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Abstract
Students who enter kindergarten lacking readiness skills often struggle to meet literacy
benchmarks and to successfully complete school. The problem to be investigated by this
study is the low literacy scores on the standardized Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark
Assessment test at 2 public New Jersey elementary schools. While some students
attended public or private preschools, others did not attend any preschool prior to starting
kindergarten. The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the difference in
kindergarten literacy gain scores among students who attended public, private, and no
preschool. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory and emergent literacy theory served as the
theoretical foundation for this study. The study followed an ex post facto 1 x 3 factorial
design. Analysis of variance was conducted using an archived data set that included pre-
and posttest kindergarten literacy scores for 100 kindergarten students accounting for
approximately 15% of the school district’s total kindergarten population. The results
showed a statistically significant difference for both the public and private preschool
group compared to the no preschool group. Student achievement between the pre- and
posttest increased the greatest for the public preschool attendance group. Results inform
families’ early childcare decisions, empower policy makers seeking early intervention,
and contribute to the growing body of research acknowledging the positive effects of

preschool attendance.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study

Education in the United States has experienced an academic shift towards higher
expectations across all grade levels. In 1983, Chall identified grade level stages for
reading development. The first stage is student mastery of letter-sound recognition and
decoding one and two syllable words (Chall, 1983). In the past, early education policy
makers believed this stage was developmentally appropriate for first grade students and
mastery was not expected until second grade (Chall, 1983). Three decades later, policy
makers now believe kindergarten-aged students should be ready to master this first stage
of literacy and, in addition, have the ability to read emergent stories for fluency and
comprehension (Hiebert & Pearson, 2013). Because kindergarten is the only grade level
that does not require academic perquisites for entry, such as preschool attendance, |
studied the effect of preschool attendance or lack of preschool attendance on kindergarten
literacy achievement. | do so to better inform families regarding early childcare
decisions, to empower policy makers seeking early intervention strategies to boost
academic skills, and to contribute to the growing body of research acknowledging the
positive effects of preschool attendance.

In Chapter 1, I discuss early literacy achievements in the United States more
generally, in the state of New Jersey, as well as via comparison to one school district in
New Jersey, as well as a two elementary schools in that district. Characteristics of New
Jersey’s preschool programs are introduced to frame a local problem that may exist and
support the development of the study’s research question. | explain my theoretical

framework, guided an exhaustive literature review. | provide a list of terms to ensure
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comprehension of variables. | explain my assumptions regarding this study, and include a
brief discussion of the population selected. | conclude by addressing the study’s
weaknesses, and posit opportunities to promote positive social change.
Background

Students that entered kindergarten with limited knowledge of the alphabet have
difficulty achieving literacy benchmarks (Alvarez, 2015). A positive relationship exists
between early childhood literacy instruction and later school success, however often
kindergarten aged students begin school lacking academic foundations and readiness
skills required to meet literacy benchmarks (Schryer, Sloat, & Letourneau, 2015) even
though early literacy development begins at birth (Ozdemir & Bayraktar, 2015). There
are risks in being unprepared for kindergarten because if fundamental literacy skills
remain unattended, the probability for not completing high school, maintaining
employment, and dependency on welfare programs or crime increases (Barnett, 2008).
The National Center for Educational Statistics (2013) noted 66% of all United States
fourth-grade students scored below proficient in math and reading. Results from National
Center for Education Statistics (2013) reported 17-year-olds average reading scores have
not significantly improved since the 1970s.

The scale of illiteracy is a significant concern.The World Literacy Foundation
(2015) found the cost of illiteracy in the United States is approximately 2% of the GDP or
$362 billion dollars per year due to tax revenue loss from unemployment, and increased
stress to the criminal justice system. Globally there are approximately 774 million

illiterate adults (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2015).



Nationally the United States is estimated to have 45 million adults reading at an
elementary school level (National Institute for Literacy, 2015; The Literacy Company,
2015; United States Census Bureau, 2015a).
Problem Statement

Very little research has been done to determine if preschool attendance affects
kindergarten literacy scores, but literacy benchmarks among Kindergarteners in the
United States show that a majority of kindergarteners need literacy assistance. Fountas
and Pinnell’s (2015) Instructional Level Expectations for Reading Chart and Key, by the
end of the kindergarten school year, students achieving an independent reading level of
D-E met expectations, while a C signifies approaching expectations and short-term
intervention is suggested. Scores below C are thought to require intervention. Figure 1

illustrates Spring 2014-2015 literacy scores for all kindergarten students from site 1.
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Figure 1. Kindergarten literacy scores. Adapted from “Spring 2015-2016 Kindergarten
Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessment scores” by school district, 2017.



The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers is a
standardized test administered to approximately 826,000 students from Grades 3-11 was
administered at all New Jersey public schools for 2015 and 2016 (Partnership for
Assessment of Readinesss for College and Careers, 2016). The Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) was designed to replace and
standardize nationwide high stakes assessments (Partnership for Assessment of Readiness
for College and Careers , 2016). Table 1 represents results from all New Jersey public
elementary schools that participated in the Spring 2015 and 2016 PARCC English
Language Arts assessment. Results from statewide PARCC assessments suggest the
majority of New Jersey students have, or are approaching, literacy benchmarks by 3", 4™

and 5™ grade.



Table 1

Spring 2015 and Spring 2016 PARCC Language Arts Measures of Meeting Expectations
for all Participating Districts in New Jersey Represented as Percentages

Grade Not Met Partial Approaching Met Exceeded

2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016

Third 15 14 18 16 24 23 39 41 5 6
Fourth 8 8 15 14 27 25 39 41 12 13
Fifth 7 7 15 15 26 25 45 46 6 7

Note. Adapted from “PARCC Results” by district website, 2017. In the public domain.
Table 2 represents English Language Arts PARCC results for all elementary
schools within the district where | identified my sample. Results indicate the district
performed above New Jersey’s average, with more than 50% of participants meeting
expectations. A comparison of the 2015-2016 kindergarten literacy scores and District
PARCC English Language Arts scores could suggest a gap in practice may exist during

early childhood education.



Table 2

Spring 2015 and Spring 2016 PARCC Language Arts Measures of Meeting Expectations
for Entire District Represented as Percentages

Grades Not Met Partial Approaching Met Exceeded

2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016

Third 5 5 14 12 26 26 50 50 5 7
Fourth 2 2 7 8 24 24 o1 52 15 15
Fifth 2 3 8 8 27 25 58 58 5 7

Note. Adapted from “PARCC Results” by district website. In the public domain.

In the United States, public preschool programs were initially developed to lessen
the demand for costly special services later in life by providing early intervention to
disadvantaged students. Fortunately, its effect has been generalized to larger populations
convincing policy makers in some states to mandate universal programs to all students
(Gomez-Velez, 2013; Lamy, 2013). Universal preschool is government funded early
childhood education for all regardless of previously qualifying characteristics, such as
economic status or disability (Curran, 2015).

The cultural acceptance of preschool at the state level began with the 1998 Abbott
v. Burke New Jersey Supreme Court decision which ruled all low-income school districts
must provide early childhood programs (State of New Jersey Department of Education,
2014a). In 2008, New Jersey adopted the School Funding Reform Act, with the goal of
creating 84 additional preschool programs in high poverty districts. However, Governor
Christie’s 2016 budget has not included this expansion (Castano, 2014). In 2013, New

Jersey received a Race to the Top funding to support alignment of Common Core



Standards from Grades P-3 (State of New Jersey Department of Education, Department
of Early Childhood Education, 2015; United States Department of Education, Office of
Early Learning, 2017). Initially, Common Core Standards were developed to ensure
students leave k-12 schools prepared for work or college (Zubrzycki, 2011). However,
these standards have created challenges for preschool educators. For the 46 states that
have chosen to adopt k-12 Common Core Standards, they must also independently
develop preschool guidelines that balance rigorous academics while maintaining the
development needs of young children such as play, arts, and social skills (Zubrzycki,
2011).

The preschool experience can vary considerably in New Jersey. Public preschool
teachers must hold an New Jersey teaching certification in their area of instruction and
have completed college level training and a student teaching practicum. However, private
preschool centers may only require staff to have subject area experience. Public
preschool programs must adhere to state guidelines, curriculum standards, and
assessments. Privatized preschool curriculum is not state regulated. New Jersey public
preschool enrollment is limited to small class sizes. It is the discretion of privatized
preschool centers to determine class sizes. The Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) mandate New Jersey public preschool programs must provide special
services for all students with individual learning plans (United States Department of
Education, 2008). Under IDEA, students with identified learning disabilities attending

private preschool are not guaranteed individualized special services (United States



Department of Education, 2008). Private preschool centers reserve the right to have a
selective admission process.

For this study, I chose sites that are Title I schools. Title I schools receive
additional state funding to assist in providing free preschool education for students that
have individual educational learning plans (IEP) or meet low-income criteria. Public
preschool programs close achievement gaps before entry into primary school by
providing fundamental academic and social skills training in addition to special services
such as speech, occupational, and physical therapy (United States Department of
Education, 2012). The majority of New Jersey’s population is middle class families that
are ineligible for state funded preschool. An Internet search for preschool centers within 5
square miles of Site 1’s community revealed approximately 67 locations (GreatSchools,
2016).

Limitations of current cultural acceptance of early childhood in the United States
are that there is no academic prerequisite for demonstrating kindergarten readiness.
Preschool attendance is not mandated and largely only available to students classified as
at risk. Students of low-income families are often the focus of educational research,
which is the spearhead of promoting social change. Barnett and Frede (2010) noted
middle-class students more commonly enter kindergarten with poor readiness skills due
to a lack of quality preschool attendance. Nationally, 53% of United States households
and 44.8% of New Jersey’s over 3 million households were middle-class (Mele, 2010;
United States Census Bureau, 2015b). Unfilled preschool seats are then made available to

the public through a lottery system, however families must pay to play. All k-12 public
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schools provide curriculum aligned to New Jersey Common Core Standards. Although all
New Jersey public preschool programs use modified academic standards aligned to New
Jersey Common Core, it is not a requirement for private preschool.

It is unclear how students entering kindergarten are affected by preschool
attendance. However, based on the information | provided above regarding literacy
outcomes at various levels, a gap may exist at the early childhood level suggesting
preschool attendance matters in relation to literacy outcomes of kindergarteners.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine if preschool attendance effects
kindergarten literacy development. A quantitative design compared kindergarten literacy
scores with type of preschool attended to determine whether a statistical significant
difference existed between groups. The independent variable was type of preschool
attended and included three groups (public, private, and no preschool). The dependent
variable was kindergarten literacy gain scores.

Research Question and Hypothesis

What is the difference in Kindergarten literacy gain scores as measured by the
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment between students who attended public,
private, and no preschool?

Ho: There is no difference in kindergarten literacy gain scores as measured by the
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment between students who attended public,

private, and no preschool.
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H;. Students who attended preschool show higher kindergarten literacy gain
scores as measured by the Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment then students who
did not.

Theoretical Framework for the Study

Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory and emergent literacy theory served as the
foundation for this study. Sociocultural theory suggested children develop cognitive
functions on a social level through adult interactions, which are later internalized to
create personal meaning (Vygotsky, 1978). Teal and Sulzby (1986) defined emergent
literacy as a period during early childhood where students’ literacy skills evolve during
adult guided interactions using oral and written language (Doyle, 2013; Gunn, Simmons,
Kameenui, 2004; Kennedy et al., 2012). Sociocultural theory and emergent literacy
theory build upon the body of research related to early childhood literacy development by
suggesting students learn cultural tools such as reading, writing, and oral communication
through adult interactions and interpretations (Bruner, 1967; Luria, 1982; Vygotsky,
1978). In the next chapter, | expand on the relevance of these theories and further discuss
their role in the development of the study.

Nature of the Study

The lack of random assignment and manipulation of treatment merited the use of
a quasi-experimental design (Belli, 2009). The study’s reliance on archived data for three
groups that have already received a treatment validated the use of an ex-post facto 1 x 3
factorial design. The use of a true experimental design in this study was not possible due

to the fact the treatment has already occurred (Lord, 1973). The study used an archived
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data set from the 2016-2017 school year. The independent variable was preschool
attendance and had three groups: public, private, and no preschool. The dependent
variable was kindergarten literacy gain scores.

Definitions

The following terms were defined to develop a stronger understanding of this
study.

Early childhood educators: Teachers of 3 to 4-year-old students or younger
(Harrison, Goldfeld, Metcalf, & Moore, 2013).

Early education at-risk students: Students described as statistically more likely to
underperform based on demonstrating defined criteria (McGee & Dail, 2013). Criteria
that often associate students are: ethnicity, having a learning disability, handicapped, or
low socioeconomic status (McGee & Dail, 2013).

Early Learning: Readiness skills that students between the ages of 3-5 are
expected to know before entering kindergarten (Harrison et al., 2012).

Emergent Literacy: Prerequisite skills for reading and writing instruction
(Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).

Kindergarten Readiness: A developmental level where students are prepared to
learn new skills by following directions, sit attentively, take turns, participate, and finish
age appropriate tasks (Hull, 2012).

Literacy: Students’ ability to read, write, and critically think to gain knowledge

(Beaver, 2015).
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Preschool: A licensed educational center or school-based classroom that provides
prerequisite academics and social skills necessary for transition to kindergarten
(Ackerman, Barnett, Hawkinson, Brown, & McGonigle, 2009).

Title I preschool: A preschool program that receives additional state funding to
support academic, social, and physical development free of charge to students with
individualized educational plans, or meets low-income criteria (United States Department
of Education, 2012)

Universal preschool: Voluntary free public preschool to all students regardless of
income or eligibility criteria (Ackerman et al., 2009).

Assumptions

It is assumed the procedures for administering and completing the assessment
were followed and students’ reading scores reflect an accurate picture of their
independent reading level. In addition, students who attended a New Jersey public
preschool received literacy instruction aligned to Common Core Standards from certified
staff in a half-day environment. Students who attended private preschool may have
received literacy instruction not aligned to Common Core Standards in either a half-day
or full-day environment. Private preschool staff may not possess an early childhood
degree or an New Jersey teaching certification.

Scope and Delimitations

The study focused on determining if there is a statistical significant difference in

kindergarten literacy gain scores between students with public, private, or no preschool

experience. Currently, the effect of preschool attendance on kindergarten literacy
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attainment is unknown at the sites. The study was limited to a total sample size of 100
kindergarten students from the 2016-2017 school year. The sample size represents
approximately 15% of all kindergarten students in the district and represents 100% of
students from two sites. The sites selected shared characteristics with other schools in the
district concerning demographics, kindergarten population size, proximity, curriculum,
and assessments. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory and emergent literacy theory are
relevant to this study and explain how early childhood students learn cultural tools such
as reading and writing skills. This study’s results can be generalized to other kindergarten
populations that follow similar curriculum guidelines and Common Core Standards.
Limitations

Creswell (2013) discussed limitations as elements of a study the researchers has
no control over. Matching was used to assign participants into three groups that shared
the criteria of public, private, and no preschool attendance to control for confounding
variables. Limitations of study were:

e Data set was limited to a single year.

e Sample size was limited to 15% of total population.

e Data analysis only compared preschool attendance with kindergarten literacy

gain scores.
Significance

Early childhood education is a relevant topic for public elementary schools in the

United States (Duncan, 2013b). Regardless of states’ stances on providing universal

preschool, funding remains a roadblock to the advancement of early childhood programs
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regardless of overwhelming data documenting both short and long-term benefits (Dutton,
2012). Common Core State Standards (2016a) have increased the accountability of public
schools and kindergarten educators. Preschool standards ensure educators are preparing
students to learn in kindergarten (Dutton, 2012). Past research indicates that waiting to
teach phonemic awareness, and decoding skills until students enter kindergarten can be
too late to guarantee a higher rate of mastery for all students in first grade (Juel, 2006).
Currently, New Jersey does not offer universal preschool. Furthermore, the curriculum
and staffing of private preschool programs are not regulated. In this study, | promote
positive social change by identifying a statistically significant difference exists among
kindergarten literacy gain scores between students that attended public, private, or no
preschool. Findings could a) support more accurate classroom placement for future
kindergarteners, b) inform families struggling with early childcare decisions, and c)
support policy makers seeking early intervention to reduce a growing demand for higher
grade level special services.
Summary

Literacy scores indicated kindergarten students might struggle to meet
expectations. Poor literacy skills are a national concern and if left unattended can
negatively affect academic careers and quality of life. Current literacy scores from all
public New Jersey schools suggest approximately 50% of students are meeting
expectations by 3 grade. A comparison of assessments indicated a gap in practice might
exist during early childhood education. Furthermore, the recent alignment of k-12

Common Core Standards to New Jersey’s public preschool programs has raised academic
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rigor and school accountability. More than 50% of New Jersey preschool aged children
do not have access to a public preschool education. New Jersey offers many exceptional
private preschool programs. However, private preschool curriculum and staffing are not
regulated, making it difficult to assess the quality of their curriculum. In this quantitative
study | examined the effect of public, private, or no preschool attendance on kindergarten
literacy gain scores to determine if there is a statically significant difference. | developed
a research question and hypotheses to measure the effect of preschool attendance on
literacy assessment in kindergarten. Due to the the study’s reliance on archived data, a
quasi-experimental design was appropriate. | have defined terms associated with the
study’s variables, provided assumptions understood to be true in addition to discussing
the study’s scope and delimitations. Results could be generlized to simular populations to
promote positive change. In Chapter 2, | discussthe study’s theoretical foundation and

present a literature review of the current research related to study variables.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

At a public elementary school in New Jersey, it is unclear if preschool attendance
affects kindergarten literacy scores. The purpose of this quantitative study was to
determine the difference between kindergarten literacy gain scores among students who
attended public, private, or no preschool. A heightened awareness of the benefits of early
childhood development has many administrators, educators, and policymakers across the
nation seeking to utilize preschool as an intervention to assist all young learners to
achieve early school success (Ackerman et al., 2009). In this literature review, | explore
the stages of early childhood development and how it influences literacy development. |
also review legislation and findings from peer-reviewed sources on relevant early
childhood programs in order generalize results and uncover limitations that would
validate a need for further research. Finally, | discuss how the conceptual framework of
sociocultural theory relates toemergent literacy theory to better understand the role of
school-based instruction.

Literature Search Strategy

The library databases | accessed to achieve research saturation were EBSCOhost:
ERIC, ProQuest Central, Thoreau: search multiple databases, Education Research
Complete, and Academic Search Complete. Rearch utilized the search terms: early
childhood development, universal preschool, literacy development, and kindergarten
readiness. The government website census.gov was used to obtain data on national and
state level demographics and populations. Research used the keywords: upper, middle,

and below the poverty line. The United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural
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Organization and National Assessment of Adult Literacy provided data for literacy rates,
benchmark reading scores, and illiteracy. My initial scope of this literature review was
from peer-reviewed sources dated from 2013-current. However, identifying primary
sources required multiple database searches, with access to all dates available. I reference
checked the sources I used to achieve research saturation. Often this method required the
use of Google Scholar to access full versions of documents. In the case of limited or no
peer-reviewed research internet searches provided me access to articles, which I then
reference checked to obtain original sources.
Theoretical Foundation

Sociocultural Theory

Vygotsky (1978, 1994) published many works on sociocultural theory with later
translations summarizing his substantial contributions to constructivism. He held a strong
conviction that, “human learning presupposes a specific nature and a process by which
children grow into the intellectual life of those around them” (Vygotsky, 1978). A recent
contribution by Smagorinsky, Hansen, and Fink (2013) interpreted his words to mean that
a learner’s emotions inspire thoughts, which in turn creates new knowledge. Humans are
inherently social beings that coexist with others by sharing similar cultural values.
Although the diversity of communities around the world can vary greatly they all share
the needs for common sociocultural learning in order to live, grow, and prosper. These
learning needs are not exclusive and extend to all students (Shireen, 2014). For this study,
| use Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory to better understand why and how young children

learn literacy skills by participating in adult organized culturally appropriate interactions
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and independent practice during loosely structured social interactions with peers
(Vygotsky, 1978, 1989).

According to sociocultural theory, social interaction is a cultural activity people
use to create new knowledge (Nel, 2016). Stage 1 is when children internalize cognitive
functions during two stages. Stage 2 is when children interact with a knowledgeable adult
they reflect on the experience and then develop personal meaning regarding that
experience (Vygotsky, 1978). Later, Vygotsky expanded the characteristics of
sociocultural theory into (a) understanding the role of interactions on cognitive
development, (b) identifying a zone of proximal development, and (c) classifying the
more knowledgeable other (1978). In much of Vygotsky’s research on human
development, he sought to understand the role social interactions played in teaching
people about cultural tools for communicating knowledge (Smagorinsky, Hansen, &
Fink, 2013). He accepted natural progression, however, believed that in order to learn
advanced cultural tools, such as literacy, students required structured academic
instruction within their zone of proximal development (Barnes, 2016).

Vygotsky (1978) theorized that social interactions between children and adults,
using oral and written language within the context of their culture, influences cognitive
development. More specifically, I use Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory to understand how
early childhood students require classroom interaction during guided learning activities
within their zone of proximal development to develop literacy skills. Dorn (1996)
explains this process as introducing a cognitive function to young students through social

interactions with an adult. Next, the child internalizes the cognitive function by revisiting
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the experience during a less structured activity (Dorn, 1996). Vygotsky (1978)

conceptualized this role as inter and intra-psychological functioning, where social
interactions support children developing problem-solving skills as they move from other
regulatory (external) to self-regulatory (internal) behaviors (Dorn, 1998). Interactions
with intelligent adults are required for young children to develop balanced self-regulated
thought (Chang-Wells, & Wells, 1993; Dorn, 1998; Forman, Minick, & Stone, 1993;
Newman, Griffin, & Cole, 1993; Rogoff, 1990).

Vygotsky suggested an individual zone of potential or higher level of thinking is
achievable with guidance or scaffolding from a more knowledgeable adult or peer
(Gauvain & Cole, 1997; Smagorinsky, Hansen, & Fink, 2013). However, successful
implementation requires the educator to consider learners’ prior knowledge, cultural
background, the level of experience teaching the new skill, confirming individuals’ roles
in the activity and purpose of learning a new intellectual function (Smagorinsky et al.,
2013). The more knowledgeable other plays an instrumental component in Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory. He defines the role as an educator with a greater understanding of
the process of teaching an intellectual function to the learner (Cicconi, 2014). Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory is fundamental to early childhood literacy instruction. Its ideals are
founded on the basis that children learn while participating in adult interactions and
creating interpretations to learn cultural tools (Bruner, 1967; Luria, 1982; Vygotsky,

1978).
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Emergent Literacy Theory

Scaffolding on the work of VVygotsky, the theory of emergent literacy
hypothesizes that early childhood literacy develops during student interactions with
adults while using cultural tools such as reading, writing and oral communication
(Williams, 2004). Emergent literacy describes the process of early childhood reading and
writing instruction hypothesizing that social interactions with adults, in the form of
written or oral language, aides in the development of early childhood literacy skills
(Williams, 2004). Clay’s (1966, 1967) research on early childhood students’ performance
in reading and writing tasks marks the introduction of emergent literacy theory. Teale and
Sulzby (1986) first operationalized the term emergent literacy as a period between ages
of 3-8 where reading and written skills develop through recognition of students’ culture,
participation in oral and written language activities, and adult interactions. Sulzby and
Teale (1991) later clarified the concept of emergent literacy as reading and writing
behaviors preceding phonics instruction.

Today many researchers have defined emergent literacy is a period during
childhood development where reading and writing development coexist during
participation in oral and written language experiences that utilize elements of students’
culture (Doyle, 2013; Gunn et al., 2004; Kennedy et al., 2012). The major themes of
emergent literacy research focus on written and oral language. Concepts about letters,
text, and phonemic awareness develop as preschool students experience written language
through listening to stories and daily routines (Gunn et al., 2004). Preschool students

develop listening comprehension, vocabulary, and the ability to communicate complete
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thoughts through experiences with oral language at home and school (Gunn et al., 2004).
In addition, letter identification and sound awareness represent fundamental emergent
literacy skills essential for kindergarten readiness that must not be neglected during their
preschool years (Strang & Pliasta, 2016). Insufficient experience with either concept
leads to later poor literacy development (Copeland & Edwards, 1990; Gunn et al., 2004;
Mason & Allen, 1986; Smith, 1989).

Sociocultural theory and emergent literacy theory is significant to the population
and purpose of my study. Both theories are dependent upon students’ cultural learning
needs and are a hallmark of early childhood curriculums around the world (Bruner, 1967;
Luria, 1982; Vygotsky, 1978; Wildschut et al., 2015).

Literature Review Related to Key Concepts and Variables
Early Childhood Brain Development

The growth rate of children’s brains reaches near full development by
kindergarten (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2009). Piaget (1937) theorized the
preoperational period occurring between the ages of two and seven. At this time cognitive
functions related to oral and written language comprehension begin to develop.(Piaget,
1937; Ultanir, 2012). In addition, episodic memory, the ability to recall experiences
begins to develop between the age of three and four (Riggins, Blankenship, Mulligan,
Rice, & Redcay, 2015). A follow up study found instruction intergrated with music
helped preschool aged children retain new information longer then without (Moreno,
Lee, Janus, & Bialystok, 2015). Another aspect of early brain development involves play.

Play allows young children to develop schemas about the world around them including
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knowledge about print (Atherton & Nutbrown, 2015). Due to these developmental

processes, preschool has a significant role in children’s cognitive development (Camilli,
Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 2010).

The principles of early childhood brain development state that growth is
continuous; positive emotions promote learning and require experiences with real life
problem solving (Rushton, 2011). However, Frey and Fisher (2010) noted regardless of
the brain’s ability to continuously grow, reading is not a natural progression and requires
instruction. Consequently, Bartik (2011) found three year olds from high socio-economic
backgrounds knew an average of 350 more words than middle income students and 680
more words than at or below poverty line students with a total vocabulary size of 1,100
words. One reason for a discrepancy is families with higher incomes participate more in
their child’s education (Tabors, Snow, & Dickinson, 2001).

Parent Involvement

Parental involvement plays a major role in children’s readiness to begin and
succeed in school (Lui & Channel, 2015). Parent involvement promotes children’s desire
to enter post-secondary education (Epstein & Dauber, 1991; Zellman & Waterman,
1998). Henderson and Berla’s (1994) analysis of 66 previous studies on the effects of
parent involvement reported that parental involvement correlates to student achievement.
Dove, Neuharth-Pritchett, Wright, and Wallinga (2015) studied approximately 3,000
United States kindergarteners and found that students” who experienced consistent
parental involvement produced higher literacy scores (Dove et al., 2015). Preschool aged

students experiencing high levels of adult interactions while using advanced vocabulary
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can predict later school success (Hart & Risley, 1995; Lui & Channel, 2015; Rowe,

Raudenush & Golden-Meadow, 2012).
Role of Play and Literacy Instruction

In recent years, preschool curriculum has shifted from play-based to academic
programs (Hatcher, Nuner, & Paulsel, 2012). The play theorist, Sutton-Smith (1995)
operationalized play as a “medium for propaganda for one propaedeutic sort or another,”
meaning that play is an introduction to learning something meaningful (Roskos &
Christie, 2011). Jones and Reynolds (2011) pointed out a link between early childhood
play and methods used by scientists during inquiry-based research to explore “what if?”
variables. Researchers acknowledge that the act of play can support literacy development
(Pellegrini, 1984; Piaget, 1962; Roskos, & Christie, 2011; Smith, 2010; Vygotsky, 1976).
Almon (2013) observed that play supports learning values. Fundamentally, play requires
adults to provide repetitive, loose structure, voluntary activities, within a comfortable
environment (Almon, 2013). Almon (2013) also noted the unstructured nature of play
makes assessing academic skills difficult due to unpredictable outcomes. However, Chien
et al. (2010) studied the effects of play on preschool educational outcomes and found
increased instruction time and decreased free play produced greater academic growth and
readiness for kindergarten. Therefore, the value of play requires some comprimise and
thoughtful intergartation into literacy instruction (Almon, 2013).

Likened to play, literacy has multiple interpretations. Roskos and Christie (2011)
believed literacy’s definition could vary significantly from creating meaning through

different media to developing knowledge about concepts. Roskos and Christie (2011)
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reported state funded preschool literacy instruction created an academic foundation for
later reading and writing development. Piaget (1962, 1964) and Wolfgang and Sanders
(1981) aid researchers in understanding the relationship between play and literacy
development (Roskos, & Christie, 2011). For example, Piaget (1962) posited that play
provides opportunities for preschool aged children to practice new skills (Roskos &
Christie, 2011).

Roskos and Christie (2011) interpreted the role of play in Vygotsky’s theory of
zone of proximal development, as an instrumental tool for enhances children’s motor,
cognitive, and emotional skills. Roskos and Christie (2011) suggested the characteristics
of play have further implications on early children’s language development as it bridges a
gap between their representational abilities and literacy skills. Although the zone of
proximal development requires adult assistance to learn advanced concepts, Roskos and
Christie (2011) noted Vygotsky believed young children use play as a “self-help” tool.
Play allows young children to practice literacy skills in unstructured relaxed activities,
develop meanings for words and practice their use to convey needs or wants (Roskos &
Christie, 2011). Vygotsky (1978) believed play was an integral aspect of early childhood
learning:

In play a child is always above his average, above his daily behavior; in play, it is

as though he were a head taller than himself. As in the focus of a magnifying

glass, play contains all developmental tendencies in a condensed form; in play, it
is as though the child were trying to jump above the level of his normal behavior.

(p. 102)
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Results of Heppner’s (2016) qualitative study of 71 preschool students on play

based literacy centers further expanded on Vygotsky’s beliefs about the benefits of play.
Heppner (2016) noted that play creates opportunities for building cognitive functions,
such as reading and writing, when adopted into existing literacy curriculum. Further
supporting the impact of play on learning, Ihmeideh (2015) found, in a study of 45
kindergarteners, students that received writing instruction using dramatic play centers
produced larger gains in writing development and were more motivated to write for fun
than the control group.
Emergent Literacy Development

Research illustrates that early childhood literacy instruction can predict later
success (Schryer, Sloat, & Letourneau, 2015). However, home environments where
parents provide limited academic experiences often contribute to poor kindergarten
readiness (Schryer, Sloat, & Letourneau, 2015). Emergent literacy development begins in
preschool and continues through primary school (Schryer et al., 2015; Senechal, 2006;
Sukhram, & Hsu, 2012; Theriot et al., 2003; Topping et al., 2013). Exposes students early
to language and print positiviely influences the quality of emergent literacy skills
developed (Schryer et al., 2015; Senechal, 2006; Sukhram & Hsu, 2012; Theriot et al.,
2003; Topping, Dekhinet, & Zeedyk, 2013). According to the National Reading Panel
(NRP), learning how to read requires a multitude of instructional tecniques, which
encompass principles of letter/sound recognition, phonics, building fluency, developing
vocabulary, and story comprehension (Brown, 2014; National Institute of Child Health

and Human Development, 2000; National Reading Panel, 2000). Brown (2014) believed
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the process of developing emergent literacy in young students requires educators to foster
an appreciation for print awareness while supplementing with phonological and
phonemic instruction. The final stage of emergent literacy development is phonics
instruction (Brown, 2014). Current Common Core Reading Standards: Foundational
Skills (k-5) details these skills (Brown, 2014).

Initially, print awareness begins with story book illustrations, helping emergent
readers identify unknown words and comprehend stories. Later, emergent readers learn to
indentify print as words or phrases that communicate a character’s thought or reaction
(Brown, 2014). Emergent readers build concepts about print during classroom instruction
and structured play activities such as centers, which builds upon their understanding of
the use language to communicate (Brown, 2014).

Phonological awareness loosely defined means skills necessary to determine
sounds within words (Brown, 2014; Lane, 2007). Initially, students learn how to segment
words into syllables with beginnings (onsets) and endings (rimes). With advanced
instruction, students learn smaller units of sound (phonemes) make up words, which can
be manipulated to create new words and help students identify patterns when reading.

Phonics and word study instruction teaches students associations between letters
and sounds, which supports decoding unknown words and building vocabulary (Brown,
2014; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). In addition,
students begin to develop reading fluency, oral fluency, and story comprehension

(Brown, 2014; Stanovich, 1986). Shanahan and Lonigan (2013) believed young students
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should be taught phonological awareness in combination to decoding and
comprehensions skills to promote future phonics success.

Brown (2014) points out young students come to school with irregular fluency
proficiencies based on the amount of spoken language experienced at home. Oral
language instruction contributes to an improved grasp of alphabetic principle and
structure of spoken language, which is bound to decoding unknown words and reading
comprehension (Brown, 2014; Chard, 2005; Pikulski). Although there are many
definitions of school readiness, Graue (1993, 2010) and Kagan, Moore, and Bredekamp
(1997) define it as, “ready to learn.” Although broad in interpretation, the term provides a
bridge to exploring universal factors associated with kindergarten readiness such as age
as it correlates to developmental stage, appropriate curriculum, expected social skills, and
learning environments (Hatcher, Nuner, & Paulsel, 2012).

Kindergarten Readiness

Throughout the United States, entrance into kindergarten usually marks a
transitional period where students are immersed into full day academic instruction for the
first time. Data collection on students is essential in order to provide educators with
baseline data to drive instruction. In addition, kindergarten assessments often prove to be
invaluable tool for predicting students’ future school success (Goldstein, 2016).

Hull (2012) referred to kindergarten readiness as a prerequisite to students’ ability
to follow multiple step verbal directions, being engaged in seated activities, taking turns,
actively listening, and completing tasks. Educational reforms like Common Core

Standards, Race to the Top funding, and No Child Left Behind Act motivated states to
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promote more rigorous academic curriculum with higher teacher accountability (Hover,
2015). Some expectations for students entering kindergarten are noted by Goldstein
(2007) as having some experience with printed text such as short stories, identifying
letters, recognizing letter sounds, and basic writing skills. The effect of play on cogitation
and communicating needs or wants is still essential to early childhood success (Callaghan
& Madelaine, 2012; Hanline, 1999). Many professionals in the field of early childhood
research believe kindergarten readiness hinges upon the acquisition of an academic and
social skill set (Cross, & Conn-Powers, 2011). Samiei, Bush, Sell, and Imig (2016) also
noted students’ prior academic ability and socio-economic status could create experiential
differences concerning kindergarten readiness.

Kindergarten readiness prerequisits are subjective topic. Comer and Ben-Avie
(2010) noted fine motor, problem solving, self-image, communication, working with
others, and understanding right from wrong as essential domains for promoting
kindergarten readiness. Comer and Ben-Avie (2010) believed achieving success across
each domain requires educators to support students identifing with peers, creating self-
images, and developing personal values. The National Institute for Early Educational

Research outlined commonly accepted academic indicators for kindergarten readiness:

. Completes activities/tasks;

. works independently;

. listens & retells stories read to them;
. match & sorts objects;

. rhymes words;
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. identifies colors, some letters, & numbers;

. understand letters have sounds;

. limited sight words recognition;

. draws pictures and reproduces some letters when writing;
. demonstrates some words have opposites (Palacios, 2016).

Until recently developing an early childhood screening tool produced mixed
results because it is understood young students develop vastly inconsistent rates.
However, the percentage of New Jersey students ready to enter kindergarten each year is
unknown. Although many policy makers representing school districts across New Jersey
have begun to adopt the Early Screening Inventory Revised 2008 edition it is not a state
mandated assessment. In addition, the tool does not measure academic knowledge.

The Early Screening Inventory Revised 2008 edition developed by Pearson
Publishing identifies five measurable areas as indicators of kindergarten readiness
(Meisels, Marsden, Wiske, & Henderson, 2008). These areas are language, cognition,
perception, and motor coordination (Meisels et al., 2008). Comprehension, verbal
expression, reasoning, counting, and recalling auditory sequences activities measures
students’ language and cognition (Meisels et al., 2008). Block building, drawing, and
visual memory activities measure students perception (Meisels et al., 2008). Gross motor
activities measure students’ coordination (Meisels et al., 2008). The original ESI was

pilot tested on over 6,000 students then re-standardized in 2007 (Meisels et al., 2008).
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Preschool Legislation

Although universal preschool is not available in New Jersey, providing high-
quality early childcare to disadvantaged students continues to be a priority. The 1998
Abbott v. Burke New Jersey Supreme Court decision mandated low-income school
districts must provide free high-quality preschool programs (State of New Jersey
Department of Education, 2014). New Jersey receives additional funding from the School
Funding Reform Act, witch created 84 additional preschool programs in high poverty
school districts (Castano, 2014). In 2013, President Obama introduced the Preschool for
All Plan, to develop full day preschool for students that meet disadvantaged family
criteria (Duncan, 2013a). The following year New Jersey was awarded a Preschool
Development Grant to expand preschool access to an additional 17 low-income
communities (State of New Jersey Department of Education, 2015; United States
Department of Education, 2014).

President Obama’s (2013) State of the Union Address suggested low-income
families with young students typically begin kindergarten a full year behind other
children. President Obama (2013) commented studies on early childhood education show
stronger long-term results are achievable when students have access to preschool
education. President Obama (2013) noted many disadvantaged families do not have
access and many middle-class families cannot afford private preschool. The Preschool for
All Plan is a ten-year plan distributing $75 billion towards providing free preschool to all

students in families at or below the federal poverty line (Obama, 2013).
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The United States Secretary of Education further explained the federally

subsidized plan will expand childcare starting at birth until the age of five with additional
resources for creating positive home environments (Duncan, 2012). The plan requires
states to develop high-quality preschool curriculum aligned to current Common Core
Standards (Duncan, 2012). One limitation of President Obama’s Preschool for All Plan is
that it does not include students from families above the poverty line (McCann, 2013).

Currently, there are six bills in New Jersey designed to improve early childhood
education. Specifically, two have the potential for laying a foundation for universal
preschool. The Establishment of a Department of Early Childhood bill would assume
current responsibilities of Department of Education and oversee all child services from
pregnancy to the age of eight (Advocates for Children of New Jersey, 2016). The bill
recognizes early childhood education evolution towards a category similar to primary,
middle, and high school, which could pave the way for mandated preschool and
kindergarten attendance for all New Jersey families. A second bill would mandate full-
day kindergarten. Approximately 80% of New Jersey school districts offer full-day
kindergarten (Advocates for Children of New Jersey, 2016). The bill would require all
districts to participate by 2020 (Advocates for Children of New Jersey, 2016).
Preschool Availability

The demand continues to grow for early childhood care before entering
kindergarten. The cultural shift from home childcare to private childcare can be attributed
to two movements. Increased cost of living forced otherwise stay at home parent back to

work to make ends meet. In addition, many families realize the social and academic
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benefits of attending a public or private preschool outweigh initial cost and potential
future costs for out of district special services or tutoring in the event that a child falls
behind due to not attending preschool.

In 2014, approximately 53% of United States children aged three to four attended
a preschool program (Child Trends, 2014). In addition, simular studies estimated
approxiamately 70% of preschool aged students attended private childcare (Coley,
Votruba-Drzal, & Collin, 2016; Mamedova & Redford, 2015). States initially provided
public preschool as a means of early intervention to school districts servicing
disadvantaged students. However, research now suggests generalizing the benefits of
attending preschool to other populations. Many states have begun to provide universal
programs (Gomez-Velez, 2013; Lamy 2013). Universal preschool is government funded
early childhood education for all regardless of previously used qualifying characteristics
such as economic status or disability (Curran, 2015). Currently, ten states have adopted
universal preschool programs (Curran, 2015).

The National Institute of Early Education Research (2014) reported 1.3 million
children attended public preschool programs nationwide. The National Institute of Early
Education Research (2014) suggested attendance was down by 9,000 students from the
previous year due to 2011-2012 budget cuts. As of 2014, the National Institute of Early
Education Research reported (2014) approximately 30% of all United States children
under 5 attended state-funded preschool programs. In addition, The National Institute of
Early Education Research (2014) noted New Jersey’s per preschool student cost of

$12,157 was the second highest nationally. Many state funded preschool programs only
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service disadvantaged children. Hill, Gormley, and Adelstein (2015) suggested the

limitations of preschool access create missed opportunities that can later develop into
achievement gaps requiring intervention.

In 2015, 30% of children under five and 20% of children under four attended a
state-funded New Jersey preschool programs (Barnett et al., 2016). That same year New
Jersey’s population of preschool students was roughly 639,000 however provided access
to approximately 47,000 students (Advocates for Children of New Jersey, 2016). One
reason is that New Jersey’s residents are primarily middle-class and are ineligable for
public preschool. Therefore many families must consider alternative childcare options to
promote kindergarten readiness. However, the biggest obsticle for expanding preschool
availability in New Jersey is limited funding.

State-Funded Preschool

New Jersey spends annual over $1 billion on funding preschool programs
(Castano, 2016). Regardless of the challenge to fund public preschool, attendance
continues to grow nationally. During the 1960’s, roughly 10% of three and four year old
children had attended a childcare type program (Barnett, 2010). In 2015, approximately
30% of three and four year-old children had preschool attendance (Barnett et al., 2016).
Public preschool state initiatives support opportunities for all young students to
experience high quality early education. A large existing body of research demonstrates
that participation in preschool can have meaningful impacts on a host of short- and long-

term outcomes.



34
The work of Barnett (1995) and Yoshikawa et al (2013) demonstrated the benefits

of preschool attendance could be generalized to large populations based on their results
from a meta-analysis of 84 preschool program evaluations dating back to 1960 (Strang &
Pliasta, 2016). Strang and Pliasta (2016) found preschool enhanced students readiness for
kindergarten with an effect size of a 0.21 based on cognitive assessments when compared
to the control group.

Results from Dice and Schwanenflugel’s (2012) quantitative study of 250
children found early literacy skills learned at public preschools was more comprehensive
than the maternal education received at home. Further more, Shanahan and Lonigan
(2010) noted the benefits of early childhood literacy instruction on alphabetic knowledge
and phonemic awareness skills plays a pivotal role in preparing kindergarten students for
decoding emergent reader text. The evidence from these and other simluar long-term
studies have amassed substantial data suggesting preschool attendance is benifical to
disadvantaged children even when followed to the age of 40 (Campbell et al., 2008;
D’Onise et al., 2010; Garces et al., 2002; Reynolds et al., 2007; Schweinhart et al., 2005).

The most consistent results of preschool attendance were found on education
attainment (Palfrey et al. 2005; Reynolds et al., 2001; Schweinhart et al., 2005) with 7.7-
17% more preschool students going on to complete primary school (D’Onise, Lynch,
McDermott, 2010). A long-term study of preschool attendance showed a connection to
improved high school performance (Grantham-McGregor et al., 2007). Campbell et al.
(2002) and Reynolds et al. (2007) reported college attendance was 4.7 to 22% greater

when students had attended public preschool (D’Onise et al., 2010). However,
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Scharfenberg (2014) argued many policy makers still show resists adopting universal
preschool as some studies have shown academic gains begin to fade by third grade.

Critics of universal preschool argue that without substantial research pointing
towards consistent long-term benefits, a significant public investment is not justified.
Public funding is required to subsidize the cost of preschool even thou the majority of the
United State’s population are inelgiable due to their middle class status (Bassok, Miller,
& Galdo, 2016). However, participants for preschool studies are generaly limited to
sampling from one population. Therefore, results can not be generalized to the entire
population when considering the benifits of universal preschool.
High/Scope Perry Preschool Program

Schweinhart et al. (1993) studied the effects of preschool attendance on 123 low-
income black students from Ypsilanti, Michigan. The study used random assignment to
the treatment/control groups then used matching based on 1Q, age, and gender (Grehan et
al., 2011). The researchers continuously collected data from participants beging at the age
of 4 until 27 (Grehan et al., 2011). Intially the treatment group produced higher
kindergarten achievement scores than the control group (Grehan et al., 2011). At 5"
grade it was noted that requests for special services and grade retention had reduced
(Sparks, 2015). Researchers later found the experimental group achieved a 79% high
school graduation rate, amassed more wealth, and commited fewer crimes (Grehan et al.,
2011). After additional follow-up study on the original participants at the age of 40,
researchers found lifetime earnings were approximate $150,000 greater than the control

group (Schweinhart, Monti, Xiang, Barnett, Belfield, & Nores, 2005). In addition, the
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reduction in crime saved taxpayers $195, 261 per participant (Belfield, Nores, Barnett, &
Schweinhart, 2006). Ultimately, High/Scope Perry Preschool Program study is noted for
producing a $12.90 return for each dollar spent (Belfield et al., 2006).

Sparks and Moore (2016) were High/Scope Perry Preschool Program teachers that
attributed the programs success and the significance of the study’s results to Six factors.
The program’s teachers had the freedom to use all available best practices while
considering students cultural backgrounds when developing curriculum (Sparks &
Moore, 2016). Teachers’ attitudes were free of prejudices and misconceptions of the most
scientifically advanced curriculum (Sparks & Moore, 2016). In addition, respecting
students’ backgrounds, believing each student can learn, and celebrating their role in the
classroom promoted relationships between teachers and students (Sparks & Moore,
2016). Teachers built trust with the community by valuing the role families played in
their child’s’ education, explored home dynamics, then worked together to bridged any
learning gaps between home and school (Sparks & Moore, 2016). Sufficient funding was
provided to supply necessary materials and retained highly qualified staff (Sparks &
Moore, 2016). Finally, teachers promoted tolerance through academic instruction and
social skills training (Sparks & Moore, 2016). Sparks (2016) noted concepts from the
High/Scope Perry Preschool Program can be witnessed in early childhood programs
around the world (Sparks, 2016).

Chicago Child-Parent Center Program
The 1980’s Chicago Longitudinal Study followed 1,539 students’ aged 3-9 from

low-income households (Grehan et al., 2011). Currently, participants are in their mid-30s.
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Although results are comparable to the High/Scope Perry Preschool Program, gains were
not as substantial (Reynolds, Temple, & Ou, 2001). The treatment group’s high school
dropout and crime rate were slightly higher, however still significant when compared to
the control group (Lamy, 2013). Reynolds et al. (2001) noted participants from the
treatment group were 40% less likely to require referral for special education services
(Lamy, 2013).

Cost-benefit analyses of the Chicago Child-Parent Center Program produced a
10:1 return on the dollar based on the initial program investments. Returns were
calculated based on increased income, sales tax paid, decreased criminal justice expenses,
and reduced use of welfare programs (Lamy, 2013). Analysts estimated the adoption of
similar programs could save school districts about 3 percent each year on budget
expenses (Belfield, 2004).

The Chicago Child-Parent Center program was adopted in 1967 and continues to
receive title | funding (Chicago Longitudinal Study, 2016). The program became a
federally funded longitudinal study in 1986 (Chicago Longitudinal Study, 2016). Based
on the program’s ability to replicate increased student achievement while promoting
family involvement it received a five year expansion grant in 2011 (Chicago Longitudinal
Study, 2016). The program is currently being replicated in additional districts within
Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin with similar results (Chicago Longitudinal Study,

2016).
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Carolina Abecedarian Project

The Abecedarian Project study used four randomized groups assigned to
intervention and control groups consisting of 123 African American students born
between 1972 through 1977 (Abecedarian Project, 2016). The preschool program
followed a half day schedule and nine month calendar (Campbell et al., 2012). Students
admitted into the preschool program demonstrated 1Q levels between 65-90 (Campbell et
al., 2012). The treatment group was given the opportunity to attend the program at six
weeks after birth until entering kindergarten or age 5 (Campbell, et al., 2012). A follow-
up at the age of 21 found the treatment group maintained a statically significant
advantage in academic assessments and had a 35% greater chance of attending college
when compared to 14% for the controlled group (Campbell et al., 2001).

Based on the significance of the initial findings a follow up study tracked
particpants as adults from the age of 25-40 to measure the extent to which the program
may have affected their quality of life (The Carolina Abecedarian Project, 2016). The
effect size was calculated for outcomes to compare the treatment to the same metric and
determine its effect on the educational, economic, and social-emotional domains to
control for a type | error (Campbell et al., 2012). Educational outcome for the treatment
groups produced 13.46 years of education per participant with 4.6% attending college and
12.31 years per participant for the control groups (Campbell et al., 2012). Economic
outcomes for the treatment groups produced 75% full time employment per particiant and

53% full time employment per participant for the control groups (Campbell et al., 2012).
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In addition, Campbell et al. (2012) found the control groups had a six time greater chance
to apply for public assistance then the treatment group.

Campbell et al. (2012) suggested education attainment results from the long term
Perry Preschool, Boston Preschool, and Chicago Child-Parent Centers studies were
consistent with the Abecedarian study. Although high school graduation rates were not
significantly greater for the treatment groups, the Abecedarian study was the first to
specify the level of post-secondary educational attainment (Campbell et al., 2012).

Although, the results from Abecedarian follow up study are comparable with the
significance of the previously mentioned research the ability to generalize results to a
national preschool population is limited due to sampling from a single demographic.
Boston Public Schools

In 2005, Boston Public Schools board of educaiton began to allow 4 year olds that
live within the district to enroll for full day preschool regardless of family income (Sachs
& Weiland, 2010). Currently, the Boston Public Schools system provides 2,400 seats for
incoming four year olds, limited seating for three year olds, and free before and after care
(Boston Public Schools, 2016).

The results from studies previously mentioned in my literature review supported
Boston public school policy makers’ decision to adopt universal preschool (Sachs &
Weiland, 2013). Eight years after Boston began providing universal preschool, a Harvard
University study reported student achievement on beging of the year kindergarten
assessments ranked the treatment group seven months ahead in literacy and math then

student that did not attend the program (Yoshikawa et al., 2013). Prompting an internal
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study that analyzed results from Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills.
Researchers from the school district reported that students eligible for the preschool
program based on meeting criteria for free or reduced meals achieved higher results than
students not eligible (Boston Public Schools, 2014).

The Brookings Institution commented that although the Boston preschool
program produces significant results, additional funding remains the subject of federal
criticism (Scharfenberg, 2014). Currently, Boston services half of its preschool
population due to a lack of infrastructure and funding (Scharfenberg, 2014).

Sachs and Weiland (2010) acknowledged Boston’s ability to provide high-quality
professional development for teachers, creating an academically driven curriculum,
promoting teacher collaboration, offering competitive pay, and actively recruiting high-
quality candidates suggests their preschool program could be an excellent model for other
school districts. However, the program spends per student approximately $15k annually,
which ranks Boston one of the highest in the nation (Haskins, 2016).

Tennessee Voluntary Prekindergarten Program

In 1963, Tennessee passed legislation to allocate federal and local funding for a
public preschool program (Grehan et al., 2011). However, it was not until 1990 that the
state realized there was enough research to suggest preschool attendance produces
significant long-term results (Grehan et al., 2011). In 2005, the Voluntary Preschool for
Tennessee Act allocated $25 million to expand the program to service an additional 3,000
eligible students (Tennessee Department of Education, 2016). In addition, the program

provided access to high quality preschool to students’ eligible free or reduced meals and
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met the age cutoff date (Grehan et al., 2011). Any student that met the age requirement

was also eligible to fill remaining vacancies.

To receive the additional funding new regulations were adopted to ensure
classroom practices were standardized across the state. Classrooms now could not exceed
20 pupils, must provide instruction from a licensed early childhood educator, and teacher
assistant with an early childhood associate degree (Grehan et al., 2011). Student received
5.5 hours of instruction aligned to state standards per day (Grehan et al., 2011). In
addition to providing opportunities for cognitive, physical, emotional, social, and
communication development (Grehan et al., 2011). During the 2008-2009 school year,
Tennessee’s preschool programs received $85 million due to a growing demand and
limited infrastructure (Grehan et al., 2011). That same year Tennessee passed legislation
to allow preschool administrators to collaborate with nonprofit and for-profit agencies
such as Head Start, to expand access to an additional 205 classrooms across 37 school
districts (Grehan et al., 2011). During the 2013-2014 school year, over 18,000 students
were enrolled in Tennessee’s preschool program (Tennessee Department of Education,
2016).

In the 2010 Third Interim Report Grehan et al. (2011) found students that attended
Tennessee’s preschool program outscored students that did not on kindergarten
standardize tests. Grehan et al. (2011) used a random effects model that controlled for
free or reduced lunch eligibility, student ethnicity, gender, special education, retention,
attendance rate, and primary language. Although, long term differences in preschool

attendance were explored, Grehan et al. (2011) reported gains were not evident after
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Grade 2. However, Grehan et al. (2011) noted economically disadvantaged students
reading scores remained higher through third grade. Grehan et al. (2011) concluded that
the Tennessee’s preschool program successfuly closes inequality gaps.

In a more recent Farren and Bilbrey (2014) study, used a randomized control
group of160 preschool classrooms to observe variations in program implementation. The
Farren and Bilbrey (2014) data collection included results from the Early Childhood
Environment Rating Scale, Early Language assessment, Literacy Classroom Observation
assessment, in addition to narrative record keeping. Mean scores from the three measures
did not produced signifcant results. Farren and Bilbrey (2014) concluded implementing
statewide public preschool present many challenges (Farren & Bilbrey, 2014). However,
a Lipsey (2014) study, used a randomized control tail design to include the entire
preschool population, approximating 3,000 pupils. Lipsey (2014) reported a statistically
significant differnce after analyzing results from the kindergarten teacher ratings’
measure of readiness and work related skills assessment used to measure kindergarten
readiness.

New Jersey Title | Preschool Programs

Title I preschool programs provide kindergarten readiness instruction to families
of three and four year olds at or below the poverty line or have an individual education
plan (IEP) (Grehan et al., 2011). Often existing public schools provide classroom space
for preschool. However, when nessary due to limited space satellite locations such as
neighborhood childcare centers, or Head Start schools accommodate enrollment (Barnett,

Jung, Young, & Frede, 2013; Grehan et al., 2011). In addition, Title I schools provide
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free before care, half/full day preschool, after care to 43,000 students across 31 New
Jersey school districts (Barnett et al., 2013; Grehan et al., 2011).

A Schippers (2014) study suggested children that demostrate kindergarten
readiness maintain their advantage while unprepared children remain at a disadvantage.
Frede, Jung, Barnett, and Figueras (2007) studied kindergarten performance after
atttending one and two years of Title I preschool. Frede et al. (2009) measured oral
language, reading and writing skills using a regression discontinuity model. The study
produced some positive results prompting a longitudinal follow-up. At the end of
kindergarten Frede et al. (2009) assessed the students oral language and conceptual
knowledge. Frede et al. (2009) reported an .18 effect size. More interestingly, Frede et
al. (2009) reported students with two years of preschool attendance produced an effect
size of .38. An additional follow up at Grade 2 produced a .22 effect size for the one year
of preschool attendance group and a .40 effect size for the two years of preschool
attendance group (Frede et al., 2009). In addition, Frede et al. (2009) acknowledged that
nearly all participants met the national average for language arts standardized testing.

Frede et al. (2009) reported grade retention was down to 5.3 percent when
compared to the control groups 10.7 percent, eloquently illustrating the economical
impact of disadvantaged students attending title | preschool (Frede et al., 2009). Barnett
et al. (2013) follow up study at Grades 4 and 5 found the one year of preschool
attendance group closed achievement gaps between students not eligible for the title I
preschool by approximately 10-20 percent. Further more, participants in the two years of

preschool attendance group closed gaps approximately 20-40 percent (Barnett et al.,
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2013). The National Institute for Early Education Research subsiquently reported

students from the two years of title | preschool attendance group were approximately a
full year ahead academically than students from simular sociol economic backgrounds
that did not attend title | preschool at Grade 4 and 5 (Mooney, 2013). In addition,
Mooney (2013) concluded the title I preschool attendance group had not been held back
with frequency and required less special education intervention.

In 2008 New Jersey approved the School Funding Reform Act, which aimed to
expanded the preschool day (Rice, 2013). However, a quick internet search revealed only
4 out of the 678 school districts received funding. A survery administered by researchers
from Advocates for Children of New Jersey suggested that 85% of the approximately 100
school districts currently receiving title | preschool funding have requested additional
resources based on increased enrollment (Rice, 2013). In addition, 55% reported full day
preschool was not feasible due to increased enrollment and provide two half-day sessions
to accommodate (Rice, 2013). In 2015, 29% of New Jersey’s four year olds and 19% of 3
year olds attended a title | preschool (Barnett et al., 2016).

Common Core State Standards Initiative

New Jersey does not provide universal preschool and kindergarten attendance is
not mandated. Fortunantly, Juel (1988) realized this structure of education creates long-
term gaps linked to later reading failure. In a attempt to marginalize the potential for
academic failure common core state standards were roled out based on results of high
stakes testing. Therefore, shufling the respondsibility of academic accountability from

parents towards the educator and school system. In a coordinated initiative the National
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Governors Association Center for Best Practices and Council of Chief State School
Officers created the common core state standards with the expressed intention of
bolstering the United States education system as a competitor globally (Baker et al.,
2015). Then president Obama’s initiative, Race to the top funding persuaded states such
as New Jersey to adopted common core state standards in every school in exchange for
additional federal funding (Jochim & McGuinn, 2016). Interestly, states were already
independently implemented academic standards since the early 1980’s (Kornhaber,
Barkauskas, & Griffith, 2016). Critics common core state standards argue standardizing
national learning outcomes creates unmeaninful performance indicators for measuring
student achievement and diminish opportunities for more real world learning (Endacott &
Goering, 2014).

In an attempt to close gaps in early childhood educational, the United States
Department of Education allocated additional funding to states willing to develop
academic standards for preschool (Hatcher, Nuner, & Paulsel, 2012). New Jersey
subsiquintly proposed to the federal government early childhood standards in 2000.
However, before states adopted common core standards, learning outcomes were the
discretion of professional preschool educators (Fajgier, 2012). Initially, there were no
guidelines for how to achieve early childhood standards. Therefore, many preschool
teacher felt pressured to achieve goals with no plan of implemenation and soon after
began to use proven unreliable practices such as direct instruction and rote memorization

(Nitecki & Chung, 2013).
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In an attempt to regulate measurable outcomes for commom core standards, the
Race to the Top initiative was introduced and labeled as a fund aimed at recognizing
career readiness begins in preschool. States received up to $500 million for developing
preschool guidelines for implementation pre-k standards based on current national k-12
common core standards (Zubrzycki, 2011). The New Jersey State Department of
Education revised preschool standards again in 2013 to align with existing K-3 standards
(New Jersey State Department of Education, 2014). In addition, an Approach to Learning
section or guideline for implemenation was included to satisfiy Race to the Top funding
requirements (New Jersey State Department of Education, 2014). Soon after the National
Institute of Early Education Research (2014) awarded New Jersey’s title | preschool
program an 8.8 out of a possible 10 for quality of standards.

The cultural shift in early childhood literacy has gained national recognition
(Gettinger & Stoiber, 2012; Hatcher, Nuner, & Paulsel, 2012; Wat, 2010). From
preschool through third grade, there are now six continuous ELA standards, which
require varying degrees of mastery (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2016). The
common core national standards were not designed to be curriculum, but rather a
framework of specific learning outcomes (Baker et al., 2015). School districts are free to
develop curriculum aligned to these standards (Baker et al., 2015).

Although, Ackerman and Coley (2012) argued preschool students developed at
vastly different rates than any other grade, which can make assessment inconsistent.
Research continues to suggest under the right circumstances preschool attendance

produces long term academic gains. However, New Jersey policy makers remain
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reluctant to fund universal preschool programs and without a national plan to connect
Common Core k-12 to preschool curriculum effects will continue to vary.
Summary and Conclusions

The work of Barnett (1995) and Yoshikawa et al. (2013) demonstrated the
benefits of preschool attendance could be generalized to large populations. New Jersey
title I preschool programs provide early intervention to disadvantaged and at-risk
students. Skeptics of universal preschool argue the cost outweighs potential results.
Childcare expenses for New Jersey’s middle class in 2014 were estimated at 20 percent
of household budgets while median incomes have declined by 8% from 1989 to 2013
(Castagno, 2014; Erickson, 2014). To look at the bigger picture, 81% of three year olds
and 71% of four year olds in New Jersey do not have access to public preschool (National
Institute for Early Education Research, 2015). Common Core Standards have imposed
rigorous academic expectations for early childhood education with intensified attention
on accountability (Lasser & Fite, 2011) without the support of universal preschool.
Results from studies simular to the High/Scope Perry, Chicago longitudinal, Tulsa, and
Boston universal preschool suggest students with experience outperform students
without. However, little is understood about how public, private, or no preschool
attendance effects kindergarten literacy achievement in New Jersey for populations
outside of inner city demographics. Chapter 3 contributes to a greater understanding of a
potential gap and provides new analysis and discussion of a demographically diverse

sample representative of an entire population.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if a statistical difference
existed among kindergarten literacy gain scores between students who attended public,
private, and no preschool. In Chapter 3, I discuss the demographics of the research site,
the appropriateness of research design selected, and the target population. 1 also discuss
the procedures | used for sampling, the nature of treatment, and the nature of archived
data collection. Last, | explain my data analysis plan, threats to validity, and ethical issues
as they relate to institutional review board approval.

Research Design and Rationale

The independent variable, preschool attendance, was divided into three groups.
Group 1 included students that had attended public preschool. Group 2 included students
that had attended a private preschool. Group 3 included students that had no preschool
attendance. The dependent variable was kindergarten literacy gain scores with the gain
being between two administrations of the same Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark
Assessment System (BAS) at the beginning of January and end of May of the 2016-2017
school year.

A lack of both random assignment and manipulation of treatment merited the use
of a quasi-experimental design (Belli, 2009). The study’s reliance on archived data on
three groups that had already received a treatment necessitated the use of an ex-post facto
1x3 factorial design. There were no time or resource constraints to using this design
because the data set was archived. The use of a true experimental design in this study was

not possible due to the fact that the treatment, in this case the administration of the
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assessment, had already occurred and participants’ placement could not be manipulated.
Therefore, a quasi-experimental 1x3 factorial design is the best fit to hypothesis test the
effect of an independent variable with three groups on a single dependent variable. In
addition, the use of an expo-post facto design is common practice for determining the
effect of multiple treatments on a single dependent variable in educational. Lord (1973)
suggested the use of pre-existing groups is a common practice in educational research.
Methodology
Population

The target population included all students from two schools in the same district
in New Jersey that had completed kindergarten during the 2016-2017 school year. The
sample size was 100 students. Site 1 is a Title I school with an average annual enrollment
of 60 kindergarten students. Site 2 is a Title I school with an average annual enrollment
of 40 kindergarten students.

Site 1 is a Title I school with 18% of its total population receiving free or reduced
meals. The ethnicity of Site 1 was 87% White, 8% Hispanic, and 5% other. The gender
ratio male to female was approximately 50%. In addition, the age of the data set ranges
from 5 to 6 years old. Site 2 was also a Title | school and 39% of its total population
receives free or reduced meals. Site 2’s ethnicity was 81% White, 9% Hispanic, and 10%
other. The gender ratio for males was 52% and females 48%. The age range for the
sample was also between five and six years old. The sample used for this study represents

approximately 15% of the total kindergarten population in the school district. Participants
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were classified into three groups: public preschool attendance (n = 29), private preschool
attendance (n = 48), and no preschool attendance (n = 23).
Sampling and Sampling Procedures

The statistical power analysis G* Power 3.1 was used to calculate the minimum
sample size for the F test one-way ANOVA with an effect size of .32, .05 standard
deviation, and power set to .80 for three groups, resulting in a minimum sample size of
99 participants. The use of a .32 effect size and power set to .80 is common in
educational research. The sample included all students from two sites that completed
kindergarten for the 2016-2017 school year. A sample of 100 participants was used.
Administrators from the two sites provide unidentified data sets for all samples.
Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection

Data analysis relied on archived data and there was no need for recruitment for
participants. Because the treatment had already occurred, there was no need for additional
instruments to collect data.
Archival Data

Administrators from each site provided de-identified data sets. Data sets were
merged to create a single document for 100 unidentifiable samples listing only results for
type of preschool attendance and kindergarten gain scores. | gained access to the
archived data sets by providing the school district with anapproved copy of my study’s
proposal, received the district’s board of education approval to conduct the study,
acquired signed data usage agreements from principals at both schools providing the data,

and obtained Institution Review Board approval (04-04-17-0401818).



o1

Instrumentation and Operationalization of Constructs

Archived data for the independent variable was collected from the Fountas and
Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System. The instrument was published in 2010 and
developed by Irene C. Fountas and Gay Su Pinnell. The Benchmark Assessment System
measures kindergarten students’ “decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension
skills” (Fountas & Pinnell, 2012). The Benchmark Assessment System (BAS) is the
district’s primary kindergarten literacy assessment. Participants of the BAS field tests
consisted of 498 students from 22 elementary and middle schools from diverse
socioeconomic locations across the United States (Fountas & Pinnell, 2012).

Test-retest reliability of students’ reading scores from the BAS’s fictional and
nonfiction books series produced a coefficient of .93 and confirmed scores across tests
are consistent (Fountas & Pinnell, 2012). Convergent validity was used to measure the
strength of BAS scores to results of similar products, which found correlations of .93 for
fiction and nonfiction scores compared to the Reading Recovery program (Fountas &
Pinnell, 2012).

The operational variables were calculated as single item scores. The independent
variable for the research question was preschool attendance and measured on a 3-point
categorical scale as, 1 = no attendance, 2 = attended private preschool, and 3 = attended
public preschool. The dependent variable, kindergarten BAS gain scores, was measured
at two points in time using a 4-point interval scale as 1= does not meet expectations, 2 =

approaching expectations, 3 = meets expectations, and 4 = exceeds expectations.
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Data Analysis Plan

| used the software program IBM SPSS Statistics version 24 for data analysis. |
screened the data by crosschecking distribution tables with original data set. | examined
the research question named below. A directional alternative hypothesis was used
because there was enough empirical research to suggest preschool attendance has a
positive effect on early childhood literacy development.

What is the difference in Kindergarten literacy gain scores as measured by the
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment between students who attended public,
private, and no preschool?

Ho: There is no difference in kindergarten literacy gain scores as measured by the
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment between students who attended public,
private, and no preschool.

H; Students who attended preschool show higher kindergarten literacy gain scores
as measured by the Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment then students who did
not.

A test of statistical power determined the sample size required to accurately and
reliably interpret results. | used descriptive statistics to compare mean scores between an
independent variable with three groups on a single dependent variable. Hypothesis
testing, estimating confidence intervals, and calculating effect size determined the
samples scores represented the population. Based on Creswell (2012) | decided to use a
one-way ANOVA due to the research question proposing a group comparison, a

categorical independent variable, a single interval dependent variable being present, and
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normal distribution. Based on an abundance of research supporting the fact that preschool
attendance improves literacy scores, an alternative hypothesis using a one-tailed test of
significance was recommended(Creswell, 2012). Educational research typically uses a p-
value of .05 to determine if the null hypothesis can be rejected. The degrees of freedom
of the numerator are the total number of groups for the independent variable subtracted
by 1. The degrees of freedom for the denominator are the total number of participants
subtracted by 10. The confidence interval was set to 95% during initial data analysis to
indicate the strength of mean scores if a statically significant difference was found
between the variables. Creswell (2012) suggested a .5 standard deviation effect size for
comparing the mean of three groups. The effect size indicates the level of difference
found between variables.

The following assumptions were met to run a one-way ANOVA. There was a
continuous dependent variable, a categorical independent variable with three groups, and
independence of observations. There were no outliers assessed by the boxplot. The
Shapiro-Wilk’s test for normality produced scores below p > .05 for all three categories
of the independent variable. Although scores from the Shapiro-Wilk’s test suggest data
was not normally distributed due to the sample size being greater than 50, a Normal Q-Q
Plot was referenced, suggesting a normal distribution. Homogeneity of variances was
present and assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances (p = .811).

Threats to Validity
The study followed a quasi-experimental ex-post facto design and assumed that

the researcher did not interact with the control or treatment of groups because they had
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already occurred. The use of an archived data set eliminated any threats to internal
validity. The quasi-experimental design lacked random selection of participants.
Matching participants to three groups controlled for any threats to external validity such
as confounding variables and support generalizing results to larger populations.

There are no threats to construct validity for the dependent variable’s measure
because it is a published pre- and posttest instrument used throughout the entire state.
There are no threats to construct validity for the public preschool group because all
participants received half-day instruction from state certified staff using standardized
curriculum. Threats to construct validity of the private preschool group is that it is
unknown if programs attended were half-day or full day. In addition, the type of
curriculum, qualifications of staff, and class sizes experienced by students is unknown
because private preschool centers are independent businesses and are not regulated by the
state. Threats to construct validity to the no preschool group is that it is unknown if
students received any academic instruction and, if academic instruction was received, it is
unknown what type and for how long each day. In addition, the level of education of the
caregiver is unknown.

Ethical Procedures

To ensure the rights and privacy of participants, | obtained Institutional Review
Board approval before receiving an archived data set. The Institutional Review Board
approved my request to receive an archived data set if | obtained signed data usage
agreements from the principals of both schools, and the district’s board of education

approval. Site administrators de-identified the data set. All data was stored on a single
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computer owned by me that is password protected. All data will be maintained for 5 years
and then destroyed. Results will only be shared with the district. There are no risks to
participants associated with this study because of the use of a de-identified archived data
set and merits the opportunity to pursue new knowledge. | identified all potential risks
and used procedures to minimize risks.
Summary

In Chapter 3, | detailed the setting of the data collection site. | identified the
study’s variables and explained how the use an ex-post facto 1 x3 design was the best fit.
In addition, I discussed the target population and rationale for the selection of a published
data collection instrument. | reported published results for reliability and validity for the
instrument. The process for selecting a data analysis program and procedures for
hypothesis testing were discussed. There are no threats to validity and all ethical
procedures required by the Institutional Review Board were. In Chapter 4 | discuss the
reliability of administering the study’s data collection plan, validity of the target

population and results.
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Chapter 4: Results

The results from my quantitative study determined a statistical difference between
kindergarten literacy gain scores and type of preschool attended exist. The research
question was aligned to measuring 2016-2017 literacy gain scores for kindergarten
students with public, private, or no preschool attendance. The null hypothesis was written
to state there is no difference in kindergarten literacy gain scores between students who
attended public, private, and no preschool. A directional hypothesis described preschool
students would showed higher kindergarten literacy gain scores then students who did
not.

In Chapter 4 | discussed the period of data collection, reported demographic
characteristics of the sample, and how they relate to the population being studied. Finally,
results from hypothesis testing were presented through descriptive statistics, one-way
ANOVA analysis, and post-hoc testing.

Data Collection

The period for data collection was approximately 2 months. The process required
receiving initial Institutional Review Board approval, obtaining board of education
approval, and signed data usage agreements from the two data collected sites. Upon
receiving Institutional Review Board and board of education, principals frob both two
sites provided de-identified data sets. Both data sets only included 2016-2017
kindergarten literacy scores and type of preschool attended. | then merged both data sets

into a single SPSS table.
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The merged data set produced 100 complete samples. The data set did not include
individual ethnicity, gender, or age of samples. The sample represented 15% of the
district’s entire kindergarten population. Covariates were not included in the design of
this study.

Results

As shown in Table 3, I used descriptive statistics to determine the dependent
variable literacy gain scores had an average value of M = 1.22 (SD = .85). A one-way
ANOVA analysis determined the difference in kindergarten literacy gain scores for
groups with different preschool experience. Participants were classified into three groups:
public preschool attendance (n = 29), private preschool attendance (n = 48), and no
preschool attendance (n = 23). Gain scores were significantly different between
preschool attendance groups at the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2, 97) = 7.710,

p = .001, n 2= .13. Results from running a pairwise comparison found an increase in gain

scores from the no preschool attendance group (M = .65, SD = .71), to private preschool
attendance group (M = 1.33, SD = .85), with a statistically significant mean increase of
.68, p = .001. In addition, the comparison produced an increase in gain scores from the no
preschool group (M = .65, SD =.71) to the public preschool attendance group (M = 1.48,
SD =.78), with a statistically significant mean increase of .83, p =.000. There was no
statistical differnce between the private and public preschool attendance groups (p =
.433). Figure 2 illustrates the estimated marginal means for the multivariate data set. |
rejected the null hypothesis due to group means being significantly different (p < .05)

based on preschool attendance.



Table 3

Mean and Standard Deviation on the Measure of Kindergarten Literacy Gain Scores

Between Type of Preschool Attended

Preschool Attendance n min max M SD
None 23 .00 2.00 .65 71
Private 48 .00 3.00 1.33 .85
Public 29 .00 3.00 1.48 .78
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Figure 2. Estimated marginal means of gain scores in student achievement.




Summary
| found that results from the one-way ANOVA analysis produced a statically
significant difference between the means of kindergarten gain scores for the public,
private, and no preschool groups. Additional post hoc testing produced a statistical
differences between the samples with no preschool and both types of preschool
attendance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. In Chapter 5, I discuss the
results, generalization, limitations, potential to promote positive social change, and

recommendations for further research.

59
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The study determine a statistical difference existed between three types of
preschool experiences on kindergarten literacy gain scores. The use of an archived data
set and nature of assessment instrument necessitated an ex-post facto pre- and posttest
design was the best fit. Data analysis produced a statically significant difference in
literacy scores between the three groups, indicating that public and or private preschool
attendance can lead to significantly higher literacy scores in students compared to no
preschool attendance.

Interpretation of the Findings

Sociocultural and emergent literacy theory explain children develop cognitive
functions when they interact with knowledgeable adults during culturally appropriate
actives such as oral and written language (Teale & Sulzby, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978). The
results of this study support both theories by suggesting there may be a greater chance
that young children develop cultural tools, such as literacy, earlier when given the
opportunity to interact with professionally trained educators. In addition, results confirm
various preschool program studies, which found statistically significant differences
between students with preschool experience and without when measuring kindergarten
readiness (Carolina Abecedarian Project, 2016; Chicago Longitudinal Study, 2016; Frede
etal., 2007, 2009; Grehan et al., 2011; Yoshikawa et al., 2013).

Although a significant difference in mean scores between the private and no
preschool group was present, a comparison between the private and public preschool

groups was not significant, even though the quality of education received at private
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preschool centers is not standardized. It is the discretion of private preschool centers to
determine the level of education and experience of its staff, the type of curriculum taught,
which academic assessments are given, thesizes of classrooms, and last, the services for
students with special needs is not guaranteed. However, results from this study suggest
private centers are striving to remain competitive with public institutions. Although many
private centers do not make their policies publicly available, many are instituting similar
academic practices.
Limitations of the Study

The study’s sample is not representative of the entire state. In addition, the sample
IS not representative to the entire country and international populations. The study only
compared preschool attendance to literacy mean scores, however there may also be
differences in other domains assessed in kindergarten.

Recommendations

At first glance, this study may seem like a common topic. However, nationally,
53% of the population are middle class and 44.8% of New Jersey’s over 3 million
households are middle-class (Mele, 2010; United States Census Bureau, 2015b). In
addition, childcare expenses for the middle-class in New Jersey in 2014 were estimated at
20% of household budgets, while median incomes have declined by 8% from 1989 to
2013 (Castagno, 2014; Erickson, 2014). Due to Title I regulations in New Jersey, this
means that roughly 81% of three year olds and 71% of four year olds in New Jersey do
not have access to public preschool (National Institute for Early Education Research,

2015). Although results suggest attending any form of preschool supports improved
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kindergarten readiness, interested parties should consider that public schools are
regulated by state governments and thus the academic experiences can be nearly
universal, however the quality of a private preschool experience is at the discretion of
their administrators.

Implications

Results from this study suggest that a possible cause for decreased literacy
development during kindergarten may be linked to limited experience attending
preschool. Preschool attendance prepares students to be able to learn in a classroom
environment by teaching acceptable behaviors. Students lacking preschool experience
may require more instructional time devoted to intervention in order to be prepared to
receive literacy instruction. In addition, instructional time lost for remediation may
increase students’ risk of not meeting emergent literacy benchmarks by the end of
kindergarten.

Vygotsky believed that people have basic cultural needs such as learning how to
use oral and written language to communicate, which can only be taught by a more
knowledgeable other. However, this study’s results suggest that waiting to teach students
until kindergarten negatively impacts independent reading scores, creates a need for
intervention, and loweres over all academic competitiveness with students that attended
preschool. In addition, previous research has also suggested that the costs associated with
universal preschool could be off-set by producing adults with higher lifetime earnings
and thus,less dependency on welfare programs, and lower demand for law enforcement.In

order for all children in the United States to have access to preschool, a cultural change is
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necessary. The results of this study can help inform families’ regarding early childcare
decisions,empower policy makers seeking early intervention, and contribute to the
growing body of research acknowledging the positive effects of preschool attendance.
Conclusion

The adoption of preschool common core standards to New Jersey school
curriculum is relatively new. Universal preschool is not mandated in every state. Each
state develops guidelines for preschool standards. New Jersey’s preschool program is
mandated to service students with learning disabilities and or qualify for free or reduced
school meals. The majority of studies on the effects of preschool attendance used samples
that qualify for free or reduced meals, which can be generalized to approximately 30% of
all five year olds across the United States (National Institute for Early Education
Research, 2014). However, benchmarks continue to increase the expectations of students
and teachers. Without academic prerequisites for entering kindergarten, the potential
success of a classroom remains largely unknown until assessed. A decade of teaching
special education kindergarten informed this study and has shown me that although there
is limited research on the effectiveness of standardized education, professionally run
preschool programs likely produce a positive return on dollars spent because students are

better prepared to succeed in kindergarten and life.



64

References

Abecedarian Project. (2016). Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute:
Abecedarian Project. Retrieved from
http://www.firstfivenebraska.org/blog/article/frank-porter-graham-child-
development-institute-abecedarian-project#.Wd_0rkyZORt

Ackerman, J. D., & Coley, J. R. (2012). State pre-k assessment policies: Issues and
status. Educational Testing Center. Princeton, New Jersey. Retrieved from
https://www.ets.org/Media/Research/pdf/PIC-PRE-K.pdf

Ackerman, J. D., Barnett, W. S., Hawkinson, E. L., Brown, K., & McGonigle, A. E.
(2009). Providing preschool education for all 4-year-olds: Lessons from six state
journeys. Retrieved from http://nieer.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/19-1.pdf

Advocates for Children of New Jersey. (2016). Early childhood legislative proposals
2016. Retrieved from https://acnj.org/issues/early-learning/early-childhood-
legislative-proposals-2016/

Almon, J. (2013). It’s playtime! Principal, 12-15, Retrieved from http://www.naesp.org

Alvarez, B. (2015). The reading rush: What educators say about kindergarten reading
expectations. National Education Association. Retrieved from
http://neatoday.org/2015/06/19/the-reading-rush-what-educators-say-about-
kindergarten-reading-expectations/

Atherton, F., & Nutbrown, C. (2015). Schematic pedagogy: Supporting one child’s
learning at home and in a group. International Journal of Early Years Education,

24(1), 63-79. doi:10.1080/09669760.2015.1119671



65
Baker, L. D., Santoro, L., Ware, S., Cuellar, D., Oldham, A., Cuticelli, M., Coyne, D.,

M., Loftus-Rattan, S., & McCoach, B. (2015). Understanding and implementing
the common core vocabulary standards in kindergarten. TEACHING Exceptional
Children, 47(5), 264-271. doi:10.1177/0040059915580028

Barnes, E. M. (2016). The student as teacher educator in service-learning. Journal of
Experiential Education, 39(3), 238-253. doi:10.1177/10538259166-43831

Barnett, W.S. (1995). Long-term effects of early childhood programs on cognitive and
school outcomes. The Future of Children, 5(3), 25-50.
https://www.princeton.edu/futureofchildren/publications/docs/05_03_01.pdf

Barnett, W. S. (2008). Preschool education and its lasting effects: Research and policy
implications. New Brunswick: National Institute for Early Education Research.
Retrieved from http://nieer.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/PreschoolLastingEffects.pdf

Barnett, W. S. (2010). Universal and target approaches to preschool education in the
United States. International Journal of Child Care and Education Policy, 4(1), 1-
12. Retrieved from https://search-proquest-
com.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/central/docview/1656262558/708932D07A434C61P
Q/1?accountid=14872

Barnett, W. S., & Frede, E. C. (2010). The promise of preschool: Why we need early
education for all. American Educator, 34(1), 21-40. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ889144.pdf

Barnett, W. S., Jung, K., Young, M. J., & Frede, C. E. (2013). Abbott preschool program



66

longitudinal effects study: Fifth grade follow-up. New Brunswick: National
Institute for Early Education Research. Retrieved from http://nieer.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/11/APPLES205th20Grade.pdf

Barnett, W. S., Friedman-Krauss, H. A., Gomez, E. R., Horowitz, M., Weisenfeld, G. G.,
Brown, C. K., & Squires, H. J. (2016). The state of preschool 2015: State
preschool yearbook. Retrieved from http://nieer.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/Yearbook 2015 revl.pdf

Bartik, T. J. (2011). Investing in kids: Early childhood programs and local economic
development. Kalamazoo, MI: Upjohn Institute. doi:10.17848/9780880994002

Bassok, D., Miller, C. L., & Galdo, E. (2016). The effects of universal state pre-
kindergarten on the child care sector: The case of Florida’s voluntary pre-
kindergarten program. Economics of Education Review. 53(1), 87-98.
doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2016.05.004

Beaver, J. M. (2015). Developmental Reading Assessment Plus. Parsippany, New Jersey:
Pearson Education.

Belfield, R. C. (2004). Early childhood education: How important are the cost-savings to
the school system? New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Belfield, R. C., Nores, M., Barnett, S., & Schweinhart, L. (2006). The high/scope Perry
preschool program: Cost-benefit Analysis using data from the age-40 followup.
Journal of Human Resources, 41(1), 162-190. doi:10.3368/jhr.XLI.1.162

Belli, G. (2009). Nonexperimental quantitative research. In S. D. Lapan, & M. T.

Quartaroli (Eds.), Research essentials: An introduction to designs and practices.



67
59-77. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Boston Public Schools. (2014). BPS early childhood study: Program helps close
achievement gaps, expands learning. Retrieved from
http://www.bostonpublicschools.org

Boston Public Schools. (2016). Kindergarten and Pre-K. Retrieved from
http://www.bostonpublicschools.org

Brown, S. C. (2014). Language and literacy development in the early years: Foundational
skills that support emergent readers. Language and Literacy Spectrum, 24(1), 35-
49. Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1034914.pdf

Bruner, J. (1967). Studies in cognitive growth: A collaboration at the center for cognitive
growth. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Callaghan, G., & Madelaine, A. (2012). Leveling the playing field for kindergarten entry:
Research implications for preschool early literacy instruction. Australasian
Journal of Early Childhood, 37(1), 13-23.
http://www.earlychildhoodaustralia.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2014/08/AJEC1201.pdf

Camilli, G., Vargas, S., Ryan, S., & Barnett, W. S. (2010). Meta-analysis of the effects of
early education interventions on cognitive and social development. Teachers
College Record, 112(3), 579-620. Retrieved from
http://www.gregorycamilli.info/papers/early%20education%?20interventions.pdf

Campbell, A. F., Pungello, E. P., Miller-Johnson, S., Burchinal, M., & Ramey, C. T.

(2001). The development of cognitive and academic abilities: Growth curves from



68

an early childhood educational experiment. Developmental Psychology, 37(2),
231-242. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.37.2.231

Campbell, A. F., Ramey, C. T., Pungello, P., Sparling, J., & Miller-Johnson, S. (2002).
Early childhood education: Young adult outcomes from the abecedarian project.
Applied Developmental Science, 6(1), 42-57.
doi:10.1207/S1532480XADS0601_05

Campbell, A. F, Wasik, B., Pungello, P. E., Burchinal, M., Barbarin, O., Kainz, K., et al.
(2008). Young adults outcomes of the abecedarian and CARE early childhood
educational interventions. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 23(4), 452-466.
doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2008.03.003

Campbell, A. F., Pungello, P. E., Burchinal, M., Kainz, K., Pan, Y., Wasik, H. B.,
Sparling, J. J., Barbarin, A. O., & Ramey, T. C. (2012). Adult outcomes as a
function of an early childhood educational program: An Abecedarian project
follow-up. American Psychological Association 4(48), 1033-1043.
doi:10.1037/a002664

Castano, T. (2014). Issue brief: Early childhood education in New Jersey. New start New
Jersey. Retrieved from http://www.nsnj.org/News/Briefs/Issue-Brief-Early-
Childhood-Education-in-New-Jersey

Chall, J. (1983). Stages of reading development. New York, NY: McGraw Hill.

Chang-Wells, G., & Wells, G. (1993). Dynamics of discourse: Literacy and the
construction of knowledge. In E. Forman, N. Minick, & C. A. Stone (Eds.),

Contexts for learning: Sociocultural dynamics in children’s development (pp. 58-



69
90). New York: Oxford University Press.

Chicago Longitudinal Study (2016). Institute of Child Development. Retrieved from:
http://www.cehd.umn.edu/icd/research/cls/

Chien, N., Howes, C., Burchinal, M., Pianta, R., Ritchie, S., Bryant, D., Clifford, R.,
Early, D., & Barbarin, O. A. (2010). Children’s classroom engagement and school
readiness gains in pre-kindergarten. Child Development, 81(5), 1534-1549.
doi:10.111/}.1467-8624.2010.01490.x.

Child Trends. (2014). Preschool and prekindergarten. Retrieved from
http://www.childtrends.org

Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2015). Understanding the effects of maltreatment
on brain development. United States Department of Health & Human Services.
Retrieved from https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubs/issue-briefs/brain-
development/

Cicconi, M. (2014). Vygotsky meets technology: A reinvention of collaboration in the
early childhood mathematics classroom. Early Childhood Education, 42(1), 57-
65. d0i:10.1007/s10643-013-0582-9

Clay, M. (1966). Emergent reading behavior (unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Auckland, Auckland, NZ.

Clay, M. (1967). The reading behavior of five-year-old children: A research report. New
Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, 2(1). 11-31.

Coley, L. R., Votruba-Drzal, E., & Collin, M. (2016). Comparing public, private, and

informal preschool programs in a national sample of low-income children. Early



70
Childhood Research Quarterly. 36(1), 91-105. doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.11.002

Common Core State Standards Initiative. (2016a). Development process. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/about-the-standards/development-process/

Common Core State Standards Initiative. (2016b). About the standards. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/about-the-standards/

Comer, J. P., & Ben-Avie, M. (2010). Promoting community in early childhood
programs: A comparison of two programs. Early Childhood Education Journal,
38(2), 87-94. doi:10.1007/s10643-010-0391-3.

Copeland, K. A. & Edwards, P. A. (1990). Towards understanding the roles parents play
in supporting young children’s development in writing. Early Child Development
and Care, 56(1), 11-17. doi:10.1080/0300443900560102

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research (Laureate custom ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson
Education.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cross, A. F., & Conn-Powers, M. (2011). A working paper: New information about
school readiness. Bloomington, Indian University-Bloomington: Indiana Institute
on Disability & Community.

Curran, F. C. (2015). Expanding downward: Innovation, diffusion, and state policy
adoptions of universal preschool. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 23(36),

389-396. doi:10.1007/s10643-013-0621-6



71
Dice, L. J., & Schwanenflugel, P. (2012). A structural model of the effects of preschool

attention on kindergarten literacy. Reading and Writing, 25(9), 2205-2222.
doi:10.1007/s11145-011-9354-3

D’Onise, K., Lynch, W. J., & McDermott, R. A. (2010). Lifelong effects of attendance at
kindergarten union preschools in south Australia. Australian Journal of
Education, 54(3), 307-324. doi:10.1177/000494411005400306

Dorn, J. L. (1996). A Vygotskian perspective on literacy acquisition: Talk and action in
the child’s construction of literate awareness. Literacy, Teaching, and Learning,
2(2), 15-40. Retrieved from Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov
http://www.earlyliteracyinfo.com/documents/pdf/doc_148.pdf

Dorn, J. L., French, C., & Jones, T. (1998). Apprenticeship in literacy. Portland, ME:
Stenhouse Publishers.

Dove, M. K., Neuharth-Pritchett, S., Wright, W. D., & Wallinga, C. (2015). Parental
involvement routines and former head start children’s literacy outcomes. Journal
of Research in Childhood Education, 29(2), 173-
186.d0i:10.1080/02568543.2015.1011360

Doyle, A. M. (2013). Marie M. Clay’s theoretical perspective: A literacy processing
theory. In D. E. Alvermann, N. J. Unrau, & R. B. Ruddell (6" ed.), Theoretical
Models and Processes of Reading (pp. 636-656). Retrieved from
http://readingrecoverysrvusd.webs.com

Duncan, A. (2012). Remarks of U.S. secretary of education Arne Duncan to the SHEEO

higher education policy conference. U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved



72

from https://www.ed.gov/news/speeches/remarks-us-secretary-education-arne-
duncan-sheeo-higher-education-policy-conference

Duncan, A. (2013a). Universal preschool is a sure path to the middle class. U.S.
Department of Education. Retrieved from https://blog.ed.gov/2013/04/universal-
preschool-is-a-sure-path-to-the-middle-class/

Duncan, A. (2013b). The early learning field’s turning point. U.S. Department of
Education. Retrieved from https://www.ed.gov/news/speeches/early-learning-
fields-turning-point

Dutton, A. (2012). Voices of practitioners. National Association for the education of
young children, 7(1), 1-7. Retrieved from
https://www.naeyc.org/files/naeyc/file/vop/Dutton_0512_Finall.pdf

Endacott, J. L., & Goering, C. Z. (2014). Reclaiming the conversation on education.
English Journal, 103(5), 89-92.

Epstein, J. L., & Dauber, S. L. (1991). School programs and teacher practices of parent
involvement in inner-city elementary and middle schools. Elementary Journal,
9(3), 289-305. doi.:10.1086/461656

Fajgier, S. (2012, November 22). Pre-K students and the new common core. United
Federation of Teachers. Retrieved from http://www.uft.org/teacher-teacher/pre-k-
students-and-new-common-core

Farren, C. D., & Bilbrey, C. (2014). Variation in observed program characteristics across
classrooms in the Tennessee voluntary pre-kindergarten program. Society for

Research on Educational Effectiveness (SREE). Presented at SREE Spring 2014



73

Conference Washington, D.C. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED562829.pdf

Forman, E., Minick, N., & Stone, C. A. (1993). Contexts for learning: Sociocultural
dynamics in children’s development. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fountas, 1., & Pinnell, S. G. (2012). Fountas & Pinnell benchmark assessment system 2"
edition, Executive summary. Retrieved from
https://www.heinemann.com/fountasandpinnell/research/basexecsummary.pdf

Fountas, 1., & Pinnell, S. G. (2015). Fountas & Pinnell instructional level expectations for
reading. Retrieved from
http://www.heinemann.com/fountasandpinnell/handouts/instructionallevelexpecta
tionsforreading.pdf

Frede, E., Jung, K., Barnett, W. S., & Figueras, A. (2007). The Abbott preschool program
longitudinal effects study (APPLES). New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers
University.

Frede, E., Jung, K., Barnett, W. S., & Figueras, A. (2009). The APPLES blossom: Abbott
preschool program longitudinal effects study (APPLES) preliminary results
through 2™ grade interim report. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers
University.

Garces, E., Thomas, D., & Currie, J. (2002). Longer term effects of head start. American
Economics Review, 92(4), 999-1012. doi:10.1257/00028280260344560

Gauvain, M., & Cole, M. (1997). Readings on the development of children (2" ed.). New

York: W. H. Freeman.



74
Gettinger, M., & Stoiber, C. K. (2012). Curriculum-based early literacy assessment and

differentiated instruction with high-risk preschoolers. Reading Psychology, 33(1-
2), 11-46. doi:10.1080/02702711.2012.630605

Goldstein, J., McCoach, D. B., & HuiHui, Y. (2016). The predictive validity of
kindergarten readiness judgments: Lessons from one state. The Journal of
Education Research, 110(1), 11-50. doi:10.1080/00220671.2015.1039111

Goldstein, L. (2007). Embracing pedagogical multiplicity: Examining two teachers’
instructional responses to the changing expectations for kindergarten in U.S.
public schools. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 21(4), 378-399.
doi:10.1080/02568540709594602

Gomez-Velez, N. (2013). Urban public education reform: Governance, accountability,
outsourcing. Urban Lawyer, 45(1), 51-54.

Grantham-McGregor, S., Cheung, Y. B., Cueto, S., Glewwe, P., Richter, L., Strupp, B.,
& International Child Development Steering Group (2007). Developmental
potential in the first 5 years for children in developing countries. The Lancet,
369(9555), 60-70. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(07)60032-4

Graue, M. E. (1993). Ready for what? Constructing meanings or readiness for
kindergarten. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Graue, M. E. (2010). Reimagining kindergarten. The Education Digest: Essential
Readings Condensed for Quick Review, 75(7), 28-34.

Grehan, A., Cavalluzzo, L., Gnuschke, J., Hanson, R., Oliver, S., Vosters, K., & Regional

Educational Laboratory Appalachia, (2011). Participation during the first four



75

years of Tennessee's voluntary prekindergarten program. Issues & answers. REL
2011-No. 107. Regional Educational Laboratory Appalachia. Retrieved from:
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED524319.pdf

Gunn, K. B., Simmons, C. D., & Kameenui, J. E. (2004). Emergent literacy: Synthesis of
the research. Retrieved from
http://www.researchconnections.org/childcare/resources/2776/pdf

Hanline, M. F. (1999). Developing a preschool play-based curriculum. International
Journal of Disability, Development and Education, 46(3), 289-305.
doi:10.1080/103491299100515

Harrison, Linda & Goldfeld, Sharon & Metcalfe, Eliza & Moore, Tim & Closing the Gap
Clearinghouse (Australia) et al. (2012). Early learning programs that promote
children's developmental and educational outcomes. Closing the Gap
Clearinghouse, Canberra, A.C.T

Hart, B., & Risley, T. R. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experience of
young American children. Baltimore, MD: Paul Brookes.

Haskins, R. (2016). American policy on early childhood education & development: Many
programs, great hopes, modest impacts. Behavioral Science & Policy, 2(1), 1-8.
Retrieved from
https://issuu.com/behavioralsciencepolicyassociation/docs/bsp_vollisl_haskin

Hatcher, B., Nuner, J., & Paulsel, J. (2012). Kindergarten readiness and preschools:
teachers’ and parents’ beliefs within and across programs. Early Childhood

Research & Practices, 14(2), 1-17. Retrieved from



76
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ997132.pdf

Henderson, A. T., & Berla, N. (1994). A new generation of evidence: The family is
critical to student achievement (A report from the National Committee for
Citizens in Education). Washington, DC: Center for Law and Education.

Heppner, H. D. (2016). “Then what happened?”” Studying emergent literacy in the
narrative play of preschool children. Language and Education, 30(5), 1747-7581.
doi:10.1080/09500782.2016.1141933

Hiebert, H. E., & Pearson, P. D. (2013). What happens to the basics? Educational
Leadership, 70(4), 48-53. Retrieved from
http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-
leadership/dec12/vol70/num04/What-Happens-to-the-Basics%C2%A2.aspx

Hill, J. C., Gormley, T. W., & Adelstein, S. (2015). Do the short-term effects of a high-
quality preschool program persist? Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 32, 60-
79. doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.12.005

Hover, B. A. (2015). How student enrollment in kindergarten readiness classes affects
future academic achievement. Journal of Research in Education, 25(1), 57-68.
Retrieved from http:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1097973.pdf

Hull, J. (2012). Starting out right: Pre-k and kindergarten: Full report. Center for Public
Education. Retrieved from http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-
Menu/Organizing-a-school/Starting-Out-Right-Pre-K-and-Kindergarten

Ihmeideh, F. (2015). The impact of dramatic play centre on promoting the development

of children’s early writing skills. European Early Childhood Education Research



77
Journal, 23(2), 250-263. doi:10.1080/1350293X.2014.970848

Jochim, A., & McGuinn, P. (2016). The politics of the common core assessments.
Education Next, 16(4), 44-52.

Jones, E., & Reynolds, G. (2011). The play’s the thing: Teachers’ roles in children’s
play. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Juel, C. (1988). Learning to read and write. A longitudinal study of 54 children from first
through fourth grades. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(4), 437-447.
doi:10.1037/0022-0663.80.4.437

Juel, C. (2006). The impact of early school experiences on initial reading. In Handbook of
early literacy research vol. 2 (pp. 410-426). New York, NY: Guildford Press.

Kagan, L. S., Moore, E., & Bredekamp, S. (1997). Getting a good start in school.
National Education Goals Panel. Retrieved from
https://govinfo.library.unt.edu/negp/reports/97REPORT.PDF

Kennedy, E., Dunphy, E., Dwyer, B., Hayes, G., McPhillips, T., Marsh, J., O’Connor,
M., & Shiel, G. (2012). Literacy in early childhood and primary education (3-8
years). National Council for Curriculum and Assessment. Retrieved from
http://pt.twosides.info/download/Research_suggest_printed_books_remain_the b
est way _to_develop_literacy.pdf

Kornhaber, L. M., Barkauskas, J. N., & Griffith, M. K. (2016). Smart money?
Philanthropic and federal funding for the common core. Education Policy
Analysis Archives, 24(93), 1-33. doi:10.14507/epaa.24.2221

Lamy, C. E. (2013). How preschool fights poverty. Educational Leadership, 70(8), 32-



78

36. Retrieved from http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-
leadership/may13/vol70/num08/How-Preschool-Fights-Poverty.aspx

Lane, B. H. (2007). Phonological awareness: A sound beginning. 2" annual struggling
reader conference Athens, Georgia. Retrieved from
http://curry.virginia.edu/reading-projects/projects/garf/Lane-
GA_RF_PA_Handoutpdf.pdf

Lasser, J., & Fite, K. (2011). Universal preschool’s promises: Success in early childhood
and beyond. Early Childhood Educational Journal, 39(1), 169-173.
doi:10.1007/s10643-11-0449-x

Lipsey, M., Farran, D., Bilbrey, C., Hoffer, K., & Dong, N. (2011). Initial results of the
evaluation of the Tennessee voluntary Pre-K program. Peabody Research
Institute, Vanderbilt University, 1-41. Retrieved from
https://peabody.vanderbilt.edu/docs/pdf/pri/New%20Initial%20Results%200f%20
the%20Evaluation%200f%20TN-VPK.pdf

Lipsey, W. M. (2014). Immediate and longitudinal effects of the Tennessee voluntary
pre-kindergarten program on student cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes.
Society for Research on Educational Effectiveness, 1-7. Retrieved from
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED562764

Literacy Project Foundation. (2015). Statistics. Retrieved from
http://literacyprojectfoundation.org

Liu, D., & Channell, L. (2015). The predominance of literacy activities in urban early

childhood education. Universal Journal of Education Research, 3(11), 897-905.



79
d0i:10.13189/ujer.2015.031116

Lord, G. H. (1973). Ex post facto studies as a research method. (Special report No. 7320).
Syracuse, NY: Syracuse City School District.

Luria, A. R. (1982). Language and cognition. New York, NY: Wiley & Sons.

Mamedova, S., & Redford, J. (2015). Early childhood program participation, From the
national household education surveys program of 2012. National Center for
Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of
Education. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013029rev.pdf

Mason, J., & Allen, J. B. (1986). A review of emergent literacy with implications for
research and practice in reading. Review of Research in Education, 13(1), 3-47.
Retrieved from https://www.ideals.illinois.edu

McCann, C. (2013). Study highlights significant benefits of Boston Public School Pre-K
program. New American Foundation. Retrieved from
https://www.newamerica.org/education-policy/early-elementary-education-
policy/early-ed-watch/study-highlights-significant-benefits-of-boston-public-
schools-pre-k-program/

McGee, L. M., & Dail, A. R. (2013). At-risk preschool children: Establishing
developmental ranges that suggest at-promise. Reading Horizons, 52(2), Article 2.
Retrieved from http://scholarworks.wmich.edu

Meisels, J. S., Marsen, B. D., Wiske, S. M., & Henderson, W. L. (2008). Early screening
inventory-revised (ESI-R) examiner’s manual, 2008 edition. Bloomington, MN:

Pearson.



80
Mele, A. M. (2010, March 4). Dual-income parents: The exhausted American middle.

Families and Work Institute. Retrieved from http://www.familiesandwork.org

Mooney, J. (2013). Report demonstrates continuing value of preschool for New Jersey’s
poorest kids. Retrieved from http://hechingerreport.org

Moreno, S., Lee, Y., Janus, M., & Bialystok, E. (2015). Short-term second language and
music training induces lasting functional brain changes in early childhood. Child
Development, 86(2), 394-406. doi:10.1111/cdev.12297

National Center for Education Statistics. (2003). National assessment of adult literacy.
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/naal/health_results.asp

National Center for Education Statistics. (2013). A first look: 2013 mathematics and
reading national assessment of education progress at grades 4 and 8. Retrieved
from http://nces.ed.gov

National Center for Education Statistics. (2015). National assessment of adult literacy.
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/naal/

National Institute for Literacy. (2015). Retrieved from https://www.federalregister.gov

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). Report of the
National Reading Panel. Teaching children to read: An evidence-based
assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for
reading instruction: Reports of the subgroups (NIH Publication No. 00-4754).
Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office.

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development Early Child Care Research

Network. (2003). Does amount of time spent in child care predict socio-emotional



81
adjustment during the transition to kindergarten? Child Development, 74(4), 976-

1005. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00582

National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence-based
assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for
reading instruction. Rockville, MD: National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development. Retrieved from www.nationalreadingpanel.org

Nel, N. (2016). Teaching and learning of Mandarin as a foreign language in South
African schools. Perspectives in Education, 34(2), 43-56. doi:10.18820/0258-
2236

New Jersey Department of Education. (2016). School performance report 2013-2014.
http://www.state.nj.us/education/pr/1314/25/253160095.pdf

Newman, D., Griffin, P., & Cole, M. (1993). The construction zone: Working for
cognitive change in school. Cambridge University Press.

Nitecki, E., & Chung, M. H. (2013). What is not covered by the standards: How to
support emergent literacy in preschool classrooms. Language and Literacy
Spectrum, 23, 46-56.

Obama, B. (2013, February 12). Remarks by the president in the state of the union
address. Retrieved from https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-
office/2013/02/12/remarks-president-state-union-address

Ozdemir, S. Z., & Bayraktar, A. (2015). Investigation of pre-service teachers’ awareness
regarding children’s early literacy. Journal of Education and Future ,7(1), 37-48.

Palacios, R. (2016). Kindergarten Readiness, Part 1 & Part 2. Retrieved from



82

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/author/social-245

Palfrey, J. S., Hauser-Cram, P., Bronson, M. B., Warfield, M. E., Sirin, S., & Chan, E.
(2005). The Brookline Early Education Project: A 25-year follow-up study of a
family-centered early health and development intervention. Pediatrics, 116(1),
144-152. doi:10.1542/peds.2004-2515

Partnership for assessment of readiness for college and careers. (2016). Working together
to create a modern assessment. Retrieved from http://parcc-assessment.org/about

Pellegrini, D. A. (1984). Identifying causal elements in the thematic-fantasy play
paradigm. American Educational Research Journal, 21(3), 691-701.

Piaget, J. (1937). The construction of the real in the child. Oxford, England: Delachaux &
Niestle.

Piaget, J. (1962). Play, dreams, and imitation in childhood. New York, NY: W. W.
Norton & Company.

Piaget, J. (1964). Cognitive development in children: Development and learning. Journal
of Research in Science Teaching, 2(3), 176-186. doi:10.1002/tea.3660020306

Pikulski, J. J., & Chard, D. J. (2005). Fluency: Bridge between decoding and reading
comprehension. The Reading Teacher, 58(6), 510-519. doi:10.1598/RT.58.6.2

Reynolds, A. J., Temple, J. A., Robertson, D. L., & Mann, E. A. (2001). Long-term
effects of an early childhood intervention on educational achievement and
juvenile arrest: A 15-year follow-up of low-income children in public schools.
Journal of the American Medical Association, 285(18), 2339-2346.

doi:10.1001/jama.285.18.2339



83
Reynolds, A. J., Temple, J. A., & Ou, S. (2007). Impacts and implications of the child-

parent center preschool program. In A. J. Reynolds, A. J. Rolnick, M. M.
Englund, & J. A. Temple (Eds.), Childhood programs and practices in the first
decade of life: A human capital integration (pp. 168-187). New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Rice, C. (2013). Keeping the promise of preschool for New Jersey’s children. Retrieved
from https://acnj.org/downloads/2013_02_01_ KeepingThePromiseofPrek.pdf

Riggins, T., Blankenship, L. S., Mulligan, E., Rice, K., & Redcay, E. (2015).
Developmental differences in relations between episodic memory and
hippocampal subregion volume during early childhood. Child Development,
86(6), 1710-1718. doi:10.1111/cdev.12445

Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Roskos, K. & Christie, J. (2011). The play-literacy nexus and the importance of evidence-
based techniques in the classroom. American Journal of Play, 4(2), 204-224.

Rowe, M. L., Raudenbush, S. W., & Golden-Meadow, S. (2012). The pace of early
vocabulary growth helps predict later vocabulary skill. Child Development, 83(2),
508-525. d0i:10.111/j/1467-8624.2011.01710.x

Rushton, S. (2011). Neuroscience, early childhood education and play: We are doing it
right! Early Education Journal, 39(1), 89-94. d0i:10.1007/s10643-011-0447-z

Sachs, J., & Weiland, C. (2010). Boston’s rapid expansion of public school-based
preschool. National Association for the Education of Young Children. Retrieved

from https://www.naeyc.org/files/academy/file/Y CSept2010.pdf



84
Sachs, J., & Weiland, C. (2013). Impacts of prekindergarten program on children’s

mathematics, language, literacy, executive function, and emotional skills. Child
Development, 84(6), 2112-2130. doi:10.1111/cdev.12099

Samiei, S., Bush, J. A, Sell, M., & Imig, D. (2016). Examining the association between
the imagination library early childhood literacy program and kindergarten
readiness. Reading Psychology, 37(4), 601-626.
doi:10.1080/02702711.2015.1072610

Scharfenberg, D. (2014). Boston finds that quality preschool is worth the effort. Retrieved
from https://www.npr.org/2014/04/13/302142811/boston-finds-that-quality-
preschool-is-worth-the-effort

Schippers, V. (2014). No preschooler left behind: The need for high quality early
intervention for children born into poverty. Multicultural Education, 22(1), 41-45.

Schryer, E., Sloat, E., & Letourneau, N. (2015). Effects of an animated book reading
intervention on emergent literacy skills development: An early pilot study.
Journal of Early Intervention, 37(2), 155-171. doi:10.1177/1053815115598842

Schweinhart, 1. J., Barnes, H. V., Weikart, D. P., Barnett, W. S., & Epstein, A. S. (1993).
Significant benefits: The high/scope Perry preschool study through age 27. In
Monographs of the high/scope educational research foundation No. 10. Ypsilanti,
MI: High/Scope Educational Research Foundation. Retrieved from
http://www.highscope.org

Schweinhart, L. J., Montie, J., Xiang, Z., Barnett, W. S., Belfield, C. R., & Nores, M.

(2005). Lifetime effects: The High/Scope Perry Preschool study through age 40.



85
In Monographs of the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation No. 14.

Ypsilanti, MI: The High/Scope Press. Retrieved from http://nieer.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/09/specialsummary_rev2011 _02_2.pdf

Senechal, M. (2006). The effect of family literacy interventions on children’s acquisition
of reading from K to grade 3. Portsmouth, NH: National Institute for Literacy.

Shanahan, T., & Lonigan, C. J. (2013). Literacy in preschool and kindergarten children:
The national early literacy panel and beyond. Baltimore, MD: Brookes.

Shireen, M. (2014). Breaking the silence of exclusion: Teacher education for cultural
diversity. Educational Research for Policy and Practice, 13(3). 181-197.
doi.10.1007/s10671-013-9157-1

Smagorinsky, P., Hansen, M. R., & Fink, L. (2013). What does Vygotsky provide for the
21%-century language arts teacher? Language Arts, 90(3), 192-204.

Smith, C. B. (1989). Emergent literacy — an environmental concept. The Reading
Teacher, 42(1), 528.

Smith K. P. (2010). Understanding children’s worlds: Children and play. West Sussex:
Wiley-Blackwell. Retrieved from http://www.journalofplay.org

Sparks, D. S. (2015). Striking a balance on early rigor. Education Week, 34(16), 8-9.

Sparks, D. L. (2016). What I learned from the Ypsilanti Perry preschool project: A
teacher’s reflections. Journal of Pedagogy, 7(1), 93-106. doi:10.1515/jped-2016-
0006

Sparks, D. L., & Moore, E. (2016). Lessons for today: The Ypsilanti Perry preschool, part

I1. Young Children, 71(5), 85-90. Retrieved from



86
http://www.naeyc.org/yc/ypsilanti-perry-part-2

Stanovich, E. K. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual
differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 22(4), 360-
407.

State of New Jersey Department of Education (2015). New Jersey assessment of skills
and knowledge (NJASK) state summary 2014. Retrieved from
http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/es/results/

State of New Jersey Department of Education, Department of Early Childhood
Education. (2014b). Preschool Expansion Grant. Retrieved from
http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/psexpansion/

State of New Jersey Department of Education, Department of Early Childhood
Education. (2014a). Preschool teaching and learning standards. Retrieved from
http://www.state.nj.us/education/news/2014/standards/preschool.htm

Strang, M. T. & Piasta, B. S. (2016). Socioeconomic differences in code-focused
emergent literacy skills. Reading & Writing, 29(7), 1337-1362.
doi:10.1007/s11145-016-9639-7

Sukhram, D. P., & Hsu, A. (2012). Developing reading partnerships between parents and
children: A reflection on the reading together program. Early Childhood
Education Journal, 40(2), 115-121. doi:10.1007/s10643-011-0500-y

Sulzby, E., & Teale, W. H. (1991). Emergent literacy. In R. Barr, M. L. Kamil, P. B.
Mosenthal, & P. D. Pearson (Eds.), Handbook of reading research (vol. 2, pp.

727-757). New York: Longman.



87
Tabors, P. O., Snow, C. E., & Dickinson, D. K. (2001). Homes and schools together:

Supporting language and literacy development. In D. K. Dickinson & P. O.
Tabors (Eds.), Beginning literacy with language. Baltimore, MD: Paul H.
Brookes.

Teale, W. H., & Sulzby, E. (1986). Literacy acquisition in early childhood: The role of
access and mediation in storybook reading. The future of literacy in a changing
world (pp. 111-130). New York: Pergamon.

Tennessee Department of Education, Early Learning. (2016). Voluntary pre-k. Retrieved
from http://tn.gov/education/topic/voluntary-pre-k

The Carolina Abecedarian Project. (2016). The Abecedarian project. Retrieved from
http://abc.fpg.unc.edu

The Literacy Company. (2015). Reading, literacy & education statistics. Retrieved from
http://www.readfaster.com/education_stats.asp#literacystatistics

National Center for Education Statistics. (2013). The nation’s report card: Trends in
academic progress. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2013456

Theriot, J. A, Franco, S. M., Sisson, B. A., Metcalf, S. C., Kennedy, M. A., & Bada, H.
S. (2003). The impact of early literacy guidance on language skills of 3-year-olds.
Clinical Pediatrics, 42(2), 165-172. Retrieved from
http://www.reachoutandread.org/FileRepository/Theriot_2003.pdf

Topping, K., Dekhinet, R., & Zeedyk, S. (2013). Parent-infant interaction and children’s

language development. Educational Psychology, 4(33), 391-426.



88
doi:10.1080/01443410.2012.744159

Ultanir, E. (2012). An epistemological glance at the constructivist approach:
Constructivist learning in Dewey, Piaget, and Montessori. International Journal
of Instruction, 5(2), 1308-1470. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED533786.pdf

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. (2015). Adult and
youth literacy. Retrieved from
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/fs32-adult-and-youth-literacy-
2015-en_0.pdf

United States Census Bureau. (2015a). Projections of the size and composition of the U.S.
population: 2014 to 2060. Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2015/demo/p25-1143.html

United States Census Bureau. (2015b). Quick facts. Retrieved from
http://quickfacts.census.gov

United States Department of Education. (2008). The individuals with disabilities
education act (IDEA): Provisions related to children with disabilities enrolled by
their parents in private schools. Retrieved from
https://www?2.ed.gov/admins/lead/speced/privateschools/index.html

United States Department of Education. (2012). Serving preschool children through title
I. Retrieved from
https://www?2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/preschoolguidance2012.pdf

United States Department of Education. (2014). Race to the top fund. Retrieved from



89

https://www?2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/index.html

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1989). Thought and language (newly revised). Cambridge: MIT Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1994). The Vygotsky reader. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Wat, A. (2010). The case for pre-k in education reform: A summary of program
evaluation findings. Pew Center on the States Research Series. Washington, DC:
Pew Center on the States, 1-6. Retrieved from
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2010/thecasef
orprekpdf.pdf

Weiland, C. (2016). Launching preschool 2.0: A road map to high-quality public
programs at scale. Behavioral Science & Policy, 2(1), 37-46.

Whitehurst, G. J., & Lonigan, C. J. (1998). Child development and emergent literacy.
Child Development, 68(3), 848-872. d0i:10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.th06247.x

Wildschut, Z., Moodley, T., & Aronstram, S. (2015). The baseline assessment of grade 1
learners’ literacy skills in a socio-economically disadvantaged school setting.
South African Journal of Childhood Education, 6(1), 1-9.

Williams, C. (2004). Emergent literacy of deaf children. Journal of Deaf Studies and
Deaf Education, 9(4), 352-365. doi:10.1093/deafed/enh045

Wolfgang, C. H., & Sanders, T. S. (1981). Defending young children’s play as the ladder
to literacy. Theory into Practice, 20(2), 116-120.

doi:10.1080/00405848109542939



90

World Literacy Foundation (2015). The economic & social cost of illiteracy. Retrieved
from https://worldliteracyfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/WLF-
FINAL-ECONOMIC-REPORT.pdf

Yoshikawa, H., Weiland, C., Brooks-Gunn, J., Burchinal, R. M., Graham, P. F.,
Espinosa, M. L., Gormley, T. W., Ludwig, J., Magnuson, A. K., Phillips, D., &
Zaslow, J. M. (2013). Investing in our future: The Evidence base on preschool
education. New York, NY: Foundation for Child Development, Society for
Research in Child Development.

Zellman, G., & Waterman, J. (1998). Understanding the impact of parent school
involvement on children’s educational outcomes. Journal of Educational
Research, 91(6), 370-380.

Zubrzycki, J. (2011). Common core poses challenges for preschools. Education Week,
31(13), 20-21. Retrieved from

https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2011/12/07/13prek_ep.h31.html.



Students

Appendix A: Data Set Template

F&P Pre-Test

F&P Post-Test

Preschool
Attended
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Appendix B: F&P and Preschool Conversion Chart
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F&P Scores Conversion Score Preschool Conversion Score
Attendance
A 1 None 1
B 2 Private 2
C 3 Public 3
D 4
E 5
F 6
G 7
H 8
I 9
J 10
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