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Summer Enrichment Pilot Program 

 
Summary of Findings and Conclusions 
 
During the summer of 2004, a summer enrichment program for children from high 
poverty families served 173 children in 10 Pre-K classes in the metro Atlanta area.  
Findings from a formative evaluation of the program, which extended the Georgia Pre-K 
program academic year for eight to ten weeks during the summer include: 
 

1. Children enrolled in the summer enrichment program gained on standardized 
scores in expressive language skills, skills on which Georgia’s kindergarteners 
are behind national norms when they enter kindergarten (Henry, Henderson, and 
Ponder, 2004).  While children were able to recognize more letters and words by 
the end of the program, these increases did not keep pace with national norms 
(See below chart).  
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2. Children participating in the program also made significant gains in naming 
number skills, and familiarity with printed material and story comprehension. 

3. The summer program served children from economically disadvantaged 
households, about one quarter of whom spoke a language other than English at 
home. 

4. Teachers report using a wide variety of techniques to better incorporate parents 
in educational interactions with their children. The most satisfying techniques 
reported include getting parents to ask their child about their school activities 
during the evening and suggesting ways for parents to include their child in 
activities at home that would be educationally enriching.   
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5. Two-thirds of the parents reported talking to their children about school daily but 
only about half reported reading to their children more than three times per week. 

 
The results suggest that a summer enrichment program can stimulate children’s 
language and pre-math skills.  However, issues about duration of the program and 
attendance may affect the gains.  A shorter program, such as six weeks, may improve 
teacher morale and increase children’s attendance but may not allow sufficient 
instructional time to achieve significant gains.  Eight weeks appears to be the optimal 
length for this type of summer program.  It is quite possible that the gains could be 
improved by establishing specific priority goals, such as expressive language, letter and 
word recognition, pre-math skills, and training teachers on workable techniques for 
facilitating the development of these skills. 
 
This evaluation was constrained by the timing and available funding. Future evaluations 
should include the collection of data on the social-emotional development of these 
children and the comparison of outcome measures from similar children who did not 
participate in the summer enrichment program.  Furthermore, an optimal evaluation 
would follow the children into their kindergarten classes to observe their transition into 
formal schooling.  Finally, given the findings show children can gain from a summer 
enrichment program, if the program is continued, an evaluation that includes: 1) random 
assignment to the program from a list of interested children; 2) incorporates a control 
group comprised of those who are not randomly selected; and 3) collects measures of 
social development, behavior, and academic skills is recommended. 
 
The results from the evaluation of the pilot program are promising, and the program 
appears to have the potential to improve children’s skills and ease their transition into 
primary school.  If the summer is actually a time of learning loss for economically 
disadvantaged children as a substantial amount of research indicates, the gains posted 
by the children in the summer enrichment pilot program are underestimates of the 
actual effects of the program because they are not compared to a similar group.  
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Chapter 1: Program, Study Purpose and Limitations 
 
The Summer Enrichment Program, piloted in 2004, extended the state-sponsored Pre-K 
Program for eight to ten weeks during the summer. It utilized private funds to support 
the program and a contribution from the Department of Early Care and Learning to 
investigate whether such a program could enhance the development of children from 
low-income families and smooth their transition into kindergarten.  The Education Policy 
Group in Andrew Young School of Policy Studies at Georgia State University conducted 
a formative evaluation of the pilot program, which was known as the Summer 
Enrichment Program (SEP).  The program, funded by private foundations, was 
administered by Bright From the Start: Georgia Department of Early Care and Learning, 
and operated by Pre-K providers. 
 
A central objective of the SEP pilot study was to provide low-income children with a 
structured learning opportunity designed to alleviate the slowdown of their 
developmental progress during the summer before they begin kindergarten.  Research 
focused on summer programs and summer learning suggests that children learn best 
when instruction is continuous and that the traditional summer break may last too long 
for optimal learning to occur.  The long vacation breaks developmental progress, 
interrupts instruction, causes material to be forgotten, and increases the time spent on 
reviewing old material when students return to school in the fall (Cooper, Nye, Charlton, 
Lindsay, and Greathouse, 1996).   
 
Research also has found that summer learning loss is uneven, putting economically 
disadvantaged and racial/ethnic minorities, especially African American children, at a 
disadvantage (Cooper, Charlon, Valentine, and Muhlenbruch, 2000; Cooper, et al 1996; 
Alexander, 1997; and Entwistle and Alexander, 1996).  Georgia is no exception.  While 
the development of Georgia’s pre-kindergarteners is enhanced through the state’s Pre-
K Program, a recent study (Henry, Henderson, Ponder, Gordon, Mashburn, and 
Rickman 2003) found that low-income African American children were likely to have 
their developmental gains reduced during the summer relative to their more advantaged 
peers. 
 
Moreover, research argues that the effect of summer learning loss impedes children’s 
transition into kindergarten, which, in turn, influences their long term learning 
capabilities.   Because achieving a smooth transition into formal schooling sets the 
stage for school success (Pianta and Cox, 2002), preschool attendance is particularly 
important for economically disadvantaged children (Entwistle and Alexander, 2002; 
Ramey and Ramey, 2002).  Notably, participation in preschool programs leads to a 
reduction in children’s retention rates in the elementary schools and offers other longer 
term social benefits (Reynolds, 2000, Reynolds, et al. 2001, Weikhart and Schweinhart, 
1997).  However, poor children are less likely to have been enrolled in an enriched 
academic program throughout the summer months, thereby creating the potential for 
gains to fade during the months leading up to their entry into kindergarten.  Since the 
achievement gap is likely to increase for low-income children as they age, it is important 
for them to enter kindergarten on par with their more economically-advantaged 



   4

counterparts.  Research supports that slight cognitive advantages at school entry can 
translate into improved educational and social outcomes in the future (Reynolds 2000, 
Conyers, Oy, and Reynolds, 2002). 
 
The 2004 pilot of the Summer Enrichment Program, which was designed to combat 
summer learning loss and ease children’s transition into kindergarten, is described in 
the next section.   
 
I. The Summer Enrichment Program  

The Georgia Prekindergarten Program (Pre-K) was established in 1993 to provide 
Georgia's four-year-old children with high-quality preschool experiences.  This unique 
program, funded by the Georgia Lottery for Education, is expected to serve about 
70,000 children during the 2004-05 school year.  Through the statewide Pre-K program 
and Head Start, Georgia reaches a higher proportion of four-year-old children than any 
other state in the nation. The goal of every Georgia Pre-K classroom is to provide four 
year olds with the learning experiences necessary to prepare for kindergarten and 
achieve success in school.  

The SEP pilot extended Pre-K activities into the summer for low-income children and 
families.  It was designed to combat summer learning loss and help low-income children 
prepare for kindergarten.  The summer program focused on maintaining and extending 
the academic and social skills gained during the regular Pre-K school year, which are 
documented in Henry et al. (2003) and recognized in the Social Policy Report by the 
Society for Research in Child Development (Brauner, Gordic, and Zigler, 2004). 
 
For the pilot program itself, ten classes with up to twenty children in each were funded. 
A total of 173 children initially participated in the program.  The target population was 
children deemed at-risk for school failure due to economic circumstances (known as 
Category 1 children or children whose families qualify for means tested benefits). In line 
with the goals of Pre-K, the focus of the summer program was on language and literacy, 
which included vocabulary development and writing.  In addition, the program was 
designed to enhance mathematical processes, personal and social development, 
scientific thinking, social studies, the arts, physical development, and health. 
 
To be eligible to participate in the SEP, the providers must have offered Pre-K during 
the 2003-2004 school year.  To qualify for the grant, centers had to fulfill the following 
qualifications: 
 

 Serve a large number of Category 1 children; 
 Be in good standing with Pre-K and Child Care Services Divisions; 
 Agree to participate in the evaluation of the pilot; 
 Follow Pre-K Operating Guidelines. 

 
Participating centers were provided with grant funds to extend Pre-K activities into the 
summer.  Funds also went to support children and their families in maintaining their 
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academic skills and social gains achieved during their Pre-K year. Specifically, the 
centers were to; 1) fund resource coordinator (RC) salaries for the summer; 2) fund Pre-
K teacher and assistant salaries for the summer; 3) address specific needs of at-risk 
children by providing educational opportunities for children who speak other languages 
at home or migrant populations; 4) involve families in the educational process; 5) 
purchase supplies and materials; and 6) administrative costs up to 6 percent. 
 
Programs operated from eight to ten weeks lasting at least 6.5 hours per day.  The 
classrooms were those used for the academic year Pre-K program, and included 
several centers and a variety of developmental materials and equipment.  Pre-K 
regulations were followed which require a lead teacher and assistant teacher to be 
present when the children are in class, and the use of an approved curriculum to guide 
instructional activities.   
 
The SEP pilot also provided funding for a resource coordinator.  The purpose of the 
resource coordinator was to provide children and their families with voluntary access to 
services that would assist the child in getting ready for kindergarten (Bright From the 
Start, 2004).  These services could include, though were not limited to, assistance with 
identified health issues, family information workshops, parent education, and 
kindergarten transition activities (Bright From the Start, 2004). 
 
Finally, Bright from the Start provided a summer director to assist with the 
implementation of the program.  The director visited the classes weekly, served as a 
mentor, and provided technical assistance. She completed informal assessments 
including the Pre-K Quality Assessment, an instrument used for evaluating Pre-K 
program quality, and the Early Learning and Literacy Classroom Observation Instrument 
(ELLCO).  She also worked directly with resource coordinators to provide information for 
parental involvement and worked with directors to address issues as they arose.  
 
 
II. The Summer Enrichment Program Evaluation 
 
The Domestic Programs Office at Georgia State University conducted an evaluation of 
the SEP pilot study administered through Bright From the Start: Georgia Department of 
Early Care in Learning.  The purpose for the evaluation was to provide a preliminary 
estimate of any gains in language, literacy, and cognitive skills for children who 
participated in the pilot program. Specifically, the evaluation sought to answer the 
question: Can an eight to ten week summer program enhance the skills of low income 
children who had attended an academic year Pre-K program?  The pilot project design 
did not allow for the evaluation to answer whether gains were more or less than the 
children participating would have been likely to have experienced if they were not 
enrolled in SEP or another similar program. 
 
The evaluation assessed the outcomes for a sample of children who attended the 
Georgia Pre-K Program during the 2003-04 school year and who participated in the 
SEP during the summer of 2004. The children recruited for the study had attended the 
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Georgia Pre-K program at an approved site during the 2003-04 school year.  All children 
were either four or five years old and most were from high poverty households. For the 
children selected for the study (n=53), trained researchers conducted assessments 
using instruments previously used in the Georgia Early Childhood Study.  Parent 
surveys were distributed (in both English and Spanish) to all children attending the 
program, not only those selected for the study.     
 
Data was collected through parent surveys, teacher surveys, director surveys, resource 
coordinator surveys, and direct assessments of children by independent assessors.  
The direct assessments produced standardized (norm referenced) scores for letter and 
word recognition, expressive language, and pre-math skills, in addition to scores on 
basic skills, such as naming numbers and colors. Survey response rates varied.  For the 
ten teachers, eight directors, and eight resource coordinators (two sites had two 
classes), the response rates were high (100% for directors and teachers, 88% for 
resource coordinators).  Of the 173 children who participated in the program, 91 parent 
surveys were received (53%).  Of the 53 children who were sampled for the evaluation, 
a total of 43 were tested at the conclusion of the program (81%).  Many children who 
began the program dropped out for various reasons before the end (family vacations, 
year-round schools, etc.), which foreshadows attendance issues which we will address 
at the end of chapter 2.  
 
To establish a baseline, direct assessments were conducted during the first week of the 
SEP.  The same assessments were repeated during the last week of the SEP.  This 
enabled the evaluation team to estimate gains during the summer program holding 
other factors constant. 
 
III. Report Organization 
 
This report is organized into three sections following this introduction.  In Chapter 2, the 
differences in children’s developmental status at the end of their Pre-K year are 
compared with their scores at the end of the SEP.  We utilize tests of statistical 
significance to assess whether apparent differences could be attributed to chance.  
Attendance records and summaries from the parent surveys are also discussed in this 
chapter.   
 
In Chapter 3, SEP recruitment strategies, implementation, satisfaction, and suggestions 
for improvement are described and analyzed.  This includes a report of the survey 
findings from the teachers, directors, resource coordinators and parents who 
participated in the program. Since this was a pilot program with a small population and 
sample size, the report relies on descriptive findings rather than multivariate analyses.  
Responses to open-ended interview questions are provided to enhance the amount and 
depth of information provided.  Finally, in Chapter 4 we present an overall assessment 
of the program and offer recommendations for further implementation of a summer 
enrichment program for disadvantaged children. 
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In summary, the evaluation provides evidence of the usefulness of such programs and 
their benefit to this population.  Furthermore, the results yield important information that 
can improve on the implementation of future summer enrichment programs.  
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Chapter 2:  
Outcomes at the Beginning and End of the Summer Enrichment Program 

 
 
One important purpose of preschool is to prepare children for kindergarten by instilling 
the skills that will contribute to success in kindergarten and beyond.  In both of the 
content areas emphasized in the Summer Enrichment Program (SEP), children made 
significant gains during the summer period.  Concerning kindergarten readiness skills 
and mathematics, the children significantly improved their ability to identify numbers and 
counting skills.  Moreover, the children made significant gains on three direct 
assessments concerning literacy and language. On measures of expressive language 
(Oral and Written Language Scales), the children made significant gains on the national 
norms.  The children also significantly improved on their familiarity with books and story 
comprehension. 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to compare the developmental status of children at the 
beginning of SEP with their status at the end of the SEP.  The remainder of Chapter 2 is 
divided into three sections.  The first section describes our procedures for measuring 
the developmental status of the participants in the Early Childhood Study.  In the next 
section the developmental status and gain scores of the children in the study are 
described on each of the two dimensions of child development:  (1) cognition and 
general knowledge; and (2) language and communication.  The final section looks at 
attendance rates for the program. 
 
 
I. Measuring Children’s Developmental Status after Preschool 
 
An objective of SEP was to measure the developmental status of four year-olds in the 
program.  For accuracy, we utilized the best sources available to assess children’s 
readiness:  trained professionals who individually administered widely used 
developmental assessments with each child in the study (Table 2.1). 
 
Trained staff collected the baseline assessments of the children in the study during the 
first two weeks of the Summer Enrichment Program.  Final assessments were 
conducted during the last week of the Summer Enrichment Program, approximately 10 
weeks later.  Of the 53 children who were assessed at the beginning of the program, 43 
(81 percent) children were tested at the end of the program. For this assessment period, 
the battery of tests did not change from the one previously administered and again was 
comprised of skills tests and standardized assessments.  Assessments took 
approximately 30 minutes to complete for most children. 
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Table 2.1 
Summer Enrichment Program Developmental Assessments  
Developmental 
Area 

 
Instrument 

 
Method 

Cognition & 
General  

Color Bears (Zill & Resnick, 1988) Direct Assessment 

Knowledge Woodcock Johnson Test of 
Achievement-III (Woodcock, McGrew & 
Mather, 2001; Applied Problems 
subtest) 
 

Direct Assessment 

 Number Naming (Bryant, 2001) 
 

Direct Assessment 

Language 
Development 

Woodcock Johnson Test of 
Achievement – III (Woodcock, McGrew 
& Mather, 2001; Letter-Word 
Identification subtest) 
 

Direct Assessment 

 Oral and Written Language Scales 
(Carrow, 1995; Expressive subtest) 
 

Direct Assessment 

 Story and Print Concepts (Zill & 
Resnick, 1998) 
 

Direct Assessment 

 
II. Developmental status and gain scores  
 
A. Cognition and General Knowledge  
 
General skills and mathematical instruction is one of the content standards required by 
Bright From the Start for the Pre-K Program. Consistent with this goal, children in the 
SEP made significant gains in their pre-math skills. 
 
With such a small number of children being tested, and the short amount of time 
between assessments, we did not expect to find large or even statistically significant 
gains.  Evidence of progress was considered a reasonable measure of program 
success.  However, the children enrolled in the summer program did show significant 
gains within the mathematics content standards, specifically number naming (Table 
2.2).  When children were asked to identify the numbers one through ten that were 
randomly printed on a page, at the beginning of SEP, children identified an average of 
7.1 numbers. However, only 28 percent of the children successfully identified all the 
numbers. By the end of the summer program, the children showed a significant 
improvement identifying an average of 7.8 numbers, and nearly doubled the percentage 
of children that correctly identified all ten (up to 46.7%). 
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At the beginning of the SEP, the children scored below the national norm on an 
assessment of pre-math problem solving skills, including sequencing, counting, general 
arithmetic, and subtraction (Woodcock-Johnson III subtest, Applied Problems), with a 
baseline score of 88.64. This standardized score represents an average of 11.17 
correct answers for the children.  By the end of the summer program, the children 
improved to 90.07 on the standardized scale, which adjusts for the children’s ages at 
the time they were assessed.  The average number of correct answers improved to 
12.63.  The improvement in the average number of correct answers was statistically 
significant, but their gains on standardized scores were not.  Of the 43 children that 
were tested at the beginning and end of the program, 27 (62%) showed positive gains 
on the standardized test.  Overall, the children improved their math skills during the 
summer but not sufficiently to draw them closer to being on par with other children their 
age.   
 
Table 2.2 
Cognition and General Knowledge Assessments  
 
Cognition and General Knowledge 
 

 
End of  
Pre-K 
n=53 

 
End of 
SEP 
n=43 

 
Overall 
Change 

 
Skills Assessments: 
 

   

 
Color Bears Mean (sd) 
     (range: 0-20) 
 

 
18.60 

(3.158) 

 
18.77 

(3.161) 

 
.37 

 
Color Bears Percent (%) with Perfect 
Score  
     (range: 0-20) 
 

 
60.1% 

 
70.0% 

 
9.9% 

 
Counting Bears Mean (sd) 
     (range: 0-5) 
 

 
3.98 

(1.168) 

 
4.12 

(1.117) 

 
.14 

 
Counting Bears Percent (%) with 
Perfect Score  
     (range: 0-5) 
 

 
54.7% 

 
58.0% 

 
3.3% 

 
Number Naming Mean* (sd) 
     (range: 0-10) 
 

 
7.08 

(2.841) 

 
7.84 

(2.853) 

 
.76 
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Number Naming Percent (%) with 
Perfect Score* 
     (range: 0-10) 
 

 
28.3% 

 
46.5% 

 
18.2% 

Standardized Assessment: 
 

   

 
WJ-III Applied Problems 
Standardized Score (sd) 
(avg.=100, sd=15) 
 

 
88.64 

(11.654) 

 
90.07 

(10.620) 

 
1.43 

 
WJ-III Applied Problems Raw Score** 
(sd)  
(range: 4-21) 
 

 
11.17 

(3.807) 

 
12.63 

(3.755) 

 
1.46 

* Paired T-test show a significant gain at the .05 level. 
** Paired T-test show a significant gain at the .01 level. 
 
These results are encouraging as the direct assessments reflect the content standards 
required by Bright From the Start for the Pre-K program.  These indicators ranged from 
basic mathematic counting skills to measuring higher math skills, such as addition and 
subtraction (Table 2.3), and are deemed important kindergarten readiness skills. 
 
Table 2.3 
Bright From the Start Pre-K Mathematics Content Standards 
 Performance Indicator Direct Assessment 
MD1a Count by rote Counting Bears 

WJ-III Applied Problems 
MD1c Counts objects using one-to-one 

correspondence 
Counting Bears 
 

MD1g Associates numeral name with set 
of objects 

Counting Bears 
WJ-III Applied Problems 
Number Naming 

 
 

B. Language Development 
 
On average, the children made significant gains in the targeted content areas of 
language and literacy.  While the children began SEP below national norms in 
expressive language skills (Table 2.4), they gained significantly on national norms by 
the end of the program.  On the Oral and Written Language Scales Tests (OWLS; 
Carrow, 1995), the children scored well below the national norm (100) with a mean 
score of 78.3 when SEP began, but ended the summer program with a four point gain 
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for a mean of 82.37.  The gains on both the standardized and raw scores were 
statistically significant.  
 
Based on results from the assessment that measures children’s familiarity with books 
and story comprehension, children enrolled in the SEP were just becoming familiar with 
printed material by the end of their Pre-K year.  However, by the end of the summer 
program they made significant gains on this critical area of kindergarten readiness.  At 
the beginning of the summer, scores on the “Story and Print Concepts” ranged from 1 to 
9 (out of a possible 14) with an overall mean of 3.8.  By the end of the program, the 
overall mean was 4.60, with a range of 1-10. 
 
The children in the study, on average, did not fare as well on letter and word recognition 
(WJ-III Letter Word; Woodcock, McGrew, and Mather, 2001).  Specifically, children 
enrolled in the program significantly lost ground against the national norm over the 
summer.  It is important to remember that national norms are based on age.  Therefore, 
the children did not answer less letter and word recognition questions correctly.  The 
decrease in the standardized score is a reflection that the standard, relative to their age, 
had been raised and the children did not keep pace with the increase. On average, the 
children answered more questions correctly at the end of the SEP program than they 
had at the beginning, but only posted a modest .25 gain.   
 
Table 2.4 
Language Development  
 
Language Development and 
Communication 
 

 
End of  
Pre-K 
n=53 

 
End of 
SEP 
n=43 

 
Overall 
Change 

 
 
Story and Print Concepts Mean** (sd) 
(range:0-14) 
 
WJ-III Letter-Word Standardized 
Score* (sd) 
(avg=100,sd=15) 
 
WJ-III Letter-Word Raw Score (sd) 
(range: 1-16) 
 
OWLS Standardized Score*** (sd) 
(avg=100,sd=15) 
 
OWLS Raw Score*** (sd) 
(range:4-43) 
 

 
3.79 

(2.032) 
 
 

98.40 
(10.705) 

 
9.17 

(3.704) 
 

78.28 
(10.492) 

 
20.55 

(7.564) 

 
4.60 

(2.151) 
 
 

96.70 
(10.997) 

 
9.42 

(3.874) 
 

82.37 
(12.551) 

 
24.14 

(9.146) 

 
.81 

 
 
 

-1.7 
 
 

.25 
 
 

4.09 
 
 

3.59 

* Paired T-test show a significant loss at the .05 level. 
** Paired T-test show a significant gain at the .01 level. 
*** Paired T-test show a significant gain at the .001 level. 
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A primary intent of the Summer Enrichment Program was to focus on language and 
literacy, including vocabulary development and writing.  The direct assessments 
addressed multiple performance indicators used to measure the language and literacy 
development content standards established by Bright From the Start for the Pre-K 
program (Table 2.5).   
 
Table 2.5 
Bright From the Start Pre-K Language Content Standards 
 Performance Indicator Direct Assessment 
LD 3a Increases vocabulary through 

everyday communication 
OWLS  
 

LD 4b Engages in conversations with adults 
and children  

OWLS  
 

LD 4c Uses complete sentences of 
increasing length in conversation 

OWLS  
 

LD 5a Demonstrates an interest in books or 
stories 

Story and Print Concepts  

LD 5b Discusses books or stories read aloud Story and Print Concepts  
LD 5c Exhibits book handling skills Story and Print Concepts  
LD 5g Identifies some individual letters of the 

alphabet 
WJ-III Letter-Word  
 

LD 5i Becomes increasingly familiar with the 
structure of stories (characters, 
events, plot) 

Story and Print Concepts  
 

 
III. Attendance 
 
One of the major obstacles for the SEP pilot program was attendance.  While the 
program was designed to serve up to 200 children, only 173 were enrolled at the start of 
the program.  The problem with recruitment was primarily rooted in the late notification 
of program availability.  Due to funding issues, Bright From the Start began recruiting 
centers for participation approximately one week before the school year ended.  Many 
of the families that would be served by this program had already made alternative 
arrangements.  However, given more notice, the centers felt confident that they could 
have easily filled all 200 spots. 
 
Once enrolled, consistent attendance proved to be an obstacle as well.  Many teachers 
and parents felt the 10 week program was simply too long.  Teachers reported suffering 
from burn-out, and family summer vacations also were a major factor.  While the 
program enrolled 173, the highest daily attendance across all programs was 153.  Over 
the entire program, the average attendance rate was 121 students. However, this 
number dropped significantly by the end of the 10 weeks. During the last two weeks of 
the program, the average daily attendance across all centers was 105, with slightly 
under 100 students attending the last days of the program. 
 



   14

 
IV. Conclusion 
 
These results suggest that a summer enrichment program can stimulate children’s 
language and pre-math skills.  These skills have been shown to contribute to a child’s 
success in kindergarten and beyond.  Moreover, these results indicate that the children 
enrolled in the SEP may have been able to stave off effects of summer learning loss 
that impedes their transition into kindergarten.  If that is the case, the gains reported 
here actually underestimate overall effects of the program. 
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Chapter 3: 
 Summer Enrichment Program Implementation and Evaluation 

 
The Summer Enrichment Program (SEP) pilot study extended Prekindergarten (Pre-K) 
activities into the summer for low-income children and families in ten classrooms. The 
target population was children deemed at-risk for school failure.  Survey data from each 
of these sites examined perceptions of the program by those involved and directly 
served in the program:  teachers, directors, resource coordinators, parents. Given the 
pilot nature of the program, descriptive findings provide insights about site and 
classroom characteristics, including quality 
 
The findings indicate that a significant number of children served by the pilot program 
were low-income, minority children. However, there were also numerous differences in 
many of the individual classroom characteristics from choice of curriculum to the 
number of students for whom English was a second language (ESL).  Consistent with 
the learning goals set by the SEP, both teachers and directors reported that the 
language and literacy emphasis of the program was supported by a child-centered 
approach.  The survey data also revealed that resource coordinators performed a wide 
range of activities, both during the Pre-K year and the SEP. For example, resource 
coordinators worked closely with parents of children enrolled in the SEP to help ensure 
that the children were adequately prepared for their transition into kindergarten and later 
school success.  There was overwhelming support for the Georgia Pre-K program and 
the SEP pilot from both parents and center staff. However, some respondents from all 
groups recommended future programs be shorter in length (6-8 weeks) and provide for 
more advanced notice of program availability. 
 
This chapter will examine program implementation and evaluation.  It will first provide a 
detailed description of the families served.  Second, it will examine the program from the 
perspective of the directors, teachers, resource coordinators, and parents. 
 
I. Population Served 
 
During the last week of May 2004, staff from Bright From the Start: Georgia Department 
of Early Care in Learning recruited 10 classrooms in eight centers to participate in the 
pilot program. All the centers were in the Atlanta metropolitan area.  The individual 
centers were responsible for enrolling children in the SEP who had received a year of 
Pre-K.  The SEP classrooms had a capacity of up to 20 students. However, a shortened 
recruitment period limited the program availability, and many centers did not quite fill all 
20 slots. Some families with children enrolled in Pre-K had already made summer 
arrangements for their children.  By the start of the program 173 children had enrolled in 
the SEP.  Individual class size ranged from 13-20, with an average class enrollment of 
17.3.  Table 3.1 provides a break-down of the population by race, gender, and Category 
1 status (children whose families qualify for means-tested benefits). 
 



   16

Table 3.1:  
Breakdown of Children Enrolled  
Total N= 173  Percent 

White 2.3 
African-American 52.0 
Hispanic 42.8 Race 

Other 2.9 
Male 50.3 Gender Female 49.7 

Category 1  97.7 
 

Directors and resource coordinators identified more than 55 percent of the children 
served by the SEP as being from high risk socio-economic categories (SES). We asked 
both groups to estimate the percentage of children enrolled in the program in six 
separate SES stratums (Table 3.2).  The strata ranged from executives of large 
businesses to unskilled employees or unemployed. While a small percentage of the 
children were from families described as having moderate income, over one-third of the 
children were from families in SES strata 6, being described as unskilled or 
unemployed.  The directors and resource coordinators indicated that a large proportion 
of the children were living in the lowest SES groups.  
 
 
Table 3.2:    
Directors and Resource Coordinators Perceptions of Children’s SES 
 Directors 

Approximate % of Classa 
Resource Coordinators 

Approximate % of Classb 

High Professional 0.0 0.7 
Low Professional 0.0 0.7 
Medium Sized Managers 10.3 17.9 
Skilled Workers 25.0 22.1 
Semi-Skilled Workers 31.4 12.1 
Unskilled or Unemployed 29.0 42.9 
Total Number of Sites 8 7 
a The estimates of one director did not add up to 100%. 
b The estimates of one resource coordinator did not add up to 100%. 
 
 
 
II.  Site and Classroom Characteristics  
 
A. Director and Resource Coordinator Characteristics 
 
All eight directors of the sites which contained the pilot 10 classrooms were surveyed.  
The survey questions ranged from general demographic information to beliefs about 
early childhood education to perceptions of the socio-economic status of the parents 
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attending the program.  Several open-ended questions were asked in order to elicit 
overall opinions regarding early education and the summer enrichment program.  
 
Seven of the eight directors were female.  Four directors identified themselves as 
African American or Black, while the others either identified as White (1), Hispanic (1), 
or other (1).   The age of the directors ranged from 36 to 56 and all had at least some 
college education, with two directors having Master’s degrees.   Experience in early 
childhood administration ranged from 19 to 2 years, though 4 out of the 8 directors had 
only been in their current facility for less than a year.  All but one had previous 
experience as a preschool teacher of 3 and 4-year-olds.   
 
Similar to the directors, eight resource coordinators representing 10 classrooms were 
surveyed. Questions ranged from general demographic information to perceptions of 
the socio-economic status of the parents attending the program.  They were also asked 
about general health, hearing, and dental services provided to the children who were 
enrolled in the SEP.  Several open-ended questions asked the resource coordinators to 
explain their primary role during the SEP related to literacy, parental involvement, and 
kindergarten readiness. 
 
Seven of the eight resource coordinators returned their surveys.  All of the resource 
coordinators were women.  Of those who responded to the demographic questions, one 
resource coordinator identified herself as Asian-Indian, while the others identified as 
Black (2), or Hispanic (3).  Their ages ranged from 31 to 57.  Their backgrounds were 
similarly diverse.  Two resource coordinators had an associate’s degree in business 
administration or early childhood education, while three had bachelor’s degrees in 
psychology, social work, or sociology.  Finally, one resource coordinator had some 
graduate training in psychology and another had a master’s degree in school 
administration. Their experience as a resource coordinator ranged from two to four 
years. 
 
 
B.  General Classroom and Teacher 
 
Overall, 9 of the 10 teachers were female.  The teachers ranged in age from 25 to 57, 
and had been teaching in preschool classrooms for an average of 8 years.  Of the nine 
teachers responding to the survey, their education varied with six having bachelor’s 
degrees of which two had also received graduate degrees.  The other three had 
associates degrees in the field of early childhood education. All of the teachers had 
some type of certification in early childhood.   
 
Though there were similarities in the teachers’ credentials, there were also numerous 
differences in many of the classroom characteristics, such as curriculum, number of 
disruptive students, and the number of students for whom English was not the primary 
language spoken at home.  Table 3.3 highlights many of these differences.  The 
classrooms varied in the number of children for whom English was not the primary 
language.   For some classes, English was the primary language for all students; other 
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classes had over 50 percent of their students for whom another language, primarily 
Spanish, was spoken at home.  Classrooms also differed in the number of disruptive 
students in the classroom as well the amount of time they spent on discipline problems.  
However, most teachers reported having 0-5 disruptive students and spending “a few 
minutes” each day on disruptive students.  
 
Table 3.3:  
Classroom Characteristics 
Classroom Characteristic Number of 

Classrooms 
High Scope 4 
Creative 5 Curriculum 
Local Curriculum  1 
0-1 4 
2-3 0 
4-6 4 

# of Students English Not 
Primary Language 
(Average 4.4) 7 or more 2 

Spanish 6 
Portuguese 1 
Arabic 1 

Other Languages 
Mentioned as Primary 
Language Spoken at 
Home Urdu 1 

0-2 6 
3-5 3 # of Regularly Disruptive 

Students More than 6 1 
A Few Minutes 6 
About 30 Minutes 1 
30 Minutes to 1 Hour 2 

Time Spent on Discipline 
Problems 

One Hour or More 1 
 
Teachers who participated in the summer program indicated that their class had a child-
centered approach that reflected the language and literacy emphasis of the program. 
The teachers were asked about their classroom activities.  Specifically, teachers 
responded to 34 items asking about the frequency of certain activities in the classroom.  
The scale asked about developmentally appropriate and developmentally less 
appropriate activities.  Table 3.4 lists the responses to a few select items on the scale.  
As the table indicates, all teachers responded that children selected their own activities 
daily, while teachers differed in the amount of time children spent in activities such as 
ability-level reading groups and whole-class, teacher-directed instruction.  It is important 
to note that 60 percent of the teachers reported that children participated in whole class 
teacher instruction very often. 
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Table 3.4 
Classroom Activities Reflecting a Child-Centered, Literacy Approach  
How often do children 
in your class… 

Almost 
Never 

(less than 
monthly) 

Rarely 
(Monthly) 

Sometimes 
(Less than 
Monthly) 

Regularly 
(2-4 times a 

week) 

Very Often 
(Daily) 

Select own activities 
(reading, math, 
science, etc.) 

 
 

    
100% 

Listen to recordings 
of children’s literature 

    
30% 

 

 
70% 

Do creative writing 
(combining symbols, 
inventive spelling and 
drawing, etc.) 

    
10% 

 
90% 

 
Do phonics activities 

  
10% 

 
10% 

 

 
30% 

 
50% 

 
Read in ability level 
groups 
 

 
20% 

 
10% 

 
30% 

 
10% 

 
30% 

Participate in whole 
class teacher 
directed instruction 
 

 
10% 

 

 
10% 

 
10% 

 
10% 

 
60% 

  
C. Beliefs and Practices about Early Childhood Education  

 
Teachers and directors reported their overall belief in a child-centered approach to early 
education.  Both groups were asked items that reflected whether their beliefs about 
early childhood education followed a more child centered approach or adult directed 
approach.  Teachers were also asked 7 items reflecting their specific classroom 
practices. The questions were asked on a 1 to 10 continuum.  Ratings closer to 1 reflect 
a more adult-directed approach while ratings closer to 10 indicate a more child-centered 
approach.  Table 3.5 reports the averages for each of the items.    
 
Both directors and teachers were inclined to view optimal early education as being more 
child-centered than adult-directed.  The average director’s score was 9, similar to the 
8.4 for teachers.  When the teachers were asked about how their beliefs were 
implemented in the classroom (in practice), their overall average was only slightly less 
child-centered (8.1). 
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Table 3.5:  
Average Ratings for Teachers and Directors on the Survey of Beliefs and 
Practices1 
Item Statement:  Teacher 

 
Director2 

1= Academic Preparation and 10 = Social Development 
Developmental Goal: Belief 
 I believe the most important developmental goal of preschool is:  8.3 8.1 
Developmental Goal: Practice  
My preschool classroom is most effective in fostering: 
 

7.2 
 

1 = Direct Instruction and 10 = Active Expression 
Children Learn Best: Belief  
I believe that preschool children learn best through: 9.0 9.4 
Children Learn Best: Practice 
Children in my preschool classroom are learning predominantly 
through: 
 

8.4  

1 = Teacher Initiated and 10 = Child Initiated 
Activities: Belief  
I believe that activities in a preschool classroom should be: 7.9 8.6 
Activities: Practice  
The activities in my preschool classroom are typically: 
 

7.7 
 

1 = Dispense Knowledge and 10 = Facilitate Learning 
Role of the teacher: Belief 
I believe that the role of a teacher of preschool children is to: 8.5 9.3 
Role of the teacher: Practice  
In my preschool classroom , I am more likely to: 
 

8.4 
 

1 = Group Oriented and 10 = Individualized One-to-One 
Learning Format: Belief  
I believe that preschool programs should use a learning format which is: 7.8 8.3 
Learning Format: Practice 
My preschool classroom is typically: 
 

8.0 
 

1 = Adults and 10 = Peers 
Effective Interaction: Belief 
I believe that preschool children in a group learn effectively through 
interaction with: 8.0 9.3 
Effective Interaction: Practice  
Most learning in my preschool classroom takes place through 
interactions with: 
 

7.8 

 
1 = Distributed and 10 = Child Accessible 

Materials and Resources: Belief 
I believe that class materials and resources for preschool children 
should be:  9.3 9.4 
Materials and Resources: Practice 
In my preschool classroom, materials and resources are:   8.9  

                                                 
1 A score closer to 1 indicates a more teacher directed belief or practice; a score closer to 10 indicates a more child-
centered belief or practice.  
2 Teachers were asked for both their beliefs and practices about early childhood education. Directors were only 
asked about their beliefs. 
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III. Family Interactions 
 
A. Teacher Perceptions of Parental Activities 
 
Since one of the goals of the SEP was to increase parents’ involvement in their child’s 
education, teachers were given several possible methods that they may employ to 
encourage parents.  The methods ranged from asking parents to read to their child 
regularly to suggesting that parents observe the classroom.  For these eight items, 
teachers were provided with the following response categories:  unrealistic to expect 
parent cooperation, workable but do not use, use a few times, use many times, most 
satisfying parent involvement technique, and parents do not have sufficient skills. These 
items were piloted before the survey was distributed and the response categories were 
adapted to reflect the wide range of parents represented in the program.  It is important 
to note that teachers did not respond that the “parents do not have sufficient skills” for 
any item, and therefore, the category is not reported.   
 
The most satisfying techniques that teachers reported involved telling parents to ask 
what their child did in school that day and suggesting ways that parents could 
incorporate educational techniques into the child’s daily activities at home.  However, 
the 10 teachers did report different levels of using the methods in order to encourage 
parental involvement in their child’s education.  Table 3.6 details the teacher’s 
responses.   
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Table 3.6 
Responses to Parental Involvement Techniques: 
 Unrealistic to 

expect 
parent 

cooperation 

Workable, 
but do not 

use 

Use a few 
times 

 

Use many 
times 

 
 

Most 
satisfying 

parent 
involvement 
technique 

Ask parents to read to their 
child regularly, or to listen 
to the child read aloud.a 

 

  20% 30% 30% 

Loan books, workbooks, 
etc. to a parent to keep at 
home for short periods as 
extra learning material. a 

 

10% 10% 30% 10% 20% 

Ask parents to take their 
child to the library. 
 

10% 10% 20% 20% 40% 

Ask parents to get their 
child to talk about what he/ 
she did that day in the 
classroom. 
 

  10% 20% 70% 

Ask parents to watch a 
specific TV program with 
their child and to discuss 
the show afterwards. 
 

20% 60%  10% 10% 

Suggest way for parents to 
include their child into their 
own activities at home that 
would be educationally 
enriching. 
 

  10% 50% 40% 

Establish a formal 
agreement where the child 
is provided rewards and/or 
penalties based on the 
child’s school performance 
or behavior.b 

 

30% 50%   10% 

Ask parents to come to 
observe the classroom (not 
to ‘help’) for part of a day. 
 

10%  50% 20% 20% 

a Two teachers did not respond to this item.  
b One teacher did not respond to this item 
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B. Parental Activities 
 
Reading, singing, and talking about school and television programs were popular 
interactions that parents reported having with their child (Table 3.7).  Parents were 
asked 10 items that focused on specific interactions that they had with their child.  
Complementing the expectation that the teachers reported, 66 percent of the surveyed 
parents report that they talk with their child about school on a daily basis, while only 22 
percent read to their child on a daily basis.  
 
Table 3.7 
Parental Interactions with Children 
 Daily 3-4 times a 

week 
1-2 times a 
week 

Less than 
1 time a 
week 

Never 

Reading to the child 22% 29% 44% 5%  
Story-telling 21% 26% 41% 8% 5% 
Teaching songs or 
music 

30% 28% 31% 8% 3% 

Arts and crafts 
activities 

8% 28% 35% 21% 9% 

Indoor toys or games 46% 33% 16% 6%  
Games, sports, or 
exercise outdoors 

35% 28% 30% 6% 1% 

Involving the child in 
household chores 

37% 31% 26% 5% 1% 

Talking about school 66% 23% 12%   
Talking about television 
programs or videos 

33% 30% 23% 13% 1% 

Playing counting 
games 

36% 32% 26% 5% 1% 

 
C. Resource Coordinators 
 
The purpose of the resource coordinator is to provide children and their families with 
voluntary access to services that will assist the child in getting ready for kindergarten 
(Bright From the Start, 2004).  In order to achieve this goal and enhance the learning 
experience for children and parents and to ensure a smooth transition to kindergarten, 
resource coordinators performed a wide range of activities aimed at the families, both 
during the Pre-K year and the SEP.  When asked what their top priorities were in their 
role as a resource coordinator, they reported: 1) responding to and being a resource to 
the needs of the family; 2) keeping families involved in the program; 3) following up on 
health care needs; 4) involving parents in education enrichment activities; 5) ensuring 
kindergarten readiness; and 6) being a link between families and teachers.   
 
Germane to these priorities is the role that resource coordinators play in screening 
processes.  Respondents reported that they screened children or ensured that the 
children were screened for hearing, dental, and vision. Resource coordinators also 
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noted the role they played in facilitating the screening process, such as arranging 
transportation to health screenings and setting up screening programs at the site.  
 
Resource coordinators also worked closely with parents of children enrolled in the SEP 
to help ensure that the children were adequately prepared for kindergarten.  In an effort 
to gauge the specific activities that took place between resource coordinators and 
parents, we asked the resource coordinators three questions about activities that took 
place during the summer.  Specifically, we asked about parent education and family 
literacy activities, as well as any further efforts that ensured the children were ready for 
the next school year.  The resource coordinators mentioned: 1) conducting parent 
education classes; 2) arranging for library cards; 3) organizing conferences, parent-
workshops, and parent-child breakfasts; and 4) sending home newsletters and reading 
materials.  Furthermore, to make sure that children were ready for kindergarten, 
resource coordinators also sent home kindergarten packets, helped with immunizations 
and registration, and took the children to visit their future schools.   
  
 
IV. Satisfaction and Suggestions for Improvement  
 
Both center staff and parents were generally satisfied with the summer program, though 
they did note areas for future improvement.  The 10 teachers were asked several 
questions regarding their satisfaction with the summer program and ideas to improve 
the quality of instruction for both the summer program and early education in general.  
On a scale of 1 to 7,  where 1 indicates complete dissatisfaction and a 7 indicates 
complete satisfaction, all of the teachers reported a 5 or above, but only two teachers 
reported a 7.  Some anecdotal evidence discussed with the evaluators indicated that 
teachers may have been experiencing some slight burnout by the end of the program.   
 
Parents were also asked about their satisfaction with the program.  Overall, 75 percent 
of parents reported being “very satisfied” with the program. Similarly, 80 percent and 76 
percent said that they were also “very satisfied” with the teacher and director 
respectively.  The numbers are even more impressive when looking at the Pre-K 
program in general.  When asked about their satisfaction with the Pre-K program, 80 
percent reported being very satisfied. It is worth noting that this sample of parents also 
indicates being heavily involved with both the Pre-K and SEP programs.  Eighty percent 
said that they were either “very involved” or “somewhat involved” with the Pre-K 
program and 77 percent responded similarly about the SEP program.  
 
Directors and resource coordinators were asked about the overall quality of early 
childhood education for four-year-olds in Georgia.  On a scale of 1 (poor) to 10 
(excellent), the average response was 8 for directors and 7 for resource coordinators. 
On a similar note, we asked both groups to list the three biggest obstacles to being able 
to providing the best possible early childhood education for 4 year-olds.   Commonly 
cited obstacles include parental involvement, family circumstances, training, and 
funding.  Many of the directors noted that they wished parents understood how children 
learn through play and were more involved in their child’s education.   Similar comments 
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were made about staff training.  Directors cited both that their staff could have used 
more training but they also lamented the amount of time teachers were out of the 
classroom for such training.  Finally, many directors listed funding as an issue.  In some 
cases, they just wrote funding in big bold letters on their surveys, while in other cases 
they listed specific targets for additional funding such as increasing teacher-child ratios, 
transportation, and field trips.  Resource coordinators also mentioned parent concerns 
and teacher-staff ratios.  However, the resource coordinators highlighted that while the 
SEP was serving a population with economic risks, it was not the most at-risk of 
children. There is a need to do a better job integrating this group of the most at-risk of 
children into Georgia’s early care programs.  For example, one resource coordinator 
related her observation that though at-risk children were being served by the SEP, “The 
most needy children [are] not being reached and/or retained”.  Another resource 
coordinator, discussing her Pre-K program, wrote that, “the waiting list is always 
extensive and we do not have adequate spacing to accommodate those waiting.”  
These comments stress both the importance and the need for expanding programs 
such as the SEP.  
 
We asked teachers, directors, and resource coordinators open-ended questions about 
the impact of the SEP and ways to improve both the quality of instruction within the 
summer program as well their ideas about improving the overall quality of early 
childhood education.  Teachers were not lacking for answers.  Regarding the summer 
program, teachers suggested ways to improve attendance such as providing 
transportation, shorter duration of the program, and funding for more field trips.  It is 
important to note, however, that teachers felt that the program was an overall positive 
experience for the children.  Teachers also listed ideas for improving the overall quality 
of early childhood education.  These comments ranged from the need to improve and 
increase parental involvement to specific programs to improve the quality of instruction.  
Table 3.8 relates some memorable quotes from the teacher survey.  
 
Table 3.8:  
Responses to the Open Ended Question from the Teacher Survey 

Summer Enrichment Program: Early Education: 
 

“Provide teachers with expectations/goals the 
summer program is attempting to achieve.  
Provide training.” 
 
“Offer transportation, more field trips, offer a 6 
week program rather than 8 weeks.” 
 
“More one on one time, less group time” 

“Have more parent involvement 
opportunities” 
 
 
 
“Have degree programs for students 
who want to teach infants to pre-k 
only.  This will help college students 
to get all the hands-on training they 
need to do a great job with children 
under the age of five.” 
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The directors were asked both how the summer enrichment program had impacted their 
center and how the summer enrichment program could be improved.  Table 3.9 
documents select responses from both questions.  As the quotes indicate, the directors 
liked having the program in their center but could still think of ways that the program 
could be improved.  Resource coordinators were also asked suggestions for 
improvement to the Summer Enrichment Program.  Their responses were similar to the 
directors with special emphasis on providing transportation and a shortened program.  
 
Table 3.9:  
Responses to the Open Ended Question from the Director Survey 

How has the summer enrichment program 
impacted your center? 

Please provide suggestions you 
may have on how to improve the 
Summer Enrichment Program.  

Families see it as affordable summer care (no 
cost).  We feel that it was an educational 
benefit because the academics are not 
forgotten when they are on a long break.  

Have eight week program; give 
time for vacation; and one week 
before school starts so children 
and the family can have some time 
together.  Also, teachers need a 
vacation time.  Start planning in 
January if funds available.  

The children who attended the program all 
began to take great leaps in reading skills.  

Provide transportation to children, 
give children one week off either 
before or after the program, 
provide advanced notice to parents 
so they can prepare their summer 
plans around program.  

It has placed such a positive aspect to our 
center.  Parents that were unable to attend a 
quality childcare for the summer due to 
finances are now able to attend.  The gratitude 
they have expressed to us brings us great joy 
to be part of this wonderful program.  

Provide transportation for families 
who have a need; extend hours 
provided for working families; 
reduce the weeks preferably 4-6 
weeks, so that the children/staff 
are not burned out before the new 
school year; alert the programs in 
advance about providing this 
service.  

The summer program helped children with a 
tremendous amount of progress. Our children 
are proud of themselves, problem solving, 
dictating stories for their journals with a great 
deal of imagination, rhyming words, extend 
patterns, write their names, recognize their 
names, and write sight words.  

Money allocated for more children 
to participate in the Summer 
Enrichment Program.  The 
program planned earlier in the year 
so parents are aware of a summer 
enrichment program before they 
plan for their child’s summer.  
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V. Summary 
 
Surveys received from directors, teachers, resource coordinators, and parents indicate 
that many high-risk children experienced a wide range of child-centered activities that 
expanded their learning from Pre-K year throughout the summer. All four groups also 
indicated an overall satisfaction with program, though they highlighted several possible 
suggestions for improvement.   
  
It is important to note that this was a pilot program implemented very quickly after 
funding was secured.  Suggestions for improvement included a longer notification 
period that would allow for the neediest children to be recruited and for parents/teachers 
etc. to prepare their summer schedule around the program.  Also, as many suggested a 
6 – 8 week term rather than 10 weeks.  However, results from the survey clearly 
indicate that all concerned considered the program a benefit for the children and 
families served.   
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Chapter 4: Summary and Conclusions 

 
The Summer Enrichment Program (SEP), designed and piloted during the summer of 
2004, was created in an effort to provide low-income children an opportunity to extend 
their Pre-K experience.   This was done, in part, as an attempt to alleviate or reverse 
any summer learning loss that may occur before these children begin kindergarten.  
Research shows that for many children the summer break is too long and many 
children’s developmental progress stalls during these months.  Furthermore, it is the 
economically disadvantaged and racial/ethnic minorities who lose the most.  This puts 
these children at a disadvantage as they begin kindergarten and their early formal 
schooling. In short, this pilot program was designed to continue the developmental 
gains made during the Pre-k year and thus better prepare these children for 
kindergarten (Henry et. al, 2003).  The results of this pilot study suggest that summer 
programs may help stave off summer learning loss, thereby aiding in the successful 
transition to kindergarten for low-income children. 
 
Ultimately, the program served 173 children.  Fifty-two percent of these children were 
African-American, while another 43 percent were Hispanic.  Ninety-eight percent of the 
children were from families that qualify for means-tested benefits.  About 25 percent of 
the children spoke a language other than English at home.   
 
These children ended their Pre-K school year and began the program well behind their 
peers on several standardized assessments.  On tests measuring pre-math skills and 
expressive language the children all scored well below the national norm at the 
beginning of the SEP.   At the conclusion of the program, their scores, though still below 
the national average, had significantly improved.  Furthermore, the children had also 
significantly improved in their ability to recognize printed numbers and developed story 
comprehension skills.   
 
These results are encouraging, especially in the light of the research on summer 
learning loss.  Research indicates that low-income children experience summer learning 
loss at a greater rate than their more advantaged peers (Cooper, Charlon, Valentine, 
and Muhlenbruch, 2000; Cooper, et al 1996; Alexander, 1997; and Entwistle and 
Alexander, 1996).  Given that the children enrolled in the SEP were expected to lose 
ground over the summer, their actual gains may under represent the overall impact of 
the SEP.  
 
Teachers, parents, directors, and resource coordinators (local in-house persons who 
work directly with children and their parents) enthusiastically support this program.  
Many directors and resource coordinators report that such a program provides a 
structured learning environment for the children during the summer and substantially 
helps many low-income parents who are worried about summer childcare issues.  
Teachers acknowledge the benefit that the children and families receive and feel that 
the children posted real gains over the summer.  Teachers indicate the child-centered 
nature of their classrooms and the positive interactions with the families that such a 
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program facilitates.  Parents themselves report overall satisfaction with both the SEP 
and the Pre-K program.   
 
The survey data also suggests ways for improving such a program, most commonly 
around issues of duration and timing.  First, for many of the centers regular attendance 
was a significant problem.  A program shorter in duration, possibly eight weeks instead 
of eight to ten, may continue to improve the developmental gains from Pre-K, but allow 
for teachers and children to have more of a structured break.  Second, many directors 
said that it would be helpful to have more notice that such a program would be made 
available for the summer.  Though all the directors supported the program, many felt 
that they were rushing to fill slots.  More notice could help ensure that the neediest and 
most disadvantaged have the opportunity to be served. Finally, these gains could 
possibly be improved by establishing specific instructional priorities such as expressive 
language and pre-math skills.   
 
It is important to note that the evaluation was constrained by the timing and limited 
funding.  To adequately measure the effectiveness of such a program, social-emotional 
development would need to be measured. A comparable group of children who did not 
participate would need to be recruited and, optimally, the two groups would be followed 
into their kindergarten year.  
 
Due to the increasing rigors and expectations of kindergarten, however, the gains 
should be viewed positively.  Though still behind their peers, the children are better 
prepared for kindergarten.  In short, we recommend offering a larger but still 
experimental summer program with an eight-week duration, more time to recruit 
children, and specific priority goals, perhaps supported by training for teachers prior to 
the start of the program.  In addition, an evaluation which allows random assignment of 
eligible children from a list of those recruited and which measures language, literacy, 
social, and pre-math skills for both those selected and those who were not is needed to 
provide evidence of the effects of a summer enrichment program before the program is 
brought to scale. 
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