels for kindergarten in every socio-economic group, but socio-

economics is the biggest driver of child development. 

Impact of three-week summer readiness intervention.  A three-week summer 

intervention raised the readiness of their participants with very high significance in 

overall readiness; Approaches to Learning; Cognitive, General Knowledge; Language 

Development; and Social, Emotional domains when using a matched pair analysis.  The 

students were 90% free text recipients.  The school district administered the school 

readiness program in four schools with the highest free text enrollment.  While this is 

encouraging and the program should continue, a three-week program alone is not 

sufficient to prepare children for kindergarten.  The children from the intervention were 

more prepared than their peers, but they were still below the average mean score of the 

district population.   

Regardless of the fact that the intervention didn’t bring the children to the mean, they 

were significantly higher compared to the students that did not participate from the same 

SES.  The success may be in part due to the three week school’s alignment with best 

practices for effective schools, which have strong leadership, safe and orderly climates, 

opportunities to learn, and promote time on task (Bryk, A., Sebring, P., Allensworth, E., 

Luppescu, S., Easton, J. (2010).  Additionally the sample population of children in the 

three-week program represents families that value education.   

Impact of Gender on Readiness.  Many studies on gender in elementary schools 

have reported that females achieve at a faster rate in school than males.  This study also 

indicated that the females were more prepared when entering school.  Therefore, in this 

sample, the achievement gap between males and females is present before they enter 
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kindergarten.  Research on gender has generally been limited to the growth of the 

achievement gap between females and males (Gurian &Stevens, 2004).  Schools have 

sometimes been maligned because male school statistics can be grim.  Gurian & Trueman 

(2001) produced these statistics for boys in the United States: boys earn 70% of all failing 

grades; 80% of high school dropouts; two-thirds of learning disability diagnosis; and 

most ADD/ADHD diagnosis.  In this sample, 53 students (5%) had been held back, or 

retained, from the two combined cohorts.  The majority of retained children were White 

(58%) males (64%).  Compared to readiness, the retentions might be reduced if the 

children are identified earlier and enter school with a higher readiness.   

A seminal study, the Abecedarian prekindergarten project showed a lower rate of 

grade retention in grades K-9 (31.2% vs. 54.5%; p = .02).  In the Chicago Child-Parent 

study, children showed a 41% reduction in special education placement, and a 40% 

reduction in grade retention.  The Michigan Perry Project showed lower participation in 

special education (8% vs. 37%).  Head Start reduced the number of retentions, special 

education placements, and school dropout rate (Currie, 2007).  Retention is an expensive 

economic choice for remediation when retention could possibly be prevented if schools 

adapt their delivery to meet the needs of male brains as highlighted in the above model 

prekindergarten programs.   

Technology advances allow us to look at the differences in male and female brains.  

Boy’s brains are wired for more spatial-mechanical functioning.  Girls have more verbal 

emotive functioning.  Generally girl brains have more of the chemicals and blood flow to 

allow girls to multitask better than boys do, transition more easily between lessons, and 

are less impulsive (Gurian, 2001).  Classrooms require less talk and more action to 
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engage the males.  Retention and special education placement are an expensive economic 

choice for remediation, compared to structuring classrooms to promote male success. 

Impact of Ethnicity.  The ethnicity groups were very imbalanced, and no domain 

met significance with any statistical test.  With the influx of different cultures, 

understanding their norms aids the classroom teacher to effectively work with the home.  

In this sample, the largest majority group was White (64%).  The smallest group 

contained only two students and the next smallest ethnic group included four students.  

Therefore, this was not an appropriate sample to deduce any conclusions on the impact of 

ethnicity.  Takanishi and Bogard (2007) stated that most studies on prekindergarten 

effectiveness have been done on African Americans in poverty.  This study looked at 

White children in poverty through the lens of their life experiences.  Once again, the 

biggest factor in school readiness appears to be SES. 

Studies of the Cognitive, General Knowledge domain have produced varied 

results.  Dailey et al.’s research (2010) verified that most affluent children score 60% 

higher on cognitive tests than the poorest students before entering public schools.  A 

disparate finding by Bassok & Reardon (2013) found that lower socioeconomic groups 

also seemed to value the cognitive and general knowledge domains of child development 

and performance.  However, the NEC survey study (Belfield and Garcia, 2014) found no 

independent effect of prekindergarten enrollment on Cognitive, General Knowledge 

development.  In this sample, Cognitive, General Knowledge did not meet the 

assumption of the homogeneity of variance for any of the independent variables.  An 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) test may only be run when variances are approximately 

equal and the number of subjects in each group is similar.  In other words, the spread of 



VARIABLES IMPACTING SCHOOL READINESS  
	  

124	  

this data was too different for the Cognitive, General Knowledge domain.  Therefore, the 

Welch test and Games-Howell test were used, which do not have as much power as the 

ANOVA tests.   

The inconsistencies in prior research provide a clue to support this study.  In this 

study, there was no significance between the children without prekindergarten and with 

Head Start.  There was also no significant difference between children in Head Start and 

in “Other care.”  These conclusions neither, confirm nor negate the Belfield & Garcia 

findings.  In this sample 43% of the students had no prekindergarten experience, but 75% 

are below the 130% poverty level.  Additionally, Bassok & Reardon found that the lower 

socioeconomic parents tend to send their children to school at a younger age.  Dailey et 

al.’s finding parallels Hart & Risley’s findings that the higher socioeconomic groups 

enter school with a larger vocabulary often causing a three-year cognitive gap in a 

kindergarten cohort.  So, Bassok & Reardon’s findings that the lower socioeconomic 

group values cognitive and general knowledge, stringent discipline and direct teaching 

styles is not disparate if the child is cognitively three years behind the higher 

socioeconomic group.  Prior research supports the inconsistencies in the variances and 

the significance levels for this domain in this sample.  Hart & Risley’s three years of 

cognitive maturation, Bassok & Reardon’s potentially being younger in age, and 

approximately 32,000,000 words difference in life experience would cause a wide 

variance in the Cognitive, General Knowledge domain.  The large proportion of lower 

SES in this sample also potentially influenced the significance and variance.  Except for 

gender and ethnicity, in this sample, Cognitive, General Knowledge reached significance 

for prekindergarten experience and quality, SES, and the intervention.  
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Surprises 

The surprising finding was the “Other Care” prekindergarten group.  The “Other 

Care” group has over 50% of the children with prekindergarten experience in programs 

run by churches or schools with qualified teachers.  The programs are non-licensed and 

therefore do not have accreditation or a QRS rating, but they have been in business for a 

long time and are well respected.  The children in the “Other Care” group have a higher 

socioeconomic average than the QRS group.  The children in these two groups have 

similar skill sets in every domain.  The QRS levels 3 & 4 had less paid text students 

(31%) than the “Other Care” (41%).  Families from higher socio-economic levels tend to 

be more engaged emotionally with their children, according to some researchers.  This 

engagement develops emotional understanding and control in the children most critically 

from birth to two years old (Daniels, 2014; Gershoff et al., 2007; Kingston et al., 2013).   

In this sample, the programs that have a mixed socio-economic population 

produced the highest readiness levels.  This supports prior research.  This knowledge 

produces a strong argument for aligning existing early childcare and education programs 

including Head Start with public schools in a universal and voluntary prekindergarten 

program.  Alignment would make quality childcare available to families with the 

essential supports of effective schools: school leadership; parent and community ties; 

professional capacity of faculty; school learning climate; and instructional guidance 

(Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010).  Society could benefit from the 

added value of improving the lives of children living in extenuating circumstances that 

are severe enough to lower the average achievement.  Considering the potential 

environmental impact of poverty on children, the wrap around services and the family 
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involvement modeled in the Head Start program should be included in the universal 

program.  All children could benefit from a cooperative linkage of outside sources skilled 

in best practices.    

Interestingly, children from the Head Start program were represented in greater 

numbers than any other prekindergarten group in the summer intervention.  When 

comparing their participation percentage in the intervention (26%), they were more 

heavily enrolled than the district percentage (18%).  Apparently Head Start also 

encourages their families to enroll their children in the three-week program indicating 

their role as a provider of resources.  Families not attending Head Start may not have had 

encouragement to participate in the intervention.  

Conclusions 

Implications for action.  Education can only fix the problems brought on by 

poverty in a child’s life rather than prevent the issues.  Poverty and environmental 

experiences are the root cause of developmental delays in children.  To break the cycle of 

poverty, policy makers need to continue their work at raising employment.  They also 

need to support families while funding voluntary, universal, high quality, full-day 

kindergarten programs and prekindergarten programs in cooperation with existing 

childcare centers, Head start, and public school systems.  The coordination creates a 

vertical alignment where all stakeholders understand what is expected above and below 

their curricula.  Public school and local prekindergarten providers need vertical alignment 

on the standards and developmentally appropriate program implementation necessary for 

student achievement. 
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A national movement has begun by schools administrators, educators, and 

universities seeking to improve the learning of children from ages 3-8 with a PreK-3rd 

initiative to connect high-quality prekindergarten programs to high-quality elementary 

schools (Mead, S.  2011).  In this study, the community has a grass root movement to 

achieve kindergarten readiness for every child, but have not developed a PreK-3rd grade 

initiative.  Fifty years of research supports that the quality of life measured by 

intelligence, crime rates, educational attainment, and earnings are improved with high-

quality, intensive, and educationally oriented childhood programs (Ramey & Ramey, 

2000; Reynolds et al., 2003).  State legislators might benefit from lobbying by early child 

advocates on the impact of poverty, stress, and the expensive choice of remediation in the 

forms of expensive retention and special education.   

The community would benefit from a literacy coach licensed in Early Childhood 

Education to work with PreK – 3rd grade providers.  The identity and role confusion of 

early childcare providers leave a fractured uneven quality of early care and education 

experiences (Goffin & Washington, 2007).  Many pieces of current legislation do not 

encourage providers to supply best practice and leaves many children unprotected from 

the circumstances of poverty (Takanishi & Bogard, 2007).  A large amount of research 

has been done to reduce the impact of poverty, reducing the achievement gap by studying 

Early Childhood Education (ECE) models and effects (Dailey et al., 2011; Ramey & 

Ramey, 1998).  The available research might be helpful to all prekindergarten programs 

to create a well-designed program that blends child-focused activities with attention to 

parenting behavior and relationship building to have the greatest impact on society. 
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Finally, the community should expand the three-week summer intervention for 

readiness preparation.  The results support more tax dollars to fund this initiative.  Every 

summer, all openings have been filled for this initiative.  If the goal is to raise readiness 

in all entering kindergarten, this is a program worthy of financial support until the state or 

community provides a place in a quality care setting for all three and four-year olds.   

Recommendations for further research.  The impact of poverty confirmed in this 

study suggests that the readiness of the population of children that are retained and placed 

in special education currently and in the future should be studied.  In the spring, look 

back at the readiness and prekindergarten data for a child destined to be retained.  What 

can the community do to predict retention and supply intervention to prevent expensive 

remediation in the future? 

Prekindergarten teachers taught to assess students using the same Essential Skills tool 

for an exit assessment would align expectations for children entering kindergarten.  The 

Essential Skills assessment was a valid and reliable tool that could be used in a 

prekindergarten setting as a formative or summative assessment.  Researchers suggest 

that prekindergarten teachers and public school kindergarten teachers have different goals 

for the students (Carlton & Winsler, 1999; Souto-Manning & Mitchell, 2010; Takanishi 

& Bogard, 2007).  Using the same tool would align expectations helping the child to 

transition smoothly into public school.   

The state’s policymakers and educators would benefit from a common assessment 

that measures the children in the five developmental domains, the Essential Skills 

Assessment.  The current tool for alternate reporting of kindergarten readiness measures 

English, Mathematics, Personal Care, Physical, and Social-Emotional skills linked to 
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Common Core Standards.  The Essential Skills checklist was simple for classroom 

teachers to implement.  Data would be helpful in supporting or denying full day 

kindergarten and universal state-funded kindergarten and driving educational choices.  

More importantly, schools and childcare centers would have a common goal using data to 

drive instruction. 

More research should be done on the effect of infants born with drug addiction due to 

mother’s usage.  Study the impact of meth and heroin addicted families on their 

children’s school readiness and success.  Community stakeholders and the medical 

profession should align to monitor babies born addicted to drugs.  The problem is 

growing, and many states have already adopted laws to protect the unborn child.  This 

state has not adopted those laws 

The achievement gap begins as early as the first birthday as a product of the 

ecological factors surrounding the infant.  Is three early enough to start intervention?  The 

benefits of prekindergarten have been substantiated.  As Pre-K programs grow and 

succeed, data should be gathered on the readiness of entering three year olds for the 

appropriate developmental levels.  In the geographic area of highest poverty, this sample 

does not have childcare centers.  Research should be done to find solutions to supporting 

families in poverty and providing assistance for childcare so the families can work.   

Concluding remarks.  Poverty in early childhood is the root cause of 

developmental delay in at-risk children.  While prekindergarten and intervention both 

make meaningful differences, policy makers must create jobs.  Increasing investment in 

effective prekindergarten programs for all children can produce substantial educational, 

social, and economic benefits.  The community must focus on the inputs of the schools.  
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At age three, often a child in poverty is already developmentally delayed.  The alignment 

of quality prekindergarten programs, elementary schools, and community stakeholders 

for the betterment of young children would bring great economic returns.   

Education is not responsible for the low SES impact on children, but education 

bears the weight of repairing social ills.  Education is responsible for 

graduating productive well-informed citizens.  The era of school beginning at age seven 

has past.  Long ago, high school was not required.  President Roosevelt realized that 

teenagers were either taking jobs that the fathers of families needed, or creating havoc 

with delinquent crimes.  To solve the problem, he chose to mandate high school.  In 

return the populace reached a higher level of education, which is good for a democracy.  

My goal is to help legislators, and policy makers see that the problem begins much earlier 

than even three.  The poor will always be with us.  Infant care is expensive.  This data 

supports intervening in children’s lives earlier with jobs for the families and high-quality 

care for the children.  Now is the time to bring voluntary schooling to an earlier age in the 

child’s life.   

The achievement gap does not start at kindergarten.  The fact remains that 

generational poverty breeds a style of parenting that is modeled, and passed to each 

successive generation.  Parents raise their children the way they were parented.  So, 

money alone is not the answer.  The cycle of poverty must be broken.  Generational 

parenting produces the same results, and this can be changed.  Children need more than 

subsistent language.  Schools are the main drivers of achievement rather than community 

supports (Bryk et al., 2010).  By the time a child is five 95% of the brain is developed.  

When using the information learned from this study, ethnicity needs to be studied, but for 
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the cultural value of the student.  Prekindergarten programs and elementary schools must 

look at delivery of instruction to meet the male brain’s physical mechanical needs, less 

talk and more action.  Summer interventions raised readiness levels, but not to the level 

of owning the skills necessary to learn in school.  Just think what an intentional high-

quality prekindergarten system could do.  A systemic linkage between current childcare 

providers and the local school systems for universal voluntary prekindergarten would 

potentially raise readiness, model positive parenting, and free the families to work.   

When the state creates a prekindergarten alignment, then Early Head Start could 

expand to work with the babies!  This would be a better use for tax dollars all around.  

Early intervention has proven to provide the best economic return for the dollar of any 

social program (Barnett, & Masse, 2007; Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; 

Lasser, & Fite, 2011; Muenning et al., 2009; Zigler, & Styfco, 2004).  “The fact remains 

that it is less expensive to educate well than to pay later for the costs of an inadequate 

education” (Anyon, 1997, p.  181). 
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Appendix A 

Corresponding Items to Research Questions 

 
Research Questions 

 
Corresponding Assessment Item 

1. What is the impact for each 
component of the developmental 
domains to the independent variables? 

 

Essential Skills Tool 
Approaches to Learning,  
      Attention 1, 2 
      Persistence 3 
Cognition and General Knowledge 4, 5 
Language, Communication 6,7,8,9,10 
      Early Reading 11 
      Early Writing 12  
Physical Well Being & Motor,  
      Energy & Stamina 13 
      Health & Safety 14, 15, 16  
Social & Emotional,  
      Follows Rules and Routines 17, 18, 19, 20 
      Self-regulation 21  
 

2. What impact does the prekindergarten 
experience have on a kindergarten 
student’s school readiness level when 
comparing the quality of the 
prekindergarten attended as defined by 
the Indiana Quality rating system 
Ratings and Improvement System and 
NAEYC accreditation? 

Parent Registration Information 
Head Start Registration Archives 
Quality rating system Registration Archives 
Essential Tools Assessment Readiness Levels 
 

3. What influence does the child’s 
gender, have on kindergarten 
readiness? 

Class Roster 
Parent Registration Information 
Essential Tools Assessment Readiness Levels 
 

4. What influence does the child’s socio-
economic status have on kindergarten 
readiness? 

School Free/Reduced Population 
Class Roster 
Essential Tools Assessment Readiness Levels 
 

5. What influence does the child’s 
ethnicity have on kindergarten 
readiness? 

Class Roster 
Registration Form 
Essential Tools Assessment Readiness Levels 
 

6. What impact did an intensive three-
week summer camp intervention have 
on the readiness level for the 
participating students from the four 
participating schools? 
 

Summer Camp Registrations from: 
     School H Elementary 
     School F Elementary 
     Southview Elementary 
     School G Elementary 
Essential Tools Assessment Readiness Levels 
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Appendix B 

Definitions of child care providers 
 
INDIANA CHILD CARE DEFINITIONS 
IC 12-7-2-28.4 
Child care center  
Sec.  28.4.  "Child care center", for purposes of IC 12-17.2, means a nonresidential 
building where at least one (1) child receives child care from a provider:  
(1) while unattended by a parent, legal guardian, or custodian;  
(2) for regular compensation; and  
(3) for more than four (4) hours but less than twenty-four (24) hours in each of ten (10)  
consecutive days per year, excluding intervening Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.   
As added by P.L.20-1992, SEC.8; P.L.81-1992, 
SEC.8.  Amended by P.L.1-1993, SEC.72;  
P.L.136-1993, SEC.1; P.L.1-1994, SEC.48; P.L.247-2001, SEC.4.   
IC 12-7-2-28.6 
Child care home  
Sec.  28.6. (a) "Child care home", for purposes of IC 12-17.2, means a residential 
structure in which at least six (6) children (not including the children for whom the 
provider is a parent, stepparent, guardian, custodian, or other relative or any child who is 
at least fourteen (14) years of age and does not require child care) at any time receive 
child care from a provider:  
(1) while unattended by a parent, legal guardian, or custodian;  
(2) for regular compensation; and  
(3) for more than four (4) hours but less than twenty-four (24) hours in each of ten (10)  
consecutive days per year, excluding intervening Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.   
(b) The term includes:  
(1) a class I child care home; and  
(2) a class II child care home.   
As added by P.L.20-1992, SEC.9 and P.L.81-1992, 
SEC.9.  Amended by P.L.1-1993, SEC.73;  
P.L.136-1993, SEC.2; P.L.124-2007, SEC.1.   
IC 12-7-2-28.8 
Child care ministry  
Sec.  28.8.  "Child care ministry", for purposes of IC 12-17.2, means child care operated 
by a church or religious ministry that is a religious organization exempt from federal 
income taxation under Section 501 of the Internal Revenue Code.   
As added by P.L.20-1992, SEC.10 and P.L.81-1 
992, SEC.10.  Amended by P.L.1-1993, SEC.74.   
IC 12-7-2-33.7 
Class I child care home  
Sec.  33.7. (a) As used in this chapter, "class I child care home" means a child care home 
that serves any combination of full-time and part-time children, not to exceed at any one 
(1) time twelve (12) children plus three (3) children during the school year only who are 
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enrolled in at least grade 1.  Except as provided in IC 12-17.2-5-6.3(b), the addition of 
three (3) school age children may not occur during a break in the school year that exceeds 
four (4) weeks.   
(b) A child:  
(1) for whom a provider of care in the child care home is a parent, stepparent, guardian,  
custodian, or other relative and who is at least seven (7) years of age; or  
(2) who is at least fourteen (14) years of age and does not require child care;  
shall not be counted in determining whether the child care home is within the limit set 
forth in subsection (a).   
As added by P.L.136-1993, SEC.3.  Amended by  
P.L.106-1996, SEC.1; P.L.247-2001, SEC.5;  
P.L.124-2007, SEC.2. 
IC 12-7-2-33.8 
Class II child care home  
Sec.  33.8. (a) As used in this chapter, "class II child care home" means a child care home 
that serves more than twelve (12) children but not more than any combination of sixteen 
(16) full-time and part-time children at any one (1) time.   
(b) A child:  
(1) for whom a provider of care in the child care home is a parent, stepparent, guardian,  
custodian, or other relative and who is at least seven (7) years of age; or  
(2) who is at least fourteen (14) years of age and does not require child care;  
shall not be counted in determining whether the child care home is within the limit set 
forth in subsection (a).   
As added by P.L.136-1993, SEC.4.  Amended by P.L.124-2007, SEC.3.   
IC 12-17-12-5 
"School age child care program" defined Sec.  5.  As used in this chapter, "school age 
child care program" means a program operated by a school corporation or a nonprofit 
organization that offers care to children who are at least five (5) years of age but less than 
fifteen (15) years of age for the following periods of time:  
(1) Before or after the school day, or both.   
(2) When school is not in session.   
(3) When school is in session for students who are enrolled in a half-day kindergarten  
program.  As added by P.L.2-1992, SEC.11.   
(Rev.  July 2007)  
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Appendix C 

Pilot Test Assessment Checklist 

Essential Skills for Kindergarten Readiness 
(developed in collaboration with Community School kindergarten teachers) 

School_________________________ Teacher Name___________________________ 
Child’s First & Last Name ________________________________________________ 
(use of child’s name approved by MCS) 
Did child attend preK program? __Yes __No __Don’t Know  If yes, which? ________ 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Rarely Sometimes Usually
1 Watches3&3listens3to3stories3to3completion
2 Stays3on3task3during3adult;directed3activities
3 Sees3a3simple3task3to3completion
4 Gives3name,3age,3and3gender3upon3request
5 Identifies353colors
6 Asks3for3help
7 Communicates3needs3and3wants
8 Understands3and3follows3directions
9 Listen3to3gather3information

10 Uses3speech3that3is3understandable
11 Recognizes3own3name3in3isolated3print
12 Copies3or3writes3own3name
13 Is3rested3sufficiently3to3engage3in3normal3routines
14 Completes3basic3responsibilities3related3to3daily3needs
15 Disposes3of3bodily3wastes3in3sanitary3ways
16 Follows3basic3health3and3safety3rules
17 Accepts3guidance3and3directions3from3familiar3adults
18 Follows3daily3routines

19
Follows3directions3and3responds3to3limits3set3by3
teacher

20 Follows3simple3classroom3rules

21
Controls3feelings3of3frustration,3distress,3and3anxiety3
when3challenged
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Appendix D 

Essential Skills for Kindergarten Readiness 

Did child attend preK program?    ___ Yes    ___  No    ___  Don’t Know   If yes, which? 
  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
	  

	   Rarely	   Sometimes	   Usually	   Always	  
Watches	  &	  listens	  to	  stories	  to	  completion	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Stays	  on	  task	  during	  adult-‐directed	  activities	  	   	   	   	   	  
Sees	  a	  simple	  task	  to	  completion	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Gives	  name,	  age,	  and	  gender	  upon	  request	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Identifies	  5	  colors	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Counts	  5	  objects,	  using	  one-‐to-‐one	  correspondence	   	   	   	   	  
Asks	  for	  help	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Communicates	  needs	  and	  wants	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Understands	  and	  follows	  directions	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Listens	  to	  gather	  information	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Uses	  speech	  that	  is	  understandable	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Recognizes	  own	  name	  in	  isolated	  print	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Copies	  or	  writes	  own	  name	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Identifies	  rhyming	  words	   	   	   	   	  
Identifies	  beginning	  sounds	  in	  words	   	   	   	   	  
Identifies	  at	  least	  13	  letters	  of	  the	  alphabet	   	   	   	   	  
Completes	  basic	  responsibilities	  related	  to	  daily	  
needs	  	  	  

	   	   	   	  

Follows	  basic	  health	  and	  safety	  rules	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
Accepts	  guidance	  and	  directions	  from	  familiar	  
adults	  

	   	   	   	  

Follows	  daily	  routines	  and	  classroom	  rules	   	   	   	   	  
Follows	  directions	  and	  responds	  to	  limits	  set	  by	  
teacher	  	  	  

	   	   	   	  

Controls	  feelings	  of	  frustration,	  distress,	  and	  
anxiety	  when	  challenged	  	  	  

	   	   	   	  

Resolves	  conflicts	  in	  socially	  acceptable	  ways	  	  	   	   	   	   	  
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Appendix E 

The Community Schools Pilot Test Essential Skills Results: Revised version 
January 2, 2013 

 
Data analysis revision 
1.  Groups are based on the following categories:  1) not ready for KG (1-2.9 
average score); 2) somewhat ready for KG (3.0-3.4 average score) and 3) ready 
for KG (3.5-4.0 average score) 
Frequencies:  The number of children that had an average of 4.0 (N = 36 or 
about 11%) 
 

Statistics 

school 

N Valid 36 

Missing 0 

 

The number of children that had an average of 4.0 by school 

School 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid EWA 4 11.1 11.1 11.1 

School H 7 19.4 19.4 30.6 

School B 5 13.9 13.9 44.4 

School D 7 19.4 19.4 63.9 

School A 3 8.3 8.3 72.2 

School C 10 27.8 27.8 100.0 

Total 36 100.0 100.0  

 
Frequencies:  New groups across all schools, with group 3 – ready for KG – having an average of 
3.5-4.0  

 

 

Statistics 

groups based on 3.5-4 

N Valid 322 

Missing 72 
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groups based on 3.5-4 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 80 20.3 24.8 24.8 

somewhat ready 77 19.5 23.9 48.8 

ready for KG 165 41.9 51.2 100.0 

Total 322 81.7 100.0  

Missing System 72 18.3   

Total 394 100.0   

 
school = EWA 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 4 21.1 22.2 22.2 

somewhat ready 1 5.3 5.6 27.8 

ready for KG 13 68.4 72.2 100.0 

Total 18 94.7 100.0  

Missing System 1 5.3   

Total 19 100.0   

a.  school = EWA 
 
school = School F 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 24 30.0 37.5 37.5 

somewhat ready 15 18.8 23.4 60.9 

ready for KG 25 31.3 39.1 100.0 

Total 64 80.0 100.0  

Missing System 16 20.0   

Total 80 100.0   

a.  school = School F 
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School = School H 

 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 6 16.2 22.2 22.2 

somewhat ready 6 16.2 22.2 44.4 

ready for KG 15 40.5 55.6 100.0 

Total 27 73.0 100.0  

Missing System 10 27.0   

Total 37 100.0   

a.  school = School H 
 
school = School B 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 2 3.8 4.7 4.7 

somewhat ready 12 23.1 27.9 32.6 

ready for KG 29 55.8 67.4 100.0 

Total 43 82.7 100.0  

Missing System 9 17.3   

Total 52 100.0   

     

a.  school = School B 
 
school = School D 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 12 21.8 25.5 25.5 

somewhat ready 5 9.1 10.6 36.2 

ready for KG 30 54.5 63.8 100.0 

Total 47 85.5 100.0  

Missing System 8 14.5   

Total 55 100.0   

a.  school = School D 
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school = School I 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 17 32.1 44.7 44.7 

somewhat ready 12 22.6 31.6 76.3 

ready for KG 9 17.0 23.7 100.0 

Total 38 71.7 100.0  

Missing System 15 28.3   

Total 53 100.0   

a.  school = School I 
 
 
school = School A (note – no children in the “not ready” group) 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid somewhat ready 4 19.0 22.2 22.2 

ready for KG 14 66.7 77.8 100.0 

Total 18 85.7 100.0  

Missing System 3 14.3   

Total 21 100.0   

a.  school = School A 
 
school = School G (note – no children in the “ready for KG” group) 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 10 50.0 55.6 55.6 

somewhat ready 8 40.0 44.4 100.0 

Total 18 90.0 100.0  

Missing System 2 10.0   

Total 20 100.0   

a.  school = School G 
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school = School C 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 5 8.8 10.2 10.2 

somewhat ready 14 24.6 28.6 38.8 

ready for KG 30 52.6 61.2 100.0 

Total 49 86.0 100.0  

Missing System 8 14.0   

Total 57 100.0   

a.  school = School C 
 
Frequencies:  Groups by prekindergarten experience 
prek = Don't Know 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 19 14.7 19.8 19.8 

somewhat ready 26 20.2 27.1 46.9 

Ready for KG 51 39.5 53.1 100.0 

Total 96 74.4 100.0  

Missing System 33 25.6   

Total 129 100.0   

a.  prek = Don't Know 
 
prek = No 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 38 31.1 37.3 37.3 

somewhat ready 22 18.0 21.6 58.8 

Ready for KG 42 34.4 41.2 100.0 

Total 102 83.6 100.0  

Missing System 20 16.4   

Total 122 100.0   

a.  prek = No 
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prek = Yes 

groups based on 3.5-4a 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid not ready for KG 21 14.9 17.2 17.2 

somewhat ready 29 20.6 23.8 41.0 

ready for KG 72 51.1 59.0 100.0 

Total 122 86.5 100.0  

Missing System 19 13.5   

Total 141 100.0   

a.  prek = Yes 
 
Descriptives:  Average scores by domain for all students 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.  Deviation 

Approaches to learning 381 1.00 4.00 2.9729 .81335 

Cognition and general knowledge 375 1.00 4.00 3.5813 .66274 

Language Development 375 1.14 4.00 3.1535 .70040 

Physical well being and motor 

development 

383 1.75 4.00 3.6129 .49981 

Social and Emotional development 377 1.17 4.00 3.2878 .67858 

Valid N (listwise) 360     
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Appendix F 

Additional Tables 
	  
Research	  Question	  1.	  	  
	  
Table F5 
      
ANOVA Prekindergarten and no prekindergarten      
  SS df1, df2 MS F Sig. 
Overall  11.32 2, 1021 5.66 13.97 0.000 
Approaches to Learning 7.34 2, 1016 3.67 5.34 0.005 
Language Development 10.38 2, 1017 5.19 10.24 0.000 
Early Literacy 46.92 2, 1003 23.46 33.1 0.000 
Physical Well-being 3.063 2, 1017 1.53 3.21 0.04 
Note.  Significant at the p≤0.05 level.  Highly significant at the p≤0.01 level.  Very highly 
significant at the p≤0.001 level.   
	  
	  

Table F6      
      
Robust Tests:  Prekindergarten Experience         
Domain Test Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Cognitive, General Knowledge Welch 12.918 2 301.701 0.000 
 Brown-Forsythe 14.168 2 506.998 0.000 
Social, Emotional Welch 0.313 2 283.94 0.731 
  Brown-Forsythe 0.268 2 341.07 0.765 
Note.  The test is significant at the 0.05 levels.  Very highly significant at the p≤0.001 level. 
	  
	  
Table F9      
      
ANOVA Prekindergarten Quality groupings      
Domains SS df, df2 MS F Sig. 
Overall  27.7 5, 1011 5.54 14.21 0.000 
Approaches to Learning 26.82 5, 1006 5.37 8.02 0.000 
Language Development 23.5 5, 1007 4.7 9.5 0.000 
Early Literacy 83.65 5, 993 16.73 24.72 0.000 
Physical Well-being 14.84 5, 1007 2.97 6.35 0.000 

Note.  Significant at the p≤0.05 level.  Highly significant at the p≤0.01 level.  Very highly 
significant at the p≤0.001 level (Rosner, 2005) 
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Table F10       
       
Tukey's HSD:  Prequality groupings meeting significance 
            95% CI 

Domain 
Prekindergarten  
Grouping 

Prekindergarten  
Grouping 

Mean 
Differe

nce SE Sig. LL, UP 

Overall 
Readiness None “Other Care” -0.378 0.055 0.000 [-0.535, -0.221] 

 None 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.294 0.068 0.000 [-0.489, -0.099] 

 “Other Care” None 0.378 0.055 0.000 [0.221,0.535] 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.41 0.065 0.000 [0.225, 0.595] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.41 0.065 0.000 [-0.595, -0.225] 

 Head Start 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.326 0.077 0.000 [-0.545, -0.107 

 
QRS 
3 & 4 None 0.294 0.068 0.000 [0.099, 0.489] 

  
QRS  
3 & 4 Head Start 0.326 0.077 0.000 [0.107, 0.545 

Approaches 
to Learning None “Other Care” -0.389 0.072 0.000 [-0.595, -0.182] 

 “Other Care” None 0.389 0.072 0.000 [0.182, 0.595] 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.457 0.085 0.000 [0.214, 0.701] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.457 0.085 0.000 [-0.701, -0.214] 

Language  None “Other Care” -0.321 0.062 0.000 [-0.499, -0.145] 

 None 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.316 0.077 0.001 [-0.536, -0.096] 

 “Other Care” None 0.322 0.062 0.000 [0.145, 0.499] 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.331 0.073 0.000 [0.122, 0.54] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.331 0.073 0.000 [-0.54, -0.122] 

 Head Start 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.325 0.086 0.002 [-0.57, -0.078] 

 
QRS  
3 & 4 None 0.316 0.077 0.001 [0.096, 0.536] 

 
QRS  
3 & 4 Head Start 0.325 0.086 0.002 [0.078, 0.57] 
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Early 
Literacy None “Other Care” -0.638 0.073 0.000 [-0.846, -0.43] 

 None 
QRS  
3 & 4 0.405 0.056 0.000 [0.273, 0.537] 

 “Other Care” None 0.638 0.073 0.000 [0.43, 0.846 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.56 0.086 0.000 [0.313, 0.807] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.56 0.086 0.000 [ -0.807, -0.313] 

 Head Start 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.501 0.102 0.000 [-0.793, -0.21] 

 
QRS  
3 & 4 None 0.579 0.091 0.000 [0.32, .839] 

 
QRS  
3 & 4 Head Start 0.501 0.102 0.000 [0.21, 0.793] 

Physical 
Well Being None “Other Care” -0.222 0.06 0.003 [-0.394,-0.504] 

 “Other Care” None 0.222 0.06 0.003 [0.504, 0.394] 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.33 0.071 0.000 [0.128, 0.533] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.33 0.071 0.000 [-0.533, -0.128] 

 Head Start 
QRS  
3 & 4 -0.301 0.084 0.005 [-0.541, -0.06] 

  
QRS  
3 & 4 Head Start 0.301 0.084 0.005 [0.06, 0.541] 

Note.  QRS=Quality rating system. 
	  
	  
	  

Table F11      
 
Robust Tests:  Quality Prekindergarten 
programs          
Domain Test Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Cognitive, General 
Knowledge Welch 7.38 5 231.54 0.000 
 Brown-Forsythe 7.9 5 527.33 0.000 
Social, Emotional Welch 9.09 5 220.03 0.000 
  Brown-Forsythe 6.62 5 367.15 0.000 
Note.  Very highly significant results, p≤0.001  
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Table F12       
       
Games-Howell Test: Prekindergarten quality unequal variance domains  
            95% CI 

Domain 
Prekindergarten 
Grouping 

Prekindergarten 
Grouping MD SE Sig. LB, UB 

Cognitive, 
General 
Knowledge None “Other Care” -0.314 0.07 0.000 [-0.515, -0.113] 
 None QRS 3 & 4 -0.391 0.081 0.000 [-0.625, -0.157] 

 “Other Care” None 0.314 0.07 0.000 [0.113, 0.515] 
  QRS 3 & 4 None 0.391 0.081 0.000 [0.157, 0.625] 

Social, 
Emotional None “Other Care” -0.273 0.058 0.000 [-0.438, -0.108] 

 “Other Care” None 0.273 0.058 0.000 [0.108,0.438,] 

 “Other Care” Head Start 0.478 0.072 0.000 [0.271, 0.684] 

 Head Start “Other Care” -0.478 0.072 0.000 [-0.684, -0.271] 
Note.  QRS=Quality rating system.  MD=Mean Difference 
 
 
Table F18       

       
Independent t-test analysis   	  	   	  	  

Domains n t- df sig 95% CI 
Mean 

Difference 

Overall 
Readiness 143 -3.374 284 0.001 [-0.362,-.095] -0.23 

Approaches to 
Learning  143 -3.476 284 0.001 [-.486, -.134] -0.31 

Language 
Development  143 -3.261 284 0.001 [-0.408, -0.101] -0.255 

Social, 
Emotional  143 -2.011 284 0.045 [-0.338, -0.004] -0.171 
Note.  Levene's test of equal variances was met at p ≥ 0.05 
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Table F21      
      
SES ANOVA Results 
Domain SS df1, df2 MS F Sig. 
Overall  23.4 2, 1010 11.7 29.88 0.000 

Approaches to 
Learning 27.28 2, 1005 13.64 20.5 0.000 

Language 
Development 18.11 2, 1000 5.36 7.93 0.000 
Early Literacy 46.51 2, 992 23.26 32.91 0.000 
Physical Well-being 18.05 2, 1006 9.03 19.68 0.000 
Social, Emotional 19.61 2, 1007 9.81 18.05 0.000 
Note.  Significant at the p≤0.05 level.  Highly significant at the p≤0.01 level.  Very highly significant at the 
p≤0.001 level.  Children omitted from this analysis have missing variables. 

 

	   	  Table F22      
      
Tukey's post hoc tests:  Overall readiness SES 
          95% CI 
SES SES MD SE Sig. LB, UB 

Tukey’s HSD 
Free texts Reduced -0.200 0.084 0.045 [-0.4, -0.003] 
 Full pay -0.390 0.051 0.000 [-0.508, -0.268] 
Reduced Free text 0.200 0.083 0.045 [0.003, 0.397] 
Full pay Free 0.388 0.051 0.000 [0.268, 0.508] 

Bonferroni 
Free texts Reduced -0.200 0.084 0.051 [-0.401, 0.001] 
Reduced Free texts 0.200 0.084 0.051 [-0.001, 0.401] 

Games-Howell 
Free texts Reduced -0.200 0.094 0.091 [-0.426, 0.025] 
Reduced Free texts 0.200 0.094 0.091 [-0.025, 0.426] 
Note.  MD = Mean Difference 
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Table F23      
      
Post hoc tests:  SES Early Literacy 
          95% CI 
SES SES MD SE Sig. LB, UB 

Tukeys HSD 
Free texts Reduced -0.273 0.113 0.041 [-0.538, -0.008] 
Free texts Full pay -0.552 0.069 0.000 [-0.714, -0.389] 
Reduced Free text 0.273 0.113 0.041 [0.008, 0.538] 
Full pay Free 0.552 0.069 0.000 [0.389, 0.714] 

Bonferroni 
Free texts Reduced -0.273 0.113 0.047 [-0.544, -0.003] 
Reduced Free texts 0.273 0.113 0.047 [0.003, 0.544] 
Note.  MD = Mean Difference 
	  
	  
Table F24       
       
Tukey's post hoc tests:  SES pairwise comparisons 
            95% CI 
Domain SES SES MD SE Sig. LB, UB 

Approaches to 
Learning Free text Full pay -0.266 0.068 0.000 [-0.425, -0.108] 
  Full pay Free 0.266 0.068 0.000 [0.108, 0.425] 

Language 
Development Free text Full pay -0.341 0.058 0.000 [-0.476, -0.206] 
  Full pay Free  0.341 0.058 0.000 [0.206, 0.476] 

Physical Well 
Being Free text Full pay -0.337 0.056 0.000 [-0.463, -0.207] 
  Full pay Free  0.337 0.056 0.000 [0.207, 0.467] 

Social, 
Emotional Free text Full pay -0.356 0.06 0.000 [ -0.498, -0.214] 
  Full pay Free  0.356 0.06 0.000 [0.214, 0.498] 
Note.  MD = Mean Difference 
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Table F26      	  
      	  

Univariate ANOVA: Gender         
Domain SS df1, df2 MS F Sig. Effect 
Overall  35.62 3, 1004 11.87 31.37 0.000 0.086 

Approaches to Learning 43.96 3, 999 14.65 22.59 0.000 0.064 

Language Development 34.06 3, 1001 11.35 23.64 0.000 0.066 
Early Literacy 53.55 3, 987 17.85 25.53 0.000 0.072 
Physical Well-being 23.66 3, 1000 7.89 17.45 0.000 0.05 
Social, Emotional 40.24 3, 1001 13.42 25.71 0.000 0.072 
Note.  Significant at the p≤0.05 level.  Highly significant at the p≤0.01 level.  Very highly 
significant at the p≤0.001 level    
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