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A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 
FOR ALL-DAY ALTERNATE DAY KINDERGARTEN 

SCHEDULES IN M ICHIGAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Kenneth G. Drenth, Ed.D.

Western Michigan University, 1 995

This research project was initiated and designed to gather data on 

the decision making, implementation, and evaluative processes being 

used in Michigan schools implementing all-day alternate day kindergarten 

schedules.

The major issues of concern were an assessment of preplanning 

activities transpiring prior to implementation, staff developm ent 

preparations, parental involvement in the decision-making process, and 

evaluative data collected.

Data were collected during the fall of 1 9 9 4  via a questionnaire 

sent to 68 Michigan school districts that had implemented an all-day 

alternate day kindergarten. The same questionnaire was also sent to 

five Michigan school districts that had implemented the all-day alternate 

day schedule and subsequently discontinued it.

Analysis of the data revealed the following findings:

1. Potential financial savings provide the impetus for investiga­

tion of all-day alternate day schedules.

2. Financial savings range from 0 .5 %  to 2 0 %  of transportation  

budgets.

3. While teachers were always included on preplanning
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committees, other major stakeholders were often omitted.

4. The most important reason for recommending im plem enta­

tion was for the perceived instructional benefits.

5. Approximately 50%  of implementing districts initiated staff 

developm ent activities prior to implementation.

6. S taff development needs were identified as scheduling for a 

longer day, providing developmentally appropriate curriculum, and visit­

ing existing all-day alternate day programs.

7. Apprehensions about length of day, inconsistency of alter­

nate days, curriculum development, and staffing patterns almost always  

dissipate after implementation.

8. Parental involvement w as crucial throughout the decision 

process.

9. Approximately one third of the districts have collected  

achievem ent data that generally reflect other studies th a t academic 

achievem ent is either equal to or higher than students attending half-day  

schedules.

10. Parental satisfaction is the most persuasive evidence for 

success of the schedule.

11. Less than 10%  of the districts return to a half-day schedule 

once they have adopted an all-day alternate day schedule.

This study is the only study that has been conducted in M ichigan  

on all-day alternate day kindergartens. It also confirms previous research 

that indicating such a schedule provides both social and educational 

advantages for families and children as well as financial savings for 

school districts.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There is presently a national debate occurring over which policies 

and practices are most appropriate for the education of kindergarten  

children (National Association for the Education of Young Children 

[NAEYC], 1 99 1 ).

The issues included in the debate are the appropriateness of the  

curriculum in the early childhood classroom, appropriate screening and 

assessment, school entry age, class size, and the length and scheduling  

of the school day (Puleo, 1988; Siegel & Hanson, 1991 ).

For many years kindergarten w as viewed as a time for fun and 

games, milk and cookies, and an introduction to an organized social 

structure. But as society has changed and additional research has 

focused on how  young children learn, the educator's perception of the  

importance of early childhood educational experiences has changed. 

Kindergarten is, in many w ays, the single most important year of any 

child’s life (Vann, 1991). This recognition is reflected in the presence of 

public school kindergarten programs in all 50  states (Elkind, 1988).

Professional educators w ant kindergarten to be a positive experi­

ence for both the child and the parent. However, educators have not 

been listening to the researchers or adapting policies to reflect w h at is 

happening in society in general (Bloom, 1981; Elkind, 1986 ).

Further evidence of this was provided by Siegel and Hanson

1
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(1 9 9 1 ). They identified five guiding philosophies and assumptions in

many present day kindergartens which conflict w ith current research

evidence. W hile these assumptions appear to be reflected in many of

today's  local kindergarten programs, Siegel and Hanson called them  into

question. These five assumptions are interwoven as they all address

philosophies or traditions relating to kindergarten practices.

This research project focused on the third assumption, being:

A half-day kindergarten curriculum is both adequate and 
appropriate for the majority of five to six year old children 
since the primary concern is for the introduction of school 
life and activities rather than for formal learning and skill 
developm ent. (Siegel & Hanson, 1 99 1 , p. 8)

Is this assumption still valid today in present society? It is possi­

ble tha t the socioeconomic conditions present during the formation of 

this assumption were far different than those of today. W ith these 

changes in societal conditions, this assumption doesn't seem to hold 

true.

Considerable research already exists which indicates that imple­

m entation of full-day kindergarten schedules is becoming very prevalent 

around the country (Cleminshaw & Guidubaldi, 1979; Gulio, 1990 ; 

Schuman, 1 9 8 9 / 1990).

Gullo (1 9 9 0 ) identified both a societal need and an educational 

need for full-day kindergartens. Divorce rates are near 5 0 % . Even 

where families are intact it is estimated that in the 1990s around 9 0 %  

of mothers are in the work force (M cCorm ick, 1986 ). As mothers, for 

one reason or another, return to the work force, children are either in 

school or are in an extended day care facility. From a societal need 

standpoint, a full-day kindergarten should assist families in providing the
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necessary child care an all-day schedule offers.

From the educational need viewpoint, children coming to kinder­

garten today reflect wide developmental spans in their maturity. In half­

day programs teachers may have 20  or more students in each section. 

For a teacher to meet the developmental needs of 4 0  children or more 

per day is an overwhelming task (Gullo, 1990 ). All-day kindergartens 

provide a logical alternative, allowing time for the teacher to address the 

different developm ental needs of the children.

Statem ent of Probiem

W hen switching from a traditional half-day schedule to a full-day  

schedule, various issues need to be addressed. An overview of the liter­

ature identified four important issues when making the change in kinder­

garten schedules. W hy those issues w ere identified and included in this 

research project is examined in the following sections. Included are 

finances, parental involvement, professional development, and the col­

lection of evaluative information.

Finances

Financial concerns for school administrators have been a major 

factor providing the impetus for change in some schools (Menser, 1 9 8 3 / 

1 98 4 ; M innesota State Department of Education, 1972; Mouw, 197 6 ). 

As m any school boards and administrators looked for places to cut their 

budgets, they  found that changing their kindergarten program from a 

half-day program to an alternate full-day program could cut their m id-day  

transportation expenses. In many school districts this was a significant
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amount of money. Definitive savings are hard to substantiate and 

seemingly depend on the geographic size of the school district (M inne­

sota State Departm ent of Education, 1972).

For the 1 9 9 3 -1 9 9 4  school year the Michigan Departm ent of 

Education, Early Childhood Education Officials (Sitterson, 1 9 9 4 ), indicat­

ed that 112 school districts w ere continuing an all-day alternate day 

schedule for kindergarten. There is evidence that this is happening in 

many places across the United States (National Association for the 

Education of Young Children, 1988a). As the financial burden faced by 

taxpayers continues to escalate, coupled with voter reluctance to ap­

prove additional taxes, it is likely that many school districts will look at 

alternative kindergarten schedules as one method of saving revenues.

Parental Involvement

The social forces affecting families can no longer be ignored in the  

schools. Zimiles (1 9 86 ) described the increased divorce rate, the tw o- 

employed-parent families, teenage pregnancies, and the decreasing in­

fluence of extended families as the "diminishing mothers" (p. 6) factor. 

Others indicate that education and care are inseparable at ages 4  and 5 

and conclude that both m ust be perceived as present in early childhood 

education programs (Cadwell, 1986; Day, 1988). Gullo (1 9 9 0 ) dis­

cussed the familial benefits for all-day kindergartens as being both social 

and educational. By social, they meet the full-day child care needs in 

one location for the family. By educational, assuming they are imple­

mented appropriately, a full-day schedule is better equipped to m eet the  

educational needs of the child and the teachers.
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As school decision makers study the issues surrounding a sched­

ule change of this nature, it seems important that parents are involved in 

the decision-making process. The Early Childhood Standards of Quality 

in Michigan (Michigan State Board of Education, 199 2 ) indicate that 

family members should be participants in determining the nature, scope, 

and direction of the early childhood program and in the evaluation of 

program responsiveness in the delivery of educational and other services 

to children and their families.

M any districts have found that it pays off to involve all of the 

players in the planning process. This means including parents and other 

com m unity members, as well as educators. The reason that some dis­

tricts make a smooth transition from half-day to all-day kindergarten can 

usually be summed up in a single w ord-planning (Cruikshank, 1986b).

Planning/Professional Developm ent

There are tw o  different kinds of planning that m ay be considered 

when a possible transition to an all-day alternate day kindergarten  

schedule is being proposed. The first may be the planning for the deci­

sion of w hether or not to make the transition and the second would 

consider the professional preparation of a staff required to implement 

any new  or innovative program. The degree of planning in these tw o  

im portant areas may very well determine the success or failure of the all­

day alternate day scheduled kindergarten program. Cruikshank (1986b) 

said that while there is no right w ay to make the transition from a half­

day program to a full-day program, the most successful situations are 

those in which there has been ample time devoted to planning. Helmich
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(1 9 8 6 ) indicated tha t a poorly planned full-day program is not likely to 

provide the benefits suggested by research, but a poorly planned half­

day or alternate day program w o n ’t  either. Herein may lie the secret as 

to w hether or not an all-day alternate day kindergarten program will be 

m et w ith community and staff support.

The first stage of planning deals with the process of decision 

making. The w ay in which a recommendation to implement an all-day  

alternate day kindergarten schedule was reached could easily have laid 

the foundation of support or nonsupport. Was the decision arbitrarily 

made by an administrator or by a board of education? Or w as the deci­

sion to implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule made 

after considerable investigation and input from the various stakeholders? 

W as the decision unanimous or did one group of stakeholders m ake the 

decision? These are important questions and could easily relate to over­

all acceptance.

The second level of preparation relates to the professional prepa­

ration of the implementing staff. As schools go through the transition  

from  a half-day program to a full-day program the quality of the kinder­

garten curriculum becomes more of an issue. The National Association  

for the Education of Young Children (1988a ), as well as numerous early 

childhood experts, Egertson (1 9 8 0 ), Elkind (1 9 8 6 ), and Cummings 

(1 9 9 1 ) has recognized that young children learn differently and th a t the  

education of the young child must be in keeping w ith their unique modes 

of learning. Egertson (1 9 80 ) said that it is not the length of the day or 

consistency of the schedule that is important, it is w hat happens to the  

children in their learning environment. If half-day kindergarten programs
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reflect strong academic preparation, then changing the schedule to a full 

day w ithout adapting the curriculum to  accommodate the full child will 

just multiply the negative effects. The teachers will need time and assis­

tance to develop curriculum and instructional methodology necessary to 

assist 5-year-old children in an all-day setting.

Confronting another issue in teaching young children, the Michi­

gan State Board of Education ruled that those individuals teaching in 

state-funded preschool programs must possess an early childhood 

education endorsement on their teaching certificate. They further 

recom m ended this same standard for all early childhood teachers, pre­

school through Grade 2 (Michigan State Board of Education, 1992); but 

to date that recommendation has not been mandated. Entitled the ZA  

endorsem ent, it requires teachers to complete 18 graduate credit hours 

in order to qualify to teach preschool courses in the public schools by 

1 9 9 3 . Fromberg (1989) indicated that public policy concerning early 

childhood teacher certification is ragged and inadequate, despite findings 

by researchers that teacher training in early childhood education and 

child developm ent were significant factors in children's school achieve­

m ent. However, since the recommendation to include existing teachers  

in the requirem ent for the ZA endorsement has not been implemented, 

m any practicing kindergarten teachers, who still constitute the majority 

of early childhood teachers, are not aw are of the research and how that 

research relates to practice and methodology. Consequently, some dis­

tricts desiring to change from a half-day every day schedule to an all-day 

alternate day schedule may find practicing teachers fearful and even 

opposed to the change.
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Because planning and staff preparation may be established as vital 

in the overall success of a new initiative, it should be considered when  

examining the implementation process. How have implementing districts 

made the decision to implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten  

schedule? W hat have implementing districts done to help prepare their 

staffs for the transition? Can these tw o planning issues, different but 

im portant in their own contexts, be identified as contributing factors in 

the successful transition from a traditional half-day program to the all­

day alternate day schedule?

Evaluation

It m ay be natural that all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules 

are compared with every day half-day schedules in the area of academic 

achievem ent. Educational Research Service (1989 ) reported that of the 

14 studies comparing all-day alternate day and half-day every day kinder­

garten schedules, 12 (86% ) also examined academic achievem ent 

scores.

From this information, one may deduct that educators and parents 

are asking for assurance that students will not be placed at an educa­

tional disadvantage by participating in an all-day alternate day kinder­

garten program. However, evaluating a kindergarten program and 

assessing academic achievement of 5- and 6-year-olds is not easy and 

m ay not even be desirable. Addressing academic achievem ent is d iffi­

cult because (a) it implies a primarily academic purpose for kindergarten  

and (b) it doesn’t recognize the questionable validity of standardized test 

scores of 5- and 6-year-old children.
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The National Association for the Education of Young Children 

(NAEYC, 1988a) and state departments of education have emphasized  

that the kindergarten curriculum cannot be singularly evaluated via 

academic performance.

While academic goals do have a place in the kindergarten curricu­

lum, the problem of testing young children lies in the unreliability and 

poor validity of the test results. Kamii (1990 ) indicated that standard­

ized tests are not valid measures of children's learning or of teachers' 

accountability, and the pressure for higher test scores is resulting in 

classroom practices that are harmful Lo young children's developm ent. 

Gold (1988 ) and Shepard and Smith (1989) indicated that the error rate 

of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT) is about 3 0 %  when used as a 

readiness test for 5-year-olds. But the MRT is frequently used as can be 

seen in the academic comparison section of Chapter II. The NAEYC  

(1991 ) indicated:

The national obsession w ith standardized testing is a major 
reason for the developm ent of the Curriculum and Assess­
ment Guidelines. NAEYC and NAECS/SDE, like numerous 
other organizations, object to the overuse, misuse, and 
abuse of formal, standardized testing, epitomized by the  
standardized achievem ent tests that are unrelated to the  
ongoing activities of classrooms (p. 44)

The academic component of the kindergarten curriculum is only 

one small portion of w hat is needed in a total program, so placing 

emphasis on it would be at the cost of deemphasizing the other com ­

ponents and creating a skewed picture of w hat is important.

Discussions with Michigan Department of Education officials 

indicated that Michigan does not have a standard evaluative form at that 

can be offered to administrators and school boards to assess any aspect
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of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs. The Michigan State 

Board of Education (1 9 92 ) developed Early Childhood Standards of 

Quality criteria with the intent of identifying curriculum criteria as well as 

individual and group assessment criteria. Its intent is not to establish 

criteria to measure the effectiveness of one particular schedule over 

another.

It is because of this information that this researcher has chosen to 

include the criteria used by local schools to determine program success.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine, in light of the escalat­

ing numbers of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs in Michigan, 

w h at rationale schools were using to im plem ent an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten, examine the process of im plem entation, and determine the 

evaluative measures being utilized. The specific research questions that 

w ere addressed are:

1. W hat was the origin, purpose, and content of any preplanning 

activities that took place prior to implementation?

2. W h at staff development preparations w ere made in light of 

changing to a full-day program?

3. To w hat degree w ere parental concerns identified and ad­

dressed during the decision-making/implementation process?

4. W hat evaluative data is being collected to substantiate claims 

th a t programs are successful?

Schools wishing to implement all-day alternate day kindergarten 

schedules may benefit from these data. The data may provide the
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justification and the assistance in the successful implementation of an 

all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. If M ichigan's 10-year trend 

of escalating implementation continues, these data could provide a 

research base where there is none.

Rationale

The trend in Michigan is toward all-day alternate day kindergarten 

schedules. Jackie Thompson (1994 ), chairperson of the Early Childhood 

Education Office within the Michigan Departm ent of Education, indicated 

that in the 1 9 8 3 -8 4  school year there were tw o  school districts in 

Michigan that had implemented an all-day alternate day kindergarten  

schedule. For the 1 9 9 3 -9 4  school year the number reached 112 , a 

5 ,5 0 0 %  increase in 11 years (see Appendix D and Figure 1).

In light of this increase it would seem th a t parents and teachers  

would openly endorse full-day kindergarten schedules in one form or 

another. But many school administrators have faced serious questions 

and opposition from parents and teachers when attem pts were made to 

change the half-day every day schedule to full days or full-alternate days 

(Robertson, 1984 ). In other cases school administrators have changed 

from half-day every day schedules to all-day alternate day schedules 

with community and parent endorsement. W hat happened in those 

communities where the implementation of an all-day alternate day pro­

gram relieved the concerns of parents and received positive evaluations?

This research project examined several factors involved in making 

the transition from a half-day kindergarten schedule to an all-day alter­

nate day schedule. By identifying the issues and making a determination

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

120 

110 

100 

9 0  

8 0  

7 0  

6 0  

50  

4 0  

3 0  

20 

10 

0

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Figure 1. Number of Schools Implementing All-Day Alternate Day Kin­
dergarten, 1 9 8 2 -1 99 3 .

Source. Data from personal communication from Evelyn Sitterson, 
Departm ent of Education, Lansing, M l.

of the implementation process and the evaluation data being used to 

determ ine success, school districts desiring to make this same transition 

could benefit.

Definition of Terms

Half-day every day kindergarten (H D ED ): A kindergarten class

that meets 5 days a w eek, 180 days a year, for 2 .5  hours to 3 hours 

each day, 12 .5  to 15 hours per week (Schuman, 1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ).
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All-day alternate day kindergarten (A D A D ): A kindergarten class 

that meets 2 full alternating days one w eek and 3 full alternating days 

the next w eek or some minor variation of this schedule (Schuman, 

1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ).

Developmentallv appropriate: This term refers to experiences,

activities, materials, and instructional strategies that match the child's 

level of development and for which the child is ready. These are not 

only to be age appropriate for a group but individually appropriate for 

each child (Urban Education Alliance, Inc., 1994 ).

Summary

The literature suggests that a quality kindergarten curriculum  

includes the development of the total child. Emerging consensus sug­

gests that a quality kindergarten curriculum should contain areas for 

cognitive development (language), social/emotional developm ent, and 

physical development (Michigan State Board of Education, 1 99 2 ). Vann 

(1 9 9 1 ) indicated that the w ork of the kindergarten child should be 

language experiences, listening to stories, discussing them , and acting  

them  out. They need more time to play and to talk, to explore w ith  

other children and the teacher.

W ith accumulated pressures of finance, changing fam ily patterns, 

increased professional developm ent requirements, and the increased 

knowledge of how young children learn, school administrators are being 

forced to make changes. Parental and public perceptions of w hy those  

changes are being made and their benefit to young children are of con­

cern to all stakeholders.
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Based upon the above information it was decided that any evalua­

tive process th a t sought to explore the factors involved in the im plem en­

tation process of an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule in M ichi­

gan should include several different components. It should include the 

reason schools were choosing all-day alternate day schedules, w hat 

preplanning activities w ere being conducted, w hat staff developm ent 

measures w ere undertaken, how parents are involved in the decision 

making, and w hat criteria local schools were using to indicate the suc­

cess of the all-day alternate day schedule.

Chapter II contains an examination of w hat research has already 

been conducted relative to the implementation process of all-day alter­

nate day kindergarten schedules. The methodology tha t was used to 

carry out this research project is outlined in Chapter III. Shown in 

Chapter IV are the results of the data that were collected, and Chapter V  

contains conclusions and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine, in light of the escalat­

ing numbers of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs in Michigan, 

w hat rationale schools were using to implement an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten, examine the process of implementation, and determine the 

evaluative data being utilized to determine success.

The previous chapter identified finances, professional developm ent 

of staff, parental involvement in decision making, and general evaluative  

concerns as the main issues involved in the implementation of an all-day 

alternate day kindergarten schedule. While finances may be a prime 

m otivator in making the transition, the additional issues of professional 

developm ent of staff, parental involvement, and general evaluative  

concerns soon become important issues of implementation (Cruikshank, 

1986c; Elkind, 1986; National Association for the Education of Young 

Children [NAEYC], 1991 ). How  those issues are addressed during the 

implementation process is the theme of this research study. The exist­

ing literature related to those issues is reviewed in this chapter.

There were four issues identified from the literature which were  

outlined in Chapter I as being important considerations in making the 

transition from a half-day every day kindergarten schedule to a full-day  

alternate day schedule. Those were finances, professional developm ent

15
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of staff, parental involvement, and general evaluative concerns (Cruik­

shank, 1986a; Elkind, 1986; NAEYC, 1991; Schuman, 1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ). A 

preliminary review of literature related to general evaluative concerns, 

tha t is, academic comparisons, nonacademic comparisons, students' 

social adjustment tow ard school, and parental attitudes was completed  

and resulted in a limited number of studies being identified. Based on 

this preliminary survey of literature, il was decided that studies com­

pleted in the 1970s would be included. This provided an historical 

perspective of the topic and may also reflect a change in fam ily patterns 

over the past 23 years.

Educational Research Service (ERS, 1989) indicated that between  

1 9 8 0  and 1989  there were approximately 4 0  studies published compar­

ing the effects of every day full-day and alternate day versus the tradi­

tional half-day kindergarten. Stinard (1982 ), Leonard and Mclntire  

(1 9 8 3 ), McConnell and Tesch (1 9 8 6 ), Peskin (1 9 87 ), Karweit (1 9 88 ), 

Puleo (1 9 8 8 ), and Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ) are among the researchers 

w ho examined length of day, academic growth, parental satisfaction, 

and so forth related to the kindergarten programs. This research review  

concentrated on those issues within the context of half-day every day 

versus alternate full-day schedules. The reason for this specific concen­

tration w as that these appear to be the most preferred schedules in 

Michigan.

For example, during the 1 9 8 3 -8 4  school year only 2 school dis­

tricts had implemented an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule, 

while for the 1 9 9 3 -9 4  school year over 112 local schools had imple­

mented an all-day alternate day schedule (Sitterson, 1 99 4 ).
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Because of the increasing popularity of the trend tow ard all-day 

alternate day kindergarten, it is relevant to explore the literature to  

determine the reasons for this change. The literature review is divided 

into the following areas: academic comparison; nonacademic com pari­

sons, that is, classroom behavior and attitude toward school; and paren­

tal attitudes and preferences.

Academic Comparisons

A total of 1 5 studies were located which compared some aspect 

of an all-day alternate day versus the every day half-day kindergarten  

schedule. The following paragraphs highlight those studies distinguish­

ing those that were favorable to all-day alternate day kindergarten, those 

tha t favored half-day, and those that showed no significant differences.

Thirteen studies attempted to measure cognitive growth as one of 

the variables. Of those 13 studies, 4  favored the full-day alternate day 

schedule, 3 favored the every day half-day schedule, and 6 found no 

significant differences.

Gornowich (1 9 74 ) and Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi (1 9 7 9 ) used 

the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MTR) as the measurement instrum ent. 

Gornowich found that alternate day pupils scored significantly higher on 

15 of 21 academic comparisons. Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi also found  

tha t alternate full-day pupils scored significantly higher on all the acade­

mic competencies as measured by MTR. C. L. Smith (1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) found  

a significant difference in favor of alternate day pupils at the kindergar­

ten level on the MTR test but that at the fourth-grade level the d iffer­

ences between the tw o  groups had disappeared (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Academ ic Comparisons for Alternate Full-Day Versus
Every Day Half-Day: Studies Favorable to

Alternate Full-Day

Author and year Test Finding

Gornowich (1 974 ) MRT Alternate full-day signifi­
cantly higher on 1 5 of 21 
academic comparisons.

Cleminshaw & Guidubaldi 
(1979 )

MRT Alternate full-day signifi­
cantly higher on all aca­
demic competencies.

n  i / i o o a / i q o i \O. L. O M  IIII I \ I O O O /  I w/O I / MRT — ;x:
niicmaLc; iuiruay oiyiiiu-

cantly higher but effect 
disappeared by 4th  grade.

Pasco School District 
(1987 )

CTBS Alternate full-day higher on 
tw o tests of English vocab­
ulary. Poor children did 
significantly better than 
those in every day half­
days.

The Pasco School District (1 9 87 ), in W ashington, used the Cali­

fornia Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) over a four-school-year period (1982 - 

1 987) attem pting to discover if a cognitive difference betw een the tw o  

schedules would appear. They found significant differences between the 

groups favoring alternate full-day schedules on tw o  tests of English 

vocabulary. They also found that children who cam e from poor families 

did significantly better in alternate day schedules than those in half-day 

schedules (see Table 1).

Again, using cognitive growth as the test variable, three studies 

found significant differences in favor of half-day every day programs.
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The Minnesota State Department of Education (1 9 7 2 ) used the Caldwell 

Preschool Inventory. A t the end of the project the half-day students 

tested significantly higher on the ability to name numbers and letters of 

the alphabet. W enger (1978 ) conducted a three phase study attempting  

to correlate achievement with attendance patterns. In the first phase of 

his research he found that half-day every day pupils, particularly morning 

students, who were classified as low achievers did significantly better 

than alternate day students. His second phase gave the M RT to 223  

first graders from both kindergarten schedules and determined that 

form er half-day students performed higher on prereading, language, and 

auditory skills at a significant level. Following up w ith those same 

students the next year revealed that the advantages endured through 

that tim e with the half-day every day students. R. A. Smith (1979 ) also 

found that at the end of the school year, the every day half-day students 

scored significantly higher on readiness and achievem ent than full-day 

alternate day students. This advantage continued through the first grade 

year (see Table 2).

From 1 976  to 1 989  there were six studies that indicated no signif­

icant difference in cognitive growth. M ouw  (1 9 7 6 ); Schultz (1982); 

Ulrey, Alexander, Bender, and Gillis (1982 ); Lodi School District (1984); 

Gullo and Clements (1984 ); and finally Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ) all found 

that the alternating full-day programs did not show  any less growth in 

cognitive abilities (see Table 3).
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Table 2

Academ ic Comparisons for Alternate Full-Day Versus
Every Day Half-Day: Studies Favorable to

Every Day Half-Day Schedules

Author and year Test Finding

Minnesota State Depart­
ment of Education (1972 )

CPI Every day half-day students 
significantly better in ability 
to name numbers and let­
ters of alphabet.

Wenger (1978 ) MRT Students classified as low  
achievers scored signifi­
cantly better than alternate  
full-day students on pre- 
reading and auditory skills.

R. A. Smith (1 9 7 9 ) MRT Every day half-day students 
significantly higher on readi­
ness and achievem ent.

Nonacademic Comparisons

Eight studies were found that tested for nonacademic outcomes, 

that is, classroom behavior and attitude tow ard school (see Table 4). 

Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi (1979 ), C. L. Smith (1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) , and Gullo 

and Clements (1 9 8 4 ) all reported at least one nonacademic effect favor­

ing alternate full-day students. Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi tested for 

both m otivation to achieve and social competence w ith the Kohn 

Competence Scale (KCS). There was no difference regarding motivation  

to achieve, but the KCS did reveal a significant advantage in social 

competence for all-day alternate day students. C. L. Smith found scores 

on the Self Observation Scale (SOS) to be significantly higher for all-day 

alternate day students but found that by fourth grade those effects had
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Table 3

Academic Comparisons for Alternate Full-Day Versus 
Every Day Half-Day: Studies Finding No 

Difference Between Schedules

Author and year Test Finding

M ouw  (1 9 76 ) MRT No difference in academic  
achievement.

Schultz (1 9 82 ) Teacher
interviews

No difference in academic  
preparation.

Ulrey, Alexander, 
Bender, & Gillis 
(1 9 82 )

MRT No difference in prereading 
skills.

Lodi School District 
(1 9 84 )

MRT No significant difference.

Gullo & Clements 
(1 9 84 )

MRT No difference in academic 
achievement.

Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ) MRT No difference in cognitive  
growth.

Table 4

Nonacademic Comparisons for All-Day Alternate Day 
Versus Every Day Half-Day: Studies Favorable 

to Alternate Full-Day Schedules

Author and year Test Finding

Clem inshaw & Guidubaldi KCS Advantage for social com ­
(1 9 7 9 ) petence.

C. L. Smith (1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) SOS Significantly higher scores.

Gullo & Clements (1984 ) CHRS Significant differences in 
originality and independent 
learning.
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not endured. Gullo and Clements administered the Conner’s Hyper­

activity Rating Scale (CHRS) to matched groups of kindergarten children 

and found significant differences in originality and independent learning 

favoring the alternate day group. In the other 13 behavior factors no 

significant differences w ere found.

Five studies reported no significant differences betw een the tw o  

different schedules comparing student attitude and adjustment toward  

school. R. A. Smith (1 9 7 9 ) surveyed the students them selves using a 

student attitude survey. The remaining studies (Finkelstein, 1983; Lodi 

School District, 1984; Schultz, 1982 ; Ulrey et al., 1 982 ) all surveyed  

teachers concerning the children's attitudes and adjustment to school 

(see Table 5).

Table 5

Nonacademic Comparisons for All-Day Alternate Day Versus 
Every Day Half-Day: Studies Finding No Difference  

Between A lternate Full-Day Schedules and 
Every Day Half-Day Schedules

Author and year Test Finding

R. A. Smith (1979 ) Student
attitude
survey

No difference in attitude  
toward school.

Ulrey et al. (1 9 82  
Schultz (1982 )

Teacher
interviews

No difference in social and 
emotional adjustments to 
school.

Finkelstein (1983) Teacher
survey

No difference in children's  
attitude tow ard  school.

Lodi School District 
(1984 )

Teacher
survey

No difference in children's  
adjustment to school or 
work habits.
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No research was reported showing an advantage to every day 

half-day students in areas of nonacademic comparisons.

Parental Attitudes and Preferences

Parental attitudes toward half-day every day and alternate day 

schedules were examined in eight studies (see Table 6). The information  

is included here as there is a hypothesis that there may be a correlation 

betw een parental involvement in the decision-making process to change 

to an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule and the final degree of 

parental satisfaction.

Robertson (1984) reported that while their school district's exper­

imental kindergarten schedule indicated that students performed equally 

well and achieved similar social developm ent with either the half-day or 

alternate full-day schedule, they still chose to return to the every day 

half-day program because of parental and teacher attitudes. Their 

schedule change had been sold as a financial advantage and parents in 

th a t community wanted w hat was best for children, not w hat may have 

been cheaper.

Seven of the eight studies revealed that all-day alternate day 

schedules were preferred (see Table 6). A study conducted by the  

M innesota Departm ent of Education (1 9 7 2 ) found 7 6%  of the parents 

indicating that fatigue was not a problem for their children. Sixty-nine  

percent indicated that their children adjusted easily to the alternate day 

attendance pattern. Eighty-four percent said their children did not 

experience learning difficulties because of the alternating schedule. 

Seventy-tw o percent indicated they had no difficulty w ith the all-day
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Table 6

Parental Attitudes Toward All-Day Alternate Day Versus
Every Day Half-Day: Studies Favorable to All-Day

Alternate Day Schedules

Author and year Test Finding

Minnesota Dept, of 
Education (1972)

Attitude
survey

72%  preferred all-day alter­
nate day.

Gornowich (1974) Parental
questionnaire

62%  preferred all-day alter­
nate day.

Cleminshaw &
r ! i  li/*!! ih o lr l j / 1 Q7Q) w u iu u v u iu l \ I «_/ / %-/ /

Parental
attitude
scale

Significant preference for all­
day alternate day for family 
convenience.

C. L. Smith (1980 / 
1981)

Parental
questionnaire

Preference for all-day alter­
nate day for family conveni­
ence.

Ulrey et al. (1982) Parental
survey

Preference for all-day alter­
nate day. Dissatisfaction 
rate increased from 21 % to 
34%  during study.

Menser (1 9 83 /19 8 4 ) Parental
survey

Preference for all-day alter­
nate day due to flexibility of 
schedule.

Schuman (1989 /1990 ) Parental
interviews

Preference for all-day alter­
nate day for purposes of 
child care.

alternate day schedule and another 7 2 %  indicated that those parents 

who had children attending both schedules preferred all-day alternate 

day kindergartens.

Gornowich (1 9 74 ) found that when asked to choose between all­

day alternate days, half-days, or no preference, 6 2%  of the parents 

chose alternate days and 36%  chose half-days.
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Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi (1979 ) also assessed parental prefer­

ences and found that a significant number of them preferred the alter­

nate day schedule primarily due to parental convenience. C. L. Smith 

(1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) also cited parental convenience as the primary reason 

parents preferred the alternate day schedule over the half-day schedule. 

Ulrey et al. (1 9 82 ) surveyed parental satisfaction with an experimental 

all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule at both the outset of the 

experim ent and at the conclusion. While the survey showed significant 

parental support, they did add that the parental dissatisfaction rate 

increased over the course of the experim ent from 21 %  to 3 4 % . Menser 

(1 9 8 3 / 1984) surveyed parents as part of a pilot project involving alter­

nate day kindergarten and found parents appreciated the flexibility tha t 

the alternate day schedule afforded them . He also reported that parents 

thought their children experienced a positive change as a result of the  

alternate kindergarten program. Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ) found that there  

was greater parental involvem ent and support in the alternating full-day  

programs.

In another early study, M ouw  (1 9 7 6 ), however, reported that 

5 9 %  of his parents of children who attended both schedules preferred 

the half-day every day program.

Summary

In summary, of the 15 studies that examined cognitive growth in 

one form or another, 6 studies indicated no significant differences in 

student achievem ent betw een the tw o  schedules (Gullo & Clements, 

1984; Lodi School District, 1984; Mouw, 1976; Schultz, 1982 ;
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Schuman, 1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ; Ulrey et al., 198 2 ), 4  that reported at least one 

academic achievement effect that favored alternate day kindergarten  

(Cleminshaw & Guidubaldi, 1979; Gornowich, 1974; Pasco School Dis­

trict, 1987; C. L. Smith, 1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ), and 3 that favored half-day every  

day (Minnesota Departm ent of Education, 1972; R. A. Smith, 1979; 

Wenger, 1978 ).

Of the eight studies that tested for nonacademic student out­

comes, it was found that five reported no significant differences be­

tw een the tw o  different schedules (Finkelstein, 1983; Lodi School Dis­

trict, 1984; Schultz, 1982; R. A. Smith, 1979; Ulrey et al., 1982) and 

three reported findings favoring the alternate day schedules (Cleminshaw  

& Guidubaldi, 1979 ; Gullo & Clements, 1 9 8 4 ; C. L. Smith, 1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ).  

Seven of eight studies (Cleminshaw & Guidubaldi, 1979; Gornowich, 

1974; Menser, 1 9 8 3 /1 9 8 4 ; Minnesota Departm ent of Education, 1972; 

Schuman, 1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ; C. L. Smith, 1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ; Ulrey e t al., 1982) 

reported parental attitudes favoring alternate day scheduling.

One study by M ouw  (1 9 76 ) reported a parental preference favor­

ing half-day scheduling from parents who have had children in both 

settings.

Closer scrutiny of the literature reveals that all of the studies that 

indicated that the half-day every day schedule produced greater cogni­

tive gains were done in the 1970s. Studies published after the 1970s  

reflected either greater cognitive growth w ith the all-day alternate day 

schedule or showed no significant difference.

The same is true about parental attitudes tow ard  all-day alternate 

day kindergarten. The one study that indicated parental preference for
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the half-day every day schedule was conducted in 1976 . Since then no 

study found indicated this preference. This may reflect changing family 

patterns and needs.

As stated in the introduction of this chapter, finances can be 

identified as a motivating factor in the decision to make the transition to 

an all-day alternate day schedule. However, no research can be found 

which examines finances as a factor of implementation success. The 

first chapter also identified professional development of staff as a key 

issue in implementation. Although common sense may indicate that 

there will be a relationship, no quantitative or qualitative research was 

found which shows a correlation between degree of professional devel­

opment and implementation success of all-day alternate day kindergarten 

schedules.

Michigan has no centralized data bank, source, and so forth to 

assist administrators in making the transition to all-day alternate day 

kindergarten. To make good, well grounded decisions, administrators 

must have access to this information. As finances continue to be a 

problem in public schools, it is anticipated that there will be continued 

interest in examining all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules.

How  data were gathered and w hat procedures were used to 

evaluate the data once they were collected are outlined in Chapter III. 

Chapter IV contains the results of the data that were collected, and 

Chapter V includes conclusions and recommendations for further re­

search.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  

Introduction

The purpose of this research project was to examine, in light of 

the escalating numbers of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs in 

Michigan, w hat rationale schools w ere using to implement an all-day 

alternate day kindergarten, examine the process of implementation, and 

determine the evaluative base being utilized.

The methodology used in the research project is outlined in 

Chapter III. Included are the research design used, the population 

sampled, how the data were collected, how the data were analyzed, and 

a summary of the chapter.

Research Design

The research design for this study was descriptive survey re­

search. Isaac and Michael (1990 ) noted that the purpose of descriptive 

research is to describe systematically a situation or area of interest 

factually and accurately. Furthermore, Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh 

(1 9 7 2 ) stated:

Descriptive research describes and interprets w hat is. It is 
concerned with conditions or relationships that exist: Prac­
tices that prevail; beliefs, points of views or attitudes that 
are held; processes that are going on; effects that are being 
felt; or trends that are developing. Its major purpose is to 
tell w hat is. (p. 26).

28
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Babbie (1973 ) w rote tha t survey research is probably the best 

known and most widely used research method in the social sciences 

today. In particular, surveys are considered to be the most w idely used 

technique in education and in the behavioral sciences for the collection 

of data (Isaac & Michael, 1990 ). Because of the above information, this 

methodology was thought to be the most appropriate given the nature  

and purpose of this research study.

The study gathered data via survey from Michigan school districts 

concerning the implementation process of all-day alternate day kinder­

garten schedules. It attem pted to identify the rationale schools w ere  

using to implement all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules, w hat 

preplanning activities transpired prior to implementation, staff develop­

ment preparations made in light of changing to a full-day program, the 

degree to which parental concerns w ere identified and addressed during 

the decision-making/implementation process, and w hat evaluative data 

are/w ere being collected to substantiate claims that all-day kindergarten  

schedules are successful/unsuccessful.

Instrument Design

The method of collecting the data was a survey questionnaire 

mailed to selected school districts. Borg and Gall (1989 ) have stated  

that surveys are a very legitimate form  of collecting and evaluating data  

from many different aspects of school programs. This approach seeks 

to cast light on current problems by further description and understand­

ing of current conditions. It seeks to understand the present through a 

data gathering process which will enable the researcher to describe it
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more fully and adequately than now possible (Fox, 1969 ).

The survey instrument was designed by the researcher. It con­

tained four topical sections that dealt w ith the implementation of an all­

day alternate day kindergarten in addition to requesting demographic 

information. Those topical sections w ere who originated the idea, pre­

planning activities, staff development preparations, parental involvem ent 

issues, and overall program evaluation. It included a combination of 

multiple choice, ranking, and open-ended questions.

Upon initial completion of the questionnaire, it was piloted by six 

people who were considered to be knowledgeable about aii-day alternate  

day kindergartens. Three w ere elem entary principals w ith existing all­

day alternate day kindergarten schedules within their school buildings 

and three were early childhood education experts who had extensive  

knowledge of all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules. The three  

principals w ere randomly selected from the list of school districts that 

were not selected to participate in the project. The other three experts  

were chosen from a recommended list of people provided by Michigan  

Departm ent of Education personnel. The survey instrument was piloted 

by these individuals to determine the propriety of the questions, com ple­

tion time, and to identify concerns that could cause the instrument to be 

misinterpreted or difficult to complete.

Sample Population

The sample population consisted of tw o  groups. The first w ere  

those schools that had implemented an all-day alternate kindergarten  

schedule for a minimum of 2 years. The 2-year implementation criteria
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was included as it was felt that it could take schools a couple of years 

to get their evaluative data organized into a presentable form at. The 

second group were those schools which implemented an all-day alter­

nate day kindergarten schedule and subsequently dropped it. Officials 

within the Early Childhood Education Office in the Michigan Departm ent 

of Education (MDE) provided the names of school districts in both 

groups. The entire second group was asked to participate in the survey 

as the number was estimated by the MDE to be approximately 12 

schools. (It turned out that only 5 schools in this group participated.) 

The first group contained approxim ately 82  schools. Sixty-eight of 

those schools w ere selected to participate. As noted earlier (see Figure 

1), there were approximately 94  schools that had implemented an all-day 

alternate day schedule during the 1 99 2  school year. From that number, 

12 had supposedly dropped the program leaving a total of 82  schools 

from which to choose. Isaac and Michael (1990 ) indicated that to 

provide a 9 5%  confidence level, w ith  a total population of 8 2 , the  

sample size must be 68.

Names, addresses, and telephone numbers for each of the partic­

ipants w ere obtained from the 1 9 9 3 -9 4  Michigan Association of School 

Administrators membership list. From this list the researcher called each 

superintendent of the district selected to participate. This was done for 

tw o reasons. The first was to encourage participation in the study and 

the second was to have the list of schools that were going to partici­

pate. This would allow a later determination of those districts that had 

not responded to the survey.
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A w ritten script was developed by the researcher and used while 

contacting the superintendents. It introduced the researcher, the pur­

pose of the study, outlined the survey, and requested their participation. 

If the superintendent responded in the affirmative, the survey was sent. 

The information that was sent to each district included a cover letter 

from the researcher reminding them of the phone conversation and their 

agreement to participate in the study as well as thanking them  for their 

participation. Also included with the survey was a letter from Jackie 

Thompson, Departm ent Head of the Michigan Departm ent of Education, 

Early Childhood Education Office, acknowledging the departm ent's  

knowledge of and support for this research project.

The survey instrument asked for some demographic information. 

Included w ere the name of the district, a contact person w ho completed 

the survey, and a request for a telephone number for the contact person. 

This request was made to facilitate follow-up if future clarification of 

information became necessary. The researcher indicated that names of 

the school districts involved in the survey would not be identified in the 

final research study unless written consent was provided by the school 

district. (These criteria m et the Human Subjects Institutional Review  

Board [HSIRB] guidelines established for research projects conducted  

under the auspices of W estern Michigan University.)

If the superintendent was willing to have his or her school partici­

pate, he or she was asked to identify a contact person w ith whom  the 

researcher could correspond if necessary. The survey w as sent to the 

superintendent with directions to pass it along to a designated person if 

they so chose.
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The survey instrument asked w hy the districts originally chose to 

implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule, w hat preplan­

ning activities transpired prior to im plem entation, w hat staff develop­

m ent preparations were initiated, w hat parental involvement issues were 

addressed, and w hat overall program evaluations are/were being used to 

substantiate claims that the program is/was either successful or unsuc­

cessful. (See sample letters and survey in Appendix F.)

Collection of Data

Selected schools were given 2 w eeks to return the survey. Envel­

opes were provided for the survey forms to be returned. Surveys were  

mailed on August 26, 1994 . The majority of surveys were returned by 

mid September. A few  follow-up calls w ere made encouraging nonre­

spondents to please reply. Of the 68 surveys sent to districts operating 

an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule, 58 were returned for a 

return rate of 8 5 % . Of the five surveys sent to districts that had 

dropped an all-day alternate day kindergarten, four were returned for an 

8 0 %  return rate.

The researcher was available for consultation during this time to 

assist districts in filling out the questionnaire if necessary. Because the 

school district name was provided on the survey form, along with a 

contact person, the researcher would have been able to contact the 

school district for additional information or clarification should it have 

become necessary upon receipt of the survey.
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W ithin this chapter the procedures for this study are outlined. The 

participating school districts were divided into tw o  groups, those that 

had implemented all-day alternate day kindergarten and continued 

im plem entation for a minimum of 2 years and those that implemented  

the schedule and subsequently dropped it. S ixty-eight schools were  

randomly drawn from a pool of 82  schools that m et the 2-year imple­

m entation criterion. Five of the nine possible schools that had dropped 

an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule were included in the 

study.

The m ethodology of data collection for all-day alternate day kin­

dergartens was accomplished by survey. Survey questionnaires were 

sent to those selected schools that had previously indicated that they 

would be willing to participate in this study. Each school was given a 2- 

w eek length of tim e to respond.

The descriptive statistics for each question are reported by a 

frequency tabulation, percentages, and in some cases mean ranking. 

Results are reported in narrative form with discussion for each question 

provided. Findings and conclusions concerning the im plementation of 

all-day alternate kindergarten schedule are provided.

Chapters I and II of this research project contained an outline of 

the purpose of the study and provided a review of existing literature on 

the subject. Chapter III contains details of how  this study w as carried 

out. The data collected during this study are described in Chapter IV,
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and Chapter V  contains the findings, conclusions, and recom m endations  

for further study.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine, in light of the escalat­

ing numbers of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs in Michigan, 

w h a t rationale schools w ere using to implement an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten, examine the process of implementation, and determine the 

evaluative base utilized to determine program success.

Presented in this chapter is a description of the response data 

tabulated and reported in frequencies and percentages. Chapter IV is 

divided into eight sections. The first is the description of the sample. 

The second section provides the reasons for investigating an all-day 

alternate day kindergarten. The third section reports on the preplanning 

activities that transpired to assist in the decision to recommend imple­

m entation. The fourth section contains the information collected on 

staff developm ent activities. The fifth section provides the information 

on parental involvem ent. The sixth section reports on the evaluation  

data being collected. The seventh section contains the data from those 

districts that dropped an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. 

The final section is a summary of Chapter IV.

A review  of the related literature and previous research on the  

topic suggested several factors were involved in making the transition 

from  a traditional half-day schedule to an alternate full-day schedule.

36
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Those factors were the financial implications, the degree of planning that 

w as involved in reaching an implementation decision, the professional 

developm ent made available to implementing staff, the degree of paren­

tal involvement in the decision-making process, and the evaluative data  

being used to determine success. This prompted four research questions 

for the study. They were:

1. W hat was the origin, purpose, and content of any preplanning 

activities that took place prior to implementation?

2. W hat staff developm ent preparations were made in light of 

changing to a full-day program?

3. W hat was the degree to which parental concerns were identi­

fied and addressed during the decision-making/implementation process?

4. W hat evaluative data are being collected to substantiate  

claims that all-day alternate day kindergarten programs are successful?

With the information made available from the related literature and 

the research questions formulated, a questionnaire was developed to 

gather data from Michigan school districts that had implemented an all­

day alternate day kindergarten schedule. To establish the propriety of 

the questions, the completion time, and identify other concerns that 

could cause the instrument to be misinterpreted or difficult to complete, 

an expert panel of six persons w ho have been involved in implementing  

all-day alternate day kindergartens w ere asked to pretest the question­

naire. The pretest was conducted during the summer of 1934 . Minor 

revisions to the questionnaire w ere suggested by the expert panel.

Questions for the survey related to each of the four research
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questions posed plus the solicitation of some demographic information. 

The research design for the study was survey research.

Description of Sample

Sixty-eight schools w ere randomly selected from the list of 82  

schools obtained from the Michigan Departm ent of Education. Those 82  

school districts had at least a 2-year implementation history of all-day 

alternate day kindergarten. Sixty-eight were selected, as that number 

reflects the 9 5 %  confidence level suggested by Isaac and Michael 

(1 9 9 0 ). Questionnaires w ere distributed to the 68  school districts 

throughout Michigan which had implemented an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten for a minimum of 2 years.

All 6 8  school district superintendents w ere called by the re­

searcher during the second week of August 1 9 9 4  to determine if their 

school district would be willing to participate by completing and return­

ing a questionnaire. Sixty-eight questionnaires were mailed and 58  

(85% ) w ere returned.

The school district enrollments ranged from less than 3 0 0  stu­

dents to more than 1 0 ,0 0 0  students. Table 7 provides an overview of 

the enrollments of the school districts participating in the research pro­

ject.

Of these 58  schools, 52  (8 9 % ) reported that they implemented 

their all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule in all their buildings at 

one time. Thirty-tw o (55% ) of the districts reported that they imple­

mented a straight all-day alternate day schedule, 18 (31% ) reported that 

they implemented a 2 .5  day weekly schedule, 3 (5% ) indicated that they
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Table 7 

Sample Description

39

District
enrollment
categories

Number of 
districts

Percent of 
total 

sample

< 5 0 0 8 14

5 0 0 -1 ,0 0 0 14 24

1 ,0 0 1 -2 ,0 0 0 18 31

2 ,0 0 1 -3 ,0 0 0 10 17

> 3 ,0 0 0 8 14

Totals 58 100

implemented a 3-full-day-a-w eek schedule, and 5 (9% ) reported an 

"other" schedule. Those other schedules were: one in which students  

attended school 3 days per w eek for 5 weeks and then 2 days per w eek  

for 5 weeks and so forth; one district that implemented a 4 -day-a-w eek  

schedule, and 3 described a schedule where half the students come on 

even numbered calendar days and the other half come on odd numbered  

calendar days.

Fifty-four districts responded to the question pertaining to imple­

mentation dates. Of those 54  districts, 17 (31% ) had their initial imple­

m entation in the autumn, of 1 9 9 2 . The first district had started the  

schedule in the 1970s , but they were uncertain of the year. That dis­

trict w as in the western portion of the upper peninsula. The first district 

in the lower peninsula to implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten
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was Holton in 1 9 8 3 . The average length of implementation was just 

over 5 years. Table 8 provides additional sample information.

Table 8

Additional Sample Information  
(N = 68)

Item f %

Returned questionnaires 58 85

Districts implementing in all buildings at once 51 89

Districts w ith straight alternate day schedule 32 55

Districts w ith 2 .5  days per w eek 18 31

Districts where students come 3 full days 
per week 3 5

Other 5 9

Average number of years since implementation 5 years

The researcher was also aware, from Jackie Thompson, Early 

Childhood Education Office of the Michigan Departm ent of Education, 

that 12 schools had started an all-day alternate kindergarten schedule 

and subsequently discontinued it. An attem pt was made to explore the 

reason(s) for dropping the all-day alternate day kindergarten. Of these 

12 schools, 9 (7 5 % ) had actually discontinued the schedule. From 

those 9, it was determ ined, via phone conversations, that 2 (2 2 % ) had 

changed complete administrations since it had been dropped and they  

chose not to participate citing lack of knowledge about the reasons for 

discontinuation. Two (22% ) had changed from an all-day alternate day
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schedule to a 4  or 5 day schedule. The remaining 5 (5 5 % ) were mailed 

questionnaires of which 4  (80% ) were completed and returned. Data 

from these districts are addressed in the last section of Chapter IV.

Reasons for Investigating an All-Day  
Alternate Day Kindergarten

Research Goal 1 : To determine w hat preplanning activities tran­

spired prior to implementation, including an attem pt to determ ine who  

originated the idea and for w hat purpose.

Question 1 asked, "In your district the impetus to investigate an 

alternative kindergarten schedule was prompted by which of the fo llow ­

ing?" Respondents were provided six options and asked to rate each on 

a 10-point Likert scale with the numeral 1 being least im portant. A 

mean score was determined from each option.

Table 9 lists each of the six options. It indicates that 56  respond­

ents selected financial savings as the most im portant reason for investi­

gating an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule w ith a mean score 

of 7 .7 . Fifty-seven respondents rated curricular implications as the 

second m ost important reason with a mean score of 6 .6 . Fifty-six 

respondents selected the length of the bus ride versus length of day in 

school as the third reason with a mean score of 6 .3 . These first three 

issues, financial savings, curriculum implications, and length of bus ride 

versus length of day in school, were by far the most im portant issues 

listed. Nutritional concerns, facility usage, and safety in walking to and 

from school produced only mean scores of 3 .6  and lower.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



42

Table 9

Impetus to Investigate an Alternative  
Kindergarten Schedule 

(N =  57)

Category f Mean
Mean
rank

Financial savings 56 7 .7 1

Curriculum implications 57 6 .6 2

Length of ride versus half day 56 6 .3 3

Nutritional concerns 57 3 .6 4

Facility usage 56 3 .6 5

Safety in walking to and from 55 3.1 6

Other 11

Additional time 5 8 .6

Educational value 2 9 .0

Smaller classes 1 1 0 .0

Parental interest 1 5 .0

Teacher travel time 1 8 .0

Every day too much 1 9 .0

N ote. N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Respondents were also asked to list other reasons for investigat­

ing an alternative kindergarten schedule and to apply the same Likert 

rating scale. That request produced 11 additional responses. Additional 

time was identified by five respondents with a mean score of 8 .6 . Two 

respondents indicated educational value and a mean score o f 9 .0 . Single
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responses were made for smaller classes with a mean score of 10, 

parental interest w ith a mean score of 5 .0 , teacher travel time w ith a 

mean score of 8 .0 , and every day all-day being too much a mean score 

of 9 .0 .

A follow-up question asked for the percentage of savings realized 

due to the implementation. Only 47  respondents (81% ) answered the  

question concerning the area of financial savings. Transportation was  

identified as the area of financial savings by 46  respondents (9 8 % ). 

Those savings ranged from 0 .5 %  to 2 0 %  of transportation budgets. 

One respondent (2% ) indicated that money was saved in staffing but did 

not elaborate on the amount of savings.

Question 2 asked where the idea to explore an all-day alternate  

day kindergarten originated. Thirty-three respondents (58% ) reported  

the idea originated w ith the administration. Thirteen respondents (2 3 % ) 

indicated that the idea originated with teachers, and 4  respondents (7% ) 

indicated the idea originated with the board of education (see Table 10).

Preplanning Activities

This portion of the questionnaire inquired about activities the dis­

tricts had conducted prior to program start up. Forty-eight (87% ) of the  

respondents indicated that preplanning activities were initiated.

Question 2 of this portion of the questionnaire asked if a com m it­

tee was formed to investigate the idea; 4 6  respondents (92% ) indicated 

that they did. Table 11 shows that the com m ittee membership to inves­

tigate the idea varied somewhat. Teachers, however, were included on 

1 0 0 %  of com m ittees, parents were represented on 7 9 %  of the
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Table 10

Originating Source to Implement Alternative  
Kindergarten Schedule 

(N =  57)

Source f %

Administration 33 58

Teachers 13 23

Board of education 4 7

Other 7 12

Note. N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

com m ittees, principals 6 4 % , board members 5 7% , and superintendents  

on 3 8 %  of the committees. Other less frequently mentioned members 

included preschool teachers, curriculum directors, elem entary coun­

selors, outside consultants, speech/language specialists, occupational 

therapists, and one director of transportation.

Question 3 asked if preplanning activities included visits to an 

existing alternate day kindergarten program. Forty-five respondents 

(90% ) reported they visited an existing alternating day kindergarten  

program. Table 12 indicates that the composition of the visiting teams  

varied by school district. Of the 4 5  responses to this question, 4 4  

(98% ) of the visiting teams included teachers. Thirty-six (8 0 % ) included 

administrators, 19 (42% ) included parents, 10 (22% ) of the visitation  

teams included board members, and 2 (4% ) included elem entary coun­

selors.
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Table 11

Committee Membership 
(N =  42)

Representative group f %

Teachers 42 100

Parents 33 79

Principals 27 64

Board members 24 57

Superintendent 16 38

Preschool teachers 6 14

Curriculum directors 2 5

Elementary counselors 2 5

Speech/language specialist 1 2

Occupational therapist 1 2

Director of transportation 1 2

N ote . N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question four asked if a review of the existing literature was  

conducted. Reviewing the literature was reported by 51 (96% ) of the 

respondents. Question 5 asked if the Michigan Departm ent of Education 

(MDE) had been consulted for assistance; and if yes, w hat was the value 

of their help. Contacting the MDE for assistance w as reported by 23  

(4 5 % ) of the respondents. Only 19 districts responded to the inquiry 

about the helpfulness of the MDE. Sixteen respondents (84% ) felt they  

had received adequate or great help from the M DE, while 3 (16% )
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Table 12

Composition of Visitation Team 
(N =  45)

Team membership f %

Teachers 4 4 98

Administration 36 8 0

Parents 19 4 2

Board members 10 2 2

Elementary counselors 2 4

N ote. N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

rated M DE's help as of little value.

It was assumed that a potential goal of the preplanning process 

was to build a support base from various stakeholder groups concerning  

all-day alternate day kindergartens. Respondents were asked in Ques­

tion 6 to use a 10-point Likert scale (1 being support not necessary. 10 

being support critical) to rate a provided list of eight potential stake­

holder groups. A mean ranking was developed for each potential stake­

holder group. Table 13 presents data in frequency and mean scores. 

Teachers received the highest mean score of 9 .4 . Tied for second w ere  

parents and the superintendent w ith mean scores of 9 .3 . Principals and 

board members were also tied at 9 .1 , followed by community represen­

tatives at 6 .2 , curriculum directors at 5 .4 , and community child care 

providers at 4 .0 .
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Table 1 3

Major Stakeholders Essential to Implementation  
Reported by Frequency and M ean Score 

(N =  54)

Stakeholders f Mean
Mean
rank

Teachers 53 9 .4 1

Parents 52 9 .3 2

Superintendent 53 9 .3 3

Principals 53 9.1 4

Board members 54 9.1 5

Com m unity representatives 45 6 .2 6

Curriculum director 33 5 .4 7

Child care providers 49 4 .0 8

N ote . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 7 asked respondents to identify the major factors that 

convinced the stakeholders that an alternate day kindergarten schedule 

could be implemented successfully. F ifty-tw o respondents identified 

seven major factors which are listed in Table 14. Other district success 

and finances were each identified most frequently as success indicators, 

each named 14  times (2 7 % ). Instructional benefits w as next, being 

identified 13 times (2 5 % ). Staff/adm inistration/parent support was 

named 10 times (1 9 % ), research was identified 7 times (13% ), pilot 

studies was identified 2 times (4% ), and prior planning was named once 

(2% ) .
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Table 14

Convincing Factors for Successful Implementation
(N =  52)

Category of factors f %

Other district success 14 27

Finances 14 27

Instructional benefits (time on task) 13 25

Staff, administration/parent support 10 19

Research 7 13

Pilot studies 2 4

Prior planning 1 2

N o te . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 8 asked respondents to chose just one influencing factor 

that convinced stakeholders to implement an alternative kindergarten  

schedule. Fifty-one participants responded to this question identifying  

eight reasons. Table 1 5 reports these data in both frequency and per­

centages. The most frequently cited was instructional benefits, which  

were identified 17 times (3 3 % ), finances was identified 13 times (2 5 % ),  

other district success w as cited 5 times (1 0 % ), reduced transportation  

(i.e., time on bus) was named 4  times (8 % ), parental support was noted  

4  times (8% ), teacher support 3 times (6% ), research was noted 3 times  

(6 % ), and community trust one time (2% ).
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Table 1 5

Single M ost Influencing Factor Convincing Stakeholders 
to Proceed W ith Implementation  

(N =  51)

Category of factors f %

Instructional benefits 17 33

Finances 13 25

Other district success 5 10

Reduced transportation (time on bus) 4 8

Parental support 4 8

Research 3 6

Teacher support 3 6

Com m unity trust 1 2

N ote . N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Staff Development

Research Goal 2 : To determine w hat staff developm ent prepara­

tions w ere made in light of changing to a full-day program.

The staff developm ent section asked about activities tha t were  

initiated to assist the staff in preparing for the implementation of the  

alternative kindergarten schedule. Since not all participants responded 

to each question, N does not always equal 58 . Also, since some ques­

tions asked for multiple answers, there is in some situations an ap­

pearance th a t N equals more than 58. The responses are reported in 

both frequencies and percentages and, in one case, in mean rank.
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Question 1 asked if staff development needs were identified prior 

to implementation. Thirty-eight (68% ) of the respondents indicated that 

staff developm ent needs were identified prior to implementation. 

However, when asked if those staff development activities w ere imple­

mented prior to program start-up, only 16 (5 2 % ) indicated that they  

were. A further probe asked participants to list or describe the content 

of their staff development activities. That question elicited only 12 

responses. Four (33% ) cited developmentally appropriate practices as a 

topic, 3 (25% ) indicated planning time for im plementation and priority of 

instructional delivery systems, 2 (17% ) used teachers from  existing 

alternative day kindergarten programs to work w ith their staff, one (8% ) 

presented research, one worked on structuring the day, and one sent 

staff to conferences.

Since the school districts participating in this project have had 

their all-day alternate day kindergarten in place for a minimum of 2 

years, respondents were asked, in Question 9, to name the major staff 

developm ent needs for implementing an alternative kindergarten sched­

ule. Forty-six respondents produced such a list of needs.

Sixteen (35% ) of the respondents identified scheduling for a 

longer day as the primary need. Preparing a developm entally appropriate 

curriculum was listed next by 13 respondents (2 8 % ), visiting existing 

programs by 11 respondents (2 4 % ), parent education and involvem ent 

by 6 respondents (1 3 % ), developing them atic units by 4  respondents 

(9 % ), assuring a positive teacher attitude by 3 respondents (7 % ), and 

granting tim e for teachers to m eet and plan together by 2 respondents 

(4 % ). Other single responses included alleviating the fear of a longer
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day, providing course work in early childhood education, dealing w ith  

days off, measuring the success of the program, and reviewing the 

research (see Table 16).

Table 16

Major S taff Developm ent Needs 
(N =  46 )

S taff development area f %

Scheduling for a longer day 16 35

Developmentally appropriate curriculum 13 28

Visiting existing programs 11 24

Parent education and involvement 6 13

Them atic units 4 9

Teachers' positive attitude 3 7

Teacher tim e to meet and plan together 2 4

Alleviating fear of longer day 1 2

Courses in early childhood education 1 2

Dealing w ith  days off 1 2

H ow  to measure success of program (evaluation) 1 2

Review of research 1 2

N ote . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 2 asked if the staff had an opportunity to visit an exist­

ing alternative kindergarten program. Forty-tw o of 50 respondents 

(7 2 % ) indicated that staff members responsible for implementation did
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have an opportunity to visit an existing program.

Respondents were asked to rate on Question 4  on a 10-point 

Likert scale w ith 1 being least apprehensive to 10 being most apprehen­

sive the staff's  primary apprehension regarding implementation. Choices 

given included staffing patterns, curriculum developm ent, full day being 

too long, and possible inconsistency for students attending alternate  

days. They were also provided an opportunity to add to the list and rank 

additions w ith the same Likert scale.

Table 17 outlines the responses for the four choices provided plus 

the other reasons that respondents provided. The response a full day 

being too long obtained the highest mean score at 6 .8 2  from 4 9  re­

spondents. Inconsistency of the alternate days received a mean score of 

6 .6 6  from 4 8  respondents, curriculum development at 4 .9 7  from 48  

respondents, and staffing patterns a mean score of 2 .7 9  from  4 8  re­

spondents. Eleven additional concerns were identified. Their mean 

scores ranked from 10 to 6. In all but one case the additional factors 

identified as reasons for staff apprehension were isolated district issues, 

many of which could have fit into the choices provided.

Question 5 asked participants if those apprehensions faded once 

the staff was working with the new schedule. Forty-four respondents 

(7 5 % ) indicated that staff's  apprehension did fade after implementation. 

Of the additional 11 other responses, 10 (91% ) indicated tha t those 

apprehensions faded after the all-day alternate day schedule was  

implemented.

Questions 6 and 7 asked participants whether or not specials (i.e., 

art, music, and gym) w ith specialized teachers were available in half-day
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Table 17

Staff Apprehension Regarding Implementation 
(N =  49)

Apprehension f Mean
Mean
rank

Full day too long 49 6 .8 2 1

Inconsistency of alternate days 48 6 .6 6 2

Curriculum development 48 4 .9 7 3

Staffing patterns 48 2 .7 9 4

Other 11

Reduced contact time 1 1 0 .0 0

Fatigue of children 1 1 0 .0 0

Consistency-reinforcement 9 .5 0

Attendance 1 9 .0 0

Three days off over weekend 1 8 .0 0

General im pact on learning 1 8 .0 0

Retention of information 1 8 .0 0

Students' ability to handle 
longer days 1 8 .0 0

Loss pf preparation time 
between a.m . and p.m. 1 6 .0 0

Parental acceptance 1 6 .0 0

N ote. N <  5 8  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

programs and full-day programs. Table 18 reflects the data for this 

question. For half-day programs, 32  respondents (65% ) indicated that
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specials had been available to the students. In the all-day alternate day 

programs, 47  respondents (9 2 % ), for an increase of 2 7 % , reported that 

specials were available to the students.

Table 18

Availability of Specials for Half-Day Programs 
Versus Alternate Day Programs

Schedule f %

Half-day program (N =  49) 32 65

Alternate day program (N =  52) 47 92

N ote . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

The final question in the staff developm ent section asked if the  

transition from a half-day schedule to a full-day schedule caused a philo­

sophical change, that is, a change from an academic to a developm ental 

approach, in their kindergarten program. Forty-seven districts responded  

to the question w ith 33  (7 0 % ) indicating that it did not and 14  (3 0 % )  

indicating that it did cause a philosophical change tow ard a more devel­

opmental approach. However, further analysis demonstrates tha t 10 of 

the 33  school districts (3 0 % ) indicating no change noted they w ere  

already moving in that direction. One respondent suggested th a t the  

move to a more developm entally appropriate curriculum prompted the 

transition to the all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule, a reverse of 

the others.
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Parental Involvem ent

55

Research Goal 3 : To determine the degree to which parental

concerns w ere identified and addressed during the decision-making  

process.

The parental involvem ent section contains an examination of 

parental concerns when implementing an alternative kindergarten sched­

ule. Here, as in the previous section, scores are reported in frequencies; 

percentages; and in one case, mean rank.

Question 1 in the parental involvem ent section asked if parents  

w ere consulted prior to the decision to implement an all-day alternate  

day schedule. Fifty-six districts responded to the question and of those  

respondents, 4 7  (84% ) indicated that parents were consulted prior to 

the decision.

Question 2 asked if parent meetings were held to inform parents  

of the decision to implement an alternative kindergarten schedule. Fifty- 

five districts responded and 4 4  (80% ) indicated that parent meetings 

were held to inform parents of the decision to implement an all-day 

alternate day schedule.

Assuming that not all parents were in attendance at this meeting, 

Question 3 asked how parents were notified of the board's final decision 

to implement an alternative kindergarten schedule. Respondents w ere  

given four options from which to choose plus an "other" category. They  

could choose one or all of the options provided. Table 19 reports the  

results of this question.
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Table 19

Parental Notification Methods  
N = 54)

Method f %

Direct letter to parents 4 4 82

Parent meeting 35 65

District newsletter 33 61

Media announcem ent 23 43

Other 4 7

N o te . N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

The m ost popular method of informing parents was a direct letter, 

reportedly used by 4 4  districts (8 2 % ). The next most frequent method  

was holding parent meetings, as was reported by 35 (65% ) of the  

respondents. District-wide newsletters were used by 33 (61% ) of the 

respondents, and another 23  (43% ) said they used media announce­

ments to get the message to parents. The other category produced four 

additional methods which were: all parents participated in a meeting

where the decision was made, use of the city newspaper to inform  

parents, parents w ere told in their kindergarten registration materials as 

they were given a choice of either a full alternate day or a half-day every 

day schedule, and one respondent indicated parents were notified via the 

board meeting.

Question 4  asked w hat the initial parental reaction was to the 

board’s decision to implement an alternate day kindergarten schedule.
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Respondents were given three response choices: supportive, nonsuppor- 

tive, w ait and see, and an "other" choice. Forty of the 55 respondents 

(7 3 % ) indicated that parents were supportive. Eleven respondents 

(2 0 % ) indicated that their parents w ere nonsupportive. While 7 3%  

indicated that parents were supportive, included in that amount were  

some 4 0%  who also indicated a wait-and-see attitude. The tw o  other 

responses were parents' reaction was really mixed depending on their 

schedule and "I couldn't find any data on this question" (see Table 20).

Table 20

Parental Reaction to Implement 
Alternate Day Kindergarten 

(N =  55)

Category f %

Supportive 4 0 73

Nonsupportive 11 20

Wait and see 22 40

Other 2 4

N o te . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 5 asked respondents about the major concerns that were  

expressed by parents. They w ere to rate, on a 10-point Likert scale, 1 

being of least concern and 10 being a major concern, each of four possi­

ble answers in addition to an other category if one of the four didn't fit a 

maior concern category. A mean score w as determined for each major 

concern category.
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Table 21 reports the responses to the question regarding parental 

concerns. O f the 54  respondents the highest concern was that an all­

day schedule w as too long which produced a mean score of 6 .5 7 . The  

next highest concern was that of consistency of learning with alternate 

days w hich provided a mean score of 6 .3 4 . General resistance to 

change had a mean score of 6 .0 0  and the schedule producing failure 

elsewhere produced a mean score of 2 .4 2 . The other category identified 

nine additional concerns. Four of those related to the calendar issues of 

alternate days, three indicated that alternate days created child care 

problems, one indicated that lunches and buses were a major problem, 

and one said th a t the only parents who had major concerns were those 

parents w ho had teachers who w ere not supportive of the schedule.

Table 21

Parental Concerns Regarding Alternate  
Day Kindergarten 

(N =  54)

Parental concerns f Mean
Mean
rank

All day is too long 54 6 .5 7 1

Consistency of learning with  
alternate days 53 6 .3 4 2

General resistance to change 53 6 .0 0 3

They tried this elsewhere and it 
didn't w ork 52 2 .4 2 4

Other 9 6 .8 9 5

N ote. N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.
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W hen asked if parents were asked to volunteer some am ount of 

tim e in the kindergarten, 3 4  of 53  respondents (6 4 % ) indicated that 

they were. W hen parents were asked to volunteer their time, 3 6  of 38  

respondents (95% ) indicated that parents did volunteer their time.

Question 7 in the parental involvem ent section was, "If there was 

one thing you would tell others about parental involvem ent in the deci­

sion-making process in changing to an alternative kindergarten schedule, 

w hat would it be?" Forty-seven districts responded to this question and 

of those, 39  (80% ) indicated that it was crucial to involve parents early 

and keep them involved throughout the decision-making process. The 

remainder of the responses fell primarily into single categories. Exam­

ples include selling the positive benefits to parents, selling parents on 

w hat is educationally best for their children, providing options if possi­

ble, and making sure the teachers are supportive of the concept first.

Overall Program Evaluation

Research Goal 4 : To examine w hat evaluative data w ere being

collected to substantiate claims that programs were successful.

The final section of the questionnaire asked how  school districts 

w ere evaluating the success of the alternative kindergarten program. 

Question 1 of this section asked if districts were collecting evaluative  

information (hard data, anecdotes, testimonials, etc.) for or against the 

all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Forty-one of 5 4  (76% ) 

indicated that they were collecting evaluative data.

Question 2 asked if they w ere collecting achievem ent data from  

all-day alternate day kindergarten students that were compared to
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kindergarten students in a traditional half-day kindergarten program. 

Nineteen of 4 2  school districts (37% ) indicated that they were collecting 

comparative achievem ent data. Eleven of the 19 (6 1 % ) said the data 

indicated no significant differences between the half-day students and 

the all-day alternate day students. Six more (33% ) indicated that their 

results demonstrated significant differences in favor of the alternate day 

schedule. One did not indicate w hat the difference indicated.

Question 3 asked if the district had collected any longitudinal 

achievement data from all-day alternate day kindergarten students 

compared to traditional half day kindergarten students. Of the 49  

respondents, 4 4  (9 0 % ) indicated that they had not collected longitudinal 

data. The five districts (10% ) that indicated that they had collected 

longitudinal data noted that the data showed no difference between all­

day alternate day students and half-day every day students.

Question 4  asked if they had collected any data from kindergarten 

teachers about their perception of student growth betw een the all-day 

alternate day kindergarten schedule compared to the traditional half-day 

program. Thirty-five respondents (6 0 % ) indicated that data had been 

collected. Question 5 asked if they had collected data from  first, second 

grade teachers, and so forth. Twenty-six respondents had collected 

data. Questions 4  and 5 were only yes or no questions. No districts 

offered evidence of w hat those data indicated.

Question 6  asked about parents and their perception and/or 

acceptance of the alternatively scheduled kindergarten program. Forty- 

three respondents (8 6 % ) indicated that they had collected those data 

(see Table 22).
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Table 22

Evaluation Data 
(N =  58)

Data type
f

yes
%

yes
Total

responses

Collected any program evaluation data 41 76 54

Achievem ent (ADAD vs HDED) 19 37 52

Results:

No significant difference 11 61 18

Favorable to all-day alternate day 6 33 18

Longitudinal achievem ent data 5 10 4 9

No significant difference 5 100 5

Parental acceptance of all-day schedule 43 86 52

N ote . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 8 asked participants w hat they considered to be the best 

data available in their district to evaluate the program's success. Forty- 

three participants responded to that question. Table 23  reports the data 

for that question. Of those 43  respondents, 3 0  (70% ) indicated that 

positive parent surveys were their best data. Eleven others (2 6 % ) re­

ported th a t teacher observation/support was their best data, and four 

others (9 .3 % ) reported that student progress provided their best 

evidence. Two districts reported that their 2-year report was their best 

data (that report included many of the above categories) and other single 

districts reported the number of visitation requests they received, their
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first and second grade teacher support, and community com fort level as 

evidence of the program 's success.

Table 23

Schools’ Best Evaluative Data Indicating Success
(N = 43)

Type of data f %

Parent surveys 30 7 0 .0

Teacher observation/support 11 2 6 .0

P 4 . . J ______ — - _______o iuuc iu  piu^icdd 4 r\ n 
V.O

Two-year report 2 4 .7

First and second grade teachers 1 2 .3

Visitation requests 1 2 .3

Com m unity com fort level 1 2 .3

N ote. N <  58  indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Participants w ere also asked how their district w as communicating  

their evaluative data to support the district's decision to implement an 

all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Respondents were given 

five options from which to choose in Question 7. Those were: kinder­

garten round-up sessions, school newsletters, parent advisory com m it­

tees, board of education information, and local media coverage, as well 

as "other" if one of these did not reflect the district's m ethod. (Since 

respondents could have used multiple methods, the cum ulative percent­

age may add up to more than 100 .) Thirty-four of the 4 8  respondents
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(7 1 % ) indicated they reported their findings to their boards of education. 

Twenty-six (54% ) indicated that they reported their data in their local 

school newsletters, 23  (4 8 % ) indicated they provided their information  

during kindergarten round-up sessions. Nineteen (40% ) reported their 

data to  their parent advisory com m ittees, and 12 (2 5 % ) said they pro­

vided their data to their local media. Nine respondents (1 9 % ) provided 

single district responses that included open houses, including the data in 

their annual report, in school parent meetings, and sharing data w ith the 

"constant stream of visitors" (see Table 24).

Table 24

Communicating Evaluative Data 
(N =  48)

Mode of communication f %

Board of education information 34 71

School newsletter 26 54

Kindergarten round-up sessions 23 48

Parent advisory committees 19 4 0

Local media coverage 12 25

Other 9 19

N o te . N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

Question 9 asked if, based on data that the school district had 

collected, they had changed their alternate day kindergarten schedule in 

any w ay since implementation. Twenty-five districts responded. Of
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those 25  respondents, 21 (84% ) indicated that they had made changes. 

Those changes w ere related to changing the swing day from  one day to 

another to allow for 2 .5  days of contact with the students each w eek. 

Three districts (1 2 % ) indicated that they had made curriculum changes, 

trying to become more developmentally appropriate, and one (4 % ) indi­

cated there had been no changes in the 10 years the district had been 

operating an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule.

Question 10 asked the respondents if they w ere to make a 

recommendation(s) to a school district about implementing an all-day 

alternate day kindergarten schedule, w hat would that/those recom ­

m endation^) be. Forty-seven districts responded to this question with  

responses that have been grouped into the headings shown in Table 25. 

The reader will note that there is universal agreement to go ahead with  

implementation if certain conditions are in place or if certain issues are 

addressed. For example, 15 (32% ) of the respondents recommended  

implementation if the staff and parents are committed. Eight ( 17%)  

recommended im plem entation, provided the educational m erit of the 

schedule is highlighted, not because it saved money. Seven (15%)  

recommended implementation but also added advice about program  

consistency. Other reasons were also given that supported im plem enta­

tion. Not implementing the all-day alternate day schedule w as never 

suggested.

Schools That Dropped All-Day Alternate  
Day Kindergarten

The final section of this chapter contains a review  of the data 

collected from the schools that dropped the alternate day kindergarten
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Table 25

Recommendations for Implementation 
(N =  47)

Category f %

Definitely implement it if staff/parents are 
committed 15 32

Implement program on m erit/not finances 8 17

Make program consistent as possible 7 15

Involve parents/teachers in initial decision 6 13

Review the research 5 11

Have open communication 5 1 1

Make site visits 4 9

Operate a pilot giving parents choices first 
if possible 3 6

Get impetus to come from  teachers/parents 1 2

Give it at least a 5-year try 1 2

N ote. N <  58 indicates that not all participants responded to the ques­
tion.

schedule. The purpose of collecting data from these schools was to 

determine w hy the programs were dropped. If reasons could be deter­

mined it would follow th a t measures could be taken by future districts 

desiring to implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule to  

avoid these potential difficulties.

As previously stated, data w ere received from only four districts in 

this category. Three of these districts dropped the schedule after 1 year 

and the other district dropped the schedule after 2 years.
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Districts that had dropped the all-day alternate day kindergarten 

schedule were given the same questionnaire as districts that had not 

dropped it. They were also asked w hat the main reasons were for 

dropping the all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. They were 

provided six possible reasons as well as an opportunity to provide oth­

ers, if necessary.

One district indicated lack of teacher and parental support as their 

reason for discontinuing the schedule. They reported the following: 

"Alternate day kindergarten was not preplanned or implemented suc­

cessfully. Teachers were informed days before the first day of school as 

w ere the parents. All fought it for a full year. The major reason was to 

save + / -  $ 5 ,0 0 0  in transportation."

Another district respondent indicated they dropped it after one 

year because of lack of teacher and parental support. The original deci­

sion to implement it was, "to save money as part of a budget-cutting  

process." They did not try to develop a support base prior to implemen­

tation but did provide staff w ith 2 days of summer planning time to 

prepare for implementation. They also reported that after they dropped 

it the first grade teachers felt that students involved in the pilot year 

w ere better prepared for first grade.

The third district dropped it for "inconsistency of alternate days." 

They reportedly spent the necessary preplanning tim e and effort, rec­

ognized that kindergarten children would spend more time in school, and 

the potential benefits that could generate. They visited another school 

district that had the schedule for several years and spent the staff 

developm ent time helping teachers prepare schedules, academic units
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instruction, and so forth. However, they w ent on to say, "The biggest 

staff concern w as also the parents' biggest concern—inconsistency of 

alternated day schedules. The staff's desire was to go to all-day every  

day but that, due to finances, was not possible."

The final district reported that they dropped the all-day alternate  

day schedule due to "inadequate funding to keep the class size low and 

provide special classes." They reported class sizes of 35 students and 

that the teachers w ere exhausted at the conclusion of the day. They  

also reportedly involved themselves w ith preplanning activities, visited 

other districts, had adequate staff developm ent activities, and so forth; 

but due to other financial restriction, they had such large class sizes it 

just d idn 't work for them.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present the responses from a 

survey administered to 68  school districts across Michigan that had 

implemented an all-day alternate day kindergarten. The chapter is divid­

ed into seven sections and a summary.

The first section provides a description of the  sample of schools 

tha t participated in the study. It revealed that the average number of 

years of im plem entation of an all-day alternate day kindergarten was 5 

years, that the majority (89% ) of districts im plem ented their all-day 

alternate day kindergarten in all of their elem entary buildings at once and 

that 5 5 %  of the districts have a straight all-day alternate day schedule.

The second section contains information about the reasons for 

investigating an all-day kindergarten schedule. It indicates that the three
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most prominent reasons for investigating all-day alternate day kindergar­

tens were because of potential financial savings, curriculum implications, 

and the length of the bus ride versus the amount of time kindergarten 

students spent at school in the traditional half day setting.

The third section examined the preplanning activities the districts 

had conducted prior to initiating an all-day alternate day kindergarten. It 

revealed that 92%  of the districts initiated a committee to research the 

issue. This committee membership (stakeholders) always included 

teachers, parents 7 9%  of the time, principals 6 4 % , board members 57%  

of the time, and superintendents 3 8%  of the time. Committee activities 

included visiting existing all-day alternate day programs in 9 0%  of the 

cases, reviewing the literature in 9 6%  of the cases, and contacting the 

Michigan Department of Education for assistance in 4 5 %  of the cases. 

The major stakeholders that the com m ittee felt essential for a successful 

implementation included teachers, parents, the superintendent, the build­

ing principal, and board members. The most frequently cited factor that 

convinced the stakeholders to implement an all-day alternate day kinder­

garten was the perceived instructional benefits for the students.

The fourth section examined the staff developm ent activities ini­

tiated to assist staff in preparing for implementation. The first three 

factors in staff development w ere scheduling for a longer day, providing 

developmentally appropriate curriculum, and visiting existing programs. 

Alm ost all the issues that staff had identified as creating a degree of 

apprehension in the implementation of an all-day alternate day kindergar­

ten dissipated after implementation. An important finding was that the 

availability of specials, that is, art, music, and gym, increased by 26%
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for all-day alternate day kindergartens.

The fifth section reported on parental involvem ent when imple­

menting an all-day alternate day kindergarten. The three major parental 

concerns regarding an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule were: 

all-day is too long, the consistency of learning with alternate days, and a 

general resistance to change. Eighty percent of the respondents report­

ed that involving the parents early and often was crucial to success of 

the implementation.

The sixth section reported the findings on program evaluation. 

Ninety-four percent of the districts collecting achievem ent data indicated 

that their evaluation results indicated either no difference or that scores 

were in favor of those children attending the all-day alternate day kin­

dergarten compared to those of children attending a traditional half-day 

program. Seventy percent of the respondents indicated that their best 

evaluative data were their positive parent surveys.

The seventh section examined the data from those districts that 

had dropped the all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Only four 

districts fell into this category and no pattern of responses was found 

from those four respondents. Each respondent had their own unique 

reason that the schedule did not work in their setting.

Chapter V brings the study to conclusion. A summary of the data 

is again presented along w ith the conclusions derived from the study and 

the recommendations made for further study.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this research study was to examine, in light of the  

escalating numbers of all-day alternate day kindergarten programs in 

Michigan, w hat rationale schools w ere using to im plem ent an all-day  

alternate day kindergarten, examine the process of im plem entation, and 

determine the evaluative data being utilized to determ ine success. This 

chapter provides a summary of the methodology, a discussion of the  

findings, the conclusions drawn from the findings, and recommendations  

for further research related to this study and to furthering understanding  

of alternative kindergarten programs.

Summary

The research design for the study was survey research. Four 

research questions w ere constructed to guide the study:

1. W hat was the origin, purpose, and content of any preplanning 

activities that took place prior to implementation?

2. W hat staff developm ent preparations w ere made in light of 

changing to a full-day program?

3. W hat was the degree to which parental concerns w ere identi­

fied and addressed during the decision-making/implementation process?

4 . W h at evaluative data are being collected to substantiate  

claims that all-day alternate day kindergarten programs w ere successful?

7 0
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From a review  of the related literature and previous research on 

the topic, it was suggested that several factors were involved in making 

the transition from a traditional half-day schedule to an alternate full-day  

schedule. Those factors included the financial implications, the degree 

of planning that was involved in reaching an implementation decision, 

the professional developm ent made available to staff entrusted w ith  

im plem entation, the degree of parental involvement in the decision­

making process, and an investigation of evaluative data available to 

determ ine success.

W ith the information made available from the related literature and 

research, a questionnaire was developed to gather data from Michigan  

school districts that had implemented an all-day alternate day kindergar­

ten schedule.

The survey questionnaire was developed from the critical elements  

of the research questions. It included five main sections plus a section 

that gathered demographic information. The first section solicited infor­

mation on the origin of the idea or, where the impetus to investigate all­

day alternate day kindergarten originated. The second section identified  

the preplanning activities that transpired once the decision w as made to 

investigate the idea but prior to implementation. Were major stakehold­

ers identified and w hat information was identified that led to the deci­

sion to proceed w ith a recommendation for implementation? The third 

section addressed staff developm ent activities. W hat staff developm ent 

activities were initiated to assist staff in preparing to im plem ent an all­

day alternate day kindergarten schedule?
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The fourth section examined the parental concerns involved when  

implementing an alternative kindergarten schedule. To w h a t degree 

w ere parents involved in the decision-making process prior to im plem en­

tation and w h a t were their major concerns? The final section addressed 

the overall program evaluation. Were districts collecting evaluative  

information; and if yes, w hat was its source and w hat did it indicate?

An expert panel of six persons who had been involved in imple­

menting an all-day alternate day kindergarten was asked to review  and 

pilot the instrum ent. They were instructed to determine the propriety of 

the questions, how  long it might take to complete the instrum ent, and 

identify any concerns that could cause the instrument to be misinter­

preted or d ifficult to complete.

Questionnaires were distributed to 68 school districts as identified  

by the Michigan Departm ent of Education as having im plem ented an all­

day alternate day kindergarten for a minimum of 2 years. The results 

w ere analyzed using the Software Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 

Statistical Data Analysis (Norusis, 1990) program. Data w ere reported  

in frequencies and percentages.

Discussion of Findings

The follow ing section contains discussion of the findings of this 

research study. Each of the four research questions th at were posited is 

listed and the  findings for each follow. A t the conclusion of this section 

a synopsis o f the findings for each research question is provided.

Before the reader proceeds he or she must be reminded that the 

respondents have reacted with their perceptions to the questions.
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Survey directions asked either the superintendent or a person more 

knowledgeable about the implementation of the all-day alternate day 

kindergarten to be the respondent. Because of the w ay information was 

gathered, an administrator's perception of the program and subsequent 

responses may be different than that of a nonadministrative respondent.

Research Question 1

Research Question 1 : W hat was the origin, purpose, and content 

of any preplanning activities that took place prior to implementation?

The idea to consider an all-day alternate day kindergarten was  

usually proposed by the administration (58%  of the tim e). Secondly, 

finances are the most frequent reason provided for investigating the 

possible implementation of an all-day alternate day schedule. These  

findings support the previous work in Minnesota Department of Educa­

tion (1 9 7 2 ), M ouw  (1 9 7 6 ), and Menser (1 9 8 3 /1 9 8 4 ), which indicated  

that finances were an impetus for investigating an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten schedule.

It stands to reason that since administrators have the primary  

responsibility for school finances they would be interested in examining  

programs that could be financially beneficial to the school district. The  

concern is that financial decisions don 't inhibit the integrity of the educa­

tional program.

Forty-six respondents (98% ) indicated that the financial savings 

were in transportation. The savings in transportation budgets ranged 

from 0 .5 %  to 2 0 % . This tends to suggest that the potential savings 

depend upon the amount of bussing necessary. Previous research
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conducted in Minnesota (Minnesota State Departm ent of Education, 

1972 ) had indicated that definitive savings w ere hard to substantiate  

and seemingly dependeo on the geographic size of the district.

Following close behind financial savings in the priority ranking of 

reasons to investigate an alternative kindergarten schedule were curricu­

lum implications and length of bus ride versus am ount of tim e spent at 

school in a half-day schedule. While financial savings are easily rec­

ognized when transportation is eliminated, it does raise the question 

w hen the issue of when curriculum implications became known. Since 

the question asked about reasons for investigating the idea, prior to 

im plem entation, it can be assumed that this information came from visit­

ing other districts or from the review of literature, which w ere preplan­

ning activities reported by 9 8 %  and 9 6 %  of the respondents, respec­

tively.

From the collected data it was determined that 9 1 %  of the dis­

tricts formed a committee to investigate the idea. Com m ittee m ember­

ship always included teachers. Parents were included on 7 9 %  of the 

com m ittees, principals on 6 4 % , board members 5 7 % , and superintend­

ents 3 8 % . Other groups less frequently included were: preschool

teachers, curriculum directors, elementary counselors, speech/language  

specialists, occupational therapists, and directors of transportation.

However, a later question asked, "W ho w ere the major stakehold­

ers the district felt had to be supportive should im plem entation occur?" 

The following was discovered: Teachers, parents, superintendents,

principals, and board members all received mean scores above 9 on a 

10-point Likert scale. It leads one to wonder if these stakeholders are so
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im portant w hy they w eren 't included more frequently on preplanning  

team s. Cruikshank (1986a ) reported that districts had found it paid o ff 

to involve all of the players in the planning process. The data collected  

in this research project seem to support Cruikshank's findings.

Activities of the preplanning committee included visiting existing 

all-day alternate day kindergartens (9 8 %  of the com m ittees did this), 

reviewing the literature (96%  of the districts reported this), and contact­

ing the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) for assistance (4 5 %  of 

the respondents reported this activity).

Respondents identified seven issues that helped persuade com m it­

tee members th a t implementation was possible. Those were: (1) other 

district's success, (2) the financial savings possible, (3) the potential 

instructional benefits, (4) the support of staff/adm inistration/parents, (5) 

the existing research, (6) pilot studies, and (7) prior planning. However, 

when asked to choose just one of those issues as the m ost im portant, 

respondents chose instructional benefits in 3 3%  of the cases. This was  

the highest percentage of all responses. It was followed by finances  

with a response rate of 2 5% .

There are three observations to be made here. Teachers w ere  

rated first as the major stakeholders essential to im plem entation. 

However, when asked to chose the single most influencing factor that 

convinced stakeholders to proceed w ith implementation, teacher support 

was very low  at 6 % . A second observation is tha t of parental support. 

Parental support was rated second behind teachers as major stakehold­

ers essential to a successful implementation. However, they  too w ere  

rated low  (8% ) by respondents when asked about the single most

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



influencing factor that convinced stakeholders to proceed w ith imple­

mentation. The third is reviewing the literature. Ninety-six percent of 

the respondents indicated they reviewed the literature but in only 6%  of 

the case was reviewing the literature listed as the single most influenc­

ing factor convincing stakeholders to proceed with implementation. If 

parents and teachers had read the research, visited other districts, and 

participated in other preplanning activities, they may have recognized 

that there were instructional benefits to be realized.

Then, when asked to list the most influencing factor leading to 

implementation, it was the instructional benefits realization that came to 

the fore, not the process of how the instructional benefits were deter­

mined. It may be this realization of the extra time, the horizontal expan­

sion of the curriculum, and the more relaxed teaching conditions that 

creates a teaching/learning climate that is more advantageous to the  

child. If so, that would be a major selling point of the alternate day 

kindergarten schedule. As Egertson (1980 ) indicated, it is w hat happens 

to the child in the learning environment that is important.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 : W hat staff development preparations were  

made in light of changing to a full-day program?

It appears from the data that only 5 2%  of the districts surveyed 

implemented staff developm ent activities prior to implementing their all­

day alternate day kindergarten schedule. The remainder either did not 

help the staff prepare or waited until after implementation to determine 

staff needs. Although the mean scores for the provided responses
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regarding staff apprehensions didn 't go beyond 6 .8 2 , this finding, that 

only 5 2%  of the responding districts implemented staff developm ent 

activities prior to implementation, may account for some of the appre­

hensions staff held. If all staffs would have had opportunity to prepare 

adequately for implementation, some of those apprehensions may have 

been relieved. This also gives more emphasis to the necessity of ade­

quate staff development prior to implementation.

W hen asked w hat participants would identify now (minimally 2 

years after implementation) to be the major staff developm ent needs 

prior to implementing an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule, 

scheduling for a longer day leads the list identified first by 1 6 respond­

ents (3 5 % ). That is followed by providing a developmentally appropriate  

curriculum, identified by 13 respondents (2 8 % ), and visiting existing 

alternate day kindergarten programs, by 11 respondents (2 4 % ).

Teachers do have some apprehension prior to implementing an 

alternate day kindergarten schedule. Those apprehensions w ere identi­

fied as a full-day being too long for children, the inconsistency of rein­

forcem ent involved with alternate days, curriculum development, and 

staffing concerns. These staff apprehensions of a full-day being too 

long and the inconsistency of instruction with alternate days follow  

exactly w ith the primary concerns parents expressed. W ere parents 

echoing the concerns of teachers? If yes, it again adds credence to the  

need for staff development prior to implementation. If no, it then could 

reflect the degree of parental involvem ent and how  all parents are 

educated about the basis for certain decisions.
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The expression, "a full day is too long" is generally understood in 

the context of child fatigue (Schuman, 1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ; Stinard, 1982; 

Towers, 1991 ). The findings of Schuman, Stinard, and Towers indicat­

ed there was no more noticeable fatigue among children in an all-day 

alternate day program than there was among children who attended the 

traditional half-day program and that there were no detrimental effects  

on the social-emotional, psychomotor, language developm ent, or cogni­

tive effects of children attending the alternating full-day kindergarten  

program. Here again, this research also indicated that in the majority of 

cases, teacher/parent apprehensions faded after implementation. From 

this it can be assumed that child fatigue and consistency of learning is 

not a problem.

These apprehensions of a full day being too long and inconsisten­

cy of instruction should not be stumbling blocks preventing im plem enta­

tion in other districts. It suggested from the data that the traditional 

apprehensions associated with implementing an all-day kindergarten, 

tha t is, a full day being too long and inconsistency of instruction, may 

dissipate after implementation in m ost cases.

One other im portant finding in this section was the increased 

availability of specials, th a t is, art, music and gym, to kindergarten child­

ren, such as in a full-day alternate day schedule. The data reflected a 

2 6 %  increase in these offerings to full-day alternate day students. This, 

too, is supported by the previous research of Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ) and 

Towers (1 9 9 1 ), who found that there was greater flexibility in schedul­

ing art, music, and physical education specialists in alternating full-day  

programs than in the traditional half-day program.
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Research Question 3

Research Question 3 : W hat was the degree to which parental

concerns w ere identified and addressed during the decision-making/ 

im plem entation process?

Family members should be participants in determining the nature, 

scope, and direction of the early childhood program according to M ichi­

gan's Early Childhood Standards of Quality (M ichigan State Board of 

Education, 1 9 92 ).

The data collected in this study reflected that parents were con- 

suited prior to making a decision about implementing an all-day alternate  

day schedule by 84%  of the districts responding. W hile a large percent­

age of districts contacted parents this doesn 't mean th a t parents didn't 

have concerns. Parents, like teachers, had expressed that all day is too 

long as their highest concern, followed by consistency of learning with  

alternate days second, followed by a general resistance to change third. 

It is interesting to note that none of the parental concerns, as perceived 

by the respondents, reached a mean score o f 7 on a 10-point Likert 

scale.

The important information in the section on parental concerns was  

the answer to the question of w hat respondents would tell others about 

parental involvement. Eighty percent indicated that it was crucial to 

involve parents early and keep them involved throughout the decision- 

making process. Again, it is interesting to note that while administrators 

understand how crucial it is to have parents involved in the decision- 

making process, parental support rates relatively low when selecting the
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single most important factor convincing stakeholders to proceed with 

implementation. The reason for this is speculative but it may be an 

assumption that parents were already supporting the decision due to 

previous involvement.

Other comments dealt w ith how  to sell parents on the advantages 

of implementing this alternate full-day schedule.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 : W h at evaluative data is being collected to 

substantiate claims that all-day alternate day kindergarten programs are 

successful?

While there is evidence from the research that collecting achieve­

ment data from young children via standardized tests is neither reliable 

nor a proper measurement of classroom practice, there are still some 

schools collecting achievement data (Kamii, 1990; NAEYC, 1991 ). 

Thirty-seven percent of the districts reported collecting achievem ent data 

that allowed the comparison of students from all-day alternate day 

schedules to traditional half-day everyday schedules. The results of 

these data reflect previous research conducted by the Pasco School 

District {1987 ), C. L. Smith (1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) , Gullo and Clements (1984 ) 

Schuman (1 9 8 9 /1 9 9 0 ), and others that there is either no difference in 

their academic performances or th a t all-day alternate day students out­

perform in at least some of the subsections of standardized tests.

Parental satisfaction was cited as the most persuasive evidence 

the districts had that an all-day alternate day kindergarten program was 

successful. Parental satisfaction data are collected by the majority of
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districts as the Michigan Department of Education requires districts to 

collect these data as part of their approval process for alternate full-day 

kindergartens (see MDE approval form in Appendix E). Seventy-percent 

of the respondents indicated that parental satisfaction surveys w ere their 

best pieces of data indicating program success. This pattern also sup­

ports previous research by Cleminshaw and Guidubaldi (1 9 7 9 ), C. L. 

Smith (1 9 8 0 /1 9 8 1 ) , Ulrey et al. (1 9 8 2 ), Menser (1 9 8 3 /1 9 8 4 ) , and 

others that there was significant preference by parents for all-day alter­

nate day schedules for their kindergarten students.

Another point of interest was the percentage of districts tha t had 

made changes to their all-day alternate day schedule in response to the 

evaluative data they were collecting. The changes reported here again 

referred to the concern for consistency and the desire to have student- 

teacher contact at least three times per week. Eighty-four percent of 

the reporting districts indicated they made schedule changes for this 

purpose. However, the reader must be cautioned that only 25  districts 

responded to this question. If this number is compared to the number of 

districts that reported that their schedule included either a 2 .5 - or 3-day  

schedule per week, the numbers do agree.

Summary of Major Findings

The data presented in this section are presented in the same order 

as the questionnaire was organized, tha t is, preplanning, staff develop­

ment, parental involvement, and evaluation. This is also the same order 

tha t has been used in the previous chapters while discussing each of 

these issues.
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Preplanning

1. The impetus to investigate alternative all-day alternate day 

kindergartens was because of potential financial savings.

2. Financial savings range from 0 .5 %  to 2 0%  of transportation  

budgets pending the am ount of bussing necessary.

3. While teachers were always included on preplanning com m it­

tees, other major stakeholders w ere often omitted.

4. The most im portant reason for recommending im plem entation  

was for the perceived instructional benefits.

S taff Development

1. Only around 5 0 %  of implementing districts initiated staff 

development activities prior to implementation.

2. Major staff developm ent needs were identified as scheduling  

for a longer day, providing developm entally appropriate curriculum , and 

visiting existing all-day alternate day programs.

3. Apprehensions about all day being too long, the inconsistency  

of alternate days, curriculum developm ent, and staffing patterns almost 

always dissipate after implementation.

Parental Involvement

Parental involvem ent was determined to be crucial throughout the  

decision-making and im plementation process.
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Evaluation

1. Approxim ately one third of the districts in Michigan have 

collected achievem ent data that generally reflects other studies that 

academic achievem ent is either equal to or higher than students attend­

ing half-day schedules.

2. Parental satisfaction is the most persuasive evidence cited for 

success of all-day alternate day kindergartens.

3. Less than 10%  of the districts return to a half-day schedule 

once they have adopted an all-day alternate day schedule.

Conclusions

The overall success of this schedule is reflected in the fact that so 

few  schools, once they get started in an all-day alternate day schedule, 

go back to the half-day schedule. When parents and teachers are con­

vinced that the educational integrity of the all-day alternate day schedule 

is not compromised, the other advantages become more apparent. 

Other advantages would include the extended number of hours children 

spend in school, the more relaxed teaching condition an all-day experi­

ence provides, and the horizontal curriculum additions, as well as the 

parental advantages for child care.

Recommendations

The purpose of kindergarten needs additional exploration, defini­

tion, and concurrence. If the purpose could be agreed upon it would  

fo llow  that educators could focus on how best to develop instruction to
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meet the purposes. It would also follow that if the purpose of kindergar­

ten was better understood by both parents and educators, the notion  

that it is necessary to have standardized student achievem ent data as 

the sole criteria to prove the educational merit of a certain kindergarten  

schedule could for once and all be abandoned.

Secondly, the present status of the kindergarten curriculum and, 

specifically, how best to deliver that curriculum need to be more clearly 

defined. As was stated in the opening paragraphs of this research 

study, there is presently a national debate occurring over which policies 

and practices are most appropriate for the education of kindergarten  

children. Part of that debate stems from the philosophical question of 

whether a kindergarten should be developmentally based or academically  

based. Whiie these tw o  philosophies are not mutually exclusive, school 

districts not having a sound kindergarten philosophy upon which to build 

their kindergarten curriculum may have a very difficult time determining  

w hat constitutes the most appropriate daily schedule. It may be interest­

ing to examine school district philosophy statements for kindergartens as 

it could provide clues to divisive thinking regarding scheduling.

Thirdly, it may be helpful for the Michigan Departm ent of Educa­

tion to publish a "how to ” book for those districts considering im ple­

menting an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Professional 

literature and information available from districts that have an im plem en­

tation history could assist those districts that are considering im plem en­

tation. From the few  districts that have dropped the alternate day kin­

dergarten, errors of implementation may be avoided if such a guide 

would have been available.
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The data provided from this research project provide some insight 

into the key factors involved in implementing an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten schedule. It is a seemingly rare situation in public educa­

tion where the improvement of instruction is accompanied by reduced 

costs. However, for those school districts that transport their kindergar­

ten children to and from school, this may be a real possibility. A peda- 

gogically sound kindergarten, however, is not determined by the daily 

schedule. It is determined by the curriculum and how that curriculum  

meets the philosophy of the kindergarten program. By providing the 

teacher with a better teaching environm ent, that is, longer and less 

stressful day, by enriching the curriculum for the students with more 

opportunity for specials, and providing a full day of enriched child care 

for the family could and should only add up to a positive experience for 

all involved.

In conclusion, the success or failure of an all-day alternate day 

kindergarten schedule could hinge on several factors. Perception of the 

educational integrity may be the largest factor in determining the pro­

gram 's longevity in any school district. The degree to which parents and 

teachers believe that an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule is 

educationally sound, w ith or w ithout supportive data, seems to deter­

mine its receptivity and longevity. Adopting this schedule for factors  

that are perceived to be purely financial seems to be ill advised. As one 

respondent noted, "sell the program on its educational merits, not on 

finances."
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Script for initial call to selected school district

"Hello Name of Superintendent being called. My name is Ken Drenth and I'm 

superintendent in the Les Cheneaux Schools, in Cedarville, Ml. I'm attempting to  

gather data for a research project I'm working on at Western Michigan 

University regarding the implementation process of all-day alternate day 

kindergarten schedules that are operating in Michigan. According to records I've 

received from the Michigan Department of Education your school is/was 

operating an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Is this true? (If the 

answer is no, I would at this point indicate that I evidently had incorrect 

information and would conclude the conversation.) (If yes,) would you be 

interested in sharing some of the information you have iearned regarding the 

implementation process used in your all-day alternate day schedule with your 

colleagues across the state? I have developed a questionaire that is 8 pages long 

and will take you, or your designated person, approximately ietiui.ii uf time, to 

complete. It will ask some generic questions about your district and then go into 

the reasons why you implemented an all-day alternate day kindergarten program. 

It will further ask about the implementaion process, what pre-planning 

activities you used, if there were staff development implications you looked at, 

how and if you involved parents in the decision making process, and what overall 

evaluative information you are collecting."

Assuming they are still willing to participate, I would then ask them to name a 

person that I should work with and to whom I should mail the survey. I will also 

ask them to advise the person that he/she had indicated that I should work with 

and that they could expect to receive the questionnaire from me within the next 

week.

At this point I'd tell them about the number of schools that would be involved, 

my projected timelines and what the information would be used for. I would 

conclude the conversation and ask if they had questions and state they would be 

welcome to call me at any point with questions or concerns. I would also thank 

them for their willingness to cooperate in the collection of this data.
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Dear

During the week of August 22 I contacted you by phone to determine if you would 
work with me to collect information on the implementation process you used to 
develop your alternative kindergarten schedule. At that time you indicated you 
would, which I appreciate very much.

Enclosed please find the survey instrument I am using. You are welcome to fill it out 
yourself or pass it on to someone else in your district who may be more familiar 
with the requested information. You will note there is a place for your signature 
which indicates your permission to use your district's name in the final report 
should that be important.

The Michigan Department of Education estimates over 100 public schools in 
Michigan have all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules. They also know that 
some school districts have tried alternative schedules for their kindergarten 
programs and subsequently dropped them. Part of my goal is to determine why it can 
be so successful in one community and a failure in another. Does success or failure 
have anything to do with the implementation process? Also included is a letter from 
Ms. Jackie Thompson, Office of Early Childhood Education, Michigan Department of 
Education, indicating her knowledge and support of this research project. Another 
goal is to assemble this data and share the results with other districts considering 
implementation of an all-day alternate day kindergarten program.

If you would like to include additional information not requested, but feel important 
to the success of your program, please include it. If you would like additional 
information about the survey please feel free to call me. All participating schools 
will receive a summary of the results.

If possible, please have the survey returned within two weeks.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kenneth G. Drenth 
P.O. Box 245 
Cedarville, Ml 49719  
(H) (9 0 6 ) 484 -3483  
(W )(9 0 6 ) 484 -3211
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Over the past 10 years. Michigan has seen a rapid increase in the number of 
school districts instituting all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules. Almost 
daily our office receives inquiries from additional schools who are considering 
implementing an alternate full-day schedule and asking what the research 
indicates ana what help we can offer them. Conversely, a few districts have 
tried instituting an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule and ultimately 
dropped it for one reason or another.

As part of the approval process, we require schools to collect some data about 
their implementation of alternate full-day kindergarten schedules. However, 
that data is very limited and not available in any one source, nor has it been 
examined, to our knowledge, by any single researcher.

As schools continue to have difficulty generating adequate funds, we know that 
there is going to be increased interest in all-day alternate day kindergarten 
schedules. In that context. I encourage you to seriously consider participating 
in this research study conducted by Ken Drenth. Superintendent for Les 
Cheneaux Community Schools, by sharing the implementation and evaluation 
information you have collected for your school district Through the collection, 
analysis, and sharing of information from the implementing schools, others 
considering implementation of an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule 
will have a research base upon which they can make their implementation 
decisions.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

ROBERT E. SCHILLER 

Superintendent 

of Public iuencuoA

May 17. 1994

P.O. Box 30008 
Lansing. Michigan 43909

A n n e t ta  M i l l e r  

C o -P re s id e n t  

K a ih e n n c  J . D c G r o w  

C o -P re s id e n t  

K a th le e n  N .  S tra u s  
S ecre ta ry  

D o r o t h y  B e a r d m o rc  

T re a s u re r  

B a rb a ra  R o b e r ts  M a s o n  
N A S B E  D e le g a te  

M a r i ly n  F . L u n d y  

G u m e c tn d o  S a la s  

G a ry - L .  W o l f r a m

Dear Superintendent:
G o v e r n o r  J o h n  E n g le r  

E x  O ff ic io

Sincerely.

Jacquelyn Thompson 
Education Consultant
Alternative Scheduled Kindergarten ("ASK") 
Michigan Department of Education 
Comprehensive Programs in Health

ana
nprehensive Progra 
ia Early Childhood

JT:es

oft
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ROBERT E SCHILLER 

Superintendent 

of Public In iin jctior.

STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
P.O. Box 30008 

Lansing. Michigan 48909

March I. 1994

Kenneth Drenth. Superintendent 
Les Cheneaux Community Schools 
Post Office Box 366 
Cedarville. Michigan 49719

s t a t f  b o a r d  or -  f d l c a t i o n

A n n c ita  M il le r  
C o - P r c s ia r m  

K a th e r in e  J D cG ro «  
C i> -P rcMd cn:

K a th le e n  S . S irauv
S t 'e r r r a n .

D o ro th y  B earam ore
T r e a s u r e r  

B arba ra  R o b e r t  M ason 
S 'A S B E  O e ie v o te  

M a r i ly n  F . Lunds 
G u m c c in d o  Salas 

G ary L . V vo ltram

G o v e rn o r John tn e lc r
£t Onicu

Dear Mr. Drenth:

A.i pei oui coiirctsauon of Fe'ormuy 28. iv>4. below aie liic number oi utsuicis uiui iiave iiiipieinuntco 
Alternative Scheduled Kindergarten programs over the last 10 years.

Year Districts initiating Total district:

1983-84 2 2
1984-85 6 8
1985-86 8 16
1986-87 5 21
1987-88 9 30
1988-89 12 42
1989-90 17 59
1990-91 8 67
1991-92 9 76
1992-93 18 94
1993-94 28 122

A total of ten districts have dropped the program which leaves a total of 112 districts currently managing 
Alternative Scheduled Kindergarten programs in the State of Michigan.

As to ZA  endorsements. I was only able to get an approximation of the total issued in the last ten years. 
The total number of ZA  endorsements issued in the last ten years is approximately 30.000. The number 
issued for 1992-93 was 399 and for 1990-91 was 347.

I hope these numbers are helpful in the completion of your thesis.

Sincerely.

f a
Evelyn Sittefson 
Secretary
Comprehensive Programs in Health 
and Earlv Childhood

&
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Michigan Department o f Education 
School Program Quality 

COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS IN HEALTH AND 
EARLY CHILDHOOD 

P.O. Box 30008, Lansing, Michigan 48909

INITIAL REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF 
THE ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULED KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

I. District:   ASK Approval Period
________ to_______

Year Year
Address: __________________________

Superintendent:______________________  Phone:
Contact Person:______________________  Phone:
(if other than Superintendent)

n. ADVISORY COMMITTEE (see criterion No. 1)

Adm inist r a to r_____________________________________________________________

*Pre-Kindergarten Teacher_______________________________________
Kindergarten Teacher___________________________________________
First Grade Teacher_____________________________________________
Parent________________________________________________________
School Board Member___________________________________________
Others (specify)________________________________________________

HI. I confirm that the local school board has approved the Alternative Scheduled
Kindergarten Program on_____________

(Date)

Superintendent’s Signature

Please attach a dated copy of the school board minutes in which the Alternative Scheduled 
Kindergarten Program was discussed and approved for the initial years requested, (see criterion 
No. 2)

* Pre-Kindergarten Teacher can be from either the public or private sector. If unable to acquire 
Prekindergarten representation, please contact our office at (517) 373-8276.
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IV. Attach a calendar which indicates the total number of attendance days for each 
month of operation for the current school year; this calendar will be considered 
to be representative of the calendar for each year of the ASK approval period. In 
addition, attach the time schedule for each class in the Alternative Scheduled 
Kindergarten Program, (i.e. group A meets on Monday and Wednesday from 
9:00 - 3:30 and Friday from 9:00 - 11:15, etc.) (see criterion No. 3)

V. Outline the procedures that have been (or will be) used to assure that the quality 
of the curriculum for the Alternative Scheduled Kindergarten Program is equal 
to the non-alternative scheduled program, (i.e. Curriculum Review Committee 
Report, assessment report, etc.) (see criterion No. 4)

VI. Outline the plan that will be utilized for analyzing the Alternative Scheduled
Kindergarten Program during the two year probationary period, (see criterion No. 
5)
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PROCEDURES FOR APPROVAL T O  OPERATE 
ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULED PRESCHOOL AND KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS

The following is a complete list of criteria for the operation of Alternative Scheduled
Preschool and Kindergarten Programs:

1. Appointment of a local advisory committee to review alternative scheduling as an 
option for the delivery of preschool programs for 4 year olds and kindergarten 
education; and to advise the local board on implementation in the district This 
committee should be composed of at least one administrator; a pre-kindergarten, 
kindergarten, and first grade teacher, a parent; and a member of the local board. 
This criteria may be met by the establishment of a new committee or use of an 
existing one composed of the required personnel.

2. Local superintendent’s signature confirming local school board approval. The 
public will have an opportunity for input at the board meeting. This includes the 
submission of a dated copy of that section of minutes from the local board 
meeting during which Alternative Scheduling was discussed and approved.

3. Submission of a calendar indicating the total number of attendance days for each 
month of operation, and the time schedule for holding each class in the alternative 
scheduled program.

a. Kindergarten program must include a minimum of 450 
teacher/child contact hours spread over the full school year.

b. Preschool programs for 4 year olds must include a minimum of 
300 teacher/child contact hours spread over the full school year. 
Alternative Scheduled Preschool Programs must also meet all other 
criteria for preschool programs including parental involvement, 
home visits, and staff planning.

4. Local assurance that quality curriculum for Alternative Scheduled Preschool and 
Kindergarten Programs is equal to non-altemative scheduled programs. This 
includes an outline of procedures the district will, or did, use to assess and 
compare the curricula necessary for such an assurance (i.e. Curriculum Review 
Committee Report, test scores, finding, etc.).

5. Local assurance that a plan to analyze the impact, merits, and concerns of 
alternative scheduled programs is in place to be conducted following completion 
of the second year of operation. This includes an explanation of procedures the 
district will use to assess the impact of all Alternative Scheduled Programs; such 
as curriculum, performance, parental involvement, and professional development 
on all children including those with special needs. Summaries of funding from 
surveys, evaluation procedures, and instruments, scores, or other findings may be 
presented.
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6. Requests or applications for approval to begin operating an Alternative Scheduled 
Preschool or Kindergarten Program be granted for a two-year probationary period. 
Data regarding assessment of students in Alternative Scheduled Preschool and 
Kindergarten Programs, and parental response to alternative scheduling during this 
period will be collected annually and reported to the advisory committee for 
consideration.

7. Applications or requests to continue operating an Alternative Scheduled Preschool 
or Kindergarten Program beyond the two-year probationary period must include:

a. All documentation required to meet criteria for initial approval as 
established by the State Board of Education, and

b. A report with recommendations from the local advisory or other 
committee used for item 1, page 1, of this document

8. Approval to continue operating an Alternative Scheduled Preschool or Alternative 
Kindergarten Program will be granted for a three-year period.

9. Curriculum and student assessment/achievement shall be reviewed periodically by 
Early Childhood Education staff or another designated committee which includes 
members with expertise in early childhood education.

a. Alternative Scheduled Preschool Programs shall be reviewed 
annually by an Early Childhood Education "committee consisting 
of, at a m in im u m , classroom teachers for prekindergarten, 
kindergarten, and first grade, a parent of a prekindergarten pupil, 
the district curriculum director or equivalent ad m in is tra to r, and, if 
feasible, a school psychologist, school social worker, school 
counselor." *

b. Alternative Scheduled Kindergarten Programs shall be reviewed 
every three years by an Early Childhood Education committee, as 
described in item 1, page 1 of this document or another co m m ittee 
including members with expertise in child development or early 
childhood education.

* Section 37(f) and (g) of the 1990-91 State School Aid Act
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A lte rn a t iv e  K in d e rg arten  Schedule  S u rvey

School D is tr ic t :____________________________________________

Contact Person:_____________________________________________

Telephone Num ber:_________________________________________

Year A lternate Kindergarten Schedule was in it ia te d _________
Was the a lternate kindergarten schedule implemented in all e lem entary schools 
in the d is tr ic t the firs t year or was it  piloted in an elementary school(s) before 
expanding to  all d is tric t elementary schools?

 Piloted in an elementary school(s) in itia lly .
 Implemented in all elementary schools a t the same time.

Year A lternate Kindergarten Schedule was d ropped____________ ( if  appropriate)

Superintendent's Signature__________________________________
Superintendent's signature indicates approval to  identify district by name in th e  final research report.

Type o f A lternative Schedule: Please indicate the type o f a lternative kindergarten 
schedule your d is tric t operates(d).
(i.e., stra ight alternate day, or variation o f alternate day)

  Straight alternate day (3 days one week, 2 days the next)

V a ria tio n  o f  s tra ig h t a lte rn a te  k in d e rg a rte n  program :
  Students come 3 full days per week
 Students come 2 1 /2  days per week
 Other: Please expla in :_______________ _______________________________

Please inc lude evidence (h a rd  d a ta , a n e c d o te s , te s t im o n ia ls )  you have co llec ted  
suppo rting  any o f you r responses to  the  fo llo w in g  ques tions .
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ORIGINATING IDEA:

1. In your d is tric t the impetus to  investigate an alternative kindergarten
schedule was prompted by which of the following: (P lease ra te  each item  for im portance 

w ith  1 being least im portant fa c to r and 10 being extrem ely im portant fa c to r.)

curricu lum  im plications 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least

important
extremely
important

facility usaae 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
least

important

extremely

important

financial savinqs possibilities fo r d is tr ic t*  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
least

important
extremely
important

nutritional concerns fo r children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ic55t

important
extremely
important

safety o f kinderqarten children walkinq to /fro m  school *\ 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10
least

im portant
extremely
important

lenqth o f bus ride in relation to  tim e  a t school fo r half dav 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
least extremely

im portant important

other (p lease l i s t )   1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 10
least extremely

important important

C o m m e n ts :____________________________________________________________________________________________________

*  If financial savings fo r district was checked, w hat areas saved th e  d istrict m oney? Also, please es tim ate  the  
percentage o f your d istrict's budget th a t was saved for each item .

 T r a n s p o r t a t io n  %  o f transportation budget saved.
 O ther  %  o f ________________  budget saved.
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2. The original idea to  in itiate an all-day alternate day kindergarten came from: 
(Please check only one if possible).

 board o f education
  teachers
 adm in istra tion
  parents
  o ther Please expla in :______________________________________
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PRE-PLANNING:
This section will a ttem p t to  iden tify  the preplanning activities, (i.e ., form ation o f 

com m ittees, visiting o th er sites, review  o f lite ra tu re , e tc . ) i f  any, th a t were conducted prior to  
im plem entation.

1. Preplanning activities were initiated by the d is tric t fo r the s ta ff th a t was to 
implement the new schedule. Yes No Circle one)

(If  no preplanning ac tiv ities w ere in itia ted  prior to  im plem entation please skip th e  rem aining portion of 

th e  preplanning section and go to  question 1 on s ta ff developm ent on page 7 ) .

C om m ent:_________________________________________________________________

2. Was a committee formed to  investigate the idea. Yes or No Circle One 
If yes, who and how many (by representation i.e., parents, teachers, 
administrators, board members, e tc .) were involved on the committee?

(Example: 1 Supt., 1 bd. m em ber, 4  teachers, 1 parent).

Please l is t :___________________ _______________________

3. Was an existing alternate day kindergarten visited by someone in your d istrict 
during the preplanning phase? Yes or No If yes, who was included in the 
visitation team?

 adm in istrators
 board m embers
  parents
 teachers
 o th er Please l is t : ________________________________________________

4. Was a literature review conducted to  determine if there was any research on 
alternative kindergarten schedules?
Yes or No Circle One
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5. Was the Michigan Department o f Education consulted to  ask fo r their help
in developing an alternative kindergarten schedule? Yes or No Circle One

If yes, was the ir help o f little  value, adequate help, or o f great help? Circle one

6. Who were the major stakeholders th a t the district fe lt had to  be supportive before 
implementation should occur? (P lease rate  each one with 1 being th e  lowest support necessary 

and 10 being th e  critical support necessary).

board members 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
support support

not necessary critical

teachers 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
support support

not necessary critical

com m unity child care provider 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
support support

l  necessary critical

com m unity representa tive 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 10
support support

not necessary critical

curricu lum  d ire c to r 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
support 

not necessary

9____ 10
support

critical

parents

p rin c ip a ls

superintendent

1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
support support

not necessary critical

1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
support support

not necessary critical

1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
support 

not necessary
support

critical
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7. In your opinion, what was the major factor(s) th a t convinced the 
stakeholders tha t the idea could be implemented successfully? 
Please l i s t : ________________________________________________

8. If there was one influencing facto r tha t convinced stakeholders to  implement 
an alternative kindergarten schedule, what would you suggest th a t one fac to r 
to b e ? _________________________________________________________________
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT:
This section will examine what s ta ff development activ ities, if any, th a t were 
in itia ted to  assist the s ta ff in preparing fo r an alternative kindergarten schedule
once the decision was made to  proceed with the implementation.

1. S ta ff development needs were identified prior to  implementation.
Yes or No Circle One 

( I f  no  s ta ff developm ent concerns w ere identified prior to  im plem entation , please skip th e  remaining 
portion o f th e  s ta ff developm ent section and go to  question 1 on parental involvem ent on page 10 ).

C om m ent:____________________________________________________________________

2. Did s ta ff responsible fo r implementation have an opportun ity to  v isit an
existing a lternatively scheduled kindergarten program prior to  implementation? 
Yes or No Circle One 

If yes, w h e re ? _________________________________________

3. Did implementing s ta ff participate in professional development activities, 
prior to  implementation, to  plan fo r all day sessions?

Yes or No Circle One

If yes, please describe the general content o f those activities.

4. What was your s ta ff's  primary apprehension regarding alternate kindergarten 
scheduling prior to  implementation?

(Please rate w ith 1 being least apprehension and 10 the most apprehension.)

staffing  patte rn s 1 2 3 4  S 6 7 B 9  10
least most

apprehension apprehension

curriculum  developm ent 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least most

apprehension apprehension

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



full day too long 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
least 

apprehension

_9___ 10
most

apprehension

inconsistency o f a lternate  days 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least most

apprehension apprehension

o th e r 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least most

apprehension apprehension

Please explain:

5. Has apprehension about these issues faded since implementation has occurred? 
Yes or No. Circle One

If no, please c o m m e n t.___________________________________________________

6. Were specials (I.e., art, music, and gym, w ith specialized s ta ff) available 
in the 1 /2  day program?
 A r t  M u s ic  Gym  Other (lis t)

7. Are specials (i.e., art, music, gym, with specialized teachers) available in the 
alternative scheduled kindergarten program?
  A rt  Music  Gym  Other (lis t)
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8. What, in your opinion, do you consider to  be the major s ta ff development needs for 
implementing an alternative kindergarten p ro g ra m ? _____________________________

9. Did the transition from  a half-day schedule to  a full-day schedule cause a 
philsophical change in your kindergarten program? (I.E., change from  academ ic to  

developm ental approach) Yes or No Circle One

Com m ent:__________________________________________________________________
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ISSUES:
This section will examine the parental concerns when implementing an a lternative 
kindergarten schedule.

1. Were parents consulted prior to  the decision to  implement an all-day alternate 
day schedule? Yes or No Circle One

E x p la in :_______________________________________________________________________

2. Were parent meetings held to  inform parents o f the decision to  implement an
alternative kindergarten schedule?

Yes or No Circle One

3. How were all parents notified of the board decision to  implement an alternative 
kindergarten schedule?

 D is tric t newsletter  D irect le tte r to  parents
 Media announcement  Parent meeting
 Other

4. How would you rate the initial reaction o f parents when they learned of the 
decision?

 supportive
 non-supportive
 wait and see
 other (Please e x p la in )__________________________________________
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5. What were the major concerns expressed by parents?
(P lease ra te  w ith  1 being least concerned and 10 being a m ajor concern.)

all day is to o  long ]____ 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least major

concern concern

no consistency o f learning w ith a lternate  days 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 6 9  10
least major

concern concern

th e y  tr ie d  this elsewhere and it d idn 't work 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 1 0
least major

concern concern

general resistance to  change 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 10
least major

concern concern

O t h e r _____________________  1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10
least major

concern concern

Please explain: ______________________________________________________________________________________________

6. Are parents asked to  volunteer some amount o f tim e in the kindergarten program? 
Yes or No Circle One 

If asked do they? Yes or No Circle One

7. If there was one thing you would te ll others about parental involvement in the 
decision making process when changing to  an alternative kindergarten schedule, 

what would it  b e ? _____________________________________________________   _
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OVERALL PROGRAM EVALUATION:
This section will explore ways your d is tric t has evaluated the success of the 
alternative kindergarten program.
If you answer yes to  any o f the  fo llow ing , please send suppo rting  
in fo r m a t io n .

1. Our d is tric t has collected evaluative information (h a rd  d a ta , a n e c d o te s , te s tim o n ia ls  

e tc .)  fo r or against the all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule. Yes or No
( If  no, this concludes th e  survey).

C o m m e n t:______________________________________________________________________

2. Has your d is tric t collected any achievement data from  all-day alternate day 
kindergarten students that was compared to  kindergarten students in a traditional 
half-day kindergarten programs? Yes or No Circle One

If yes, what did the data show?
 differences

 significant difference in favor o f a lternate day
 significant difference in favor of half day
  no difference

3. Has your d is tric t collected any longitudinal achievement data from  all-day 
alternate day kindergarten students compared to  a traditional half day 
kindergarten students? Yes or No Circle One

If yes, w hat did the data show?
 differences

 significant difference in favor o f a lternate day
 significant difference in favor o f half day

 no difference
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4. Has your d is tric t collected any data from  kindergarten teachers asking the ir 
perception o f student growth between the alternatively scheduled program 
compared to  the traditional 1 /2  day program? Yes or No Circle One

5. Has your d is tric t collected any data from  1st, 2nd, etc. grade teachers, asking 
if they perceive any academic differences in children who have been through an 
alternatively scheduled program compared to  a traditional 1 /2  day program?

Yes or No Circle One

6. Has your d is tric t collected any data from  parents asking their perceptions and/or 
acceptance o f the alternatively scheduled kindergarten program?

Yes or No Circle One

7. How do you communicate your collected data to  support your decision to 
implement an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule?

 Kindergarten Round-up Sessions
 School Newsletters
 Parent Advisory Committees
 Board of Education Information
  Local Media Coverage
  Other: Please describe :______________________________________

8. What would you consider to  be the best piece o f data available in your d is tric t 
which evaluates the program's success?

Please include a copy o f this evidence.
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9. Based on any data th a t you have collected have you changed your all-day alternate 
day kindergarten schedule in any way since you implemented it?

Yes No Circle One 

C o m m e n t:__________________________________________________________________

10. If you were to make a recommendation(s) to  a school d is tric t about implementing 
an all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule what recommendation(s) would 

you make?

11. If your d is tric t has dropped the all-day alternate day kindergarten schedule what 
were the reasons tha t the program was dropped? (P lease check all th a t  apply)

 Lack o f board support  Poor preplanning ac tiv ities
 Lack o f adm in istrative support  Poor s taff devlopm ent activ ities
 Lack o f teach er support
 Lack o f parental support
 O ther: Please explain.

12. The main reason our school dropped the all-day alternate day kindergarten 
schedule w as :_________________________________________________________
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Kalamazoo. Michigan 49000-3899  

616 307-8293

W e s t e r n  M ic h ig a n  U n iv e r s it y

Date:

To:

From:

Re:

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project entitled "A descriptive study of the 
implementation process for all-day alternate day kindergarten schedules in  Michigan public 
schools" has been approved under the exempt category of review by the Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board. The conditions and duration of this approval are specified in  the 
Policies of Western Michigan University. You may now begin to implement the research as 
described in  the application.

You must seek reapproval for any changes in  this design. You must also seek reapproval if the 
project extends beyond the term ination date.

The Board wishes you success in  the pursuit of your research goals.

Approval Termination: July 29, 1995

xc: Cowden, EDLE

July 29, 1994 

Kenneth G. Drenth

Kevin Hollenbeck, Chair A T T  

HSIRB Project Number 94AJ7-11

Human Subjects institutional Review Board
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