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Abstract

Connie L. Hobbs. EFFECTS OF AN AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAM ON
ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL MATH ACHIEVMENT IN GEORGIA
SCHOOLS. (Under the direction of Dr. Scott Watson) School of Education, April, 2012.
Due to the demands placed on schools to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYR) on stat
standardized tests, many districts are looking at afterschool progrdrelptbridge the
gap in achievement for students who are at-risk for failing to master slandihe
purpose of this study was to analyze the effect an afterschool program had on upper-
elementary and middle school at-risk student’s math achievement on stdee ditzed
tests. The study scrutinized an afterschool program in north Georgia that drgavi
21 Century Community Learning Center 2CCLC) for students Kindergarten through
8" grade. Standardized test scores in mathematics on the Georgia Criteriemétefe
Competency Test (CRCT) between at-risk upper-elementary and middle dcideoits
who participated in the afterschool program were compared to a similgr gfstudents
who did not participate in the program. The researcher investigated quaaijitat
whether participation in the afterschool program had an impact on student acleveme
mathematics. For this sample of 180 at-risk students, the ANCOVA method of data
analysis was utilized to determine if there were differences betlweardups of
students in the afterschool program and those not in the program, based on 2011 CRCT
math scores. This research study found no significant differences in math CR€J s
of those who attended the afterschool program and those similar students not attending

the afterschool program.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The 1983 reporA Nation at Rislby The National Commission on Excellence in
Education summarized that America’s students were not being challenged and man
students were lacking in basic skills. Most of our secondary students were not on thei
grade-level in mathematics, science, or reading. When high school studersisotes
were compared with other industrialized countries on nineteen achievemerthtests
United States was last seven times. High school students’ average on aehieests
was found to be lower than it had been twenty-six years earlier. Until that poiatysoc
thought that schools could act alone to effectively prepare our students for the future
However, for the first time in history, children’s proficiency level wouldmatch their
parents’, much less surpass it. The gap between the educationally “haves amat$iave
widened. This report came at a devastating time in history when technology began
growing astronomically. As a result, our disadvantaged students would not be able to
take full benefit of opportunities available in America.

Students were not being adequately prepared to enter the workforce iff the 21
century. Education of parents, health care, absences from school, family incoime, hars
economic times, and other outside factors impacted student’s achievement in schools.
America’s educational system had to make drastic changes to catch up watio\zative
world. These changes were forced by the No Child Left Behind Act (NGLBOO1.
NCLB proposes to bring all students up to their grade-level in achievement ysathe
2014. Along with NCLB comes high-stakes testing and pressure on schools to make

adequate yearly progress (AYP) in order to meet accountability.



With the significant changes in education brought about from NCLB and outside
factors which affect student achievement, schools now more than ever befoakarg
for innovative means to meet goals. Researchers Weiss, Little, Bolieschenes, &
Malone (2009) contemplate that schools will not be able to meet the 2014 deadline. They
reveal that disadvantaged students do not have equal access to resources. Students who
are at-risk for failure, for whatever reason, must have further meansigingyihe
achievement gap. Some of these resources include out-of-school opportunities like
summer-school, afterschool, and family support programs. According to the National
League of Cities report by Katz, Hoene, & de Kervor (2003), city leaders findakhimg
access to afterschool programs is an integral part of families beingsiutde the local
community. A provision of NCLB is Supplemental Educational Services (SES) which
allows disadvantaged students of consistently unsuccessful Title | schedsdess to
tutoring in math and reading, outside of regular school hours. It is the consensus among
legislatures, educators, and other stakeholders that a traditional school $onotat i
enough to bring our students into thé'2&ntury, particularly for those students who
may already be disadvantaged.

Afterschool tutoring programs impact student achievement, especiallyriek at
students. In one study the benefits of an afterschool tutoring program inclucedsatcr
student achievement, a higher self-esteem, more participation in clasg,ianckase in
homework completion (Baker, Reig, & Clendaniel, 2006). Afterschool programs also
benefit the school through providing additional support for teaching skills, benefit the
parents with educational assistance for their child as well as extendedrdagnd

moreover, benefit the community in providing a safe environment for students after hou



(Saddler & Staulters, 2008). Reisner, White, Russell, & Birmingham (2004) found
afterschool programs to not only increase student achievement in math, but to also
increase school attendance for those participating in the program. The imgact of
effective afterschool tutoring program can also continue to garner sagifiesults well
after the student no longer participates (Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005). nfjutod
afterschool programs certainly impact students, schools, and communities ieg®untl
ways.

Various program types which include, afterschool programs, tutoring services,
extended-day-care, summer-school, Saturday-school, or a combination of these, have
been implemented to meet the needs of disadvantaged students. These progtams are
varied in their mode of delivery, format, goals, and instruction, as thew Hreir
outcomes (Baker et al., 2006; Davenport, Arnold, & Lassmann, 2004; Jenkins & Jenkins,
1987; Juel, 1996; Ross et al., 2008; Saddler & Staulters, 2008). Van Keer & Verhaeghe
(2005) studied the effects of cross-age peer tutoring on reading achievensaistthe
effects of same-age tutoring or traditional teaching methods and found sigrefieas
with cross-age peer tutoring. According to Reisner et al. (2004), a non-profit
community agency impacted student achievement in math with an afterschoahprogr
that involved tutoring, homework completion, and recreational time, while also involving
the community and the schools in a close-working partnership. Other studies (Curran,
Guin, & Marshall, 2002) had nominal gains in reading that incorporated cross-age
tutoring, phonics, and reciprocal teaching strategies.

Problem Statement

Due to mandates from NCLB and schools broadening their supplementary



services, there is a greater need for concrete, data-driven evidencertgidéeschools.
Those schools receiving supplementary educational services are reguireditor the
effectiveness of their programs. However, much of the evidence today is consumed wi
a lack of data, methodology errors, sampling problems, and is essentially not
generalizable (Dowell, 1986; Hock, Pulvers, Deshler, & Schumaker, 2001; Zuelke &
Nelson, 2001). Afterschool programs are extremely expensive to fund and with the
nation’s economy being in the shape it is, policymakers from the local level taéralfe
level are being forced to make cuts. Consequently, there is a profound urgency in
obtaining substantial evidence for improving existing programs and implemeeting
afterschool programs that have been proven to be effective.
Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study was to analyze aQ@antury Community Learning
Center (21 CCLC) afterschool program and to determine if there was a relationship
between at-risk upper-elementary and middle school students’ CRCT i(@riter
Referenced Competency Test) math scores of those who attendeértbehafil
program, as compared to those who did not attend the afterschool program. Due to
funding issues across the nation and design issues of previous research studtadythis
benefits the local school system in determining whether or not its aftergobgohm is
affecting student’s math achievement.
Resear ch Questions

To determine whether an afterschool program impacts math student actimneye

the following research questions guide this study:



1. What effect does patrticipation in an afterschool program have on math
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk third, fourth, dnd fift
grade students?

Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference in mathematics
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk third, fourth fénd fi
grade students who participated in an afterschool program as compared to those
third, fourth, and fifth grade students who did not participate in the afterschool
program.

2. What effect does participation in an afterschool program have on math
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk sixth, seventigfathd e
grade students?

Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference in mathematics
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk sixth, sevedithighth
grade students who participated in an afterschool program as compared to those
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students who did not participate in the afterschool
program.

To address the research questions, the study will either fail to rejepectrthe null

hypotheses.



Definition of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following key terms will be defined.

Academic Achievemerkcademic achievement refers to improvement or success as
measured by scores on the mathematics portion of the Georgia CriterererRefd
Competency Test.

Adequate Yearly Progress (A¥PAdequate yearly progress or AYP is a part of the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). It measures year-to-year student gement on the
Criterion-Referenced Competency Test in Georgia. Several factopeligentage of
students meeting or exceeding standards, attendance rates, and number sf student
participating in assessment, are all factored into the calculation fguaigeyearly
progress (Georgia Department of Education, 2008).

Afterschool Program- Afterschool program refers to an organized, after-hours academic
and enrichment program that is offered to students. Participation is atladielr

program is usually free and on a voluntary basis. Afterschool programs arallgene
offered to disadvantaged students first and then opened up to others, if room is available.
At-risk studentAn at-risk student is one who is not meeting local or state standards or
who is in danger of not meeting those standards. At-risk students are usikatly Ia
basic skills and knowledge. They are generally viewed as possible drop-outs, poor,
disadvantaged, minority, non-English speakers, have behavior issues, and poor
attendance (Deschenes, Cuban, Tyack, 2001).

Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency 7&ke Georgia Criterion-Referenced
Competency Test (CRCT) is a multiple-choice standardized test dgés@mesasure

how well students have mastered standards in the state of Georgia. It cstpaeats



to a standard level of proficiency. The Georgia CRCT is given yearly iBgheg to
students in first grade through eighth grade.

Georgia Performance StandardSeorgia Performance Standards (GPS) are the measure
by which students are assessed in Georgia. They were created to prosiiie spe
information to students, parents, and teachers about what students are expeatedhto lea
each grade in the subjects of math, science, social studies, and reading aagelantu
Middle School Studentdiddle school students are those students that are generally in
the sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. They are in the middle or between algment
school and high school.

Needs Improvemenieeds improvement is the term used to describe a school or school
system that has failed to demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progressefoothmore years

as defined by The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBJhe No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is federal
legislation that was passed in 2001 which requires schools to bring all studentkaip to t
grade-level of achievement by the year 2014. This legislation was signeesyet

Bush and requires all states to create academic standards and to tess@llasselents

on those standards (No Child Left Behind, 2001).

Performance Levelfhe performance level on the CRCT is a range of scores that
describes a student’s level of achievement on their state’s standards. Thée&RC

three levels of performance. Does Not Meet the Standard includes thosebstove

800. Meets the Standard is the performance level for scores in the r&Q§e&19.

Exceeds the Standard is those scores 850 and above.



Standardized TestStandardized tests are those tests that are the same, are given to all
students in the same way, and are scored by the same method. They are coadidered t
more consistent and fair and allow for comparisons to be made between students.
Supplemental Educational Services (SEsipplemental educational services (SES) are a
provision of No Child Left Behind for Title | schools that are not meettlegjaate

yearly progress for more than two consecutive years. It provides extriimal time
and/or free tutoring services for students of those schools.

Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1Bi@8-1 was created to
improve disadvantaged children’s academic achievement. It ensuresltbhildaén

have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and
reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging State academic achievstaredards

and state academic assessments” (United States Department ofdediiidie | of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 12680, p.1)

Title I, Part A-Disadvantaged Childrefte Title I, Part A program provides financial
assistance to schools and local educational agencies “with high numbers or high
percentages of poor children to help ensure that all children meet challstagang
academic standards” (United States Department of Educaitn|, Part A-

Disadvantaged Childrer2010, p.1).

Upper-Elementary Studentdpper-elementary students are those students that are
generally in the third, fourth, and fifth grades.

21 Century Community Learning Centers YZICLC)- 21* Century Community

Learning Centers were authorized under Title X of the Elementary and Secéwetary

during Clinton’s presidency. They allow schools to stay open later to provide sdrvice



families and children (De Kanter, Williams, Cohen, & Stonehill, 2000). Typitiaiige
centers are afterschool programs that provide tutoring, homework help, and entichme
activities for at-risk students.

Summary

This research aids the school district in evaluating the effectivendss of i
afterschool program. This research study will also contribute to the bodseafca on
the effectiveness of afterschool programs in terms of their effectivenesathematics
academic achievement. With the pressures of NCLB and the added pressunthgs oéc
budget cuts, school districts more than ever before are looking at their [ éotsee
what works and what does not work. The findings of this study aid the local district in
making decisions concerning allocation of funds to programs, providing feedback, and
assisting in decisions concerning the restructure of programs.

Chapter one of this study introduced the topic of the study, the background of the
problem, the purpose and statement of the problem, as well as research questions and
hypotheses. Definitions of terms related to the study were also included. rGapte
contains a review of the related research concerning afterschool psogféum literature
reveals the theories behind the topic, issues related to the at-risk studeng ravdels
of afterschool programs, the need for afterschool programs, the effectiagess
ineffectiveness of those programs, research issues and attendance, tegikstaause,
21% Century Community Learning Centers, and criterion-referenced compéésts.
Chapter three contains the methodology used in the study, which includes the design,
data gathering, sampling methods, instrumentation, and data analysis. r @hapte

discloses the data that was collected and an analysis of the data. Chaptethivetudy
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conveys the final results of the study, the limitations and implications of the shudly

imparts recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study investigated an afterschool program and its effectiveness omt stude
math achievement. Chapter 2 of the study discusses a review of the redsadual &t
Key areas explored are the theoretical framework for the study and isswesning at-
risk students and their need for extended time. Types of programs and afterschool
models are discussed. Research studies of existing afterschool pragdathsir
findings are revealed, as well as the issues surrounding afterschool @@g@m
program attendance. Also examined are effective math strategies raaardized
testing.
Theoretical Framework

The focus of this study was the developmental period of middle childhood to
early adolescence, which includes children typically between the agesdfid a
According to Erik Erikson’s (1950) model of psychosocial development, children go
through a series of developmental stages, each known for a psychological titaisis"
must be mastered. Erikson strongly believed that these stages occur in aderad ar
certain span of time and children should not be pushed to achieve too quickly or be held
back due to their young age. Erikson’s fourth stage is known as Industry vs. Inferiorit
and typically includes children age seven to eleven. During this time chddee
developing their self-confidence and should be encouraged to be industrious and praised
for accomplishments. If children are made to feel inadequate they begin to doubt
themselves. The fifth stage of development is known as Identity vs. Role Confusion and

includes children ages twelve to nineteen. These adolescents begin to question the role
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they will play in their adulthood. They wonder how they will “fit” into the world and
often experiment with different behaviors. During these times of drastsgathyand
cognitive growth that children experience, afterschool programs have thatiololitp
support their developmental needs.

Understanding the social, cognitive, and psychological changes that children
undergo enables afterschool programs to be successful in providing interesting,
motivating, and developmentally-appropriate activities. It is during this difhyoung
adulthood that children have the opportunity to develop a sense of identity. They are
moving away from their family and spending more time with peers and other fdoits
the community (Miller, 2003; National Research Council, 2002). According to Gootman
(2000), afterschool programs should be designed in such a manner that children are
provided with the opportunity to develop skills across a variety of their interests and
across cultures, to learn from and interact with mentors and to be a mentor totothers
contribute to their community, and to work with adults who truly care about them.

Children who are unsupervised after school can develop numerous negative
developmental effects (National Research Council, 2002). Afterschool prolgeams
been called upon to deliver to students what they need developmentally (Miter, &
Lauer, 2004). Halpern (2000) reflects that students spend countless hours per day on
basic skills and should have their other developmental needs supported. They need to feel
valued and cared for by adults, have time to play with peers, play sports, and tlee chanc
to explore their own interests, as well as help with the academics. Thadl&esearch
Council (2002) recommends that afterschool programs provide not only help with

academic skills, but also with feelings of self-worth and belonging and phgsid



13

emotional safety. Afterschool programs which keep children’s developmendsl inee
mind are yet another environment in which children can learn about themselvest inter
positively with other students and adults, and experience success (NaticzeicRes
Council, 2004).

Students At-Risk

Deschenes et al. (2001) defined at-risk students as those students who atde “outsi
of the mainstream mold, and who cannot meet the expectation of an academic set of
standards” (p. 525). These are students who may be branded as low-achievers, possible
drop-outs, unable to meet standardized testing requirements, poor, minority, discipline
problems, non-English speakers, disadvantaged, unmotivated, or from broken homes.
Donnelly (1987) states that at-risk students are those that are not expgresraaemic
success and may possibly drop out of school. These low-achieving students age seen
“at-risk”. Slavin, Karweit, & Madden (1989) define at-risk as generally nmegittiose
students who are at-risk for school failure. Lower student achievement andhdroppi
of high school are closely linked with racial or ethnic minorities, low secaomic
status single-parent families, limited in speaking English, and mothélslittle education
(Downing & Harrison, 1990; Miller, 2003).

There are various complex reasons that lead a student to being at-risk for school
failure. Due to social, societal, and individual constraints, low-achievingrdtuldave
difficulty reaching the high standards placed upon them by society and the eclaicati
system (Hock et al., 2001). According to Van Acker & Wehby (2000), it is the general
assumption that a student’s school failure is due to the student’s personal dstcacte
While the student plays a part in his or her own failure, this failure is largelypdhe

social circumstances in which the student has been exposed. The child’s sociokeconom
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status, ethnic background, and family structure fundamentally influesee&demic
success.

Minority students fall greatly behind white students in achievement coropsaris
as stated by Balfanz & Byrnes (2006). Many minority students face litprablems
and are challenged by culture differences at school. Many minority chiloeak Bttle
to no English or have parents who do not speak any English. This places the child at a
detriment, stifles the school to home communication, and puts the child at-risk for
academic failure. According to Miller (2003) and the National Research T 20@2),
one of the major risks faced by our youth today is that of separation or isolation due to
prejudice, cultural bias, and racism. Teachers often have lower expectatiansfym
children and do not respond to them positively. The divisions that are seen in society are
often replicated in schools. As a result, these students have higher dropsyut rate
discipline referrals, special education placement, and grade retention Allawis-

2009). Miller relates that successful minority children are often viewbdiag
bicultural; they are able to function both at home and in society. Miller (at@psst
“They must maintain the strong personal identity that is key to psychologidtl aed,
at the same time, find ways to meet the expectations of the mainstreartosdlica
system.”

The original Elementary and Secondary Act produced Title | partiaéiytaldata
showing that children of poverty were subject to academic failure (Mtliglr,e2004).
Low-income children generally live in neighborhoods where safety, substanceaiise,
crime are relevant issues. According to the Children’s Defense Fund (200 rclof

poverty are more likely to live in dangerous areas, have recurring health pspblem
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receive a less than desirable education, lack after-school care, and be dubjecte
violence. Inner city and rural environments have the highest incidence aidome
families. Children in these areas have less access to enriching envir®mntietooks

and are generally less exposed to reading and explanatory language andfuleaning
interactions with adults (Duke, 2000). As a result, they often enter school dhelaidy

their peers. Van Acker & Wehby (2000, p.93) state that, “The daily routines of child and
youth development occur primarily within the specific contexts of the family,
neighborhood, and peer group. The school serves as an important point of convergence
of these social contexts.” Children of poverty by and large do not enter preschool with
the same soft skills (communication, social, and behavioral skills expctetool) as
children from higher-income families (Miller, 2003; Payne, 2003). This leadsltven
feeling separated from the school culture and gives way to acadelmie.fahs humans,

we tend to gravitate toward those activities that we excel in and pull awaytfose that

we do not.

Children of poverty are more likely to be latchkey children. Their parents are
working longer hours at lower-paying jobs and are not able to afford after-seeol c
These neighborhoods are less safe and Lumsden (2003) reported that between 7 and 15
million children go home to self-care. During these unsupervised times, children ar
more likely to be involved in criminal behavior, poor school attendance, earlier sexual
behavior, depression, and health issues (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). There is a
higher incidence of dropping out of school. Parents often feel estranged from the schoo

environment and their work hours are often in conflict with school hours; therefore, they
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are not likely to be involved in their child’s education. These characteristicddrechi
of poverty put a child at-risk for failure.
The basic structure of the family unit has pronouncedly changed in the last few
decades. According to Lauer et al. (2004), there is an increasing occwfehddren
raised in a home with a step-parent, no-parent families, single-parenefrarid
children born to an out-of-wedlock mother. According to Kids Count (2010), statistics
reveal that the fifty states range from 18%-54% of children living with despeayent.
Single-parent families are typically headed by the mother who is non-edwrad has a
smaller income. These homes are lacking in adult supervision, health care, and the
means to effectively raise a child alone. Children raised by a singlatgaffer from
higher levels of poverty, depression and anxiety, substance abuse, lower academic
achievement, more absences from school, and higher drop-out rates (Miller, 2003).
Afterschool programs were first begun due to children living in unsafe
neighborhoods and then later, as more and more mothers joined the workforce, there was
a tremendous increase in the need for after-school care. In more recent yea
policymakers have viewed afterschool programs as a way to bridge tbeeanbint gap
(Halpern, 2002). Students at-risk tend to enter school behind their peers, lose ground
during summer months, and continue to fall behind as they age. They must make more
progress in one year’s time than the higher-achieving students (Balfanm&sB006),
due to the time constraints placed on them by the No Child Left Behind (NCL®Y Ac
2001. Since the inception of NCLB, educators have been looking at methods to help at-
risk students meet standards. The educational needs of at-risk students aredaried a

complex. Afterschool programs can provide support for efficacy, emotional and physica
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safety, a sense of belonging, skill building, and improved test scores, esfdecitityse
students who are at-risk for failure (National Research Council, 2002). Thdsatst
are typically lacking in enriching experiences that afterschool pregcan provide.
Tutoring, individualized instruction (Lauer et al., 2004), literacy instructiaaddi®r &
Staulters, 2008), and differentiated instruction (Davis-Allen, 2009) are key conipone
of afterschool programs that benefit at-risk students. These students need amsortuni
to participate in civic activities and community services and to be exposed @ carin
adults who model high standards and have high expectations for all (Van Acker &
Wehby, 2000). According to Miller (2003), an afterschool program that involves “caring
adults and small groups” allows under-achieving students to feel “connected” (p.22).
Druian & Butler (1987) reveal at-risk students’ educational needs can be metlin sm
groups, community activities, positive relationships with adults and peersediféded
instruction, and parent involvement. As stated by Miller, many of the situaiomsk
students are faced with- single-parent homes, poverty, and culturalmtfsrecan be
diminished through the involvement in an effective afterschool program.
Need For Extended Time

The 1983 report entitled Nation At Riskequested that educators take a closer
look at how students spend their time while at school and to look at the amount of time
they spend on schoolwork. Compared with many other countries, students in the United
States spend less time in school, as well as less time spent on schoolwork, as a whole
The United States’ also have less instructional time during the day asrednpa
countries like Japan, France, and Australia (Organization for Economic CatiGpearad

Development, 2005). With the ever-increasing demands placed on the system of
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education for all students to meet standards, teachers are being required toareve
material with greater depth, in the same time-frame that school sylstetm$iad for over
a century (Elder, 2009). According to Cosden, Morrison, Albanese, & Macias (2001),
homework is the result of a student’s need for extended learning time in order to
comprehend and practice skills introduced during the regular school day. However, it
can be extremely wearisome when there is no support system at home to rénaeece
skills after school hours. Policy makers and research studies have recomimende
programs that extend the learning time of students, especially for thasle sttsdents

and failing schools (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1999; Lauer et al., 2004,
National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994; National School Board
Association, 2005; No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; Weiss et al., 2009; Worthen &
Zsiray, 1994).

At-risk students benefit the most from extended school time. According to the
Carnegie Corporation (1994), school operating hours should be expanded and the
community and schools should work together during this extended time. They also report
that disadvantaged students are more likely to lose learning over the summer months.
Title | was created due to the research showing that these childrefriakefat failure
and would benefit from extended learning time, while Miller et al. (2004) teHatthe
Elementary and Secondary Education Act was produced for this same reas@marciiRe
has shown that due to the diverse needs of at-risk students, typical schooling may not be
adequate to fill the needs of these students (Cooper, 2007; Gordon & Meroe, 2005; Miller
et al., 2004; Weiss et al., 2009). Smith (2001) reported that the achievement gambetwe

at-risk students and their peers indicates that at-risk students simply neeghmecthan
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the other students to learn the same material. It is not that they are not capable
learning the material, they simply need more time. This idea wasroeafioy John
Carroll in 1963 when he stated that the degree of learning was related togme¢ded

for comprehension. More precisely he developed the following equation:

Degree of Learning = Time Spent / Time Needed

The National Education Commission on Time and Learning (1994) declared:
Learning in America is a prisoner of time. For the past 150 years, Americ
public schools have held time constant and let learning vary. The rule, only rar@g,voic

is simple: learn what you can in the time we make available. It should sunprene
that some bright, hard-working students do reasonably well. Everyone else-from the
typical student to the dropout- runs into trouble. (p.1)
Elder (2009) summarized that since students’ opportunities, experienceapabdities
are varied, so too should their schedule and learning times be varied. It must also be
noted that time alone is not enough; this extended time must be a quality usage of time
(Evans & Bechtel, 1997; Lauer et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2004; Ogden, 2008). Itis
logical to believe that when student’s time spent on quality learning iesrestadent
achievement will follow.
Program Modelsand Their Effectiveness

Afterschool programs offer a wide-range of schedules and activitids,ayah
missions, and are provided by numerous groups and stakeholders. Some programs

provide only afterschool care, help with homework, tutoring services, academics,
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recreation, or arts and crafts, while other afterschool programs are anatiotbbdf one
or more of these activities. Services may be provided by the school systenh, a loca
university, a non-profit community group or organization, or a blend of these groups
(Gootman, 2000). The effectiveness of the different strategies and prograis made
wide and varied as the list of activities provided.

Afterschool programs are offered by numerous groups. Many quality programs
are offered through the community or a local non-profit organization, for instance,
YMCA, Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs of America, and Los Angeles’ Better Edwt&tidents
for Tomorrow (LA’s BEST). Often, afterschool programs are housed in the neigipbor
schools, but run by a local organization as a joint venture between the schools and the
agency. One such program is The After School Corporation (TASC) in New York
(Miller, 2003). However, more than half of afterschool programs, like tf€2htury
Community Learning Centers (2CCLC), are operated solely by the local school
system as reported by the United States Conference of Mayors repd8BinTXday, the
percentage is much higher.

The afterschool program model is based on the organization’s goals and purpose.
If the program purpose is to provide a safe environment for unsupervised children or
relieve the burden of day-care for working parents, subsequently the after @dgram
selected would be afterschool care (Miller, 2003; Gootman, 2000). Supervision is the
key component of this model and its purpose is to protect children during those
unsupervised hours after school when students are subject to such ills as drug and alcohol
abuse and crime (Miller, 2003). Another goal of an afterschool program might be to

improve scores on standardized tests in order to reach the goals of NCLB. Agdcordi
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Scott-Little, Hamann, & Jurs (2002), the program may desire to incorporatiadgutor
homework help, core content, or computer-assisted instruction. When choosing to
increase academic achievement, services that provide tutoring, studyaskills

homework help may be selected. Scott-Little et al. (2002) adds that programeteat

to bridge the gap in achievement for at-risk students may decide to do a combination of
services including recreation, life skills, homework help, and/or tutoring.

The schedule for afterschool programs by and large depends on the purpose of the
organization and funding. In 2000, Gootman reported that the typical afterschool
program begins immediately after school and runs from two to three hours each day for
three to five days per week. Some of these programs incorporate exteardedjleames
before school, on Saturdays, and in the summer months. The activities offered are
varied, depending on the focus of the program. Some of the services provided as
reported by Gootman (2000) are: homework help, snacks, tutoring, arts and tciayts, s
and test taking skills, music and dance, recreation, mentoring, theatre, coagsigtrel
instruction, cooking, parent involvement, community service, academics, remediati
and technology.

There is no common thread among studies of afterschool programs that
constitutes a quality program. Some studies were conducted on available programs
regardless of quality or research method standards (Hock et al.,2001; Dowell, 1986;
Elder, 2009; Little, 2009). Other studies (Lauer et al., 2006; Vandell et al., 2007; Kane,
2004; Jenner & Jenner, 2007) have only researched programs that have met with certain
standards of quality. Beckett, Hawken, & Jacknowitz (2001) grouped practices-of high

guality afterschool programs from research into the categories of community
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involvement, program practices, and staff practices. Community involvement included
involvement of the families of the participants into the program, involvement of
community-based organizations, and volunteers in the program from the community.
Quality program practices include a low student to teacher ratio, understagoialsle

and appropriate methods to evaluate those goals, developmentally approprigitesacti
and a link with the regular school day. Staff practices found in quality afterschool
programs included desirable funds to attract and retain staff, staff developneetiie
hiring of certified staff. Quality afterschool programs are beskga to provide a wide-
array of services for a diverse group of students with various needs. cAfters

programs in which students have a healthy relationship with one another, a variety of
opportunities for support academically, a variety of enrichment actiuiiohsding art

and recreation, and the students and staff have a supportive relationship, are components
of a quality afterschool program (Vandell et al., 2007). According to Gootman (2000)
there are several strategies that have been proven to be effective components of
afterschool programs. Some of these include tutoring, help with homework, grouping,
trained and caring staff, coordinating with the regular day school faculty,ignchaht

of standards.

Tutoring has long been viewed as beneficial to students at-risk. One-on-one
instruction is invaluable in closing the achievement gap, and findings by Juel (1996) and
Ross et al. (2008) support the fact that the lower the ratio of student to teacher, the more
effective the tutoring or grouping. The personal attention and immediate feedback
provided in tutoring is a powerful strategy. Specific types of tutoring liketpe®ing

(Jenkins & Jenkins, 1987) and cross-age tutoring (Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2@05) als
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have the potential for significant results in an afterschool program. According tesstudi
by Hock et al. (2001), tutoring in an afterschool program enabled students who were at-
risk for failure and exceptional students to earn improved grades on tests aa$.quiz
Moss, Swartz, Obeidallah, Stewart, & Greene (2001) found in their studies ofladtars
programs that tutoring had the greatest gains when “tutoring sessions deast #iree
times a week, tutors receive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring,
program is at least moderately or fully implemented, programs evaluatiéeittiereness

of their tutoring activities” (p. 54). According to Fashola’s (1998) researchommone
tutoring is a promising component of any quality afterschool program whoseidcmus
academic achievement. In addition, (Lauer et al., 2006) a review ofettaguie on out-
of-school programs revealed that one-on-one instruction with students had thst greate
effect sizes. Tutoring students is an effective component of an afterschoalnprogr
focusing on academic achievement, especially for those students who dcdaat ris
failure.

Students who are unsupervised in the afternoons often do not receive the adult
support necessary to complete assignments. Afterschool programs that incorporate
homework help into their services are providing an indispensable service to students,
parents, and teachers. McComb & Scott-Little (2003) account that in their r@view
research on afterschool programs, all but one program incorporated help with homework.
In 2004, Kane related in his study of 129 afterschool centers that a typicabdily w
include working on homework either independently or with the help of peers, or an adult
would provide instruction. Huang & Cho (2009) communicate that a homework help

component in afterschool programs should include:



24

e Pre-set time for homework completion
e Structured settings that provide materials and space that are devoid atidistra
for homework completion
e Instructional support for students
e Allotting sufficient time for homework completion as part of a routine daily
schedule (p. 383)
Homework provides students with the opportunity to practice skills and to develop
theories on content introduced, as well as to develop good study habits.
Coordination between afterschool staff and regular day staff is an intagraf p
an effective afterschool program. Tutoring and homework help benefits will be
diminished if there is no purposeful communication between stakeholders. Tleeservi
provided must meet the needs of the student and focus on the standards being taught in
the regular classroom (Ross et al., 2008). Halpern (1999) argues, however, that
afterschool programs should not look too much like the regular school day program. He
discloses that afterschool programs are successful due to the fact thaethelylike the
regular classroom and they provide opportunities for students that are not tyrdinari
available to them during the regular day. Collaboration and communication betseen t
two entities is still very important (Miller, 2003). The regular classro@oher can
learn from the afterschool staff because of the closer connection that isitsuthe
students and families, while the afterschool staff can discover the standdrdsademic
needs of the students and those strategies and activities that can meet ttdditee
(2003) continues to reveal that “collaboration between in-school and afterschool

programs is something that nearly everyone likes, but no one knows how to achieve”
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(p.75). He notes the areas of most difficulty found in the literature on communication
and collaboration between in-school and afterschool staff include:
e Afterschool programs serve students from several grade levels which inakes i
difficult to incorporate the school curriculum effectively
e Afterschool staff are not usually paid for meeting/planning outside théeallot
time with the students
e Turnover rates for afterschool staff is usually high due to low pay
e Afterschool staff and in-school staff do not usually have aligned schedules
¢ In-school staff often do not value afterschool programs or view the afterschool
staff as effective (p. 75-76)
Communication between the involved parties, however, allows staff to follow psogres
made and adapt the strategies and services being implemented to bettee meet$ of
the student, and is therefore beneficial and worth the effort.
Researchers agree that a mixed program model that incorporates aneityeofa
activities is most likely to engage more learners and be successful (Der Kgal.,
2000; Donnelly, 1987; Gootman, 2000; Miller, 2003; Neuman, 2010). These successful
afterschool programs are different from the regular school day. Thellar® grovide
enriching activities that help the at-risk student make connections to school.diAgcor
to Neuman (2010), “Good programs nurture children’s talents, expose them to interesting
people, and set tough-love standards of behavior. The interaction among play, work, and
intense study reinforces children’s growing self-efficacy, socitldpment, and sense
of commitment to and place in their community” (p.32). Academic skills are of

importance, but afterschool programs that incorporate play, recreation, andlife ski
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along with academics, will meet the needs of more at-risk students. Stepaated in
2007 that research shows quality afterschool programs maintain a constructive
atmosphere in which students feel cared for and safe and are able to takeb#isponsi
for their own learning, have sufficient resources and properly trained staff dndlizied
instruction, and both enrichment and educational activities. Vandell, Reisnerc& Pier
(2007) add that a strong community partnership with the afterschool program is a
beneficial component in empowering students to have a stake in their community. Key
components of effective afterschool programs, as stated by Gootman (200dg:inc

e Clear goals and intended outcomes

e Content that is both age appropriate and challenging

e Opportunities for active learning processes

e Positive and safe environment

e Adequate materials and facilities

e Well-prepared staff

e Culturally competent staff

e OQutreach to diverse groups of children and adolescents

e Willingness to work with other community resources and partners

e Parental involvement

e Willingness to continually improve (p.17-20)
In addition, Neuman (2010) reports afterschool programs should offer choices and foste
student’s talents. Research reported by Scott-Little et al. (2002) shaateddast quality
afterschool programs included activities in the arts, help with assignraeatiemic

enrichment, recreational activities, and risk prevention. Lauer et al. (20@%pad
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Miller (2003) would concur that different strategies will work best with ceffie age

groups and with different subjects; therefore, strategies should be individualibed t

student. Beckett et al. (2001) note that quality developmentally appropreatechétol

programs consist of the following eight attributes:

Time to build skills

Chance to belong

Adequate structure

Community, school, and family involvement
Support for feelings of value

Physical and emotional safety

Supportive, caring adults

Positive peer relationships

More time in school is not the answer, especially for at-risk students, butadibter

quality of time.

Evidence of Afterschool Program Effectiveness

Opportunities to develop academically, physically, and socially outside of the

regular school day are the focus of many afterschool programs. Thesenzoffier at-

risk students the prospect of being involved in enriching activities in a safe andngurtur
environment versus being left unsupervised in the afternoon. In addition, the No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 has placed great emphasis on academic achi¢veme

and funding supplemental education services in order to ensure schools make adequate

yearly progress (AYP). However, along with the federal funding for somigal

educational services also comes a close scrutiny of its effectivemessidemic gains.
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The National Institute on Out-of-School Time (2000) reports, “In the past two degcade

the term accountability, has undergone an evolution. Our society has moved away from a
system that measures the value of programs by monitoring expendituresiatidsado

one that emphasizes proven results” (p.1). Due to these increased accountability
measures, research is plentiful on the effectiveness of afterschool pr@gizng &

Cho, 2009; Jenner & Jenner, 2007; Vandell et al., 2007).

The research analysis by Kane (2004) for the William T. Grant Foundation is an
ongoing examination of four studies conducted on different afterschool prograns acros
the nation. This breakdown assessed four research studies of the followingnadtiersc
programs: Extended-Service Schools Initiative (ESS) conducted by Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) and Public/Private Ventures fiEne A
School Corporation (TASC) conducted by Policy Studies Associates, San Eoancis
Beacons Initiative (SFBI) conducted by Public/Private VenturésCahtury
Community Learning Centers (2CCLC) conducted by Decision Information Resources
and Mathematica Policy Research. The study of ESS involved afterschool gagram
ten schools over six cities and Kane reported a positive impact on student’s paggng m
attention in their regular class, as reported by the student. The study oh8élBéd
three middle schools programs in San Francisco and was found to have the same positive
effect on student effort in class. TASC analysis included all 96 of their pnsgheat
were first funded in years 1998-1999 and 1999-2000. Kane’s breakdown of the study
revealed that school attendance improved for active participants. In mattippats
made a .12 standard deviation gain, while active participants made a gain ofdbrdsta

deviation units. The 21CCLC study included 11 elementary schools and 46 middle
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schools across the United States. The synthesis of the study conducted sidteed
many positive accomplishments of thé'ZICLC afterschool programs. For middle
schoolers, there were fewer absences and tardies in regular school. Stuttents i
program were more likely to complete their homework to the teacher'sastitsf and
parents were more active and involved in school activities and volunteering. Most
importantly, there was an increase in student’s math grades. The elersardants had
an increase in their social studies’ grades and parents were more involveddmgtte
afterschool functions and helping with their child’s homework.

According to a study conducted by Jenner & Jenner (2007)°%66QIC
programs in Louisiana, the programs had significant results in social stadgsagie
arts, and reading. Attendance in the programs was found to be a key element for
effectiveness. “The results examined here offer strong empirical eeitlesitcorogram
attendance does positively impact the academic performance of at-ftslerwfii(p.231).
The study also reports that the recreational and enriching activiéiéseacomponents of
the program which students enjoyed the most and facilitated their attendanceforéher
in order for the academic strategies to be effective, students must waahtb att

Huang & Cho (2009) studied afterschool programs which had a strong homework
help component and had shown a gain in academic achievement for at-risk students.
Their examination revealed seven “high-functioning” (p. 382) afterschool programs in
which students had made grade level gains. The programs were located fronthacross
United States and included rural and urban areas, as well as culturally diverse
populations. The efforts of these programs resulted in not only academic gainspbut al

higher student self-esteem and self-efficacy in their academitieshili
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Thirty-five, high-quality afterschool programs were studied for teary
involving nearly 3,000 students, both participants and non-participants (Vandell et al.,
2007). These programs served culturally diverse, at-risk students from elgnagcka
middle schools. The afterschool programs had recreational, enriching, aciivayt a
components. They employed a well-trained and positive, nurturing staff and kept a low
student to teacher ratio, as well as involving parents and the community in thesmprog
They were found to actively engage students in developmentally-appropriatelaonr
that incorporated games and tutoring to focus on reading and math skills. The students
were categorized as Program Only (only attended the afterschoolmjpogragram Plus
(attended the afterschool program as well as participated in other axtafige school
like sports, Boy Scouts, etc.), and Low Supervision (inconsistent attendance in any
supervised activity after school). The following outcomes were found foeateny
school students as compared to the Low Supervision group:
e Program Plus and Program Only students made gains in their work habits and task
resolution as reported by teachers and themselves
e Program Plus and Program Only students made significant gains in positive social
behaviors and a reduction in aggressive behaviors
e Program Plus and Program Only students who had regular attendance in a high-
quality afterschool program over the two-year study made significard ja
math standardized test scores (Program Plus effect size .73 and Progyam Onl
effect size .52)
The following outcomes were found for middle school students as compared to the Low

Supervision group:
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e Program Plus and Program Only students reported decreased misbehaviors and a
significant decrease in their use of drugs and alcohol (Program Ploissétie .67
and Program Only effect size .47)
e Program Plus and Program Only students reported a significant gain iretheir s
reported work habits
e Program Plus and Program Only students who had regular attendance in a high-
quality afterschool program over the two-year study made significard oja
math standardized test scores (Program Plus effect size .57 and Progyam Onl
effect size .55)
This study revealed negative effects for at-risk students who lacked supeafter
school.
There are many close examinations of afterschool programs thatpeséale
outcomes. Reported feelings of increased safety were accounted bpaaigian 21
CCLC programs across the nation (James-Burdumy, Dynarski, & Deke, 20Q&). Af
many improvements were made to the afterschool program, those students who attended
most regularly had positive math gains in a study conducted by Zuelke & Nelson. (2001)
In a study of tutoring afterschool programs by Hock et al. (2001), 83% of program
participants made gains in their academic grades.
An analysis of TASC programs in 2001-2002 completed by Reisner et al. (2004)
revealed positive effects in many areas. Students reported positive siecadtions
with peers and staff and a feeling of community. The students felt theyivere
opportunities to learn life skills, to be a leader, and to learn through new expgrience

Most importantly, students reported a higher engagement in learning. Perafitiad



32

involved schools communicated positive outcomes of the program of parents’ fe¢lings
importance, student safety and self-esteem, and improved attendance by students i
school and parents in school activities. Academically, participants (gr&8)es e
TASC programs made greater gains in math, one-year participation hadcasieef
.06 and two-year participation had an effect size of .42, than those who were not enrolled.
The students who attended most frequently and for the longest time made the greatest
gains, one-year participation had an effect size of .13, while two-year jpatithci had an
effect size of .79. From the students who made gains in mathematics, Blacks and
Hispanics were found to be the racial groups making the most significant gains.
Horton (2010) conducted a study of the effect St @CLC programs in rural
Georgia on behavior and standardized tests of at-risk students in middle school. A
significant difference was found between pre-treatment and post-treaooees on the
Mathematics Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CR@Bs especially
significant for females. A study conducted by Dreyer in 2010 focused onmnaicade
outcomes of students attending afterschool programs operated within charter ischools
Pennsylvania. She found that those who participated in the program madeggiester
in math than those who did not participate. It was also reported that boys in efgmenta
school that participated made greater gains in reading than either gimddbe school
students, also in the program. While a third study, conducted by Davis-Allen in 2009 in
Georgia, found that fourth and fifth grade participants in the afterschool progaae
gains in reading standardized tests and fifth graders made signifioantrgeath.
DeKanter et al. (2000) reported the following benefits 6f@CLC programs

across the nation:
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e Participants in programs in Chattanooga, Tennessee improved their school
attendance

e 40% drop in juvenile crime around the centers in Highland Park, Michigan

o 72% of participants improved grades by five points (100 point scale) in one or
more academic classes in Brooklyn, New York

e 7M-10" graders stay at school after school and finish their homework or a project,
play games, and have a snack instead of congregating around a nearby grocery
store and liquor store in Bayfield, Wisconsin

e 25% reduction in violence of regularly participating students in Montgomery,
Alabama’s afterschool Star Search programs

e Teen pregnancies were reduced from six in 1998 to none in 2000 as result of an
abstinence program implemented by these afterschool programs in Plainview,
Arkansas

e Substantial drop in use of tobacco, alcohol, and drugs since expansion of
programs in Oregon at Huock Middle School

¢ Palm Beach County, Florida reported that math and reading scores haveethcreas
for those participating

e 120 students were not retained in grade as result of these programs in
McCormick, South Carolina

e Afterschool programs funded by Foundations in Philadelphia had fourth graders
to achieve higher than nonparticipants in math, reading, and language arts (p.3)
Miller et al. (2004) reported numerous achievements of at-risk students in

afterschool programs across the United States. Sixth, seventh, and eightbigtades
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in rural Georgia afterschool programs accomplished a 31 percentile point énicreas
reading standardized testing. In the Project Accelerated LitdPady) program for
kindergarten students at-risk, a gain in literacy by 16 percentile pointhiages Twenty
schools in Austin, Texas involved in a parks and recreation afterschool program found a
12 percentile point gain in both reading and math, as well improved self-esteem of
participants. In addition, the Howard Street Tutoring Program located in @Ghicag
accomplished a 19 percentile point gain for afterschool students in reading agmevem
These quality afterschool programs are making an academic differenceiveshef at-

risk students.

In 2000, Bissell reported findings on California’s After School Learning afel S
Neighborhoods Partnerships Program (ASLSNPP). The study focused on academic
achievement gains. It was found that students who participated in the program had
reading and math test gains exceeding the state average. Studentsavessdikely to
be retained a grade in school, especially for elementary students. Aaftehsrhool
program in California, LA’s BEST, was examined by Huang, Gribbons, Kim, Lee, &
Baker (2000). The researchers found only modest improvements in standardized test
scores; however, there was a drastic improvement in students’ feelingd smaol.

Also, for those long-term participants (4 or more years) there was an ingrease
achievement. Based on the results of these studies and others, Brown, Fratest Rudge,
Tradewell (2002) predicted the high and low range of costs and savings of the After
School Education and Safety Program Act of 2002. The researchers took into account

reduced crime rates, higher graduation rates, decreased child carelfane gosts,
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higher salary, increased costs for schooling, and found that these afterscharhprog
would result in savings in range of $8.90 to $12.90 for every dollar spent on the program.

A meta-analysis of quality evaluations of out-of-school programs faslkat
students was conducted by Lauer et al. (2006). The analysis included 35 studies, of
which 30 had reading results, 22 had math results, and 17 addressed both math and
reading. The out-of-school programs evaluated were found to have a significantly
positive effect of at-risk students’ reading achievement. For mathematitof-school
programs had positive effects on achievement of at-risk students with an averetge e
size, based on a fixed-effects model, of .09, and based on random-effects model, an
average effect of .17. These positive effects were significantlyegrtban zero; this
research shows out-of-school programs positively affect the math and reading
achievement of at-risk students.

Afterschool programs do positively impact the academic achievement, self-
efficacy, attendance, and behavior of the students who attend these progravesled re
by these studies. There is also evidence that some afterschool programmd&enat
positive impact on its students.

No Evidence of Afterschool Program Effectiveness

A large portion of the research on afterschool programs demonstratediaasigni
difference in one category and no difference in other categories. Morearer ofrthe
studies on afterschool programs do not show a significant difference on any of tthe teste
moderators.

A research study carried by Little (2009) in a Title | school in Ge@wight to

determine the effectiveness of the afterschool program. 510 students were inclhéed in t
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study, half were participants and the other half served as a comparison group. 53% of
students in the school received free or reduced lunches. Little found there was no
significant difference in changes in CRCT math scores for those pating in the
afterschool program, as compared to those who did not participate. It was also
determined that there was no significant differences in reading and/or mags fcor

those participants who were eligible for free or reduced lunches, for migooitps, or

for those who attended the year-long program versus those who attended a shortened
program.

In a study conducted by Cooper (2007) in New York City on grades three through
six, 714 afterschool participants were examined to determine if the supplemental
educational services provided made a significant difference in reading, méth, a
language arts scores on standardized test scores. There was found to be nmsignifica
difference in reading or language arts scores, but for math there wasiaasig
difference found. Horton (2010) found the same results in an afterschool study with a
difference in math scores and no significant difference in reading scoresstidy was
conducted in two Title | middle schools in Georgia comprising 58 afterschool
participants. In 2009, research performed by Elder found no difference in reading or
math grades for participants in an afterschool program in Kansas. Lengéndbatte
in the program was also not to be found as a determining factor for achievement.

A study conducted in a Title | suburban school in Augusta, Georgia by Ogden
(2008) examined the afterschool program and Saturday School program to determine
their effectiveness on achievement. The research also investigatidemiegular

attendance in these two programs would make more of a difference. The school was
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classified as 95% minority and had failed to meet AYP guidelines for theigas years.
The study reported no significant difference in pretest and posttest scores &tCihe C
for afterschool or Saturday school participants. Attendance was not found to make a
significant difference for either program, as well.

According to Viadero (2007), there is little to no evidence that provisions of
NCLB to provide afterschool tutoring to at-risk students is academically behefi
She states, “While most parents report satisfaction with the serfieesptlies find, the
added hours of tutoring have so far produced only small or negligible gains on state
reading and mathematics tests” (p.7). Viadero questions the extrantinn@oaiey spent
on these afterschool strategies when research is not supportive. Ross et al. (2008)
conducted a Tennessee state-wide study of supplemental educational tutorimg servic
afterschool. In addition, Dowell (1986) evaluated the afterschool tutoring program,
CROSSROADS, in California. Both studies (Dowell, 1986; Ross et al. 2008) foued littl
to no significant impact on academic achievement.

Evidence from the national evaluation of thé ZLLC did not provide
satisfactory results related to academic achievement. James-Bugtlam{2007) reveal
that these afterschool programs allowed students to feel safe. However giiaenpaal
not make a significant difference in homework completion, had negative effects on
student behavior, and most importantly$'ZICLC afterschool programs had no effect on
academic achievement. The authors noted that attendance in the program,
communication between the program and regular school, and a focus on academics were

problematic issues which may have limited the results.
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Resear ch I ssues

Researching the effectiveness of afterschool programs has not been venakisi
the previous studies have shown. According to Viadero (2007), NCLB has placed state
education departments in charge of monitoring supplemental educational sdéwices
has not directed them as to how to evaluate these programs or given them the funds or
resources for conducting the evaluation. Afterschool programs, histqritallg also
not kept relevant data as to who is participating, how long they attend, and hotwtbeir
is spent (Gootman, 2000). Policymakers are now driven by evidence that afterschool
programs are affecting academic achievement. Gootman (2000) relatessthat it
imperative to collect high-quality research or “growth and long-term invessnrent
programs would be limited” (p. 33). Researching afterschool program effestsvisne
challenging, at best.

Research design is a problematic issue with afterschool evaluations. When
researching educational topics which involve children, there are ethical tkatiesust
be considered first and foremost and this may limit the use of a true control group.
According to Miller (2003), “when it comes to out-of-school time, there is no such thing
as a “no treatment” group” (p.88). Most all children do something after sahdol a
whether that activity is religious, recreational, sports, home with an adult, or hamee a
these differences are difficult to discriminate from afterschool progtifferences.
Children or their parents choose to participate in afterschool programs and that choic
alone, distinguishes them from those that choose not to participate. Thedeeniict
afterschool research and reliability (Miller, 2003). Without a true cosgragroup, it is

nearly impossible to tell whether differences in the groups are the efféet aftérschool
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group or from expected development. Kane (2004) discloses that much of the research
to date has not used a baseline measurement to account for previous differences in the
groups, which would limit the generalizations that could be made to other populations.

Research studies do not have a tendency to examine the detailed features of the
program, but rather give general descriptions. Afterschool programs havaihe
particular definition of attendance and participations! @&ntury Community Learning
Centers use 30 days to determine that a student is defined as actively padgi¢ipat
Kanter et al., 2000). Jenner & Jenner (2007) study programs and place participants in a
range of days of attendance from 30-59, 60-89, and 90 and greater. In-depth
examinations of the intervention type would add to the literature and restgabéiri
programs to ensure effectiveness. According to Scott-Little et al. (200G} chiool
studies “tend not to examine specific features of after-school programsigtoe
associated with these positive outcomes” (p. 388).

Numerous research studies question the standard by which we measure a
significance difference (Dreyer, 2010; Jenner & Jenner, 2007; Kane, 2004; taler e
2006; Ross et al., 2008). “An effect size is a statistical tool that is usefiierpreting
the magnitude of the difference between two measures,” as stated by Vaatell e
(2007). Lauer et al. (2006) recommend that because afterschool progranta refhed!
portion of the student’s day, the .20 small effect sizes for typical educational
interventions might not be reasonable. The researchers add that due to thé fact tha
afterschool programs are comprised of mostly at-risk students who lysicabgle
academically, that any effect size greater than .0 should be considerédaignKane

(2004) argues that “this [.20 standard deviation] is an unrealistically largeth{p.3).
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“The size of the impact one might reasonably expect should be a function of the nature of
the program being evaluated” (p.4), he adds. Kane recommends estimating thefmpac
an entire year of education and then determining the effect of one or two more hours of
instruction for afterschool. He notes that an effect size .05 would be a significant
difference for afterschool participation.

Changes brought about by NCLB have increased the scrutiny of afterschool
programs and the evaluations of these programs. Scott-Little et al. (2002)aldseri
field of afterschool evaluation as “emerging” (p.409). They go on to state:

It is a new day in the field of after-school services, and the stakes relatéerto
school evaluations are high. However, without solid evaluations and outcome measures
that demonstrate effectiveness, the public and the funders may turn to otheegrioriti
(p.409).

They illuminate the following issues concerning high-quality evaluatioast@fschool
programs:

e Need for more evaluations and for those evaluations to be circulated

e Need for afterschool evaluations to address the Program Evaluation Standards

¢ Need for afterschool evaluations to apply proven evaluation designs

e Need for better measures of student outcomes

¢ Need for attention to issues concerning participants dropping from the study, but

not from the program
e Need to pay attention to program quality and composition
e Need for longitudinal data

e Need to provide adequate evaluation reports (p.411-414)
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Afterschool Attendance

When examining afterschool programs for quality and effectivenesarobers
scrutinize attendance rates and participation rates of students (Kane, . 2084et al.,
2006; McComb & Scott-Little, 2003; Reisner et al., 2004). Quality afterschoolgmsgr
significantly impact school grades and standardized test scores. @&€Aechesuggests
(Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Posner & Vandell, 1999; American Youth Policy Forum,
2006) that increased participation in activities after school increases academ
achievement, time on homework, school attendance, and improved student behavior.
Reisner et al. (2004) reported that TASC programs were providing “evidenceycdrpro
quality” (p. i) as the program focused on frequency and duration of attendance. TASC
programs had an 85% median attendance rate for prekindergarten through eighth grade
and 63% attended the following year. McComb & Scott-Little (2003) evaluated 27
studies of afterschool programs and found time and again that students who gain the most
are the ones who attend more frequently and for longer periods of time. Betidaace
in afterschool programs has been shown to improve students’ study skills, work habits,
and academic achievement (Vandell et al. 2005), as well as graduation regesciol
Alliance, 2008). Bissell (2002) reported that students in California’s After School
Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships Program (ASLSNPP) improved their
standardized reading test scores and those who had patrticipated for more thars 150 day
had the highest gains. Other studies (Huang et al., 2000; Jenner & Jenner, 2007) concur
that afterschool program attendance does make a significant diffeneacadiemic

achievement of students at-risk.
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Elementary students appear to attend more frequently and as students get older
their attendance begins to drop and becomes almost non-existent for high-schoolers
(Kane, 2004). It seems logical that because afterschool programs focustime posi
interventions for students, that by participating in the intervention, students would make
gains. The key would seem to be to engage students and to motivate them to attend more
regularly or to provide incentives for their participation (Huang et al., 20Q@erlet al.,
2004).

Effective Math Strategies

Aptitude in mathematics is an essential life skill. Problem-solving skiitsat
thinking skills, and mathematics knowledge are necessary for succedayistworld.

In many instances, however, America’s students are not learning these Bkiler et al.
(2004) reports that only 29% of eighth graders and 32% of fourth graders perfarmed a
proficiency level on the National Assessment of Educational Progresshnm2003.
Students from poverty, at every grade level, who were eligible to refteever reduced
lunches, scored significantly lower in mathematics than students who were itdé elig
(Lauer et al., 2004).

Effective teaching strategies when presenting mathematical censeptritical
component of raising the academic achievement of students and bridging the
achievement gap for at-risk students. Teachers must use strategege fhratven to
increase understanding and meaning of math concepts (Lubienski, 2007). Evidence-based
research on effective instructional practices for teaching mathermatiisms that
students learn best when presented with reality-based instruction. Wity beakd

instruction, students are given the opportunity to use their prior knowledge to shve re
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world, meaningful problems. Research supports the evidence that connecting math
scenarios to real life situations benefits students and increases acpddmimance in
math (Bottge, Heinrichs, Chan, & Serlin, (2001). Reality-based instructivatdges
allow children to learn through discovery and promote in them the self-corditiesyge
need to solve complicated math problems. Confidence and an eagerness to tickle ma
problems is a recurring characteristic of successful math students@tod Brahier,
2008). This research focused on the major variations in math instruction in the United
States, as compared to that in Japan. Japan continues to do better than the thsted Sta
in educational achievement. Hoffman & Brahier (2008) found that in Japan teachers
focus on the discovery of the learning and encourage a student’s frustration. Sitglents
encouraged to work through the problem, which increases comprehension. The study
revealed that in the United States, teachers are more concerned with a ssatfent’s
esteem and focusing on the steps and rules in solving the problem. The researchers
hypothesized that the difference between the teaching strategies &odsnatsolving
problems attributed to Japan’s success over the United States.

Mathematics instruction in afterschool programs must address the netdslobad
low-achieving students. According to a research synthesis by Laaleire2004,
“careful program design and program fidelity are important elememfg2) to consider
when developing afterschool math programs. Miller et al. (2004) found the following
program structures to have the highest gains in mathematics:

e Programs for high school students

e Programs for middle school students

e Programs that last between 45 and 100 hours
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e Programs that combine mathematics instruction with social activities (gB)72
Briggs-Hale, Judd, Martindill, and Parsley (2006) concluded that strategiesifiprt
student’s physical, emotional, and social development will provide the most relevant
connection between mathematics instruction and afterschool programs. Tdwiches
found three key strategies of effective math instruction:

e Encourage problem solving

e Develop and support math talk

e Emphasize working together (pp.5-6)

These three key ideas incorporate using math tools, math centers, games, tutoring,
connecting mathematics with the family, and math projects. These tyjagissa
incorporate real-world situations and problems from outside the classroom intatthe m
instruction. They explore many solutions to problems through communication and open
dialogue.
21% Century Community Learning Centers

Authorized under Title X of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, during
Clinton’s presidency, ZiCentury Community Learning Centers {21CLC) provide
families and children with a safe environment in the critical hours afteok@be Kanter
et al., 2000). They are funded by grants through the U.S. Department of Education and
allow schools to stay open later to provide services to families and children. & &ant
al. (2000) go on to state, “They also provide students with access to homework centers
and tutors and to cultural enrichment, recreational, and nutritional opportunities. In
addition, life-long learning activities are available for community memibeadocal

school setting” (p.1).
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21 CCLC began with $40 million in funding in 1998 and in 2008 was
appropriated over $1 billion, giving out 52 new grants that year, according toitiee U
States Department of Education {22entury Community Learning Centers, 2010). In
2006, there were 9,824 centers with 66% of all new grants being given to school districts,
20% awarded to community-based organizations and national non-profit groups, and
149% to other organizations. 89% of all centers are housed in schools with half of the
centers serving only elementary students and 41% of all centers beiad biafhostly
school-day teachers (Naftzger et al., 2007).

The mission of 21CCLC is to provide enriching and academic programs that
strengthen and support the regular school day, according to Naftzger et al. (2007). Cente
emphasis is broken down into the following components:

e 14% of centers provide mostly homework help

e 20% of centers provide mostly recreational activities

e 26% of centers provide mostly academic support

e 27% of centers provide a variety of the above activities (p.3)

The United States Department of Education (2003) evaluated the countty’s 21
CCLCs at the end of its first year of implementation and found no significantedities
among the 5,300 students in the sample between those who had attended the afterschool
programs and those who had not. This report became the basis for the drastic funding
cuts by the federal government and widespread concern over the actual loénefits
afterschool programs. However, this study also received extensivesoribeer its
methods and design and perceived generalizations. Riggs & Greenberg (2004¢dlisc

that the 21' CCLCs were in their first year of implementation and therefore were poone
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the first year issues of staff training and collaboration between the suibalterschool
program. They also noted that some of the schools in the sample had other afterschool
programs operating at the same time and a number of the students in the control group
were attending those programs. According to Mahoney & Zigler (2006), migime
students had such low participation rates in these afterschool programsthidd ihave
accounted for the lack of significant positive results. They go on to revedi¢hat t
researchers in the United States Department of Education study 62 did not

control for initial differences in the middle school group and the middle school
intervention group was at a higher risk for failure than the control group.

The evidence on whether or nof2tCLC programs are impacting academic
achievement is mixed. James-Burdumy et al. (2005) found no impact on student
achievement from 21CCLC programs. Kane in 2004 revealed gains in student
attendance in school, improved grades, and improvements in homework. In 2007, Jenner
& Jenner reported an impact on reading, language arts, and social studi&QGLZ1
programs in Louisiana, for students attending more than 30 days. In spite of mixed
reviews, there is still wide-spread support from parents, educators, coms)lamtie
policymakers.

Criterion-Referenced Competency Test

Criterion-referenced tests are intended to measure how well a studergtrhad le
the information and skills taught in a specific curriculum. They do not compare one
student to another or rank them compared to others, like norm-referenced tests. The
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test is specificallyrissigp assess

students’ knowledge of Georgia’s performance standards. As a resutpatifor is
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available on the student’s achievement, as well as the class, school, distriifend s
The state’s quality of education can be gauged, and strengths and weskaesthen be
identified to enable leaders to supply and adjust school programs accordingly &Georgi
Department of Education, 2008).

Criterion-referenced test scores are generally reported ladl scares, raw
scores, and performance levels. The scaled score shows where a stadentswithin
a range of scores for that grade level and content area, while the ravgistply
discloses the number of test items the student got correct. Performansedegal the
amount of the content standards the student mastered.

The CRCT is Georgia’s instrument for determining school quality and
effectiveness. It is administered in the spring of each year to studemss thriough
eighth grade. Some school systems require administration in Kinderganezil. as
Reading, mathematics, and english/language arts are tested in gaghdytrard through
eighth grade also test science and social studies. A score below 800 is deewted a
meeting expectations or performance level for that grade and contenAaseare
between 800 and 849 is deemed as meeting expectations, while scores 850 and above
exceed expectations. The test is used to measure students’ progress frionygaa
Norm-referenced testing is required in third, fifth, and eighth grades asoites sire
compared to national scores and also used in determining promotion of students to the
next grade level. CRCT scores are also used to determine whether sclerot syst
making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under NCLB.
Summary

The review of the related literature on afterschool programs and their
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effectiveness found many consistent themes. These themes included the#heoret
framework in creating afterschool programs, at-risk students and thdifareextended
time, varying program models, evidence and non-evidence of afterschool program
effectiveness, issues surrounding the research available on afterschoohprogra
attendance issues with afterschool programs, effective math stragsfi€entury
Community Learning Centers, and using criterion-referenced competsis\as an
evaluation tool for afterschool programs.

Low-achieving students have difficulty reaching the high standards placed upon
them by society and the educational system, due to social, societal, and individual
constraints (Hock et al., 2001). Without intervention, the end product for these students
could perhaps be a future of unemployment or crime. Students who are at-riskifer fail
or who are low-achieving must have a way to bridge the achievement gap. ©Ohbaoif-s
opportunities like afterschool programs provide these students with the opportunity to
close that gap. Afterschool programs benefit not only the student and school through
increased instructional time and meeting the requirements of NCLB, but alsd benef
parents and the community through extended day-care, safety, and help with homework
(Saddler & Staulters, 2008).

The review of the literature provided the basis for the development of this study.
This study investigated the effectiveness on math student achievement'o€aridry
Community Learning Center afterschool program in rural Georgia. Chapterwill
discuss the methodology of the study, including a detailed description of the design us
for the study, data gathering methods, participants in the study and samgliogisne

instrumentation, and data analysis.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This quantitative study was designed to determine the effectiveness of an
afterschool program in increasing achievement of at-risk uppeeetany and middle
school students in mathematics as measured by state standardized tdssirtpagter
includes a description of the methodology that was used to conduct the study. It consists
of a depiction of the design, participants and site used in the study, and the datarollec
and analysis methods that were applied.
Overview

This study examined at-risk upper-elementary and middle school students who
participated in the ZiCentury Community Learning Center afterschool program. Data
from the 2010-2011 CRCT math scores were compiled. The study investigated the
relationship between those at-risk upper-elementary students and middle schods$ stude
who participated in the afterschool program as compared to those at-risk upper-
elementary and middle school students who did not participate in the afterschool
program. For this study two groups of students were compared. One group of at-risk
third, fourth, and fifth grade students who participated in the afterschool program were
compared to a control group of at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade students who did not
participate in the afterschool program. Another group of at-risk sixth, seventh, atid eig
grade students who participated in the afterschool program were compared tola cont
group of at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students who did not participate in the
afterschool program. The independent variable of participation in the etfigots

program was compared to the dependent variable of mathematics scores on the CRCT
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The specific questions which guided this research study are as follows:

1. What effect does participation in an afterschool program have on math
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk third, fourth, dnd fift
grade students?

Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference in mathematics
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk third, fourth fiénd fi
grade students who participated in an afterschool program as compared to those
third, fourth, and fifth grade students who did not participate in the afterschool
program.

2. What effect does participation in an afterschool program have on math
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk sixth, seventigtathd e
grade students?

Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference in mathematics
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia Criterion
Referenced Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk sixth, sevedithigath

grade students who participated in an afterschool program as compared to those
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students who did not participate in the afterschool
program.

Failing to reject the null hypotheses would allow stakeholders to reevaluate

program content and design and also to reassess budget concerns. Rejection of the null
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hypotheses would maintain the idea that afterschool programs are beneticeahiath
achievement of at-risk upper-elementary and middle school students.
Design

The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of an afterschool program
on math achievement that was proposed as a positive intervention for at-risk stitdents.
was the goal of the study to determine whether upper-elementary and rluubé a-
risk students made significant gains in mathematics scores on the CRCT asedaimpar
at-risk upper-elementary and middle school students who did not participate in the
program.

A guantitative approach was utilized in this study. This approach was apfgopria
because numerical data was used to answer predetermined research questions and
hypotheses (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010). The ex post facto (“after thedaetich
design or sometimes called causal comparative was used in this resadydlAsy et al.,
p.332). This was suitable because the purpose was to determine the cause and effect
relationship between dependent and independent variables. The variables could not be
manipulated and randomization was not permitted. The groups were different on some
variable and the goal was to determine what factor was contributing toféremite.

The effect and the probable cause had already occurred and were studiéeé after t
occurrence (Ary et al.). These preexisting data and groups were used torsetkeem

cause and effect. Ex post facto research was chosen over correlationahrieseause
correlational research involves two or more variables and only one group.

The limitation of ex post facto research was that because the groupsineacdy

formed, the same kinds of controls used in experimental research could not be used. This
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type of research is often used in educational studies when humans are involved due to the
ethical nature of the study (Ary, et al.). Selection bias was a conddrthigi research.
It is often not possible to randomly assign students to afterschool programstoihere
any factors which may result in groups being different may be attributatiie t
difference in the dependent variable. A comparison group must be used to counter this
limitation. Therefore, a group with very similar characteristics wgesl as a control
group throughout the study.
Participants

Participants in this study were chosen from two schools in Georgia. The sample
for this study consisted of 57 at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade studentsainom
elementary school and 33 at-risk sixth, seventh and eighth grade students fidofiea m
school who participated in the 2010-2011 school systeni'€2htury Community
Learning Center afterschool program. Students were invited to particigae i
afterschool program based on 1) CRCT scores, 2) academic grades, ande3) teac
recommendation. Openings in the program were then filled by any interaegtedtston
a first-come-first-served basis. A waiting list was kept up to date. Aa&asop group
of 57 at-risk upper-elementary and 33 at-risk middle school students who were invited to
participate in the program, but who chose not to participate in the program, wasl.utilize
The upper-elementary group, therefore, consisted of a total of 114 students. 51% were
male and 63% female, with 82% receiving free or reduced lunches. 50% of these
students were in fifth grade, 33% in fourth grade, and 18 % were in third grade. There

was little variance in ethnicity of the upper-elementary group with 94% being,\88tt
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Hispanic, and 3% biracial. Figt 3.1 revealshe breakdown of ethnicity in the up-
elementary group.

Figure 3.1 UpperElementary Group Ethnici
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The middle school group had a total of 66 studboth participating and n¢
participating in the afterschool program. Gendaswqually distributed with 50% mal
and 50% females in the group. 80% of the groupived free or reduced lunches ¢
thebreakdown by grade level consisted of 27% fromteiginade, 52% from seven
grade, and 21% from the sixth grade. The ethndafityhe middle school group w
comprised of 91% white, 8% Hispanic, and 1% bidaFigure 3.2 discloses tt

breakdown of theniddle school group by ethnici
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Figure 3.2Middle School Group Ethnici
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Setting

The setting of this study \s a rural county in northeast Ge@giThe schoc
district containedhree schos. The elementary school housgzproximately 450 P-K
through fifth grade stud¢s. The middle school contair grades six, sev, and eight
with roughly 270 students. The high school coredaround 320 students in nir
through twelth grade. The three schools w all located on one campus withinmall
community. All three schools we Title 1 schools with 5% of the population receivin
free or reduced lunch. The racial background efsthoowas 97% white and% other.
The aerage student to teacher ratios 24:1.
I nstrumentation

Data werecollected from the school district dbase, as well as from tl

afterschool program coordinator. Individual Georgiat€iror-Referenced Competen
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Test scores in mathematics from the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years were
collected from the district database.

The CRCT was designed to measure how well Georgia students have acquired the
knowledge as described in the Georgia Performance Standards. It asseksds
achievement, thereby providing the basis for accountability as descriléaLsy
mandates. The CRCT is Georgia’s instrument for determining school caradity
effectiveness. It is administered in the spring of each year to studentdes gjrat
through eighth grade. Reading, mathematics, and english/language atdeat@nt each
grade and some grades include science and social studies. A score below 8b@ds dee
as not meeting expectations. A score between 800 and 849 is deemed as meeting
expectations, while scores 850 and above exceed expectations. The test is used to
determine if students in grades three, five, and eight are promoted and is also used to
measure all students’ progress from year to year.

Validity and reliability are the two most important concerns in evaluating and
developing instruments. Validity is concerned with the interpretations ottiness(Ary,
et al.) and the extent to which the instrument actually measures what it is sbfgpose
measure. The CRCT was developed by content specialists and items were writt
specifically from the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) for thgi@&RCT.
Committees of educators then reviewed each test item. Items coverSheitGP
precision and clarity and involve higher order thinking skills. There is onecdeact
answer, with appropriate distracters. Items should be free from biagg(&®epartment
of Education, 2008). Reliability of the instrument is concerned with the degree of

consistency to which the instrument measures what it is supposed to measure. When
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measuring achievement, consistency of the results is a great conograt(@r). The
2004 CRCT test reliabilities ranged from 0.79 to 0.86 for Reading and 0.87 to 0.91 for
Mathematics (Georgia Department of Education, 2008).
Procedures

Permission from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Liberty Ursutgrwas
obtained to conduct this study. Permission to obtain essential data for the stuadsovas
acquired from the local school system superintendent and principals of the algment
and middle schools. There were no identifying factors on the data and numbers had been
randomly assigned to all students, to eliminate researcher bias. ddatdi@n began
with information on the students participating in th& ZCLC afterschool program.
From district records, the researcher gathered information on gendegreelevel,
eligibility for free/reduced lunch program, grades, attendance to lloelsand
afterschool program, and CRCT scores in mathematics for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011
school terms. Data were also collected for those students who were etigaltiend the
afterschool program, but did not attend. Based on the characteristics oatheetie
group, a control group of students who were invited to participate in the afterschool
program with similar gender, race, grades, CRCT scores, and eligibiliree or
reduced lunch was randomly chosen. These included only students who were eligible f
enrollment in the ZLCCLC afterschool program, but did not participate.
Data Analysis

Quantitative methods were utilized in this research study. The effeds/ehe
the 2£' Century Community Learning Center afterschool program based on matisemat

achievement on the CRCT was investigated. For research questions 1 and 2, a
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comparison of mathematics CRCT scores of those students participating ingtaarpro
was made with those not participating. Data were utilized using an anaflysi
covariance (ANCOVA) statistical procedure conducted on the post-test, CRCT
Mathematics score from the 2010-2011 school year, with a confidence level of .05. The
ANCOVA is a statistical technique used to take into account initial diffeem the two
groups (Ary, et al.). The ANCOVA seeks to examine if there are diifeebetween the
groups of an independent variable (afterschool group or no afterschool group) on a
dependent variable (mathematics 2011 CRCT scores), while accounting for an
independent variable. ANCOVA produces ordinary F tests for the main effect of the
independent variable and an overall significance test for the effect of theatevarhe
covariate (CRCT 2010) is included in this type of design because it can have atmalbsta
relationship with the dependent variable and must be controlled. ANCOVA assumes
equal variances among the groups; therefore, the Levine’s test wastealhdfore the
ANCOVA to ensure that the equal variances assumption had not been violateek (Ary,
al.). A statistical software package was used to compile and analyzeitthatfaew
assistance of a spreadsheet program.
Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the study and research methodology. The
design of the study was clarified. The procedures for gatheringrthtaainformation
regarding the instrumentation were also provided. Lastly, the samplingdpres and
population were examined along with the measure for analyzing the data. The result

from data analysis and an evaluation of the findings will be offered in the nexérchapt
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTSOF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to analyze AQ@éntury Community Learning
Center (21 CCLC) afterschool program and to determine if there was a relationship
between at-risk upper-elementary and middle school students’ CRCT i(@riter
Referenced Competency Test) math scores of those who attendeértbehafil
program, as compared to those who did not attend the afterschool program.

This chapters organized into three sections. The demographic data of the
participants in the study are discussed. The results of the data anaysiamined to
determine the effectiveness of thé'ZICLC afterschool program on math achievement
on the Georgia CRCT. A summary of the findings is included.

Demographic Data

Participants in this study were chosen from two schools in a rural schodtdistri
in Georgia. The sample consisted of 57 at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade studemts f
an elementary school and 33 at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students from a
middle school. These students had participated in the 2010-2011 school system’s 21
Century Community Learning Center afterschool program. Students were ivited t
participate in the afterschool program based on 1) CRCT scores from preaosisye
academic grades, and 3) teacher recommendation. This quantitativelrasedy
scrutinized the 2010 and 2011 CRCT mathematics scores of these 90 at-risk third through
eighth grade students who regularly attended tfeCZILC. Students were considered to
be regularly attending the afterschool program once they had attended fos30rtdasy

guideline for regularly attending was mandated through the district €21.C grant.
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Students who were not considered to be regular attendees, those who did not have two
years worth of data, and those who took another form of the CRCT were elimnoated f

this study. A control group of the same number of at-risk third through fifth grade
students and sixth through eighth grade students, who had been invited to attend the
afterschool program, but who did not, was chosen for comparison purposes. In this study
a total of 180 students participated. From the sample, 46.7% were female and 53.3%
male. The majority of students were white at 92.8%, 5% Hispanic, and 2.2% biracial.
Students enrolled in a free or reduced lunch program totaled 81.1%, while 18.9% were
not enrolled in a lunch program. Table 4.1 shows that there were small differences
between the intervention and no intervention groups. This was observed in both 2010
and 2011 and regardless of school type. When looking at the average scale scores of
elementary students who patrticipated in the afterschool program, therelvid&s a

decrease in the 2011 CRCT math scores as compared to those who did not participate in
the afterschool program. However, the upper-elementary students who padicigate
afterschool program in the 2011 school term increased their average score frong 2010 b
3.22 points. Middle school students who participated in the program had a 4.55 increase
in their average scale score over those who did not participate, and also amiocezas

their score from 2010.
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for CRCT Variables by School Type and Group

School Type Group M SD N

CRCT Math Elementary Schoc No Intervention 826.05 26.73 57
2010 Intervention 818.25 27.66 57
Total 822.15 27.36 114

Middle School No Intervention 827.97 27.79 33

Intervention 827.97 39.77 33

Total 827.97 34.04 66

Total No Intervention 826.76 26.98 90

Intervention 821.81 32.75 90

Total 824.28 30.02 180

CRCT Math Elementary Schoc No Intervention 822.53 23.65 57
2011 Intervention 821.47 31.16 57
Total 822.00 27.54 114

Middle School No Intervention 826.12 24.02 33
Intervention 830.67 33.00 33

Total 828.39 28.73 66
Total No Intervention 823.84 23.71 90
Intervention 824.84 31.97 90
Total 824.34 28.07 180

Results

A causal comparative design was used in this study to attend to the research
guestions offered in chapter one. The two research questions are acknowledged and the
statistical information follows each research question. The analysis arii@ove
(ANCOVA) method of data analysis was used to determine if there weeeetifles
between the groups of an independent variable (afterschool program) on a dependent
variable (2011 CRCT math scores), while accounting for the covariate. AKCOV

produces ordinary F tests for the main effect of the independent variable and an overall
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significance test for the effect of the covariate. The covariate (2010 @kith score)

was included in this type of design because it can have a substantial relatiatiskine w
dependent variable and must be controlled (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010). ANCOVA
assumes equal variances among the groups of the independent variables. Thisdvas teste
with a Levene’s test. When significant, the Levene’s test suggests tleajuile

variances assumption has been violated (Ary, et al.). This examined if the: ptiea

scores was approximately equal for the groups of the independent variable. The data
were entered into an Excel spreadsheet and then imported into the StatiskegkeHar

the Social Sciences (SPSS) for statistical analysis.

Resear ch question one. Research question one asked what effect did
participation in an afterschool program have on math achievement scores, agdlegsur
performance on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Teathematics, of
at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade students. Normality of 2010 CRCT math scores and
2011 CRCT math scores of at-risk students in grades three through five weneegkam
based on the descriptive statistics in Table 4.2. Normality is assumed based on the
acceptable range of +/- 2 values of skew and kurtosis.

Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics by Test-Upper-Elementary Group

N M SD Kurtosis Skew

2010 CRCT Score 114 822.15 27.36 0.16 0.26

2011 CRCT Score 114 822 27.55 0.02 0.02
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Normality is further established in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. The histograms point to the
symmetric and unimodal 2010 and 2011 CRCT math scores of upper-elementary at-risk
students.

Figure 4.1

2010 CRCT Math Scores by Intervention
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Figure 4.2

2011 CRCT Math Scores by Intervention
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The data must also be evaluated to determine if the equal variances assumption
was met. Levene’s test for homogeneity tests the null hypothesis that theaeiance
of the dependent variable is equal across groups. In Table 4.3 the significance of
Levene’s is shown to be .17, which is not statistically significant (sogmitie value
greater than .05). The assumption of equal variances was not violated and it was
determined that ANCOVA results would be valid.
Table 4.3

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances-Upper-Elementary Group

Dependent Variable F dfl df2 Sig

CRCT Math 2011 1.86 1 112 A7
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Since it was established that no assumptions were violated, an ANCOVA snalysi
was utilized to test research question one. Following, in Table 4.4, are the Byestd
for the effects of the covariate (CRCT 2010) and the independent variable (Intervent
Group) on the dependent variable (CRCT 2011).
Table 4.4

ANCOVA for CRCT Math by Group Among Elementary Students

Source Sum of Square: Df Mean Square F Sig.
CRCT 2010 25125.68 1 25125.68 46.02 .00
Group 294.11 1 294.11 53 46
Error 60596.73 111 545.91

The F test for the intervention group was non-significant (significance gaikater than
.05). There were no significant differences between the afterschool grdupeacontrol
group. The study fails to reject the following null hypothesis: Therebeitio
significant difference in mathematics achievement scores, as reédguperformance
on the Georgia Criterion- Referenced Competency Test in mathemattsjsif third,
fourth, and fifth grade students who participated in an afterschool program as abmpare
to those third, fourth, and fifth grade students who did not participate in the afterschool
program.

Resear ch question two. Research question two asked what effect did
participation in an afterschool program have on math achievement scores, agtegsur

performance on the Georgia Criterion- Referenced Competency Tedhiemadics, of
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at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students. Grades six through eigjat at-
students’ 2010 and 2011 CRCT math scores were examined for normality in the
descriptive statistics of Table 4.5. Skew and kurtosis values close to zeroeihdinzt
the score distribution was normally distributed.

Table 4.5

Descriptive Statistics by Test-Middle School Group

N M SD Kurtosis Skew
2010 CRCT Score 66 827.97 34.05 0.73 0.02
2011 CRCT Score 66 828.39 28.67 0.17 0.96

The histograms in Figures 4.3 and 4.4 further establish normality. The CRCT scores i
math of middle school at-risk students for 2010 and 2011 appeared unimodal and

symmetric.
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2010 CRCT Math Scores by Intervention
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Figure 4.4

2011 CRCT Math Scores by Intervention
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The data also had to be evaluated to determine if the equal variances assumption
was met. The variance of the control groups and afterschool groups should be
approximately equal. Levene’s test investigated this assumption. Table 4.6 shows a
significance of .79 on Levene’s test, which is not statistically sigmfic Homogeneity
of variance can be assumed and ANCOVA results would be valid.

Table 4.6

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances-Middle School Group

Dependent Variable F dfl df2 Sig

CRCT Math 2011 .06 1 64 .79
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The ANCOVA analysis was used to investigate research two, since no
assumptions were violated. Table 4.7 reveals the overall F tests for ttie effthe
2010 CRCT math scores and the intervention afterschool group on CRCT math scores in
2011.
Table 4.7

ANCOVA for CRCT Math by Group Among Middle School Students

Source Sum of Square: Df Mean Square F Sig.
CRCT 2010 19075.54 1 19075.54 35.09 .00
Group 340.91 1 340.91 .62 43
Error 34247.3 63 543.61

There were no significant differences between the control group and thelafttizs
the F test for the afterschool group was non-significant. There was & tailtgject the
following null hypothesis: There will be no significant difference in mathiesat
achievement scores, as measured by performance on the Georgia CiRefesenced
Competency Test in mathematics, of at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth gradelets who
participated in an afterschool program as compared to those sixth, seventh, and eighth
grade students who did not participate in the afterschool program.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness 3faC21C
afterschool program on student math achievement. The CRCT math scoreskof at-ris

upper-elementary students enrolled in the afterschool program were examined and



69

compared to the scores of a similar group of upper-elementary students not enrolled in
the afterschool program. The same comparison of math scores was made wuiih af gr
at-risk middle school students and those similar students receiving no intervention. The
research from this study indicates that there is no significant relatopstween CRCT
math scores and students participating in the afterschool program.

This chapter included the demographic data of the sample in this study. The
results of the analysis of the®2CCLC’s effect on student math achievement and a
summary of the findings were discussed. The next chapter will include a syoirtize
study and findings, a discussion of the results, limitations and implications of the

research, and recommendations for future research.



70

CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The previous chapter revealed the quantitative research analyses wtzet uti
the ANCOVA statistical test to determine the impact of an after-sgrogram on math
achievement. The afterschool program was proposed as a positive intervention for at-
risk students in rural North Georgia. The purpose of this chapter is to discuss and revi
those findings. This chapter is organized into the following divisions: statement of the
problem, summary of the study, summary of the findings, discussion of the findings,
study implications, study limitations, recent developments, and recommendations
further study.

Statement of the Problem

Educational systems have been more closely scrutinized over the past few
decades as a result of the repArtNation at Riskand mandates from No Child Left
Behind. Schools have become more accountable than ever in ensuring their students are
meeting state standards. In attempting to meet the 2014 deadline of all Shed®mtsn
grade-level, schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Schieohsyse
implementing supplementary educational programs like afterschool prograimsded
day programs, and summer school in order to meet these guidelines.

Research studies have recommended programs that extend the learnfng time
at-risk students and schools not meeting AYP (Council of Chief State Scham@reffi
1999; Lauer et al., 2004; National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994,
National School Board Association, 2005; No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; Weiss,

Little, Bouffard, Deschenes, & Malone, 2009; Worthen & Zsiray, 1994). According t
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the Carnegie Corporation (1994), at-risk students benefit the most from an extended
school day. Due to the diverse needs of at-risk students, typical schooling may not be
sufficient to meet the needs of these students (Cooper, 2007; Gordon & Meroe, 2005;
Miller, Snow, & Lauer, 2004; Weiss et al., 2009). As reported by Smith (2001), students
not being on grade-level are simply an indication that some need more timwgtbes to
learn the same material. Schools receiving supplementary educatiornzdsare
required to provide data showing verification of the effectiveness of theirgonsg
However, much of the research studies today are beleaguered with methodalsyy er
sampling problems, and are not generalizable (Dowell, 1986; Hock, Pulvers, D&shler
Schumaker, 2001; Zuelke & Nelson, 2001). As a result of the mandates placed on
education, research methodology issues, and the tough economic times our nation now
faces, there is a heightened need for better evidence that guidati@thl systems in
implementing and analyzing their extended day programs. There isfar@ildence to
determine the relationship between afterschool programs and student achievsartent
establish which programs and which elements of those programs are the mesgfailicc
Thus, this study investigated an afterschool program and its relationship with ma
achievement.
Summary of Study

The sample for this study of 180 at-risk students came from two schools in rural
Georgia that were located on one campus. It consisted of 57 at-risk third, fourth, and
fifth grade students from an elementary school and 33 from a middle school of sixth,
seventh and eighth grade students. The sample was comprised of 53.3 % males and

46.7% females. The breakdown of ethnicity was 92.8% white, 5% Hispanic, and 2.2%
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biracial, while 81.1% of the sample received free or reduced lunches. Thesdsstude
participated in the ZiCentury Community Learning Center afterschool program in
2010-2011. The Z1CCLC operated 116 days during the school year and met for 12
hours per week. They provided a snack, homework help, tutoring services, academic
instruction, enrichment activities, and transportation. The program had arfe|ldn-site
program coordinator, 18:1 student to teacher ratio, and 48% of the staff was certified.
College students from a local university were involved in tutoring and mentoring
students, as well. Students were considered to be at-risk based on previouscGRET s
teacher and/or counselor recommendation, and academic grades.

This study investigated the relationship between at-risk upper-elemenitdentst
and middle school students who participated in*3@antury Community Learning
Center afterschool program, as compared to at-risk upper-elementarydaitel sohool
students who were eligible, but did not participate in the afterschool prograengr@up
of at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade students who participated in the after-school
program were compared to a control group of very similar students who did not
participate in the program. Another group of at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade
students who patrticipated in the after-school program were compared to a ganiol
of similar students who did not participate in the after-school program. Patitci in
the program, the independent variable, was compared to CRCT mathematicdiseores,
dependent variable.

Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test math scores from 20092010 a
2010-2011 were compiled. The CRCT is the instrument the state of Georgia uses to

determine student gains and school effectiveness as described by NCLB.d#signed
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to measure students’ comprehension of the Georgia Performance Standardgesikes
were given to students in grades one through eight in the spring of each year.
English/language arts, reading, and mathematics are tested inra@dehvghile science
and social studies are only tested at certain grade levels. A scaledbetween 800 and
849 is designated as meeting expectations, below 800 does not meet expectations, and
850 and above exceed expectations. These performance levels are used to exhibit
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) by schools in meeting mandates by NCLB.

The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) method of data analysis was used to
determine if there were differences between the groups of studentsaiitetisehool
program and not in the program, based on 2011 CRCT math scores. ANCOVA produces
ordinary F tests for the main effect of the groups and an overall significatdertthe
effect of the covariate. 2010 CRCT math scores (covariate) were includedstrolled
for in this study because of its potential to have a relationship with the dependnievar
(Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010).
Summary of Findings

Resear ch question one. This quantitative research study’s objective was to
determine if participation in the 2entury Community Learning Center afterschool
program by at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade students, would have an effect on the
math scores of the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tesmpared to a
similar group of at-risk students who did not participate in the program. Tesestrch
guestion one an ANCOVA analysis was utilized. The overall F test examindtettie e
of the independent variable (afterschool group or no afterschool group) on the dependent

variable (math CRCT 2011), while accounting for the covariate (math CRCT 2010). The
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F test for the afterschool group was non-significant (significanicee \greater than .05).
There were no significant differences between the afterschool group and tioé cont
group. The study failed to reject the null hypothesis. The afterschool program did not
have a significant effect on at-risk third, fourth, and fifth grade student's ma@iT CR
scores.

Resear ch question two. The purpose of this quantitative research study was to
conclude whether or not participation in thé'Zlentury Community Learning Center
afterschool program by at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students, waukhha
effect on the math scores of the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Compé&&sicas
compared to a similar group of at-risk students who did not participate in the program.
To test research question two an ANCOVA analysis was also utilized.F s for the
afterschool group was non-significant (significance value greater thanT.B&je were
no significant differences between the afterschool group and the control group. The
study failed to reject the null hypothesis. The afterschool program did not have a
significant effect on at-risk sixth, seventh, and eighth grade student’s math stiefes.
Discussion of Findings

The mathematics portion of the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Compéienty
was used in this study to determine the effectiveness of theé@itury Community
Learning Center afterschool program on at-risk upper-elementary and sutidiel
student’'s math achievement. In 2011, after the intervention program, 19.3% of the
elementary afterschool students did not meet proficiency. In 2010, 21% of the same
group had not met proficiency. This group only had a 1.7% increase in the number of

students meeting proficiency after the program. The elementary studeimsheot
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intervention group, however, had a 1.8% decrease in the number of students meeting
proficiency from the 2010 scores to the 2011 scores. The middle school group receiving
the intervention had 24% of their students not meeting proficiency in 2010, but after the
program only had 18% not meeting proficiency. This group attending the afterschool
program had a 6% increase in the number of students meeting state standards. This
accounts for two more students out of the group of 33 meeting standards, over the
previous year. The middle school students from the no intervention group had no change
from the 2010 scores to the 2011 scores in number of students not meeting proficiency, at
12% not meeting in both years. In 2010, the average math CRCT score of elementary
students in the afterschool group was 818.25, and in 2011 the average CRCT score in
math of this same group increased by 3.22 points to 821.47. The middle school
intervention group also had an increase in average math CRCT score from 2010 to 2011
by 2.7 points, from 827.97 to 830.67. Both the elementary and middle school control
groups had a decrease in average math CRCT scores from the 2009-2010 school term to
the 2010-2011 school term. However, when examining the total mean score for all
students in 2010 as compared to the mean math CRCT score in 2011, there was only a
0.06 increase. Following, in Table 5.1, the mean and standard deviations of the total of

all students in both school groups is shown.
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Table 5.1

Descriptive Statistics of Math CRCT for Total Sample by School Type

School Type 2010 2011
Elementary School Mean 822.15 822.00
SD 27.364 27.548
N 114 114
Middle School Mean 827.97 828.39
SD 34.048 28.73
N 66 66

Like many other research studies on the effects of afterschool pgram
student achievement, this study found th& @CLC to have no significant effect on
student math achievement. In a larger study involving 510 participants, Little (2009)
also found no significant difference in CRCT math scores for those paingpathe
afterschool program, as compared to those who did not participate. There was also no
significant difference across the subgroups of minority, free or reducduekimr those
participants who attended more regularly. In 2003, the landmark study by the United
States Department of Education on the effectiveness of th€QILC was released. This
study examined 1,000 elementary students across 7 school districts witthafiersc
students being compared to randomly assigned nonparticipants. It investigated 4,300

middle school students in 32 districts with afterschool students evaluated against a



77

comparison group. The study found no significant difference in academic outcomes o
students who participated in the*2ICLC as compared to those not participating and
caused widespread doubt among policymakers concerning the effectiveness, and
therefore, the need and justification for afterschool program funding. As g ee40%o
funding cut for this program was proposed the following year. Zief, Lauver, ¥atd
(2006) conducted a meta-analysis of five experimental studies on aftersch@ahprog
effectiveness that had incorporated a control group into their evaluation. ddydestnd
no considerable academic outcomes for students in kindergarten through twelftingrade
afterschool programs. In 2004, Kane was unable to show, from his meta-analgsis of f
large-scale afterschool programs that were being run across the counsigraingant
difference on achievement tests in the first year of implementatiore Was no
variation found in the academic achievement of middle school afterschoolgzartscas
compared to those not receiving the intervention, as well as, no significargritan
those who were actively participating compared to those who were frequently, @sse
disclosed by Dynarski et al. (2003).

Many studies revealed mixed findings. Although this study of tRe&CZ1.C
found no significant effect on student’s math CRCT scores, the program itsetecepor
many other positive student outcomes. The afterschool program found an increase in
math and reading/language arts classroom grades. Parents reporgeshhsfied with
their child’s academic performance. Homework completion and participation in the
regular classroom improved as reported by the regular classroomrteBRelncipants in
the afterschool program also revealed that they felt better prepardastr Parent

involvement in school increased and teacher’s reported student behavior improved. In
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addition, the 2% CCLC reported that 92% of participants in the afterschool program met
or exceeded requirements on the reading CRCT and 79% met or exceeded on the math
portion of the CRCT. As reported by Cooper (2007), supplemental educational services
provided a significant difference on math standardized test scores, but found no
difference in reading and language arts scores. Worthen and Zstray gke9und
mixed results. Some of the programs studied revealed significantly Istgicent
achievement, while the collection of studies indicated little to no differencengsared
to students enrolled in only a traditional school program. Miller (2003) and Halpern
(2000) reported that programs that connected the regular school day instruction to the
afterschool program instruction showed only nominal achievement gains. They
suggested that the afterschool program should avoid looking too much like the regular
day’s instruction. At-risk students are in need of enriching learning opporsuthigieis
often times missing in the regular day. However, they found little to no evidence that
nontraditional settings in afterschool programs provided significant gainadedc
achievement. In 2004, Kane revealed the analysis of several largerafténsrograms
across the country. He reported mixed results on the effectiveness afaitérs
programs. He noted that these programs showed positive student outcomes in the areas
of homework completion, parent involvement, and student motivation. However, there
was no significant effect of these programs on student’s standardizedtest sSimilar
results of positive student outcomes in nearly all areas, except gains ondtauda@sts,
were found frequently by other researchers (Miller, 2003; Worthen & Zstray, 1994).
Many studies did show an impact on student’s math achievement as measured by

standardized tests. Dreyer (2010) found that afterschool participants showed greate
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gains in mathematics test scores than nonpatrticipants. Jenner & Jenner (2@&0&) reve
that at-risk students enrolled in &21CLC showed greater gains in reading, math, and
language arts standardized test scores. They also reported that those stihdent
attended more frequently showed higher performance levels than those attessling |
frequently. In a study by Black et al. (2008), students enrolled in a tradititeraichool
program were compared to students enrolled in an enhanced instructional afterschool
program. The enhanced instructional afterschool program utilized 45-minutergduct
lessons on mathematics or reading, four days per week. Students in the enhanced
mathematics program made significant gains on standardized test scorg®seavho
were in the traditional afterschool program.
Implications

Research of afterschool programs addresses its impact on studentstesati;e
student safety and violence in the neighborhood, social skills, family day care #hd hea
care issues, crime and drug-abuse, and more recently on student achievemeind. The
much research that reveals positive effects on students enrolled in afbé@cigpams.
However, data from this study did not find that th& 2&ntury Community Learning
Center positively impacted math student achievement, as measured by mdth CRC
scores. The afterschool program had different program goals and objectivelsdtarin t
increased CRCT math scores, which this study researched. 2T afterschool
program explored in the study had the goals of maintaining student enrollment asd hour
of operation, training staff, improving math and reading classroom grag@smving
behavior, completing homework, and involving parents. Program coordinators and

policymakers will benefit from the findings of this study when implementmg a
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afterschool program. The goals and objectives of the program drive thentdevhéch
are ultimately implemented and become the focus of the program. If edr€&CT
math scores were to become the goal of the afterschool program, a differehaainmibde
activities focused on math gains would need to be implemented.
Limitations

There are many obstacles and barriers that may influence a study of ¢hastyp
design. It is extremely complicated to decipher which of these barriaastord may
have impacted the results or to determine if any prior associations may sed.ex
These major limitations hinder the research in generalizations that could haNsypos
been made to other similar programs.

The sample for this study was from &'@lentury Community Learning Center
afterschool program from two small schools in a rural school district in neahgiz.
The sample size was somewhat small and ethnicity in the study had little toamzea
The students in this study are very unique, as is the afterschool programchiibérs
programs and other 2CCLC programs are complex and varied in their focus. Based on
community goals, each individual afterschool program is distinctive in itstalge@nd
format. The afterschool program in this study focused on academic gradedqrates
behavior, parent involvement, and homework completion. If the program had the goal of
improving math CRCT scores, it would have impacted the results. This study may be
limited in any generalizations of afterschool program’s effect on maik\sment that
could be made to other populations with diverse demographics or dissimilar afterschool

program models.
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The students in the afterschool program were invited to attend the program based
on factors which indicated they may be at-risk for failure. Any openings ldfe
program were then filled by interested students. Due to openings throughoudrthe ye
many students in the program were not at-risk for failure. As a resué, vieee a wide
range of student abilities in the afterschool program. THe&CZ1 C program was
strictly run on a volunteer basis and attendance was not mandatory. As a restitinsele
bias is a potential limitation. Students are considered to be regularly attémding
afterschool program once they have attended for 30 days out of its 116-dayoperati
Research concludes that improved attendance in regular school or aftersch@whprog
improves academic achievement (Lauer et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2004s ¥t aik,
2009; Worthen & Zsiray, 1994). This limits the research in that some particgrdnts
attended the minimum of thirty or so days, while other students attended much more
frequently.

This study used a secondary data analysis. The students in this studptvere
randomly assigned to the groups; the groups were already formed befersdhiech
study began. Because you are dealing with human subjects in this study, it lsocabt et
or moral to randomly assign students to th& @CLC afterschool program. Therefore, a
selection threat exists due to potentially having non-equivalent groups. TD@WAAI
statistical test was used with a covariate (2010 math CRCT) to aid in contfoflioigp-
existing differences in the groups; however, selection bias is still ligedgcur.

This study of the afterschool program was limited in its time and duration. A
relatively short period of time was examined with 116 days of afterschool atiibwes

per day; the research only investigated one year’s worth of data. In adtiéi@xaict
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amount of allotted time spent each day on math tutoring or remediation was ndiedenti
and would have provided a better understanding of the program’s impact on math
achievement. Each day consisted of a variety of activities such as: snaekydrem
completion, academic instruction, tutoring, and enrichment activities. It would be
unlikely to see a significant difference in the intervention groups without auoinggl
study of a quality afterschool program focused on math achievement.

Training of staff and program consistency are a limitation to this stlilis was
the first year of the 21CCLC afterschool program with a full-time on-site program
coordinator. Hiring new staff and implementing new procedures takes a petiim of
for adjustment, as well as time for training and collaboration. Training waglpd for
staff, but none in the area of math achievement. Certified teachers held ohi¢yrogj
afterschool positions; however, only three of the 26 certified teachers wereathynim
trained in teaching in the afterschool setting, specifically. Beindiedrto teach does
not denote the teacher is trained in teaching in the afterschool environnmeghsh&ald
be specifically trained to teach in this non-traditional setting with a foeube needs of
at-risk students (Miller, 2003; National Research Council, 2002). Evidence has shown
that an importance must be placed on program goals and research-baseimatruct
strategies to attain those goals. Professional development is a major congbonent
successful afterschool programs (Fashola, 1998). Gootman (2000) reveals that the
afterschool staff in an effective program is both well-prepared and clytacoahpetent.
The afterschool staff must have a well-planned method of collaborating with tharreg
day school faculty. Program consistency or quality was not investigated. Stadéets

afterschool program were divided into grade levels each having a diffeagher.
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Elementary teachers may have taught middle school students and vice verséor&her
students at each grade level were exposed to different teaching stylessibtyp
varying subjects and or standards. Middle childhood is a unique developmental time
when children move their focus to relationships outside the home and friends become
more important. Their relationships become more complex and tasks involving groups
working together is beneficial (Halpern, 2000). The training of staff on develoglyent
appropriate activities is a crucial part of afterschool training.

Attendance of students in theS2CCLC is also a limitation to this study.
Students were considered to be actively attending the program in this studiieynce
reached 30 days of attendance. Students in the sample had a wide rangddtartic
levels from 30 days to 116 days, and therefore, limit this study. When examining
afterschool programs, for quality and effectiveness, researcherzalttadyattendance
rates of students in the program (Kane, 2004; Lauer et al., 2006; McComb & Scott-
Little, 2003; Reisner et al., 2004).
Recommendations

Additional research is necessary based on the limitations of this studyhand ot
studies researched. First, research studies of afterschool proggaims aemore
realistic measure of determining a significant difference betweripg. Because
afterschool programs reflect a small portion of the student’s day, the .20e$i@etisizes
for typical educational interventions might not be reasonable (Lauer 20@6). Kane
(2004) concurs that a .20 effect size is an unrealistic measure in which toetaduat
impact of an afterschool program, when compared to the student’s regular school day.

Does a couple of hours of afterschool instruction equally compare to all the hours of
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instruction during the regular day? Kane (2004) goes on to add that these at-risk students
are already behind and possibly have difficulty learning at the same atteess to

begin with, any differences found, no matter the size, should be considered an
achievement.

A longitudinal study that uses more rigorous research methods such as a true
random control group would be beneficial. There will always be questions surrounding
and limitations to studies that do not involve strict research methodology. Initial
differences in the groups hinder and limit the generalizations of the $tatdyain be
made to other populations. Investigating the afterschool program over sewgsal ye
when staff and guidelines are in place would be an improved study that would show a
truer picture of its impact. It should be noted that the following year ®6thdy, a
different program coordinator was hired. Therefore, once again a tinod pér
adjustment for staff and students would be expected.

Research that explores the facets of afterschool programs thatgipact
elementary and middle school children is recommended. Attendance in afterschool
programs continues to be sporadic and therefore influences academic gigrisyma
students. Quality programs are those that focus on attendance (Kane, 2004t Bhuer
2006; McComb & Scott-Little, 2003; Reisner, White, Russell, & Birmingham, 2004).
Research reveals that students who gain the most are the ones who attendyoneméyfre
and for longer periods of time (McComb & Scott-Little, 2003). Until afterschool
programs begin to draw children to them and then keep them attending and interested in
their program, studies of these type programs will continue to be problematigram

models must become more attractive to students in order to get them pantjcabati
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higher rate and duration. Middle school programs should not use the same program
models as elementary programs because these students have differepntevell
needs. Research needs to reveal which elements of afterschool prograrateraot
engage which students the most. This study did not include observations of the
afterschool program, its participants, its curriculum, or its staffa Dallected that
explores student motivation and engagement and their choice in attending aflerscho
programs would be more revealing. Future research on afterschool programs would
benefit from these types of data. A qualitative study of afterschoolgmmsgs likely to
reveal the details and features of the program that are most valuableonDiata
participants’ family, neighborhood, and community could be collected to more
thoroughly understand the initial differences in the groups. In this type of dtedy, t
beliefs, feelings, and preconceived notions of all those involved could be more
systematically explored.

Lastly, to be most beneficial, the focus of the research study should match the
focus of the afterschool program being studied. This study focused on math achievement
gains made on the CRCT. However, the afterschool program investigated did not have
the goal of improving math CRCT scores. To get a true picture of math gaessches
should focus only on those quality afterschool programs that have incorporatedhresear
driven, effective math strategies.

Recent Developments

Under a new administration and with widespread public questioning of mandates

by No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Congress has failed to reauthorize and uheaimat

since 2007. The guidelines of NCLB require schools to make Adequate Yeagigsdo
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(AYP) each year till the deadline of 2014, in which all students would then supposedly
test on their grade level in reading and mathematics. The United Staisnbent of
Education (2012) now has several options that provide regulatory and statutép relie
states, as well as amendments to state accountability. In February of 201®asews
released that the state of Georgia and nine other states were granieer érora the
requirements of No Child Left Behind for the upcoming school year. Most othey state
have requested or either expressed their desire to request a waivdl, dheeequest
by Georgia in the United States Department of Education (2012) report states:
Although NCLB has served as an impetus for focusing our schools on
disaggregated subgroup performance, it has fallen short in serving as a school
improvement tool, a teacher-leader quality tool, a catalyst for ensuringea m
comprehensive delivery of college and career readiness, and has limiteafocus t
adequacy in specific subject areas. (p.16).
Since these are new developments, it is unclear at this time how long Gedhgse
other states will be granted flexibility in the NCLB requirements. Assalt of these
waivers, in the upcoming school term, schools in the states with waivers will no benger
labeled as having met or not met AYP. These schools will be given an incexafati
one to one hundred, like a grading system. Their rating will be based on a number of
factors, not one standardized test score. With this type scoring sysseswpected that
the public will better understand how a school is performing. Student test sconmnas will
longer be the only determining factor in assessing school success. Schoroha@eck
will be evaluated on a number of factors including, standardized test scores,rogres

over time, achievement gaps, college-readiness, and attendance. Thedizgois
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that had to be reported has been lowered, but under the waiver, the performance of one
subgroup can no longer cause a whole school to fail. Tutoring and supplemental
educational services will still have to be provided if a school fails, but the school has
more of a say in determining when, where, and how those services will be provided in
order to better meet their own needs (United States Department of Education, 2012).
This waiver package is temporary and it is difficult to say exactly how scaondls
afterschool programs will be affected, until the Elementary and Secondacgtion Act
has been reauthorized.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was determining the effectiveness 8f@etury
Community Learning Center’s afterschool program on at-risk studentsgéeteisrto
math achievement on the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Téss. stady,
no significant differences were found between groups of students who participtted i
afterschool program and those who received no type of intervention. This hesearc
investigated one small, unique sample of students from a rural school districhin nort
Georgia. Practitioners should not proceed on these results alone and conclude that
afterschool programs do not affect math achievement; consider thatebeks are
simply from one research study of many related studies across the anutiey effects
and benefits of afterschool programs. When quality-designed, the af@rpobgram is
simply one component of the system that is attempting to address the acadeémi
developmental needs of students, and therefore, attempting to meet guidelfoes by

the No Child Left Behind Act.
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The benefits of afterschool programs contrast from achievement gains to
providing afterschool care for working parents to increasing a studerfitessssgm and
positively impacting social skills. The afterschool program sampled in thig fetudd,
as reported by the program coordinator, an increase in reading/languagelartath
classroom grades. Homework completion and participation in the regulaoolass
improved, while parents reported an improved satisfaction with their child’srazade
progress. Students in the program also reported feeling better prepared for class
Afterschool programs provide the additional learning time that some students need to be
successful.

Many questions remain to be unanswered. How large of an impact can be
expected from a couple of additional instructional hours a few times a week? Wha
factors must be present in the afterschool program for the program to be considered
effective? What constitutes an effective, quality program? How is thessuotthe
program measured? Is success measured by academic achievemeciagstbem or
increased standardized test scores? Is success measured by studenhafeklinags of
success and an increased sense of belonging in the community? Or, is program succe
measured by the community in the number of youth no longer walking the stteets a
school hours? Do the benefits of the program outweigh the costs? These are all
guestions that must be answered on a program by program basis and that can only be
answered by the stakeholders in that community.

Afterschool programs can be viewed as a powerful tool in the collection of tools
necessary to facilitate a student meeting his or her highest potenisalhdtdesire that

educational systems across the country will continue to explore programsategicss
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that incorporate a collaborative and systematic approach that betlieatecstudent

outcomes.
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Demographics and Math CRCT Scores for Upper-Elementary Afterschool Group
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Demographics and Math CRCT Scores for Upper-Elementary Control Group
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Demographics and Math CRCT Scores for Middle Afterschool Group
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Demographics and Math CRCT Scores for Middle Control Group
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