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- ABSTRACT

Thxs study vas conducted to find out vhether
- extending the. kindergarten day'with individualized curricula would
produce dxfferences in achievement great- enough to varrant the
increased .cost. Two pilot studies were conducted in this large

———

.

vo served lower class families and were eligible to

receive Tj
ready' oy .the basis of standardlzedétest results and teacher. ratlngs
vere selected for inclusion in the- extended day klndergarten and

control groups. Both extended day groups participated in the regulaf

? . kindergarten programs in the morning and received an-additional

* 90-mipute period of structured activities in the afternoon. Thése

_artxvxtles differed: accordlng to the needs of the pupils ‘and are
" described in .some detail in the report. Results favoring the ,
' experimentals over the controls were apparent at the end of the -

kindergarten year, most. notlceably in the educat1ona111 d;sadvanteged

ﬁsample. (Author/CS)
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Extendlng the Klndergarten Day : Does It Make a

&

NG Difference in the Achievement. of Educationally”
fFi?" Advantaged and Disadvantaged Puplls7

0, Mlldred ‘Winter . ; " Alice E. Klein
‘Qx State Department of- Educatlon " University of Georgila
[ Jefferson C1ty, Missouri . ‘ Athens, Georgia -

| mhe AmericanVAssociation of Elementary-Kindergarten~Nurseryf
i Educators, NEA recently recommended that a full day klndergarten

be made}avallable to all children 1nstead of the half day program
s0rprevalent today.f No emp1r1cal evidence was cited to support

/l e
th1 recommendatlon. Implementation of thxs-recommendatlgn WOuld

g et N s »

S , 'necessarlly entail higher costs for school distrlcts. The ques-
'tlon for one school district thus became, "Would extendlng the
. klndergarten day w}th 1nd1v1duallzed curr1cu1a produce dlffer—ﬁ

“ences in achlevement for both educatlonally advantaged and dis-.

advantaged pupxls great enough to warrant the 1ncreaseu Post’"

I S
Two pilot studies were conducted‘zn th1s large suburban school .wfw;«

'iﬁ ‘district,.uslng klndergartens from four of seventeen elementary
"C:ggg schools. ;Two of the schools served mlddle"class faml ie the

{ o
g other two served-lower-cla s familxes and were ellglble to re-

' . . .o i

=
% ceive T1tle I funds. - Lo '
&

Educatlonally advantaged puplls )udged "most ready and
’, educatlonally disadvantaged pup119 judged "least ready" on the_
4? 3 basls of standardlzed tests results and tpacher ratlngs were _ijw,rwww

;:Lq-_ selected for inclusxon 1n the extended day kin\ergarten '

-3
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E&Qand control groups. Both extended day“grohps partiéipated'in

: \?fh

the regular k»ndergarten programs 1n the mornlng and recelved an :

add1t10na1 90 ylnnte period of structured. activitles 1n the
- afternoon. These act1v1t1es drffered atccrdlng to the needs

of'the-pupils and are described in some detall in the.report.
. _ ;
Rcsults favorlng the experlmentals over the . controls were

_74

apparent at the ‘end of the klndergarten year,'most notlceably in

“the educatlonally disadvantaged sample. These tlndlngs were

”Eéséé’bn standardxzed test.: results and teacher—reported progress.

L

Follow up test results at the end of .the first grade, u51ng two
dlfterent forms of the Stanford Achlevement Test, 1ndicated
'even greater dlfferences. a) Dlsadvantaged experlmtntal puplls,.
/' as a, group, erceeded their controls by nearly three stani;e
un1ts and, b) Advantaged experimental puplls, a¢ a group, ex-"

' ceeded thelr controls by more than one grade equivalent unlt.
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THE EFFFCTIVENESS OF EXWENDING THE KINDERGARTEN i%
v . o~
DAY FOR EDUCATIOHALLY DISADVANTAGED AND ;;i
o -y . L T =
ADVANTAGED PUPILS - LS

Mildred Winter Alice E. Klein 2k
State Department ‘of Educatlon University of Georgia
.chferson Clty. Mlssourl o Aumns,cm"gia

Historlcally, klndexgarten began as-a full day -program.

'Today, the full~day klndergarten remains an 1ntegral part of edu-

catlonal systems in. only Europe, Hawall, and 1q some d1str1cts of

New York,~Pennsylvan1a,'and other states. ACurrent interest in a -

return to the full-day program, however, is illustrated by a re-
solution adopted August, 1970, by the American Association of i

Elementary Kindergarten—Nursery Educators,ANEA : This resolution'

’

advocated "a full day klndergarten be avallable to all chlldren,'

organlzed flexrbly to accommodate the needs of klndergarten

children and teachers."

/

There has been con51derable d15cuss1on about “the’ merlts and

fea51b111ty of the full, -or extended day klndergarten (Gordon and.,r,ww

WRoblnson, 1968; Berson,'1968 Wann, 1968; Gllstrap, 1970) _ Howf'

pver, a rev1ew of the llterature reveals an appalllng lack of

wresearch on 'such” 1ssues as'

. ' A
1. Does the extended -day klndergarten produce hlgher achleve—
ment than the half day program’ '
. 2. Does the. extended day program produce hlgher achievement

for different_klnds of learners? _ /

ThlS 1nvest1gatlon was supported by Title v, ESEA Grant T5-69~ 1

i ) T ) . ’
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: 3._ What types of’ activ1ties are most’ appropriate for dif-

ferent tyoes of learners in extended day programs . *

kil

Thls study focused on the first two questions.- The school

”district in which this study was conducted wanted to’ find out

" whether an extended day program, used with both, educationally

.advantaqed and disadvantaged pupils produced, among other things,_
£, o
.greater achievement than the regular halr—day kindergarten.

Their. obvious reasoning was that 1f;they could demonstrate 51g-”

.
)

nificant‘results'they would be in a-much better position to .

recommend that full—day sessions be adopted for'the entire diséy

trict. Their heSitancy to adopt £yll- day sessxons for all kin—-

dergarten pupils w1thout first conducting pilot studies was due‘

: : ]
to‘the,far-greater‘costs incurred by_extending the day. They

'also-were aware'that'the possibility existed of a diffe*ential
growth in achievement -- 1. e., disadvantaged pupils might gain
é-éi-mo than advantaged pupils or v1ce ‘versa. Thus, two pilot
’*stud1es“were~conducted—using_samples “from- two- different p0pu~
N . ) l m\—%’w"‘“‘\—\
”;lations and with two different sets of aCt1V1t1eS deemed most
.,“ K

'-!appropriate to the" needs of the two, types - of pupils. These

/

. two studies are descrlbed below, separately._'

EXTFNDFD DAY PROGRAM WITH EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED PUPILS:

_Selection of Subjects

Kindergarten pupils were selected" from two schools sxmilar
in:their.high-proportions of low soc10€conomie Status-families

.and low achieving pupils.'_The,kindergarten in the school

T

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC N -
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g° chlgnated to have the extended.day program c0ns1sted of appfox-
1mately 65 ch11dren, d1v1ded into two" sess1ons, 1nstructed by
one tLaChﬂr and one tcgcher.alde in a- s1ngle classroom. The
doslqn of\thls tudy re&hlred that a group of thldren be
selected to attend botﬂ morn1ng and afternoon k1ndergarten

séss1ons. Since these chlldren would be added to a class lefé_—f~—*"”;’

. / e

ngof 32 puplls, it was felt‘that no more than six puplls ass1gned

°

to attend the morning session could also attend the afternoon
ﬁl_session. The six'children in'the extended. daydprogram and the
'.seven ch11dren in the half day program were selected us1ng a o f ,

,'i'serles of standardlzed tests and teacher ratlngs. Those puplls

-

:who ranked in the lowest 10 per cent in each school accordlng
~ to their performance cn the Peabody Prcture(Vocabulary.TestA

’and the Lee-Clark Readlness Test were sé{ected for the two

-

- groups., Low teacher rat1ngs of pupll/maturlty 1n personal and
.soc1al adjustment, response to learnlng act1v1t1es as demon-
strated 1n their first month of attendance in klndergarten,

—-~—an b111tv to attend to tasks were also used ‘as cr1ter1a for -

—

selectlon.

Program Descrlptlon s

The extended day klndergarten was tutorlal in nature and
was remed1al 1n-the sense that it was des1gned to overcome
learning deficits that . had been diScovered at tﬁe7beginning'of

the_kindergarten year. The tutorial approach_appears to
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_he the most approprlate type of program for the educatlonally
'drqadvantaged due to the unlque opportunlty afforded the
teacher for the-cont1nua1 dxagnosis of d1ff1cu1t1es and reaéi
:]uqtment of 1esions for 1ndLV1dual pupils (Bland 1970)
Durlnq the three hour morn1ng session the ch11dren 1n
the_extendcd day program were grouped for 1nstruct10n together.

- with the reqular puplls accordlng to’ thelr needs in. cogn1t1ve,

‘visual, aud1tory, and motor sk111 development. The afternodn

programZ‘or the 'six chlldren 1nvolved in the extended day program

-—.q

h began when they ate 1unch w1th the 1nstructlonal a1de. Along

! ) /
with a.welljbalanced.meal,_thls prov1ded an opportunlty for con-

versation’and reflection on the experiences- of the morning.

-
""""
et

unch waq foLlowed by rest and outdoor play.. Skills and’con—
cegts presented ;n the mornlng’sesslon_were_then reinforced forl
these oupils fn the'afternoon program,  using different'methods. . ;M
. The )uplls in the extended day prOgram d1d not jOln ‘the. after-
4~noon group. for addltlonal phy51ca1 educatlon, outdoor play,
'mu51c,-or art activities. .Dur1ng these t1mes, they wereftutored.
1nd1v1dually or 1n small groups by the teacher or 1nstructlonal

"alde. ThlS = the k1ndergarten day prov1ded for- an

‘addltlonal 90 mlnutes of 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstructlon daily.
i
The t1me schedule for the dlfferent act1v1t1es is 'given

below:

A
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- _8:45_ Openlng - roll countlng, calendar . C

- -9%15% “Small Group Instruction in-: Language Arts (Teacher

: ' and Teacher Aide) .. -

- 9:40 Physicail Education with- Spe01a11st or Outdoor Play
T © Drinks, Bathroom
- 9:50 Milk- ' : ' '
- 10:15 tory' Time, anger Plays, Rhythns Music with Spec1allst
--10:30 Television. Program . :] or Art
- 10:45 - ‘Independent Activity Time
- 11:15  Small Group Instruction 1n Math or Sc1ence (Teacher

: and Teacher Aide) ¥ -
- 11:30 Evaluation and Planning for Tomorrow ‘
/ - 12:00 . Lunch, Superv1sed by Teacher Aide '
- 12%15 Rest on Mats - Superv1sed by Slxth Grader
- 12:30 Outdocr: Play
1:00 Small Group Instruction in Language“Skllls :
2:00 Individualized Instruction in Visual Motor Skills,

. Math Concepts, and Audltory and Visual Skills,

. Accordlng to Need.

Instructlonal materials used in’ both programs 1ncluded the

follow1ng;
Lanaﬁagc Deveiopmont - Peabody "Languade.Development Kit
. : Level #1I™; Ginn "Readiness Kit"; Learning Time with
P R .Language Experience for Young ChlldrenJ "Story Boards"
‘ » aﬂd the "Soundle Stories" .

Audltory Skllls,— teacher made games and act1v1t1ea. alOng
-=x1th tapes and records for the llstenlng statlon, s

g VlSual Motor Skllls - parquetry "blocks" and des1gns, cublcal g
] blocks and patterns; pegboard-and bead patterns; ‘Task -1
and Task 2'of Try; and teacher made materlals.
Math/Sc1ence Learnlng»— Greater Cleveland Math Program, K-
. Modern School Mathematics, K; numerous manlpulatlve math ° -
aides; Science - A Process Aporoach : oo

"Since.the extended day group.cons1sted of five ‘yéar olds,

. AQm parents .and teachers watched for signs of fatlgue, frustratlon;'
. P ’ M\ . . .
ti;?_i and waning interest in school. It should be noted that these LT

: ft~¥ problems simply did not materiallze. As a matter of factﬂ
_}Wfﬁa"a - L . - ) . z_ .
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responses of the children and»thcir.parents.toward the_ggé/’

e

-

tended day program were very positive throughout the pilot
study{ Out of ‘concerti £6r the total child the interrelation~  / .

' ’ ) ' » ,’_,/ ) . v . . ) : ' §
ship cf cognitive and affective 'development ' was also observed.,

”he bnrsonal and social growth of each child as recorded
’Zn/the Llndergarten Progress Report 1nd1cated that 1ncreasxng

o.petencea;n academlc areas contrlbuted to a mord pos 1t1ve“
- . /
self-cbnoept.
ol
Analysis of data

Cognltlve skill develOpment was assessed through the use .'{-'_//

'of thc Metropolzlan Readlness Test and the Stanford Early
/. : )
-School Acnlevement Test. Itrhad been dec1ded, prior to the
coll ctlon of the data, to flrst determlne whether the groups"

13

:pdlffered on. elther of the selectlon 1nstruments -= 1 e.
lrhe Feabodv Plcture Vocabulary Test and the Lee-Clark Reqdl-
. ness Test It the groups were found to dlffer 51gn1f1cantly
on e1ther of these tests, analyses of covar1ance (Wlner 496/‘5' -
‘were to be applled to the comparlsons of extended day and regu—
lar group. means. 'If no differences betweeh the groups were
found oh the selectlon cr1ter1a, regular one-way. analyses of
iy varlancc were to be used o |
Results T o ; -
Extended and half~ day groups were f1rst ctmpared on all
pre-test varlables u51ng one-day analyses of varlance “ There
were no ,tatlstlcally 51gn1ficant d1fferences between the groups
' on‘either the Peabody_Plcture‘Vocabulary Test (F<1) or the

[Kc -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




- day group in a statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant manner on several sﬁb—

\

P
\

v/L e-Clark Réadinoss-Test‘(F = 1. 53)

(‘

CWith' no 51qn1f1cant d1fferen¢es in the ‘two groups at the

beqlnn*ng of the program, post test varlables uere then sub—

:

_]PCth to one-way analyses of varrance.v The results of ali :

.a

'analyscs are. shown 1n Table 1. }

]

R wesdemnal

kd
Y
Yo

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ™

¥ e - -

"As. can be seen, the extended day group exceeded the half—h

Bt bl 2 2

tests of the Metropolltan Readlness Test as well zs on the Total
' scores. SpCCIflcally, extended day pupils as compared with non—_
".extendcd day puplls had hlgher ;ean scores on. Llstenlng, Match—
alnq, Alphabet, Numbers, and Total scores.- No statlstlcally 519-‘,
nlflcant dlfferences were found between the extended and non-_
cxtended day groups on any of the subtests or Total scores of
“*- the Stanford Early.School-Ach;evement Test. . ' : ‘, : .
| Fo;low-upfdata were colLecéed onlthose tenjpupiis_who re=’
mained.in the SChooI district’untii the‘éhd.ofnthe first ngda;
The Stan‘ord Early School Achltvement Test Level II was ad-
,mlnlstered to four puplls who had part1c1pated 1n "the extended
fday kindergarten and to the six’ puplls who “had attended the
uregular half day k1ndergarten program. rhe results of the

. analyses of varlance appllnd to these follow—up scores are

glven rn Table 2.
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‘ "rt‘maulbe'seen-in.TabIe 2.that the extended,day group had_*'f

{ ’ " s

-hiohor mean stanino scn:as than the half day group ‘on fuur of
. ./ :
the_51w subtests as well as on the Total- coxes. Spec1f1cally,.5

the 1xtended day pUDllS as compared w1th non- extended day puplls
¢

- had stathtlcally l"1qnlf1cantly hlgher mean scores on Env1ron—
o —_—
ment, ‘ath word Readlng, Sentence Readlng, and Total scores.

‘No stdthtlcally slgnlflcant dlfferences ‘were found/on Letters

:ahd Sounds or Aurdl Comprehen31on.

RIS o ) . o . L7 .
Dlscusslon L C T P : Sy
ot ot duliodt- A _ . y S

w - o

”he extended day klndergarteners were found to have far"
exczeded the half- day pupJ.lc on all parts of the Metropolltan

,Readxness Test admlnxstered at the end of the klndergarten year
. Q. .
~'c>cept Word Meanlng and COpy1ng. Even on these exceptlons 1t

fwas found that the extended day puplls exceeded the non extended

—

.day puplls although not on a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant ‘manner

(qee Table l) - There were no statlstlcally 51gnlflcant dlf-—

—.
— et

-—-N“___-____“ o

.frances found between the groups on“the Stanford Early School
/

p ‘nchlevement Test glven at the same tlme.h Agaln, however, the~v
extended dav puplls scored hlgher than the half day pu01ls on .
‘fall subtests and Total scores of ‘the Standard.
Thc lack of statlstlcal SLgnlflcance whlch‘was found on:

L

tne. flve variables of Stanford Early School Achlevement Test'




'~;'tatlona1ly dlsadvantaged puplls 1s further substantlated 1n

' str ﬁcma g

'study (N' l3) Obv1ouslv, Jt would have been better to carry
,outvthl pllot study uslng a larger sample.v However, the conj7‘ a
-vtralnts of the school s1tuatlon were such tht th1s was im- 1:2"

POSSIblp. It should be noted that the Tow- stat1st1cal power.;rax

[ e
of thls study 001nts up even: more v1v1dly the large d1fferen—

ces in achlovement between the groups whlch were found to be

. statlstxcally 91gn1f1cant."

~

I¢ w;ll be recalled that on every subtest and every total *5hfm“1
of the post test varlables the means of the. extended day puplls

;‘wpre larger than the m ans’ for the half ~day puplls., This ap—i’ﬁ
. !
: poared to be a rare occurrence. A 51gn test (Slegel l956)

'_was calculated to determlne the llkellhood of thls occurrenee

It was found that the probablllty of all twelve d1fferences'

"favorlng the extended day puplls was less than .0003 Thlo o e

flndlng agaln hlghllghts tho fact that the extended day puplls fv‘f

-

achleved more than d1d those in the regular program.

D

~The tffectlveness of the extended day program w1th edu-

o the rxndlngs obtalned one . year after the end of the klndﬂrgar-‘

' .ten ;ear Agaln, the extended daY Puplls exceeded the non—7jﬂ’ ;:T%Qvﬁ;

extended day puplls on all of the suhtests, as well as on the nﬁ'thiffun

“total scores, of the otanford Early School Achlevement Test df,ﬁf.*‘

1
coa

Levnl IT wzth vae of the chn comparlsons b01ﬂg statlstlcalqu?"

] . © L ’ o Lo

"slgnlflcant

CoER . R . . “ ..o @
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o F\(TENDED DAY PROGRAM WITH I‘DUCATIONALLY ADVANTAGED PUPILS

-.l(/ﬁ-:;'

'ﬁaoelcctlon of qubjects’

'f;}:' The attendance area of the two schools solected for thlS:'

pllot studv ‘were larqcly oopulated by mlddlo 1ncome famllles.

“ﬁﬁf The ach1evement levels of students in- both schools fall slight-

/'ﬁ'lv belou dlstrlct norms on standardlzed tests. Because.no add—

~ ~

"fgjxtlonal staf‘ or aides were to be prov1ded ‘for ‘an extended day

¥ —

P,, oy

proqram beyond the two regular teachers, cnly one thlrd of the'« ‘

P

total‘cnrollment of 78 klndergarteners could be selected for'

e T anlu51on 1n the orogram. _The 76 puplls 1n the extended day
B / & .
’ and the ZJ puplls in - the regular programs were selected on: ‘ Y

.

o B

tho basas,of performance on thExPreschool Inventory, the Lee- :

- y?’ Clark Read]ness Test, and teacher ratlngs of pupll maturlty o

1n oersonal ahd soc1al adjustment and ablllty to attend to

-t

tasks., Onlv “hose puplls who“obtalned average or above avet—

cﬁ C

o aqe, cores on the tests andwﬂho were c0n51dered by thelr teach-

',ers to be most rea;y;for 1nclu51on into an extended day prO* E Q.~'
3 Y . C
3 gram were serected for part1c1patlon in thlS study. '

- : (
IR l ‘

w;’ Proaram Descrlptlon

. -

PR '

The extended day program was. de51qned to broaden the k1n-7

derqarten program through addltlonal t1me for creatlve approacheSj~

G ron

R /
N d1v1duallzed 1nstruct10, g_The two teachers worked as a team,

« a’

teachlnq both extended day puplls and puplls not 1nvolved in

SO the study, but each spec1allzlng 1n dlfferent areas of the!cur—

W
i
i
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'riculum, Home v1s1ts and parental 1nvolvement were 1ntegral parts

of t?b”prOgram.: The mornlng ses31on for the” extended day puplls was

s1m13ar to that of the puplls in the regular half day program.
/ -
Lunch, outdoor piﬁ;? and rest Unrlods were§al& under superv1szon ofA

the parents of ex ended day puplls. These parents were also 1n—

' /
v1ted to remaln/after rest t1me to observe and ass1st with the in-

-

structlonal program; As in - the study w1th dlsadvantaged puplls,
the extended dav program for advantaged puplls prov1ded for an add1-~
tional 90 m1nutes of learn1ng experlencqs. vThe“addltlonal'learnlng

experlences 1ncluded 1ndependent act1v1tles in learn1ng centers,

|

sptcnal pro;ects in art, mus1c, sc1ence, soc1al studles,'and_dramaf_'
t1cs, and Jnd1v1duallzed 1nstruct10n in language arts.l One. hour was
spent in- small group 1nstructlon whiie the remaining half hour was'

" spent in 1nd1v1duallzed learnlng's;tuatlons; The time schedule for .
" the different,acti?itlés,is'given;ﬁelowii o .

" 8:30 - .9:00 Ooenlng - roll, pledge, calendar, news, plann1ng -
S “the day ' :
9:060 —'lQ-OO Small GYroup antructlon in. Math and Sc1ence'
A . - (Teacher A;

'_‘10{0§f>\lﬂ;35 Music or Phy51ca1 Educatlon w1th Spec1al Personnel
10:25 - 10: 45\\Qgtgoor Play, Drinks, Bathroom |

10:45 - 10:55 Qui t\Ti@e - Rest, Music Appreciation

10:55 = .11:30 Story Tlmc\\unit\Related Act1v1t1es, or Art

11:30--°12:00 Lunch - ~— e
12:00 - 12:15 Outdoor Play - ~\\\\\“' B Parent /
: 12 15 - 12:30 Quiet Time - Rest, Book Brows1ng, 'Ass1stance
T or Story Time . o
12 30'—_,1:30 Individualized Learnlng in Language Arts (Teacher B)

1:30- - 2:00 Independent Activities in Learning- Centers or
E v Special .Projects in Art, Music, Gc1ence, Soc1al
, , Studies, and Dramatics .
2:00 - 3:30  Home Visits, -Parent Conferences, Plannlng and
o ‘ Evaluatlon. (Teacher A and Teacher B on. alternatlng
days) o . :
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Instructional materials used were the same as those de-

scribed for ‘the disadvantaged sample with the following addi-
tions: : _ .

8

Readlng - Gettlng Readxrto Read,aSoott Foresman first
preprimer {Combs. onlyf} Macm{llanﬁpreprlmers .and primer.
-(Graham only) ; experlence storles, and a var1ety of

: beglnnlno readers. , __@<5 .
J.Audltorv bkllls -1"L1sten1ng anu Learnlng "The.Talkipg )
Alphabet"""Llsten and Do -

n

Math -'Let s Begln (Combs only); Distar Ar1thmet1c I

(extended day program.only), Modern School Mathematlcs, K

and Book I (extended day program only)

‘ Soc1al Sc1ence - Schools, Families .and. Nelghhorhoods
Around the World. (‘ktended day program only)

‘Home J151t§ were made to most of the extended day puplls

andswere qenerally preceded.by a parent conference. .The v151t~

©

“included a home-teachinq session that involved'younger siblings"

as well ‘as the klndergarten chlld.f Books or: 1nstructlonal
_ mater1als were often left in the home for the parent to use - 1nr

teachlng.hls’chlld.

. Analysis of'Data C CL

SR Lognltlve Sklll development and academlt achlevement were_

!
: assessed through Ehe ‘use of the Metropolltan Readlness Tes

1the Stanford Early School Achlevement Test, and teacher reported'

:progress based on publlshers tests and classroom performance '
" in read1ng and ‘math at the end’ of the year..'It‘had'been‘de-ﬂ

.llded prlor to the collectlon of . the data to determlne first

. '
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'1 whether - the extended and non—extended day groups dlffered on

: any.of the tests uscd for selectlon (the L?e-Clark Readlness

. Test and the Preschool Inventory) If the groups dlffered

slgnltlcantlv on elther of these tests, analyses of covari-

*.ance were to be applied to the compar;son of_extendedrday'and

T ove

“i'statlstlcally signlflcant dlfferences between the extended day';_;hx

-half-day group means instead of one-way analyses of variance.

oo~

Results . - o ' . el ‘ S

One-way analvses o‘ varlance were calculated on the pre-

_test means flrst; It was found that the extended. and half-
‘dav groups dlffered 51gn1f1cantly ‘on Preschool Inventory
- scores (F = 5, 40 p <.05) w1th the extended day puplls

(R 77 52) exceedlng the half day puplls (% = 74.38).

Analyses of covarlance were then applled to all comparl-

sons of the extended day and half day groups on Metropolltan-

fReadlness Test and Stanford Early School Achlevement Test

- s

:scoresl- The results of these analyses are shown in Table 3

below. - t_ B I

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE L

- “rer

Inspection of the'results reveals that theEe were no'

’:and half day groups when dlfferences in Preschool Inventory

qcores were adjusted._:="~

The read1ng levels at whlch the groups were performlng

atlthe end of the klndergarten_year_are shown;below 1nt'

P N S A |

ET : 3 . . B . I-\ s
. N . - Y
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‘Table 4. - - S S

e ~ INSERT.TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE ' - 0

—

Apparently-all extendod-day puplls had7 inished the readiness

[

and first preprimer levels and were el matwthe~second~preprimer“f

or primer levels by the end of the kindergarten'year.‘fo'contrast,f
none of the child"en"in the non-extended'day.program had gone be- .
4fyond the rJrSt preprlmer level by the end of the year.

The math achievement of these puplls as reported by thelr
- )
teachers and verlfled hy publ1shers tests-1s;glven in TablevS

sl I P
. . S e

: INSERT'TABLE}S ABOUT HERZ

/ — . : ) o
Apparpntly all puplls in- the extended day program had gone o -

‘ | BT .

btzond the m1d p01nt of the math program g1ven 1n Grade I whereas o

none of rhe puplls in tho regular half day program had done So. -
PR A * ‘e

Follow—up data were obtalned on the 33 puplls ‘who rema1ned s;w.f‘”.

-in the dlstrlct untll the end of f1rst grade. The Stanford-Prl—hlx .‘,~

Ty
‘

mary I Battery was admlnlstered to 19 puplls who had part1c1pated—~—-—~—~
- I
"}n the extended dav klndergarten and 14 puplls who had attendeq/’

. R o
the regular “half-~ ~day klﬂdergarten program. The results 9§/ﬂ§: P

-
¢ e’ g

analVSLs of covarlance applled to these follow up scores a;e

prosented in Table 6.




e

: puplls excecded the half- dav puplls on five of the six sub-ﬂ‘
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INSERT. TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE = - /

e

—

————
Inspectlon oﬁrthe»resultg”"hows that the extended day

e

tests of the battery. Spec1f1cally, pupils who had part1~

c1pated in_ the'extended -day’ klndergarten program one year

4dearller obtalned hlgher mean - grade equlvalent scores than g

‘ Dlscu551on ' B ) - : .

'Skllls,'and Arlthmetlc.

_,,,__..-w-
s f

P s

- i
Mln Word Readlng,~Paracraph Meanlng, Spelllng, WOrd Study

v,.
-&’l

.

The comparlsons made between advantageu chlldren part1-

. A e
;-.. “

rc1pat1ng in the extended day ‘and: half ~-day programs revealed

4:that no statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlf‘erences exlsted at the\

end of the k1ndergarten year on the Metropolltan Readlnecs' f\

\.

N\

Test\or on the -Stanford Early School Achlevement Test when
v , 4

2

dlfferences were found to ex1st between the,groups on teacher-'

’eported progress of ch11dren s performance in. the read1ng
/

_and math programs._ These d1fferences were found to favor

/ .
the extended day puplls.._

‘These contradlctory flndlngs ralsed some - 1nterest1ng

.fQuestlons.“ How‘could»one'expaarnwghyNthe extended_day'pupils

e

40
’-Preschool Inventory dlfferences were adjusted., However,-w1de~

p———

A\
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were sozfar ahead of the half-~day pupils in reading and math .

achlevcment (based on publxshers tests and teacher reports)

but were not s1gn1£1cantlv dlfferent on the standardlzed

~tes ts? ‘Onc reason MAght have been that these tests‘are —//“f’f”//”

: ba 1cally des1qned to assess readlness for flrst grade work

and are to bL g1ven durlng the k1ndergarten year or at. the

beginning of flrst grade._ All of the»puplls in the extended

-dav program were achlev1ng at f1rst grade levels in reading
,*J"

and math at the t1me these standardlzed tests ‘were’ g1ven.
It was, therefore, guestlonable whether these tests had 1temsA
whlch were sufflrlently dlfflcult to dlscrlmlnate among the‘

evtended day puplls. An examlnatlon of the1r test scores

‘vrevealed that all extended day pupils scored w1th1n a range

' _regardless of how they’scored on. the Preschool Inventory and -

- program. .

' of no 1tems wronq to flve 1tems wrong on each of the subtests.

These data tend to support the hypothes1s that these standard-.‘

3

.lzed tests m1ght not have enough ce1]1ng to have: been appro—

prlate for the extended day puplls.

i .

All pup11s in- th1s study scored at average or above avér—

5aqe 1evels on the tests glven at the beg1nn1ng of the k1nder-

garten-year The fact that all of the extended dav chlldren, L
p =

‘.’

’Lee—Clark Read1ness Test at the beg1nn1ng of the year, were

able to achleve at- First grade levels in both - read1ng and math S
\ - .

.would seem to p01nt up the eﬁfectlveness of the extended day . .,ﬂtﬁ

bl
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.Another source of data on the effectiveness of the'pro—?
‘4gram were parent and teacher_reports on‘their observations of/ o
'the children; Accordxno to these xeports all of the chlldren
involved in the extended. day program demonstrated a very posi- .
'tlvc ‘attitude toward school and ma1n\a1ncd thelr\enthus1asm
for- learnlng throughout the year. Parents who! ha recelved
home v151ts were very enthu51ast1c about the program, re- |

" ported u51ng the activities. suggested by the teacher, and re-
'commended that v1s1ts in the home ‘become an 1ntegral part of
the klndergarten ‘program. | R dl o 3

','c A further sourcerof data on'the.effectiveness of the
program werc the results of the follow up testlng done one
vear after the program_had‘ended. ‘On- f1ve of the six comparl-

sons{_significant dlfferences favor1ng the extended day puplls

were found after the Stanford subtest scores were adjusﬁed

Q, -

A

for Preschool Inventory dl’ferences.'
SUMMARy'AND CONCLUSIONS
-The American’Association of Elementary Kindergarten-

Nursery Educators, NEA has recommended that a full day klnder-'

“-garten be made avallable to all chlldren 1nstead of the half-

A

,day program so-prevalent today._ Due to the necess1ty of 1n-
"creaqlng the number of personnel, space, facllltles, and -~

“materlals presently avallable,.extendlng the klndergarten day

'entalls h1gher costs for. school d1str1cts. One school d1s-
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trict decided:to'find out Whether.extendinc the school day
producedldifferences in achievement, among other.things,'hiéh |
enough to warrant xtendqu the day for all puolls in the dis-
trict.b To determine thlq, two pllot studies wero conducted
using klndergartens from four dlfferent schools whlch served
lower and mlddle class families.. ¢
In "the study comparlnq -the effectlveness of extendlng
the klndergarten day for educat:onally dlsadvantaged puplls
(N = 13), it waS‘found.that achievement,,as measuredkby thei
| _Metropolitan Readiness'Test,rwas_far higher for.extended'day' : ’E]A
than‘for-half-day pupils. ‘The differenCes'in achievement, as; .
- measured by the StanfordgEarly School Achlevement Test Level
iI, were ma1nta1ned one year later.' In the study concerned
- with educatlonally advantaged chlldren (ﬁ = SS)VWit was foundb
that‘no.statiSticallv significant differences existed hetween.'
jthe extended day andahalf day puplls on standardlzed ach1eve-'

ment measures. Fowever, extended day pupils were reported

to have achleved far h1gher levels in math and readlnq pro-

“
e A

KN grams than the half-~ dav puplls. It was’ suggested that per-~ -

. haps thesstandardlzed tests, both de51gned to assess:readlness

. -

for flrst grade work were 1nadequate measures for ]udglng

i;achievement levels of the educatlonally advantaged e tended
-day puplls. Follow—uo da ta,obtarned one- year later showed AT
. / . T

_;”vyd,thatfextended day pupils far exceeded the achlevement of the

A 't«é,
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half-day pupils on;the StanfordfPrimary I Batteryl
The orimarw purpose of the extended day program was to
attcmot to max1mlzo tho learnlng potent1al of puplls using
overv avallable resourca : The effect of each one of these
resources 1nd1v1dua11y was not a concern of thls study. Cer-
‘tainly the cffectlvencss of the*extended day klndergarten
.fuprograms w1th both educatlonally dlsadvantaged and adyantaged
v,lcarners can be attr1buted to- more than just an addltlonal 90
';mlnute".ln the"school-day. Extens;on of time does make pos—_'
51ble a-better balanced program that allows for a varlety of
- gapproaches to-learn1ng and more"1nd1V1dual attentlon at an:
age:whenvthis is:veri crucia17 'The'nature of thefinstructional:
‘ proqrams, de51gned accord1ng to d1agnosed needs and ab111t1es “
» of the learnpr, is undouotedly a key factor ‘in the success of
- these programs. Currlculum plannlng that takes 1nto account
hknowledge of the chlld's home llfe, made p0551ble through home
visits, is also an 1mportant con51deratlon.a i . ;’;;”,,/aéc”j%%f
: As a result of. these two pllOt stud1es~’fﬁe’schoolrdls- | |
trlct dec1ded to offer’e”'ended day programs tovail klnder—'&
;;;ﬂ;;;»garten puplls. Th1s dec1510n was put into qperation on a par-'
| ‘ t1al ba51s one year after the pllOt study was conducted The
follow1ng year’lt was,lmplemented on a distrlct—w1de ba51s.
Ohe'flnal p01nt must be made.’ If; 1ndeed the early years o
Aare cr1t1cal ones 1n the Chlld S 1ntellectual personal and

: soc1al development what Justlflcatlon, other than ﬁlnanc1a1,

can be found for the three—hour double—sesslon klndergarten’

+




BEST COPY AVAILRBIE  ~20-

_Giving’theAkindefgartqn teacher the responsibility for only
one group of children would make possible added time for.

learning through an extended'kindergarted day, flexible
organizaticn of the program to fit the needs pf_youné chil-
dren, and effective parent-teacher partnership in the edu--

cation of. the child through home visits and parent'involvef‘

. ment in the kinder@arten program.
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- . S
Results of Analyses Qf Varl‘\EE Comparlng the Extended Day and

. Half Day_ Eregrams For qucatlonally Dlsadvantaged Puolls
;/,/fj%f///;;/;ests‘Admln tered Durlng the Klndergarten Year .

. 3
¢ .

o e "Extended Da " Control e ST
' VARIABLE . ‘ ! Mean~ Y . Mean R B A

: bRE-TEST'VARIABLEs P P

A Pcabody Rlct voc. . o T -f»-:" f}, . hy el
3 - M.A. . . 55.50 " 60.00 - <l " _nesT
S T.oe o BBW6T . 9Li57 0 Yl T aLs. 07

Lee- Clark . R o T e
‘Letter Svmbols S 1z.17 . .7.00 . 1.99 . n.s.. = ..,
Concepts . 14,00. - 13,86 . . <1 7 n.s. = .

~ Word Symbols - --. . 7.17 «°. "< 5,86 <1 . n.s.,
"Total: e 34,17 - :”17126.71 - 1. 53 - - n.s.

POST-Tqu VARIABLES ~ e S ¥

o

“etrop ‘Readiness.. .0t
L . Word Meaning. . . - 6.67 - - 0 6.29 0 . _<1 . n.s. .
_ '/ " . Listening - . '10.83. . , . 8.86 . :7.05- - .025. . .
", * . ' Matching . . 10,17 - - -.6.71 '5.86 .05 - . -
. .. Alphabet- - - - 10.33. - 5.14  17.67 7 .005

Numbers + - . .°13.67- - 9.57° ..'13,23 . .005%

Copying .~ . "  7.67 - /6.86 <1 n;s”;

- Total . . 58,00 - - ‘43, 45 | 39,463“ 005

L

Stanford Ach _ P 'a -, 6// I <L
The Environment ... ..28.00 . - . 26,8 <1, . nJs. .
- Mathematies . 7 16.33 . 14771 . ~ <1 . “n.s. -
‘Letters & Sounds . 15.17 . . 'r 13.57 . <. . n.s.
Aural ComprehenSLOn . .18.33 - 715,71 0 1,69 ¢ n.s.

e

. Total SR . % J7.83 0 70.860 128 n.s. .




o T e “;'-f TABLE 2] i' Lo ".7-*' L L

Resulrs of Analyses of Varldnce Comparlng the Extended Day and
Half Dav Programs for qucatlonally Dlsadvantaged Plplls 

on thQ qtanford Farly Gchool Achlevement Test Leve1 II”"f*Jg'”

- - |
o - . . . . o - . ] .- R . R
' g Fxtended Jpay - - ‘Control " 4 B A

— ) . . s . : . )
L4 * . - - .. 4

——

% VRRIABLE

S

™ Enviromment © o T 0050750 .0 3.33° 1L 13 ] <.025 X

"M&th<f T T 6.7 80000 16 65  <.01- - -

e
-

7

.

Lettor ,ané>Souﬁds~ k 5:007 ““'_if 3.50 ! ' 3;20' . n.s.

',Aural (omorehenq1on . 5.50 ¢ '”4.67'. REREES S ‘n3$im;v

-
BN

,WOVd Roadlngw«‘f'.‘.;,ﬁ',s.oo ' L3067 '*%»7{83{ . %05

Wl VI S T
Sontence Reading T 6.50 . 3,33, o 7. 292 7 <.05

Total, . .. 625" . -3.33. .. 13. 52' oo

*The means represented are given in-stanine units.’

N
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¥ TABLE 3.

Re<ultq of Pre- and Poqt—mest Measures for. Educatlonally Advantaged

by

Puplls 1n Extendnd Day and Half Day Programs

K Admlnlqtered Durlng the - Klnderoarten Year .

E

' .

Lo® Z o B ) e

o . : ' . ' : -
3 . Fxtended Da Control = :
VARIABLE : S Y o
S - A ' Mean* . Mean* _";F e
N .' f;—.r . ' B
*”'T Vo k - T o R 4
J'PRF _TEST VARIABLES _ . . e N 5
" jiPreschooi-Inv.” - 77.52 . 74.38 . 5.40 < .05

R Lee -Clark e T , - o
‘Letter Symbolq S0 21:36 S 21.72 - <1° - r.s.
- Concepts . | - o 17.92 0 . 18.31 . 2.04 " \n.S.

‘wordeymbols . . /14,60 - 15,79 . 1.33 ~ " n.s.

o.

; o ’ / \-'.\' - .
POGT TFbm VARIABLESI‘ ST o ' N ot
Metrov. Readiness - o T o " :
‘Word Meaning S 12416 ©11.14 ° 2.38  n.s.
Listening = - = ) 11.48:. : 11.31 <1 -  n.s.
Matching. L "11.96 11.58 ;<1 7 - . m.s.
o .. . Alphabet - . 7" 15.64 < 34.93 «  1.52 .n.s.
1 Numbers , . 20.20 - - 18.21  3.49 n.s.
L, Copying® - 9.92 . 10.90 <1~ “n.s.
Total ' ,'\.i. '81.36 . ¢ 78.07. <l . n.s.

Qtavfordvhchlevement e _ S -
The Environment - - . 36.80 . 36.76 <1 - n.s.
Mathematics - . 25.56 T 24.48..  1.62 n.s.
Letters and Sounds . 26,92 . © - 25.86 . 1.96 = n.s.

l Aural Compréhen51on - 23,84 +22.83 © <1 - .n.s.

- Total - ﬂ_;;}_llB 12' o 109. 93 , <1 ¢ " n.s.

o

*

*The  means represented are the unadjusted means.
/’ - . .
" v ) C Q '
. ' S <o
/ .
@ .
: 1
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. . TABLE 4 B SR
'Numbers of Extended Day and Half-Day Kindéréarteh Pupils
"Achieviﬁq at Varying’Readihg}Levels AL -
- - - . ’ e "
' o , ‘ Second
Readiness - . Preprimer . Preprimer - Primer
L?Vel Level ' Level = Level
Extended Dayv . - o= 19 o ' ‘ 7;
Non-Extended Day 10 s . 18 . _ - -
/.
- ~‘ﬁ/,-/-" t .. o : ’ ) . C ’ ~
. ol
. , . %
s 5 A\
- )
\ .
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TABLE 5
Wumbexq of Fxtendcd Day and Half Day Kxndergarten Puplls.
| AChlLVlnq at Dxfferent Math Levels‘

Completed Kinderg?:ten .'.Beyond Mid-Point-of
Math Program: ' . Grade I Program

Extonded Dav . Y- _ S ’ 26 . |
... 'Non-Extended Day o 29 P : -
. ) ) ’ N !
T ——
. . . / T —— .\____‘ — - — R - 3
. - —
e
4
i
B3
+
* v )
4 ":."f/‘,_,p AR
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