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ABSTRACT 

González, Brandy S. Examining the Impact of Texas Pre-kindergarten Programs on 

Kindergarten Readiness. Doctor of Education (Executive Educational Leadership in 

Special Education), May 2022, Houston Baptist University, Houston, Texas. 

The availability of early childhood education to students in poverty continues to 

grow across the United States. Pre-kindergarten programs provide intervention for four-

year-old students to close early learning gaps and prepare students for kindergarten. Little 

research exists to show if pre-kindergarten programs in Texas achieve this goal.  

This study presents the ongoing need for quality pre-kindergarten programs to 

meet the needs of students arriving with deficits in language and academic skills. The 

present state of pre-kindergarten programs nationwide is presented with a primary focus 

on the data from Texas programs. The study sought to establish if students are arriving at 

kindergarten ready to learn, especially students who attended pre-kindergarten. 

Kindergarten readiness data was analyzed to show differences in the kindergarten 

readiness of educationally disadvantaged students. Lastly, a multiple regression analysis 

was utilized to determine if variables of pre-kindergarten programs can predict 

kindergarten readiness achievement.  

This study demonstrates that pre-kindergarten closes the gap for students who 

attend and helps surpass others who do not attend pre-kindergarten by a 27% increase in 

kindergarten readiness scores. While tremendous gains have been made, economically 

disadvantaged students struggle with kindergarten readiness. Continued focus on early 

childhood education is still needed, as there is more work to do to meet the goal of the 

Texas Early Learning Council.  
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction  

Background of the Study 

History of Early Childhood Education in the United States 

Kindergarten has not always had a place in the United States public school 

system. Over 70 years ago, kindergarten was a luxury accessed only through private 

institutions by those who were affluent enough to pay tuition (Cascio, 2010). Few federal 

and local government subsidies were available for low-income families to attend private 

kindergartens. Wealthy children went to school, while impoverished children remained at 

home until school began in the first grade. The expansion of mass high school education 

in the 1970’s increased graduation rates among women (Yallen, 2017). With schooling 

and desire, women began entering the workforce, many for the first time. New advances 

in technology created more clerical job positions, which led to a record high of 45% of 

women obtaining employment outside the home (Yallen, 2017). Moms entering the 

workforce increased the appeal and necessity for children to start school earlier. Growing 

demand pushed all but two states to provide grants to local school districts to fund public 

kindergarten programs at no cost to families (Cascio, 2010).  

Two decades later, Hart and Risley (1995) conducted a study that would influence 

policymakers to examine whether students should have access to free public education 

even earlier. Hart and Risley discovered that children raised in low socio-economic 

households were at a grave disadvantage in the amount of language exposure in the 

home. This disadvantage would come to be known as the “30-million-word-gap.” Thirty 

million words were the difference between words spoken in a middle-class household and 
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a low socioeconomic household when the child turned four years old (Hart & Risley, 

1995). How could children from low SES households be ready for kindergarten?  

The History of Early Childhood Education in Texas 

In the state of Texas, compulsory attendance begins in the first grade. Texas does 

offer free public Kindergarten for children once they turn five by September 1st of the 

current school year (Texas Education Agency, 2022). Texas has provided funding for 

half-day pre-kindergarten for eligible children since 1985 and currently requires districts 

with more than 15 eligible children to offer pre-kindergarten (NIEER, 2020). In 2019 the 

Texas Senate approved House Bill 3 (HB 3), which provides funding for full-day pre-

kindergarten for all eligible students. In addition to funding, HB 3 also set expectations 

for the components of “high-quality” pre-kindergarten programs and required prescribed 

student progress monitoring (TEA, 2019-one pager).  

Governor Rick Perry established the Texas Early Learning Council in 2009 in 

support of early childhood education. Stated on the Texas Early Learning Council’s 

website, the goal is to improve school readiness through the following priorities:  

• Parental Outreach and Communications 

• Early Childhood Workforce and Professional Development 

• Collaborations and Standards 

• Data Systems and Quality Rating and Improvement Systems 

The current Texas Early Learning Council was appointed in 2019 by Governor Greg 

Abbott and meets quarterly. One of the first projects the newly appointed council 

completed was a Texas Early Learning Needs Assessment to create the Texas Early 
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Learning Strategic Plan (Texas Early Learning Council, 2022, Texas Early Learning 

Strategic Plan). 

Figure 1:  

Texas Early Learning Council  

  

Note from Www.earlylearningtexas.org. (n.d.). Retrieved February 12, 2022, from 

https://www.earlylearningtexas.org/TX-Early-Learning-Strategic-Plan.pdf 

The vision is at the center of the strategic plan, shown in Figure 1: “All Texas children 

are ready for school and learn.”  

 

 

http://www.earlylearningtexas.org/
https://www.earlylearningtexas.org/TX-Early-Learning-Strategic-Plan.pdf
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Statement of the Problem 

Over twenty-five years have passed since the Hart and Risley study, and pre-

kindergarten is now available across Texas for students that meet qualifications. Students 

from educationally disadvantaged households are eligible to participate in public pre-

kindergarten programs to obtain the skills necessary to increase their kindergarten 

readiness. The problem this study addressed is that little research exists to show if the 

current pre-kindergarten programs in Texas are working. Are the pre-kindergarten 

programs in Texas closing the gap and preparing students for kindergarten? Are 

educationally disadvantaged students ready for kindergarten? Which components of pre-

kindergarten programs can predict results? 

Purpose of the Study 

This study aimed to dissect Texas Public Kindergarten Programs and 

Kindergarten Readiness data to uncover the relationships between pre-kindergarten 

programs and kindergarten readiness. School districts in Texas administer Kindergarten 

Readiness evaluations to all students within the first six to eight weeks of kindergarten. 

The assessment provides teachers with information on the students’ ability levels in 

several distinct categories (Ready Rosie, 2022, The Texas Kindergarten Entry 

Assessment-How parents can help). This study presented data demonstrating the current 

Kindergarten Readiness achievement of students in Texas and the effectiveness of pre-

kindergarten programs in Texas at preparing students for kindergarten and beyond. 

Additionally, correlations were sought between pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, 

and expenditures.  
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Significance of the Study 

This study is significant to the vision of the Texas Early Learning Council and the 

work of teachers and parents across the state. In Texas’s Early Learning Strategic Plan, 

the first goal states: “Early childhood programs in Texas are aligned to ensure children 

are ready to learn by kindergarten.” The aspiration is to have 75% of kindergarten ready 

by 2025, with a current baseline of 52%. The information from this study provides an in-

depth look into how individual districts are performed during the 2020-2021 school year 

and which co-variants may contribute to higher success. If disparities in education can be 

timely determined and caught, gaps can be addressed earlier. Addressing learning gaps in 

primary education can help build a solid foundation for all students and improve lifelong 

learning.  

Definition of Terms 

Early Childhood Education: a term that refers to educational programs and strategies 

geared toward children from birth to eight.  

Economically Disadvantaged: eligible for free or reduced-price lunch or eligible for 

other public assistance 

Kindergarten: a school or class that prepares children for first grade. A child in 

kindergarten is typically 5 or 6 years old. 

Kindergarten Readiness: Children are "ready" for school when families, schools, and 

communities work together to ensure they enter school with strong foundational 

knowledge and skills across five primary domains of development (Physical – Gross and 

Fine Motor, Literacy – Reading and Writing, Mathematical – Concepts and Thinking, 

Language and Communication, Health and Wellness) (TEA, 2022) 
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Head Start: free, federally funded programs designed to promote school readiness for 

children from low-income families. 

House Bill 3: (HB 3), a sweeping and historic school finance bill, was passed by the 86th 

Texas Legislature in 2019 and signed by Gov. Greg Abbott. The bill provides more 

money for Texas classrooms, increases teacher compensation, reduces recapture, and cuts 

local property taxes for Texas taxpayers. HB 3 is one of the most transformative Texas 

education bills. (TEA, 2022) 

Literacy: the ability to read and write 

Pre-kindergarten: childcare with some educational content for children younger than 

five, provided by elementary schools or preschools. 

Socioeconomics: relating to or concerned with the interaction of social and economic 

factors. 

Social-Emotional Learning: is the process through which all young people and adults 

acquire and apply the knowledge, skills, and attitudes to develop healthy identities, 

manage emotions and achieve personal and collective goals, feel and show empathy for 

others, establish and maintain supportive relationships, and make responsible and caring 

decisions. 

Theoretical Framework 

History of Maria Montessori 

The importance of pre-kindergarten instruction is supported by the work of Dr. 

Maria Montessori and her observations on the development of children. Montessori was a 

physician turned educator who lived in Italy at the turn of the 20th century. After 

graduating from medical school in 1896, Montessori’s practice focused primarily on 
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psychiatry. Through her work with disabled children, Montessori began to take an 

interest in the education of young children. Maria spent countless hours observing 

children see how they acquired new knowledge and skills. In 1907, Maria opened her 

school, “Casa Dei Bambini,” where she could apply and perfect her teaching methods. 

Montessori observed tendencies that she named Sensitive Periods through her work with 

children. “A sensitive period refers to a special sensitivity … It is a transient disposition 

and limited to acquiring a particular trait. Once this trait, or characteristic, has been 

acquired, this special sensitivity disappears” (Montessori & Carter, 2019). 

Sensitive Periods 

During a Sensitive Period, a child is exceptionally equipped to obtain knowledge 

in the skill area related to that period. Maren Schmidt lists the following characteristics 

that are observable behaviors of a child during a Sensitive Period: 

1. A well-defined activity with a beginning, middle, and end. 

2. The action is irresistible for the child once they start. 

3. The same movement is returned again and again.  

4. A passionate interest develops. 

5. A restful and tranquil state comes at the finish of the action.  

(Schmidt, M., 2015, Sensitive Periods: Social Relations) 

All the Sensitive Periods identified by Montessori happen within the first six years of a 

child’s life. For this reason, early intervention in the form of pre-kindergarten and 

kindergarten programs is essential for children.  

Pre-kindergarten interventions can impact the sensitive periods of Language, 

Socials Aspects of Life, and Learning through the senses. The sensitive period for 
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language begins at birth and lasts through the age of six. While Hart and Risley proved 

that children from educationally disadvantaged homes are exposed to minor language in 

their homes, pre-kindergarten programs allow students to be exposed to language before 

their sensitivity to language closes. Montessori further breaks down the sensitive period 

for language in Figure 2 below: 

Figure 2:  

Montessori Sensitive Period for Language 

 

Note. From Montessori, M. (1995). The absorbent mind. New York: Henry Holt and 

Company. 

The sensitive period for language is speaking, reading, and writing. If children are not 

exposed to these skills before turning six, their ability to learn them will decrease 

significantly. This does not mean that the child will never be able to obtain the skills; it 

just means that it will be much more complex than before.  
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The sensitive period for social aspects of life also occurs during the preschool 

ages of two and a half to five. This period refers to children being able to notice social 

cues, caring for themselves, and caring for their environments. Today, Montessorians 

have identified 12 sensitive periods in children, as identified in Figure 3.  

Figure 3:  

Sensitive Periods 

Note. Adapted from E.M. Standing (1998) 

Several sensitive periods occur before four years of age, while seven occur during pre-

kindergarten and kindergarten. For this reason, pre-kindergarten is a crucial intervention 

to close the 30-million-word gap for students and prepare them for kindergarten.  

Texas has provided free public pre-kindergarten for students who have qualified 

for over 35 years. Recently Texas has reinvigorated the commitment to delivering quality 

pre-kindergarten for Texas children through measures in House Bill 3. The Texas Early 

Learning Council has identified growth areas and set a vision that all children in Texas 

are ready for school. The time has come to examine the impact of Texas pre-kindergarten 

programs on kindergarten readiness.  
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Research Questions 

1. What percentage of school districts in Texas are meeting the current goal of the 

Texas Early Learning Council of 75% of students meeting Kindergarten 

Readiness expectations? 

2. Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students who 

attended pre-kindergarten programs compared to students who did not participate 

in pre-kindergarten? 

3. Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students 

identified as Economically Disadvantaged compared to students who were not? 

4. What relationship exists between the Kindergarten Readiness achievement results 

and the pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and expenditure per student? 

Limitations  

The study has the following limitations: 

1. The data reviewed are from school districts within Texas and may not be 

generalized to other states.  

2. Kindergarten Readiness is according to TEA standards. 

3. Data is not available exclusively for students that did not go to pre-kindergarten.  

Delimitations 

Before House Bill 3, districts in Texas were required to utilize an early childhood 

diagnostic from a list of approved instruments. Following House Bill 3, Texas recently 

imposed a single tool to measure Kindergarten Readiness: TX-KEA (2017, Texas 

Kindergarten Entry Assessment, CLI Engage). The state does permit one alternative 

assessment, TPRI (2014, Texas Primary Reading Inventory, Children’s Learning 
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Institute). For this study, only school districts that utilized TX-KEA or TPRI were 

analyzed as separate groups. The state found that different instruments measuring 

different domains were given in various formats and, more importantly, could not be 

compared across diagnostic tools (TEA, 2020, Assessment Presentation). This 

delimitation provided the ability to have a direct comparison between districts. However, 

due to this delimitation, some communities in Texas will not be included in this study.  

Assumptions 

This study included the following assumptions: (a) TX-KEA (Texas Kindergarten 

Entry Assessment) is an accurate measurement of students’ abilities; (b) teachers across 

the state are professionally trained to administer TX-KEA; (c) TPRI (Texas Primary 

Reading Inventory) is an accurate measurement of students’ abilities; (d) teachers across 

the state are professionally trained to administer TPRI.  

Organization of the Study 

This quantitative research study is presented in five chapters. The first chapter 

includes the background of the study, statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, 

the significance of the study, definition of terms, theoretical framework, research 

questions, limitations, delimitations, and the researcher's assumptions. The second 

chapter presents a review of pertinent literature. The literature reviewed details of the 

need for pre-kindergarten intervention, the components of high-quality pre-kindergarten, 

and kindergarten readiness, including kindergarten entry assessments. The third chapter 

details the methodology of the research methodology, including how school districts are 

selected and classified and which components of kindergarten readiness data will be 

utilized. The fourth chapter will present the study's findings by answering the research 
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questions listed in the initial chapter. The fifth and concluding chapter will summarize the 

research in its entirety, discuss the results and implications of the study, provide 

recommendations for further research, and conclusions of the study. 
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CHAPTER II 

Introduction 

Hart and Risley (1995) quantified the language deficit students from low 

socioeconomic backgrounds experience during their first years. With birth to six being 

the sensitive period for developing language, these students require urgent intervention to 

close the gap and prepare them for school. Public pre-kindergarten is the intervention 

provided by states for these families. The problem is that little research exists to show if 

pre-kindergarten programs are closing the gaps for students. Even less research shows 

which programs are the most successful in preparing students for school. This study 

determined if pre-kindergarten programs in Texas are preparing students for kindergarten 

by analyzation of kindergarten readiness data. Through the analysis of kindergarten 

readiness data, the study sought answers to the following questions: 

1. What percentage of school districts in Texas are meeting the current goal of the 

Early Learning Council of 75% of students meeting Kindergarten Readiness 

expectations? 

2. Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students who 

attended pre-kindergarten programs compared to students who did not participate 

in pre-kindergarten? 

3. Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students 

identified as Economically Disadvantaged compared to students who were not? 

4. What relationship exists between the Kindergarten Readiness achievement results 

and the pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and expenditure per student? 
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This chapter will present literature demonstrating pre-kindergarten's history, evolution, 

and assessment. Specifically, the chapter is broken down into seven sections: (a) 

describing the need for intervention, (b) the history of early childhood public education, 

(c) components of pre-kindergarten instruction, (d) pre-kindergarten programs 

nationwide, (e) Texas pre-kindergarten, (f) kindergarten readiness, and (g) summary.  

The Need for Intervention 

30-Million-Word Gap 

Following Maria Montessori’s discovery of the sensitive period for language, 

researchers have worked feverishly to explain further the phenomenon of language 

development. Hart and Risley (1995) noticed that children of professors were augmenting 

their vocabulary at an accelerated rate in comparison to the students of the Turner House, 

a preschool for impoverished children. While the students who attended the Turner 

House School grew up in poverty, Hart and Risley knew it was not poverty alone that 

affected their vocabulary. Hart and Risley’s (1995) study consisted of 42 families from 

varying socioeconomic backgrounds. One-third of the families were upper 

socioeconomic status (SES), another third middle, and the final third lower SES, with 

half on welfare. Using purposive sampling, Hart and Risley recruited participants from 

friends/colleges and birth announcements to select an equal representation of classes.  

Hart and Risley (1995) recorded everything that occurred in the children’s homes 

using audio recordings, observations, and transcription. Data collection began when the 

children were between seven and nine months and followed each child until three. 

Overall, Hart and Risley collected and analyzed over 1,300 hours of data. Each language 

sample from the home environment was coded and reviewed. The results of the study 
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would not emerge for six years. Using the data collected during the study, Hart and 

Risley compared the vocabulary development of the different socioeconomic groups.  

Figure: 4  

Number of Words Addressed to Children (Hart & Risley, 1995) 

 

Note: from Hart and Risley (1995) 

Using a linear extrapolation, researchers determined a 30-million-word gap 

between the upper class and lower class in the number of words a child heard by age 

three, as demonstrated in Figure 4. The children growing up on welfare were hearing 15 

million words by the age of four while the children of professional workers were hearing 

50 million words.   

In addition to the varying amounts of words in their homes Hart and Risley (1995) 

also recorded the children in the study were developing vocabulary at different rates. 
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Figure 5 demonstrates that the children from higher SES households accrued over double 

the amount of language than those whose families were on welfare by 36 months.  

Figure: 5  

Vocabulary Growth Chart (Hart & Risley, 1995) 

 

Note: from Hart and Risley (1995) 

Additionally, grave disparities were discovered in the number of parent affirmations and 

prohibitions between classes. Children in professional families heard 32 affirmatives an 

hour, while the children on welfare averaged only five per hour (Hart & Risley, 1995).  

A later study, “Language Matters: Denying the existence of the 30-Million-Word 

Gap Has Serious Consequences” (Golinkoff et al., 2019), sought to add to the severity of 

the 30-million-word-gap by ascertaining that not only do children need to hear 

vocabulary, but they need to be spoken to. Language learning is increased when children 
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are directly addressed (Golinkoff et al., 2019). In this study, researchers push not just the 

quantity of speech but also the quality of speech interactions. Golinkoff et al. (2019) 

argue that when children are involved in the conversation, there is more demand for 

attention, making it more meaningful and lasting for the child. Furthermore, the impact of 

language on all areas of school success presents an overwhelming need to address the 

issue.  

Early Learning at Home 

Since Hart and Risley (1995), additional studies have been conducted to 

determine how a child’s home environment influences their language development. 

Shneidman et al. (2013) sought to discover family structure's effect on lexical input. The 

family structures explored in the study include households with one speaker and 

households with multiple speakers. Researchers suggested that children in homes with 

various speakers may receive less speech directed at the child than children with a single 

caregiver. An alternative thought presented is that children in multi-speaker homes may 

receive more directed speech because more people are in the household. The study 

selected participants from families already participating in a language development study 

in Chicago. Through purposive sampling, Schneidman et al. (2013) selected 30 families 

from the larger study group: 15 families with a single speaker and 15 with multiple 

speakers. In each family, a target child was chosen to collect data on. Researchers visited 

homes and videotaped interactions between children and other speakers to measure the 

amount of directed speech. The videos were transcribed, and researchers calculated word 

tokens and word types produced by the target child. After collecting data, the two groups 

were compared to determine any differences in lexical input. Researchers determined no 
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differences in the interactions the target children received, whether in a single-speaker or 

multi-speaker household. The only differences noted were in overheard speech, which 

cannot occur in single-speaker households. While studies have indicated that overheard 

speech is significant to vocabulary, overall language development has been consistently 

linked to child-directed speech.  

To compare “quantity vs. quality of parent communication with children” (Rowe, 

2012, p. 2), Rowe designed a study comprised of 50 families. The study's design was to 

determine if the parental input at 18, 30, and 42 months could be utilized to predict 

vocabulary development at 30, 42, and 50 months. Research assistants visited the 

families on three unique occasions, each year apart. During each session, the interactions 

between parent and child were videotaped for 90 minutes. The researcher interacted 

directly with the child, and other additional tasks were performed variant on the child's 

age. During the evaluation visits, the children were administered the Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary Test to ascertain their level of vocabulary comprehension. Rowe determined 

that children had different language needs during different periods of development. 

Quantity of vocabulary input is most important during a child’s second year. During their 

third year, a variety of vocabulary becomes most important. Finally, narrative and 

informational language is most beneficial during their fourth year.  

While children pick up the language at home, they also begin to learn pre-reading 

skills. Neuman (2018) discussed how parents are encouraged by their children’s ability to 

identify familiar labels at the grocery store, known to educators as environmental print. 

Children will take the skills they learn in their environment and transfer them to school 

when presented with letters and sounds. Neuman also mentions that children arrive at 
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school with varied home experiences. Some will have had access to books, others may 

observe their parents reading and writing, and some may even have been taught about 

letters. Educators must be prepared to meet children where they are and provide students 

with differentiated literacy instruction. 

Hindman et al. (2016) discuss that further research is necessary when closing the 

achievement gap for students. While understanding that children need more exposure to 

language and vocabulary, this is something that not all caregivers know how to do. 

Specific guidance is needed on how adults should be speaking to children and how to 

teach extended vocabulary. Additionally, Hindman et al. suggest that families need more 

information on how many words children can learn. When reading or performing 

activities, parents can align their expectations. Families do not fully understand the value 

of pre-kindergarten programs nor do educators understand the circumstances that families 

must overcome while participating in pre-kindergarten programs. Either way, while 

creating pre-kindergarten programs is essential, and understanding instruction is valuable, 

the final component is keeping students and families engaged in receiving the benefits of 

the programs (Hindman et al., 2016). 

Meng (2015) showed that a family’s approach to learning could help students 

overcome other barriers in their environment. Students from families that demonstrated 

more positive approaches to learning achieved higher receptive English vocabulary. 

Approaches to learning are skills that fall into the following categories: initiative, 

curiosity, engagement and persistence, and reasoning and problem solving (Meng, 2015). 

Children who demonstrate skills in these categories, such as enthusiasm and motivation, 

are more successful in learning new vocabulary.  
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The History of Early Childhood Public Education 

In 1965 President Lyndon B. Johnson created the Head Start Program as part of 

his “War on Poverty.” Research was beginning to emerge about the effects of poverty on 

children and their education. At its inception, Head Start focused on providing families' 

emotional, social, health, nutritional, and educational needs in an eight-week project. In 

1995 Head Start grants provided services for children from birth to age three. Currently, 

the Head Start program offers half-day and full-day programs to over one million 

families every year for children too young to attend school. Funding grants for Head Start 

programs come from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration 

for Children and Families (Office of Head Start, 2022, Head Start History section).  

Cascio (2010) provided insight into the introduction of state-funded Kindergarten 

programs throughout the United States and demonstrated a glimpse of their success. 

Before the 1960s, only 26 states provided access to kindergarten programs through the 

public school system. Children are eligible to enter kindergarten once they turn five 

before the cut-off date for the school year. There was a significant surge of kindergarten 

access between 1966 and 1975 when 19 other states introduced funding for kindergarten 

(Cascio, 2010). Figure 6 demonstrates the growth in State-funded Kindergarten 

programs.  
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Figure 6:  

Cascio Public School Kindergarten  

 

Since the 70s, states have worked to integrate funding for public pre-kindergarten 

programs, which serve students who are four years old before the cut-off date for the 

school year. While most pre-kindergarten programs have income or language 

qualification standards, few states have implemented universal pre-kindergarten. In 2001, 

the United States Congress passed No Child Left Behind, which increased the focus on 

Title 1 instruction (Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged) and 

increased school accountability (NCLB, 2002). Due to these factors, 35 states have a 

qualification for pre-kindergarten based on educational disadvantage (NIEER, 2020). The 

aspiration is to provide early intervention to children where they can be exposed to more 

language and academics than they were receiving at home, thus better preparing them for 

kindergarten. Since 1985, Texas has provided funding for half-day pre-kindergarten for 

eligible children (State Preschool Yearbook, 2020). In 2019 the Texas senate approved 

House Bill 3 (HB 3), which provided funding for full-day pre-kindergarten for all eligible 

students to be implemented the following school year. In addition to funding, HB 3 also 

detailed the components of “high-quality” pre-kindergarten programs and required 
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specific student progress monitoring (TEA, 2019, HB 3). By 2020, almost half of Texas's 

four-year-old children attended a public pre-kindergarten program. Figure 7 shows the 

state's percentage of 4-year-old children served in preschool.  

Figure 7:  

Percent Of 4-year-olds Served In-State Preschool  

 

Note: from NIEER (2020) 

The darker the blue, the more children the state has enrolled in state funding pre-

kindergarten. The states that are white do not currently offer any state-funded programs.  

Early Learning Standards 

Before 1999, only ten states had early learning standards for pre-kindergarten 

programs. All states have adopted pre-kindergarten learning standards (De-Bruin-Parecki 

& Slutzky, 2016). Texas’s pre-kindergarten learning standards have been revised, with 

the most recent version adopted in 2015 (TEA, 2022). While standards help define the 

learning expectations for students, standards also provide accountability for teachers.  

In 2006, Scott-Little et al. orchestrated a study to determine children’s 

development and learning domains that states have included in the early learning 

standards. Forty-six early learning standard documents were collected for analysis. Most 

standard documents analyzed aimed to align expectations for what children should be 

able to do before starting kindergarten (Scott-Little et al., 2006). Scott-Little et al. 

recorded the frequency that early childhood standards included five developmental 
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domains: physical well-being and motor development, social and emotional development, 

approaches toward learning, language and communication development, and cognition 

and general knowledge.  

 Table 1 demonstrates how each developmental domain emerged in a standards 

document. The standard that focused on the preponderance of early learning standards 

was cognition and general knowledge at 39%. Awareness was followed by language and 

communication development at 30%. Cognition, language, and communication 

development comprised around 70% of the analyzed early learning standards. 

Table 1 

Percentage of Standards items in each of the five developmental domains across all 

states 

 

Note: from Scott-Little et al. (2006) 

Decades of research on children's development and learning demonstrate that Early 

Learning Standards are still missing the mark by neglecting to reflect a variety of 

domains (Scott-Little et al., 2006). With such a heavy emphasis on language and 

cognition, social-emotional development and the opportunity to improve whole students' 

learning is missed. 
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Components of Pre-kindergarten Instruction 

Literacy Development  

The National Reading Panel (NRP) from the National Institute of Child Health 

and Development (NICHD) identified five components of teaching reading in their 2000 

report: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. These 

skills cannot be taught in isolation because all are interconnected and interdependent in 

learning how to read (Brown, 2014). However, before teaching reading, pre-kindergarten 

teachers work on the foundational skills of reading: phonemic awareness, high-frequency 

words, and decoding words (NICHD, 2000). Brown (2014) asserts that oral language is 

the foundation of phonemic awareness. Children must be able to hear and work with 

spoken phonemes to relate the phonemes to the letters that represent the sounds. Hence 

the need to engage students in oral language discourse to provide meaning to the learning 

in the classroom (Neuman, 2018). 

Read Aloud 

Hindman et al. (2019) looked at the Head Start teacher’s role in their student's 

language development, specifically during read aloud. The researchers understood the 

importance of language exposure for impoverished students and desired to uncover if 

teachers are doing enough to meet the needs of the students. Hindman et al. collected data 

on how frequently Head Start teachers presented questions to students while reading a 

book and the frequency of open versus closed questions. Additionally, how long were 

teachers waiting for responses, were students answering questions, were the answers 

correct, and how did teachers follow up on their questions. Lastly, could classroom 
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conversations predict the children’s vocabulary development by the end of the school 

year? 

Hindman’s study consisted of 27 Head Start teachers and 592 students ages three 

and four. Researchers videotaped the teachers during the whole group read-aloud to 

collect data. Teachers were provided with monthly workshops and coaching every week. 

Evidence of vocabulary was assessed through the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III 

administration. Researchers watched the video recordings and documented the 

occurrences based on the research questions. Results of the study indicated that the 

teachers were extremely limited in the number of open prompts they provided to students 

during the read-aloud sessions. 

Researchers noted the lack of open questions as a missed opportunity for children 

to engage in conversation and expand vocabulary. Another mention in the results is that 

the lack of wait time can limit the complexity and thoughtfulness of student responses. 

Students who are rushed to respond are not answering for quality, just for compliance 

(Hindman et al., 2019). Most of the talk observed during the study was teacher-generated. 

While being exposed to vocabulary is an essential aspect of language development, 

providing students with the opportunity to practice vocabulary. Teachers must plan 

intentional opportunities to expand students’ language repertoire and ability to express 

their thoughts. 

Furthermore, teachers must set guidelines and expectations to maintain an orderly 

classroom while encouraging oral language experiences. Several occurrences were noted 

throughout the five research questions measured in the study. The primary finding was 

that teachers offered limited opportunities for open discussion during book reading. 
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While teachers did ask questions, they were mostly fact-seeking or simple response 

questions instead of thought-provoking, conference prompting questions. The researchers 

ventured to presume the rationale for this was that teachers were not versed in appropriate 

questioning strategies or classroom management strategies to foster such discussions. 

Furthermore, the study found that the questionnaire responses were all correct! 

This implies that teachers were asking quite simple questions in addition to calling on 

students they were confident knew the appropriate answer. Lastly, the study did confirm 

their hypothesis of minimal wait time, which prohibits students from formulating 

responses and participating in discussions (Hindman et al., 2019).  

Despite knowing that wait time is a proven best practice, Wasik and Hindman 

(2018) studied teachers' complications in offering wait time to young learners. Utilizing a 

teacher focus group, researchers pinpointed that pacing and lack of experience with 

thinking hinder teachers from providing wait time. Preschool teachers expressed the 

difficulty that young students experienced while waiting for their peers to formulate 

responses. Preschool teachers said they preferred to keep their lessons fast-paced to avoid 

students becoming distracted and creating the potential for behavior issues (Wasik & 

Hindman, 2018). Researchers encouraged teachers to integrate wait time and provided 

teachers with a few strategies: model waiting, model thinking, teach active listening, limit 

wait time, be selective on activities that will benefit from the wait time, teach students to 

respond with more than one word, and be patient. Additionally, the researchers 

encouraged that the benefits of wait time outweigh the obstacles that the teachers 

indicated. By providing students with time to talk and extend the language, teachers 



27 

 

 

provide students with the practice necessary to develop language (Wasik & Hindman, 

2018). 

Dramatic Play 

Elementary students can engage in sustained classroom interactions through 

guided play experiences. Peterson and Greenberg (2017) aimed to provide a structure for 

teachers to sustain interactions in the classroom, encourage children to utilize language to 

ask questions or wonder and use the children’s exploratory talk to enhance learning. The 

kindergarten teacher in the study, Lila, carried out a play-based initiative in her classroom 

that she video recorded and shared on the project website. University researchers, 

Peterson and Greenburg, used the videos to analyze Lila’s teaching method and the 

children’s responses. Lila received tips and strategies from researchers following her and 

seven other teachers through several annual meetings. Each month Lila created a new 

play center for her students to engage and explore. Data from the recordings were 

analyzed for three themes: how students used language in the play center, the impact of 

social understanding on children’s play, and how the tea and her provided students with 

scaffolding for language (Peterson & Greenberg, 2017). The findings in Lila’s 

kindergarten classroom indicated that she could enhance her students’ learning by doing 

three things: posing a problem, expanding children’s language, and following children’s 

lead. By implementing these three key strategies, Lila promotes language and 

conversation in her classroom and provides an environment where children are free to 

take risks and expand their thinking. This study provided a framework for how teachers 

can implement dramatic play centers in their classrooms to further their students’ 

language acquisition and deepen their content knowledge. The strategies identified in the 
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study are not only applicable to kindergarten classrooms but can be employed throughout 

all elementary grades. This study aims to provide teachers with plans to increase oral 

language in their classroom with a speech-language pathologist who previously taught 

primary and understands the importance of oral language as a foundation for literacy and 

school readiness. The focusing principles of the study are following the child’s lead, 

building on knowledge to keep the conversation going, and posing a problem to invite 

deeper thinking (Peterson & Greenberg, 2017).  

Coolahan et al. (2000) looked at how peer play could positively impact students in 

Head Start programs. Students in the study were rated utilizing PIPPS, a teacher rating 

scale with 32 items related to interactive peer play. Coolahan et al. discovered that 

students who engaged in positive interactive play demonstrated strengths in the 

classroom. Forces included active engagement in the classroom learning activities and 

positive attitudes towards learning. Students displayed motivation, longer stamina for 

attention, and persistence through complex tasks. In contrast, the students rated as 

“disconnected peer play” (p. 465) were inattentive and less motivated than their peers. 

Implications of this study indicated that children’s ability to engage in-class activities and 

participate in classroom activities is dependent on their ability to relate with peers 

through play. 

Strategies for English Language Learners 

Spanish-speaking preschool students enter pre-kindergarten programs with a lack of 

English oral language development. While this lack of speaking ability causes 

disconnects between the students and the teacher, it also serves as a dark foreshadowing 

of the student’s literacy future. Neu’s (2013) study explored Spanish-speaking preschool 
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students’ oral language abilities. Speech patterns develop as students respond to their 

English-speaking preschool teacher's questions, comments, or instructions. The study 

looked at students’ responses to questions, comments, and requests made by their 

teachers, the language of the reactions, and gestures or nonverbal communication 

methods students employed in their responses.  

The classroom teacher took on the role of the researcher in the classroom 

environment. Multiple data sources, including a Family Culture and Language Survey 

(FCLS), audio recordings of classroom interactions, teacher observations, and field notes, 

were utilized. The participants in the study were students in the early childhood program 

in an upper Midwest public elementary school. During a home visit, the FCLS was 

discussed with families with questions about country of origin, languages are spoken in 

the home, and language goals to determine if Spanish was said. The teacher collected 

notes in her reflection log regarding classroom conversations and occurrences during 

eight weeks. In addition to the teacher’s anecdotal records, each student’s language and 

literacy development was tracked using the Preschool Child Observation Record (COR), 

and audio recordings were collected once a week. The teacher compared her notes to the 

tapes as the audio was transcribed verbatim. After collecting the data, the letters were 

analyzed to discover patterns in the speech of the Spanish-speaking students. Did the 

students speak in English or Spanish? Were they using language to label or request? Or 

was their language participation more passive in the form of a repeat, confirmation, 

nonverbal response, or signing of a song? The findings of Neu’s (2013) study indicated 

that the Spanish-speaking students were more likely to engage in turn-taking 

conversations and take oral language risks during small group instruction. The study 
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suggests that the intimacy of the small group enhanced the relations between the teacher 

and the students, and that small group activities were consistent and repetitive. Students 

were more likely to observe or participate non-verbally during whole-group activities. 

When activities became familiar and repetitive, students were more likely to participate 

orally in the extensive group sessions. The results of this study are highly relevant to 

teachers of English Language Learners. Through the findings of this study, teachers can 

reexamine their instruction and plan to provide more education pertinent to their ELL 

students. The study implicates that for ELLs (English Language Learners) to take oral 

risks, the rapport between the teacher and the students must be strong, the activities need 

to be structured, familiar, and repetitive, and small group instruction best meets the needs 

of the students. 

Fabre-Merchan et al. (2017) posed the issue that English Language Learners must 

have an English phonemic awareness to pronounce words in English correctly, thus 

providing them with more confidence to practice and perfect the language. Students from 

two leading universities in Ecuador from both middle school and high school participated 

in a study to prove that technology is a way to provide this instruction efficiently (Fabre-

Merchan et al., 2017). Researchers acknowledge that for students to learn to speak 

another language, they must experience opportunities to interact in the new language. By 

utilizing technology, students are provided with these valuable experiences without 

suffering embarrassment or misunderstanding. Using the technology did show an 

improvement in the students’ phonemic awareness of the English language. Additionally, 

students increased their confidence in the new language while interacting in real-world 

scenarios. Researchers maintain that technology is a practical resource, while interactions 
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with English people can be hard to come by in countries where English is not the 

predominant language (Fabre-Merchan et al., 2017). 

Professional Development 

Early childhood programs continue to differ in the level of education required by 

teachers, class sizes, and teaching methods, to name a few factors. One case explores the 

elements of a quality Early Childhood Education program. The Eadie et al. (2019) study 

selected 38 Early Childhood Education services within the local government area. The 

teachers were split into professional learning and comparison baseline groups. The 

professional learning group participated in the Learning Language and Loving It 

program. Educators practiced strategies provided throughout the school year. Students 

were evaluated using the MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventories to 

determine vocabulary development. Overall, this study did generalize that professional 

development can positively impact multiple areas of instruction (Eadie et al., 2019).  

Following House Bill 3, the state of Texas mandated Texas Reading Academies 

training for all kindergarten through third-grade teachers and principals. The deadline to 

complete the activity is before the 2022-2023 school year. The training movement aspires 

to positively impact literacy achievement by increasing teacher competency in evidence-

based practices of teaching reading (TEA, 2021, Overview section). The Texas Reading 

Academies are professional development courses that participants access through an 

online learning platform, guided by a cohort leader. The academies are divided into three 

pathways: General and special education teachers (English Language Arts), Bilingual 

general education and bilingual special education teachers (Biliteracy), and 

Administrators. 
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Figure 8:  

Texas Reading Academies Content 

 

Note: from TEA (2022) 

Figure 8 lists the content covered in the Texas Reading Academies. The course requires 

60 hours to complete all 12 modules, including checkpoints of multiple-choice questions, 

discussion posts, and artifacts.  

Teacher Perceptions 

Centered around everything that is carried out in the classrooms are the teachers. 

One group of researchers set out to explore teachers' perceptions in the UK. Bain et al. 

(2015) designed a study focused on preschool teachers' perspectives on developing 

communication. Before the study, new recommendations for language instruction were 

introduced in the UK. However, they had not yet become a consistent practice. The 

teacher selected had proved effective in supporting students with speech, language, and 

communication needs and highly involved parents. The researchers aimed to pinpoint 

strategies that the teacher incorporated in her day that promoted language development. 

The method used to collect data in this study was ethnographic in nature. One of the 
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researchers spent 18 three-hour sessions in the classroom with the same teacher and the 

same students. Over this period, the researcher was able to become a part of their 

environment and experience firsthand the happenings of the classroom. The researcher 

took informal notes and wrote more formal observations following the session. At the 

culmination of the sessions, an interview was conducted with the teacher. Through the 

comments, participation in class, and interviews conducted with the teacher, the 

researchers were able to define the attributes that led to the language and communication 

development of the course. The findings were discussed in three sections: involving 

parents, promoting communication, and valuing staff. Examples of involving parents 

included: home visits, parent workshops, a visitor board, and learning journals. 

Suggestions for promoting communication listed components of the environment, carpet 

area, activities, speaking and listening area, library, activity tables, and outdoor area 

(Bain et al., 2015).  

Pre-kindergarten Nationwide 

Each year NIEER (National Institute for Early Education Research) publishes 

“The State of Preschool” for the previous year. In the report, NIEER provides specific 

information regarding enrollment, policies related to quality, and resources for all pre-

kindergarten programs in the United States. NIEER assesses state pre-kindergarten 

programs on ten quality standards benchmarks that were most recently updated in 2017. 

Table 2 displays how many state programs met the ten quality standards in 2020.  
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Table 2 

NIEER National Quality Standards Checklist 

Quality Standard Benchmark # Of programs 

that meet 

benchmark 

Comprehensive early learning and developmental standards that 

are horizontally and vertically aligned, supported and culturally 

sensitive 

60 

Support for curriculum implementation 
56 

Lead Teacher Degree (BA) 
37 

Lead Teacher specialized training in ECE/CD 
50 

Assistant teacher degree (CDA) 
19 

15 hours/year of professional development, individualized plans 

professional development plans, and coaching for lead and 

assistant teachers 

14 

Maximum class size (20) 
46 

Staff-Child Ration (1:10) 
50 

Screenings & referrals 
39 

Continuous quality improvement system 
38 

 

Note: from NIEER (2020) 

All but two programs met the first quality of comprehensive learning and development 

standards, while less than 15 programs provide professional development and coaching 

for pre-kindergarten lead and assistant teachers. In 2020, six states met all ten 

benchmarks of quality: Hawaii, Missouri Preschool Program, Alabama, Michigan, 

Mississippi, and Rhode Island.  
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Quality Standards: Support for Curriculum Implementation 

Breffni (2011) determined that pre-kindergarten programs' quality relies on 

teachers' quality and type of professional development. To test this theory, Breffni 

developed a study where a group of early childhood educators received an eight-week 

course on content knowledge and instructional strategies focused on working with four-

year-old students. Twenty teachers participated in the study from a Florida pre-

kindergarten program. Florida’s program does not require teachers to have a bachelor’s 

degree to teach pre-kindergarten, which was an additional factor considered. Of the 20 

pre-kindergarten teachers that participated, half possessed up to a CDA (Child 

Development Associate), and the other half had an associate or bachelor’s degree. The 20 

pre-kindergarten teachers were separated into control and experimental groups.  

The researcher proposed to address two questions: a) To what degree does target 

early childhood curriculum training improve state-funded pre-kindergarten 

teacher knowledge, beliefs, and instructional practice; and b) To what degree is 

there an association between teacher qualifications and the standardized scores of 

knowledge, beliefs, and instruction practice attained by study participants? 

(Breffni, 2011, p. 179-180) 

Teachers in the experimental group participated in an eight-week course, “Best Practice 

in Pre-kindergarten Curriculum.” Both groups of teachers participated in a 24-question 

multiple-choice pre-test created by the researcher. At the culmination of professional 

development, the post-test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

intervention group and the control.  



36 

 

 

The intervention group demonstrated increased teacher knowledge of 

developmental milestones and appropriate curriculum instruction and assessment. The 

one area where the intervention group did not show an increase in proficiency was in 

child development theory. The briefing noted that through the type of professional 

development the pre-kindergarten teachers participated in, teachers could not put the idea 

into practice; they were merely expected to memorize the facts. This type of instruction is 

not ideal for teachers, who learn better by applying their knowledge. However, 

professional development demonstrated a statistically significant positive impact in the 

classroom. The result is encouraging for the future of pre-kindergarten education.  

Lastly, Breffini’s study did not observe differences in the ability to benefit from 

the intervention between the teachers with different educational backgrounds. As states 

struggle to find funding to support pre-kindergarten programs, utilizing teachers that are 

not fully degreed but receive specific professional development could be a viable option. 

Breffini asserts that “professional development initiatives should be recognized as viable 

to improve quality” (p. 190).  

Quality Standards: Teacher and Assistant Teacher Certifications 

Currently, 37 states require pre-kindergarten teachers to have a bachelor's degree 

(NIEER, 2017). “Low compensation for ECE workers may disincentivize those with 

four-year degrees from entering or staying in the ECE Field” (Smillie & McCann, 2020, 

p. 6). On average, pre-kindergarten teachers make $13.94 nationwide, 44.5% of what 

kindergarten teachers make. This is due to the difference in funding sources for pre-

kindergarten programs. While K-12 programs are funded through state and local taxes, 

pre-kindergarten programs are primarily funded through state funds. Figure 9 describes 
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the funding sources for pre-kindergarten programs, head start programs, and K-12 

programs.  

Figure 9:  

School Funding Sources 

 

Note: from NIEER (2020) 

Quality Standards: Teacher Specialized Training, Professional Development, and 

Coaching 

Compared to educators for grades K-12, the early childhood education workforce 

has limited initial and ongoing professional development and support (Smillie & 

McCann, 2020). Keily et al. (2019) assert that “Continuous exposure to informed and 

well-trained teachers is critical to supporting the rapid and cumulative nature of early 

childhood and learning” (p. 5). Teachers who were once certified to teach pre-

kindergarten as part of a p-3 degree are not updated on current research on teaching pre-

kindergarten. For this reason, many states, such as Texas, are requiring early childhood 

educators to be trained in the science of teaching reading. Kelly et al. argue that the same 

attention to training needs to be given to numeracy skills and intervention techniques. 

Without specific instruction on developmentally appropriate instruction, teachers 
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“undervalue” the importance of early childhood education (Keily et al., 2019, p. 5). 

Teachers are not the only professionals that lack specific training for fostering 

appropriate learning environments for early childhood. Principals also need courses and 

professional development that focus on the specifics of working with young learners. 

Appropriate early childhood environments are critical for students to “succeed seamlessly 

through the early childhood education continuum: (Keily et al., 2019, p. 5). 

Maier and Kou (2019) examined how professional development could help 

teachers promote children’s learning and development. Three diverse types of 

professional development were analyzed: teacher training, teacher coaching, and joint 

planning time. One significant implication of this study is that “common planning time 

may be a promising professional development support” (p. 17). Maier and Kou observed 

that teachers with expected planning times were able to plan for varied types of learning. 

Teachers in this group were able to spend less time teaching in a whole group and more 

time in small groups with differentiated learning. The ability to plan together and plan 

more may be a valuable lever for schools.  

Quality Standards: Class Size 

In 2017, Bowne et al. performed a meta-analysis of class sizes in early childhood 

education programs utilizing data from U.S. early childhood education program 

evaluations from 1960 and 2007. One aspect of the classroom environment was the class 

size on cognitive and achievement outcomes. Figure 10 demonstrates a significant impact 

on outcomes only in classes with less than 15 students.  
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Figure 10:  

Relationship Between Class Size and Cognitive and Achievement Effect Sizes 

 

Note: from Bowne (2017) 

Additionally, researchers looked at the socio-emotional effects of class size on early 

childhood students. The data from these variables does show significant results for 

exceedingly small class sizes, then the data planes out.  

Figure 11:  

Relationship Between Class Size and Socioemotional Effect Sizes 

 

Note: from Bowne (2017) 

Blatchford et al. (2011) found that class size was related to the amount of teacher 

interaction with students. Students spend more time on task, engaged with their teacher, 

and interacting with peers of lower class sizes.  
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Quality Standards: State Spending on Pre-kindergarten Programs 

NIEER also monitors enrollment and spending on state-funded pre-kindergarten 

programs. While enrollment saw a gradual increase from 2002 to 2019, average state 

spending per child enrolled decreased. Figure 12 compares the percentage of three-year-

old and four-year-old U. S. children enrolled in state-funded preschool programs and the 

intermediate state spending per child enrolled.  

Figure 12:  

Percent Of U.S. Population Enrolled in State-funded Preschool 

 

Note: from NIEER (2020) 

Unlike K-12 programs, pre-kindergarten programs are primarily funded directly through 

state funds. There are currently 62 state-funded programs throughout 44 states and D.C. 

Texas is presently rated 33rd in state spending for pre-kindergarten programs in the 

United States. In the 19-20 school year, Texas spent $3,823 per pre-kindergarten student, 

the lowest amount in three years (TPEIR State Report, 2020). 
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Kindergarten Readiness  

States’ Perspectives 

Texas’s Early Learning Strategic plan set six goals to accomplish its vision that 

“all Texas children are ready for school and ready to learn” (Texas Early Learning 

Council, 2022, Texas Early Learning Strategic Plan). The goals distribute responsibility 

across the state, the schools, individual communities, and families. Texas acknowledges 

that families need more education to support children before entering school, and 

communities need to have systems to support families. HB 3 provided funding for 

districts and an increased focus on early literacy and math.  

According to Slutzky and DeBruin-Parecki (2019), the issue of defining 

kindergarten readiness is long overdue. With their 2019 study, Slutzky and DeBruin-

Parecki sought to determine state policymakers' perspectives of kindergarten readiness 

and how the perceptions of state early learning standards impacted kindergarten 

readiness. Through a focus group, researchers identified nine themes of kindergarten 

readiness: school, cognitive, family, noncognitive, community, diversity, child, 

multilevel policy, and supporting health. Of the nine themes, eight were represented in 

state definitions of kindergarten readiness. The school, the child, and the family were 

defined in most state definitions, with cognitive features only evident in 55% of the 

kindergarten readiness perceptions.  

California’s First 5 program recognizes the critical importance of early childhood 

development (Bates et al., 2006). In November 1998, California voters passed the 

California Children and Families Act (“the Act”). One of the act's goals was “improved 

child development: children learning and ready for school.” The Act was funded by 
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imposing an additional 50-cent tax on tobacco products and was implemented through 

local counties.  

The five essential and coordinated elements [of the program] are: (a) early care 

and education; (b) parenting education and family support services; (c) health and 

social services; (d) schools’ readiness for children/school capacity; and (e) 

program infrastructure, administration, and evaluation (Bates et al., 2006, p. 43).  

California children achieved enhanced early learning, language, cognitive and social 

development benefits through participation in First 5. In addition, parents obtained skills 

and confidence to work with their children at home as their children’s first teachers.  

Educators’ and Parents’ Perspectives  

Hatcher et al. (2012) conducted a qualitative study of teachers’ and parents’ 

perceptions of kindergarten readiness. Six themes emerged throughout their interviews 

with the 13 teachers and 16 parents. The first theme was related to social and emotional 

factors. Components discussed included interacting with peers and the ability to resolve 

problems through discussion. The second theme had to do with familiarity with schools 

and school processes. The third theme that emerged encompassed “language and literacy 

skills” (p. 6). Academic skills of letter recognition, sound/letter association, sign words, 

and writing their name were mentioned as necessary for kindergarten readiness. The 

fourth theme placed the responsibility of preparing students for kindergarten on quality 

preschool programs. However, academic skills were not the focus of this theme. The 

focus here was developing enthusiasm and curiosity and becoming comfortable in a 

group setting. The fifth theme was home/school communication which both parents and 

teachers perceived as essential in aligning students' developmental expectations. The final 



43 

 

 

piece was reduced anxiety about children being ready for kindergarten emotionally and 

academically. Parents expressed fears that their children would not be prepared for 

kindergarten were reduced once seeing their preschool progress. The parents and teachers 

in the study came from different geographic areas but shared similar beliefs about what 

kindergarten readiness meant to them. Most of all, recurring sentiments about the 

importance of preschool were documented throughout the interviews. Parents and 

teachers agreed that preschool experiences such as waiting in line, following directions, 

and participating in extensive group activities helped prepare students for kindergarten 

(Hunter et al., 2012).  

While teachers are administering kindergarten readiness assessments as students 

enter kindergarten, Puccioni et al. (2018) sought to understand how “parental academic 

socialization, which includes parents' beliefs, expectations, and behaviors...influence 

children’s school-related outcomes” (p. 2). Puccioni et al. (2018) hypothesized that 

“parents’ readiness beliefs and home-based involvement will be positively associated 

with measures of school readiness” (p. 1). Therefore, what parents believe to be essential 

skills for children in school would be reinforced in the home environment. The study 

found that parents from higher socioeconomic backgrounds engaged in more home-based 

activities to prepare children for school. The implications of this study demonstrate that 

parents can improve their children's readiness for school by providing experiences and 

training at home. For educationally disadvantaged parents, schools can help this process 

by providing parent training and facilitating parental involvement at home. Increased 

academic socialization can have positive effects on students’ academic achievement.  
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Kindergarten Readiness Screening 

Kindergarten entry assessments (KEA) are aligned with states’ Early Learning 

and Developmental Standards in addition to the essential domains of school readiness: 

language and literacy development, cognition and general knowledge approach toward 

learning, physical well-being and motor development, and social and emotional 

development (Goldstein et al., 2017). 

Stormont et al. (2015) assert that “universal screening tools are needed to detect 

risk for academic and behavior problems during the transition to kindergarten” (p. 212). 

Kindergarten teachers identify poor academic performance, low social-emotional skills, 

inability to follow directions, and difficulty working in a group and individual situations 

as crucial indicators that a student will have trouble transitioning into kindergarten 

(Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). In their study, Stormont et al. (2015) found that teachers' 

academic and behavior readiness screenings at the beginning of the year were predictive 

of student performance six months later. In the “problem solving problem-solving 

framework” (p. 213) suggested by the study, teachers can use the kindergarten readiness 

assessment to pinpoint which students will need supplemental academic or behavioral 

support to use the kindergarten readiness assessment to identify which students will 

require additional academic or behavioral approval. By providing earlier interventions 

based on data, students can avoid further negative impacts on their education. 

Texas Pre-kindergarten 

According to The State of Preschool 2020 (NIEER, 2020), Texas has 231,965 

children enrolled in preschool (3- and 4-year old's), which was almost a 7,000-student 

drop from the previous year. Enrollment accounts for 47% of 4-year-old students 
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statewide. HB 3 required all programs to provide full-day instruction unless a waiver was 

granted. The National Institute for Early Education Research sets 10 Benchmarks of 

Quality Standards, shown in Figure 13, of which Texas meets four (Friedman-Krauss et 

al., 2021). Two of the four Benchmarks were recently added in 2020 due to HB 3 

mandates.  

Figure 13:  

Texas Quality Standards Checklist 

 

Note: from NIEER (2020) 

Texas has offered public pre-kindergarten to students that meet qualifications 

since 1985. According to TEA, current eligibility for Texas pre-kindergarten pertains to 

children four years of age on or before September 1 of the current school year and meets 

at least one of the following eligibility requirements:  

• is unable to speak and comprehend the English language  

• is educationally disadvantaged (eligible to participate in the national 

school lunch program... guidelines about NSLP eligibility can be found in 
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sections 4 and 6 of the Texas Department of Agriculture’s Administrators 

Reference Manual)  

• is homeless, as defined by 42 USC, §11434a, regardless of the residence 

of the child, of either parent of the child, or of the child's guardian or other 

person having lawful control of the child  

• is the child of an active duty member of the armed forces of the United 

States, including the state military forces or a reserve component of the 

armed forces, who is ordered to active duty by proper authority  

• is the child of a member of the armed forces of the United States, 

including the state military forces or a reserve component of the armed 

forces, who was injured or killed while serving on active duty  

• is or has ever been in the conservatorship of the Texas Department of 

Family and Protective Services (foster care) following an adversary 

hearing held as provided by Family Code §262.201  

• is the child of a person eligible for the Star of Texas Award as a peace 

officer under Texas Government Code §3106.002, a firefighter under 

Texas Government Code §3106.003, an emergency medical first 

responder under Texas Government Code §3106.004 (TEA, 2022, Pre-

kindergarten Eligibility)  

Kindergarten Readiness and Screening in Texas  

The Texas Education Agency partnered with the Children’s Learning Institute at 

UTHealth to develop the Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment (TX-KEA) (CLI, 2021). 
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The “comprehensive” TX-KEA was designed to evaluate 11 learning domains viewed as 

critical for academic success.  

TABLE 3 

Domains Of TX-KEA 

Domains  

Vocabulary 

Listening Comprehension 

Letter Knowledge 

Phonological Awareness 

Early Writing 

Mathematics 

Science and Engineering 

Gross and Fine Motor 

Social Competence 

Self-Regulation 

Emotional Understanding 

Developers wrote the assessment in both English and Spanish and made the instrument 

compatible with several types of technology. The Texas Education Agency released TX-

KEA in August of 2017, which became mandated by the state for use in the 2020-2021 

school year. According to TEA, “TX-KEA provides teachers with a holistic 

understanding of each student, enabling them to design differentiated instruction to meet 

each student’s unique needs better and communicate those to families.” Responses to 

TX-KEA are obtained through student selection, teacher recording, student writing, and a 

behavior checklist. 
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Predicting Future Success 

With the expansion of pre-kindergarten programs for low-income and non-

English proficient students, Reardon and Portilla (2016) sought to examine if the 

achievement gaps for school readiness are diminishing. Utilizing two ECLS-K studies 

which included students in cohorts eight years apart, Reardon and Portilla looked at 

income and race differences in achievement. The measures utilized for achievement 

included a language screener, reading achievement, mathematics achievement, self-

control, learning approaches, and externalizing behavior. Researchers did see decreases 

in the readiness gaps between both racial and socioeconomic groups of students. This 

increase in achievement for low-income and minority students could be attributed to 

expanding pre-kindergarten and full-day kindergarten programs for these demographic 

groups. 

Much research has been conducted on how effective early childhood schools are 

and how schools can teach language. Bain et al. (2015) determined if pre-kindergarten 

programs effectively prepare students for kindergarten. While previous research has been 

conducted on the topic, this study aimed to eliminate selection bias and include 

participants who make up a more comprehensive population composition. Researchers 

determined that the Oklahoma pre-kindergarten program would be an ideal setting for 

their study due to their enrollment guidelines for students. At the same time, other states 

enroll students based on socioeconomic status and language; Oklahoma changed its laws 

in 1998 to eliminate qualification requirements. Therefore, pre-kindergarten students in 

Oklahoma come from all diverse types of households and are more representative of the 

entire population. To determine the effectiveness of the Tulsa pre-kindergarten program, 
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students were administered three sections of the Woodcock-Johnson Achievement Test. 

The subtests of the norm reference test utilized were Letter Word Identification, Spelling, 

and Applied Problems. Kindergarten teachers administered the test during the first week 

of school, eliminating conflict of interest with the pre-kindergarten instruction. To 

determine if the Tulsa pre-kindergarten program was effective, researchers compared the 

scores on the Woodcock-Johnson for the students who had attended pre-kindergarten and 

those who had not. 

Furthermore, the researchers looked at the covariates to see if they had any impact 

on the outcome of the scores. Age, race, free lunch eligibility, and length of the program 

did not impede the program's effectiveness. The study demonstrated statistically 

significant data to show the effectiveness of Oklahoma pre-kindergarten programs. 

Students across the entire sample showed positive effects after attending the pre-

kindergarten program, with higher scores in Letter Identification, Spelling, and Applied 

problems. The information obtained in this study can be applied to all ethnic groups, 

income levels, and ages of students when entering pre-kindergarten (Bain et al., 2015).  

With numerous studies conducted regarding the effectiveness of pre-kindergarten, 

Han and Neuharth-Prichett (2017) set out to determine if one intervention is good, how 

much better would two or three interventions be? Researchers designed a study utilizing 

about 1500 students in Georgia, where pre-kindergarten is universal and not based on 

income. Georgia four-year old's have the option to enroll in the regular pre-kindergarten 

program or the Head Start program. Since HS is designed for low-income students, the 

curriculum encompasses services outside of academics focusing on the whole child. 

Georgia also has an “Early Reading First” program that provides literacy interventions in 
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pre-kindergarten and HS classrooms. The Han and Neuharth-Prichett study participants 

were enrolled in pre-kindergarten, pre-kindergarten, ERF, or pre-kindergarten, ERF, and 

HS. Student achievement was tracked using three early childhood measures: vocabulary, 

emergent literacy, language, and developmental profiles. Results indicated that students 

in the pre-kindergarten and ERF programs performed higher on letter knowledge and 

beginning sounds than those enrolled in pre-kindergarten alone. However, students that 

participated in all three programs did not show any positive effects from the multiple 

interventions. Researchers speculate that the nature of the HS program consumes time for 

literacy instruction, therefore not proving as effective as the other programs (Han & 

Neuharth-Prichett, 2017).  

Several studies have been completed to determine if it could predict future 

success based on early learning achievements. In 2011, Dickinson and Porche attempted 

to discern if there was a correlation between the interactions in a pre-kindergarten 

classroom to language and fourth-grade reading comprehension. Researchers anticipated 

that predictions would be possible of future success based on the quantity and content in 

the pre-kindergarten classroom. Indications of future success were hypothesized to be 

teachers that were “tuned in and responsive, had extended topics of conversations, and 

used sophisticated vocabulary” (Dickinson & Porche, 2011, p. 871). Furthermore, 

researchers foresaw that orderly group activities that promoted precise information would 

benefit students in their futures. Students in the sample began as pre-kindergarten 

students and were followed through fourth grade. The piece started with 83 low-income 

students in Eastern Massachusetts that were White, some African American, and an 

exceedingly small portion Latinos. The students in the study were spread between 65 
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different classrooms, with two or fewer students per classroom. The beginning of the 

study included classroom observations, teacher interviews, and audio recordings of 

students during various parts of the day. Information was gathered from students at the 

age of three, including: mean length of utterance, home support for literacy, family 

welfare status, maternal education level, gender, age at testing, preschool teacher 

education level, and the type of center the child was educated in. Once children were in 

kindergarten, data was collected through various measures in narrative production, 

emergent literacy, and receptive vocabulary. Receptive vocabulary, reading 

comprehension, and word recognition were analyzed in fourth grade. Students whose 

teachers used corrective and analytic talk during a read-aloud and sophisticated 

conversation during free play. This study indicates that the early childhood teacher's 

vocabulary usage and speech precision forms the fourth-grader's later literacy skills 

(Dickinson & Porche, 2011).  

Another study sought to uncover the relationship between oral language and 

fluency and reading comprehension. Researchers hypothesized that oral language or 

reading fluency would be more predictive of comprehension (Foorman et al., 2015). The 

study comprised 218 Kindergarten students, 372 First Grade students, and 273 Second 

Grade students. Participants varied in ethnic background and equally by gender. All 

participants attended school in a Southeastern sizeable urban school district. The research 

staff evaluated all students' phonological awareness, syntax, vocabulary, and listening 

comprehension and then completed group-administered measures to obtain data. 

Researchers utilized a planned missing data design that randomly assigned tests with 

differing missing data to students. Through this method, researchers minimized the time 
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spent evaluating students. Confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling 

were employed to analyze the relationship of the variables. Foorman et al. conclude that 

oral language and decoding fluency skills are equally crucial to reading comprehension in 

grades K-2. While the findings from each grade level appeared to lean towards one factor 

or the other, the researchers discovered that the tools used to evaluate each measure 

varied throughout the grade levels, interchanging skills through each variable (Foorman 

et al., 2015).   

Summary 

  This study is significant to the vision of the Texas Early Learning Council and 

the work of teachers and parents across the state. In Texas’s Early Learning Strategic 

Plan, the first goal states: “Early childhood programs in Texas are aligned to ensure 

children are ready to learn by kindergarten” (p. 10). The aspiration is to have 75 percent 

of students kindergarten ready by 2025, with a current baseline of 52 percent. The 

information from this study will provide an in-depth look into how individual districts are 

currently performing and which co-variants are attributed to higher success. If disparities 

in education can be timely determined and caught, gaps can be addressed earlier. 

Addressing learning gaps in primary education can help build a solid foundation for all 

students and improve lifelong learning. 
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CHAPTER III 

Introduction 

This study aimed to dissect Texas Public Kindergarten Programs and 

Kindergarten Readiness data to uncover the relationships between pre-kindergarten 

programs and kindergarten readiness. This chapter will present the methodology that was 

utilized to evaluate the research questions raised in Chapter I. Chapter III is organized 

into the following four sections: (a) selection of participants, (b) instrumentation, (c) data 

collection, and (d) data analysis.  

Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of two groups of Texas school districts. The 

first group contains 99 Texas school districts that utilize TX-KEA (Texas Kindergarten 

Entry Assessment) kindergarten readiness assessment. The second group includes 479 

Texas school districts that use TPRI for kindergarten readiness assessment. TX-KEA is 

the kindergarten readiness assessment that TEA selected as the universal testing 

instrument for Texas districts. TPRI is the alternative assessment designated by the state. 

These two assessments do not have concurrent validity; therefore, they cannot be 

grouped.  

While this district sample was not random, it does represent districts from all over 

the state of Texas and the diverse populations within Texas. The selection constituted 

around 50% of the school districts of Texas.  
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Data Collection 

The data utilized in this study is Kindergarten Readiness data retrieved from 

Texas Public Education Information Resource (TPEIR) website. The kindergarten 

enrollment data is provided for all students and divided by the following subpopulations: 

race/ethnicity, gender, economically disadvantaged, Emergent Bilingual (EB)/English 

learner (EL). The 2020_KG_Readiness_Data_District report shows how many students 

tested achieved kindergarten readiness status. This total is further broken down by 

students assessed who attended public pre-kindergarten in Texas the previous year and 

how many of those students earned kindergarten readiness. The level of the report that 

will be utilized in this study is district level. All the data reviewed and used for this study 

will be obtained from public information files on the Texas Public Education Information 

Resource (TPEIR) website. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

system was used to run the statistical analysis for questions two through four.  

Measures 

TX-KEA 

The Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment (TX-KEA) was a collaboration 

between the US Department of Education, the Texas Education Agency, and the 

Children's Learning Institute at UTHealth and was released in 2017. The purpose of TX-

KEA is to obtain a holistic view of students that can aid in the design of differentiated 

instruction. Figure 14 shows the developmental domains evaluated during each wave of 

the assessment.  
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Figure 14:  

TX-KEA Domains And Subtest  

 

From: CLI Engage, 2022, Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment  

TPRI 

The Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) was initially developed in 1997 and 

has undergone multiple revisions. The TPRI is utilized to measure the development of 

reading and students from kindergarten through third grade. There are two sections of the 

TPRI, the first section is Screening, and the second is Inventory. Figure 15 shows the 

sections of Screening section for kindergarten. This section is utilized to screen students 
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at risk for reading difficulties that may require intense intervention to achieve grade-level 

reading. 

Figure 15:  

TPRI Screening Section 

  

From: Children’s Learning Institute, 2022, TPRI Early Reading Assessment 

The Inventory section of TPRI provides more specific information on reading skills that 

teachers can utilize to determine reading instruction for students. The skills assessed are 

listed in Figure 16 and are evaluated on a Still Developing (SD) or Developed (D) range 

(Children’s Learning Institute, 2022, TPRI Early Reading Assessment).  

Figure 16:  

TPRI Inventory Section 

 

From: Children’s Learning Institute, 2022, TPRI Early Reading Assessment 
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Kindergarten Readiness District Data 2020 

The data provided in the 2020_KG_Readiness_Data_District comes from multiple 

sources. Kindergarten enrollment information, including demographics, is extracted from 

the Texas Student Data Systems (TSDS) and Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS). Texas kindergarten readiness assessment data for the report is removed 

from the Early Childhood Data System (ECDS). 

(https://www.texaseducationinfo.org/infopage/tpeir_kg_readiness.html, 2022) 

Pre-kindergarten Enrollment District Data 2020 

A second report utilized in this study is the “2020 PK Enrollment Data District” 

report. This report is also found on the TPEIR website. The PK Enrollment report 

provides information on PK curriculum, PK class size, PK expenditures, and school 

providing pk data on half and full-day programs. The PK curricula listed in the report 

include Frog Street, Big Day, OWL, DLM Express, Creative Curriculum, and “other.” 

The median class size in the information ranges from 1-to 38 students. The PK 

expenditure per student ranges from $19 299 to $1. 

Data Analysis 

Research Question 1 

 To determine which districts in Texas are meeting the current goal of the Texas 

Early Learning Council of 75% of students meeting Kindergarten Readiness 

expectations, the study compared information from the 

2020_KG_Readiness_Data_District utilizing information from the Enrollment 

Assessment report, both from the TPEIR database. The Readiness Data report details how 

many kindergarten students were assessed and how many of those kindergarten students 

achieved kindergarten readiness. These numbers were converted into percentages for 

https://www.texaseducationinfo.org/infopage/tpeir_kg_readiness.html
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comparison. The Enrollment Assessment report determined which districts utilized TX-

KEA and TPRI. The results are listed in a table with the quantities of school districts that 

are 75% or higher, 65-74%, 55-64%, 45-54%, and below 45% of kindergarten students 

Kindergarten Ready.  

Research Question 2 

To determine if differences exist between the Kindergarten Readiness 

achievement of students who attended pre-kindergarten and students that did not 

participate in pre-kindergarten, the study utilized the 2020_KG_Readiness_Data_District 

report. Of the districts that employed TX-KEA or TPRI, the percentages within each 

district of kindergarten readiness for students who attended pre-kindergarten and those 

who did not were compared. The study ran two separate independent samples T-test to 

examine potential significant group differences for districts that utilize TPRI and those 

that use TX-KEA. 

Research Question 3 

To determine if differences exist between the Kindergarten Readiness 

achievement of students identified as Economically Disadvantaged and students who 

were not, the study utilized the 2020_KG_Readiness_Data_District report. Of the 

districts that employed TX-KEA or TPRI, the percentages within each district of 

kindergarten readiness for Educationally Disadvantaged students and students who are 

not will be compared. The study ran two separate independent samples T-test to examine 

potential significant group differences for districts that utilize TPRI and those that use 

TX-KEA. 
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Research Question 4 

A multiple regression was performed to determine the relationship between the 

Kindergarten Readiness achievement results and the pre-kindergarten curriculum, class 

size, and expenditure per student. The outcome variable of interest was the percent of 

students who obtained kindergarten readiness per TX-KEA or TPRI. Data for this 

question was retrieved from the 2020 PK Enrollment Data District report. The following 

predictors were included in the model: pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and 

expenditure per student. Curriculums were assigned the following values from Table 4.  

Table 4 

Curriculum Values for Multiple Regression 

1 Big Day 

2 Creative Curriculum 

3 DLM 

4 Frog Street 

5 OWL 

6 Other 

Class sizes and spending variables remained in numerical values. The multiple 

regression determined if any of the variables mentioned in the equation could predict 

kindergarten readiness success. All predictors were entered simultaneously to determine 

the relationship between independent and dependent variables, accounting for all other 

variables. 

Texas School District Descriptors 

The Texas Education Agency utilizes enrollment, enrollment growth, economic 

status, and location to classify Texas school districts into community types. Figure 17 is a 

map of the various types of Texas school districts as classified by TEA.  
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Figure 17: 

Texas Education Agency District Community Types Map 

 

From: TEA (2021) 

 TEA identifies eight different community types. The community types and their specific 

characteristics are listed in Table 5: 
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Table 5 

TEA District Types 2019-20 

Type of 

School 

District 

Amount 

in 

Texas 

Location Enrollment Example 

Major Urban 11 

Largest in the 

county; 70% of 

largest district in 

county  

35% of students are 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Austin ISD  

Major 

Suburban 
80 

Contiguous to a 

major urban district 

3% of largest 

contiguous major 

urban district or 

4,500 students 

Castleberry 

ISD 

Other 

Central City 
39 

It is not contiguous 

to a major urban 

district 

> 100,000 and 

<1,049,999 

La Joya 

ISD 

Other 

Central City 

Suburban 

166 

Located in a county 

with a population 

between 100,000 and 

1,049,999 

at least 15% of the 

largest district 

enrollment in the 

country  

Harlingen 

CISD 

Independent 

Town 
67 

Located in a county 

with a population 

between 25,000 and 

99,999 

 largest in the county 

or at least 70% of 

the largest district 

enrollment in the 

county 

Winnsboro 

ISD 

Non – 

Metropolitan: 

Fast Growing 

34 
Enrollment of at least 

300 students 

 increased by at least 

20% over the past 5 

years 

Celina ISD 

Non – 

Metropolitan: 

Stable  

161 

Enrollment is equal 

to or greater than the 

median district 

enrollment for the 

state 

 Snyder ISD 

Rural 464 
Growth rate over last 

5 years < 20% 

 between 300 and 

median district Or 

<300 students  

Buena 

Vista ISD 

 

In addition to TEA, the National Center for Education Statistics also classifies 

school districts based on the size of the population and proximity to urbanized areas. The 

map in Figure 18 demonstrates the various types of districts as classified by NCES.  
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Figure 18: 

The National Center for Education Statistics District Map 

 
From: TEA (2021) 

The NCES has 12 categories for school districts, beginning with the basic types 

(City, Suburban, Town, and Rural) and then further divided into subtypes. The local 

classification details are listed below in Table 6.  
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Table 6 

NCES District Types 2019-20 

Type of 

School 

District 

Amount 

of Type 

in Texas 

Population Description Examples 

City - Large 143 > 250,000 
Urbanized area inside 

Principal City 

Austin ISD 

Laredo ISD 

City - 

Midsize 
34 

< 250,000  

> 100,000 

Urbanized area inside 

Principal City 

Beaumont ISD 

McAllen ISD 

City - Small 29 < 100,000 
Urbanized area inside 

Principal City 

New Braunfels 

ISD 

Sherman ISD 

Suburban - 

Large 
108 

> 250,000 

 

Urbanized area 

outside Principal City 

Desoto ISD 

Waxahachie 

ISD 

Suburban -

Midsize 
28 

< 250,000  

> 100,000 

Urbanized area 

outside Principal City 

Lumberton ISD 

San Benito 

CISD 

Suburban - 

Small 
6 < 100,000 

Urbanized area 

outside Principal City 

Belton ISD  

Red Lick ISD 

Town - 

Fringe 
34  

< 10 miles from 

Urbanized area inside 

Urban Cluster 

Aransas Pass 

ISD Seguin 

ISD 

Town - 

Distant 
100  

> 10 < 35 miles from 

Urbanized area inside 

Urban Cluster 

Alice ISD 

Marble Falls 

ISD 

Town – 

Remote 
77  

> 35 miles from 

Urbanized area inside 

Urban Cluster 

Childress ISD 

Jasper ISD 

Rural – 

Fringe  
127  

< 5 miles from 

Urbanized area < 2.5 

miles from Urban 

Cluster 

Boerne ISD 

Wimberly ISD 

Rural – 

Distant 
306  

> 5 miles > 25 miles 

from Urbanized Area 

> 2.5 miles < 10 miles 

from Urban Cluster 

Agua Dulce 

ISD Wink-

Loving ISD 

Rural – 

Remote 
220  

>25 miles from 

Urbanized Area > 10 

miles from Urban 

Cluster 

Centerville ISD 

Zavalla ISD 
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Figure 19 demonstrates the distribution of school district regions in Texas.  

Figure 19: 

Texas School District Region Map 

 

Note: from TEA, Education Service Centers Map 

Figure 19 demonstrates the geographic locations of the school regions in Texas. Texas is 

comprised of 20 different regions. Regions are utilized for descriptive purposes.  

Summary 

Chapter III reiterated the purpose of this research and restated the research questions. 

Texas school districts that utilize TX-KEA and TPRI for their kindergarten readiness 

instruments will participate in this research. The kindergarten readiness and pre-

kindergarten enrollment data used for this study are available on the TPEIR website. The 

process for data analysis was presented, and the results are shown in the following 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER IV 

Introduction 

This study intended to dissect Texas Public Kindergarten Programs and 

Kindergarten Readiness data to uncover the relationships between pre-kindergarten 

programs and kindergarten readiness. The purpose of this study was achieved by 

presenting data that demonstrates the current Kindergarten Readiness achievement of 

students in Texas and the effectiveness of pre-kindergarten programs in Texas at 

preparing students for kindergarten and beyond. Additionally, correlations were sought 

between pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and expenditures. This chapter presents 

the results of the Texas Kindergarten Readiness data analysis.  

Research Question One 

Question 1: What percentage of school districts in Texas are meeting the current goal of 

the Texas Early Learning Council of 75% of students meeting Kindergarten Readiness 

expectations? 

Texas Primary Reading Inventory 

The 2020 Kindergarten Readiness District report from the Texas Public Education 

Information Resource was utilized to gather student achievement information. Using the 

number of students assessed and the number of students that achieved Kindergarten 

Readiness, percentages were calculated per Texas school district. Table 7 presents the 

data for the Texas school districts that utilized TPRI as their kindergarten entry 

assessment. 
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Table 7 

Kindergarten Readiness for School Districts that use TPRI 

% Of Students 

that achieved 

Kindergarten 

Readiness 
Total Number of 

School Districts  

Percentage Of 

School Districts  

75%+ 6 1.7% 

65%-74% 26 7.5% 

55%-64% 55 15.9% 

45%-55% 80 23% 

Below 45% 180 51.9% 

Total 347  

 

Of the Texas school districts that utilize TPRI, 347 Texas school districts reported 

Kindergarten Readiness data for the 19-20 school year. The data shows that 51.9% of 

Texas school districts had less than 45% of students assessed achieve Kindergarten 

Readiness. Another 23% of Texas school districts had between 45% and 55% of students 

earn Kindergarten Readiness. Thus, 75% of Texas school districts had 55% or less of 

students achieve Kindergarten Readiness. Overall, 98% of Texas school districts did not 

meet the current Texas Early Learning Council’s goal of 75% of students ready for 

school and ready to learn. The average percentage of Kindergarten Ready students using 

TPRI was 44%. Of the 347 Texas school districts that utilized TPRI, six currently meet 

the Texas Early Learning Council’s goal of 75% of students ready for school and ready to 

learn. Six districts constitute 1.7% of school districts that utilize TPRI. The six school 

districts are itemized in Table 8.  
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Table 8 

TPRI School Districts with 75% or higher Kindergarten Readiness Achievement 

District Name 

Number of 

Schools 

Reporting 

Assessment 

Number 

of 

Students 

Assessed 

Kinder 

Ready 

% Kinder 

Ready 

IOLA ISD 1 51 45 88% 

WYLIE ISD 11 1,196 964 81% 

LA PRYOR ISD 1 37 29 78% 

SHINER ISD 1 45 35 78% 

DAINGERFIELD-LONE STAR ISD 1 74 57 77% 

NEW HOME ISD 1 44 33 75% 

 

In addition to the percentage of kindergarten students that achieved Kindergarten 

Readiness, Table 8 provides information on the number of kindergarten students assessed 

in each district and how many schools reported assessment data. Five out of the six 

schools that are meeting the goal of the Texas Early Learning Council only reported 

results from one elementary school. This signifies that these school districts are small in 

terms of enrollment. The second-highest scoring district has 11 elementary schools.  

The six districts that met the Texas Early Learning Council’s goal of 75% of 

students ready for school are listed below in Table 9 and their TEA and NCES 

descriptions.  

 

 

 

 



68 

 

 

Table 9 

TPRI Types of School Districts Meeting Goal  

District TEA Description 
NCES 

Description 

District 

Enrollment 
Region 

DAINGERFIELD-

LONE STAR ISD 

Non-metropolitan 

Stable 
Town-Distant 1,018 08 

IOLA ISD Rural Rural-Distant 540 06 

LA PRYOR ISD Rural Rural-Remote 505 20 

NEW HOME ISD 
Non-metropolitan 

Fast Growing 
Rural-Distant 532 17 

SHINER ISD Rural Rural-Distant 697 03 

WYLIE ISD 
Other Central City 

Suburban 
Suburb-Large 17,162 10 

Three out of the six districts, 50%, are classified by TEA as Rural. According to 

Table 6, Rural is the minor type of school district organized by TEA that has an 

enrollment between 300 and the median district enrollment for the state, with less than 

20% growth over the last five years or enrollment below 300 students. All three have less 

than 700 students enrolled in the entire district. Only one of the districts that met the 

Texas Early Learning Council’s goal is classified as a large district with over 17,000 

students. No two districts in Table 9 came from the same Texas Region.  

This study looked at Kindergarten Readiness data reported by school districts 

during the 2019-2020 school year. Kindergarten Readiness Assessments are completed 

within a few months of students entering Kindergarten. School districts in Texas also 

report their four-year graduation rates each school year. This rate includes the percentage 

of students that graduate high school in the prescribed four-year period. Based on various 

accountability measures and formulas, districts are designated and accountability rating 



69 

 

 

by the state, with A being the highest and F being the lowest. Table 10 shows the 

graduation rates and accountability ratings for the TPRI districts that met the state goal.  

Table 10 

TPRI Districts’ Graduation Rates and Accountability Ratings  

District 
Four-Year 

Graduation Rate 

Accountability 

Rating (2018-2019) 

DAINGERFIELD-LONE STAR ISD 98.6% Not available  

IOLA ISD 100% A 

LA PRYOR ISD 94% B 

NEW HOME ISD 100% A 

SHINER ISD 95.8% A 

WYLIE ISD 99% A 

All but one of the districts that received an accountability rating in 2018 were 

rated as A school districts, with the 5th ranked a B. Graduation rates for all six districts 

that met the Early Learning Council goal were 94% or higher for the 2019-2020 school 

year.   

Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment  

Next, the study looked at the school districts that utilized the Texas Kindergarten 

Entry Assessment (TX-KEA) as their Kindergarten Readiness assessment. The 2020 

Kindergarten Readiness District report from the Texas Public Education Information 

Resource gathered student achievement information. Using the number of students 

assessed and the number of students that achieved Kindergarten Readiness, percentages 

were calculated per Texas school district. Table 11 presents the data for the Texas school 

districts that utilized TX-KEA as their kindergarten entry assessment. 
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Table 11 

Kindergarten Readiness for School Districts that use TX-KE 

% Of Students 

that achieved 

Kindergarten 

Readiness 

Total Number of 

School Districts  

Percentage of 

School Districts  

75+ 28 44.6 % 

65-74 21 32.3 % 

55-64 12 18.5 % 

45-55 2 3 % 

Below 45 0 0 % 

Total 64  

 

Of the districts that utilize TX-KEA, 64 Texas school districts reported Kindergarten 

Readiness data for the 2019-2020 school year. No districts reported less than 45% of 

students achieving Kindergarten Readiness. Approximately 20% of Texas school districts 

that utilized TX-KEA had Kindergarten Readiness percentages between 45% and 64%. 

For this instrument, most Texas school districts, 78%, had Kindergarten Readiness 

achievement scores of over 65%. Of the 64 districts, 28 are currently meeting the Texas 

Early Learning Council’s goal of 75% of students ready for school and ready to learn. 

Twenty-eight districts constitute 44.6% of school districts that utilize Tx-KEA. The 28 

districts are itemized in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

TX-KEA School Districts with 75% or higher Kindergarten Readiness Achievement 

District Name 

Number of Schools 

Reporting 

Assessment 

Number of 

Students 

Assessed 

Kinder 

Ready 

% 

Kinder 

Ready 

SHARYLAND ISD 8 588 542 92% 

ROSEBUD-LOTT ISD 1 53 48 91% 

MIDLOTHIAN ISD 7 621 557 90% 

CAMERON ISD 1 120 107 89% 

GATESVILLE ISD 1 205 177 86% 

MCCAMEY ISD 1 49 42 86% 

FREER ISD 1 52 44 85% 

MEMPHIS ISD 1 32 27 84% 

HUDSON ISD 1 202 168 83% 

HARLINGEN CISD 17 1,105 919 83% 

LONGVIEW ISD 1 358 297 83% 

GODLEY ISD 1 153 126 82% 

WINDTHORST ISD 1 27 22 81% 

CEDAR HILL ISD 7 375 303 81% 

SINTON ISD 1 159 128 81% 

BELTON ISD 10 736 589 80% 

CANTON ISD 1 179 142 79% 

PETROLIA CISD 1 29 23 79% 

ANDERSON-SHIRO CISD 1 53 42 79% 

SEALY ISD 2 130 103 79% 

COMMERCE ISD 1 109 86 79% 

SHELDON ISD 2 659 519 79% 

GRAPELAND ISD 1 41 32 78% 

CROCKETT ISD 1 99 77 78% 
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District Name 

Number of Schools 

Reporting 

Assessment 

Number of 

Students 

Assessed 

Kinder 

Ready 

% 

Kinder 

Ready 

LINDSAY ISD 1 36 28 78% 

MOODY ISD 1 40 31 78% 

SPURGER ISD 1 24 18 75% 

COMMUNITY ISD 2 187 140 75% 

The average percentage of Kindergarten Ready students using TX-KEA was 73%, 

just two percentage points away from the Texas Early Learning Council’s goal. In 

addition to the rate of kindergarten students that achieved Kindergarten Readiness, Table 

12 provides information on the number of kindergarten students assessed in each district 

and how many schools reported assessment data. Twenty out of the 64 school districts 

that are meeting the goal of the Texas Early Learning Council, approximately one-third 

only reported results from one elementary school. This signifies that these school districts 

are small in terms of enrollment. Only two of the school districts in this table had ten or 

more schools, and 26 had fewer.  

Table 13 

TX-KEA Types of School Districts Meeting Goal  

District TEA Description 

NCES 

Description 

District 

Enrollment Region 

ANDERSON-SHIRO CISD Independent Town Rural-Distant 885 06 

BELTON ISD Other Central City 

Suburban 
Suburb-Small 12,148 12 

CAMERON ISD Independent Town Rural-Fringe 1,721 06 

CANTON ISD Independent Town Town- Distant 2,186 10 

CEDAR HILL ISD Major Suburban Suburb-Large 7,616 10 

COMMERCE ISD Non-metropolitan 

Stable 
Rural-Fringe 1,520 10 
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District TEA Description 

NCES 

Description 

District 

Enrollment Region 

COMMUNITY ISD Non-metropolitan 

Fast Growing 
Rural-Fringe 2,553 10 

CROCKETT ISD Non-metropolitan 

Stable 
Town-Remote 1,309 06 

FREER ISD Rural Rural-Remote 786 02 

GATESVILLE ISD Other Central City 

Suburban 
Town- Distant 2,778 12 

GODLEY ISD Major Suburban Rural-Distant 2,346 11 

GRAPELAND ISD Rural Rural-Remote 615 06 

HARLINGEN CISD Other Central City 

Suburban 
City-Small 18,346 01 

HUDSON ISD Non-metropolitan 

Stable 
Town-Remote 2,945 07 

LINDSAY ISD Rural Rural-Distant 509 11 

LONGVIEW ISD Other Central City City-Small 8,561 07 

MCCAMEY ISD Rural Rural-Remote 566 18 

MEMPHIS ISD Rural Rural-Remote 465 16 

MIDLOTHIAN ISD Other Central City Suburb-Large 9,754 10 

MOODY ISD Rural Rural-Distant 691 12 

PETROLIA CISD Rural Rural-Distant 449 09 

ROSEBUD-LOTT ISD Rural Rural-Distant 679 12 

SEALY ISD Other Central City 

Suburban 
Rural-Fringe 2,796 06 

SHARYLAND ISD Other Central City 

Suburban 
City-Small 10,162 01 

SHELDON ISD Major Suburban Suburb-Large 10,124 04 

SINTON ISD Independent Town Town- Distant 2,136 02 

SPURGER ISD Rural Rural-Remote 405 05 

WINDTHORST ISD Rural Rural-Distant 407 09 
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Table 13 lists the TEA and NCES school district classifications for the Texas school 

districts that utilize TX-KEA and are currently meeting the Texas Early Learning 

Council’s goal of 75% of students ready for school. NCES classifies 57% percent of the 

Texas school districts in Table 13 as “rural.” One-third of the Texas school districts had 

total district enrollment below 1,000 students, another third was between 1,000, and 

3,000 students, with the last third over 7,000 students. Sixty percent of Texas Regions are 

represented in the table, with Region 10 appearing the most times, at five. Region 10 is 

located North of Dallas (Figure 19). 

Consistent with the districts that utilized TPRI, the graduation rates and 

accountability ratings for top TX-KEA districts can be found in Table 14.  

Table 14 

TX-KEA Districts’ Graduation Rates and Accountability Ratings 

District 

Four-Year 

Graduation 

Rate 

Accountability 

Rating (2018-

2019) 

ANDERSON-SHIRO CISD 100% A 

BELTON ISD 97% B 

CAMERON ISD 94.3% B 

CANTON ISD 98.6% A 

CEDAR HILL ISD 96.7% B 

COMMERCE ISD 97.2% B 

COMMUNITY ISD 98.5% A 

CROCKETT ISD 95.8% C 

FREER ISD 98.3% B 

GATESVILLE ISD 95.3% B 

GODLEY ISD 97.4% C 

GRAPELAND ISD 97.1% B 
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District 

Four-Year 

Graduation 

Rate 

Accountability 

Rating (2018-

2019) 

HARLINGEN CISD 92.6% B 

HUDSON ISD 93.6% B 

LINDSAY ISD 100% A 

LONGVIEW ISD 97.4% B 

MCCAMEY ISD 90.9% B 

MEMPHIS ISD 100% B 

MIDLOTHIAN ISD 94.4% B 

MOODY ISD 96.1% B 

PETROLIA CISD 93.9% B 

ROSEBUD-LOTT ISD 92.9% D 

SEALY ISD 90.7% C 

SHARYLAND ISD 97.9% A 

SHELDON ISD 92.35% B 

SINTON ISD 97.2% B 

SPURGER ISD 100% D 

WINDTHORST ISD 100% A 

All the Texas school districts in Table 14 had a four-year graduation rate above 90%. The 

totals for district accountability ratings are A, 6; B, 17; C, 3; D, 2. Only 18% of the 

districts were rated below B, with the most significant percentage of districts falling in 

the B rating.  

Research Question Two 

Question 2: Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students 

who attended pre-kindergarten programs compared to students who did not participate 

in pre-kindergarten? 

Texas Primary Reading Inventory 
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An independent samples t-test was performed on the Texas school districts that 

utilized TPRI as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment. The Kindergarten Readiness data 

was used to analyze the differences between the percentages of students who achieved 

Kindergarten Readiness for students who attended pre-kindergarten and students who did 

not participate in pre-kindergarten. The results of the t-test are provided in Table 15. 

Table 15 

PK vs. No PK t-test Results for TPRI Districts  

 
MEAN 

STD. 

DEVIATION 

Attended PK 50.55 14.6 

Did not Attend PK 36.28 15.19 

 

The students that attended pre-kindergarten (M = 50.55, SD = 14.6) compared to the 

students who did not attend pre-kindergarten (M = 36.28, SD = 15.19) demonstrated 

significantly higher kindergarten readiness achievement, t(517) = 10.904, p = <.001.  

Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment 

An independent samples t-test was performed on the Texas school districts that 

utilized TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment. The Kindergarten Readiness 

data was used to analyze the differences between the percentages of students who 

achieved Kindergarten Readiness for students who attended pre-kindergarten and 

students who did not participate in pre-kindergarten. The results of the t-test are provided 

in Table 16. 

 

 

Table 16 
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PK vs. No PK t-test Results for TX-KEA Districts 

 MEAN 
STD. 

DEVIATION 

Attended PK 81.58 7.54 

Did not Attend PK 59.18 14.92 

 

The students that attended pre-kindergarten (M = 81.58, SD = 7.54) compared to the 

students who did not attend pre-kindergarten (M = 59.18, SD = 14.92) demonstrated 

significantly higher kindergarten readiness achievement, t(74) = 8.258, p = <.001. 

Research Question Three 

Question 3: Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students 

identified as Economically Disadvantaged compared to students who were not? 

Texas Primary Reading Inventory 

An independent samples t-test was performed on the Texas school districts that 

utilized TPRI as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment. Kindergarten Readiness data was 

used to analyze the differences between the percentages of students who achieved 

Kindergarten Readiness for students classified in kindergarten as Economically 

Disadvantaged and students who were not. The results of the t-test are provided in Table 

17. 

Table 17 

Economically Disadvantaged vs. Not t-test Results for TPRI Districts 

 MEAN 
STD. 

DEVIATION 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 
40.27 14.03 

NOT Economically 

Disadvantaged 
44.04 14.18 
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The students that were classified as Economically Disadvantaged (M = 40.27, SD = 

14.03) compared to the students who were not Economically Disadvantaged (M = 44.04, 

SD = 14.18) demonstrated slightly lower, yet not statistically significant, kindergarten 

readiness achievement, t(570) = -3.192, p = .001. 

Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment 

An independent samples t-test was performed on the Texas school districts that 

utilized TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment. The Kindergarten Readiness 

data was used to analyze the differences between the percentages of students who 

achieved Kindergarten Readiness for students classified in kindergarten as Economically 

Disadvantaged and students who were not. The results of the t-test are provided in Table 

18. 

Table 18 

Economically Disadvantaged vs. Not t-test Results for TX-KEA Districts 

 
MEAN 

STD. 

DEVIATION 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 
70.31 9.89 

NOT Economically 

Disadvantaged 
72.81 9.95 

 

The students that were classified as Economically Disadvantaged (M = 70.31, SD = 9.89) 

compared to the students who were not Economically Disadvantaged (M = 72.81, SD = 

9.95) demonstrated slightly lower kindergarten readiness achievement, t(108) = -1.327, p 

= .187. 

 

Research Question Four 
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Question 4: What relationship exists between the Kindergarten Readiness achievement 

results and the pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and expenditure per student? 

Texas Primary Reading Inventory  

A multiple regression was performed for the Texas school districts that utilized 

TPRI as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment to determine if the pre-kindergarten 

curriculum, class size, or expenditure per student could be used to predict Kindergarten 

Readiness achievement results. The results of the multiple regression are in Table 19.  

Table 19 

TPRI Districts Multiple Regression 

 B ß t p 

Constant 393.709  11.795 <.001 

Expenditure -.001 -.076 -1.119 .264 

Class Size .090 .036 .536 .592 

Curriculum -.149 -.015 -.221 .825 

The results from the multiple regression analysis indicated that none of pre-kindergarten 

curriculum, class size, and expenditure per student were significant predictors of 

Kindergarten Readiness achievement results.  

Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment 

A multiple regression was performed for the Texas school districts that utilized 

TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment to determine if the pre-kindergarten 

curriculum, class size, or expenditure per student could be used to predict Kindergarten 

Readiness achievement results. The results of the multiple regression are in Table 20. 

 

 

 

Table 20 
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TX-KEA Districts Multiple Regression 

 B ß t p 

Constant  88.248  13.832 <.001 

Expenditure .000 .051 .286 .777 

Class Size -.175 -.139 -.795 .432 

Curriculum -.986 -.193 -1.084 .287 

 

The multiple regression model with the predictors of pre-kindergarten curriculum, class 

size, and expenditure per student demonstrated that none of the predictors were 

significantly related to Kindergarten Readiness achievement results. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the dissection of Texas Kindergarten Readiness Data. The first 

research question indicated that 1.7% of Texas school districts that utilized TPRI as their 

Kindergarten Entry Assessment currently meet the Texas Early Learning Council’s goal 

of 75% of students arriving at kindergarten ready to learn. Additionally, the data revealed 

that 44.6% of Texas school districts that utilized TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry 

Assessment are currently meeting that same goal. For the second research question, both 

t-tests, TPRI districts and TX-KEA districts indicated higher Kindergarten Readiness 

achievement results in pre-kindergarten students. The third research question, a t-test 

analysis, showed that Economically Disadvantaged students perform slightly lower on 

both Kindergarten Entry Assessments. The final research question demonstrated that pre-

kindergarten program variables could not predict Kindergarten Readiness Achievement 

successfully.  

The next chapter will discuss the study results, future implications, and recommendations 

based on the findings.  

CHAPTER 5 
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Introduction 

This study sought to dissect the Texas Public Kindergarten Programs and 

Kindergarten Readiness data to uncover the relationships between pre-kindergarten 

programs and kindergarten readiness for students in Texas. As Texas continues to invest 

in the quality of early childhood education, little data exists to demonstrate if pre-

kindergarten is closing the educational gaps for economically disadvantaged students. 

The data for all four research questions were presented in Chapter Four. This chapter will 

summarize the data, discussions related to the research, implications for practice, 

recommendations for further study, and conclusions.  

Question One Discussion 

What percentage of school districts in Texas are meeting the current goal of the Texas 

Early Learning Council of 75% of students meeting Kindergarten Readiness 

expectations? 

Results indicated that 1.7% of Texas school districts that utilized TPRI as their 

Kindergarten Entry Assessment are currently meeting the Texas Early Learning 

Council’s goal of 75% of students arriving at kindergarten ready to learn. Six out of 347 

Texas school districts with 75% of students prepared for kindergarten is a dismal number 

of TX-KEA students. However, the results were drastically different; 44.6% of Texas 

school districts that utilized TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment are 

currently meeting that same goal. While 44.6% is significantly higher than 1.7%, the 

number of school districts that employed TX-KEA was considerably less. At 44%, that 

equates to 28 out of 64 Texas school districts, with 75% of students achieving 

kindergarten readiness.   
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The total number of Texas school districts that utilized TX-KEA or TPRI as their 

Kindergarten Entry Exam (KEA) and reported the data to the state of Texas was 411. 

Regardless of the KEA used, Texas pre-kindergarten students are not demonstrating 

desired levels of preparedness for kindergarten. Looking at all the districts in Texas, the 

overall total for the two groups of KEAs is 8.27% of school districts achieving 75% of 

students demonstrating Kindergarten Readiness. This study separated the results, which 

showed that students were more likely to demonstrate kindergarten readiness when 

assessed with TX-KEA. 

The disparity between the results for TPRI and TX-KEA districts is worth noting. 

When TEA mandated that districts had to utilize TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry 

Assessment (KEA), the state indicated that making comparisons across multiple KEAs 

was not feasible. However, the form lists TPRI as an alternative, which this data shows 

that this data does not have concurrent validity. These results demonstrate that students 

pass TPRI at tremendously lower rates than TX-KEA.  

Reviewing the types of districts that met the Kindergarten Readiness achievement 

goal of the Texas Early Learning Council, most districts for both assessment instruments 

were small districts with only one elementary school. In addition, over half of the school 

districts meeting the goal are classified as rural by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). 

Rural is the minor district organized by the TEA, characterized by low enrollment and 

minimal growth.  

Additionally, four-year graduation rates and district Accountability Ratings are 

listed for all the school districts meeting the Kindergarten Readiness achievement mark. 



83 

 

 

This data shows that most school districts continued to meet high expectations for 

educational achievement, with graduation rates in the 90s and most ratings at A or B.  

Implications 

The first research question uncovered a discrepancy in Kindergarten Readiness 

achievement between TX-KEA and TPRI instruments. These data imply that the Texas 

Early Learning Council may need to readjust its goal for districts that continue to utilize 

TPRI as their KEA. Fifty-one percent of Texas school districts that used TPRI had less 

than half of their students achieve Kindergarten Readiness. If TPRI is more difficult for 

students to demonstrate proficiency, the districts that operate TPRI as their KEA should 

not have the exact expectations as the TX-KEA districts.   

The literacy section of TX-KEA consists of the following skills: letter names, 

decoding, letter sounds- receptive, letter sounds- expressive, blending- receptive, 

blending- expressive, and spelling (CLI Engage, 2022). While TPRI does include letter 

sound and blending in the screening portion of the exam, the remainder consists of book 

and print awareness, phonemic awareness, graphophonemic knowledge, word reading, 

and listening/reading comprehension. The skills in TPRI extend past the basic letter 

knowledge and blending skills found in TX-KEA (CLI Engage, 2022). Students that 

achieve the Kindergarten Readiness threshold through TPRI possess considerably more 

literacy readiness skills than assessed through TX-KEA. However, TPRI does not contain 

the language, math, science, social-emotional, executive function, and academic motor 

skills domains in TX-KEA.  

Employing the information presented in question one of this study, a school 

district could choose to utilize TX-KEA as their Kindergarten Entry Assessment in 
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anticipation of achieving higher scores. Superintendents are receiving pressure from the 

state to have 75% of students ready for kindergarten, and the average results of Texas 

school districts using TX-KEA were 73%. This is a minor change district could make to 

increase their scores without making any changes in the classroom or spending any 

money. Another possibility is that Texas selected TPRI as the alternate with this in mind 

to discourage Texas school districts from utilizing TPRI. The more communities that use 

the same KEA, the better the ability of the state of Texas to compare programs and 

results.  

Since TX-KEA is new and TPRI has been around for over 20 years, some districts 

may choose not to switch KEAs. TPRI is a comprehensive tool that teachers can utilize to 

inform instruction and grow students in various areas of literacy. In addition, TPRI can be 

used through third grade to monitor students’ progress in reading skills. School leaders 

may argue that the data provided by TPRI is more valuable than what they can attain with 

TX-KEA.  

Question Two Discussion 

Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students who attended 

pre-kindergarten programs compared to students who did not participate in pre-

kindergarten? 

Students who attended pre-kindergarten averaged 14 points higher on TPRI and 

21 points higher on TX-KEA. Data demonstrate that pre-kindergarten is closing the 

educational gap for students in Texas. Pre-kindergarten is not only closing the gap, but 

the students who attended pre-kindergarten are surpassing the students who do not attend 

pre-kindergarten on the Kindergarten Entry Assessment. These results are encouraging 
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considering past research on students in poverty, students that qualify for 

prekindergarten.  

The status of the students that do not attend pre-kindergarten is unknown. Still, a 

general assumption could be made that these students did not meet the criteria to qualify 

for pre-kindergarten, which is why they did not attend. If the students did not qualify for 

pre-kindergarten, they might have had access to a private preschool, or they could have 

remained at home for the first five years.  

These results confirm the work of Dr. Maria Montessori that four-year-old 

children are in a prime period to learn math and literacy skills. Additionally, students 

respond to opportunities for literacy development in the classroom, participating in read-

alouds and dramatic play, having statewide standards and aligned curriculum, and having 

certified teachers in the pre-kindergarten classroom that participate in grade-level 

professional development.  

Implications 

The second research question results indicated that pre-kindergarten students 

scored significantly higher than students who did not participate in pre-kindergarten. 

These results imply that this data supports the argument for universal pre-kindergarten. 

Hart and Risley (1995) found that students from low-income households arrive at school 

behind their peers of the same age. This study demonstrates that students surpass their 

peers when they receive pre-kindergarten intervention. If pre-kindergarten can provide 

students with a head start, what interventions can be provided in later grades to continue 

their success? After pre-kindergarten, most school interventions are reactive instead of 

preventative. School leaders do not employ resources until students demonstrate 
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difficulty. What if school leaders had access to interventions that could support the needs 

of economically disadvantaged students? 

If pre-kindergarten can do this much for students who meet pre-kindergarten 

qualifications, imagine what pre-kindergarten could do for middle and upper-class 

children. With the current pre-kindergarten qualification criteria, families above the 

poverty line do not have access to state-funded pre-kindergarten programs. Few states 

have universal pre-kindergarten offered to all families, no matter their income. Universal 

pre-kindergarten does not have qualification criteria; the program is available to all 

students. This study demonstrates the effectiveness of pre-kindergarten programs that 

have the potential to benefit all children.  

House Bill Three has increased state funding for pre-kindergarten programs, 

providing funding for full-day pre-kindergarten across the state. Some school districts 

remain reluctant to expand the availability of pre-kindergarten programs to families and 

have not entirely made the switch. Data presented for research question two demonstrate 

the advantage of districts investing in pre-kindergarten programs. Students arriving at 

kindergarten ready to learn increases school achievement, starting with the youngest 

students.  

Question Three Discussion 

Is there a difference in Kindergarten Readiness achievement for students identified as 

Economically Disadvantaged compared to students who were not? 

Results for the third research question indicate a slight difference in Kindergarten 

Readiness achievement for students identified as Economically Disadvantaged and those 
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who are not. While the differences vary slightly from TPRI and TX-KEA results, both 

instruments demonstrated a statistically significant difference of less than 10% in scores.  

One may anticipate that the results of this question would mirror the results of the 

previous query since Economically Disadvantaged children meet the criteria to qualify 

for pre-kindergarten. One possible explanation for the difference in results is that there 

are still pockets of Economically Disadvantaged children that are not accessing pre-

kindergarten programs.  

However, differences of 2.7% for TX-KEA and 8.56% for TPRI are also 

encouraging data. These differences do not sound as daunting as the “30-million-word 

gap.” Data demonstrate that Texas has made some leeway in closing the gap for students 

from Economically Disadvantaged households. 

Implications 

Research question three looked directly at the students coming from low 

socioeconomic households. Since this group of students meets the criteria for 

qualification for pre-kindergarten, students can take advantage of pre-kindergarten 

programs and have the same results as the students in the first question. The implication 

for school leaders is to reevaluate the recruitment and availability of pre-kindergarten 

programs to ensure access to students that desperately need the intervention of pre-

kindergarten. In addition, districts need to look at other services the schools can provide 

to low-income families to support students attending pre-kindergarten. Low-income 

students do not have the same ease of accessing school services that other students have. 

While the educational advantage is demonstrated in this study, many pre-kindergarten 

programs aim to provide wrap-around services for students and families. School districts 
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have work to do to inform parents of support available to families enrolled in pre-

kindergarten programs.  

Question Four Discussion 

What relationship exists between the Kindergarten Readiness achievement results and the 

pre-kindergarten curriculum, class size, and expenditure per student? 

The results of the multiple regression performed to answer question four did not 

indicate an ability to utilize the curriculum, class size, and expenditure for students as 

variables to predict Kindergarten Readiness Achievement. This suggests that these 

variables, primarily out of the control of teachers and administrators, are not defining 

factors of pre-kindergarten programs.  

Implications 

The final research question has the most significant implications for school 

leaders. The multiple regression performed with class size, per-pupil spending, and pre-

kindergarten curriculum did not determine whether any variables could predict 

kindergarten readiness achievement. While Bone et al. (2017) demonstrated positive 

impacts of class sizes below 15, the average class size in this study was 20. This indicates 

that the intangibles of pre-kindergarten instruction are what push the achievement needle. 

Previous studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of literacy development (Brown, 

2014), read aloud (Hindman et al., 2019), dramatic play (Peterson & Greenberg, 2017), 

professional development for teachers (Maier & Kou, 2019), and teacher perceptions 

(Bain et al., 2015). This affirms that leaders must continue to focus on the superficial 

elements individual teachers and administration can influence. 

Recommendations for Further Research  
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Each new research study builds upon the work of previous researchers. Existing 

research can serve as a building block for more recent research, as new data can raise 

additional questions. The first research question demonstrated that most school districts 

that were meeting the goal of the Early Education Council were rural school districts. 

Future research could investigate if students from rural areas experience factors at home 

that contribute to their readiness for kindergarten. In addition, which factors contribute 

positively to kindergarten readiness? The same questions can be asked about the 

advantages of small school districts and how those advantages contribute to kindergarten 

readiness.  

A review of data for subsequent years could confirm the theory that TX-KEA 

yields higher Kindergarten Readiness Achievement data. In this study, data was not 

available to perform this analysis. The achievement data for the 20-21 school year was 

available but not deemed reliable to a significant decrease in the number of students 

tested due to COVID-19 affecting school attendance and testing.  

The information from the second question indicates that pre-kindergarten students 

are performing higher than students that did not attend pre-kindergarten. Future research 

could investigate if the students who attended pre-kindergarten remain ahead of their 

peers who do not attend pre-kindergarten, if the student groups level out, or if their 

achievement tapers out. 

The third research question raises the need to determine why students from low 

socioeconomic households are not attending pre-kindergarten. Future research could 

investigate factors that prohibit students from participating in pre-kindergarten. 
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Additional research about the effectiveness of pre-kindergarten is needed to continue to 

improve our outcomes. 

Summary 

This study aimed to dissect the Texas Public Kindergarten Programs and 

Kindergarten Readiness data to uncover the relationships between pre-kindergarten 

programs and kindergarten readiness for students in Texas. The study demonstrated that 

pre-kindergarten is closing the gap for students and that these students are surpassing 

others. Discrepancies in Kindergarten Readiness Assessments were discovered in the 

kindergarten readiness data, and these discrepancies were discussed. Statistical analysis 

could not predict kindergarten readiness achievement based on the variables presented. 

The state of Texas is continuing to invest in the quality of early childhood education and 

with good reason. Maria Montessori identified seven sensitive periods when students are 

enrolled in pre-kindergarten (Montessori, 1995). Montessori noted that children are at 

their peak of ability to acquire skills in the specified area during these sensitive periods. 

Additionally, Montessori said that developing skills would become more complex once 

the sensitive acute period passed. For students who do not experience learning 

opportunities and language at home, pre-kindergarten is a viable intervention.    
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