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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE NATIONAL HEAD START - PUBLIC SCHOOL
EARLY CHILDHOOD TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

In 1990, the U. S. Congress authorized a major program designed to enhance the early
public school transitions of former Head Start children and their families. Former Head Start
children, like many other children living in poverty, were at risk for poor school
achievement. This new program was launched to test the value of extending comprehensive,
Head Start-like supports “upward” through the first four years of elementary school. This
project, administered by the Head Start Bureau of the Administration on Children, Youth,
and Families, funded 31 local Transition Demonstration Programs in 30 states and the
Navajo Nation from the 1991-92 school year through the 1997-98 school year and involved

more than 450 public schools.

THE 31 NATIONAL HEAD START - PUBLIC SCHOOL
EARLY CHILDHOOD
TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS
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The National Transition Demonstration Study was conducted to provide information
about the implementation of this program and its impact on children, families, schools, and
communities. The study design involved random assignment of schools to a Transition
Demonstration group, which received additional supports and staff funded by this project,
or to a Comparison group. A total of 7,515 former Head Start children and families were
enrolled in the National Study in 1992/93 and 1993/94. Thousands of other children and
families, however, participated in the Transition Demonstration Program, since supports and

educational enhancements were offered to all children and families in the classrooms.

KEY FEATURES OF THE TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM
The 31 local Transition Demonstration Programs all implemented major programs related
to:

(1) parent involvement activities;

(2) educational enhancement, especially to promote use of
developmentally appropriate practices and continuity in children’s
educational experiences;

(3) family social support services; and

(4) health and nutrition.

The Transition Demonstration Programs
Examples of highly valued activities

from local Transition Demonstration

between public schools and Head Start | Programs:

* creating Parent Resource Rooms in
children’s elementary schools

established a Governing Board comprised of at | « making home visits to families

* sending special newsletters to families

about school and community activities

teaching families about home-based

families) to assist families and promote parent learning supports to help their children
succeed

also sought to achieve close collaboration

programs. As required, each local program

least 51 percent former Head Start parents and

hired Family Service Coordinators (1 per 35 | .

involvement. In addition, most local sites had

plans for:
promoting the inclusion of children with disabilities into regular
classrooms;
addressing cultural and linguistic diversity and appreciation; and

developing individualized transition plans for each child.
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Local programs were designed to be responsive to community needs and evolved over
the seven years of implementation. From the start, local sites varied tremendously in terms
of the willingness of their schools and communities to enact major changes, as well as their
previous experience in conducting large-scale, multi-pronged, school-based partnership

programs.

LOCAL PROGRAMS VARIED TREMENDOUSLY IN HOW
SUCCESSFULLY THEY IMPLEMENTED SERVICES AND SUPPORTS

Overall, the program implementation data

T . Local Transition Demonstration
(based on annual site visits, review of program | programs facilitated:

documentation, and reports of participating | * better access to needed social and
health services

families, teachers, principals, and Family |, greater awareness of community

Service Coordinators) support four major supports and gaps in the service
findings: delivery system o
* parents becoming active in governance
(1) All sites encountered multiple obstacles and educational improvement

and barriers in their efforts to provide | * focal commitment to ensuring the

) i school success of former Head Start
comprehensive and well coordinated children

supports to children, families, and | * new local partnerships or
collaborations to benefit young children

schools. and their families

(2) Highly competent and stable leadership
exerted a powerful influence on the
strength and implementation of a local program.

(3) Only about 20% of the sites implemented very strong programs. Of the 31 local
sites, 6 were rated as very good to excellent in all features of their program, while 8
were judged as fair or weak in all aspects. The majority of local programs (17, or
55%) showed a combination of strengths and weaknesses in their programs and most
fluctuated in how well they implemented different features over the years.

(4) Many features of the Transition Demonstration Programs were highly valued by
schools and families, leading to plans for continuation after program funding ended.
In addition, these features were adopted by many of the Comparison schools and
supported through re-allocation of resources or external funding.

Collectively, these schools, Head Start programs, and communities strongly endorsed the

value of outreach efforts to families and the need to address young children’s needs during

their early years of transition to school.
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HOW THE MOST AND LEAST SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS DIFFERED

Some of the distinctive characteristics of the 6 most successful local programs were:
(1) their strong, positive relationships between the public schools and the
Head Start programs;
(2) their highly committed, competent, and respected leadership within the
programs; and
(3) asuccessful track record of creating strong partnerships to implement and
to evaluate large-scale programs.

An interesting and unanticipated feature of these successful sites was that they tended to
have the most “competition” from local Comparison schools. That is, the Comparison
schools often launched programs similar to the Transition Demonstration Program. These
sites also evidenced widespread local commitment to improving the school adjustment of
former Head Start and other low income children, as well as to increasing parent involvement
and to improving family well-being.

In the 8 sites where implementation was the least successful, at least 6 were plagued by
multiple local conflicts, including personality and agency clashes. The leadership for these
sites also was less involved, less experienced, and less skillful in training and supervising
program staff and in working effectively with school and community personnel. These least
successful sites tended to have very high rates of poverty in their school districts, although
several highly successful sites had equally high poverty levels. A few of the grantees with
early and serious problems identified in the planning year -- especially major conflicts among
the participating partners and failure to develop program plans considered minimally
adequate by the funding agency -- were among those that implemented the weakest
Transition Demonstration Programs.

Features which did not reliably distinguish which sites would be the most or least
successful were: the location of the school district (rural, suburban, urban, or inner city); the
average per pupil expenditures in the local school districts; the proportion of local, state, and
federal funding to the local schools; whether the program was administered by a Head Start
program, a school district, or a combined Head Start/school district grantee; the amount of
annual funding from ACYTF for the local program; the size of the local program (number of

participating schools, families, and children); or the quality of the original grant application.
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EDUCATIONAL ENHANCEMENT WAS THE MOST CHALLENGING AREA
TO IMPLEMENT FULLY

In terms of ensuring that classrooms offered developmentally appropriate and
individually tailored instruction, many of'the local programs encountered resistance and most
did not fully achieve their goals. The reasons for this were many, including reluctance and
ambivalence on the part of some teachers and/or some schools and school districts to adopt
proposed changes and the fact that many schools already had implemented their own version
of “developmentally appropriate practices.” In other schools, educators judged these
practices to be of uncertain merit and not yet proven; accordingly, they were less willing to
make certain types of changes in classroom organization and instructional approaches. One
of the strongest findings was that even within the same treatment condition in a local site,
there was tremendous variation in the educational practices observed in different classrooms.
The importance of individual teachers’ skills and educational approach was apparent, as was
the impact of the principals’ commitment to educational excellence and ongoing

improvement.

FORMER HEAD START CHILDREN SHOW GOOD PROGRESS
IN THEIR READING AND MATH SKILLS

These former Head Start children, on average, showed good academic progress in the
first four years of public school, with their largest gains in the first two years. When they

entered kindergarten, they scored

substantially below the national average

. . . . Reading Scores
(by about 8 points) in their reading scores o

on the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of NATIONAL AVERAGE SCORES

Fr

B Transition Demonstration
@ Comparison
| @ National Sample

Achievement. By the end of the second
and third grade, however, they performed

essentially at the national average.
*The shaded area represents the
estimated National Average, including
margin of error (standard error of
mean).

recognition as Well as I‘eading passage . Kindergarten Kindergarten st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade

Fall Spring Spring Spring Spring

Reading skills included letter and word

DISTANCE FROM NATIONAL AVERAGE
' ! ] '
(4]

comprehension. In terms of children’s

math scores, these former Head Start

children were more than 15 points below national average during kindergarten, but showed
a rapid rise by the end of first grade and continued to advance to levels at and slightly above
national average in second and third grade respectively. Math scores reflected children’s

numerical computational skills and their math problem solving ability. This pattern of
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positive academic achievement in both math and reading occurred for children in both

treatment conditions.

Math Scores

NATIONAL AVERAGE SCORES _ =g

M Transition Demonstration

B Comparison
E National Sample

*The shaded area represents the
estimated National Average, including
margin of error (standard error of
mean)

DISTANCE FROM NATIONAL AVERAGE

Kindergarten Kindergarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Fall Spring Spring Spring Spring

In sum, not only did former
Head Start children “maintain” any
gains that might have resulted from
their Head Start experience; in fact,
they showed acceleration in the two
skill areas -- reading and math--
actively taught in early elementary
grades. In terms of children’s
receptive language skills or their
vocabulary knowledge, however,
the gains were less dramatic and

their scores remained lower relative

to national norms than in reading and math. Collectively, these assessment data provide

strong support for the conclusion that Head Start children typically enter school “ready

to learn” and that they can achieve academically at national norms.

TEACHERS, PARENTS, AND CHILDREN REPORT POSITIVE

SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT EVERY YEAR

Teachers’ Ratings of
Children’s Academic Competence

NATIONAL AVERAGE SCORES

114 B Transition Demonstration
B Comparison
E National Sample

| National Average, including margin of error
| | (standard error of mean)

DISTANCE FROM NATIONAL AVERAGE

2nd Grade
Spring

3rd Grade
Spring

1st Grade
Spring

Kindergarten
Spring

i *The shaded area represents the estimated |

Teachers’ ratings of children’s

academic abilities corresponded

moderately well with children’s

standardized test scores on the
individually administered
assessments, although teacher ratings
of overall academic achievement are
somewhat lower than children’s test
scores in reading and math.

Parents consistently rated their
children’s school adjustment as very
from the

positive spring of

kindergarten through the end of third grade. Only a small percentage of children (less than

10%) were judged to have early school adjustment problems. When former Head Start

families encountered problems, they reported these were usually resolved well. Across all
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years and both treatment groups, parents and children expressed that they highly valued
doing well in school.

The children overwhelmingly reported having positive early school experiences. The
vast majority like school, value doing well, try hard, report getting along well with teachers
and peers, and say they learn a lot from their teachers. In the spring of kindergarten, only
7% of the children reported that they did not like school and thought they were not doing
well. For this small group, their early self-report of poor adjustment was predictive of later
academic difficulties and higher rates of grade retention and placement in special education,
even though their academic and social skills at the time of school entry did not differ
significantly from those of other Head Start children.

: 2 5
How important is it to you to do wel_l in school? How much does your teacher
| m Demonstration

w " | help you learn new things? - -
Very Important | ® Comparison 100 Py g |m Demonstration
100 aa A lot” |® Comparison

50 88

91

% responding "A lot*

% responding "Very important™

Final year

First year

THE HIGHEST ACHIEVING FORMER HEAD START CHILDREN ARE
HIGHLY CAPABLE AND COMPETITIVE ACADEMICALLY

Within this multi-site study, the former Head Start children with the highest levels of
academic skills (the top 3%) were identified. These children earned reading and math
standardized scores that placed them in the 98" percentile nationally. These children were
more likely to have families with somewhat higher resource levels, fewer stressors, and
parents who endorsed more responsive and non-restrictive parenting styles than did other
Head Start families. These academically talented former Head Start children represent an
important group who are likely to benefit from increased early learning and language

opportunities, as well as other academic enrichment activities.
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CHILDREN’S SOCIAL SKILLS ARE RATED POSITIVELY
FOR THE VAST MAJORITY OF FORMER HEAD START CHILDREN

For many years, Head Start programs have strongly supported the social and emotional

Teachers’ Ratings of
Children’s Social Skills
37 _
g 4l NATIONAL AVERAGE SCORES
< ' .
= H p—
<
z -3 —
=z
o
E -57
<
=z
= 7 ‘
£ o W Transition Demonstration | | “The shaded area represents the
w e 3 estimated National Average, including
Q 414 T aMparEE | | margin of error (standard error of
< | { @ Natiocnal Sample | | mean),
@ 43+ — .
a Kindergarten 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Spring Spring Spring Spring

of children.
kindergarten, these former Head Start

development In
children showed positive social and
behavioral adjustment, essentially at
national norms, based on ratings by
both teachers and parents. Over the
first four years in school, teachers
continued to rate children’s social
skills positively close to national

averages.

CLASSROOMS AND SCHOOLS OFFERED MANY SPECIAL
“TRANSITION SUPPORTS” TO CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Teachers and principals reported that their schools offered many special supports and

activities to promote positive
transition-to-school experiences for
children from low income families.
Schools and classrooms participating
in the Transition Demonstration
Program showed some significant,
although small, differences relative to
those in the Comparison group.
Specifically, there were slightly
higher levels of developmentally
appropriate practices observed in the

Transition Demonstration classrooms,

Kindergarten

Observations of Classroom
Learning Environment

—s— Demonstration|
|—®— Comparison |

First Grade

Second Grade Third Grade
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more parent involvement activities of a non-traditional nature, and increased use of certain
transition supports as reported by principals.

It is noteworthy that many schools and classrooms, in both the Transition Demonstration
and Comparison groups, had multiple transition supports in place, such as communication
between Head Start programs and the public schools prior to a child entering kindergarten
and multi-year continuity in the educational curriculum. Parents in both the Transition
Demonstration and Comparison schools had highly favorable impressions of their school

climate, as did teachers and principals.

MANY FORMER HEAD START FAMILIES STEADILY DECREASED IN THEIR
NEED FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

In the kindergarten year, about
37% of these former Head Start
families received some federal cash
assistance (AFDC). Over the next

four years, about 25% of these

Percentage of families receiving in AFDC

40%

37.0%

T 7] : 1
M Transition Demonstration

| E Comparison

30.0%

30% A

families became economically self-
20%

Percentage

sufficient and no longer received
AFDC. (Note: This was before the
Welfare Reform legislation of 1996.)

Kindergarten  First Grade Second Grade Third Grade Sjmﬂarly, about the same percentage

10% -

0% +

decline occurred for families living in

public or subsidized housing.
Further, the percentage of families reporting they had unmet social, health, or employment
needs declined from about 28% when their child entered kindergarten to less than 17% at the
end of third grade. Each year, about 20-25% of the families reported an increase in their
family’s income. This pattern of increased self-sufficiency appeared for families in both the

Transition Demonstration and Comparison groups.
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HEALTH CARE ISRATED POSITIVELY BY FORMER HEAD START FAMILIES
When these former Head Start children entered kindergarten, more than 85% of their
families reported that they had

adequate health care insurance, Health insurance coverage and satisfaction with coverage for
children in the first year.

including Medicaid for nearly 60%.

W Demonstration
| Comparison

90%
Further, they are well satisfied with [ so% -

. . B 70%
the quality of health care they receive. |E 5o, |
] =
. o, . :: 50% - : ;‘; |
This positive appraisal of the health B o ] 6 ?
care received and the overall health | & 30% | oo 23% .
status of former Head Start children "] b %
u 10% 4 / v .
. 0% —+— i ’ y.f’%% ’ % : g’éﬁ;’: .
continues throughout the ﬁI'St four Medicaid/ Insurance Not insured  Satisfied with
Medicare through insurance
years of school. More than 77% of employer

the children are rated as having

“excellent” or “very good” health,

with only 6% having chronic or serious health care conditions that interfere with their full
participation in school programs. (Note: the study sample included the 10% of former Head
Start children who had disabilities identified before they entered public school.)

MATERNAL DEPRESSION IS A SIGNIFICANT FACTOR
FOR MANY FAMILIES LIVING IN POVERTY

Despite the overall well-being of the children, somewhat more than 40% of the primary
caregivers (mostly mothers) were screened positive for depressive symptomatology when
their children enter kindergarten. About 19% of the mothers reported continued, chronic
problems with depression when their children were completing third grade.

In addition, a subgroup of approximately 3% of these former Head Start families reported
that the primary caregiver suffered major health problems sufficient to interfere with their
ability to provide routine support for their children’s learning and participation in school-
related activities. The need to consider the well-being of the child’s primary caregiver,
particularly mental health services, is important, especially during this transition to school

period.
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OUTCOMES FOR THE TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION GROUP DIFFERED IN
ONLY VERY SMALL WAYS FROM THOSE OF THE COMPARISON GROUP
Using complex statistical models of growth curves and hierarchical linear modeling
of children’s academic and social development from kindergarten through the first four
years in public school, a few statistically significant differences were detected between

those in the Transition Demonstration versus Comparison groups. These differences
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appeared for aspects of the children’s growth in reading and math skills, although the
magnitude was so small as to be considered, by conventional standards, non-
consequential.

At least three factors may have contributed to the fact that participants in the Transition
Demonstration Program showed limited benefits relative to the comparison group. First,
only one-fifth of the Transition Demonstration Programs were implemented at consistently
high levels, while most were either moderate or uneven in their quality and intensity and
more than one-fourth were weak. Second, the Comparison schools often enacted additional
programs and supports that essentially mimicked those in the Transition Demonstration
group. In fact, the philosophy guiding this Congressionally supported program was widely
endorsed at the community level and many of the Comparison schools sought outside
funding to offer special supports to former Head Start children and parents. Third, the
children in both the Transition Demonstration and Comparison groups appeared to benefit
tremendously from their school experiences. The vast majority of children earned high
marks for positive school adjustment as indicated by: scoring at national averages in their
reading and math abilities, having social skills rated positively by teachers and by parents,
and their parents and the children themselves reporting that children liked school and were
doing well.

Many exploratory and confirmatory analyses were conducted to better understand these
findings. Analyses of individual sites indicated that the children in one treatment group
sometimes performed slightly higher and showed greater gains than did those in the other,
although these differences tended to be very small in magnitude, not necessarily stable across
years, and not consistently favoring either the Transition Demonstration or Comparison
group. Further, more than one-third of the children changed schools at least once. At some
sites, over half of the children moved at least once in the first four years of school. This high
mobility limited the number of children and families at each site who received the full “dose”
of the planned Transition Demonstration Program and prevented testing the maximum

benefits for some children and families.

SUMMARY

The National Head Start-Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration
Program was implemented in 31 sites to varying degrees in terms of quality and intensity of
supports and services provided to children, families, and schools. All sites reported they

strongly valued the program and many instituted aspects of the program for continuation
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beyond the funding period. Many of the innovative activities and programs enacted have
the potential for use in other schools, particularly those that:
(1) seek to make schools more welcoming to low income families,
(2) improve the quality of classroom instruction for young children,
(3) show appreciation for cultural and linguistic diversity of children and families,
(4) guide parents in how to support their children’s learning at home,
(5) afford parents expanded and non-traditional ways of becoming involved with
their children’s schools, and
(6) create strong community-based partnerships to streamline and enhance the social
and health service supports to low income families and children.

After only two or three years in public school, the vast majority of former Head Start
children are achieving essentially at national averages — a significant gain over their skills
when they entered kindergarten. This study clearly refutes the longstanding view of a
“fade-out effect”of benefits for Head Start children.

The children overwhelmingly reported they liked school, got along well with teachers and
peers, and tried to do their best in school, reflecting the strong values that their parents and
the children themselves placed on the importance of school. Some of the children showed
remarkable academic talent, while others required special education placement and/or
repeated a grade, usually due to a combination of poor social and academic progress.

These former Head Start families generally showed annual improvements in their living
conditions, steadily relying less on government support programs. Whether this remarkably
encouraging picture of thousands of former Head Start children extends to the nation as a
whole -- especially to communities that did not participate in this special federal program or
that are not actively seeking to foster partnerships with Head Start programs -- is not known.

The portrayal of the remarkably positive school adjustment of these former Head Start
children is in marked contrast to earlier reports that these children “lose the gains” from their
Head Start experiences. Although these positive outcomes cannot be ascribed clearly to any
single aspect of treatment or even strongly to the Transition Demonstration program itself,
there was clear evidence that community partnerships were strengthened and that multiple
transition supports were enacted in most of these sites to promote the early school adjustment
of children who begin school with economic and other challenges in their families and

communities.
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PART 1: HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The two chapters included in this section present key information concerning the
background, history, rationale, and organization of the National Head Start/Public School Early
Childhood Transition Demonstration Project and its evaluation, the National Transition
Demonstration Study. An understanding of the underlying rationale, conceptual model, research
design, and study size is essential to interpreting the findings reported in subsequent chapters.

The national evaluation of the National Transition Demonstration Project was designed by

ACYF to achieve three goals:

“1. Identify successful strategies used, problems encountered, and solutions found when Head
Start grantees, parents, local education agencies and other community agencies cooperate
and coordinate a program of comprehensive and continuous services to children and
families from Head Start through third grade.” These findings are presented in Part 2 of
this report.

“2. Determine the effects of the demonstration on children, families, the Head Start program,
the public school system and the community.” These findings are presented in Part 3 of
this report.

“3. Assess the effectiveness of the transition concept as a means for the maintenance and
enhancement of early gains achieved by Head Start children and families.” These issues
are addressed throughout the discussions of both program implementation (Part 2) and

outcomes (Part 3).
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

In 1994 the One Hundred Third By the Year 2000, all children in America will start

Congress of the United States of America | school ready to learn...

» All children will have access to high-quality and

passed the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act, specifying a series of eight national
goals and related objectives to be achieved
by the year 2000. These goals, endorsed by
the nation’s governors and leading
educators, encompassed school readiness,
school completion, student achievement
and citizenship, mathematics and science,
adult literacy and lifelong learning, safe
and productive learning environments, and

parental participation. The first goal

developmentally appropriate preschool programs
that prepare children for school;

Every parent in the United States will be a child’s
first teacher and devote time each day to helping
such parent’s preschool child learn, and parents will
have access to the training and support parents
need; and

Children will receive the nutrition, physical activity
experiences, and health care needed to arrive at
school with healthy minds and bodies, and to
maintain the mental alertness necessary to be

prepared to learn.

addressed the national commitment that all children would enter school ready to take full advantage
of the learning experiences to come in the years ahead. The eighth and final goal addressed the
commitment to build parent-school partnerships to facilitate child growth and development and to
engage in shared educational decision making.

Established in 1965, the Head Start program serves preschool children, ages three through five,
with the goal of providing comprehensive developmental services in the areas of education, socio-
emotional development, physical and mental health, and nutrition. The program strives to ensure
that children enter kindergarten prepared to succeed. In the 30 years since its inception, Head Start
has provided and secured services for nearly 14 million children and families (ACYF, 1997). Two
features have distinguished Head Start from many other preschool programs: (1) its approach to
assisting children by providing comprehensive supports and emphasizing family development

(Parker, Piotrkowski, Horn, & Greene, 1995; Zigler & Valentine, 1979) and (2) its emphasis on
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parent involvement in both the growth and development of children and in governance of programs

(ACYF, 1997).

The National Head Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration Project has

also been an effort to promote the national educational goals. Providing comprehensive, continuous,

Head Start-like services to children and families as they make the transition from Head Start into

public school kindergarten and through the early elementary grades, the Transition Demonstration

Project has included many of the same key features that have distinguished successful Head Start

By the Year 2000, every school will promote partnerships
that will increase parental involvement and participation in
promoting the social, emotional, and academic growth of
children.

» Every State will develop policies to assist local schools
and local educational agencies to establish programs for
increasing partnerships that respond to the varying needs
of parents and the home, including parents of children
who are disadvantaged or bilingual, or parents of
children with disabilities;

»  Every school will actively engage parents and families in
a partnership which supports the academic work of
children at home and shared educational decision making
at school; and

* Parents and families will help to ensure that schools are
adequately supported and will hold schools and teachers
to high standards of accountability.

programs: supportive social services to
encourage family development; health,
nutrition, and mental health services to
improve the immediate and long-term
health and well-being of children and
their families; strong and
developmentally appropriate early
childhood educational programs to
support cognitive, social, and emotional
development for young children; and
activities and supports to encourage and
strengthen family involvement in
learning at home, at school, and in the
community. Individual Transition
Demonstration Programs have been

implemented in 31 diverse communities

in 30 states and the Navajo Nation, providing a rich fund of information about the processes,

challenges, successes, and — ultimately — the outcomes of these efforts. The sites, along with their

geographic locations, grantee agencies, project directors, and local evaluators, are detailed in

Appendix A. Chapter 2 provides background and contextual information about the rationale, design,

goals, and evaluation of the National Transition Demonstration Project.
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PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This report presents key findings of the National Transition Demonstration Study. Its purpose

is to summarize the results relating to both the process and the outcomes of program implementation.

These results are important for three specific purposes:

1. To address the national research questions that have guided the National Transition

Demonstration Study;

2. To understand the outcomes for former Head Start children, families, schools, and

classrooms and,

3. To highlight key policy implications.

NATIONAL STUDY QUESTIONS

The National Transition Demonstration Study was guided by a set of questions related to

understanding successful transitions and the effects of the Transition Demonstration Project. These

questions were:

Question 1:

Question 2:

Question 3:

Question 4:

Question 5:

Question 6:

How have the Head Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration
Programs been implemented at local sites?

To what extent have comprehensive, continuous Head-Start-like services been
provided to participating children and families?

What have been the barriers and difficulties encountered in implementing the
Transition Demonstration Programs?

What characteristics of local sites are associated with more (or less) successful
implementation of a Transition Demonstration Program?

As a result of the Head Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition
Demonstration Programs, what institutional and systemic changes are evident at local
sites? Specifically, what systemic changes are noted in how schools, service
providers, and communities offer transition supports?

To what extent do families participating in a Transition Demonstration Program
show positive outcomes? Is there evidence of increased parental involvement,

improved family and parent functioning, or increased self-sufficiency as a function
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of program participation?

Question 7: To what extent do children in Transition Demonstration Programs show positive

outcomes? Specifically, do children in the Transition Demonstration group,
compared to those in the comparison group, show more favorable attitudes toward
school, better social-emotional adjustment, higher achievement in academic and

language skills, and lower rates of grade retention and special education placement?

Question8: Do some families and children appear to benefit more than others from the Transition

Demonstration Program? If'yes, what are their characteristics and why are they likely

to show more benefits?

Question 9:  For families and children who have poor transition experiences, what are the factors

associated with non-optimal outcomes?

UNDERSTANDING OUTCOMES

Understanding program implementation is crucial to understand the impact on children, families,

schools, and communities. In the National Transition Demonstration Study, there has been

tremendous variation, including:

1.

Program design variation. As with Head Start programs, the local Transition Demonstration
Programs were to design and implement programs to provide supports to children, families,
schools, and communities in four key component areas: family social services, family
involvement in education and governance, developmentally appropriate educational practices
and programs, and health and nutritional services. However, within broad parameters, local
programs were allowed and encouraged to develop innovative, individualized programs that
built on the strengths of their communities and participating agencies (Head Start, local
education agencies, and community service providers) and met the needs of their children,
families, schools, and communities. As discussed in a previous report (see Interim Report
on the National Head Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration Study),
this program development strategy yielded a great deal of variation across, and even within
sites. There is no single definition of the intervention involved in the Transition

Demonstration Study. Rather, there are 31 interventions that evolved over time and varied
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from school to school.

2. Local community variation. The 31 sites reflect some of the diversity found in communities
across our country. The Transition Demonstration Programs were implemented in very
diverse communities — inner city, urban fringe, city, small town, rural — by diverse Head Start
agencies and school districts. Local philosophy, culture and experiences are reflected in
many aspects of program implementation.

3. Partnership variation. ACYF required thata local consortium implement the demonstration
program, including the Head Start program, a local education agency (LEA), and a
university-based or non-profit research group. These trials were partnerships identified in
the original grant application. However, the size and complexity of these local partnerships
differed. For example, some sites included a single Head Start agency and a single school
district, while others included multiple Head Start and multiple LEA partners.
Administratively, the Transition Demonstration Program was operated sometimes by the
Head Start agency, sometimes by a school district, or sometimes through a joint Head Start-
public school arrangement that was already established. The prior history of these
partnerships in enacting other special projects also varied, from first-time partnerships to well

established, highly successful collaborations.

Because of these variations, the National Transition Demonstration Study is not amenable to a
simplistic “treatment versus control” analysis of outcomes if the goal is to understand what
combination of factors promotes positive transition-to-school experiences. Rather, an in-depth
appreciation of local site variation is necessary for interpreting the findings from the national

evaluation.
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CHAPTER 2 - RATIONALE

In the 36 years (Head Start was established in

1965) that Head Start has been in operation, much In this chapter:

» Lessons from early intervention research

has been learned about intervention programs for | , Impetus for this Transition Demonstration

young children, their effectiveness, their long-term Project
benefits, and their limitations. The National Head | * Description of the National Transition

D tration Project
Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition ermonsiration frojee
* Program Goals

Demonstration Project was designed to build on | . nrsional Transition Demonstration Stu dy

and push forward this body of knowledge. This
chapter first summarizes some of the insights gained through research in early intervention and then
discusses some of the key concerns and positive events that formed the impetus of this national
demonstration project. A brief description of the National Transition Demonstration Project follows,
including a discussion of program goals and key components. Finally, a brief overview of the
National Transition Demonstration Study is presented, highlighting the new style of research that
is operationalized within the study. The research design and the conceptual model underlying the
evaluation are presented to provide a framework for the discussions of findings in subsequent

chapters.

LESSONS FROM EARLY INTERVENTION RESEARCH TO DATE

In recent reviews of the status of early intervention research, Ramey and Ramey (1998, 1999)
have reported that randomized, controlled trials of strong programs — i.e., those providing high
quality, intensive early education to children and relying on developmental theory to guide the
content of the intervention — have yielded significant benefits for children, often extending through
adolescence and into young adulthood (Ramey, Campbell, Sparling & Ramey, 2000; Campbell,
Ramey, Sparling, & Burchinal, 1999). In addition, the Rameys (Ramey & Ramey, 1992) identified
six principles regarding successful early childhood interventions for at-risk children and their

families:
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1. Timing. Interventions beginning earlier and continuing longer tend to show greater benefits for
participants than those beginning later and not lasting as long.

2. Intensity. Programs that are more intensive (that is, more hours per day, more days per week,
more weeks per year, and multi-year) produce greater positive effects than those that are less
intensive. In addition, there is some evidence that children and parents who participate more
actively (receive greater amounts of services and supports) show the greatest amount of progress.

3. Directintervention. The provision of services directly to children, enhancing their daily learning

experiences, produces more positive and lasting results than the provision of indirect services
(such as parent training or home-based services only).

4. Breadth. Interventions that provide more comprehensive services typically show stronger effects
that those that are more narrow in focus. Specifically, interventions that include both direct and
indirect interventions produce the most robust effects.

5. Individual differences. Some children appear to benefit more from interventions than do others,

most likely as a function of the initial risk status of the family and the degree to which the
program provides needed supports to compensate for risks.

6. Environmental maintenance. The initial positive effects of early intervention are most likely to

be sustained in later years when there are continuing supports, particularly the availability of
good quality public education and community supports for low income families.

The National Transition Demonstration Project was designed to build upon this knowledge
about effective early interventions. The local programs were to be comprehensive and multi-
pronged. All were multi-year and coordinated with Head Start programs. Both direct child supports
for education and health, as well as indirect supports to the families and school were provided.
Further, the Transition Demonstration Programs extended throughout the school year, and in some

sites included extended day services or summer programs for children.
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IMPETUS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

The Transition Demonstration Project

Impetus for this Transition Demonstration effort was grounded in a desire to foster the

Project:

« New perspectives on school readiness implementation of “unified child and family

» Concern about levels of parental involvement development programs that span the early

in schools childhood years from preschool through [at

» Concern about the perceived fade-out least] third grade.” (ACYF, 1991). These

phenomenon . _
« Educational statistics regarding poor unified, two-generational programs were seen

performance of children from low income as desirable and necessary based on several

families factors. First, the current views about what

* Success of Head Start in component areas
/ P “ready to learn” means go well beyond

* Promising outcomes of earlier transition
traditional ideas of the child’s readiness, in

terms of reading readiness or social readiness

(cf. Crnic & Lamberty, 1994; Kagan, 1994; Ramey & Ramey, 1994, 1999). The new perspectives
on school readiness recognize the importance of three additional factors: (1) the readiness of schools
to meet the needs of children who enter at varying levels of development and progress at different
rates; (2) the readiness of families to support the growth and development of their children as they
move into and through the formal educational years; and (3) the readiness of communities to invest
in education for children and families (Kagan, 1994). This more comprehensive concept of
“readiness for school” has led Head Start programs, public schools, and communities to collaborate
more closely in the provision of a wide range of educational experiences and supports for children.
Involvement of parents in the learning activities of children is assumed to improve achievement
and other educational outcomes for student. Students whose parents are involved in their learning
are more likely to remain in school and are less likely to be retained in grades (e.g., Rubin, Olmsted,
Szegda, Wetherby, & Williams, 1983). They tend to make better grades, achieve higher test scores,
and show more positive attitudes and behavior in school than those with less involved families (e.g.,
Peterson, 1989; Gorges, 1995; Reynolds, 1996).Increasingly, there is concern that many children
do not receive optimal levels of parent involvement with schools or learning activities at home.

Several factors of concern include: (1) the large number of single parent households and households
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that have two working parents; (2) parental uncertainty about how to help their children with school-
related tasks; and (3) linguistic and cultural barriers faced by immigrants and families that have
limited English proficiency. One of the goals of the Transition Demonstration Program was to help
promote parent involvement, taking into account the multiple challenges faced by many low income
families.

There is a vast literature documenting the increased risk for poor school performance among
children from economically impoverished families (e.g., Byrd & Weitzman, 1994; Davis & McCaul,
1991; Duncan, 1993; Powell, 1995; Zill & Collins, 1996). Indeed, the concern about increased risk
faced by children in poverty was one of the original sources of impetus for the Head Start program
in the early 1960's.

There also are concerns that former Head Start children may not do well as they progress
through the elementary school years. Early childhood researchers and practitioners have suggested
that a “one-year inoculation” (the typical length of most Head Start programs is about 8-9 months)
is insufficient to sustain early benefits (Kagan, 1991) if children then go to poor quality schools.
Others have speculated that a fade-out effect may occur when there is lack of continuity in
philosophy, methods, services, and environment as children move from Head Start into the public
schools (Lombardi, 1992). Recent analyses indicate that former Head Start children who enter
inferior schools are indeed those most likely to show this “fade-out effect,” while those who attend
better quality schools do not (Currie & Thomas, 1995, 1997). The Transition Demonstration
Programs promoted improved quality and continuity of curriculum and educational practices, as well
as offering supports to children and families.

Another impetus for the Transition Project was the belief that continuity among environments
provides positive benefits for children moving from Head Start to public school. A national survey
conducted a decade ago showed most schools had only a few formal transition supports in place
(Love, Logue, Trudeau, & Thayer, 1992). In the late 1980s, ACYF funded a demonstration initiative
to promote specific activities to foster positive school transitions for Head Start children and
families. These programs implemented a variety of activities, such as sharing information between
Head Start and kindergarten teachers, kindergarten classroom visits by Head Start children and
parents, and shared planning for children with special needs(Love, Logue, Trudeau, & Thayer, 1992).
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Review of earlier research has shown that some Head Start programs are associated with gains
in cognitive development, academic achievement, and social development (McKey, Condelli,
Ganson, Barrett, McConkey, & Plantz, 1985). Head Start children are more likely to receive
preventive and remedial services, including medical and dental examinations, speech services, and
vision screening or examinations than other low-income children (Fosburg & Brown, 1984; Hale,
Seltz, & Zigler, 1990). Important changes in family functioning have been noted (Leik & Chalkley,
1988), and families have reported feeling more capable of supporting their children’s learning,
spending more time in learning activities, being more knowledgeable about age-appropriate
activities, and learning how to find assistance in their communities (Reedy, 1991). These point to
the successes that Head Start programs can facilitate through providing comprehensive supports
to children and families. The Transition Demonstration hoped to build on these successes by

continuing these supports through the early years of elementary school.

DESCRIPTION OF THE NATIONAL TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

In 1991, Congress passed legislation authorizing the National Head Start/Public School Early
Childhood Transition Demonstration Project. Specifically, each local Transition Demonstration
Program was to address three major tasks:

1. The development of successful strategies in which Head Start programs, parents, LEAs,
and other community agencies join together to plan and implement a coordinated and
continuous program of comprehensive services for low-income children and their
families, beginning in Head Start and continuing through the first four years of public
school;

2. The development of effective strategies to support the active involvement of families in
the education of their children; and

3. The testing of the hypothesis that the provision of continuous, comprehensive supports

will maintain and enhance the early benefits of Head Start children and their families.

The key program components of the Transition Demonstration Program included:

1. Family support services
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supportive social services, including special family service coordinators, to help
facilitate positive family-school interactions and to assist in securing and
coordinating services across agencies;

comprehensive family strengths and needs assessments and individualized family

support plans;

2. Family involvement opportunities

S
S

programs for families to increase their involvement in children’s school activities;
local governing boards, established to guide program development and

implementation and comprising parents, school, and community representatives;

3. Health, nutrition, and mental health services

S

essential health and nutrition services to ensure the physical and mental health of the
entire family;
appropriate health, nutrition, and mental health education activities for children and

families to promote the physical and mental health of the entire family

4. Educational programming

S

developmentally appropriate curricula and educational practices in the classroom to
individualize learning experiences for children;

strong partnerships between Head Start programs and public schools to ensure
continuity in educational experiences;

parent education programs to promote strong parenting skills, educational and
vocational growth for adult family members, and strong and stable family
functioning;

individual child transition plans to ensure the smooth transition of children from
Head Start into public schools;

activities to encourage the inclusion of children with disabilities (that is, special

education students) in regular school programs.

Included in all program efforts was to be an emphasis on cultural diversity, sensitivity, and

awareness. Local programs were to:

+ develop activities to promote cultural awareness and sensitivity among children, families,
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schools, and communities; and
» promote the inclusion of culturally relevant activities and the recognition and

accommodation of diversity in the school and community.

NATIONAL TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION STUDY

This Transition Demonstration Project is distinctive in two important ways. First, research was
included as an integral component of the program, providing information about the project’s success
in achieving its goals and objectives. Each local Transition Demonstration Program was required
to conduct an evaluation locally to measure program impact. Second, there was a National Study --
a multi-site, randomized, and longitudinal study -- to yield an overall, systematic evaluation of this
national project. Accordingly, all local evaluation teams participated in the national study as
partners. This dual research strategy permits a valuable unique understanding of program variation
and participant variation in relation to program impact.
New Research Approaches

The dual local/national research design specified within the National Transition Demonstration
Project reflects a new style of research recommended in 1990 by the Advisory Panel for the Head
Start Evaluation Design Project. The panel was convened to further future research about the
effectiveness of Head Start programs. The Advisory recommended ACYF implement an integrated
and coordinated set of research and evaluation studies designed to address the questions of which
Head Start practices maximize benefits for children and families, how participants with different
characteristics benefit and under what circumstances, and how gains are sustained after the Head
Start experience (ACYF, 1990). The Panel also recommended that:

* The diversity of children, families, and communities be recognized;

» Different outcomes relating to children, families, communities, and institutions be included;

* Multiple indicators and measures that can be readily understood by multiple audiences be

used;
* Program variation be explored in relation to differential outcomes; and
» Research efforts build on the strengths of Head Start programs.

These recommendations are operationalized in the request for proposal for the National
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Transition Demonstration Study. For further description about this new approach to evaluating

multi-pronged educational evaluations via partnerships, see Ramey and Ramey (1997).

RESEARCH DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The National Transition Demonstration Study is a multi-site, randomized trial designed to test
the overall hypothesis that the delivery of continuous, comprehensive services in Head Start and
continuing through third grade can maintain and enhance the early gains of former Head Start
children and their families (ACYF, 1991). Each site was to identify two clusters of Head
Start/elementary school units serving similar types and numbers of children and families and then
randomly select one cluster to become the Treatment (demonstration) group and the other to become
the Comparison (control) group. The demonstration group would receive the Transition
Demonstration services, while the Comparison group received typical services. This design
minimizes (but does not eliminate) the possibility of bias (such as providing the Transition
Demonstration only in certain types of schools or to certain types of participants) and strengthens
the scientific merit of the study. (Note: the study design varied somewhat across sites.”)

Two groups of former Head Start children and their families were recruited at 31 sites to
participate in the study. The first group (Cohort 1) includes 3,540 children and families, enrolled
as they entered kindergarten in the fall of 1992; the second group (Cohort 2) includes 3,975 families
whose children entered kindergarten in the fall 1993. Table 1 summarizes the sample of children
and families that were available for analysis in the national study. The procedures used to create this

analysis sample are outlined in Technical Report 1.

Table 1
Design and Enrollment of Former Head Start Children and Families
Available for Analysis in the Longitudinal
National Transition Demonstration Study
(Demonstration and Comparison Groups)

Demonstration Comparison
Group Group Total
Cohort 1
(Fall, 1992) 1,889 1,651 3,540
Cohort 2
(Fall, 1993) 2,039 1,936 3.975
Total 3,928 3,587 7,515
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Table 2
Sample Sizes for 31 Sites in National Transition Demonstration Study
Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Combined Cohorts

26 44 70
49 52 101
47 57 104
56 48 104
90 51 141

83 68 151
94 93 187
102 87 189
93 106 199
94 115 209
94 118 212
97 126 223

83 154 237
118 125 243
126 121 247
118 132 250
140 120 260
127 135 262
125 138 263
136 131 267
112 157 269
137 138 275
157 160 317
160 159 319
107 215 322
168 172 340
116 241 357
191 187 378
203 192 395
291 333 _624
3,540 3,975 7,515

Table 2 presents the sample size at each of the 31 sites. Local sites recruited samples that ranged
from 70 to 624 families (both cohorts combined). It is important to note that the number of families
involved in the demonstration group within the research study does not represent the total number

of families receiving services from the local programs. There were three important reasons for this
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difference. First, a key feature of the program design was the provision of services to all children
in the classroom, regardless of whether they were previously enrolled in Head Start or not. Second,
the size of the local programs differed considerably, and it was not always feasible to enroll all
former Head Start children in the national study. For these sites, a representative sample was invited
to participate. Finally, as in all research, families were free to decline to participate in the research
but still continue to receive services through the program — although only a small percentage of

invited families did not volunteer to participate.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The National Transition Demonstration Study has collected data from a variety of sources and
in a variety of ways, providing multiple perspectives on the progress of children, families, schools,
and communities over the course of the Transition Demonstration Project. The data collection
strategies, described more extensively in a previous report, the Interim Report on the National Head
Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration Study (1996), have included:

Interviews with family members, conducted by trained, community-based individuals, using

standardized assessment tools and a few instruments developed specifically for this study;

Direct assessments of children, administered by trained child examiners, relying on

standardized tests of achievement and children’s self-report of their school experiences;

Standardized ratings completed by teachers concerning individual children, classrooms, and

school environments;

Reports by principals on school climate and use of transition supports;

Direct observation of classrooms, using standardized assessment procedures;

Annual 3-day local site visits conducted by multidisciplinary teams to provide systematic and
qualitative data about program implementation and local site challenges and
accomplishments;

Review and abstraction of records, including children’s school records and project-specific

program documentation and reports;

Content analysis and systematic coding of open-ended and qualitative information collected

during interviews with family members, project directors, and other key informants within

each site; and
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Collection of community-level aggregated data from public information sources, such as

United States Census data and national school databases.

The specific sources of information used in analyses reported in the chapters to follow are
described in the relevant chapters. An overview of the data collection process by instrument,

informant, domain, and data collection period is presented in Appendix B.

CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The conceptual model that underlies the National Transition Demonstration Study is presented
in Figure 2.1 (next page). This model is based on developmental systems theory and specifies
context, inputs, process, and outcomes. On the left side of the figure, child inputs are portrayed as
being embedded within and influenced by the family’s inputs. Both the child and family are
influenced by the community context and community resources, including the availability and quality
of social services, child care supports, school systems, and health services. Further, positive
transition outcomes for children and families are expected to relate systematically to what is
happening within eight major functional domains, including: survival resources to meet the child’s
and family’s needs; health and nutrition; safety and security; self-concept; values and motivation to
do well in school; social support to facilitate transitions to and through school; communication skills;
and basic academic, social and work skills.

These eight domains essentially may be used to characterize the child’s and family’s status (in
terms of both strengths and needs) when children enter kindergarten. The elements of the Transition
Demonstration Program were specified to help programs identify the strengths and service needs of
families and children, providing a basis for Individualized Family Plans and Individualized Child
Transition Plans. Ultimately, the services provided by the Transition Demonstration Program in the
areas of family support services, health and nutrition, education, and family involvement, are
expected to facilitate the adjustment of children and families to elementary school; to generate a
comprehensive web of support for children, families and schools during the early years of elementary

school; and to enhance positive expectations by children and families regarding future learning.
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Figure 2.1
The Transition Conceptual Model (Ramey & Ramey, 1992):
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The potential outcomes for children, families, schools, and communities are specified at the far right

of the model. These include:

children have positive feelings about school, teachers, parents, and peers;

children show good progress in physical, social emotional, and intellectual development;
parents and key adults express positive attitudes toward school and actively promote
children’s learning;

teachers and school personnel appreciate and provide programs adapted to children’s
individual development and cultural/linguistic diversity; and

mutuallly supportive relationships occur among families, school personnel, service

providers, and communities.

An earlier Interim Report (1996) presented preliminary information about the child and family

inputs in the eight major functional domains. This report is concerned with the elements of the

model that have been shaded: the community context, the processes of Transition Demonstration

Program implementation, and the provision of comprehensive supports for children and families

during the early years of elementary school. This report also discusses the outcomes that occurred

for children and families.

Chapter 2 - Page 18



ENDNOTES, CHAPTER 2

a. The 31 sites employed a variety of randomization strategies in meeting the requirements of the RFP. These
randomization strategies fall into three basic categories:

1. Schools were randomly assigned to demonstration or Comparison condition. A total of 14 sites utilized
this strategy. Within one of those sites, the research team also randomly selected classrooms within the school
(after the school had been assigned its treatment condition).

2. Schools were grouped and then randomly assigned to treatment condition. In 10 sites the research team
grouped schools into clusters or pairs based on demographic characteristics. Sites that utilized clusters then
randomly assigned a cluster of schools to either demonstration or Comparison condition. Sites that paired schools
most often randomly chose one school within the pair to be the demonstration school and assigned the other school
in the pair to be the Comparison school.

3. School districts were randomly assigned to treatment condition. In 6 sites the school district was the
unit of randomization, with whole school districts being randomly assigned to serve as demonstration or
Comparison. Schools within that district then were designated as demonstration or Comparison based on the
district’s assignment.

One site randomly assigned families to demonstration or Comparison groups as the children entered
kindergarten. Demonstration children in that site all attended a single new school, established by the participating
school district to serve as a demonstration school for best practices in developmentally appropriate educational
programming and parent involvement.
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PART 2: IMPLEMENTATION

hdhdddhdddd
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Chapter 4. Implementation

Chapter 5. Extent of Implementation
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OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY FINDINGS

The chapters included in Part 2: Implementation summarize the

TRANSITION
DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION

findings related to the implementation of the National Transition

Demonstration Project in the 31 local sites. The initial chapter (Chapter 3)

Family

addresses the context of the implementation, highlighting the diversity that Services

was found among the sites — diversity among the communities, the school
districts, the schools, and the families participating in the Transition
Health

&
Nutrition

Demonstration Project and its National Transition Demonstration Study.

Subsequent chapters present discussions of: the ways in which the local

« Individual Child Transition Plans

sites designed and conducted their programs (Chapter 4); the extent to

Education

which the various program components were implemented at the local site + Developmentall
.. . . . Appropriate
level (Chapter 5); the variation in program implementation across the 31 Pracites

¢ Inclusion
sites and how the context of the local program influenced program

STRENGTHS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

* Individual Family Plans

Parent
Involvement
* Schools

» Community

¢ Governing Bd

implementation over the years, including challenges encountered (Chapter

6); and factors associated with the most and least successful implementation

of these ambitious, Head Start-like programs (Chapter 7).

Overall, it is noted that the 31 sites did, indeed, implement the Co?ﬁg}g”h‘g%‘é?ve
Head Start-Like
Transition Demonstration Program in accordance with the mandates and Services

guidelines included in the original Request for Proposals. Each site addressed to some degree the
four components and provided an array of comprehensive services designed to meet the social,
health, and educational needs of children and families and to stimulate family involvement in the
education of their children. The specific strategies and activities sites employed to address the
implementation varied substantially across sites. While there were many implementation features
shared by sites, the actual program implementation within each of the 31 sites was a unique
configuration of activities and personnel devised to take advantage of the strengths and address the
needs of the children, families, schools, and community agencies. In many sites, transition-like

services were also offered in comparison schools, sometimes with very similar quality and intensity.
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Ratings of implementation -- linked to specific program activities and supports -- indicated
substantial variability in the extent of implementation across sites. A few sites (6) showed relatively
strong implementation across all components, while a few others (8) showed consistently low levels
of implementation. Most sites achieved at least moderate levels of implementation of all
components although there was some unevenness in a number of sites.

The variation across Transition Demonstration

COMMUNITY CONTEXT

e.g., Location/Setting, Demography/Diversity,
Size, Infrastructure, Economic Opportunity,

Programs highlights several important findings. First, the

Political/Social Climate 31 Transition Demonstration Programs began as unique
sSocial | L gucational School wearn | designs, rather than a single intervention model. The
Cshild (ol;it;e Opportunities Systems Services

u . e
PP uniqueness of the individual programs was based on

Community Resources

variations in the communities, schools, agencies and
families participating in the demonstration, including linguistic and cultural diversity, resources
available, and the particular organizational features of participating schools, school districts, and
community agencies. Initial implementation was also influenced by program factors such as the
grantee organization, the number of school districts and schools participating in the program, the
philosophy underlying the program, and resource allocation decisions. Second, the process of

implementation was not static and preordained by

initial designs. Implementation was, instead, a TRANSITION DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM MODEL
progressive, dynamic (developmental) process | program | Governing Program Program

Model Board Implementation |  Costs
through which program features were conceptualized,

designed, implemented, revised, and reshaped as the program evolved over the six years of planning
and implementation. Specific features as well as the process itself were shaped by external factors --
state and local initiatives, supportive leadership at the state level, continuity in leadership (program
directors, school principals, district superintendents) -- and by the successes and challenges
experienced within the program itself. Often successful activities were continued and expanded,

while less successful activities were analyzed and modified.

Challenges were viewed as inherent in the developmental process. Generally, challenges

were related to characteristics in four general areas: (1) this demonstration initiative (e.g., creating
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viable governing boards and dealing with the requirements of the evaluation); (2) the local
community in which the program was implemented (e.g., dealing with diversity and mobility,
creating community networks, and removing barriers to access); (3) the program design chosen by
the site (e.g., staffing, developing effective partnerships, maintaining communication, and
documenting program implementation); and (4) the participating systems and individuals (e.g.,
creating of family-friendly environments, reconciliation of policies across organizations,
implementation of developmentally appropriate practices).

Information from key informants, site visitors, and data gathered to describe the characteristics
of sites indicates that several key factors supported the successful implementation of the Transition
Demonstration Programs at the local level. The key factors that did influence the success of
implementation included: (1) careful planning before and during implementation; (2) involvement
of all key participants in the design and implementation of program components; (3) a recognition
and acceptance of the role that time plays in implementation and a patience with the processes of
consensus building and change; (4) individualization of program activities to meet the needs of
diverse participants, along with a fundamental acceptance of the differences in the readiness of
participants to change; (5) flexibility and willingness to adapt to changes in the environment, the
participants, or the organizations involved in the program; (6) ongoing formative evaluation designed
to provide timely feedback about the program’s progress toward goals, with feedback used to modify
and strengthen the program; and (7) strong, consistent, leadership in the Transition Program and in
the participating schools and Head Start. In these collaborative endeavors, the ability of program
leaders to build consensus, create a shared vision and communicate that vision to others, and
communicate effectively with a wide variety of people and systems have been key factors in building
successful programs. Factors that did not appear related to implementation levels were: the size of
the project (measured by the number of schools and school districts participating), grantee
designation (school or Head Start), and demographic characteristics of the children, families, or
communities.

Anunderstanding of the fundamental diversity that was found within the communities, school
districts, schools, and families participating in the Transition Demonstration Program is essential

to a full understanding of the outcomes presented in Part 3. These communities, school districts,
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schools, and families are not representative of the nation or the Head Start population. The groups

do, however, reflect the immense diversity that is found

among Head Start children and families in terms of their acavemic || survmac
& WORK RESOURCES
community contexts and life situations. A key finding was SHLLS §
E
that despite their shared eligibility characteristic of having §
COMMUNICATION s @
an income below the federal poverty level at the time of g3
Child 5 4ED
enrollment and therefore being eligible for Head Start % :
SE958kr e | |52
. . ECURITY 5E&
services, this was mnot a homogeneous group. 2
o
Using cluster analysis techniques, seven distinctive family "7’§
. A . . MOTIVATION SELF- .
types were reliably identified. These family types are BVALUES | | concEeT

labeled by their most salient characteristics, even though not

every family within each type has all of these features. These family types are:

The Most Resourceful families, based on their income (on average, above the poverty
level), full-time employment of the child’s primary caregiver, higher levels of caregiver
education, and increased father involvement in the child’s routine care. The group
accounted for the largest single group of former Head Start families -- representing 42%
of the sample.

Single parent, welfare families were distinguished by the majority receiving some form
of cash assistance (AFDC and/or SSI) and very low levels of father involvement. Nearly
one-third of the families fit this group, which had the lowest levels of parent education
and family income.

Foreign language families all spoke a language other than English as their primary
language at home and most (91%) have foreign-born caregivers: They represented 11%
ofthe sample, and had high father involvement and intermediate levels of family income.
Highly mobile families were those distinguished by changing residences two or more
times in the year prior to kindergarten. They comprised 6% of the families;

Recently homeless families had all been homeless for at least some time in the 12
months before their child entered kindergarten. In this sample, 3% of the families fit this

definition;
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Mother-absent families had the distinguishing feature that the mother was not part of
the regular care of her child and did not live with her child. In this study, 5% of the
children lived in mother-absent families and typically were cared for by an older female
relative.

Chronic health problem families included families in which the primary caregiver had
a chronic health problem that interfered with the daily care of the child. Among these

former Head Start families, 3% were affected by major health conditions.
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CHAPTER 3 — CONTEXT OF PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION:
DIVERSITY AMONG FAMILIES, SCHOOLS, AND COMMUNITIES

As we describe in some detail in the chapters that follow, the Transition Demonstration Project
was not a single program enacted in 31 separate locations. Rather, it was 31 separate programs, each

designed to address the unique characteristics and needs of

the community, schools, agencies, and families participating | y, shis ch apter:

in the program while also meeting the broad program Diversity among:

guidelines set forth by ACYF. As noted earlier, this feature Communities & School

Districts

which encouraged local adaptation and control was planned Sehools & Classrooms

by ACYF. In addition, the selection criteria for the Former Head Start Families
Transition Demonstration Program grantees indicated that Family Types

no two programs would be awarded in a single state until all Strengths & Challenges
states with applicants had at least one grantee. This ensured Impact of Diversity on Program

that programs would be distributed across the United States. Implementation

The resulting diversity among the grantees, and participating
families, schools, school districts, and communities was substantial. This diversity is important to
understand because it influenced both the plans for local programs as well as implementation at the

local level.

DIVERSITY AMONG COMMUNITIES AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS

As described in some detail in previous reports (see Head Start Children’s Entry into Public

School: An Interim Report on the National Head Start-Public School Early Childhood Transition

Demonstration Study, 1996 ), the 31 participating communities were very different in terms of their

economic, political, and historical climates and in the strength of previous collaborative relationships
between Head Start and public schools. To add additional evidence of the diversity across sites,
Table 3 summarizes populations characteristics for the 53 participating counties and their school
districts (data available for 81 of the 85 school districts). It can be readily seen that the communities

within which the Transition Demonstration Programs were implemented were quite different,
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compared to each other and compared to national averages.

Table 3. Characteristics of schools, compared to school districts and counties participating
in the Transition Demonstration Project

Average in Demonstration Comparison
Participating Schools Schools
School ] ]
National Districts Mean Min. Max. Mean Min. Max.

Percent non-white 32.0 14.4 416 | 00 100.0 | 422 0.0 | 100.0
(minority)
Percent of
households in which |, ¢ - 130 | 00 59.1 IL5 | 09 | 499
a language other than
English is spoken
Percentage of
children who speak 2.0 1.2 2.0 0.0 14.1 1.9 0.0 14.0
English “not well” or
“not at all”
Percentage of
houscholds deemed 3.0 - 2.6 0.0 19.7 2.2 0.0 13.0

linguistically
isolated”
Percentage of adults
with less than high 24.0 27.0 27.5 3.7 59.8 27.7 6.8 66.1
school diploma
Percentage of adults 19.0 19.1 190 | 24 70.5 16.9 0.0 | 66.1
with college degree
School enrollment
(number of students) - -- 468 112 965 460 94 1102

Sources:  School District Analysis Book, 1990 Census (National Center for Education Statistics);
Common Core Data, 1991-92 (National Center for Education Statistics)

Key observations include:

* Cultural and linguistic diversity. Taken together, the communities of the Transition
Demonstration Project were more homogeneous and less ethnically and culturally diverse than the
nation as a whole. They typically included lower percentages of minority or ESL children and had

lower percentages of households in which a language other than English was spoken. There was,
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however, substantial variability among the participating communities. For example, the percentage
of minority students in the 81 school districts ranged from nearly zero to nearly 100 percent, and the
percentage of foreign language households ranged from less than one percent to more than 40
percent.

*  Financial and economic circumstances. Economically, the Transition communities and
school districts appear to be very similar to national averages. For example, the average percentage
of children in poverty (20%) was not substantially different from the national percentage (22%).

There was, however, substantial variation across sites. For example, the median income for
households with children ranged from $15,603 (nearly half of the national median) to $89,649 (more
than two and a half times the national figure).

* Educational attainment. While the average percentage of adults with less than a high school
diploma appeared close to national averages, percentages across sites ranged from 5 percent to 55
percent.

There was also important variation among the participating school districts in their organizational
and financial characteristics, as shown below in Table 4. Participating school districts ranged in size
from some of the smallest (less than 200 students) to some of the largest (nearly a million students).
Annual per-pupil school district expenditures ranged widely (from $2,900 to $8,500 per student) as

did the percentage of district revenues from federal sources.

Table 4. Organizational and financial characteristics of participating school districts

School District (n=81)
Mean Minimum Maximum
Enrollment 27,040 197 890,612
National size ranking 3,827 1 12,578
Teacher-pupil ratio 16.8 11.2 21.2
Per pupil expenditures $4,587 $2,863 $8,507
Percent of district revenues from federal 7.5 0.6 28.5
Percent of district revenues from local 41.9 12.9 89.6
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DIVERSITY AMONG SCHOOLS AND CLASSROOMS

The Transition Demonstration Project was implemented in a total of 453 schools (219
demonstration and 234 comparison schools) and more than 5600 classrooms over the six years of
implementation. As might be expected, these schools and classrooms mirrored the diversity of their
communities, their school districts, and their student populations in many ways (see Table 3 above).
Overall, the profiles of the individual schools were similar to those of their counties and school
districts in the areas of linguistic diversity, educational attainment, and enrollment. However, there
is much variation across schools (as there was among school districts and counties) in the study. One
notable difference between schools in the Transition Demonstration Project and their local school
district as a whole was that they served much larger percentages of minority students. Specifically,
the average percentage of minorities within the participating school districts was 14 percent, while
the average percentage among participating schools was 42 percent (the actual values ranged from
zero to 100%).

Schools also varied greatly in terms of the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-
price meal programs. Principals reported that, on average, half of their student populations were
eligible for free or reduced-price meals. Percentages within individual schools ranged from nearly
zero to 100 percent'. Similarly, the proportion of students eligible for Chapter 1 programs was
reported to be between zero and 100 percent, with the average being 30 percent of students eligible
and 23 percent of students receiving services from Chapter 1 programs. These proportions are not
unexpected, since not all eligible schools participate in the Chapter 1 program and some schools are
designated as school-wide programs, meaning, in effect, that all students are eligible for and may
receive services through the program.

The 5,629 classrooms participating in the Transition Demonstration Project included those in
both demonstration or comparison schools participating in the program. Over the six years of

implementation, a total of 1573 kindergarten, 1583 first grade, 1072 second grade, 1121 third grade,

'Of the nine schools which reported no students eligible for meal programs, six were located in a single
site. Where the Transition Demonstration Project was implemented in locations across the state, locations were
chosen for their diversity rather than their poverty status. The one school that reported 100 percent eligibility for
meal programs was located in a school district that established an entirely new Transition Demonstration Project
school, serving only former Head Start children.

Chapter 3 - Page 23



and 280 other classrooms participated in the project. The majority of “other” classrooms were multi-
grade classrooms, although a few were self-contained special education classrooms.

Classrooms ranged in size from 4 to 5 students (in special education self-contained classrooms)
to 50 or more students (in team-teaching classrooms with multiple teachers). The average class size

was 20 students.

DIVERSITY AMONG FORMER HEAD START FAMILIES

Families are eligible for Head Start based solely on income below the federal poverty line at the
time of enrollment, unless the child has a disability. (Note: the majority of Head Start children with
disabilities also come from families with poverty level incomes.) Within poverty, however, there
is wide variation in family structure, life circumstances, and family strengths and risks (cf. Huston,
1992; C. Ramey, Ramey, & Lanzi, 1998).

Family types. A series of special analyses was completed to adequately represent the diversity
among former Head Start families as the children enter kindergarten. Fifteen family characteristics®
were chosen, representing a combination of risk conditions and life challenges, as well as factors that
previously have been associated with non-optimal school outcomes for children. Cluster analytic
techniques that were applied to data from the kindergarten year were used to determine whether
distinctive groups of families could be identified reliably (see Technical Report 2 for more
information on specific methodology). The results of the cluster analyses reveal that, within this
National Transition Demonstration Study, there are remarkably clear major distinctions within the
low-income families that Head Start serves. A clear identification of seven major family types
emerged (see Table 5 below). A brief characterization of the seven family types follows. (Note: all
major ethnic/cultural groups are represented in all types of families.) The family types can be

depicted as:

*The fifteen variables included: family receiving AFDC; family receiving SSI; primary caregiver employed
full-time; percent of poverty; caregiver has high school diploma or GED; caregiver age when child entered school;
caregiver has positive depression screen; caregiver has chronic health condition that interferes with parenting duties;
father active in child’s life; mother absent from child’s life; number of children in home; primary caregiver born
outside United States; family speaks language other than English in the home as primary language; family moved
two or more times in year prior to kindergarten entry; family was homeless at some time in year prior to
kindergarten.
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“Resourceful families.” The largest group of the

Diversity Among Families former Head Start families (42%) may be described as
Seven major types of families - ) )
“resourceful” in terms of income, employment, caregiver

Resourceful (42%)
Single Parent Welfare (30%) education, and father involvement. These families have
Foreign Language (11%) _ . .
Highly Mobile (6%) average incomes just above the poverty line (105% of
Recently Homeless (3%) poverty) one year after being in Head Start. About half of
Mother Absent (5%)

Chronically Ill Caregiver (3%) | the primary caregivers (48%) are employed full-time and
Site variation in preponderance of

Jamil the majority (79%) have at least finished high school. In
amily type

two-thirds of the families, the fathers live with the child

or are reported to assume regular parenting responsibilities. These families also are not challenged
by homelessness, frequent moves, or major parental illness.

“Single parent families receiving cash assistance.” This group represents nearly one-third
(30%) of the participating families. Their distinguishing characteristics are that most receive some
form of cash assistance: either AFDC (85%) and/or SSI (27%). In addition, the majority (64%) are
single parents (primarily single mothers) heading the household. Typically, fathers are not present
or active in their children’s lives (68%). Only a small percent are employed full-time (12%).

“Foreign language families.” These families speak a language other than English as their
primary language at home. Most parents (91%) were born outside the United States. More than
three fourths (77%) of the families have a father active in the child’s life and two parents at home.
Self-report of parent education was lowest in this group (42% finished high school), although
differences in education across countries make accurate assessment difficult. These families
represent about a tenth (11%) of the participants in the National Transition Demonstration Study.
These families are similar to the Resourceful families in parent age, family size, residential stability,
and parental health.

“Highly mobile families.” This family type is distinguished by families having changed

residences at least twice in the past year. Their average income is quite low, with mean incomes at

77 percent of the poverty level. About half (49%) receive AFDC, and 14 percent receive SSI.
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Over half (53%) of the primary caregivers screened positive for depression. Less than half (40%)
of the families have fathers who are active in the child’s life.

“Recently homeless families.” This family type represents only three percent of the study
sample. All of these families were homeless at least some time in the past 12 months. This family
type represents the lowest income family type with the mean percent of poverty at 50 percent. AFDC
is received by 59 percent of these families, and 13 percent receive SSI. Only 19 percent of the
families are employed full-time. Nine percent of the families do not speak English as their first
language at home.

“Mother absent families.” This family type represents five percent of the study families. The

distinguishing features of this family type are that the mother is absent from the child’s life in all of
these families and the primary caregiver is older -- by an average of 9 to 15 years -- than the primary
caregivers in other families. Interestingly, 45 percent of the caregivers in this group were
grandmothers, 22 percent fathers, 11 percent foster parents, 9 percent stepparents, and 9 percent
“other relative.” Thirty-eight percent of the fathers were reported to be active in the child’s life.
None of the caregivers reported a chronic health problem or being homeless in the past year.

“Chronic health problem families.” This family type represents only three percent of the study

sample. In all of these families, the primary caregiver has a chronic major health problem sufficient
to interfere with regular parenting responsibilities. Only 15 percent of these families were employed
full-time. On average, these families were at 67 percent poverty, with 50 percent receiving AFDC
and 27 percent receiving SSI. Two-thirds of the primary caregivers screened positive for depression.
This family type represents the second oldest group, with the average caregiver age of 34 years.
Family strengths and challenges. Taking a somewhat different look at the diversity among
former Head Start families, we investigated the challenges and strengths reported by participating
families. Two indices were created, one reflecting the self-reported strengths of families and the
second capturing circumstances that are likely to pose a risk to families. The Family Strengths
Index was created based on six characteristics judged to be positive for child outcomes, including:
primary caregiver has college degree or higher; both mother and father are active as parents (defined
as either living in the home or being active in helping with regular parenting duties); income is

greater than or equal to 150% of poverty; family perceives living in the neighborhood as positive for
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children’s futures (e.g., graduating from high school, attending college); a family member reads daily
to the child; and family routines are positive and well organized. These variables (each scored as
present or not present) were summed to create a Family Strength Index, with a possible range of 0

to 6.

Similarly, a Family Challenge Index was
.. Figure 3.1
created, based on 12 characteristics. These Fam”(‘;], Strengths
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Figures 3.1 and 3.2. The majority of families had

either one (39%) or two (22%) strengths. Only
about 12 percent of the families reported having three or more strengths. Interestingly, more than

a quarter of the families did not report any strengths. There were approximately equal numbers of

Chapter 3 - Page 28



families who reported one challenge (19%), two challenges (22%), and three challenges (18%).
Somewhat fewer, but still a fair number of families, reported four challenges (14%) or five or more
challenges (14%). Interestingly, more than one out of ten former Head Start families (13%) reported
that they did not have any of these challenges’.

Looking across the sites, all of our identified family types -- except the Foreign Language
families -- were evident in each of the 31 sites. There was marked variation, however, in the
distribution of family types in these sites. Figure 4 (next page) illustrates five different sites and the
proportion of seven family types they served. There were also some interesting patterns in the
relationships between family type and the number of strengths and challenges reported by families.
As shown in Table 6 below, Resourceful and Foreign Language families tended to report many more
strengths and fewer challenges, while the Single Parent Welfare and the Recently Homeless Families
reported the opposite -- experiencing many challenges with few strengths. Anunanticipated finding
was that the Mother Absent families reported the fewest strengths and also the fewest challenges,
whereas Chronically Il families reported a high number of challenges but also had many strengths.

Table 6. Patterns of family strengths and challenges by family type

Strengths Challenges
Few Many Few Many
(0Oto 1) (3 or more) (0Oto 1) (5 or more)
Mother Absent (79%) | Resourceful (22%) | Resourceful (54%) | Recently Homeless  (58%)
Single Parent Welfare (77%) | Foreign Language (19%) | Foreign Language (31%) | Chronically Ill (35%)
Recent Homeless (75%) | Chronically 111 (12%) | Absent Mother (32%) | Highly Mobile (28%)
Single Parent Welfare (21%)

IMPACT OF DIVERSITY ON PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

It was predicted that the differences seen among communities, schools, and families would
create substantial differences in the programs designed and implemented in the 31 sites. In fact, as
discussed in more detail in the chapters that follow, there was substantial variation in program design
and implementation (see Chapter 4). It appears that an important amount of this diversity in

implementation can be attributed to differences in the communities, school districts, schools, and

Tt is important to note that there are some important aspects of family life that are known to affect children
about which we did not have information. Factors such as the presence of a special mentor or special person who is
actively engaged in a child’s life, substance abuse, domestic violence, child abuse and neglect, parental intellectual
disability, and incarceration, among others, were not always known.
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families participating in the local Transition Demonstration programs (see Chapter 6).

Figure 3.3. Examples of profiles of family types within sites
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

Although the National Transition Study is not exactly representative of either the national
elementary school population or Head Start families, tremendous diversity in all characteristics of
the schools, school districts, and families existed. Further, an important finding confirmed
tremendous variation in former Head Start families in terms of their most salient demographic
characteristics. Distinctive types of Head Start families differed in their relative family strengths and
their challenges and risks. Documentation of this tremendous diversity in families served by Head
Start has helped to guide subsequent data analyses about the impact of transition supports on
children’s academic and social development as well as parent involvement in their children’s

education.

Chapter 3 - Page 31



CHAPTER 4 - IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of the Transition Demonstration Program in each local site was a complex
endeavor involving the simultaneous implementation of four major components: supportive social

services, family involvement, health and nutrition, and

educational enhancements. This chapter builds upon | In thischapter:
» Philosophy
» Role of Family Service Workers

previous discussions of implementation (see Head Start

Children’s Entry into Public School: Interim Report on the )
» Family Involvement

National Head Start/Public School Early Childhood | . Education

Transition Demonstration Study). The underlying | Supportive Social Services
* Health and Nutrition

philosophical bases for the local implementations are

addressed first, followed by a discussion of the vital role
played by family service workers in the implementation of the Transition Demonstration Program.
The chapter describes implementation of the four components -- family involvement, education,
supportive social services, and health and nutrition. Each discussion begins with a brief review of
the philosophical and pragmatic aspects of service delivery in the component, such as the expansion
of definitions and roles, predominant service delivery models, and staffing patterns used to address
the implementation. In addition, the following specific topics are addressed for each component:
Family Involvement — parent resource rooms; parent participation in planning; educational
involvement in the home; parent participation in classrooms; and barrier reduction.
Education —transition meetings; Individualized Transition Plans; transfer of written records;
and developmentally appropriate curriculum and teaching practices.
Supportive Social Services — types of services provided for children and families; utilization
of home visits; and barrier reduction.
Health & Nutrition — screening programs; health services; and health information and
education.

Finally, the extent to which Transition-like supports were offered in comparison schools is discussed.
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PHILOSOPHY

The Transition Demonstration Programs endorsed a philosophy that builds on the existing
strengths in families, children, schools, teachers, and communities and then sought to provide
supports in areas of identified needs. Various approaches have affirmed this strengths-based
orientation. The “family services team” in several sites, for example, used a family assessment tool
that identifies areas of strength in family functioning, rather than relying on a more traditional needs
assessment that focuses on problems only. Other sites used an approach known as “family resource
mapping” to highlight family strengths and identify areas where additional resources might be
needed. The use of a strengths model, rather than a deficit model which has dominated much of the
intervention with poverty families, was widely evident. In the efforts to strengthen the use of
developmentally appropriate educational practices in classrooms, sites encouraged teachers to
identify and build on the strengths of each child in the classroom, as well as to develop and expand
their own repertoire of teaching skills. In the area of parent and family involvement, Transition
Program staff worked with school personnel to identify and nurture the talents of parents as primary
teachers for their children, as caregivers, as learning assistants for others (children and adults), and
as decision makers. In the health component, there was a strong emphasis on wellness, nutrition,
and preventing illness and injury. Programs assisted families in establishing a source for primary
health care, learning more about how to prevent problems, and becoming more proactive in their
family’s health and health care management.

Sites also strongly endorsed an individualized approach to working with families, children, and
teachers. The supportive social services for families were based on individual family service plans
and often were implemented through personalized contacts and home visits. The same was true of
the health and nutrition component, which was tied to supportive social services. In the area of
parent and family involvement, many of the successes reported related to individualized efforts to
remove barriers and facilitate program participation. In working with teachers to implement the
education component, many sites began with a general, large group approach to training and
consultation. By the end of the five years of implementation, however, the majority of sites adopted
a more individualized approach, offering teachers a variety of choices for further professional

development, based on their interests or most pressing needs. In the site located in Arkansas, for
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example, the program worked with teachers to complete self-assessments of their skills and then
encouraged them to develop professional growth goals. A number of sites provided personalized
assistance to teachers in the form of educational consultants or mentors, who then worked
individually with teachers. Thus, the philosophical hallmarks of the Transition Demonstration
Project incorporated those of good teaching itself, namely, building on strengths and individualizing

instruction and supports.

ROLE OF FAMILY SERVICE WORKERS

A unique aspect of the Transition Demonstration was the assignment of family service workers
to schools. At most sites, the family service workers were pivotal to the implementation of the
program, particularly the social services component. Family service workers were central to efforts
to help families access existing public and private community services, and to promote the well-
being of individual family members (adults and children) as well as the family as a unit. They also
actively sought to strengthen communication between families and schools, help parents learn more
about child development and how to support their children’s learning, help school personnel become
more aware of family issues and the demands placed on children by their environments and cultures,
and recruit and encourage parents to participate in school and the Transition Program. Even though
many sites hired additional staff to address specific health needs of families or to coordinate family
involvement activities, the family service workers participated substantially in these efforts as well.
Much of this involvement was founded in the strong caring, trusting, and personal relationships
developed between the family service workers and the families they served.

Over the five years of implementation, family service workers became increasingly integrated
into the schools. Since family service workers were primarily housed in the school buildings, their
proximity to school personnel facilitated the development of collaborative relationships and frequent
communication between school and project personnel. Family service workers gained the respect
of teachers, principals, and other school personnel. They served as a resource for individual school
staff members and participated regularly on student assistance teams, multidisciplinary team
meetings, and other school-based support meetings. In addition to collaborating with counselors,

nurses, behavior specialists, and school social workers, they developed strong working relationships
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with arange of community service providers, and frequently served on community-based committees
charged with identifying needs and gaps in service delivery, developing cooperative programs, and
removing barriers to access for consumers. At the heart of their efforts, however, were the personal
contacts between the family service worker and the family and child. These personalized
interactions were consistently reported during site visits by parents, teachers, principals, and project
directors to have been the key element in the success of the Transition Demonstration Programs in
delivering high quality, individualized supports to families and children and in engaging families in

home-school partnerships.

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT

Increasing parental involvement in their children’s education was a focus for each of the 31 local
Transition Demonstration Programs. This component served as the primary focal point for several
local implementations and held a key position in the implementation of all other sites. Family
service workers were instrumental in providing linkages between families and schools and

encouraging family participation in program activities.

Approaches
The traditional definition of parent involvement in schools often emphasized participation in
school-based activities, such as attending parent-teacher conferences, attending PTA or PTO
meetings and other school events, helping to raise money for school improvement projects, assisting
with field trips, and volunteering at the school. Increasingly, however, schools and families are
shifting this definition of parent involvement to include a broader range of activities (Epstein, 1995).
The broader definition of parent involvement in education endorsed by most of the 31 Transition
Demonstration Programs included an expanded role for parent volunteers within schools, involving
them in more direct student assistance and organization of the overall volunteer effort in the school.
In addition, parent involvement also endorsed home-based activities that support children’s learning
and positive school adjustment.
Further, sites endorsed a philosophy of family involvement that included parents,

grandparents, siblings, and other caregivers and significant adults in school involvement and home-
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based learning activities.
Some sites initiated programs
targeted at specific caregivers,
(for example, fathers or
grandparents), while other
sites focused on bringing
extended family members into
the school and into active

participation.

SERVICE DELIVERY
Staffing. The staffing
related to the family
involvement component varied
across sites. Nearly three-
fourths of the sites relied on
the family service workers to
implement the family
involvement component.
Some sites, however, had a
designated Parent Involvement
Coordinator as part of the

Transition Demonstration

Expanded role for parents:
In the classroom:

Working with individual students
Assisting with small group instructional activities

In the school:

Assisting in tutoring programs

Assisting in after-school programs (reading, recreational)

Assisting with large group activities (i.e., during meals or
on the playground)

Providing assistance in the library or the school office

Organizing parent volunteer programs

Spearheading school improvement activities

Participating in school governance

Visiting classrooms

Home-based activities:

Establishing daily study routines and a place to study
Providing stable family and home environment
Encouraging consistent school attendance
Modeling the importance of learning

Asking about the school day

Helping with homework

Providing other learning activities at home
Using the public library

Reading, listening, talking about books
Staying in touch with teachers

Writing letters and messages

Program staff, and a few sites hired Parent Assistants to

support the family service workers and/or the activities

within the parent resource rooms.

Parent Resource Rooms
e Information

Following the Head Start model of supporting family | « Workshops & classes

growth and employment, over half of the sites chose to | * Lending libraries

support parents or family members, at least occasionally, as

» Computers & other equipment
» Support staff
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paid employees of the school or the Transition

Alternative Approachesto Parent Demonstration Program.  Site visit interviews

Resource Rooms. o o
_ indicated that some parents were paid (either hourly
» Regional Centers —centrally located to

serve parents whose children attend a | ©F On salary) to provide assistance to teachers in

cluster of schools classrooms, to assist family service workers in

* District-wide Parent Resource Center — parent resource rooms, or to help school staff in

centralizing student services, and ) o .
) . L developing family involvement activities.
information for the school district

Parent resource rooms. During the 1995-96

site visits, over one-third of the sites were noted to

sponsor parent resource rooms within schools. On the Program Implementation Profile, completed
in the winter of 1997, 83 percent of sites indicated that a parent/family area was available in most
or all of the schools, and 96 percent indicated that such space was available for parents in at least
some of the schools. Even though space is a premium commodity in many school buildings, sites
were able to secure classroom space (often in the last year of implementation) to develop parent
resource rooms.

Parent resource rooms were the location of a variety of parent-focused materials and activities,
including:

* informational brochures and pamphlets

« application forms for community agencies, social services, and supportive programs

 multi-cultural materials for families

* lending libraries for families (developmentally appropriate educational materials (games,

books, supplies, and activities)
« audiovisual materials for both adults and children

» ESL, adult basic education, and GED materials for adults

A few sites placed computers in the resource rooms for use by parents and children, and several
had audiovisual equipment (such as videocassette players and tape recorders) available for on-site
use or for check-out. Parents were encouraged to use the computers to assist children with
homework, develop personal computer skills, and complete job applications. In a number of sites,

the parent resource rooms were the sites of parent education workshops, ESL classes, and GED
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preparation classes supported by the Transition Demonstration Program. In a few sites, the parent
resource rooms also served as the offices for the family service workers.

Parent participation in planning. Efforts to involve parents in decision-making within the
schools gained strength over the years of the implementation. Over 90 percent of sites planned and
presented parent education and family-school activities based on surveys of parents that identified
their interests and needs. Approximately half of the sites indicated by their responses on the
Program Implementation Profile that family involvement activities were regularly planned and
implemented by the families themselves. In a number of sites, parents also participated on school
improvement teams, and it was noted by project directors and principals that these teams had grown
in substance and importance within the schools over the past five years. Over half of the site visit
reports in the final year indicated that Transition parents were highly involved in the parent-teacher
organizations within their schools, often holding leadership positions.

Educational involvement in the home. Transition Demonstration Programs assisted parents
in identifying home-based activities to support classroom instruction and each provided families
with ideas, materials, and/or tools to complete home-based instructional activities. Many sites
distributed newsletters that included ideas for home-based learning activities, and family service
workers universally supported parent efforts during home visits and other contacts. Project staff
shared information about child development and school readiness, ideas for home-based activities,
instructions for the completion of activities, and basic materials (crayons, paper, glue, etc.). They
also focused on helping parents communicate more effectively with teachers about educational
goals and activities.

Parents in classrooms. Families were brought into the schools in supporting roles
(traditionally spoken of as “volunteers”) in increasing numbers, within individual sites and
throughout the Transition Demonstration Project. Approximately 95 percent of the sites indicated
via the Program Implementation Profile that family members participated in the classroom as
observers or volunteers at least occasionally, and over 50 percent indicated that families were in the
classrooms on a regular basis. Parents recruited and coordinated parent volunteers for the school,
assisted teachers by completing clerical duties, assisted children by giving them one-to-one attention
and assistance in the classroom, and completed other tasks such as organizing and offering story

hours and reading clubs for students, making arrangements for field trips (in addition to serving as
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chaperones), and assisting in the office and cafeteria.
Barrier reduction. Sites made substantial efforts to reduce barriers to family involvement.
Strategies used to remove language and logistic barriers included:

* Provision of translation services

+ Changing school policies to open school buildings for meetings and events in the evenings
and on weekends

* Creating telephone trees manned by parents to ensure awareness of and encourage
participation in events

* Providing transportation using Head Start vans, school buses, vouchers for public
transportation

» Establishing carpools for parents

* Providing child care during meetings and school events

EDUCATION

As a component of the Transition Demonstration Project effort, the education component
proved for many sites to be one of the most challenging to implement. Grantees were required to
address four educational areas: (1) transition meetings to include the sending and receiving teachers
and the parents; (2) individualized Transition Plans for each child; (3) some transfer of written
information (records) about the child; and (4) the implementation of developmentally appropriate
curricula and teaching practices within the classrooms. Sites were very creative in devising
strategies to meet these requirements.

Transition Meetings. A clear goal of the education component was to have sending and
receiving teachers meet with the child’s parents to plan the child’s transition from one grade to the
next. Several barriers were encountered. First, class assignments were often not made by principals
until just before, or even just after, the opening of school in the fall. Thus, it was not possible to
know who the receiving teacher was so that a meeting about a specific child could occur. Second,
Head Start children entering public school for the first time often did not actually enroll in the
anticipated kindergarten because of a change in family residence during the summer or for other
reasons. Third, conflicting schedules or limited teacher availability often made it difficult for all
three parties to meet together.

Almost all sites were able to schedule meetings between the parent and either the sending or
receiving teacher. Even when no formal teacher-to-teacher meetings were scheduled, teachers

reported that there were informal contacts between sending and receiving teachers that facilitated
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the transition from grade to grade.
Individualized Transition Plans. Three-fourths of the sites indicated that they were able to
develop individualized transition plans for each child, addressing the transition between Head Start

and kindergarten. Sites tended to

Alternative Strategies for Transition Planning: view the plans as working documents

» Team meetings—teachers with family services workers, | that set goals and identified strategies
discussing a group of children

» Liaison approach — family services worker meets with

and responsibilities. Only half of the

_ . sites, however, completed similar
teachers and parents separately, relaying information

and obtaining input from all parties plans to transition children from grade

 Springsend-off meetings—parents and sending teachers | to grade within the elementary school.
meet in spring, parents meet with receiving teacher in the
fall

» Paired meetings—sending teacher and parent, receiving
teacher and parent, teacher and family service worker, | Communications between teachers, the
parent and family service worker, sending and receiving | cumulative records and work
teachers — with ultimate coordination by parent and
family service worker

Teachers in many sites reported

during site visits that informal

portfolios, and teacher-parent

conferences held each spring and/or

fall served together to create a more
informal planning process without the attendant paperwork of a formal transition planning
document.

Transfer of Written Records. The large majority of sites were able to put into place
procedures for the transfer of records from Head Start to public schools and from grade to grade
within the public schools. In most sites, the transfer was accomplished with parental permission,
which was obtained routinely as part of the Head Start exit conference or the kindergarten
registration process. Nearly half of the sites reported that transferred records were specifically
sought and used by school personnel to plan classes, curriculum, and instruction.

Developmentally Appropriate Teaching Practices. One of the key program elements
specified by ACYF in the Request for Proposals (1991) was “a developmentally appropriate
curriculum” (p. 31822) defined as:

“a curriculum that is appropriate for the child’s age and all areas of the individual child’s
development, including educational, physical, emotional, social, cognitive, and
communication.” (p. 31819)
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The concept of developmental appropriateness of classroom practices and curriculum is a
relatively new educational approach, endorsed by the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) and many leading early childhood educators.  Generally,
developmentally appropriate practices (Bredekamp, 1986; Howes & Olenick, 1986; McCartney,
1984) are seen as including:

An integrated curriculum that provides for social and emotional as well as physical and
cognitive development

Promotion of learning through free play and interaction

Provision of opportunities for children to choose from a variety of learning materials and
activities

Organization of classroom environments and schedules in a child-focused manner
Individualization of instruction to match the developmental level of the child

Guidance of children’s learning by teachers, rather than didactic instruction

Integral to the concept of developmentally appropriate practices is the issue of continuity — of
learning environment, curriculum, teaching approaches and practices, and learning experiences
(Barbour & Seefeldt, 1993). The continuous nature of children’s growth and development, from
preschool through the elementary and secondary years, requires educational experiences that are
also continuous, coordinated, and that build one upon another (Barbour & Seefeldt, 1993). The
National Transition Demonstration Programs, in bringing together Head Start and elementary
school programs, sought to bring about the developmental continuity of curriculum, learning
environment, and teaching practices that would enhance the learning of children.

The implementation of developmentally appropriate practices was a particularly challenging
aspect of the Transition Demonstration Program’s effort for many sites. Most sites included
experienced teachers, some of whom viewed developmentally appropriate practices (DAP) as one
of the “teaching fads” that affect educational systems over time. Other teachers, both novice and
experienced, embraced the opportunity to expand their repertoire of teaching practices and
incorporate different strategies into their classrooms. Nearly all sites faced the challenge of meeting
the diverse needs of teachers who are distributed along a continuum of acceptance and

implementation of DAP.
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Staffing. Approximately 65 percent of the Transition Supports for Teachers

Demonstration Programs provided on-site, technical |, Mentors & peer coaches
assistance for elementary teachers in the form of a peer | « Teaching assistants
coach, mentor, or education coordinator. These persons | ® Books & articles
» Workshops & conferences
S Registration fees
S Expense reimbursement
S Release time & substitutes

» Classroom materials &
building, and mentoring. Teachers reported that the supplies

were available on a regular and frequent basis to provide
specific and direct assistance to teachers and principals in
the form of materials, guidance, teaching demonstrations,

support and encouragement, problem-solving and strategy-

availability of an education coordinator or mentor to | * Classroom equipment &
furniture

» Collaboration opportunities
S Reciprocal classroom visits
S Joint planning

provide one-on-one assistance and feedback was highly
valued and promoted their implementation of

developmentally appropriate educational practices. A few

sites provided teaching assistants for demonstration
classrooms, in an effort to reduce child-to-adult ratios in classrooms and provide additional support
for teachers.

Professional development. Virtually every site supported teachers in their efforts to develop
a greater understanding of the theory and practice of developmentally appropriate practices. This
support was provided in a variety of ways, including:

* professional articles, books, and other resources

* training provided directly by project personnel

* professional development workshops or conferences sponsored locally

» joint training for Head Start and elementary school teachers

* opportunities to attend state, regional, or national workshops or conferences

« funds for substitute teachers when training occurred and/or registration fees

All sites worked with local school districts and school administrators to identify potentially helpful
professional development opportunities, encourage teachers and principals to take advantage of
these opportunities, and facilitate teacher attendance by providing release time. In a number of

sites, teachers chose from an array of professional development activities, creating an individual
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plan (formal or informal) to meet their own unique needs. As diversity among teachers increased,
the smorgasbord strategy served to increase participation by and satisfaction among teachers.

Classroom materials. All of the sites provided at least some additional classroom materials
and supplies to classrooms participating in the Transition Demonstration Program, although the
specific method and extent of assistance varied by site. Some sites provided funds to the
demonstration schools to be used at the principals’ discretion and with some guidance from the
project. Other sites provided funds to each classroom and teacher, and teachers made purchasing
requests to the project. Still other Transition Programs chose and purchased materials for
distribution to the demonstration classrooms. Developmentally appropriate, anti-bias, and
multicultural materials were included in the purchases. Further, over 60 percent of the Transition
Demonstration Programs also purchased equipment and non-consumables, such as computers and
classroom furniture, for use in the elementary demonstration classrooms.

Collaboration among teachers. Sites provided many opportunities for teachers to collaborate
with one another. Collaboration opportunities, provided by more than 80 percent of sites, included
classroom observations, joint planning, curriculum development, and sharing of information,
strategies, and materials. Like the training opportunities, many of these were made possible by the
Transition Demonstration Programs, which provided substitutes or other staff to create release time.

Child assessment practices. School districts in many sites continued to use traditional report
cards as indicators of achievement and student progress, although some schools at almost every site
have investigated the utility and practicality of alternative assessment methods. Local Transition
Demonstration Programs (92%) provided training, technical support, and materials in the area of
developmentally appropriate child assessment. Over 80 percent of the sites reported that authentic
assessment procedures (e.g., use of portfolios of children’s products, narrative reports) were
implemented in the primary grades to at least some degree, and 54 percent indicated that those

procedures were used regularly in the schools in their Transition Demonstration Programs.

SUPPORTIVE SOCIAL SERVICES
In most sites, the provision of supportive social services for families was another highly valued
cornerstone of the program. Especially in an educational environment where the provision of social

services was not traditionally part of the school’s mission, the advent of the Transition
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Demonstration Project with its social services component :
Alternative Approach:

and family service workers was a unique experience for | Ajthough most sites provided on-site
many participating schools. At the end of the fifth year of | services, at least five sites located their
family service staff in places other
than school buildings. Four of those

sites were Head Start grantees that
Programs were aggressively seeking local, state, federal, | nhad transition Demonstration Program

implementation, many principals and superintendents

participating in the local Transition Demonstration

and non-profit foundation funding to maintain these social | family service staff work in the Head

services within the schools. Start offices; the other family-based

program was a statewide project.

Approaches to Service Delivery. The majority of
sites endorsed a two-generational approach to service
delivery, addressing the needs of both children and families. In most sites, the service delivery
systems were school-based — that is, family service workers, parent involvement specialists, and
health coordinators were located at the schools, reaching out to families and drawing them into the
school buildings. This model follows on the school-linked services models that have seen
increasing popularity in recent years (e.g., Larson, Gornby, Shiono, Lewit, & Behrman, 1992).
School-based services are considered practical because: (1) school is where children already go; (2)
frequent contacts between school personnel and families can facilitate the identification of and
response to needs; and (3) school buildings tend to be accessible within neighborhoods and can
serve as positive community centers (Levy & Shepardson, 1992).

A case management model was the primary approach to meeting the social service and health
needs of children and families in the large majority of sites. Whenever possible, Transition
Demonstration Programs tended to utilize existing services in the school or community rather than
provide the services (counseling, child care, etc.) directly. The extent to which this occurred
reflected: (1) the availability of service providers within the community able to meet the needs of
families; (2) the emphasis on helping families develop the ability to access services independently;
(3) the emphasis on building capacity (within families, within communities) that would continue
when funding for the Transition Demonstration Program ended; and (4) a specific decision to use
case management to extend the capacity of family service staff to meet the needs of greater numbers

of families.
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Service Delivery.

The Transition Demonstration Programs offered a wide range of

comprehensive services to help families develop skills that could prevent difficulties and enhance

development as well as help families meet immediate, more

basic needs. In areas related to education, literacy, and | Service Delivery Areas
employment, sites reported that they regularly met needs in a
broad array of areas. Family service workers operated tutoring
programs for children, provided basic counseling for families,
led parenting education and family development workshops,
shared health promotion and nutrition information, and worked | « \/gcational assessment

with family members to develop interviewing and job skills. | e Interviewing & Job Skills

» ESL, ABE, GED classes
o Life skills

* Parenting skills

* Adult & Family literacy

They helped family members locate, enroll in, and complete

GED, vocational, English as Second Language (ESL), Adult Basic Education (ABE), and

community college or university courses.

Service Delivery Methods

» Direct services by program staff or

All sites offered at least some education or employment
support services to families and all sites offered services

through all of the service delivery options (direct,

funds
« Referrals to other providers referral, partnerships).

» Partnership agreements with agencies | As in the basic needs

areas, education and
employment supports typically involved referrals to existing
community programs. Services most frequently provided directly
by the Transition Demonstration Programs included daily living
skills, life skills, and parenting skills. Anecdotal information
obtained during site visits indicated that these topics frequently
arose during home visits and were addressed by family service
workers in that forum. Assistance with increasing parenting skills
was frequently delivered through partnership agreements.
Family service workers helped families obtain safe and affordable
housing, clothing and food, financial assistance, and legal

assistance. There was, however, some substantial variation in the
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* Food & Clothing

» Shelter

» Transportation

e Child Care

» Language assistance

» Legal services

* Immigration/citizenship

 Daily living skills

e Counseling
S Domestic violence
S Substance abuse




types of services provided. As noted above, basic needs of families were most often met using
referrals to community providers, although transportation and translation services tended to be
provided more directly by sites. Some sites, however, frequently and consistently met the basic
needs of families by a combination of direct services and referrals.

Home Visits. Home visits have long been a central feature of Head Start programs, enabling
program staff to reach and involve families who might otherwise have not participated. Following
on this successful tradition, home visits were required to be a part of the service delivery and
outreach program for each Transition Demonstration Program (ACYF, 1991). From the mandate,
home visiting evolved into a highly valued and productive activity in the work of the family service
workers, serving to help personalize the contacts and bridge the gap between families and the
school. Other contacts with families — such as school visits and conferences, school-sponsored
or program-sponsored events, and telephone contacts — increased in frequency and utility over
time, as family independence grew and as family service workers were drawn into school- and

community-based planning and coordination activities.

The frequency of home visits appeared to .
Frequency of Home Visits I nfluenced by:

» size of caseload — smaller caseloads of active,
which family service workers engaged. As high-need families allowed more hope visits per

be impacted by the diversity of activities in

the five-year implementation progressed, family
» level of family need —families in crisis and with

family service workers were more frequently ) ) ) i
many needs received more intensive attention

asked to serve on school-wide committees, | , specific program requirements—some programs

to serve as members of student intervention mandated a specific number of home visits per

teams, to serve on service planning and family monthly, quarterly, or annually

integration committees within the
community, and to provide training for other agencies or providers seeking to adopt some portion

of the family service model implemented by the Transition

Demonstration Program. These activities were perceived as essential Barriers to access:

to the effort to extend, coordinate, and institutionalize family support | « Language
services, but they reduced the amount of time available for direct | * Transportation
 Child care

contact with families. Eighty percent of the sites indicated that school ]
» Scheduling

personnel —teachers, principals, nurses, counselors, and school social | Complex procedures
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workers — accompanied family service workers on home visits at least occasionally. Over 30
percent of the sites indicated that these joint home visits were frequent occurrences. In 60 percent
of'the sites, family service workers made at least 2 home visits per year to each participating family.
Nearly 20 percent of the sites, however, indicated that they were not able to make 2 visits per family
per year.

Overcoming barriers to accessing services. Overcoming barriers to access was a significant
focus for the majority of sites. Transportation and language barriers were key areas of concern for
Transition Demonstration Program staff helping families access community services, although the
exact nature of the barrier varied with site locale.

In most cases, family service teams developed strategies that helped to overcome barriers for many

families. These strategies included:

» direct intervention of project staff — such as staff providing transportation for
appointments, accompanying families as translators, or providing child care during
appointments with doctors or community agencies

 utilization of project resources — such as projects providing taxi vouchers for families
or emergency funds to pay for dental or medical follow-up when other funds were not
available

» coordination and collaboration of project staff with community agencies — such as
creating on-site screening clinics, developing satellite clinics or offices in schools or
other neighborhood locations, providing translation services within community agencies
or by the school district, and utilizing Head Start vans or buses to provide transportation

for families

The choice of strategies for reducing or eliminating barriers depended on family resources,
community resources, and the philosophy and resources of the local project. Those sites with a
strong emphasis on family empowerment and independence and on capacity building within
schools, communities, and families tended to rely less on direct intervention or project resources

and more on coordination and collaboration with community services and supports.
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HEALTH/NUTRITION
Approaches

The health and nutrition component in most sites was tied to family support services, and in

some sites was indistinguishable from those efforts. All sites offered supports to families as they

sought medical and dental care, encouraged families

to seek needed mental health care and provided
information and services related to nutrition. In
addition, most sites placed some emphasis on
preventive care. In fact, in seven sites (nearly a demonstration schools

quarter of the total number), the emphasis on wellness | * Supplemental funding for district or
and prevention of disease and injury was noted in site

visit reports as a particular feature of the site’s health

component implementation.

Support models for nursing services:
e Full funding for Transition nurses—
providing nursing services to

health department nurses—increasing
nursing time in demonstration schools

Staffing. Staffing patterns utilized to address the implementation of the health component

varied across the 31 sites. Only a few sites chose to follow the Head Start model and designate

within the project staff a health coordinator to develop and coordinate activities. In the large

majority of sites (over 75%), the component was implemented by nurses, a more traditional

approach within schools. In a few sites, health assistants were available in demonstration schools,

and in at least four sites a mental health or behavioral specialist was supported by the Transition

Health Services

e Screening

Vision & hearing

Dental
Physical/medical/nutritional
Lead

Mental health

e Intervention

w »nu nu unu um

S Medical, dental treatment
S Immunization
S Mental health treatment

Demonstration Program. In virtually every site, the family
service workers were pivotal to the provision of health
services.
Service Delivery

Screening programs. Screening clinics were among the
most common and most popular health services supported by
the Transition Demonstration Programs. Each of'the 31 sites
offered vision, hearing, and mental health screening of some
type for children. All but one of the sites offered nutrition
screening, and all but one offered physical health screening

as well. Over two-thirds of the sites offered lead screening
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to children under the auspices of the Transition Demonstration Program. In many cases these
screening activities were completed in cooperation with local health departments, school district
personnel, medical and nursing schools, and other community agencies and service providers.
Relatively fewer sites offered screening to adult family members. Less than half of the sites
indicated that they provided screening for adults for vision or hearing problems, nutrition or
physical health, or for tuberculosis or lead exposure. When these services were offered, they were
typically offered by referral or, less frequently, by partnership agreement. There was, however, a
great deal of variability in the frequency of offerings reported across all service delivery options.
Health services. Sites reported that they regularly provided services to meet health needs of
children and adults in each of 13 areas (see Table 7). The most frequently addressed needs for
children included injury or illness, dental care, behavioral or emotional problems, and medical
follow-up. The most frequently addressed health needs among adult family members were nutrition
and weight loss, dental care, and mental health services. Services for both children and adults were
most often provided via referrals to community providers. Over half the sites indicated that they
provided immunization follow-up and/or administration, transportation, dental treatment, and
mental health follow-up and treatment services using partnership agreements with community

providers.

Table 7

Percentage of Sites Indicating Health Service Delivery by Type and Area of Need
(Self-report via Program Implementation Profile)

Health Services for Children Health Services for Adults

Services Services Services Services Services Services

Provided Provided Provided by Provided Provided Provided by

Area of Need Directly by Referral ~ Partnership Directly by Referral Partnership
Immunization follow-up 75% 86% 70% 20% 48% 36%
Immunization administration 12% 82% 65% 0% 45% 39%
Height/Weight charts 48% 65% 52% 23% 44% 20%
Nutrition counseling 66% 84% 34% 53% 82% 56%
Medication administration 37% 50% 40% 0% 34% 6%
Injury/illness treatment 52% 91% 49% 22% 62% 36%
Transportation 86% 85% 61% 79% 79% 47%
Dental treatment 31% 95% 61% 22% 87% 48%
Mental health follow-up 67% 87% 58% 50% 86% 52%
Counseling/behavior mod. 77% 100% 76% 64% 95% 55%
Medical health follow-up 55% 91% 47% 20% 70% 31%
Tuberculosis testing 12% 50% 50% 10% 63% 24%
Hematocrit 11% 70% 53% 6% 62% 31%
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Health information and education services. In the majority of sites, efforts were made to
provide health-related information to children, parents, school personnel, and others. Methods
used to deliver information included:

* a regular project newsletter

* personal contacts (home visits, telephone contacts)

* brochures and pamphlets in parent resource centers

* health fairs

* workshops for families and school personnel

Site responses on the Program Implementation Profile indicated that information and
education on health and safety, as well as nutrition, mental health and, substance abuse were
provided to children, families, and Transition staff on a regular basis by 50 percent or more of
the sites (see Table 8). Sites were less likely to provide similar information on a regular basis to
Head Start staff or school personnel (about a third of the sites). Ten sites (about a third)
indicated that they rarely, if ever, provided health information or education for Head Start staff

and eight sites (about a fourth) rarely, if ever, provided such information for school personnel.

Table 8

Percentage of Sites Providing Information and Education Services to Participant Groups
(Self-report via Program Implementation Profile)

Head Start Transition School

Children Families staff staff Personnel
Health information 75% 83% 58% 83% 65%
Health education 54% 54% 50% 67% 42%
Nutrition information 67% 75% 54% 71% 46%
Nutrition education 50% 54% 37% 58% 29%
Mental health information 70% 75% 46% 75% 42%
CPR, First Aid 21% 33% 33% 50% 21%
Substance abuse prevention 70% 65% 35% 61% 43%
Safety information 68% 73% 45% 71% 55%
Safety education 57% 50% 43% 52% 39%
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TRANSITION-LIKE ACTIVITIES AND SUPPORTS IN COMPARISON SCHOOLS
The implementation of the 31 Transition Demonstration Programs occurred in environments

that are dynamic and subject to secular trends. Even though the schools participating in the
Transition Demonstration Programs were randomized either to receive the demonstration
services or to participate as comparison schools, there was early and ongoing evidence that
comparison schools often incorporated programs, activities, staffing patterns, teaching practices,
and other features consistent with those found in demonstration schools and actively promoted
by the Transition Demonstration Program. In some cases, comparison schools were the
recipients of professional development opportunities and Transition-like supports because of
school district policies that required equal access to opportunities by all schools. In other cases,
the schools that were randomly selected to be comparison schools had already begun to
incorporate Transition-like activities and simply continued on their charted course without
additional encouragement or assistance from the Transition Demonstration Program. In a few
cases, the leadership and staff of comparison schools were disappointed that they were not
selected to receive demonstration services, perceiving the significant needs of their families and
children, and so made a strong commitment to secure such services independent of the program.
Finally, and to an increasing degree as the implementation progressed, networks of principals

(including those from both

demonstration and
Table 9

comparison schools) began to Percentages of Schools with Health Services Staff

. .\ (Based on principals’ reports)
share their positive

. . Demonstration ~ Comparison
experiences with the program

. Nurses 83.2% 90.5%

and the successes achieved Less than 2 days/wk 31.5% 35.4%
. - 2-3 days/wk 30.3% 35.4%

for children and families, and 4 or more daysiwk 38.2% 29,90
the programming ideas and Paraprofessionals 51.4% 42.9%
Less than 2 days/wk 11.1% 20.0%

strategies promulgated by the 2-3 days/wk 16.7% 20.0%
o ) 4 or more days/wk 72.2% 60.0%
Transition Demonstration Parent volunteer(s) 29.0% 26.7%
Proeram were informall Less than 2 days/wk 22.6% 32.1%
g y 2-3 daysiwk 29.0% 17.9%
shared across schools. 4 or more days/wk 48.4% 50.0%
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The extent to which comparison schools incorporated features and services that were

essentially the same as those in the demonstration schools is important to the understanding and

interpretation of outcomes for children and families. To that end, information was gathered
from principals in both demonstration and comparison schools about services available for
parents and children. Questionnaires at the end of the project period also gathered data from
principals about changes in their schools over the previous 5 years. In fact demonstration and
comparison principals reported strikingly similar services. Regarding staff available to address
the health and other basic needs of children, principals in both the demonstration and

comparison schools reported that they

had nurses, paraprofessionals, and/or
Table 10 parap
Health Services Provided parent volunteers to assist in meeting
Based on principals’ reports ) )
( P P ports) children’s health and screening needs
Demonstration Comparison .
P in the school (see Table 9). There was
Vision screening 96.8% 95.8% .
Hearing screening 96.7% 95.7% a trend toward having health-related
Dental Screening 89.5% 84.2% ersonnel of all types (professional
Other screening 78.4% 87.9% p ypes (b >
Home visits 75.4% 78.6% paraprofessional, and parent
Referrals to providers 92.5% 89.5%
Case management 58.1% 66.7% volunteers) in the demonstration
Medication dispensing 94.2% 91.6%
Health ed. for classrooms 91.4% 87.0% schools for 4 or more days per week.
Health ed. for parents 70.5% 56.3% . ”
Consultation wi/teachers 90.5% 93.8% These included additional staff
Medical examinations 68.6% 63.6% members hired by the local Transition

Demonstration Program.

The types of services provided by these health related staff generally did not differ
significantly between the demonstration and comparison schools (see Table 10). The single
exception was that health education for parents was provided in significantly more
demonstration schools (71%) than comparison schools (56%).

Findings about the availability of staff (counselors, behavioral specialists, and social
workers) to address the social, emotional, and mental health needs of students and to promote
family involvement (see Table 11) indicate that in all professional categories, more

demonstration than comparison schools had additional support staff. The largest differences
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Table 11

Percentages of Schools with Social/Emotional and
Family Involvement Staff Available
(Based on principals’ reports)

Counselor
Less than 2 days/wk
2-3 days/wk
4 or more days/wk

Behavioral Interventionist/therapist

Less than 2 days/wk

2-3 days/wk

4 or more days/wk
Social worker

Less than 2 days/wk

2-3 days/wk

4 or more days/wk
Professional

Less than 2 days/wk

2-3 days/wk

4 or more days/wk
Paraprofessional

Less than 2 days/wk

2-3 days/wk

4 or more days/wk
Parent volunteer(s)

Less than 2 days/wk

2-3 days/wk

4 or more days/wk

Demonstration Comparison
89.7% 86.7%
12.6% 5.5%
14.8% 17.6%
72.6% 76.9%
40.2% 35.2%
32.6% 21.6%
23.3% 16.2%
44.2% 62.2%
49.5% 45.7%
35.9% 54.2%
11.3% 14.6%
52.8% 31.2%
55.1% 42.9%
15.5% 18.2%
13.8% 11.3%
70.7% 70.5%
55.1% 35.2%
10.3% 13.9%
17.2% 25.0%
72.5% 61.1%
32.7% 34.3%
37.2% 25.0%
17.2% 25.0%
45.6% 50.0%

were the availability of
social workers for at least 4
days per week in
demonstration schools
(53%) compared to
comparison schools (31%)),
as well as para-
professionals for 4 or more
days each week (73% in
Demonstration schools
versus 61% in comparison
schools). These categories
included the Family
Service Coordinators hired
by the Transition
Demonstration program.

In the area of family

involvement, there was a

greater tendency for demonstration schools to have professional and paraprofessional staff to

address family involvement
and to have these persons in
the school for more time
during the week.
Approximately equal
numbers of principals in both
groups indicated that they had
parent resource rooms in the
school, formal and informal

links with community

Table 12
Educational Programs Available in Schools
(Based on principals’ reports)

Head Start in building

Head Start on campus

Other Pre-Kg program
Birth-to-three program

Before school care

After school program

Tutoring program/school year
Tutoring program/summer
Recreational program/school year
Recreational program/summer

Demonstration Comparison
50.0% 45.8%
22.7% 43.5%
74.1% 76.5%
40.7% 38.1%
59.5% 65.1%
84.1% 84.7%
91.8% 82.6%
61.1% 71.9%
78.9% 74.0%
60.5% 64.9%
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resources, partnerships with businesses, Head

Start and other preschool programs integrated Figure 4.1. Language Programs

into the school, before- and after-school

0+ B Transition Denonstration
programs for children, and tutoring and ™~ 787 80 | mCompaism
[2]
C
recreational programs during the summer %70’ 005 g
= 60+ _
months (see Table 12). It was noted that S50 448
o
. © 40 A48
somewhat fewer comparison schools offered %30
S
. . Q
tutoring programs during the school year, but $ 20
o
. . 10
more comparison than demonstration schools 0
Bilingual ESL for Children ESL for Adults

offered tutoring for students in the summer. An

interesting difference in school programming

was noted in the area of language programs offered for children and families (see Figure 4.1).
Demonstration and comparison principals reported relatively equal percentages of schools
offering bilingual education and ESL classes for children, but more demonstration schools

reported providing ESL classes for families (45% versus 35%).

SUMMARY FINDINGS

Overall, it is noted that the 31 sites did, indeed, implement the Transition Demonstration
Program in accordance with the mandates and guidelines included in the original Request for
Proposal. Each site addressed the four major components and provided an array of
comprehensive services designed to meet the social, health, and educational needs of children
and families and to stimulate family involvement in all aspects of the educational processes of
children. The specific strategies and activities employed to address the implementation varied
substantially across sites. While there were many implementation features shared by sites, the
actual program implementation within each of the 31 sites was a unique configuration of
activities and personnel devised specifically to take advantage of the strengths and address the
needs of the children, families, schools, and community agencies participating in a given
Transition Demonstration Program. In many sites, transition-like services were also offered in

comparison schools, sometimes with very similar quality and intensity.
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As might be expected, individual sites varied in the extent to which they achieved
implementation of each of the four components and overall. The nature and degree of this
variation in extent of implementation is described in Chapter 5. Possible reasons for variation

in program design and extent of implementation are addressed in Chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 5 - EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter summarizes the overall extent of
In this chapter:

implementation for each of the components of the |, Description of Rating Scales

Transition Demonstration Program -- Social Services, | ¢ Extent of Implementation (Ratings)

Family Involvement, Education, and Health -- and - Family Involvement

. . . - Education
presents two perspectives on that implementation: the _ ,
- Social Services

viewpoint of the National Research Coordinating Team - Health

and the viewpoint of the sites themselves. Informationis | * Comparison of NRCT and
Self-Assessment Ratings

drawn from two distinct but complementary sources: the

ratings of program implementation completed by the
National Research Coordinating Team (NRCT) and the self-assessment ratings provided by the local
sites via the Program Implementation Profile. Ratings from each source are presented separately

and then compared for each of the four components.

DESCRIPTION OF RATING SCALES
The level of implementation is important because (1) it reflects the extent to which programs
were successful in achieving program goals and (2) it may affect ultimate outcomes. National
Research Coordinating Team ratings are available for each of the 31 sites as a whole and in each of
the component areas. These ratings utilize a 6-point scale for Family Involvement, Social Services,
and Health and a 5-point scale for Education, with possible values ranging from 1 to 6 arrayed as
follows:
1. Minimal or no evidence of activity
2. Program supports traditional school-based activity but does little to extend or expand on
school programs
3. Program provides enhanced services in some areas
4. Program provides multiple, innovative activities but with some unevenness in availability
5-6. Program provides multiple, innovative activities with consistent availability to all

participant groups

Chapter 5 - Page 56



The ratings for each site are presented in Table 13.

Table 13.
Level of Program Implementation by Local Sites
based on National Research Coordinating Team ratings™

Social Family
Services Involvement Health Education Overall Score
N-1 3 1 2 1 7
N-2 2 2 2 2 8
N-3 2 3 2 1 8
N-4 3 2 2 2 9
N-5 3 2 2 2 9
N-6 2 2 2 4 10
N-7 3 3 2 3 11
N-8 3 4 4 3 11
N-9 2 4 3 3 12
N-10 4 2 3 4 13
N-11 4 3 4 3 14
N-12 3 4 5 3 15
N-13 5 4 3 3 15
N-14 4 3 4 4 15
N-15 4 4 4 3 15
N-16 4 3 5 3 15
N-17 3 4 4 4 15
N-18 4 4 4 3 15
N-19 4 5 4 3 16
N-20 4 4 4 4 16
N-21 5 4 5 2 16
N-22 4 5 4 4 17
N-23 5 4 5 3 17
N-24 6 3 5 4 18
N-25 5 5 5 4 19
N-26 6 6 4 3 19
N-27 5 6 5 4 20
N-28 4 6 6 4 20
N-29 6 4 6 4 20
N-30 6 5 5 5 21
N-31 5 6 6 5 22

* Scale of 1 (low) to 6 (high) for social services, family involvement, and health; 1 (low) to 5 (high) for education
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In the final year of the program, self-assessments were completed at each site by committees
broadly representing the participants in and constituents of the Transition Demonstration Programs.
Project directors facilitated the process of completion but were not to directly influence committee
ratings. In nearly every site, the Governing Board reviewed the full document and approved it for
submission to the National Research Coordinating Team.

The self-assessment ratings within the Program Implementation Profile use a 10-point scale,
with possible values ranging from 1 (low) to 10 (high). The scale is anchored by only three
descriptors:

1 = Limited implementation

W
I

= Moderate implementation

10 = High degree of implementation

The sites’ self-assessment ratings are available for 25 sites (the remaining sites did not submit
Program Implementation Profiles) and for each of the four component areas, as well as for three
additional areas of interest: Leadership, Continuity with Head Start, and Readiness to Change.
Ratings were made of (1) degree of implementation at the beginning of the project (1992-93), (2)
degree of implementation at the end of the project (1996-97), and (3) amount of variation in
implementation across schools participating within this local Transition program. Self-assessment
ratings for each of four components (beginning and end of implementation) are presented in Table
14.

It is interesting to note that only two sites rated themselves as being uniformly low in
implementation in the first year, and only two sites rated themselves as being uniformly high. The
two sites indicating low implementation in the first year showed substantial gains in implementation
by the ending ratings. Generally, sites indicated uniformly moderate implementation across the four
components, a finding that is consistent with information obtained during early site visits. Three
sites indicated generally low implementation with one component showing some strength in the first
year, while eight other sites indicated generally moderate to above average implementation with one
component showing significant weakness in the first year. In these sites, there were often deliberate
decisions made to concentrate program resources and emphasis on a year-by-year basis, rather than

attempt an extensive implementation of all four components at once. Thus, it appears clear that site
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self-ratings reflect the varying approaches taken to implementation as well as the variation in level

of self-perceived success in implementation.

Table 14
Local sites’ self-report of level of program implementation*
Social services Family Involvement Health Education
Site Beginning End Beginning End Beginning End Beginning End
P-1 1.0 9.0 1.0 9.0 1.0 9.0 1.0 7.0
P-2 2.0 9.0 2.0 9.5 2.0 9.0 2.0 9.0
P-3 2.0 9.0 1.0 9.0 2.0 9.0 7.0 9.0
P-4 2.0 8.0 1.0 4.5 ok ok 6.0 8.0
P-5 25 8.5 3.5 9.5 8.0 9.5 3.5 7.5
P-6 4.5 9.5 4.0 7.5 3.0 6.0 2.0 6.0
P-7 5.0 7.0 6.0 8.0 5.0 7.0 6.0 6.0
P-8 5.0 9.5 2.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 7.0
P-9 5.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 5.0 9.0 4.0 9.0
P-10 5.0 10.0 6.5 10.0 1.0 8.0 3.0 10.0
P-11 5.0 9.0 0.5 7.0 2.0 8.0 8.0 85
P-12 5.0 9.0 10.0 8.0 2.5 9.0 8.0 10.0
P-13 5.0 9.0 3.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 6.0 9.0
P-14 5.5 8.5 1.0 8.0 3.5 8.0 1.5 8.0
P-15 5.5 5.5 6.0 9.0 25 8.5 8.5 7.5
P-16 5.5 7.0 8.0 7.5 ok 7.5 1.5 6.0
P-17 6.5 9.5 3.5 7.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5
P-18 7.0 9.5 7.5 3.5 ok 6.5 4.0 9.0
P-19 7.0 9.0 3.5 7.0 35 7.5 1.0 6.5
P-20 7.0 10.0 6.0 9.0 5.0 2.0 0.0 5.5
P-21 8.0 8.0 5.0 9.0 5.5 8.0 5.5 9.0
P-22 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 5.0
P-23 9.0 2.0 8.5 9.0 7.5 5.0 8.0 9.0
P-24 9.0 9.0 4.0 8.0 9.0 9.0 7.5 6.5
P-25 9.5 9.50 9.5 8.50 7.5 7.5 6.5 6.0
P-26 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 9.5 9.5 10.0 5.0

* Scale of 1 (Iow) to 10 (high) at the beginning and end of the Transition Demonstration Program
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FAMILY INVOLVEMENT
NRCT Ratings of Family Involvement

Figure 5.1 presents the ratings of implementation of the family involvement component that were
completed by the National Research Coordinating Team. Eleven sites achieved ratings of 5 or 6,

indicating evidence of multiple and innovative activities to stimulate and encourage family

involvement in education. Activities were offered
Figure 5.1. Implementation of at diverse times, and parents were included in the
Family Involvement Activities

planning.  Sites achieving the highest ratings

provided highly visible and individualized

10 10 activities that were consistently available to all
% Z: i ! participant groups without the site, were offered
é 4] 4 4 frequently, and included parents in all aspects of
“ 2 % the planning, modification, and implementation of

’ + 2 3 4 5 & |activities. More than half of the sites (54%)

achieved moderate ratings of 3 or 4. These sites

were found to have, with moderate to vigorous

effort, accomplished tasks such as: (1) establishing parent resource centers; (2) providing educational
activities for use at home and supporting the families in the completion of those activities; (3)
reducing barriers to family participation in school-based activities, and (4) planning activities based
on surveys of family interests and needs. Six sites were given ratings of 1 or 2, indicating minimal
implementation in the area of family involvement. The implementation efforts in these sites were
limited to the support of existing efforts on the part of the schools and did not add substantial

intensity to the efforts to involve families in education.

Self-Assessment Ratings of Family Involvement

Figure 5.2 summarizes the self-ratings provided by sites on the Program Implementation Profile
concerning the degree of implementation of the family involvement component at the beginning of
the implementation and at the end. Overall, the average rating of this component at the beginning
(1992-93) was 4.8, indicating a moderate degree of implementation. There was, however, a

significant amount of variation in the ratings that sites gave themselves. Seven sites (29%) gave
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Figure 5.2 themselves a rating of 2 or less, indicating very
Family Involvecr?::r?tggoinm;?c?r?:f;{_L’Tgl;i:rir}trﬁg?:mogntation profie | limited implementation in the initial year, and
self ratings

| " seven sites gave themselves high ratings for initial

o implementation. In contrast, there was little

éj 8 variability among sites in ratings of

‘éef implementation at the end of the project period.

é‘i 48 The average rating was 8.0, indicating a very high

gg degree of implementation. Only two sites gave
1. themselves a rating of less than 7 at the end.

T Vearv(isesn | Years (199697 Comparing the ratings given by individual sites

of beginning and ending implementation levels, it

is evident that some sites perceived large amounts of change in implementation over time. Six sites
had differences between beginning and ending ratings of 6 points or more. Three sites showed a
decline in ratings of 2 to 4 points. Only one site did not indicate any notable change over time in the
implementation of family involvement, in part because the site rated itself at the very highest levels
of implementation at both times (9.5 and 10.0).

Asked to rate the degree of variability within their site, half of the sites indicated that there was
at least moderate variability across schools within their programs in the level of implementation of
the family involvement component. Of those 16 sites, nine indicated that there was a substantial
amount of intra-site variability by giving a rating of 8 or higher. These ratings most likely reflect
a deliberate decision to individualize services at the district or building level, but they may also
reflect differences in the school populations and neighborhoods as well as the differences in staff
within the various schools. Eight sites (26%) showed very low variability ratings (2 or less),

indicating a perception of consistency in implementation across the schools.
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EDUCATION
NRCT Ratings of Education

The ratings of the implementation of the
. . Figure 5.3
education component by the National Research Implementation of Education Activities
) . . . . (external ratings)
Coordinating Team are summarized in Figure 5.3.

N
B
|

The large majority of sites (23 of 31, or 74%)

12
obtained a rating of 3 or 4, indicating moderate to " 1(2) "
moderately high implementation of the education :g 8/
component. These sites were found to: work with % &1 4
teachers to identify staff development needs and i ; 2 2
provide training based on that assessment; to 0 ’j ‘ , 5 A ‘ ’T‘ ‘
reduce barriers for teachers by providing materials, Rating

substitute teachers, and reimbursement for

conference expenses; to provide programs specifically designed to enhance academic and social
development of students (e.g., tutoring programs, summer enrichment programs, social skills
development activities, reading clubs); to monitor changes in classrooms and teacher practices and
modify classroom supports and training based on observations; and to include teachers and principals
in the design of curriculum and staff development activities.

Six sites were given lower ratings, indicating that activities to enhance the educational
component were primarily restricted to encouraging discussion among teachers and limited
dissemination of basic information about developmentally appropriate practices. Only two sites
achieved the highest implementation rating of 5 for their efforts in the educational component.
These sites showed consistent and broad evidence of multiple, innovative programs to enhance
student performance; enrichment programs designed to support classroom-based instruction; efforts
to integrate home-based and classroom-based instructional efforts; specific activities related to
continuity of curriculum throughout the early childhood years; individualized support for teachers;
extensive involvement of teachers and principals in the design and implementation programs for
students, families, and school staff; and efforts to coordinate educational support activities with other
programs within the school (e.g., Title I, special education, library, bilingual education, etc.).

It should be noted that while a number of sites showed evidence of one or more of the activities
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that characterized the highest rating, unevenness in implementation resulted in lower overall ratings
for that area. Two sites, for example, had strong indications of efforts to create and maintain
continuity in curriculum and teaching practices starting in Head Start and continuing through the
early elementary grades. Several sites specifically designed enrichment and home educational
activities to support classroom-based instructional activities. A number of sites provided
individualized teacher supports in the form of mentors or peer coaches. However, only two sites

showed evidence that was comprehensive and consistent enough to warrant the highest rating.

Self-Assessment Ratings of Education
Figure 5.4 summarizes the self-ratings provided by sites on the Program Implementation Profile
concerning the degree of implementation of the education component at the beginning and at the end

of the five-year implementation. Using the 10-point scale, the average rating of implementation at

Figure 5.4 the beginning of the project (1992-93) was 4.8,
Igu .

Change in Degree of Implementation of ST . . . .
Education Component on Program Implementation Profile lndlcatlng moderate mp lementation. Seven sites
self ratings .

( 9 (29%) gave themselves a rating of 2 or less,
o- indicating very limited implementation in the initial
5 8 78 year. In contrast, however, the average rating at the
= 7
©
‘ée— end of the five years was 7.8, indicating a
@ 5+ . . . .
A 48 moderately high degree of implementation. Six
03] sites (25%) gave themselves a rating of less than 7,
821
“4. indicating only moderate implementation.
0 ‘ . . o
Year 1(1992-93) Year 5 (1996-97) As with other components reviewed earlier in
the chapter, some sites reported a large amount of

change in the education component over time. Of the 24 sites providing ratings, five sites had
beginning and ending ratings that differed by at least 6 points on the 10-point scale. Another nine
sites (37%) had change scores of between 3 and 5, while three sites had change scores of 0,
indicating no difference in their rating of degree of implementation at the beginning and end of the
project. One site indicated that the degree of implementation in the education component decreased
substantially over the life of the project. The beginning rating given by that site was 5 points higher

than the ending rating. No explanation was given by the site for this perceived decrease in
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implementation.

Asked to rate the variability within the site, six sites (25%) indicated that there was very little
variability (ratings of less than 3) across schools within their programs in the implementation of the
education component. Eight sites (33%) indicated a moderate amount of variability (ratings of
between 3 and 7), and 10 sites (42%) indicated a large amount of variability (ratings of greater than
7). This degree of perceived variability within a site is the greatest among the four components. It
is consistent with reports from site visits and from project directors that there were substantial
differences among schools and teachers in the degree of acceptance and implementation of
developmentally appropriate practices and other efforts to improve the educational practices in

schools.

SOCIAL SERVICES
NRCT Ratings of Social Services

Figure 5.5 presents the ratings of social service implementation completed by the National
Research Coordinating Team. A third of the sites achieved ratings of 5 or 6, indicating multiple
innovative contacts with families, outreach to hard-to-reach families to bring them into participation
in program activities, vigorous efforts to minimize duplication of services, evidence that support

plans guided service provision for individual families and that plans were modified based on

outcomes, use of a strengths-based model of family

Figure 5.5 support, and evidence of specific efforts to promote
Implementation of Social Activities

the independence of families in goal setting and
124

0 service access. Sites achieving the highest ratings
101 : .
also demonstrated extensive and broad-reaching
[}
78 7 1 .
. 6 efforts to serve hard-to-reach families, extensive
g° L . .
£ 4 4 participation in community efforts to modify or
24
21 create new services, and considerable evidence of
0 . :
0 : : : : : .| incorporation of strength-based models.
1 2 3 4 5 6 . . ‘
Rating Another 17 sites were given moderate ratings.

These ratings reflected evidence of active efforts to

reduce barriers to access to service, multiple
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individualized contacts with families, evidence of efforts to address specific cultural needs of
families, and family participation in the development and enactment of family support plans. Only
4 sites were given ratings of 2, indicating limited evidence of supportive social services for families.
These sites tended to be those in which there was a great deal of turnover in program staff, limiting

the sites’ ability to mount or maintain a consistent effort.

Self-Assessment Ratings of Social Services

Figure 5.6 summarizes the self-ratings provided by sites on the Program Implementation Profile
concerning the degree of implementation of the social services component at the beginning of the
implementation and at the end. Overall, the average rating of implementation at the beginning
(1992-93) was 5.2, indicating moderate implementation. By the final year, this increased to 8.7, with

only 3 sites rating themselves less than 8.

The distribution of ratings across the 25 sites
Figure 5.6

indicates substantial variation at the beginning of the Change in Degree of Implementation of
Social Service Component on Program Implementation Profile

(self ratings)

project. Ratings ranged from 1 to 10, indicating that

some sites began with very limited social services in

10/
the schools for children and families, while other 5 Zf 87
sites started the project with much higher degrees of § ;
support already available. By the end of the project, ;% i 52
however, there is little variation in the ratings. %; 125
Twenty-two of the 25 sites submitted ratings of 8 or %

O Vear1 (1992-93) Year 5 (1996-97)

higher, indicating their perception of strong

implementation in the final year of the project.

Looking at the degree of change indicated for each site, it is noted that some sites reported a large
amount of change in the social services component over time. Twenty percent indicated that a great
deal of change had taken place — their beginning and ending ratings at least 6 points apart. Another
40 percent of the sites had moderate change scores between 3 and 5 points, while 20 percent
indicated no appreciable change over five years. Note, however, that four of these “no-change” sites
had high self-ratings at the beginning of the project period, while one site had a moderate rating at

both periods.
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Asked to rate the degree of variability within the site, nearly a third of the sites indicated that
there was very little variation (ratings of less than 3) across schools in implementing the social
services component. Another third of the sites indicated a moderate amount of difference (ratings
of between 3 and 7), and the remaining third of the sites indicated a great deal of difference in how
well social services were provided (ratings of greater than 7). As with the family involvement
component, these ratings likely reflect a decision by the Transition Demonstration Program to
individualize services at the district or school level, contributing to differences in the level of
implementation within a site. The ratings may also reflect differences in enthusiasm or cooperation

across school administrators and teachers or in continuity of staff at the different schools.

HEALTH
NRCT Ratings of Health

Figure 5.7 summarizes the NRCT ratings of implementation of the health component. Seven
sites were given ratings of 2, indicating that health care needs of children and families were primarily
met by referral and that existing screening programs were encouraged but not enhanced by project
efforts. The large majority of sites, however, achieved ratings indicating moderate to high
implementation. Moderate ratings (3 or 4), achieved by 13 sites, indicated that these sites provided

resources and programs to enhance existing activities in the areas of health and nutrition, made

efforts to reduce barriers to access for children and

families, provided funds to meet emergency needs, Figure 5.7
Implementation of Health, Mental Health, & Nutrition Services

provided systematic follow-through on results of (external rating)

screening programs, and developed proactive 12 1
programs designed to promote health, fitness, and 10
nutrition for children and families (e.g., special %’ 8 7 .
topic classes, health fairs, classroom instruction, é 6
social skills development programs). 2 z 2 ’
Eleven sites achieved higher NRCT ratings in 07 0
1 2 3 4 5 6

health, indicating that they provided a wider

variety of innovative health-related programs and

activities and placed specific emphasis on
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prevention, health promotion, and family wellness. Of these 11 sites, three were given the highest
rating of 6, based on evidence of highly unique and broadly available programming, fundamental
emphasis on wellness and prevention as central themes, comprehensive programming encompassing
all areas of health, and strong evidence of efforts to facilitate system change in the community and

the schools, thus building capacity to meet the ongoing health needs of children and families.

Self-Assessment Ratings of Health
Figure 5.8 summarizes the self-ratings by sites concerning implementation of the health

component at the beginning and end of the five-year implementation. Using the 10-point scale, the

average implementation rating at the project’s
o o ) Figure 5.8
beginning (1992-93) was 4.7, indicating moderate Change in Degree of Implementation of
Health Component on Progrgm Implementation Profile
implementation. ~ Seven sites (29%) gave (self ratings)
themselves a rating of 2 or less, indicating very 9,
limited implementation in the first year. In 81 8
§71
contrast, however, the average rating at the end of | £/
£ 5|
the five years was 8.0, indicating a high degree of igi 47
implementation. At this time, only four sites gave E, 34
[o))
. [} 2,
themselves a rating of less than 7. e N
Looking at the degree of change indicated for 0 :
Year 1(1992-93) Year 5 (1996-97)
each site, it is noted that some sites (29%) reported

a large amount of change in the health component over time. Ofthe 24 sites providing ratings, seven
sites had beginning and ending ratings that differed by at least 6 points. Another 5 sites (21%) had
change scores of between 3 and 5, while 3 sites had change scores of 0, indicating no difference in
their rating of degree of implementation at the beginning of the project and at the end.

Asked to rate the variability within the site, 8 sites (33%) indicated that there was very little
variability (ratings of less than 3) across schools within their programs in the implementation of the
health component. Twelve sites (50%) indicated a moderate amount of variability (ratings of

between 3 and 7), and only 4 sites indicated a large amount of variability (ratings of greater than 7).
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Comparison of NRCT and Self-Assessment Ratings

Ratings of implementation for each of the four components were compared, and Figure 5.9
presents the results. (Note: Both sets of ratings were converted to a single scale — 0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10
— before comparison. The ratings for the education component were converted to: 0, 2.5, 5.0, 7.5,
10.) Only self-assessment ratings of implementation at the end of the project were compared to the
NRCT ratings.

There were noticeable differences between the ratings of component implementation made by
the National Research Coordinating Team and the sites themselves. Ratings made by the National
Research Coordinating Team, which rated programs against pre-specified criteria, tended to be lower

for the majority of sites in every component area.

The differences in NRCT and self-assessment Figure 5.9
ratings are not unexpected and are most likely Comparisons of External and éelf—assessment Ratings
related to several factors, including (1) the 0, 19 19 0 ExemebSef
84 ONRCT=S¢f
differences in the two rating scales; (2) | 8 SePBdardl
16 14 14
differences in the rating methods; and (3) real | ¢ }‘21
% 127 10
discrepancies in perceptions or evaluations of | lg’ ;
o 4
the programs. As described earlier in this § 6 3 3 4 3
41 2
chapter and in Chapter 3, the two scales and the 21 1
0 :
1 1 Social Servi Famil .
processes by which ratings were made were oclalServices . raml  HeA  Edudin
quite different. The NRCT rating scale was

designed to capture differences and, to the extent

possible, to discriminate differences among sites, while the self-assessment (Program
Implementation Profile) rating scale was not designed to discriminate in such a fashion. The NRCT
rating scale was more global in its approach, while the Program Implementation Profile was
designed to reflect implementation in some detail. Second, the NRCT ratings were created by a
single individual using extensive written documents, site visit reports, and interviews (although
ratings were validated by other reviewers). The self-assessment ratings were created by committees
of individuals within each site, via a consensus process and using a broad range of information
obtained from written documents, interviews, observation, and other sources. Thus, to some extent,

differences in perceptions at the local site level may have been obscured through this process. Third,
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the NRCT ratings were completed with a perspective that encompassed all 31 sites, while the self-
assessment ratings were focused on a single site. Thus, both the purposes and processes of
producing ratings were different in the two endeavors and therefore would be expected to yield

somewhat different results.

SUMMARY FINDINGS

This chapter presents ratings of implementation produced through two processes: ratings made
by the National Research Coordinating Team (NRCT) and self-assessment ratings given by each site
through a consensus process. Different scales and different rating processes yielded, not
unexpectedly, somewhat different results. Key findings are as follows:

1. Sites tended to indicate that the levels of implementation were low to moderate in the first
year of the program. By the end of the five-year implementation period, sites indicated
consistently higher degrees of implementation in all program areas. This is consistent with
the a priori expectation that the implementation of the comprehensive Transition
Demonstration Programs would take some time to accomplish.

2. Sites tended to indicate moderate to high degrees of variability within sites. The variation
seen in implementation within a site is most likely related to conscious decisions to
individualize program offerings to meet the unique needs of specific schools and
neighborhoods. Variation in implementation within a site may also reflect differences in
level of acceptance among school personnel or differences in continuity in staff.

3. There is relatively little variability across sites at the end of the implementation period as
reflected in the self-assessment ratings. The self-assessment ratings from the Program
Implementation Profile generally reflect a perception on the part of the sites that they
achieved the goals they set for their projects. The appreciation of accomplishments reflects
the views of a variety of stakeholders within the site, because of the broad representation on
the committees completing ratings.

4. The NRCT ratings, however, do indicate variability across sites. Distributions of NRCT
ratings evidence a range from limited to extensive implementation for each of the four
components, with the majority of sites showing moderate implementation. A few sites

showed relatively limited implementation across all components, and, similarly, a few sites
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showed consistently extensive implementation. Most sites achieved at least moderate
implementation of all components and many of them showed evidence of extensive
implementation in one or more areas. Even sites with lower levels of implementation

achieved moderate ratings in at least one component.

Taken together, the self-assessment and NRCT ratings of the program implementation efforts
in the 31 sites indicate that the large majority of sites did, in fact, implement innovative,
comprehensive, creative programs to build on the strengths and meet the needs of the children,
families, schools, and communities within which they operated. Variation in implementation, both
in type and extent of program offered, reflected, at least in part, the inherent variation in the
communities, neighborhoods, organizations, and cultures participating in the National Transition
Demonstration Project across the 31 sites.

In Chapter 7, a group of six highly successful local sites and the eight least successful sites in
terms of program implementation are identified. Exploratory analyses about what contributed to the

tremendous differences between these types of sites are presented in that chapter.
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CHAPTER 6 - FACTORS INFLUENCING VARIATION

As noted in the introduction to this report, the
In this chapter:

implementation of the Transition Demonstration | , Developmental View of

Program was designed by ACYF to create 31 unique Implementation

programs, each designed locally to address the S Baseline Factors

. . S Program Factors
characteristics and needs of the local community. &

There was no single program to be implemented;

rather, ACYF set forth broad guidelines within the original program announcement and guided the
National Transition Demonstration Consortium as it worked over time to clarify the guidelines and
shape local programs. Thus, the 31 Transition Demonstration Programs began as unique designs,
rather than a single intervention model. Previous chapters have highlighted the features of the
implementations achieved at each of the 31 sites, the extent to which implementation was achieved
in the four component areas and overall, and the variability of implementation both across and within
sites. This chapter will discuss some of the factors that are thought to have shaped program designs

at the outset and influenced the progression of implementation over time.

DEVELOPMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION

The process of implementation of this demonstration program was neither static nor governed
primarily by initial designs. Rather, implementation was a progressive, dynamic (developmental)
process throughout which program features were conceptualized, designed, implemented, and
revised as the program evolved. Figure 6.1 provides a graphical overview of the progression of
planning and implementation and some of the factors thought to influence programmatic processes
and outcomes.

Initially, program designs reflected the unique characteristics of the communities, schools,
programs, and populations participating in and being served by the program. These factors included
the linguistic homogeneity or diversity found within the communities, the financial resources within

families and the community at large, and the structure and philosophy of schools, school districts,
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Figure 6.1
Some of the Factors Influencing
Variation in Implementation
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and community agencies, including Head Start. The influences of these baseline factors were not
only felt during program initiation, but continued to be important influences over time. The
implementation of the Transition Demonstration Program was a dynamic process through which
initial program designs were modified to accommodate both internal (program) and external
influences. Program factors that may have impacted program features included the grantee agency
itself (whether the program is initiated from a Head Start program, a local education agency or a
combined Head Start/school grantee), the number of school districts and schools included in the
programs, the philosophical base from which the program operated, and specific resource allocation
decisions made by the program. These factors interacted with more external influences, which may
include state and local initiatives that support or conflict with the program objectives and continuity
(or turnover) in key positions within the program and its partnering agencies. In addition, the
program’s implementation was shaped by its own successes and “failure,” growing and moving

forward by building on experience. At the end of the developmental period, the “final” program
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design may resemble but be very different from the design that was identified during the planning
period -- because of the influences of the baseline, and internal and external factors encountered

along the way. Thus, multiple factors contributed to local site variations.

Baseline Factors

Baseline factors that influenced variation in program implementation included characteristics of
the families, schools, agencies, and communities serving as the foundation for the Transition
Demonstration Program. Specifically, linguistic or cultural diversity, resources within families and
the community at large, and the structure and philosophy of schools, school districts, and community
agencies participating in the program all exerted an influence on local programs.

Information obtained during site visits indicated that substantial cultural and linguistic diversity
within a site influenced the nature of program services and the types of barriers families encountered
in schools and communities. Sites with significantly larger populations that were linguistically
divergent needed to offer translation services to ensure that families had full access to programs and
services offered by the Transition Demonstration Program and within the community. Print
materials had to be presented in multiple languages, and oral program presentations had to be
presented in multiple languages or translated. Some Transition Demonstration Programs offered
classes in English as a Second Language for adults. Further, considerable attention was paid to
devising program offerings that were culturally appropriate and relevant for participants. Cultural
customs and perspectives on educational processes were accommodated in many sites to facilitate
program participation.

The degree to which families and communities had readily available, high quality services or
resources also had a significant impact on program design and implementation. For those
communities with a strong base of services available to families, the major challenges for the
Transition Demonstration Program were to (1) help families access services more efficiently and (2)
develop or strengthen networks of service providers within the community to reduce redundancy in
services as well as to identify and fill service gaps in a collaborative manner. In other communities
with fewer preexisting resources for families, the Transition Demonstration Program was challenged

to bring these needs to the attention of the community, to strengthen efforts to meet the needs, and

Chapter 6 - Page 73



at the same time to help families gain access to services wherever they might be located. These
differences in resources were found within sites as well as across sites. For example, some sites
noted a high baseline rate of developmentally appropriate practices within some schools, allowing
those programs to support existing resources in that area and concentrate additional resources on
development of services in other component areas (e.g., family involvement). Similarly, at least one
site perceived that health and nutrition services were already at a high level at the beginning of the
program and required only enhancement rather than development. These resource differences
contributed to variation within and among sites as they designed their Transition Demonstration
Programs.

The structure and philosophy of schools also had a substantial impact on individual program
designs. Factors such as school size, teacher-student ratios, per-pupil expenditures, and experience
implementing federally funded programs varied widely across the schools and school districts
participating in the 31 local Transition Demonstration Programs. Experience with site-based school
management also varied across sites, and occasionally within sites. Sites that included smaller
school districts and Head Start programs with flat organizational structures had more immediate
access to decision-makers than did sites that included very large organizations with complex,
bureaucratic decision-making processes. Further, in schools where site-based management or other
local policies afforded teachers and principals the opportunity to make decisions for their own

schools and classrooms, program implementation strategies were more localized than centralized.

Program Factors

Asthe Transition Demonstration Programs progressed through the planning and implementation
stages, a number of program-specific factors influenced decisions and created variation in
implementation. These factors included, but were not limited to: (1) the grantee organization for the
Transition Demonstration Program; (2) the number of school districts participating in the program,;
(3) the number of schools served by the program; (4) the philosophical base upon which the program
was founded; and (5) resource allocation demands imposed upon or made by program leaders.

The location of the Transition Demonstration Program grant within the Head Start program or

the local education agency had some impact on the local program design and implementation
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strategies. Whether or not the impetus for systemic change came from inside the public schools or
from outside the school district was reported by Project Directors and site visit teams to have
influenced the implementation strategies adopted by Transition Demonstration Programs,
particularly in the implementation of the education component. Similarly, the familiarity of Head
Start programs with the processes of providing social support services and promoting health and
nutrition within families created variation in the design and implementation of those components,
based solely on the closeness of the relationship between the Transition Demonstration Program and
the Head Start program.

The challenges of bringing together three partners and developing strong, productive working
relationships are substantial. Those sites that involved more than one school district or Head Start
program in the implementation faced challenges and complexities in implementation not faced by
those programs that dealt with only a single school district or Head Start partner. Creating shared
vision, establishing and maintaining communication, resolving differences in policies, and creating
continuity in philosophy and practice among the various agencies and systems were inherently more
difficult in sites with multiple partners and required different strategies and resource allocation than
in single-partner sites.

The number of schools involved in the Transition Demonstration Program was a key decision
by program planners and had continuing impact on implementation. Including larger numbers of
schools in the demonstration effort increased the possibility of broad systemic impact, but also
distributed staff and other program resources more widely (that is, less per school or classroom).
Variations in the strategies used to provide supports for teachers and families were, in part, related
to the number of schools and classrooms participating in the Transition Demonstration Program.

The philosophical underpinnings of the program affected many decisions during the planning
period and throughout the implementation. Some sites adopted a strong family-focused approach,
where the majority of program activities centered around home visits and other individualized family
contacts. Other sites adopted a more school-based intervention approach; program activities in those
sites were centered in the school. Some sites adopted from the very inception of the program a
philosophy of family empowerment that drove all decisions about what supports would be offered

to families and in what ways. Other sites made decisions about program offerings always with a

Chapter 6 - Page 75



consideration of continuation after grant funding expired, so that no Transition Demonstration
Program activity was organized or funded solely by the program. These sometimes subtle, but
important philosophical foundations were a key source of variation across the 31 local Transition
Demonstration Programs.

Finally, program design and implementation variation was influenced by resource allocation
decisions. Some decisions were controlled by program leadership — such as choices to hire
professional staff versus parents and community staff, to provide services directly or via referrals,
to include component coordinators within the program staff or to centralize leadership in the project
director, to co-mingle funds with other programs or to maintain separate funding streams for key
items. Other factors external to the programs also affected expenditures, such as salary scales within
school districts, personnel policies that required particular qualifications for positions, and agency
or district policies forbidding certain kinds of expenditures. Thus, resource allocation both reflected

and influenced program design and implementation across the sites.

External Factors

External factors also contributed to variation in implementations of the 31 Transition
Demonstration Programs. Each state and local community had ongoing local initiatives in the areas
of education, social support services for families, health and welfare, and family involvement in
education. In some cases, these state and local initiatives were consistent with and supportive of the
goals and objectives of the Transition Demonstration Program. For example, many school districts
sought and received funding for kindergarten programs, for Safe and Drug-Free Schools, for family
involvement initiatives, and for curriculum development. Local communities obtained federal and
state funding to support the development of supportive services and collaborative networks of
service providers. Rural health initiatives in some sites enhanced program efforts to provide health
and nutrition services for families. The availability of many of these opportunities was site-specific,
however, and there was considerable variation in the vigor with which local communities, agencies,
and school districts sought new sources of funding and programming. In other instances, local or
state initiatives were less supportive of or in direct conflict with the goals and objectives of the

Transition Demonstration Program. Several states, for example, were experiencing educational
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reform movements that were perceived by principals and teachers to be in conflict with program
initiatives (e.g., accountability movements that put great emphasis on standardized achievement test
scores at the classroom and school level).

Project directors frequently reported during site visits and interviews that the existence of
supportive leadership at the state level, in the office of the governor or other state educational
agency, facilitated their efforts to implement change at the local level. Some also reported that state
leaders were less supportive or that changes in leadership during the period of program
implementation affected their programs adversely. The net effect of these external factors was to
create climates within which change could occur with more or less ease, with or without oppositional
pressures.

Another factor related to program variation was the degree of continuity in the program
leadership and key positions, such as Head Start directors, school superintendents, principals, and
family service workers. In sites with high levels of continuity throughout the five years of program
implementation, project staff members were able to establish and maintain strong working
relationships, to build on joint experiences, and move forward without minimal disruption. When
frequent turnover occurred in key positions, however, there was significant interference or loss of
program momentum. Local consortia spent many resources (time, personal, and financial) on
training and assimilating new persons into the implementation network. Progress in those sites was

less likely to be steady, and staff morale and new initiatives often were affected negatively.

Successes and Challenges of Implementation

The successes and challenges encountered during the implementation of the 31 Transition
Demonstration Programs had a profound impact on the variation ultimately noted in the
demonstrations. Project directors and site visit teams consistently noted that programs evolved
based, in part, on their experiences. Successful activities were continued, expanded, and
institutionalized. Less successful activities were analyzed, modified, sometimes dropped or
attempted again -- and again -- until the activity became a successful and productive part of the
implementation.

Challenges were viewed as an inherent part of the developmental process and were discussed in
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some detail in previous reports (see Interim Report, 1996; Ramey, & Ramey, 1993). Figure 6.2
depicts challenges in four general areas: characteristics of this demonstration initiative; the local
community within which a program was implemented; the program design chosen by a local site,
and the participating systems and individuals. These characteristics shaped the nature, duration, and
intensity of the challenges faced by an individual program effort and were a key source of variability

in the nature and degrees of challenges faced by the 31 sites.

Figure 6.2
Challenges Associated with Program Implementation

Challenges Associated with
Characteristics of the Community:
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* Community networks
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In general, challenges associated with this demonstration initiative related to specific features
(or mandates) found within the initial program design as specified by ACYF. The most challenging
features were making the Governing Boards viable decision-making bodies, as well as fulfilling the
requirements of the local evaluation component. Reconciling local and national evaluation plans,
maintaining consistent involvement of comparison participants over the five years of the study, and
dealing with the analytic complexities imposed by the evaluation design have been areas of particular

challenge for many sites.
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Challenges associated with the characteristics of the community within which the program was
implemented included: dealing with cultural, linguistic, and economic diversity among families;
creating and facilitating community networks of providers; removing barriers to access; and dealing
with family mobility. These challenges varied substantially across sites based on the community
context. For example, in some sites, families tended to stay within the community for a long period
of time, reducing the impact of family mobility on program delivery and evaluation, while in other
sites mobility among families was quite high and the associated challenges were substantial.
Similarly, some sites had very homogenous populations with little linguistic diversity, while other
sites had great linguistic and cultural diversity among participating families. These sites faced many
challenges in their efforts to increase appropriate and relevant activities, to reduce barriers to access
for families, and to accommodate the diversity in the evaluation process.

Challenges associated with the characteristics of the local program’s design included staffing,
creating and developing effective partnerships, establishing effective ongoing communication, and
documenting program implementation. Staffing presented unique challenges in those sites with
large, complex organizations and agencies as grantees. Extensive and complicated hiring procedures
often contributed to delays in hiring key staff at the beginning of the project and as turnover occurred
during the implementation years. These staffing delays contributed to discontinuities in service for
some families and schools and limited the ability of programs to respond rapidly to situations. The
development of partnerships within the local consortia was more challenging in sites with multiple
school districts, more than one Head Start program, and/or a large geographic dispersion of partners.
The decision, for example, by one site’s design team to develop a statewide implementation,
incorporating five separate Head Start programs and five school districts in five distinct communities
dispersed across the state, while enhancing the probability of large-scale impact within the state,
created many challenges in the development of strong partnerships and in communication within the
project.

Finally, some challenges appeared related to the characteristics of participating agencies,
systems, or individuals. The challenges associated with the implementation of developmentally
appropriate educational practices, the creation of family-friendly environments within classrooms
and schools, and the reconciliation of differences between Head Start and public schools were
mediated by the characteristics of the participating Head Start programs and schools within each site.

Some local consortia involved smaller agencies and school districts with more accessible
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organizational structures, while other sites included very large Head Start programs or school
districts with very formal, complex administrative structures. The challenges faced in reconciling
policies and changing practices within the two types of organizations differed. Similarly, the
challenges associated with encouraging and strengthening involvement of families in education
varied by site, based in part on the characteristics of the families themselves, their resources, and
their challenging life circumstances. Anurban, midwestern site, for example, faced unique cultural
as well as linguistic barriers in encouraging the participation of a large number of foreign-language
families in educational activities. Sites with large numbers of recent immigrants faced significant
challenges in helping those families become assimilated into school and community environments.
In addition, project directors noted that the implementation of developmentally appropriate practices
in schools and classrooms was influenced strongly by the existing educational philosophy of the
school participating in the demonstration. Some schools were already moving to make classrooms
more developmentally appropriate for children, and the Transition Demonstration Program served
to enhanced their efforts. In other schools, the introduction of developmentally appropriate practices
required a paradigm shift on the part of teachers, requiring a different implementation approach and
generating different challenges for the site. In addition, it is undeniable that individual personalities
and the past history of collaboration experiences, both positive and negative, contributed
substantially to the degree of progress in program implementation.

It is important to note that many obstacles evolved over the life of the implementation. In the
planning and start-up years of the program, challenges were most often related to creation and
establishment of Governing Boards, of effective partnerships, and of viable communication
strategies. Inthe middle years of implementation, challenges were most often related to maintaining
and strengthening aspects of the program and to ensuring continuity in positive program features.
Finally, as the programs moved into the final phase of the implementation of the program and the
end of the Transition Demonstration Project as a federally funded program, the challenges most often
related to the need to extend (bringing in more participants, creating a broader base of participation),
create more consistency in implementation (across schools, classrooms, diverse participant groups),
and shift ownership to schools, families, and community agencies, ensuring that successful activities

or program elements would continue after the Transition Demonstration Program funding ceased.
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

The review of the variability in and among transition Demonstration Programs highlights several
important findings. First, the 31 Transition Demonstration Programs began as unique designs,
rather than a single intervention model. The uniqueness of the individual programs was based on
variations in the communities, schools, agencies and families participating in the demonstration,
including linguistic and cultural diversity, resources available, and the particular organizational
features of participating schools, school districts, and community agencies. Initial implementation
was also influenced by program factors such as the grantee organization, the number of school
districts and schools participating in the program, the philosophy underlying the program, and
resource allocation decisions.

Second, the process of implementation was not static and determined solely by initial designs.
Implementation was, instead, a progressive, dynamic (developmental) process through which
program features were conceptualized, designed, implemented, revised, and reshaped as the program
evolved over the six years of planning and implementation. Specific features as well as the process
itself were shaped by external factors -- state and local initiatives, supportive leadership at the state
level, continuity in leadership (program directors, school principals, district superintendents) -- and
by the successes and challenges experienced within the program itself. In general, successful
activities were continued and expanded, while less successful activities were analyzed and modified
until they became successful.

Challenges were viewed as inherent in the developmental process. Generally, challenges were
related to characteristics in four general areas: (1) particular demands on this demonstration initiative
(e.g., creating viable Governing Boards and dealing with the requirements of the evaluation); (2) the
local community in which the program was implemented (e.g., dealing with diversity and mobility,
creating community networks, and removing barriers to access); (3) the program design chosen by
the site (e.g., staffing, developing effective partnerships, maintaining communication, and
documenting program implementation); and (4) the participating systems and individuals (e.g.,
creating of family-friendly environments, reconciliation of policies across organizations,
implementation of developmentally appropriate practices).

The net outcome of the evolutionary process has been 31 individual programs, often with

variations within programs accommodating the unique characteristics of neighborhoods or
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subpopulations within a program. These individual programs shared a common goal and a basic
framework -- the four mandated components -- but were highly variable in their specific design,

processes, and legacies.
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CHAPTER 7 - WHAT CONTRIBUTES TO SUCCESSFUL
IMPLEMENTATION?

This chapter presents insights about the process of implementation and the factors that contribute
to successful implementation. This summary is based on information obtained from project directors
and other key informants in the sites during site visits, final interviews, and other contacts. The
“lessons learned” are founded in the experiences of the 31 sites individually and the National
Transition Demonstration Consortium collectively. Taken together with an understanding of the
barriers and challenges that may be encountered in such implementation efforts, a discussion of the
factors that are thought to have contributed to successful implementation in this context may serve
to inform those who would seek to implement similar programs in other communities. The
information is presented in two parts: insights provided by the sites themselves and insights obtained
through a review of characteristics of sites that achieved stronger versus weaker program

implementation.

WHAT THE SITES TELL US

The ongoing experiences of the project’s six years led project directors and other key partners
in the local implementations to identify seven basic factors that appear to be related to successful
program implementation within the context of the Transition Demonstration Project.
These factors include:

* Planning

* Involvement

»  Patience

* Individualization
»  Flexibility

*  Evaluation

»  Leadership

Careful planning is consistently reported to provide the strongest foundation for future and

ongoing implementation. Even though the National Transition Demonstration Project allowed for
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a full year of planning at the beginning of the project, some sites were more successful than others
in getting key staff hired and establishing the planning processes early in that year. A number of
sites reported that they did not really start planning until the second year, when implementation was
already underway. Key informants in these sites felt that having to plan and implement
simultaneously was an inefficient process and hindered the forward progress of the implementation.
Other sites reported that, even though the program design had to be modified early on as
implementation revealed its fallacies, the process of intensive planning served to bring participants
together, stimulate communication, and begin the creation of the shared vision. Those relationships
then were brought to bear on the modification and growth processes of the implementation period.

It was also seen as critically important for the planning to be in a strong conceptual base. The
early identification of the program’s conceptual model and underlying philosophy appeared to make
other processes move forward more readily. Program elements were then chosen and added based
on their contribution to and consistency with the underlying model. Differences of opinion and
philosophy among planners were minimized or were resolved using the conceptual model to guide
decisions. When the conceptual model was based on accepted scientific or programmatic theory,
there was added strength. Some sites deliberately built on the knowledge bases found in the research
and program literatures of education, child and family development, social work, health, and
organizational behavior. The use of these accepted theorems and practices to establish a framework
for the local Transition Demonstration Program was reported to facilitate the planning process,
adding strength to the final program design, and lending credibility where needed.

The involvement of all key participants in the planning and implementation processes was also
seen as an important factor in successful implementation. The investment of teachers and principals
in the planning process was a strong supportive factor. Many sites included teachers in the planning
of professional development activities; several sites involved teachers and principals in the
development of the developmentally appropriate curriculum to be applied in demonstration
classrooms, and most sites included both Head Start and school district personnel in the design of
the processes by which Head Start records would be transferred to the school and transition planning
meetings would be held. Those sites which utilized such participatory strategies reported that the

acceptance of the outcome and the realization of the activity were significantly strengthened by the
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inclusive process. Sites consistently report that the processes of decision-making and change,
particularly the inclusive participatory processes, required patience and time. Processes moved at
a pace that seemed slow to many, but efforts to speed the process often were reported to be
counterproductive. Some experts note that significant change in large systems takes 2 to 3 years to
occur and that institutional change, such as was advocated by the Transition Demonstration
Programs, can take as much as 5 years or longer (Fullan, 1991). In fact, many sites reported a rapid
increase in the rate of change within the schools and communities toward the end of the 5-year
implementation period.

Project leaders also indicated that individuals and organizations entered the program at various
stages of readiness for change. Through the five years of intervention, sites learned that:

* interventions designed to help teachers change classroom instructional practices needed to
be tailored to the acceptance level of the individual teacher

« some schools were more ready to embrace social support services for families and could
accommodate different programming strategies than other schools within the same site

» some schools and teachers were more ready to accept parents as full partners in decision-
making than others

+ some families were more receptive to efforts to effect change, growth, and development than
were other families

This variation in readiness to change is consistent with the stages of change models used in the
behavior change literature (e.g., Prochaska & DiClemente, 1982). These models typically include
five stages through which individuals (or agencies, institutions) progress in changing behavior:

1. Precontemplation — no intention to change

2. Contemplation — intending to change but not yet ready

3. Preparation — planning to change in the immediate future

4. Action — in the process of changing

5. Maintenance — changing for a significant period of time
Research further indicates that most intervention programs assume that the individual (organization,
system) is ready to change and prematurely offer action programs, which in turn the individual
(organization, system) is less likely to accept because of lack of readiness (Prochaska, 1992). The

tailoring of intervention to the stage of change has been shown to be more effective in achieving
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individual behavior change (e.g., Prochaska, 1992). In general, sites learned over time to recognize
the degree to which schools, teachers, community agencies, families, school systems, and Head Start
programs were ready to adopt new strategies and thus to tailor program activities and interventions
to meet those various levels.

The creation of unique programs that would meet the needs of the 31 highly individual sites was
a feature of this National Transition Demonstration Project from the beginning. One site structured
the Transition Demonstration Program so that schools were offered a menu of available programs,
all falling under the umbrella of the Transition Program, and were allowed to choose those program
options perceived to meet the needs of their school population and most consistent with their
school’s goals and philosophy. Thus, the Transition Demonstration Program’s intervention in each
of the schools served by that site was very different, although linked together by overlapping
services.

Clearly, sites adopted an individualized approach to family development, devising family-
specific goals and action plans, creating individualized child transition plans, and tailoring the types
and frequency of family contacts to meet the needs of the family. The trend to individualization was
evidenced in other ways as well. Because of the differences in readiness to change and in skill levels
among teachers, sites increasingly adopted an individualized approach to professional development
to promote developmentally appropriate practices. One site had teams of teachers devise
development plans for the school year, based on their interests, needs, and the school’s improvement
goals. Another site worked individually with teachers to identify professional goals and implement
individual development plans for the school year. Other sites offered an array of professional
development opportunities and encouraged teachers to select those activities that would be most
beneficial to them.

Program leaders consistently noted during site visits that the trend to individualize the program
for schools, teachers, and families was as essential to their success as the opportunity to design a
unique intervention for their community.

Sites also noted that the process of change is a dynamic process requiring frequent adjustments --
to changes in the environment, changes in the organizations involved, changes in personnel, and

changes in needs. Successful implementation required that program developers be flexible, willing
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to modify and adapt as necessary to the changing demands and needs, while maintaining the essence
of the intervention. The existence of a strong conceptual foundation for the program was helpful in
this regard, allowing modifications to be made while maintaining the connection with the basic
conceptual framework.

The existence of a system of formative evaluation was identified by program leaders as being
valuable to implementation. The ability to monitor in an ongoing manner the program’s progress
toward achieving goals and the use of this information to modify and improve program offerings was
reported by many sites to be helpful in their success. In some sites, the monitoring systems were
established and maintained by the program staff; in other sites, the evaluation team took the lead in
completing the formative evaluation and providing feedback to the program. The most important
aspect, however, was receiving information in a timely manner and broadly throughout the local
consortium and the use of discussion and feedback to strengthen the program’s efforts.

Finally, the existence of strong and effective leadership was a cardinal feature in the successful
implementation of both the local Transition Demonstration Programs and the National Transition
Demonstration Project. Interviews with Project Directors, other program leaders in the local sites,
and ACYF staff confirm that the strongest and most successful leaders in the Transition
Demonstration effort were those who had: (1) the ability to create a broad sense of ownership
throughout the program; (2) the ability to negotiate and facilitate consensus-building decision-
making processes; and (3) the ability to communicate consistently, frequently, and effectively with
a wide range of individuals and groups. These leadership characteristics were found to be equally
important in the settings of school buildings (among school principals), in school districts (among
school superintendents and school boards), and in the Transition Demonstration Program itself

(among Transition Demonstration Program Directors).

WHAT THE DATA TELL US

A second approach to identifying factors that contributed to successful implementation involved
reviewing characteristics of sites that achieved strong implementations. A review of implementation
ratings given by the National Research Coordinating Team identified a group of 6 sites that had
consistently above average implementation ratings (the “high implementation” group) and another
group of 8 sites with consistently low implementation ratings (the “low implementation” group).

The ratings of the 14 sites are summarized in Table 15.
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Factors that might influence implementation were chosen for review based on the conceptual
model depicting the developmental process of implementation and the factors influencing variation
(see Figure 15 in Chapter 6). Key factors identified for review included: (1) program characteristics,
including grantee designation, number of school districts involved, and number of schools involved;
(2) baseline factors, including homogeneity of population served and characteristics of school
districts (per pupil expenditures, percentage of revenue from local and federal sources); and (3)
external factors, including continuity in program staff, program leadership, and school leadership
(principals and superintendents). The relevance of each of these factors and variables was discussed
in Chapter 7. Descriptive data on each of these variables are presented in Table 16. (Note: The
small sample size -- only 14 -- precludes statistical analysis, of differences between the two groups,

although interesting trends are discussed.)

Table 15
NRCT Ratings for Groups of High and Low Implementation Sites

High Implementation

Site Site Site Site Site Site
Component Mean I I I v v VI
Family Involvement* 5.2 6 6 6 4 4 5
Education** 4.5 4 5 4 5 4 5
Family Services* 52 5 5 4 5 6 6
Health* 5.5 5 6 6 5 6 5

Low Implementation

Site Site Site Site Site Site Site Site

Component Mean I II I v \% VI VII VIII

Family Involvement* 23 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 3

Education** 2.5 4 2 1 1 2 3 4 3

Family Services* 2.8 4 3 3 2 3 2 2 3

Health* 23 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 2
*Maximum rating = 6 **Maximum rating = 5
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Table 16

Factors Potentially Influencing Variation in Implementation *

High Implementation Group

Low Implementation Group

Variable (n=6) (n=8)
Grantee for Transition Program Head Start:  17% Head Start: 50%
LEA: 83% LEA: 50%
Number of school districts
participating in Transition Program
Mean 1.7 1.1
Range 1-3 1-2
Number of demonstration schools
Mean 4.5 6.1
Range 3-8 2-10
Previous partnership between school 100% 25%
district and Head Start
Homogeneous population served by 17% 63%
Transition Project (study sample within
site composed of at least 80% of one
ethnic group)
Per pupil expenditure for school
district $ 3,401 $ 5,540

Mean
Range

$3,375-$7,419

$2,957 - § 8,507

Percentage of school district revenue
from local sources

Mean

Range

52.6%
12.9% - 89.6%

47.5%
20.9% - 85.1%

Percentage of school district revenue
from federal sources

Mean

Range

5.9%
0.6% - 10.5%

9.8%
2.7% -16.9%

Percentage of children in poverty in
school district

Mean 15.9% 25.6%
Range 2.1% - 29.0% 4.2% - 45.3%
Changes in project director and/or 2 sites 8 sites
coordinator
Changes in Head Start Director 1 site 2 sites

Changes in school superintendent(s)

4 changes in 10 districts

8 changes in 9 districts

Number of changes in Demonstration
principals

7 changes in 39 reporting schools

21 changes in 29 reporting
schools

* All figures represent baseline (1990-1991) unless otherwise noted (e.g., personnel changes over time)

LEA (Local Education Agency)
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Program Characteristics

The data indicate that in all of the high implementation sites, there were strong relationships or
partnerships between Head Start and the public schools that preceded the Transition Demonstration
effort. In marked contrast, these pre-existing relationships were reported for only two of the low
implementation sites. The grantee for the Transition Demonstration Program did not, however, seem
to affect extent of implementation. In both groups, there were public school grantees and Head Start
grantees. In fact, it is noted that in three of the four high implementation sites with LEA grantees,
the public school system (LEA) also provided the Head Start program, either as a direct grant to the
school district or under a delegate agreement. This close, administrative relationship between public
schools and Head Start was present, however, in only two of the eight low implementation sites.

No important differences or trends were noted in the number of school districts participating in
these groups. The data do indicate, however, that low implementation sites tended to have a larger
number of demonstration schools participating. The average number of demonstration schools in
the low-implementation group (6.1) was higher than in the high-implementation group (4.5). Three
of the eight low-implementation sites worked with a considerably larger number of schools. This
suggests that the low implementation sites may have been challenged by spreading their personnel
and financial resources over a larger number of schools. (However, many of the sites rated in the

moderated level of implementation had as many or more schools per site.)

Baseline Factors

Interestingly, the majority of high implementation sites had substantial ethnic diversity served
by the Transition Program, while the majority of the low-implementation sites served more
homogeneous populations (all European American or all African American). The cultural and ethnic
diversity found within the schools served by the high implementation sites may have stimulated a
greater degree of innovation to meet the needs of children, families, and schools.

Per-pupil expenditures within the participating school districts were slightly lower for the high
implementation sites, although both groups showed wide ranges of expenditures among participating
school districts. Similarly, there were no substantial differences between the two groups in the

percentage of revenues that came from local sources. There was a somewhat greater portion of
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revenue from federal sources seen in the school districts of the low-implementation group. This is
likely related to the finding that the percentage of children in poverty in the low-implementation
school districts was 1.6 times greater than the percentage of children in poverty in the high-
implementation sites. The larger percentages of children poverty suggests eligibility for a greater
number of federally funded programs and targeted funds. It may also correspond to greater needs
to provide social and health services and more obstacles to engaging families in their children’s

education.

Leadership
Some particularly interesting differences between the low and high implementation groups were

seen in the continuity of leadership at the local site. On the average, changes in Project Director or

program coordinator, Head Start director, school district superintendents, and demonstration school
principals occurred with much greater frequency among sites in the low implementation group. High
implementation sites evidenced a notable stability in their leadership positions. This finding is
consistent with the report of sites themselves that stable and effective leadership promotes successful
implementation.

Additional insights into the occurrence of higher versus lower implementation in these groups
can be found in the data obtained during annual site visits. These data indicated that the sites in the
lower implementation group experienced significantly less cohesiveness within the local
consortium. In seven of the eight sites, there was significant and ongoing disagreement concerning
philosophy, implementation practices, and resource allocations. These disagreements resulted in
delays in planning and implementation, created discontinuity within the programs, and limited the
program’s ability to move forward across the five years. Five of the low rated eight sites had
significant difficulty reaching consensus within the consortium about many issues, in particular the
delegation of responsibility for implementation tasks. This difficulty was particularly detrimental
to the programs, given the project’s emphasis on shared decision-making and inclusive, consensus-
based processes. In contrast, program and consortium leadership in all eight of the high-
implementation sites had previous experience working in situations where shared responsibility and

consensus decision-making were hallmarks.
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

Taken together, information from key informants and observers in the sites and from the data
gathered to describe the characteristics of sites and the influences on variation indicates that several
key factors supported the successful implementation of the Transition Demonstration Programs at
the local level. The key factors that did influence success of implementation included: (1) careful
planning before and during implementation; (2) involvement of all key participants in the design and
implementation of program components; (3) a recognition and acceptance of the role that time plays
in implementation and a patience with the processes of consensus building and change; (4)
individualization of program activities to meet the needs of diverse participants, along with a
fundamental acceptance of the differences in the readiness of participants to change; (5) flexibility
and willingness to adapt to changes in the environment, the participants, or the organizations
involved in the program; (6) ongoing formative evaluation designed to provide timely feedback
about the program’s progress toward goals, with feedback used to modify and strengthen the
program; and (7) strong, consistent, leadership in the Transition Program and in the participating
schools and Head Start. In these collaborative endeavors, the ability of program leaders to build
consensus, create a shared vision and communicate that vision to others, and communicate
effectively with a wide variety of people and systems have been key factors in building successful
programs.

A comparison of the sites judged the most (6 sites) and the least (8 sites) successful in their
implementation of a strong, multi-pronged program revealed important differences in having had a
pre-existing partnership or relationship between Head Start and the school district(s), continuity in
key leadership at multiple levels, diversity in student population and somewhat less reliance on
federal program revenues, and lower rates of poverty in the school districts. Per-pupil expenditures
related mostly to proportion of poverty children and families served, but not to successful program

implementation.
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OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY FINDINGS

The chapters included in Part 3: Findings summarize the results of an array of analyses
designed to answer the research questions regarding changes in children, families, classrooms,
schools, and communities as a result of participation in the Transition Demonstration Program.
Initial analyses were undertaken to identify key characteristics of the groups that would be included
in outcome analyses -- that is, the demonstration and comparison groups, the two cohorts of children
and families, and the group of families who were lost to follow-up during the study period. These
initial analyses, reported in Chapter 8, have supported a number of important assumptions that
underlie subsequent analyses. First, the children and families in the two treatment groups --
demonstration and comparison -- did not differ significantly when the National Transition
Demonstration Study began. Second, the children and families in Cohort 1 (1991-1992) did not
significantly differ from those in Cohort 2 (1992-1993). Accordingly, for final analyses and
presentation, the two cohorts have been combined.

Study sample maintenance was good: 87 percent of the children and families originally
enrolled in the study provided endpoint data in at least one of the final two years. Children and
families who were lost to follow-up (mostly due to moving) did not significantly differ in their entry
characteristics from those who remained in the study. Further, the rates of attrition were similar for
the Transition Demonstration and comparison groups.

Treatment dosage (years of participation in the Transition Demonstration) and group
crossover effects were of concern. Approximately 60 percent of those in the demonstration received
the full four years of intervention. At the same time, 25 percent received only two or fewer years
of intended treatment. Program dropout was attributable to the high mobility of this sample.
Because of this variation in length of participation, number of years in the Transition Demonstration
was considered in analyses of outcomes. In addition, 13 percent of those assigned to the comparison
group received at least one year of schooling in a Transition Demonstration school. This crossover
also was considered in analyses of outcomes.

The remaining chapters present findings about changes in schools and classrooms (Chapter
9), families (Chapter 10), parent involvement (Chapter 11), and children’s school progress (Chapter
12). Key findings are highlighted here.
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Children’s academic achievement, social development, and school adjustment
What do Head Start children look like?

Overall, these former Head Start children showed remarkably positive progress and school
adjustment by all indicators. Despite entering kindergarten with scores somewhat below national
norms, performance in both reading and math showed early significant gains, to the point that
children performed at national averages by the end of second and third grades. Teacher ratings of

overall academic adjustment and test scores of receptive language skills

indicated somewhat lower levels of progress, although children performed

Growth &
Change in
Children &
Families

well within the normal range. Children’s social skills, as rated by
teachers, also place them at national norms during the kindergarten year

and the subsequent three years in public school.

Successful
Transitions
Throughout Schooling

« children have good feelings about
school, teachers, parents and

Both parents and children confirmed this picture of good school

progress for the overwhelming majority of former Head Start children.

peers

« children show good progress in
physical, social, emotional, and
intellectual development

« parents and key adults express
positive attitudes toward school
and actively promote children's
learning

Their impressions of children’s overall school adjustment, academic

performance, social development, liking school, and motivation to do well

« teachers and school personnel
appreciate and provide programs
adapted to children's individual
development and cultural/
linguistic diversity

» mutually supportive relationships
occur among families, school
personnel, service providers,

in school -- a high value for this group of children and parents -- are
consistently positive as a group. A small subgroup of children, however,

reported early impressions of school (spring of kindergarten) that were

communities

less favorable. For these children (7 percent of the total), their school

progress was much less favorable both academically and socially. Indeed,
the children with early non-optimal school impressions were at very high risk for special education
placement (24% in special education by third grade).

Participation in the Transition Demonstration Program did not significantly elevate
children’s academic or social outcomes above this very favorable picture. Analyses that explored
whether characteristics of the children or families interacted with intervention benefits, such that
certain groups may have benefitted more or less, did not yield any pattern of consistent results. In
general, children from families with higher levels of resources entered school with higher levels of
skills and maintained this advantage throughout the first four years in school. Children from

immigrant families showed exceptionally high social skills and rapid gains in language and literacy
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skills. The children who fared the most poorly -- although still showing steady progress -- were
those from families that received cash assistance, and those whose parents were not as likely to be

in the work force and whose fathers were not active in the children’s lives.

Classroom educational practices

There was limited evidence that Transition Demonstration classrooms exhibited higher
levels of developmentally appropriate practices. Demonstration classrooms had significantly, but
only slightly higher ratings, based on annual classroom observations. Specifically, Transition

Demonstration classrooms, compared to comparison classrooms, had

Successful
Transitions
Throughout Schooling

better arrangement and availability of classroom materials and

environments, as well as somewhat better scheduling, planning, and

« children have good feelings about

school, teachers, parents and variety of classroom activities. Observations of classroom practices
. childrelj show gpod progress in

physical, social, emotional, and across grade levels confirmed that the classrooms were complex,

intellectual development

« parents and key adults express
positive attitudes toward school 1 1 1th1
B e ararame! | varied, and dynamic, both within and
learning

« teachers and school personnel
appreciate and provide programs
adapted to children's individual
development and cultural/
linguistic diversity

« mutually supportive relationships

occur among families, school

personnel, service providers,
communities

across sites.

Successful
Transitions
Throughout Schooling

Parent involvement in education
« children have good feelings about

school, teachers, parents and

peers
« children show good progress in
report being very involved with their physical, social, emotional, and

intellectual development
A R . . « parents and key adults express
children’s learning at home, in terms of positive attitudes toward school
and actively promote children's
. g . . learning
pI'OVldll’lg supportlve environments and | - teachers and school personnel
appreciate and provide programs
. . adapted to children's individual
routines (such as having regular development and cultural/
linguistic diversity
1 3 : 1 3 : * mutually supportive relationships

bedtimes for children and family meals), engaging in learning oour among families. sahoo]
personnel, service providers,
communities

Former Head Start parents

Growth &
Change in
Schools &
Community

activities on a regular basis (such as reading or storytelling and

discussing what their child learned in school), and communicating

with teachers frequently. This self-report of high parental

involvement counters the negative stereotype of “uninvolved” low-

Growth &
Change in
Schools &

Community

income families.

Although there was no difference, parents in the Transition

Part 3 - Page iv



Demonstration Program reported that, overall, they had more opportunities to be involved in the
schools and their children’s education. In addition to the traditional parent involvement
opportunities that were widely available to parents in all schools (such as teacher-parent conferences,
open houses, social activities for children and parents, PTA meetings), significantly more non-
traditional opportunities (such as home visits from school personnel, family educational activities,
parent discussion groups, parent resource rooms, and home lending libraries) were offered to

families in the Transition Demonstration versus comparison schools.

Health, safety, and health care

Overall, former Head Start children appeared to be remarkably healthy when they entered
kindergarten, and almost all reported having satisfactory health care coverage and regular health care
providers. Only 12 percent of caregivers reported that they had no health insurance for their
children. Atthe end of the Transition Demonstration Study, only 40 percent of the families indicated
that their children were covered by Medicaid, and more than a third (36%) were
covered by insurance obtained as an employment benefit. With the exception of

Growth &
Change in | reported rates of asthma (nearly double the national averages), children’s patterns of

Children &
Families

illnesses, injuries, and disabilities was generally typical of the nation. The reported

rates of engaging in safety behaviors -- such as using a seatbelt or child restraint
consistently and having smoke or fire detectors in the home -- were also reported by families at rates

that are typical nationally.

Changes in family well-being

Although providing comprehensive, individualized supports for families was a high priority
for all of the 31 local Transition Demonstration programs, the level of participation in job training,
employment counseling, educational programs, cash or cash alternative assistance programs, and
mental health counseling programs cannot be attributed to participation in the

Transition Demonstration Program. Service use patterns varied by family type. For

Growth &
Change in

example, the Single Parent Welfare families were more than two and a half times | 225055 %2

. .. .. .. . Families
as likely to participate in job training programs as were the Resourceful families
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(Part 2 - Page V). Highly Mobile, Recently Homeless, and Single Parent Welfare families were also
more likely to participate in educational programs. Foreign Language families were strikingly less
likely to participate in external supportive programs.

Demonstration and comparison families overwhelmingly indicated that the majority of
health, social, emotional, educational and behavioral needs of their children were met and services
were obtained when needed. Demonstration families were more likely to report that “someone from
the school” helped them obtain services, usually Transition Demonstration caseworkers, while
comparison families more often indicated they obtained needed services on their own. This funding
is compatible with the belief that when . If supportive personnel are available, families take

advantage of and benefit from their supports and referrals.

Systemic change

There was strong and substantial evidence in many sites that important systemic changes did
occur. These included changes in the ways that Head Start and public schools collaborated to meet
the needs of children, in school policies to reduce barriers to parent participation, and in policies and
practices of community agencies to sustain a more coordinated and accessible service delivery
system for families during the transition-to-school years. In the majority of the participating
communities, school districts, and Head Start programs, these changes were reported to be
facilitated directly by the Transition Demonstration Program. What remains to be learned is
to what extent these consortia of community agencies, Head Start programs, and local school

partners will continue after the Federal funding for the Transition Demonstration

Program has ended.

Growth &
Change in
Schools &

Community

Part 3 - Page vi



CHAPTER 8 - REPORT OF INVESTIGATIONS OF THE COMPARABILITY
OF GROUPS PRIOR TO OUTCOME ANALYSES

INTRODUCTION

An understanding of the characteristics and dynamics of the sample being followed within the
National Transition Demonstration Study is essential to interpreting subsequent analyses. A series
of investigations was undertaken to: (1) identify initial differences for which adjustments should be
made; (2) determine whether or not the two cohorts could reasonably be combined for analysis
without adjustment for cohort membership; (3) determine the comparability of the group of
participants who were available for assessment at the end of the study versus those who were
irretrievably lost to follow-up at some time during the study period; and (4) review patterns of
mobility among study participants. These analyses are all closely related to one another and are

fundamental to subsequent analyses of program impact.

METHODS

Data were available from a total of 7,515 former Head Start families. The participating families
were enrolled in two cohorts, one entering kindergarten in the fall of 1992 and the second entering
kindergarten in the fall of 1993. No other family or child characteristics were employed to
determine cohort membership. Families were enrolled in the treatment (demonstration) or control
(comparison) condition based on the school within which the child enrolled in kindergarten. Schools
had been previously randomized to demonstration or comparison conditions based on randomization
plans devised and employed within the 31 local sites. Table 17 summarizes resulting sample sizes
for the two cohorts and the two treatment groups at baseline.

Families were followed longitudinally for four consecutive years, as the child progressed through
kindergarten and the first three grades of elementary school. Assessments were completed in the fall
and spring of kindergarten and in the spring of each year after. Because recruitment into the study
occurred throughout the kindergarten year, as children and families were identified as having been

Head Start participants prior to entering kindergarten, the two kindergarten assessments were
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collapsed into a single “baseline” period. Thus, a family was considered enrolled in the study

Table 17. Sample sizes by cohort and treatment condition

Demonstration Comparison Total

(Treatment) (Control)
Cohort 1 1889 1651 3540
Cohort2 2039 1936 3975
Total 3928 3587 7515

if data were available for either or both of the two kindergarten assessments.* Families were
considered available at the end of the study (not lost to follow-up) if data were obtained for that
family in either second or third grade or both.> Key variables considered in the comparability
analyses included: (1) characteristics of the child, such as (a) gender (male, female); (b) child has
a health condition that interferes with school attendance (yes, no); (c) receptive language ability, as
measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (continuous); and (d) social skills, as rated by the
primary caregiver using the Social Skills Rating System (standard score; continuous); (2)
characteristics of the primary caregiver, such as (e) full-time employment (yes, no); (f) high school
education (yes, no); (g) ethnicity (white/non-Hispanic, African American, Hispanic/Latino, other);
(h) immigrant status (not born in US; yes, no); (i) chronic health condition that interferes with ability
to care for the child (yes, no); (j) depression (positive screen score; yes, no); and (3) characteristics
of the family, such as (k) mother present in the home (yes, no); (1) father or father figure (male
stepparent or grandparent) present in home (yes, no); (m) family mobility (0, 1-2, or 2 or more moves
within the past year); (n) receipt of AFDC (yes, no); (o) receipt of SSI (yes, no); (p) use of a language

other than English in the home (yes, no); and (q) household income (presented as percentage of

“The collapsed baseline data included the earliest kindergarten value available for a child or family. Thus, the fall score/value
was taken whenever available; the spring score/value was taken only when a fall value was not available. Analyses reported in this
chapter were completed using the earliest-value collapsed baseline value.

>The decision was made based on the belief that exposure to the demonstration program for 3 years should be sufficient for
benefit to occur.
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poverty; continuous). These 17 variables were chosen for inclusion in comparability analyses
because they were either (1) outcome variables for primary analyses or (2) thought to be potentially
related to differential program participation and/or outcomes. The follow-up status variable was
computed as a binary variable for each family -- data exists/does not exist -- reflecting the existence

of at least some portion of the child and/or family data at either second or third grade, or both.

COMPARABILITY OF COHORTS AT BASELINE

To the extent that the two cohorts are similar at baseline, they can be reasonably joined into a
single sample without adjustment for cohort membership and resulting loss of degrees of freedom
within analyses. There was no reason to believe that children entering school in one year would be

systematically different from children entering school in the following year.

Results. A review of the analyses® indicates that the two cohorts were not substantially different

on these key characteristics (see Table 18). They were statistically different on five of the 17

variables -- two child characteristics (receptive language and social skills), two caregiver
characteristics (immigrant status and chronic health condition), and one family characteristic (family
speaks a language other than English in the home). However, the difference between the two groups
on, for example, receptive language and social skills was a single point -- a trivial difference that

achieved statistical significance because of the large sample size.

COMPARABILITY OF TREATMENT GROUPS AT BASELINE

Background. Typically, the investigation of the comparability of the treatment groups at
baseline is undertaken to validate the random assignment procedures employed. In the case of the
National Transition Demonstration Study, the random assignment occurred at the level of the school
or school district, not at the level of the child or family. Nonetheless, the baseline comparability
analysis is considered essential to the analytical process. To the extent that the two groups of
demonstration and comparison children and/or families were equivalent at baseline on key outcome
and other characteristics, any differences found at the end of the study are more likely to be the result

of program intervention, rather than undetected baseline differences.
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Table 18. Comparability of cohorts at baseline

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 S t:‘:issttic P-value
Child Characteristics
Gender
Male 52.7% 51.3% 07— 1333 0.248
Female 47.3% 48.7%
Health impairment 2.0% 2.0% ?22=0.001 0.977
Reopivelnguage (VT ReschWiight | 19 86 posen | oo
Soc1i1r1l ;;il’l:.gf)omal Skills Rating System; (21323) (?(5)‘9‘) T=26174 0.009
Caregiver characteristics
Ethnicity
White 46.4% 44.3%
African American 30.0% 32.0% 9220165 0.684
Hispanic/Latino 13.4% 14.9%
Other 10.1% 8.8%
High school graduate 67.2% 67.8% ?22=0.268 0.604
Born outside the U.S. 15.3% 18.5% ?2=12.381 0.001
Depressed 37.3% 37.7% ?2=0.083 0.774
Chronic health condition 4.2% 3.0% ?2=8.553 0.003
Employed full-time 31.9% 32.5% ?2=0.291 0.589
Family characteristics
Mother present in home 93.0% 93.8% 22=1.824 0.177
Father / father figure present in home 45.5% 43.4% ?22=3.051 0.081
Mobility in year prior to kindergarten
No moves in past year 74.3% 75.5%
1 move in past year 17.6% 17.5% ?22=3.631 0.163
2 or more moves in past year 8.2% 7.0%
Receipt of AFDC income 37.3% 38.3% 22=0.742 0.389
Receipt of SSI income 11.9% 12.6% ?22=0.658 0.417
Language other than English spoken in 12.8% 15.6% 22-11.107 0.001
Rt o (Fersgs o 0B 0E e oo
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The results of these analyses® indicated that the two treatment groups were not different as they
entered kindergarten and the study. The demonstration and comparison groups differed statistically
on only two characteristics: children’s social skills and caregiver full-time employment. In both of
these instances, the difference between the demonstration and comparison group was very small
(social skills: 89.9 vs. 91.1. full time employment 30% vs. 34%) and not practically significant.

Table 19. Comparability of treatment groups at baseline

Demonstration Comparison Test P-value
Statistic
Child Characteristics
Gender
Male 52.9% 51.2% c2=2.017 0.156
Female 47.1% 48.8%
Health impairment 2.0% 2.0% c2=0.054 0.817
Receptive language (PPVT Rasch- 79.3 79.5
Wright score; mean, s.d.) (9.5) (9.9) t=-0.9179 0.3507
Social skills (Social Skills Rating 89.9 91.1
System; mean, s.d.) (15.4) (15.3) t=-3.0645 0.0022
Caregiver Characteristics
Ethnicity
White 44.8% 45.8% c?2=1.937 0.509
African American 30.9% 31.2%
Hispanic/Latino 14.4% 14.1%
Other 9.9% 8.9%
High school graduate 66.1% 67.2% c2=10.947 0.330
Born outside the U.S. 16.3% 17.8% c2=2.705 0.100
Depressed 38.4% 36.6% c2=1.790 0.181
Chronic heath condition 3.6% 3.5% c2=0.110 0.740
Employed full-time 30.3% 33.9% c?=10.49 0.001
Family Characteristics
Mother present in home 93.8% 93.1% c2=1.288 0.256
Father/father figure present in home 54.4% 56.1% c?=2.155 0.142
Mobility in year prior to Kindergarten
No moves in past year 75.3 75.8 c?=0.865 0.352
1 move in past year 17.0 17.4
2 or moves in past year 7.7 6.8
Receipt of AFDC income 39.1 36.3 c?=5.835 0.016
Receipt of SSI income 11.7 13.0 c2=2.206 0.137
Language other than English spoken
spoken in home 13.8 14.8 c2=1.472 0.225
Relative income(Percentage of 0.79 0.82
poverty (mean, s.d.) (0.64) (0.61) t=-1.8307 0.0672
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COMPARABILITY OF FOLLOW-UP GROUPS AT BASELINE

Background. Lossto follow-up, also referred to as attrition, has implications for all research
endeavors, but it may be particularly problematic within longitudinal studies, when specific
participants must be located and interviewed on repeated occasions (Manheim & Rich, 1991). The
threat that dropouts pose to the validity of research efforts is frequently referred to and appears to
be accepted in the literature, particularly in the area of prevention research (Cook & Campbell, 1979;
Jurs & Glass, 1971; Hansen, Collins, Malotte, Johnson, & Fielding, 1985; Farrington, Gallagher,
Morley, St. Ledger, & West, 1990). Excessively high drop-out rates decrease sample size and power
available within a study, limiting the study’s ability to demonstrate a statistically significant
difference between treatment groups (Fuller, 1990). More importantly, however, loss of subjects
poses potential threats to a study’s internal and external validity. If high risk or less successful
participants drop out of the treatment condition at a disproportionately high rate, findings may
exaggerate a difference between groups, suggesting that the intervention is effective when, in fact,
it is not (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Jurs & Glass, 1971; Farrington, Gallagher, Morley, St. Ledger,
& West, 1990; Meinert, 1986). In contrast, high risk subjects dropping out of control groups or more
successful participants dropping out of treatment groups may serve to mask program effects that are
actually present (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Jurs & Glass, 1971; Farrington, Gallagher, Morley, St.
Ledger, & West, 1990; Meinert, 1986).

The results of our investigation of attrition within the National Transition Demonstration
Study indicate that 87% of the families enrolled in the study were available for interview at the end
of the study (i.e., data collected in either second or third grade or both; see Table 20). The rate of

attrition did not differ by cohort or by treatment condition.
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Table 20. Percentage of families remaining in study

Present at End of Not Present at End of

Study Study
Cohort 1 3073 467

86.8% 13.2%
Cohort 2 3475 500

87.4% 12.6%
Demonstration 3411 517

86.8% 13.2%
Comparison 3137 450

87.5% 12.5%

We also compared the baseline characteristics of the group of families who were available
for assessment at the end of the study with the characteristics of the group of families who were not
available for interview in either second or third grade®. The two groups did not differ substantially
on the majority of the key characteristics (see Table 21). Not surprisingly, the two groups did differ
to a statistically significant degree in mobility. Families who remained available for interview at the
end of the study period were less likely to have moved within the year prior to kindergarten than

were families who had moved at least once prior to entering kindergarten.

DISCUSSION

The comparability analyses revealed few important differences between treatment groups,
cohorts, or follow-up groups. Some differences between treatment groups at baseline would be
reasonably expected, since treatment groups will be identical only on those characteristics controlled
in randomization (Meinert, 1986); because the unit of randomization employed for this study was
the school, it would not be expected that the two treatment groups would be identical on variables
related to individual child, caregiver, or family characteristics. The two groups, demonstration and
comparison, differ only in terms of two characteristics: Specifically, families with a caregiver who
has a chronic health condition and those that are mobile (moved 1 or more times in the last year) are
significantly more likely to not be included in the follow-up study.

The finding that the two cohorts are essentially equivalent at baseline in the national

sample suggests that the two groups can be collapsed into a single cohort without prejudice.
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Table 21. Results of univariate analyses (logistic regression) predicting loss to follow-up
This table shows the likelihood (odds ratios) that a particular child, caregiver, or family characteristic is significantly
associated with loss or drop-out in the study.

Odds 95% Confidence
Ratio interval p-value
Child Characteristics
Gender
Male
1.0 0.90-1.2 0.5852
Female
Health impairment 1.1 0.7-1.8 0.7331
Receptive Language Ability ( Rasch-Wright Score; 1.0 099-1.01 02733
mean, s.d.)
Social Skills (Standard Score; mean, s.d.) 1.0 0.99 - 1.01 0.4243
Caregiver Characteristics
Ethnicity
White/non-Hispanic 1.0 reference group —
African American 1.0 0.85-1.18 0.9873
Hispanic/Latino 0.9 0.7-1.18 0.5885
Other 0.8 0.62 - 1.07 0.1449
High school graduate 1.1 0.91-1.25 0.4498
Born outside the U.S. 0.9 0.73-1.09 0.2665
Caregiver depressed 0.9 0.80-1.12 0.5333
Caregiver employed full-time 0.9 0.78 - 1.07 0.2563
Family characteristics
Father figure present in home 1.0 0.67 - 1.60 0.8739
Mother present in home 1.1 0.82-1.49 0.5339
Family mobility
No moves in past year 1.0 reference group -
* 1 move in past year 14 1.16 - 1.66 0.0004
* 2 or more moves in past year 1.4 1.11-1.85 0.0059
Family receives AFDC 1.0 0.88-1.18 0.8470
Family receives SSI 0.9 0.75-1.17 0.5682
Family speaks language other than English at home 1.1 0.86-1.31 0.5780

*significant associations with drop-out
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Taken together, the results reported above indicate that the findings from the National Transition
Demonstration Study are not likely to be compromised by either the extent of attrition from the study
or by differential attrition from treatment groups or other subgroups of participating families. The
attrition rate of 13 percent experienced within this study is well within the expected range for a
longitudinal investigation involving young families in poverty. The average attrition rate in major
surveys of American populations with follow-up periods of between 4 and 10 years has been
reported to be 47 percent (Farrington, Gallagher, Morley, St. Ledger, & West, 1990). The attrition

rate for this 5-year longitudinal investigation is well below that average rate.

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, CROSS-OVER, AND DROP-OUT PATTERNS

It was the original intent of the program planners that children and families participating in the
demonstration group of the National Transition Demonstration Project would receive four
consecutive years of continuous, comprehensive, Head Start-like services, beginning when the
children entered kindergarten and continuing through the first four years of their elementary school
experience. Similarly, children and families enrolled in the comparison group would, by design,
receive no specific Head Start-like services for a similar period of time. Rather than randomly
assigning children and families to treatment groups, the National Transition Demonstration Project
randomly assigned schools to the treatment (demonstration) or control (comparison) condition, and
program services were offered to classrooms, families, and children within the demonstration
schools. Thus, children and families received program services when they were enrolled in
demonstration schools and did not receive such services when they were enrolled in comparison
schools or in schools not participating in the project at all.

To the extent that children and families stayed in the same demonstration school or transferred
to another demonstration school, it was possible for them to participate in the program for a full four
years. However, given the natural mobility of families with young children, and especially young
families in poverty, it was reasonable to expect that a number of demonstration families would
receive less than the full four years of treatment, and that some families who began the study in the
comparison condition might receive some benefit from some program services because the child

transferred to and enrolled in a demonstration school for some period of time. It was also expected
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that some families would withdraw from the program by virtue of moving to a school that was not
participating in the National Transition Demonstration Project at all (either as a demonstration or as
a comparison school).

To the extent that children and families received the full, intended “dose” of the program,
differential outcomes might be reasonably ascribed to program participation. If, however, a
substantial number of comparison families in fact received as many years of program services as did
demonstration families, or a substantial number of demonstration families received only a limited
quantity of program services because of later enrollment in comparison schools, then differences
between groups might be limited or obscured.

For each of the 7,515 former Head Start families participating in the National Transition
Demonstration Project, a participation “score” was created. If the child was enrolled in a
demonstration school at the time of the data collection, then one year of participation credit was
given. If the child was enrolled in a comparison school or in a school outside the study, then no
credit was given. Thus, the range of possible participation scores was zero to four years.

The key assumption in the calculation of the participation score is, of course, that the child was
enrolled in the same school for the entire year. The data available within the National Core Data Set
mandates this assumption. Reliable data are available consistently across all sites to identify the
school in which the child was enrolled at the time of the data collection. Reliable and consistent data
are not available for all sites for all years, however, to identify more precisely the number of different
schools attended by the child during a year and/or the number of months enrolled in demonstration
and/or comparison schools. Thus, the less precise assignment of years of credit is a requirement of
the data.

The key concepts of program participation, crossover, and drop-out from the program were

defined as follows:

Program participation is defined as the number of years enrolled in a demonstration school
(calculated as described above). The underlying assumption is that program services were available
to child and family as long as the child was enrolled in the school. Services could be received
actively or passively. For example, many of the services offered through the educational component

of the program (developmentally appropriate educational curriculum and instructional practices)
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would be received by all children enrolled in a participating classroom, while others (e.g., tutoring
services, adult educational programs) would be more specifically targeted and could be accepted or
refused by participating families. Similarly, social support services and many parent involvement
activities were typically offered to all families within participating classrooms but could be actively
accepted or refused, based on family need and preference. Thus, the program participation score can
be thought of as an indication of exposure to the program but should not be thought of as a measure
of quantity, intensity, or quality of program participation at the family level.

Crossover is defined as the movement of a family from one treatment condition (either
demonstration or comparison) to the other, always remaining in either a demonstration or a
comparison school. Those families who moved to a school outside the project (to a school that was
not participating as either a demonstration or comparison school) or who moved outside the
catchment area and could not be located for interview or assessment for a period of time were
defined as drop-outs from the study. Study drop-out, as defined here, overlaps with but is not
synonymous with loss to follow-up within the National Transition Demonstration Study. Loss to
follow-up is defined as those children and families for whom there is no available data for either the
third or the fourth year in school. Families who are lost to follow-up are a portion of the group who
dropped out of the program. That group of drop-out families also includes, however, families who
moved to a non-study school for one or more years but remained available for interview and families
who moved outside the catchment area for one or more years but returned and/or were available for
interview or assessment in either the third or the fourth year of school. The key feature of drop-out
families is that they moved to a school outside the study for some period of time, limiting their
possible exposure to Transition or Transition-like services. Unless otherwise specified, analyses
reported in Chapters 9 through 12 utilized all available data, that is, children and/or families were
included regardless of their cross-over or drop-out status. Those families and children who were lost

to follow-up (i.e., had no data in either of the last 2 years of the study) were excluded from analysis.
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PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Approximately 60 percent of the families who began in the demonstration group participated in

the program for a full four years, and some 87 percent of the comparison families did not participate

Figure 8.1
Program participation by treatment group
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CROSSOVER PATTERNS

in a demonstration school for any of the four years
(see Figure 8.1). Further, it can be seen that only
6 percent of the comparison families participated
in a demonstration school for two or more years.
There is, however, more variability among
demonstration families. Some 13 percent of the
demonstration families participated in the program
for a single year, and another 12 percent for two
years. Thus, fully a quarter of the families who
began the program in the demonstration group
participated in demonstration school for no more

than half of the years.

Figure 8.2 depicts crossover patterns for each
treatment group. The patterns are surprisingly
similar for the two groups. Overall, less than 70
percent of families remained in the same treatment

condition throughout their tenure in the program.

Figure 8.2
Cross-over patterns by treatment group
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DROP-OUT PATTERNS

Figure 8.3 summarizes the movement patterns
in a different manner, looking at those participants
who may have dropped out for a period of one to
two years but returned. Overall, approximately 80
percent of the families remained in the study for at
least three to four consecutive years. Of those
families, the majority (65-68%) remained in the
same treatment condition throughout, while 10%

changed conditions and 23% moved to an out-of-

Percentage of participants

Figure 8.3
Drop-out patters by treatment group
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

These investigations have supported a number of important assumptions that underlie the

analyses that follow, including:

1.

The children and families in the two treatment groups -- demonstration and comparison --
were not substantively different on a number of key characteristics as they entered the
National Transition Demonstration Study. This allows us to conclude with greater
confidence that any differences seen between the two groups at the end of the study are not
likely to be the effect of initial differences.

As expected, the children and families who entered the study as Cohort 1 were not
significantly different from those who entered the study as Cohort 2. This allows us to
combine the two groups into a single large analysis sample, giving us greater power to detect
subtle differences between groups.

A total of 87 percent of the children and families who began the National Transition
Demonstration Study remained available for interview in at least one of the final two years.
This follow-up rate is well above the average for longitudinal studies of similar duration.
The group of children and families who were lost to follow-up during the course of the study
were not different from the group who remained in the study, at least on key characteristics

that were measured when they entered the study. This finding is especially important in
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terms of the validity of the study and our ability to have confidence in its findings.

Approximately 60 percent of the families who began in the demonstration group remained
in a demonstration school for the full four years, receiving the full “dose” of Transition
services. Fully a quarter of the families who began the program in the demonstration group
participated in the demonstration school for no more than half of the years. This suggests
that the exposure of children and families to Transition demonstration services may have

been somewhat diluted or limited.
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END NOTES, CHAPTER 8

a. Chi-square analyses were used when variables were categorical (nominal) (child gender, health impairment,
ethnicity, caregiver education, immigrant status, caregiver depression, chronic health condition of caregiver,
employment, mother present in home, father figure present in home, family mobility, AFDC receipt, SSI receipt,
language) and t-tests were used when variables were continuous (receptive language score, social skills score, distance
from poverty cut-off). Analyseswere completed using the former Head Start analysis sample (n =7,515) with casewise
deletion because of missing data. For a discussion of missing data (extent and patterns), the reader is referred to
Technical Report # 7.

b. Asabove.

C. Analyses were completed using the former Head Start analysis set (n = 7,515) and univariate logistic regression
models. Loss to follow-up (defined as family enrolled at baseline but not present in either second or third grade) was
included as the dependent variable; a single independent predictor variable was included in each model. Associations
were not adjusted for treatment condition. The PROC LOGISTIC procedure in SAS was used for all analyses.
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CHAPTER 9 - CHANGE IN SCHOOLS AND CLASSROOMS

INTRODUCTION

The National Transition Demonstration Project was designed to have an impact on several key
elements of schools and how they interact with preschool and community agencies, families, and
children. Previous research has established the importance of examining perceptions held by
parents, teachers, principals, and students concerning the environmental and organizational features
of a school. Such features have been labeled “school climate.” Individual and group perceptions
of'school climate directly influence attitudes and expectations which, in turn, may influence behavior
within the school. Available cross-sectional research has established a predictive relationship
between perceptions of school climate and academic achievement. The National Transition
Demonstration Study provided longitudinal data to explore the year by year perceptions of the
elementary school climate as well as the association between school climate and children’s
academic achievement and social behavior. Additionally, information was gathered each year from
principals and teachers concerning the existence of specific transition supports available for children

and families. This chapter addresses these aspects of the Transition Demonstration effort.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION
Information about schools was obtained in the spring of each school year via (1) interviews with
families, (2) questionnaires completed by principals and teachers, and (3) reviews of children’s
school records. In addition, supplemental (“exit”) questionnaires were completed by teachers and
principals in the final year of their participation in the Transition Demonstration Project. These
sources of information have provided much of the information available to describe the baseline
status of the schools and the changes that occurred over time. Specific instruments included:
School Climate Survey (Kelley, et al, 1986), administered in the spring of each school year
(1993 through 1997), with families, teachers, and principals serving as informants. This
instrument was created to measure perceptions of how the community feels about the school.

Respondents are asked to rate how much ‘most people” would agree with given statements
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about the school environment. Examples are:

“Teachers treat each student as an individual.”

“The administrators in this school talk often with teachers and parents.”

“Parents and members of the community attend school meetings and other activities.”
The shortened survey yields 9 subscales: Teacher-Student Relationships, Security and
Maintenance, Administration, Student Academic Orientation, Student Behavioral Values,
Student-Peer Relationships, Instructional Management, and Student Activities.
The School Survey of Early Childhood Programs (RMC Research Corporation, 1989),
developed to seek information from teachers and principals about the availability of special
transition supports in school programs serving kindergarten or pre-kindergarten children. Part
A seeks information about the school and community context, such as the total enrollment
and the number of students eligible for and participating in Chapter 1 or reduced-price meal
programs. Part B provides information about characteristics of all kindergarten and first
grade programs in the school, including staff development programs, use of standardized
testing, and opportunities available for parent participation in school activities and
governance. Part C explores the continuity of children’s experiences as they enter public
school kindergarten, focusing on the sharing of information about individual children
between teachers and the coordination of curriculum. Principals completed all parts of the
survey; teachers completed Part C only.
The Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Classrooms, Research Version (Abbott-Shim
& Sibley, 1991), designed to assess elements of developmentally appropriate practices in
preschool and primary grade classrooms via a checklist of observed characteristics and
interactions. Direct observation of each classroom for a period of at least one hour, in
addition to a short interview with the teacher, provides information about: the Learning
Environment (the availability, variety, and appropriateness of learning materials and space);
Scheduling (evidence of a schedule that balances a variety of instructional activities);
Interacting (the quality of teacher-child interactions and the nature of classroom management
strategies); Curriculum (the type and nature of instructional delivery); and Individualizing

(the nature and use of assessment).
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SCHOOL CLIMATE

The perceptions of school climate were analyzed separately for the various respondents --
families, principals, and teachers.

Family perceptions. Overall, families were highly positive about their schools, even in the first
years of their participation.® On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being
“strongly agree” (with positively-worded statements), families endorsed positive statements about
their schools in all areas questioned (see Table 21). They were least positive, however, about
statements regarding Student Behavioral Values (perceptions about the level of appropriate student
behaviors in the school and classroom), with scores in the neutral range (neither agreeing or
disagreeing with the statements). Of all the domains, Student Behavioral Values also displayed the
widest variation among the respondents. Family members’ perceptions of schools did not change
appreciably over time in either demonstration or comparison schools -- that is, they remained
positive over the first four years of elementary school. In kindergarten, ratings of school climate
were comparable in the demonstration and comparison schools.

Teacher perceptions. Teachers reported a similar pattern of positive perceptions (see Table
22).> Like families, they were generally positive about most aspects of the school environment,
regardless of whether the school was a demonstration or comparison school. They rated Teacher-
Student Relationships (teacher attitudes and behaviors toward students) as more positive than did
parents, and were more neutral than were parents concerning Instructional Management (the extent
to which teacher time can be focused on instruction). Teachers were most uniform in their high
appraisal of Teacher-Student Relationships and differed the most in their ratings of Instructional
Management. Teachers’ perceptions of school climate, like those of families, did not change
significantly over the course of the study. It is important to remember, however, that different
groups of teachers provided information each year -- that is, kindergarten teachers were the only ones
who provided the first year perceptions, while predominantly third grade teachers provided the final

year perceptions.
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Table 22. Perceptions of school climate as expressed by families, teachers and principals over
time. [Expressed as average ratings, scale = 1 (strongly disagree) to S (strongly agree) with
positively-worded statements] D = Demonstration schools; C = Comparison schools

Families Teachers Principals
D C D C D C

Teacher-Student Relationships

First year 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4

Final year 4.0 4.0 43 4.4 4.5 4.4
Security & Maintenance

First year 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.4 4.4

Final year 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.4 4.4
Administration

First year 4.0 4.0 42 42 4.6 4.6

Final year 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.7 4.7
Student Academic Orientation

First year 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.3 42

Final year 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.2
Student Behavioral Values

First year 2.8 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.5

Final year 2.8 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.8 3.6
Student-Peer Relationships

First year 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.0

Final year 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.1
Instructional Management

First year 39 3.9 3.2 33 3.6 3.6

Final year 3.9 4.0 3.1 33 3.7 3.7
Student Activities

First year 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.0 42 42

Final year 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.2
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Principal perceptions. Principals’ perceptions of school climate were the most positive of the
three informant groups.® Principals provided the highest average ratings for all domains, with the
exception of a higher rating by parents in the area of Instructional Management. Like teachers and
parents, principals were less positive when rating Student Behavioral Values. They were also less
favorable about Instructional Management than about some other areas. Principals were the most
positive about the school’s performance in the area of Administration (the extent to which the
administrators set appropriate standards, serve as appropriate role models, and assure appropriate
communication), rating this area the highest of all and significantly higher than did families or

teachers. Again, principals’ perceptions did not differ significantly over time or by treatment group.

TRANSITION PRACTICES

Principals and teachers provided information concerning transition practices in operation
throughout program implementation. Respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of students
in their school who received particular types of supports. Principals from demonstration schools
reported a slightly more positive set of transition practices than did those from comparison schools,
although these were not statistically significant. Specifically, more demonstration principals
estimated that the majority of students in their schools had shared information when they entered
kindergarten, and that they had help with transition or adjustment. Nonetheless, even in
demonstration schools -- where there had been 5 years of program implementation -- theses types
of supports were available in less than one-third of the schools.

Teachers indicated how often communication of information about students occurred and how
often curricula were coordinated across the elementary school grades.? A total of 866 teachers (431
demonstration, 435 comparison) provided data (see Table 23). Demonstration teachers reported
somewhat greater communication with former teachers concerning both individual children and the
curriculum, but these differences were not statistically significant. For both demonstration and
comparison groups, more than 40 percent of the teachers reported that curriculum was coordinated
across grade levels -- indicating active efforts within schools to provide continuity in educational
experiences for young students.

These findings indicate a trend in the expected direction. That is, in demonstration schools,
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principals and teachers reported somewhat higher levels of communication and coordination with
preschool programs, as well as greater provision of transition supports, although not statistically
significant.

Table 23. Transition practices as reported by principals and teachers at the end of program
(5 years after program was started)

Percentage of students for which service is provided

0-25% 75-100%

(Very few students receive service) (Majority of students receive service)

Joint workshops occur with preschool programs

Demonstration principals 46.6% 11.0%

Comparison principals 59.5% 12.1%

Information shared about children entering kindergarten

Demonstration principals 32.0% 29.2%

Comparison principals 33.5% 20.8%

Help with transition is provided for children and families

Demonstration principals 23.1% 33.3%

Comparison principals 24.3% 29.5%

Adjustment help is provided for students

Demonstration principals 37.4% 26.5%

Comparison principals 41.0% 19.7%

Communication with previous teacher about children

Demonstration teachers 21.1% 39.7%

Comparison teachers 24.8% 32.9%

Communication with previous teacher about curriculum

Demonstration teachers 26.8% 33.3%

Comparison teachers 31.1% 27.9%

Coordination of curriculum

Demonstration teachers 22.3% 41.1%

Comparison teachers 24.8% 41.5%
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CHANGE IN CLASSROOMS

The classroom environment and teaching practices are considered potentially important
influences on children’s academic progress and social adjustment. The National Association for the
Education of Young Children (NAEYC) has proposed guidelines for optimal classroom planning
and functioning for young children from birth through age eight (c.f., Bredekamp, 1987, 1998).
These guidelines, known as “developmentally appropriate practices” (DAP) have been designed to
facilitate developmental responsivity and contextual sensitivity within classrooms. Unfortunately,
there is an absence of rigorous studies that document the levels of implementation of DAP across
kindergarten through third grade for a large, representative sample of classrooms or that evaluate the

relative benefits (or potential limitations) of DAP as recommended by NAEYC.

Developmentally appropriate practices (DAP) in the classrooms

Scores for the five scales of the Assessment Profile (originally developed to measure DAP in
preschool and kindergarten settings) were available annually for both the demonstration and
comparison classrooms (see Figure 9.1). An analysis of these data (using multivariate analysis of
variance) indicates that scores for demonstration classrooms were significantly higher than for
comparison classrooms for each of the five subscales.® The largest difference between types of
classrooms was found in their Learning Environment (mean difference = 0.9; p < 0.001). This
suggests that demonstration classrooms provided greater accessibility to a range of curriculum
materials and had more clearly defined working/learning areas than did comparison classrooms. In
practical terms, however, the small magnitude of the difference (less than 1 point) is not sufficient
to be considered meaningful.

Across grades, the pattern of scores varied by subscale. For example, scores for the Learning
Environment scale decreased for every grade, reflecting decreased availability of certain types of
learning materials and reduced use of partitioned spaces by third grade. Scores for Scheduling (the
extent to which scheduling of activities and instructional planning is evident and reflects a variety
of activities) showed a significant drop between kindergarten to first grade, but then increased for
second and third grades. The Curriculum scale measures the extent to which teachers use a variety

of techniques to facilitate learning of different skills and to support individual learners. Scores on
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Figure9.1. Scaled scores from Assessment Profile subscales, by treatment group and over time
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this subscale declined between kindergarten and first grade and subsequently increased between first
and third grades. With the exception of the Individualizing scale (which showed a reversal between
comparison and demonstration classrooms in the first and second grade), the pattern of change across
grades was similar for the demonstration and comparison groups.

Overall, 17 of 31 sites had significant differences between demonstration and comparison
classrooms, but they were divided as to whether they favored the Demonstration or Comparison

classrooms.

SUMMARY FINDINGS

These analyses suggest that classroom practices represent a complex and dynamic construct
within and across the sites. Results indicate that classrooms in demonstration schools were observed
to have slightly better arrangement and availability of classroom materials and environments, as well
as somewhat better evidence of scheduling, planning, and variety of classroom activities than were
classrooms in the comparison schools. Whether the observed levels of implementing these aspects
of classroom practices are “ideal” or “optimal” is unknown, largely because there are no quantitative,
objective standards or national norms or studies indicating that these classroom practices produce

significant differences in children’s learning.
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ENDNOTES, CHAPTER 9

a. While there was some variability in the quantity of usable data across domains, family responses to the School
Climate Survey were available from 5,900 parents at kindergarten, 5,300 parents at first and second grades, and 2,700
parents at third grade. The large drop in numbers for third grade was due to this instrument being voluntarily
administered by the sites that year, while it was required in the earlier years. A slightly greater percentage of the
respondents were from the demonstration group at each grade for each domain. The marked decline in the number of
respondents during third grade is attributed to the School Climate Survey being made optional for local sites during third
grade.

Results reported in this section are based on repeated measures analysis of variance applied to cases with complete
longitudinal data (four years) available within a given domain. Sample sizes for these analyses ranged from 1,605 family
respondents (806 demonstration, 799 comparison) for the Security and Maintenance domain to 1,026 (527
demonstration, 499 comparison) respondents for the Administration domain. Supplemental analyses were also
conducted on those cases with complete longitudinal data available for all eight domains. The resulting data set
included 559 respondents (293 demonstration, 266 comparison). Means and inferential conclusions based on this
truncated data set are similar to results of the more inclusive data set. Complete analyses are available in Technical
Report # 4.

b. While there was some variability regarding sample sizes within the domain due to fluctuation in the amount of
usable data, analyses reported in this section are based on repeated measures analysis of variance applied to responses
from approximately 650 kindergarten teachers in 1993, approximately 1,400 kindergarten or first grade teachersin 1994,
approximately 1,600 first or second grade teachers in 1995, approximately 1,670 second or third grade teachers in 1996,
and approximately 850 third grade teachers in 1997. These numbers were distributed evenly between demonstration
and comparison classrooms.

C. Datawere collected from approximately 450 principals each year. While there was some variability regarding the
sample sizes within domain due to fluctuations in the amount of usable data, analyses reported in this section are based
on repeated measures analysis of variance applied to responses from 263 principals from whom longitudinal data was
available from 1993 to 1997 and who remained within the same school across this time period. Principals were
approximately evenly distributed between demonstration and comparison assignments.

d. Information for these analyses was available form a total of 866 teachers (431 demonstration, 435 comparison).
These teachers were primarily third grade teachers who responded in their final year of program participation. Although
both teachers and principals responded to these questions, only the responses from teachers were analyzed, since it was
believed that teachers would be more familiar with the nature and extent of interactive communications concerning
children and curriculum. Chi-square analyses were used to assess the association of the school’s treatment condition
with the categorical response variables.

€. Assessment Profiles were completed on 5,329 classrooms (2,707 demonstration, 2,622 comparison). Data were
collected in 1,023 kindergarten, 1,436 first grade, 1,548 second grade, and 1,322 third grade classrooms. A slightly
greater percentage of data was collected from demonstration classrooms in kindergarten, second, and third grades.
Analyses reported in this section are based on a factorial multivariate analysis of variance with grade and comparison
group as the between-subjects factors. Greater detail concerning the analyses is provided in Technical Report #4.
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CHAPTER 10 - CHANGES IN FAMILY WELL-BEING,
STRENGTHS, AND CHALLENGES

INTRODUCTION

The family services component of the National Transition Demonstration Program was designed
to help strengthen families to realize personalized goals. To this end, family service workers were
employed to help families deal with crises, secure basic services (medical, dental, child care), set
intermediate and long-term goals for personal and family growth, and participate in relevant
educational and training programs. This chapter concerns the extent to which families reported
receiving additional services and supports, on a yearly basis, and how they gained access to these.
Analyses concerning differential service patterns for the demonstration and comparison groups are

reported first, followed by subsequent analyses about use patterns among different family types.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Information about family well-being was obtained from family informants in the fall and spring
of kindergarten, and in the spring of each year thereafter for three consecutive years. Two
instruments served as the primary sources of information, including:

* The Family Background Interview, developed for the National Transition Demonstration Study,
included questions about family income and a wide array of support services including educational
programs, job counseling and training, financial assistance, health services, and other support
programs.

* The Supplemental Interview for Families, also developed for the National Transition
Demonstration Study, concerned the assistance that families received in gaining access to services

for children and adults in the family.
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CHANGES IN FAMILY WELL-BEING
Changes in family income. Families were
asked in the spring of each year whether or not their
family’s income had changed in the past 12 months,
and, if so, whether the increase or decrease was
large, modest, or small. Families reported an
annual increase in family income from the time
their child went to Head Start (as a 4-year old) to
the kindergarten year. In each of the next three
years, at least 25 percent of these former Head Start
families reported earning higher incomes (see

Figure 10.1). Reports of increased family income

Figure

10.1. Percentage of families reporting increase in family
income by treatment condition and program year
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were comparable for demonstration and comparison groups.*

Job/employment training. In the spring of each year, families were asked about participation

in job training or assistance programs. These programs included direct job training programs

(including skills training in the form of courses or on-the-job training), job placement, employment

Figure 10.2. Percentage of families reporting participation in
at least one job training course program
in the past 12 months
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counseling, and JOBS (Jobs, Opportunities, and
Basic Skills Training Program), among others.
About 25 percent of families reported participating
in some employment training or assistance program
during their children’s first year in school (see
Figure 10.2)". In subsequent years, however, the
percentage dropped markedly to just under 10
percent of families. There were no significant
differences between demonstration and comparison

groups at baseline or in subsequent years.
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Educational programs. Family informants
indicated which, if any, educational programs they
had received during the past year. Examples of
these programs include GED preparation, literacy
or adult reading, English as a Second Language,
government training, vocational technical school,
community college or junior college, and four-year
college or university programs or courses. Each
year, between 20 to 25 percent of families reported
participating in some adult education program (see

Figure 10.3).° In all years, slightly more of the

Figure 10.3. Percentage of families reporting participating in
at least one educational program in the past 12 months
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demonstration families reported participating in educational programs (2-3 % higher).

Figure 10.4. Percentage of families reporting participation
in family income support program (AFDC and/or SSI)
in the past 12 months
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Family Support Programs. Families reported
about receipt of a variety of other family support
programs, including cash or cash-alternative
programs (e.g., AFDC, SSI, food stamps),
counseling (e.g., substance abuse, mental health),
housing-related assistance (e.g., public housing),
energy programs, and others. In the first year, more
than 75 percent of the former Head Start families
received at least one type of family assistance,
although by the end of the fourth year, participation

rates dropped to approximately 65 percent (see

Figure 10.4).Y This trend is consistent with the interpretation that these families are becoming more

self-sufficient over time. It is also noted that slightly more demonstration families report receiving

benefits of a variety of family assistance activities each year. This suggests that the Transition

Demonstration Program, probably through the efforts of the Family Service Workers, assisted and/or

encourages families to participate in such programs.
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Specific types of services reported by families. Much of the decline in the percentage of
families who reported receiving assistance is attributable to declines in AFDC and/or SSI payment
received to supplement household income (see Table 24). Similarly, there was a large decline in
nutritional services (WIC and/or food stamps) in families.

Table 24. Percentage of former Head Start families reporting services by type by year

SERVICES First year Second year Third year Fourth year
Employment assistance
Demonstration 25.8% 9.1% 8.9% 9.2%
Comparison 15.4% 8.1% 9.9% 8.8%
Cash assistance (AFDC and/or SSI)
Demonstration 44.4% 41.9% 39.5% 35.9%
Comparison 42.9% 39.1% 36.7% 33.3%
Nutritional services (WIC and/or food stamps)
Demonstration 64.5% 57.0% 50.0% 45.3%
Comparison 60.4% 52.0% 47.1% 40.6%
Energy program
Demonstration 13.3% 13.3% 11.4% 8.7%
Comparison 13.1% 12.8% 10.0% 7.9%
Literacy Program
Demonstration 0.3% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4%
Comparison 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.1%
Social/Mental health services
Demonstration 6.3% 6.1% 6.7% 6.3%
Comparison 4.9% 5.8% 4.9% 5.9%
Public Housing
Demonstration 21.2% 19.1% 19.3% 16.9%
Comparison 19.6% 17.2% 17.0% 15.7%
Unmet needs (no services provided)
Demonstration 29.1% 18.2% 17.3% 17.1%
Comparison 26.0% 17.3% 15.5% 16.4%
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The percentage of families -- less than one percent -- who reported participating in adult literacy
programs (to learn to read or to improve reading skills) is surprisingly low, particularly because the
Transition Demonstration Programs were aware of a high need in this area. Itis possible that parents
may not have labeled these as “literacy programs” and thus under-reported their participation, or they
may have been uncomfortable reporting this to an interviewer. It may also be that local programs
were not successful in engaging parents to participate in reading programs.

The percentage of families reporting receipt of mental health services, including counseling and
treatment for substance abuse, was slightly higher for those in the demonstration than the comparison
group, and this remained steady over time. The percentage of both demonstration and comparison
families living in public housing showed a steady decline from kindergarten to third grade.

Each year, families were asked if they had family needs that were not being met. In the
kindergarten year, between 25 to 30 percent of families indicated they had unmet needs, which they
further specified as including money for basic needs, safer and more affordable housing, medical and
dental care for children and/or adults, employment, improved literacy and education programs for
both children and adults, improved parenting skills, assistance with child care, violence prevention,
and substance abuse counseling and treatment. By the end of their child’s fourth year in school,
many families reported unmet needs -- between 16 to 17 percent. Thus, unmet needs declined, at
the same time families received fewer services.

Assistance in obtaining services. It was hypothesized that more demonstration than comparison
families would report that school or project personnel assisted them in obtaining services. Based on
interviews in the spring of their child’s fourth year in school, demonstration families were
significantly more likely to report that school personnel helped them obtain services, while
comparison families reported they found these services on their own initiative.® This suggests that
many former Head Start families have the skills to find and obtain needed services without having
special service coordinators. However, when there are supportive personnel available to help make

referrals, families take advantage of this assistance.
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DIFFERENCES IN SERVICE UTILIZATION PATTERNS BY FAMILY TYPE

Additional analyses explored whether different types of families participated to a greater extent
in job, educational, and family support programs. Logistic regression analyses were used to predict
program participation by different family types (see Table 25).f

Job training programs. Single Parent Welfare families were more than two and a half times
more likely than Resourceful families to participate in job training. This finding likely relates to
efforts to move families from welfare to work, although this study was conducted prior to the full
implementation of the 1996 Welfare Reform Act. Interestingly, Highly Mobile families also were
nearly 50 percent more likely to receive job training, in contrast to ESL families, who were
approximately 50 percent less likely to participate in job training than were the Resourceful families.

Educational programs. Adults in the Single Parent Welfare, Highly Mobile, and Homeless
families were 50 to 60 percent more likely to participate in educational programs than were those
in the Resourceful families. Not unexpectedly, Mother Absent families were the least likely to
participate in educational programs, in part because the primary caregiver typically was older (e.g.,
a grandparent) and perhaps less able to participate in formal educational opportunities.

Table 25. Results of logistic regression analyses, predicting participation in supportive
programs by family type.

Odds ratio
(95% confidence interval)
Family type Job Training Programs | Educational Programs Income and Family
Support Programs
Resourceful 1.0 1.0 0.1*
(Reference group) (Reference group) (0.1-0.2)
Single Parent Welfare 1.9 * 1.6 * 1.0
(1.7-2.2) (1.4-1.8) (Reference group)
Foreign Language 0.5* 1.5* 0.1*
(0.4 - .06) (1.2-1.9) (0.1-02)
Highly Mobile 1.5* 1.6 * 0.6
(1.1 -2.0) (1.2-2.2) 03-1.2)
Recently Homeless 2.7 * 1.5 3.8
(1.8-3.9) (1.1-2.2) (.5-27.5)
Mother Absent 1.0 0.6 * 0.5
(0.7-1.2) (0.4-0.8) (0.3-1.0)
Chronically 111 1.1 0.9 0.4
(0.8-1.6) (0.7-1.3) (0.2-0.9)
*p 0.001
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Family support programs. As expected, the Resourceful families were the least likely to use
income and family support programs, especially when compared to Single Parent Welfare families.
Similarly, the Foreign Language families were less likely than others to use income and other family
supports. As noted earlier, these families are much like the Resourceful families except for the
language they speak at home. That is, the foreign language families have a lower percentage
receiving financial assistance (AFDC and/or SSI), more fathers who are actively involved in their
children’s lives, and higher rates of parental employment.

Overall patterns of usage. Both the Homeless and the Single Parent Welfare groups are the
most likely to participate in assistance programs of all types -- job training, educational, and income
and family support programs. Service use by Mother Absent families is quite low, while there is

some variation across other family types.

SUMMARY FINDINGS

Former Head Start families participated in a variety of educational, employment, and family
support programs. Income trends for these families, both demonstration and comparison, were
generally positive over the early elementary school years, and reliance on AFDC and SSI and other
income supports declined steadily for these families. No statistically significant differences between
groups were noted regarding quantity or types of programs or services received. Single Parent
Welfare families were the most likely to participate in job training, educational, and family support
programs. Families in the comparison group were more likely to access services on their own, while
those in the Transition Demonstration group reported that they received referral assistance from
family service workers who were hired by the Transition Demonstration Program. Over time,
families in both groups experienced a decline in the challenges or stressors they experienced.
Similarly, the rates at which families reported they had unmet needs declined considerably over the

first four years in elementary school.
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ENDNOTES, CHAPTER 10

a. Chi-square analyses were completed cross-sectionally to review the relationship between initial treatment condition
(demonstration or comparison) and reported change in family income (large increase, modest increase, small increase,
small decrease, modest decrease, large decrease, no change). The initial analysis sample included the 7.515 former
Head Start families in the baseline sample. Cross-sectional samples included all families who completed family
interviews and responded to the question, with the following sample sizes resulting:
Spring, first year: 6,126 total [1,389-- without interview; 3,274 -- demonstration; 2,852 -- comparison]
Spring, second year: 5,457 total [2,958 — without interview; 2,892 — demonstration; 2,565 — comparison]
Spring, third year: 5,252 total [2,263 — without interview; 2,772 — demonstration; 2,480 — comparison]
Spring, fourth year: 5,176 total [2,339 — without interview; 2,739 — demonstration; 2,437 — comparison]

b. In the spring of each year of program participation, families were asked if they had participated in one or more of
five job training or employment counseling programs during the past year. For each year (cross-sectional data, all
families with valid family interviews) a variable was created to indicate how many programs the family participated
in that year. Distributions were highly skewed to the right each year. Efforts to treat summed variables as continuous
and enter them as outcome variables in repeated measures ANOVA or MANOVA models failed because the
distributions so badly violated the normality assumptions underlying those models.

Therefore, for each of the families who responded to the question in each of the four interviews (i.e., had complete
data for that question; n = 4,050 total; 2,168 = demonstration; 1,859 = comparison), a variable was created to indicate
the number of years in which the family reported having participated in at least one job training or employment
counseling program. Chi-square analyses were completed to assess the association between initial treatment condition
(demonstration, comparison) and (1) participation in at least one program during the year (cross-sectional analyses) and
(2) number of years of participation in job training programs (longitudinal analyses). No significant differences were
noted. Additional analyses compared number of years of participation in job training programs with years in
demonstration school (range of values, 0 to 4) but did not reveal significant differences.

C. Inthe spring of each year of program participation, families were asked if they had participated in one or more of
nine educational programs (i.e., GED, Head Start training, literacy/reading, ESL, government training, vocational
technical school, community or junior college, college or university, other) during the past year. For each year (cross-
sectional data, all families with valid family interviews) a variable was created to indicate how many programs the
family participated in that year. Distributions were highly skewed to the right each year. Effort to treat summed
variables as continuous and enter them as outcome variables in repeated measures ANOVA or MANOVA models failed
because the distributions so badly violated the normality assumptions underlying those models.

Therefore, for each of the families who responded to the question in each of the four interviews (i.e., had complete
data for that question; n = 4,050 total; 2,186 = demonstration; 1,864 = comparison), a variable was created to indicate
the number of years in which the family reported having participated in at least aneducational program. Chi-square
analyses were completed to assess the association between initial treatment condition (demonstration, comparison) and
(1) participation in at least one program during the year (cross-sectional analyses) and (2) number of years of
participation in educational programs (longitudinal analyses). No significant differences were noted. Additional
analyses compared number of years of participation in educational programs with years in demonstration school (range
of values, 0 to 4) but did not reveal significant differences.

d. In the spring of each year of program participation, families were asked if they had participated in one or more of
fifteen family assistance programs (AFDC, SSI, food stamps, public housing assistance, medical assistance,
unemployment insurance, WIC, energy program assistance, home visits, mental health services or counseling, nutrition
services, parenting education, literacy education, social services, other) during the past year. For each year (cross-
sectional data, all families with valid family interviews) a variable was created to indicate how many programs the
family participated in that year. Distributions were highly skewed to the right each year. Effort to treat summed
variables as continuous and enter them as outcome variables in repeated measures ANOVA or MANOVA models failed
because the distributions so badly violated the normality assumptions underlying those models.
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Therefore, for each of the families who responded to the question in each of the four interviews (i.e., had complete
data for that question; n = 4,050 total; 2,168 = demonstration; 1,859 = comparison), a variable was created to indicate
the number of years in which the family reported having participated in at least a family support program. Chi-square
analyses were completed to assess the association between initial treatment condition (demonstration, comparison) and
(1) participation in at least one program during the year (cross-sectional analyses) and (2) number of years of
participation in family support programs. No significant differences were indicated. Additional analyses compared
number of years of participation in family support programs with years in demonstration school (range of values, 0 to
4) but did not reveal significant differences.

€. Supplemental interviews were optional on the part of the local sites. A total of 23 sites administered Supplemental
Interviews for Families to at least some percentage of the families in their final year of study participation. A total of
2,827 supplemental family interviews were available for analysis (2,001 demonstration and 1,826 comparison). No
specific statistical analyses were completed to test hypotheses about associations because the data were incomplete and
sampling plans varied substantially by site. Thus, the outcomes reported on these data are descriptive only.

f. Inkindergarten, there were 7,078 families (94% of the 7,515 Head Start families in the analysis data set) for whom
a family interview was available. Of the 7,078 families, 784 (11.1%) were deleted from these analyses because their
interviews were missing values on two or more key challenge index variables. Therefore, there were 6,294 families
(3,318 demonstration and 2,976 comparison) for whom a kindergarten family challenge index score was created.

g. Logistic regression analyses were completed using the analysis sample outlined in notes b through d above. Logistic
models were constructed separately for the three program types — job training, educational, and family support. All
models included participation in at least one program during the four years as the outcome variable and family type
entered as the predictor variable (entered as six dummy variables indicating cluster membership, with the Resourceful
family group serving as the reference group for job training and educational program models and the Single Parent
Welfare group serving as the reference group for the family support model).* SAS Proc Logistic procedures were
utilized. Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals were computed and reported in the text.

* The Single Parent Welfare group was chosen as the reference group for the family support programs model because a large
percentage (85%) of those families reported receiving AFDC, one of the family support programs used to establish the dichotomous
participation variable. Using the Resourceful families group as the reference group caused a quasi-complete separation of the data
(since virtually all of the Single Parent Welfare families fell into the yes-participation group), resulting in an unstable model. Use
of the Single Parent Welfare group as the referent group yielded a stable, interpretable model.
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CHAPTER 11 - PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDREN’S LEARNING
AND IN SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Parental involvement in schools and children’s learning has long been a focus for Head Start
programs and was included in the National Transition Demonstration Programs as one of the four
major component areas. The emphasis within the National Transition Demonstration Program on
strengthening and expanding parent involvement in children’s learning and in schools is founded in
two decades of research documenting the benefits of such involvement. Overall, this body of
research, including both correlational and intervention studies (Henderson, 1987), has consistently
concluded that parental involvement has a significant positive relationship to a wide range of child,
family, and school outcomes, including higher achievement for children and more positive schools
(Epstein, 1995; Grolnick, Banjet, Kurowski, & Apostoleris, 1997; Henderson, 1987). This has been
found to be true in a diverse set of populations, including both gifted and disadvantaged children
(Henderson, 1987). Further, parental involvement with schools’ and children’s academic endeavors
has been found to improve parental attitudes toward the school and the school’s climate, and to

promote a more positive atmosphere within the school (Epstein, 1985).

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The information reported below was obtained from multiple sources. Informants included
families (via personal interviews completed in the spring of each school year), teachers and
principals (via questionnaires completed at the end of the program), Transition Demonstration
Program staff (via site visits completed annually), and others (via the Program Implementation
Profile, completed in the final year of program implementation). The instruments used to obtain
information included:

Family Involvement in Children’s Learning (National Transition Demonstration Research

Consortium, 1995), a 20-item instrument devised by the National Transition Demonstration

Research Consortium to gather information about the different ways schools and families
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work together to help children learn. The questionnaire was administered to families in the
spring of the final two years of their program participation.

Family Background Interview This interview included four items specifically designed to

address communication with the child and teacher about school activities and supportive

educational activities in the home. It was administered to families each spring.

Family Routines Questionnaire (Boyce, Jensen, James, & Peacock, 1983), a 27-item
inventory designed to measure an individual family’s enactment of positive routines that are
thought to be protective for family members. The areas considered are workday routines,
children/s routines, disciplinary routines, meals, weekend and leisure time, bedtime, extended
family activities, leaving and homecoming, and chores. The questionnaire was administered
to families in the fall of the first program year, and in the spring of the last (fourth) program
year.

Supplemental Questionnaires for Principals and Teachers, completed by teachers and

principals in the spring of the final year of program participation. These questionnaires
gathered information about: (1) the existence of Transition-like services and personnel in
both demonstration and comparison schools, (2) the needs of the families served by the
school, (3) parent involvement opportunities available in the school, and (4) barriers to
parent involvement perceived by school personnel. These supplemental questionnaires were

optional, so data was not available for all sites or for all teachers or principals within sites.

SCHOOL-BASED ACTIVITIES TO FACILITATE LEARNING

Staffing Patterns and Activities

Within the Supplemental Questionnaire for Principals, principals were asked if they had staff

assigned to facilitate parent involvement in the school.* Slightly more demonstration principals

(67%) indicated they did have such staff identified, compared to comparison principals (65%).

Demonstration schools (70%) were more likely to have paid paraprofessional staff than comparison

schools (45%), and the difference was statistically significant (p = 0.001). Comparison schools

reported more paid professional staff assigned to facilitate parent involvement (66% demonstration,

75% comparison; p =0.161)
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Staff in demonstration schools were more likely to staff the parent resource room, schedule
parent education or information programs, recruit and schedule parent volunteers for classrooms,
provide parent education through home visits, coordinate the production and distribution of parent
newsletters, and schedule and coordinate family-focused activities and programs. In addition, staff
in demonstration schools engaged in a larger number of different types of activities (see Table 26).
Overall, it appears that the demonstration was successful in facilitating parent involvement

opportunities, at least from the principals’ point of view.

Table 26. Activities engaged in by parent involvement staff, as reported by principals

Activity Demonstration Comparison ?
Staff the parent resource room 62.3% 42.2% 4.822
Schedule parent education programs 83.5% 70.2% 1.520
Develop & coordinate child-focused 59.5% 59.0% 0.223
programs

Develop & coordinate after-school 38.7% 38.6% 0.006
programs for children

Recruit & schedule parent volunteers 82.8% 74.3% 0.458
for classrooms

Provide parent education through home 61.0% 43.2% 0.591
visits

Parent newsletters 72.1% 60.8% 4.693*
Schedule & coordinate family activities 85.4% 65.7% 1.272
Mean (s.d.) number of activities 3.4 (2.6) 3.0 (2.6%) 5.702%*
Median number of activities 4 3 --

*p 0.05 *p .01 **p 0.001

School-Wide Activities

Parents were asked to indicate whether they had been offered opportunities to participate in 12
different kinds of school-based activities thought to facilitate student learning by bringing schools
and families closer togther. The activities have been characterized as either traditional (open house,
teacher-parent conferences, student programs, family social events, field trips, and lunch or breakfast
at school for parents) or non-traditional (home visits with school staff, parent education, parent

discussion groups, parent resource rooms, and home lending libraries).
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Site visits noted that in some of the local sites, comparison schools were implementing a number
of Transition-like services, activities, and programs, the existence of which may have complicated
the interpretation of comparative outcomes analyses. The relationships between the treatment
condition of the school, the level of these competitive Transition-like activities being offered in
comparison (control) schools, and the mean number of traditional and non-traditional parent
involvement activities reported by families were investigated.

Results indicate that families in demonstration schools tended to report more traditional parent
involvement opportunities (e.g., parent-teacher conferences, open houses, student performances or
programs, field trips, and family-oriented social events) than did families in either comparison or
non-study schools® (see Table 27). In addition, families in demonstration schools also reported more
non-traditional parent involvement opportunities (e.g., visits at home with school
staff, family educational events or classes, parent discussion groups, parent resource rooms, and
home lending libraries) than did families in either comparison schools or non-study schools.
Statistical analysis revealed significant differences in average number of activities offered by

treatment condition (p .0001 for both models).”

Table 27. Number of traditional and non-traditional parent involvement opportunities
reported by families across treatment condition.

Treatment condition of school
Demonstration Comparison Non-study
Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.)
Traditional parent
involvement activities offered 4.5(1.3) 4.3 (1.3) 4.3 (1.3)
Non-traditional parent
involvement activities offered 2.3(1.7) 1.8 (1.6) 1.8(1.6)

Overall, findings indicate that the implementation of the Transition Demonstration Programs

in demonstration schools resulted in quantitative and substantive differences in the number and types

of involvement options offered to parents.

6“Non-study” schools are schools that were not randomized to either the demonstration or comparison condition but in
which children participating in the national Transition Demonstration Study have enrolled (after their initial enrollment in a
demonstration or comparison school). Information about these non-study schools is included to provide the most complete picture
of parent involvement opportunities in schools generally and of the existence of any specific competitive efforts (to provide
Transition-like services) within the comparison schools.
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Volunteer Activities

Families were also asked to indicate which volunteer opportunities were made available to them

within the schools, both at the classroom level (send treats for the class, help with parties, be a room

parent, help teacher with work in the classroom, help with field trips, work with children in the

classroom) and at the school level (help in the library, computer lab, office, cafeteria, or playground;

help with fund-raising; help with newsletter; and help other parents become involved).

Opportunities to work with children in the
classroom and to help other parents become
involved were of particular interest, since they
were most often emphasized as part of the broader
definition of parent involvement within the
Transition Demonstration Program. Analyses
indicated significant differences between school
groups in the percentage of families who reported
having been offered those opportunities (see
Figure 11.1).° These findings indicate that
demonstration schools were significantly more
likely to offer parents the opportunity to pursue
non-traditional and substantive volunteer
opportunities than were either comparison or non-

study schools.

PARTICIPATION IN ACTIVITIES
Participation in school-wide activities. It was
anticipated that families in demonstration schools

would be more likely to participate in parent
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involvement activities, when offered, than families enrolled in comparison or non-study schools.

Parents who indicated that an activity was offered were asked if they attended or participated. Figure

11.2 shows that the majority of families in all

Fgure 11.3 e .-
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Helping children in dassroom ~ Helping otherparents get | for the two opportunities of particular interest --
involved

working with children in the classroom and helping

other parents become involved in the school -- no significant differences were seen among families
in demonstration, comparison, or non-study schools (see Figure 11.3).° Between 40 and 45 percent
of the families in each group indicated that they had participated when the opportunity was offered.

Perceived and Reported Barriers to Parent Involvement. A majority of parents in
demonstration (71%), comparison (68%), and other schools (71%) reported the existence of barriers
to their becoming more involved in schools. These reported barriers included lack of child care or
transportation, work schedules, language barriers, feeling uncomfortable at school, health problems,
teacher or school policies, and previous negative experiences with the school. There were no
important differences in the types of barriers reported by families in demonstration or comparison
schools. To the extent that the Transition Demonstration Programs successfully raised awareness
of potential barriers and facilitated the remediation of barriers, one would expect that the number of
families reporting barriers in demonstration schools would be lower than in either comparison or
non-study schools. There were, however, no statistically significant differences between
demonstration and comparison schools.”

Principals were also asked at the end of their school’s participation in the Transition
Demonstration Program what, if any, barriers to parental involvement existed for families in the

school. Five barriers were proposed for consideration by principals: (1) limited transportation; (2)
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lack of release time from work; (3) low levels of parent education and/or literacy; (4) parents’
negative experiences with schools in the past; and (5) parental apathy. Principals most often reported
that lack of release time from work (85%) and apathy on the part of parents (72%) were significant
barriers to parent involvement. There were no significant differences between principals of

demonstration and comparison schools in their perception of barriers impacting parent involvement.®

HOME-BASED ACTIVITIES TO FACILITATE CHILDREN’S LEARNING

The completion of home-based activities to support learning activities in the classroom was an
important part of parent involvement in education as conceptualized by the Transition Demonstration
Programs. Families were asked in a number of ways to indicate whether or not, and how often, they
communicated with the teacher, read with the child, completed activities to support classroom
learning, and/or maintained routines in the home that might support learning (e.g., consistent times

for homework and bedtime each night).

Communication With Teachers

Families were asked each year in the spring how often they had spoken with the child’s teacher.
In kindergarten, 17 percent of caregivers indicated that they spoke with the child’s teacher nearly
every day, 61 percent several times a month, and 21 percent less than monthly. By the spring of
second or third grade, the percentage of caregivers reporting daily communication with teachers had
dropped to only 11 percent, and the percentage reporting communication several times monthly had
risen to 66 percent. These shifts in communication frequency are thought to be natural shifts, related
to the changing nature of classrooms and student-teacher-family interactions as children mature.
There were no significant differences between demonstration and comparison families. Further,
most parents in both demonstration and comparison schools indicated a high degree of satisfaction

with their interactions with their children’s teachers."
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Educational Activities in the Home

Family-child activities. Families were asked

how often they worked with their children on
things the children might be learning in school,
and how often they read or looked at books with
the children (see Table 28). More than half
reported that they worked with the child nearly
every day and slightly over a third reported reading
or looking at books nearly every day, but there
were no differences among groups. Caregivers
were also asked whether some members of the
family had, in the past week, read to the child or
taught reading, spelling, or math (see Figure 11.4).
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T
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More than three-fourths of the caregivers indicated that those activities had taken place in the past

week in their home but, again, there were no differences among groups.’ These relatively high self-

reported engagement levels are counter to negative national stereotypes of “uninvolved” low income

parents.

Table 28. Percentage of parents indicating at-home educational activities with children, by

school group.

Almost 3-5 1-2 1-3 Less Almost
Activity Every | Times/ | Times/ | Times/ than Never 27
Day Week | Week | Month | Monthly

Work with child on things he/she is learning in school
Demonstration schools 52.9% | 24.4% | 16.6% | 4.2% 1.0% 1.0%
Comparison schools 56.6% | 22.6% | 16.5% | 3.0% 0.8% 0.5% 18.561
Non-study schools 532% | 229% | 17.7% | 3.6% 1.9% 0.8%

Read or look at books with child
Demonstration schools 36.6% | 29.7% | 244% | 5.8% 2.2% 1.4%
Comparison schools 40.2% | 28.7% | 22.7% | 5.3% 2.0% 1.2% 15.376
Non-study schools 33.5% | 31.2% | 254% | 5.3% 3.0% 1.7%

*p 001 **p 0.001
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Supportive family routines at home. Families were asked about the consistency of family
routines thought to be highly relevant to school performance, such as having a regular bedtime and
a predictable time for homework. The majority of families report consistency in these two family

routines (see Table 29), and there are no significant differences between groups.

Table 29. Frequency of family routines as reported by caregivers, by treatment condition

Routine Almost 3-5 Times/ | 1-2 Times/ | Almost 02
Every Day Week Week Never )
Children go to bed at a certain time each night
Demonstration 63.7% 24.8 5.8 5.6
1.612
Comparison 65.1% 24.2 5.5 5.2
Children do their homework at the same time of day or night.
Demonstration 33.6% 227 15.0 9.9
2.926
Comparison 34.0% 23.9 14.0 9.1

*p 0.0l *p 0.001

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOLS (GOVERNANCE)

Opportunities reported by principals. In the fifth year of program implementation, principals
were asked to identify opportunities that were available for parents to participate in schools.
Although differences between demonstration and comparison groups were not statistically
significant, demonstration schools were more often said to offer the following opportunities: (1)
providing input into teacher evaluation policies; (2) choosing a school for the child; (3) selecting the
child’s teacher; (4) providing input into hiring school staff; (5) evaluating teachers; (6) providing
input into budget policies and practices; and (7) serving on policy committees (see Table 30).

Opportunities reported by parents. In a similar manner, families were asked to respond to
questions relating to their involvement in what may be thought of as the governance of the school --
1.e., serving on committees or advisory boards, helping to make decisions about school policies and
programs. Their responses (see Figurel1.5) indicate a positive and statistically significant effect (p
= 0.001) of Demonstration program participation, in that more families with children in
demonstration schools reported that they were offered opportunities to serve on committees, advisory

boards, or councils, and to help make decisions about school policies and programs.
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Table 30. School involvement opportunities for parents, as reported by principals

Demonstration | Comparison
Schools Schools 27
Teacher evaluation policies 6.2% 1.3% 5.177
Parent involvement policies 56.5% 55.1% 0.062
Choosing a school for their child 34.5% 29.5% 0.863
Selecting child’s teacher 37.9% 33.9% 0.511
Development of grievance policies 7.6% 7.0% 0.032
Hiring staff 15.2% 9.0% 2.742
Evaluating teachers 2.8% 1.9% 0.231
Budget policies & practices 26.2% 21.2% 1.065
School goals 73.1% 76.9% 0.586
Long-range planning 71.7% 75.0% 0.413
Policy committees 45.5% 41.0% 0.618
Kindergarten retention policy 3.5% 7.0% 1.938
Grades 1 to 3 retention policy 4.1% 8.3% 2.237
*p 0.01 **p  0.001
Interestingly, nearly one third of the families Figure 115
. . . . T Percentage of parents reporting involvermert in
with children in comparison schools also indicated oo activities
the offering of such opportunities in their schools. P - o
This may be the result of a national emphasis on | £ .. | A Gormparison
5% 05 31 w9  (ONensudy
parent involvement. Further, fewer families in | £30 271
‘ 8 243
non-study schools reported school involvement | E 0
£
activities were offered than did families in| S 15
(o]
comparison schools, again suggesting that ‘% 101
o 59
comparison schools were actively engaged in the | & . : ‘
implementation of Transition-like school adsm’edison,m% aboﬂedsdm polcies or
involvement programs.
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

The investigations concerning parent involvement with children’s education reveal several
important findings. First, it is noted that former Head Start parents report being very involved with
their children’s learning at home, providing supportive environments and routines (e.g., having a
regular bedtime for children), engaging in learning activities on a regular basis (such as reading with
the child or reviewing things they learned in school), and communicating with teachers on a frequent
basis. This picture of parental involvement is counter to many of the negative stereotypes of
“uninvolved” low income families.

Second, parents reported that Transition Demonstration schools provided more opportunities for
parent involvement, and provided more non-traditional opportunities -- such as home visits, family
educational activities, parent discussion groups, parent resource rooms, and home lending libraries--
than did comparison schools. It is possible that two factors were working to achieve these findings:
first, demonstration schools were likely providing more opportunities of all kinds for parent
involvement, and, second, demonstration schools were more effective in making parents aware of

the opportunities available to them.
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ENDNOTES, CHAPTER 11

a. Supplemental Questionnaires for Principals were completed by 340 principals (158 demonstration, 182 comparison)
in 23 of the 31 sites. Statistical analyses were completed using chi-square methods for categorical data.

b. Atotal of 4,783 families provided information for these analyses in their third or fourth years of study participation
viathe Family Involvementin Children’s Learning. These families were enrolled in 2,129 demonstration schools, 1,873
comparison schools, and 781 non-study schools. Analysis of variance techniques were used to assess the difference
in mean number of opportunities reported by families enrolled in the three school groups. Separate models were
constructed and analyzed for traditional and non-traditional opportunities.

C. Atotal of 4,832 families provided the data included in these analyses (2,084 in demonstration schools; 1,844 in
comparison schools; 904 in non-study schools). Chi-square analyses were completed to assess relationships between
the categorical variables.

d. These analyses include that group of families who indicated that opportunities were offered and provided
information about their participation in those activities. A total of 1,150 families provided information concerning
participation in traditional activities and 270 provided information concerning non-traditional activities. Analyses
(using chi-square techniques) were completed separately for traditional and non-traditional activities.

€. These analyses include that group of families who indicated that opportunities were offered and provided
information about their participation in those activities. A total of 2,074 families provided information (970 in
demonstration schools, 744 in comparison schools, and 360 in non-study schools). Chi-square analyses were completed
separately for each of the two types of volunteer participation.

f.  Information concerning barriers to participation was available from a total of 4,836 families (2,085 in demonstration
schools, 1,845 in comparison schools, and 906 in non-study schools). Chi-square analyses were completed to assess
the relationship between school treatment condition and reporting of barriers to parent involvement.

g. While there was some variability in the number of responses to specific questions, approximately 300 principals
(range 286 - 320) provided information via the Supplementation Questionnaire for Principals concerning perceived
barriers to parent participation in schools. The principals were approximately equally distributed between demonstration
and comparison schools. Chi-square analyses were completed to assess relationships between the categorical variables.

h. These analyses were completed for those 6,090 families who provided information concerning family involvement
in learning in second and/or third grades. The families were evenly distributed between demonstration and comparison
conditions.

i. See note h above.

J. The sample used for these analyses is the same as described in notes | and j above. Chi-square analyses were

completed to assess the relationship between parent participation in school governance and school group
(demonstration, comparison, non-study).
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CHAPTER 12 - CHILDREN’S ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL OUTCOMES

INTRODUCTION
A major justification for the Head Start-Public School Early Childhood Transition

Demonstration Project was that former Head Start children are likely to need additional supports in
the first few years in elementary school to ensure that they maintain the benefits of their Head Start
participation. This is because low-income children have consistently been shown to be “at risk” for
performing below national average on a variety of indicators related to school success, especially
academic indicators (S. Ramey & Ramey, 1998; Brooks-Gunn, et al., 1994; Huston, 1992).
Remarkably little is known about the actual school performance of a large and nationally diverse
sample of former Head Start children, especially using a variety of indicators and informants on an
annual basis for the first four years in school. Thus, this study provides much needed information
about the early school adjustment of former Head Start children.

An extensive literature indicates that by the end of third grade, children’s academic and social
adjustment are strong predictors of their later school success, including their subsequent academic
achievement and their probability of completing high school. Both family income status (poverty
versus non-poverty) and maternal educational level have been strongly associated with children’s
early and later school success. Recent analyses conducted by Currie and Thomas (1997) on the
academic achievement levels of former Head Start children nationally (based on children who
enrolled in Head Start in the late 1970s and were in 8th grade by 1988) addressed the question of
“fade-out” of effects. They discovered that among former Head Start children, there was a large
ethnic or racial discrepancy in the quality of public schools they attended. Specifically, they
conclude that: “These results show that relative to other black children, black children who attended
Head Start subsequently went to schools of low quality in the sense that the black children in these
schools have poorer outcomes. The same is not true for white Head Start children. Thus, the results
are consistent with the hypothesis that differential fade-out in the effects of Head Start could be
caused by subsequent exposure to poor schools among black Head Start children.” (p. 15) This

conclusion is in agreement with the results of recent reviews (C. Ramey & Ramey, 1998; S. Ramey
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& Ramey, 2000) of the long-term effects of early educational interventions for “at risk™ children:
namely, that for the benefits of early intervention to be sustained, children need continued supports
and opportunities for learning, such as participation in reasonably responsive schools that have high
expectations for academic achievement.

Before reporting the child outcomes, it is important to underscore two features about this study.
First, the sample of children and the schools they attended do not represent the nation as a whole and
may not represent accurately the school experiences of all former Head Start children. This is
because the local sites were selected based on submitting a competitive application that indicated
their interest in and ability to implement a broad program of supports and services to benefit former
Head Start children and their families. Thus, the school districts that were selected are much more
likely to represent schools that are sensitive to the needs of low income children and are highly
motivated to provide these children with a good start in school. Second, this study did not directly
measure or estimate possible benefits to the children of their Head Start experience. This was
impossible because children were not recruited into the study until they were enrolled in
kindergarten. Rather, the assumption that at least some children benefitted is based on other studies
that suggest Head Start can be helpful. One of the most recent studies of this, using a large
nationally representative sample, concluded that 6-year-olds who went to Head Start performed
significantly better on tests of receptive language and reading than did their siblings who had not
attended preschool (Currie & Thomas, 1995). Also, a comprehensive literature review
commissioned by the Head Start Bureau indicated a variety of benefits (McKey et al, 1985), although
this report, as well as other critiques, noted that adequately rigorous studies of Head Start’s actual
effectiveness have never been conducted (e.g., ACYF, 1990; GAO 1997; Zigler & Meunchow,
1992).

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The National Transition Demonstration Research Consortium responsible for the final design
and conduct of the National Study relied on five sources of information to describe children’s
academic progress. These sources of information were:

(1) Direct assessment of each child in the fall of kindergarten and in the spring of kindergarten

and each of the next three years in school, via a one-to-one assessment by a trained child examiner

Chapter 12 - Page 140



during a relatively brief (20-30 minute) session with the child. This direct child assessment
concentrates on three skill areas:

*Receptive vocabulary, because of the importance of verbal comprehension to the everyday

school setting and the well-established relationship between children’s vocabulary skills and their
general intellectual knowledge. This was estimated by using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test -
Revised (Dunn & Dunn, 1981). Children’s raw scores were transformed into Rasch-Wright scores
that take into account children’s ages and “typical” or average levels of performance from a broad
and representative sample of children who participated in the norming for this tool. Although the
National Consortium recognized that vocabulary tests have been strongly criticized as showing
cultural bias and underestimating the true language competency of many children, it was judged that
children’s gains in receptive language skills were important to estimate, and no truly “culture free”
test was available as a an alternative.

*Reading skills, because reading remains the single greatest predictor of children’s overall
success in school (Lyon, 1997) and because it is a skill that is directly taught to all children, for the
first time, in the early elementary school years. Reading skills were measured by the Woodcock-
Johnson Tests of Academic Achievement Letter-Word Identification and Passage Comprehension
Subtests (Woodcock & Johnson, 1989, 1990). Raw scores were converted to Rasch-Wright age-
adjusted scores and can be compared in terms of their distance from “reference scores” that reflect
children’s average performance, based on a diverse and representative national sample for norming
this test. Scores for the two subtests and an overall Broad Reading score were calculated.

*Math skills, particularly because math also is a central feature of the early elementary school
curriculum universally and few children are systematically introduced to mathematics activities
beyond counting and number recognition, prior to formal schooling. Rasch-Wright scores for Math
Computation and Applied Problems subtests and a Broad Math score were computed according to
test manual guidelines.

Collectively, a child’s early receptive vocabulary, reading, and math skills form an important
foundation on which increasingly complex academic skills are built. Indeed, language arts and math
continue as required subjects throughout the K-12 curriculum in almost all schools nationwide.
Further, language comprehension, reading, and math skills are essential for children to make good

progress in almost every other subject taught in school.
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(2) Teacher ratings of the child’s academic standing, in which the teacher compares the child
to others in the classroom as well as to grade-expectations in general. These teacher ratings were
completed during the spring of each of the first four years in elementary school for all participating
children. The standardized questionnaire for this is the Academic Competence Scale of the Social
Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), comprising 9 questions about children’s reading,
math, and overall academic achievement. Teachers’ ratings then are converted to standardized
scores with a mean of 100 (representing the national average for the norming sample) and a standard
deviation of 15.

(3) School records for each child, which provided information about whether the child was
promoted versus retained a grade or placed in special education (and if so, for what types of special
needs). The review of children’s school records occurred at the end of each academic year and
followed the procedures of the School Archival Records Search (Walker, Block-Pedego, Todis, &
Severson, 1991) for extracting reliable information from existing school records.

(4) Parent report of the child’s academic progress, based on an interview of parents using
Your Child’s Adjustment to School (Reid & Landesman, 1988). Parents rated their children in the
spring of each academic year, using a 10-point scale where 10 represented the highest level of
achievement and O represented the lowest. Items addressed children’s academic progress and overall
school adjustment. Parents also were asked to describe the most positive aspects of their child’s year
in school as well as any problems or concerns that arose.

(5) Children’s own appraisal of how they are doing in school, using What I Think of School
(Reid & Landesman, 1988), a standardized dialogue in which children report in the spring of each
year their perceptions about different aspects of their school experiences, including how much they
like school, whether they think they are doing well in their schoolwork, how well they get along with
their teachers and peers, how much they try to do their best in school, how important they and their
parents think school is, and how much they learn from their teachers.

These five sources of information each provide distinct and useful information about the child’s
academic performance during the first four years in elementary school. Taken as a whole, the
information provides a broad picture of how these former Head Start children fared during the first
four years in public school.

In addition, information about children’s social adjustment was obtained from teachers, parents,
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and children themselves. Teachers and parents each rated children using the Social Skills
Questionnaire within the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), a scale that concerns
the child’s broad social and emotional adjustment. The items for parents and teachers are similar,
reflecting many aspects of children’s positive social skills, ability to get along with others, use of
socially appropriate behavior, independence in social areas, cooperativeness, and lack of serious
behavior problems. These ratings then are converted into a standardized score, using a scale where

100 represents the national average for the norming sample with a standard deviation of 15.

FINDINGS ABOUT CHILDREN’S OUTCOMES
Academic performance based on direct assessment of children

The direct assessment of children provides a standardized method for measuring children’s
academic skills each year. Eighty-seven percent of the children who were assessed in kindergarten
were also assessed in the second or third grade. In this longitudinal sample, seventy-six percent had
direct assessment measures available at every year.

These analyses focused on three central questions for the National Study:

(1) How do these former Head Start children do academically in the early elementary
school years? That is, do the children show a pattern of consistent growth in their academic
competency or do they stay relatively level or decline (that is, “lose the gains” they may have shown
from Head Start)? What is their level of performance each successive year on standardized tests
compared to national means or expectations for children of comparable ages?

(2) Does participation in the Demonstration Transition Program resultin children showing
a significant boost in their academic performance compared to those in the comparison
condition? To the extent that children in the Transition Demonstration schools might have received
a more responsive, individualized, and developmentally appropriate education, then their academic
progress might be expected to be better than those in the comparison condition. More specifically,
it was hypothesized that children who received all 4 years of schooling in a Transition Demonstration
school would show the greatest benefits, based on the belief that continuity of positive experiences
in children’s early elementary school education would maximize their academic gains, by increasing
children’s comfort with and knowledge about school practices and expectations, as well as by

encouraging early successes that would generalize from one year to the next. In fact, only 60% of
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the original group received the full 4 years of Transition Demonstration intervention (that is, the full
“dose”) as planned, and 25% received only 1 or 2 years of planned intervention.

(3) To what extent does the academic performance of former Head Start children show an
association with their family characteristics or with child characteristics? The tremendous
diversity in the former Head Start families, much greater than expected, led to an early recognition
that family characteristics were likely to affect participation in the Transition Demonstration
Program, and possibly to affect the degree to which children benefitted from (or needed) the extra
supports. Child characteristics, such as gender, age at school entry, disability status, or their initial
academic competence when they first entered school, were considered as well, given an impressive
diversity in the former Head Start sample that was apparent even at the first round of child
assessments. If strong influences are detected between academic progress and family or child
characteristics, then it is possible that these factors might also influence the extent to which children

benefit (more or less) from their participation in the Transition Demonstration Program.

Performance on Standardized Assessments

Figure 12.1 (page 146) presents a composite picture of the performance of former Head Start
children (combining the demonstration and comparison groups) during the first four years in school,
based on the children’s mean scores on the four standardized Woodcock-Johnson measures of
reading and math skills." Separate lines are displayed for children in the two treatment groups. A
shaded area indicates national means or expected “average” scores for children of comparable ages
(with confidence intervals drawn to reflect standard error of measurement). This composite picture
reveals three strong and robust findings from this study:

The first finding is that these former Head Start children entered school somewhat below other
children nationally in terms of scopes. This finding affirms what many other studies have
consistently shown -- that children from very low income families start school at a disadvantage in
terms of their average entry level academic competency. Further, the children’s performance on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, indicating receptive vocabulary skills, places these children at an
even more marked disadvantage relative to a national sample, placing them just a little more than
one standard deviation below national norms during their first year in public school.

The second finding -- perhaps one of the strongest and most important of the National Study --
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is that these children show significant improvement on a// 5 measures during these first four years
in school. In fact, for the two measures of reading skills and the two of math skills, former Head
Start children quickly rise to perform very close to or essentially right at the national averages -- with
average standardized test scores for both demonstration and comparison groups of 97 and 98
respectively for Broad Reading Scores and 100 and 101 for Broad Math in the spring of children’s
fourth year in school. These average scores are especially impressive, since children who were in
Special Education are included, as well as those who repeated a grade. The findings indicate that
the sharpest rise in children’s scores occurs between the kindergarten year and the end of the second
year in school (first grade, for most of the children) with a somewhat slower incline thereafter. A
very slight decline in this rate of improvement appears between the third and fourth years in school
only in children’s Letter-Word Identification, and is so small as to be not educationally relevant. The
area in which children’s relative gains were the least was on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test.
However, the children did show significant gains that brought their performance inside the normal
range of 100 plus or minus one standard deviation. The effect size for this gain from the
kindergarten year through the end of the fourth year in school was .29, a modest significant gain.
In contrast, the magnitude of gains for reading and math, measured in effect sizes, were on the order
of .36 and 1.01, respectively.

The third finding is that when looking at a composite of the children’s performance from these
sites, the year by year performance of the children in the Transition Demonstration and the
comparison groups is remarkably similar each year. In the combined sample, comparison children
had slightly higher baseline scores than did demonstration children although this very small
difference varied from site to site in terms of magnitude and direction. However, it is important to
note this national portrayal might be obscuring some group differences that could appear at some

local sites, but not others. Given the tremendous diversity across sites in the types of programs
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Figure 12.1. Academic performance of former Head Start children in the first four years of school
(Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement, Rasch-Wright scores)
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implemented, this would not be an unexpected outcome. Similarly, if some groups of children, but
not others, benefitted from the Transition Demonstration Program, then this simple comparison of
groups by treatment condition may not convey all relevant findings. Thus, a pre-planned series of
analyses explored many possible factors or explanatory models that could account for changes in
individual children’s growth curves on these 5 academic indicators. The results of these are

summarized below.

Growth Curve Analyses

Growth curve analyses are used to provide a more sensitive and accurate portrayal of the changes
in individual children’s performance over time. The hypothesis being tested is whether children in
the Transition Demonstration group show more rapid gains and whether they maintain or accelerate
their skill levels in subsequent years at a higher level than comparison children do. These involved
calculating individual growth curves for each child on all 5 measures related to academic
competence. Specifically, a technique known as B-spline allows modeling the exact shape of the
curve over time, and then permits analysis and display of these curves in ways that take into account
differences in children’s ages and their entry level skills. A more detailed description of this
statistical methodology is provided in Technical Report 5. The results of the growth curve analysis
provide a much more accurate depiction of the rate and nature of children’s changes in test
performance over time.’

These growth curve analyses were studied for individual sites and reviewed nationally in terms
of regularities in patterns of these growth curves. Overall, only five sites had statistically
significant, usually small magnitude, differences in children’s growth curves as a function of
treatment. Further, the differences were not consistent across test measures and the demonstration
and comparison groups did not differ significantly in any consistent way.

Examples of differences in the patterns across the 28 sites included in these analyses are worthy
of some scrutiny. In Figure 12.2, an example is provided of the most common pattern, observed in
20 sites, in which children in both the demonstration and comparison group show a rapid early rise
over the first two or three years in school in scores on the math and reading subtests and somewhat
less of an increase in their receptive language skills. These sites essentially mirror what the national

composite showed above. Across the sites, the slope of this early gain, as well as the exact entry

Chapter 12 - Page 147



Figure 12.2. Examples: rapid early rise in scores.
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levels and final achievement of the children varied. Further, for many sites, a slight drop-off in
scores between the third and fourth years in school was noted. In general, however, the patterns

toward clear gains from kindergarten to the end of the fourth year in school was remarkable. A

second pattern, observed in five sites, was that of improvement to a much lesser degree. Finally,
there were only 2 sites that did not show the general national pattern of improvement in children’s
scores.

Hierarchical Linear Models Applied to Outcomes.

Another data analytic approach, based on growth curves as well, involved applying a complex
hierarchical linear model (HLM) to these children’s test scores to evaluate whether multiple
influences could be contributing to patterns of change, and the extent to which local site factors may
be contributing to outcomes. The same hypothesis is being tested, but the statistical methodology
is considered particularly well suited to the study’s design. Specifically, hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) is well suited to handling multiple data irregularities in a complex, longitudinal data set. The
results are both complex and informative. First, the findings about treatment effects are neither large
nor highly consistent across all outcomes or present in models. Second, some of the HLM analyses
do reveal some very small differences in the growth curve patterns of children in the treatment versus
comparison groups. When detected, these group differences favored children in the Transition
Demonstration group. Third, post hoc analyses to explore the likely basis for theses differences
associated with participating in the Transition Demonstration program have not provided clear
support for the major hypothesis that sites with the strongest programs would yield the largest
benefits, or that sites with the least “competition” from comparison schools would show greater
group differences than those with strong competition (that is, Head Start-like supports provided to
families and children in both treatment and comparison groups).

Our guiding principle in interpreting the results has been that there must be consistent findings
and a reasonably plausible explanation of these findings to substantiate a major conclusion. At the
same time, we think that even small or inconsistent findings should at least be mentioned in this final
report -- in order to indicate the complexity of issues and to stimulate continued analyses of this

unique longitudinal study.
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Dr. Margaret Burchinal lead the analyses and authored the following section on the HLM analyses
which describes patterns of development from entry to kindergarten through the child’s third or fourth
year of school. Child and family, school, and community characteristics that have theoretical links
to transition to school were identified. The following variables were included:

Child/family:
gender (child)
whether English is the primary language in household
whether the child ever had a IEP for a learning-related disabilities
maternal education
whether parent has partner in household
whether parent is depressed
family involvement
parental attitudes
School:
treatment & treatment implementation
teacher ratings of school climate
transition practices
percent of children in poverty for LEA
Community
Neighborhood scales (Barriers)

location of LEA — from inter-city to rural

Hierarchical linear models were conducted on the five major outcomes (Woodcock Johnson-
Reading, Woodcock Johnson-Math, parent rating of children’s social skills, and teacher ratings of
children’s social skills) to describe patterns of development of reading, math, and social skills as
reported by the parent and teacher. Individual quadratic growth curves were estimated and individual
growth parameters were estimated from the selected child/family, school, and community blocks of
variables.

Results are shown on the following pages. The top row of the tables list the number of
assessments included in the analyses. The next three rows describe the individual growth curve

parameters, listing the mean and random-effects variance for the individual growth curve parameters.
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The test of the mean coefficient asks whether the parameter estimate, averaged over the sample,
differed from zero. This is interesting for the linear and quadratic slopes because it indicates the
extent to which children’s scores are changing over time. The test of the mean of the intercept is less
interesting because it tests whether the mean score was zero, a value that is not possible on any of the
outcomes. The test of variances provides information about whether there are systematic individual
differences in terms of overall level, linear rate of change, and quadratic rate of change. As shown
in Table 31, the children showed substantial differences in overall level, linear change, and quadratic
change for math, reading, and language scores over time.

The rest of the table lists the results of tests of the joint contribution of the child/family,
school, and community blocks and individual regression coefficients for predicting the individual
growth curve parameters. The block test indicates whether the set of variables is reliably related to
that individual growth curve parameter (e.g., the block test for the school variables in predicting the
individual growth linear slope parameter tests whether aspects of the school were related to the rate
of acquisition of that skill). The individual coefficients indicate the magnitude of the association for

a specific predictor, given all of the other variables in the model.

Math (see Table 31). The analyses indicated that children were clearly acquiring math skills
during the four years of this study. The individual growth curves suggest that children were scoring
at about 425 on average when they were 6 years of age. The rate of acquisition was steeper during
the first years of school than during second and third grade, resulting in significant linear and
quadratic individual growth curve parameter estimates. These individual growth curve estimates were
significantly related to the selected child/family, school, and community predictors.

The child and family block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level, but not

rate of linear or quadratic change over time. Higher math scores were associated with
being a girl and having a mother with more education, more responsive and nonrestrictive
child rearing attitudes, and less depression.

The school block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level of math skills,
linear rate of change, and quadratic rate of change. Each of these variables is discussed
separately.

» The treatment was considered part of the school block since it was a school level
intervention. The intervention children showed slightly more gains in math

skills initially, followed by slightly more leveling off in the rate of acquisition
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by 9 years of age (see Figure 12.3). The “treatment effect” was .6 points at
age 6, 1.3 points at age 7, 1.5 points at age 8, and 1.4 points at age 9 (the
children’s ages ranged from less than 5 to more than 10, but 90% of the
assessments were collected between the ages of 5.4 and 9.4 years)

* The school climate was related to linear and quadratic rates of change over time.

Figure 12.4 shows the predicted group growth curve for children in schools at
the 25% and 75% on the school climate measure. Children at schools with
higher levels of school climate showed slightly higher math scores at age 9 (.5
points), but lower scores at earlier ages.

» The use of transition practices was related to all three individual growth curve

parameters. Figure 12.5 shows the predicted group growth curve for children
in schools at the 25% and 75% on the transition practices measures. Children
in schools at the 75% score for transition activities showed higher math scores
than children in schools at the 25% score for transition activities at ages 6 (1.3
points), 7 (2.4 points), and 8 (1.9 points), but not at age 9 (-.4 points).

 The percentage of children in poverty in the LEA was related to linear and quadratic

rates of change over time. Figure 12.6 shows the predicted group growth
curve for children in schools at the 25% and 75% on the poverty measure.
Children at schools with higher levels of poverty showed slightly more gains
in math, especially during the first years of school, with differences of 1.9
points at age 6, .8 points at age 7, .6 points at age 8, and 1.1 points at age 9.
The community block was related only the estimated individual intercept. Children in

communities with more barriers tended to have slightly lower math scores over time.

Reading (Table 31). The analyses indicated that children were clearly acquiring reading skills

during the four years of this study. The individual growth curves suggest that children were scoring
at about 400 on average when they were 6 years of age. The rate of acquisition was steeper during
the first years of school than during second and third grade, resulting in significant linear and
quadratic individual growth curve parameter estimates. These individual growth curve estimates were

significantly related to the selected child/family, school, and community predictors.
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The child and family block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level, linear

rate of change, and quadratic rate change over time. Higher reading scores at age 6 were

associated with being a girl, and having a mother with more education, more responsive

and nonrestrictive child rearing attitudes, and less depression. Girls tended to acquire
reading skills slightly more quickly, but also showed more deceleration in second and
third grade. Similarly, children with mothers with more education, with a partner in the
household, with depressive symptoms, and more progressive childrearing attitudes
showed faster acquisition of reading skills, especially during the first years of school.

The school block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level of math skills,
linear rate of change, and quadratic rate of change. Each of these variables is discussed
separately.

» The treatment was considered part of the school block since it was a school level
intervention. The intervention children showed slightly more gains in reading skills
initially, followed by slightly more leveling off in the rate of acquisition by 9 years of
age (see Figure 12.7). The “treatment effect” was 1.0 points at age 6, 2.0 points at
age 7, 3.3 points at age 8, and 1.3 points at age 9 (the children’s ages ranged from less
than 5 to more than 10, but 90% of the assessments were collected between the ages
of 5.4 and 9.4 years)

* The school climate was related to linear and quadratic rates of change over time.
Figure 12.8 shows the predicted group growth curve for children in schools at the 25%
and 75% on the school climate measure. Children at schools at the 75% score on
school climate showed slightly higher reading scores at age 9 (.6 points) than children
at school at the 25% score on school climate, but slightly lower scores at earlier ages.

» The use of transition practices was related to all three individual growth curve

parameters. Figure 12.9 shows the predicted group growth curve for children in
schools at the 25% and 75% on the transition practices measures. The use of these
practices was related to better reading scores for younger children, with the difference
between the scores for schools at the 75% and 25% scores on transition practices
being 2.8 points for 6 year-olds, 6.1 points for 7 year-olds, 5.1 points for § year-old,
and -.5 points for 9 year-olds.

»  The percentage of children in poverty in the LEA was not related to any of the
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individual growth curve parameters describing patterns of reading skill over time
(Figure 12.10).

The community block was related to all three individual growth curve parameters.
Children in communities with more barriers tended to have slightly lower reading
scores over time and to gain reading skills slightly more slowly. Children in more
urban settings tended to score slightly higher, show gains across time, and less

deceleration during second and third grade.

Language (Table 31). The analyses indicated that children were clearly acquiring language

skills during the four years of this study. The individual growth curves suggest that children were
scoring at about 85 on average when they were 6 years of age. The rate of acquisition was steeper
during the first years of school than during second and third grade, resulting in significant linear and
quadratic individual growth curve parameter estimates. These individual growth curve estimates were
significantly related to the selected child/family, school, and community predictors.

The child and family block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level, but not

rate of linear or quadratic change over time. Higher language scores were associated with
having English spoken at home, and having a mother with more education, more
responsive and nonrestrictive child rearing attitudes, and more involvement in educational
activities. Boys showed slightly more gains over time in language than did girls.
Additionally, children whose families did not speak English at home, and children whose
mothers were depressed showed slightly more gains in language skills over time, although
the gains for children whose mothers were depressed were largely during the first years
of school.

The school block of variables significantly predicted children’s linear and quadratic rate of
change in language skills. Treatment was not related to language scores, but children at
schools that used more transition practices tended to show slightly greater gains and less
“leveling off” in second and third grades (Figure 12.11). Children in LEAs with more
poverty showed slightly greater gains in language initially, but began to lag behind other
children by second to third grade.

The community block was related only the estimated individual intercept. Children in

communities with more barriers tended to have lower language scores over time.
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Table 31- HLM Analyses of Academic and Language Scores Over Time

Math Reading Language
Number of assessments 11016 11022 10556
Individual Growth Curves B (var) B (var) B (var)
Intercept 421.05 (109.2%**)  395.89 (204.5%**)  83.17 (31.25%*%*)
Linear Slope 25.38***(18.96%**) 35.86 ***(154.94%%%) §.74%%*(2.80%**)
Quadratic Slope -1.49%%%( 9 #4¥) -2.49 *EX(10.35%%%)  -1.04%** (39%**)

Population Growth Curve- with child, family. school. and community predictors (includes random

age-squared term)

Site kK skok o
Predictors of Intercept B (se) B (se) B (se)
Child, family (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001)
Child gender 1.02* (.45) 2.37%* (.62) -.15(.24)
English as home lang -.59 (1.00) 71 (1.35) 8.78%**(.552)
M. education 1.82%** (.29) 2.62*%* (.39) 1.41*%%(.15)
Partner in HH 41 (.48) .83 (.65) 35(.25)
M. depression -1.11* (.47) -1.27* (.64) =37 (.25)
Family Involvemt -.14 (.33) -.01 (.45) -.53%% ((117)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) 1.68*** (31) .84* (.142) 1.64***(.16)
School (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p=.17)
Demonstration trtmt .61 (.48) .99 (.66) .50 (.26) p=.051
School Climate -39 (.34) -.39 (.48) -.10 (.18)
Transition Practices 1.23%%* (|18) 2.84%%*(25) .08 (.10)
% children in poverty -16 (.11) -.10(.14) -.06 (.06)
Community (block test, p=.023)  (block test, p=.007) (block test, p=.0005)
Barriers -27%* (.10) -33* (.14) -21%%% (L05)
locale (urban to rural) -.15(.24) -.64% (.32) .02 (.13)
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Predictors of Linear Rate of Change: Age

Child, family (block test, p=.06) (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001)
Child gender -42 (.40) 1.78** (.69) -.52% (.20)
English as home lang -1.41 (.85) -1.27 (1.42) -2.38%%* (43)
M. education 42 (.25) 1.34%* (.43) 25(.13)
Partner in HH 52 (.42) 2.02%* (\72) -.26 (.21)

M. depression 15 (.42) 1.51* (.72) S50% (.21)
Family Involvemt S7*(.29) -.87 (.49) 03 (.15)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) .07 (.26) 2.18*** (.46) -12 (.14)

School (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001)
Demonstration trtmt 90%* (41) 1.57* (.71) -.19 (.21)
School Climate -2.14%%* (43) -2.92%%* (0.63) .04 (.23)
Transition Practices 1.97%** (.23) 5.54%** ((33) -41% (.13)
% children in poverty 2% (L02) .01 (.04) 04%%%(.01)

Community (block test, p=.27)  (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p=.99)
Barriers -.13(.09) -51%% (.15) .00 (.04)
locale (urban to rural) .07 (.10) -.58%* (L18) .00 (.05)

Population Growth Curve, cont.- with child, family, school, and community predictors (includes

random age-squared term)

Math Reading Language

Predictors of Quadratic Rate of Change: Age-squared

Child, family (block test, p=.50) (block test, p=.0001) (block test, p=.04)
Child gender -.03 (.13) -48* (.21) 12 (.07)
English as home lang 07 (.27) .01 (.44) 26 (.15)
M. education -.13 (.08) -41%*% (113) -.08 (.05)
Partner in HH -.09 (.13) -.55% (.22) 11 (.07)
M. depression .04 (.13) =37 (.22) -15% (.07)
Family Involvemt -.16 (.09) =20 (.15) .04 (.05)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) .02 (.09) -42%% (\14) .04 (.05)
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School (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001)

Demonstration treatment -.22 (.13) -.48* (.22) .03 (.07)
School Climate 84%%% ((14) 1.08*** ((21) .00 (.08)
Transition Practices -.83%*% (L08) -2.22%*F% ((11) A7%%%(.04)
% children in poverty -.03** (.01) -.01 (.01) -.01 (.004)
Community (block test, p=.85)  (block test, p=.0002) (block test, p=.69)
Barriers .00 (.03) .08 (.05) -.01 (.02)
locale (urban to rural) -.02 (.03) 20%*F* (L.05) .00 (.02)

Teacher ratings on SSRS (Table 32). The analyses indicated that teachers tended to rate
the children close to the expected mean (100), but that second and third grade teachers were rating
the children less positively than kindergarten and first grade teachers. Children showed
systematic individual differences in their overall level and linear rate of change over time. In
contrast, the quadratic, not linear, rate of change averaged over children was significantly different
from zero. These individual growth curve estimates were significantly related to the selected

child/family, school, and community predictors.

The child and family block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level, but
not rate of linear or quadratic change over time. Higher teacher ratings were
associated with having English not spoken at home, and having a mother with a
partner in the home, less depression, and more responsive and nonrestrictive child
rearing attitudes.

The school block of variables significantly predicted children’s intercept and quadratic rate
of change in language skills. Treatment was not related to language scores, but
children at schools with higher scores on school climate were rated higher on average.
Children in LEAs with more poverty tended to lag farther behind other children by
second to third grade (see figure 12.12).

The community block was related only the estimated individual intercept. Children in
communities with more barriers tended to have lower teacher ratings over time.

Parents ratings on SSRS (Table 32). The analyses indicated that parents tended to rate the

children below the expected mean (100), but their ratings increased over time. Children showed
systematic individual differences in their overall level and linear rate of change over time. These

individual growth curve estimates were significantly related to the selected child/family and
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community predictors, but not school predictors

The child and family block of variables significantly predicted children’s overall level and

rate of linear change over time. Higher parent ratings were associated with being a
girl, having English not spoken at home, and having a mother with more education,
less depression, less education activities, and more responsive and nonrestrictive child
rearing attitudes. Children in which English was not spoken in the household showed
larger changes over time in parent ratings

The school block of variables did not significantly predict children’s intercept or linear and
quadratic rate of change. However, treatment was related to parents’ ratings at age 6
(see Figure 12.13). Treatment parents rated their children higher on the SSRS than
comparison parents.

The community block was related to the estimated individual intercept and quadratic rate
of change. Children in communities with more barriers tended to have lower parent

ratings over time, with slightly less deceleration in the rate of change.

Table 32- HLM Analyses of Parent and Teacher SSRS Ratings

Teacher Parent
Number of assessments 8251 10810
Individual Growth Curves B (var) B (var)
Intercept 98.19 (101.2%**) 90.87 (117.07**%*)
Linear Slope 54 (5.92%*%) 2.27%%%(9.81%%)
Quadratic Slope -40%*** (1.69) -.12 (.42)

Population Growth Curve- with child, family. school, and community predictors (includes random

age-squared term)

Site *okk *okk
Predictors of Intercept B (se) B (se)
Child, family (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p<.0001)
Child gender .92 (.63) -2.89%** (.48)
English as home language -5.90*** (1.34) -3.39%* (1.03)
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M. education .65 (.40) 1.03*** (.30)

Partner in HH 1.79%* (.67) -85 (.51)
M. depression -1.90** (.66) -2.77*%% (L50)
Family Involvement -.55 (.46) -3.47%%* (.35)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) 1.87*** (.43) 1.53%*** (.33)
School (block test, p<.0001) (block test, p=.26)
Demonstration treatment -.35 (.67) 1.14* (.51)
School Climate 3.62%** (.60) .09 (.39)
Transition Practices -.54 (.33) -.03 (.20)
% children in poverty 03 (:12) 06 (.11)
Community (block test, p=.023) (block test, p<.0001)
Barriers -36%*%* (110) - 74%%% ((11)
locale (urban to rural) -.00 (.29) 48 (.25)

Predictors of Linear Rate of Change: Age

Child, family (block test, p=.76) (block test, p=.004)
Child gender .09 (.76) 30 (.43)
English as home language -.63 (1.57) -3.27*%* (.89)
M. education .06 (.47) 23 (.27)
Partner in HH 32 (.79) 36 (45)
M. depression 28 (.79) .60 (.45)
Family Involvement 45 (.55) -.52 (.31)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) -.79 (.50) .30 (.29)

School (block test, p=.12) (block test, p=.58)
Demonstration treatment .94 (.78) 43 (.45)
School Climate 1.03 (.84) 38 (.47)
Transition Practices .63 (.47) -.27 (.26)
% children in poverty A3%%(L05) -.01 (.03)

Community (block test, p=.88) (block test, p=.051)

Barriers -.08 (.16) -.22* (.09)
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locale (urban to rural) -.02 (.20) -.04 (.11)

Population Growth Curve, cont.- with child, family, school, and community predictors (includes

random age-squared term)

SSRS Teacher SSRS Parent

Predictors Quadratic Rate of Change: Age-squared

Child, family (block test, p=.89) (block test, p=.74)
Child gender 23 (.23) -.00* (.15)
English as home language .22 (.47) 56 ((31)

M. education 01 (.14) .00 (.09)
Partner in HH -.07 (.24) -.04 (.15)
M. depression .03 (.24) - 11 (.15)
Family Involvement -.09 (.17) 04 (.11)
Parent Attitudes (PDI) A5 (.15) -.02 (.10)
School (block test, p=.02) (block test, p=.87)
Demonstration treatment -.29 (.23) -15(.15)
School Climate -.25(.26) -.08 (.16)
Transition Practices -.07 (.14) .02 (.09)
% children in poverty -.04** (.01) -.00 (.01)
Community (block test, p=.96) (block test, p=.02)
Barriers .01 (.05) 09%* (.03)
locale (urban to rural) .00 (.06) .01 (.04)
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Figure 12.3: Math - predicted quadratic growth curve with DC treatment.

Head Start Transition Study

Math = predicted quadratic growth curve with DC treatment

W Rausch Math Socone

Age

Demostration Treatment: ™ No ™™ 'Yes

Chapter 12 - Page 161



Figure 12.4: Math - predicted quadratic growth curve and school climate.

Head Start Transition Study

Math = predicted quadratic growth curve and school climate
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Figure 12.5: Math - predicted quadratic growth curve and school transition practices.

Head Start Transition Study

Math = predicted quadratic growth curve and scheol fransifion practices
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Figure 12.6: Math - predicted quadratic growth curve for children in high and low poverty
schools.
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Figure 12.7: Reading - predicted growth curve with DC treatment.

Head Start Transition Study

Reading = predicted quadratic growth curve with IC freatment
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Figure 12.8: Reading - predicted quadratic growth curve and school climate.
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Figure 12.9: Reading - predicted quadratic growth curve and school transition practices.

Head Start Transition Study

Reading = predicted quadrafic growth curve and school fransition practices
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Figure 12.10: Reading - predicted quadratic growth curve for children in high and low poverty
schools.

Head Start Transition Study

Reading = predicted quadratic growth curve and achool % children in poverty
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Figure 12.11: Language - predicted quadratic growth curve and school transition practices.

Head Start Transition Study
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Figure 12.12: Language - predicted quadratic growth curve for children in high and low poverty
schools.

Head Start Transition Study

Language = predicted quadratic growth curve and school % children in poverty
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Figure 12.13: Parent SSRS - predicted quadratic growth curve with DC treatment.

Head Start Transition Study

Parent 55K = predicted quadratic growth curve with DC freatment
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Summary of HLM findings. Undoubtedly, many types of influences contribute to
variations in children’s academic and language test scores. The central focus of the study was on
the importance of having special types of supports and services provided to maximize positive
transition-to-school experiences for former Head Start children. The HLM analysis that
considered the greatest number of factors that potentially could influence children’s achievement
scores did not find consistent advantages -- of being in the Demonstration, attending schools with
a more positive school climate, and the availability of more “transition practices” (such as
gathering information about a child prior to entering kindergarten and ensuring curriculum
continuity in the early elementary school years).

Because many sites did not implement the Transition Demonstration program in a strong
or uniform way (see Chapter 5), we decided to explore in a post hoc descriptive way the extent to
which these findings from the National Study may have been diluted in magnitude because of
weak program implementation. Further, as discussed in Part 2 of this report, a majority of sites
experienced local competition, where the comparison schools frequently provided similar Head
Start-like supports to the children and families, sometimes with other special grant funds or local
initiatives. In these post hoc analyses, we compared sites that did not have strong competition
and also looked at those that implemented stronger versus weaker educational programs and
parent involvement programs. Contrary to what we hypothesized, even the stronger programs
with the least competition did not show evidence that participating children were more likely to
have individual growth curves that were more favorable than those in less positive school
settings. Thus, at this point, we conclude that the advantages of the Transition Demonstration
Program are not confirmed strongly in any of the analyses. We recognize that this conclusion
may be weakened, however, if almost all of those schools had been enacting effective programs.

Teachers’ Judgements of Children’s Academic Achievement

Teachers’ ratings of children’s academic achievement correlated significantly with direct
assessment of children’s reading, math, and receptive vocabulary skills. The correlations were
much higher between both the reading and math subtest scores and teachers’ ratings of school
achievement than they were between receptive vocabulary and teachers’ overall appraisal of
children’s academic performance. Specifically, the correlations between teacher ratings in
second and third grade and children’s scores on standardized achievement tests of Letter-Word
Recognition (r=.54, p<0.0001) and Passage Comprehension (r=.50, p<0.0001) were somewhat
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higher than for Math Computation (r=.45, p<0.001) and Applied Problems (r=.50, p<0.001),
which in turn were much higher than the correlation with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
(r=.31, p<0.001). Not unexpectedly, all of these correlations were somewhat lower during the
kindergarten year, except for the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, which was essentially the
same. During the kindergarten year, teachers may have fewer opportunities to directly assess
children’s emerging literacy and math skills, since these are not taught systematically until the

first grade.
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Overall, two interesting findings emerged about teachers’ ratings of children’s academic
competence. One was that teachers tended to rate children somewhat lower compared to national
norms than their actual test performance indicated. The reasons for this are not readily apparent.
One possibility is that teachers may be making comparisons within the classroom between
former Head Start children and non-Head Start children, and may see these children as still
somewhat lower in their overall academic competency -- even if objective indicators place them
close to or above national averages. Another possibility is that teachers’ ratings may take into
account much more than just the children’s math and reading skills that are assessed on the
Woodcock-Johnson, and thus may reflect some true differences in children’s overall fund of
knowledge or other classroom skills. In fact, teachers’ average ratings of the children place them
toward the low end of the normal range.

A second finding is that teachers’ ratings do not suggest any pattern of gains or growth in
children’s relative academic standing, unlike the direct assessments of their skills. Again, the
reasons for this are not readily apparent. Each year, different teachers rate the children. Do these
teacher ratings indicate possible bias or negative appraisal of children that follow them from year
to year and obscure true gains they are realizing? Or do the ratings by independent teachers
prevent teachers from observing the relative gains former Head Start children have made since
their kindergarten entry? In the absence of information about the trends for classmates who were
not previously in Head Start and those who are not from low income homes, it is difficult to

reach any conclusion.

Parent Ratings of Children’s Academic Adjustment

The parents’ ratings of children provide an exceptionally positive picture. Even though a
scale of 0-10 points was provided, the parents as a group used only the upper ranges. Table 34
summarizes parent ratings, providing means and standard deviations where 10 is the highest
rating. No significant group differences were found between Transition Demonstration and
comparison groups at either the start or the end of the study period. Also, parent ratings did not
show much change between the spring of kindergarten and the end of the third or fourth year in
school, although their overall estimation of how well their children were doing was slightly lower
at the end for how well children were doing academically, how well they got along with their

teachers, and their overall school adjustment.
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Although parent appraisals of their children’s school performance are undoubtedly

important for families and for children, the limited range in these scores indicates that parents’

ratings do not show an orderly relationship to either teacher appraisals or to children’s objective

test performance.

Table 34. Parent ratings of children’s adjustment to school (scale of 0 - 10)

First year Final year
Demonstration | Comparison | Demonstration | Comparison
Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.)
How much child likes school 8.7 (1.76) 8.7 (1.73) 8.0 (1.97) 8.0 (1.98)
How much effort child puts
into trying to do well in 8.3(1.76) 8.33 (1.72) 7.82 (1.95) 7.8 (1.96)
school
How well child actually does 7.7 (1.79) 7.7 (1.81) 7.4 (1.93) 7.4 (2.00)
in school
How well child gets along 8.6 (1.76) 8.6 (1.89) 8.2 (2.14) 8.1(2.10)
with teacher
How well child get along 7.8 (1.85) 8.0 (1.82) 7.7(1.91) 7.7 (1.95)
with other children at school
Rating of overall adjustment 8.4 (1.62) 8.4 (1.72) 8.1 (1.87) 8.0 (1.86)
to school
Children’s Impressions of Their Own Foue 1214
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children’s positive appraisals of schools. Age-trends are apparent for 7 of the 8 items analyzed.
Specifically, older children provide less positive ratings for how much they like school; how well
they think they are doing in school -- the area with the most marked decline over the first four years
in school; and how well they get along with peers. Over these same years, they also indicate that
they think school is increasingly important, that they really want to do well in school, and that they
try hard to do their best -- with over 90% of the former Head Start children rating school as very
important and indicating they try at high levels to do well. They also confirm that the vast majority
of their parents think doing well in school is very important -- with 95 percent rating their parents
as valuing school at the highest level by the end

of the fourth year in school. These impressions

Fgue 1215
clearly defy a negative stereotype that these Acadanic perforrene of chidreen vith moe and less positive
. . . rafings of schodl inkindergaren
children and their parents do not believe that VWoodbodeJohnson Meh

school is important or that the children are not "

motivated to do their best. Interestingly, evenin '’

the spring of kindergarten, the clear majority of

children (81%) rate their teachers as being very &7
good at helping them learn new things, and these 7]
positive appraisals of teachers increase to even |
504 :

higher levels (88%) by the end of their fourth

year in school. WaodoadkeJohnson Reading

An earlier report indicated that only a 0.
small percentage of former Head Start children
(Ramey, Lanzi, Phillips, & Ramey, 1998)
provide extremely negative self-appraisals of
their progress in school and how much they like

school -- about 7 percent. These children, in
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Achievement (see Figure 12.15) and their

teachers’ ratings of their academic and social development (Figure 12.16). Note that the children’s
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things are not going well are significantly more
likely to be placed in special education by the
end of their fourth year in school. This is
particularly noteworthy because their rates of
special education placement were comparable in
kindergarten. Yet, the children who reported
less favorably on their school experiences had
more than a twofold increase in special

education assignment -- from 1 percent in

kindergarten to 24 percent four years later.

receptive language scores (PPVT) do not differ
significantly at school entry or thereafter.

These findings indicate that children’s
self-appraisals, even as early as kindergarten,
when they are quite young and cognitively not
very sophisticated in making comparative
judgments, reflect that children’s own reports
about school adjustment provide meaningful
information. Further analyses of children’s self-
reports indicate that including their self-appraisal
in a statistical model predicting school success
significantly increases the fit of this model. That
is, children’s impressions of how much they like
school and how well they are doing provides

useful information over and above their entry

level skills, teacher ratings, and parent ratings (S.
1999).

Further, as Figure 12.17 shows, former Head
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Indeed, those with low academic self-ratings also have higher than average rates of self-reported
difficulty in getting along with peers and teachers, and do not think their parents place as high a

value on doing well in school.

Social Adjustment

In kindergarten, teachers’ ratings of children’s social development indicate that children in
both the demonstration and comparison groups are essentially at the national average (national mean
= 100 with 3 points standard error of measurement). Teachers continued to rate children’s social

adjustment as quite close to national average.

Table 35: Ratings of Children’s Social Adjustment

Teacher Parent
Demonstration Comparison Demonstration Comparison
Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.)
First Year 99.5 99.2 90.4 91.6
(16.3) (16.1) (15.2) (15.0)
Second Year 98.0 98.1 93.4 95.2
(16.7) (16.4) (15.6) (15.8)
Third Year 98.3 97.7 95.3 97.6
(16.6) (16.6) (16.2) (16.0)
Fourth Year 97.3 96.8 96.8 97.7
(16.5) (17.0) (15.9) (15.9)

In contrast, parents initially rate their children almost 10 points lower than did teachers,
placing them at the low end of the normal range. Over the four years in school, however, parents’
ratings show a clear increase, such that by the end of the third or fourth year in school, the national
mean for parents’ ratings is just slightly below (by 2 to 3 points) the national average of 100.

Teachers’ and parents’ ratings of individual children’s social adjustment showed only very
low levels of correlation, from r=0.15 (p <0.001) in the spring of kindergarten to a high of r =0.20
(p < 0.0001) at the end of the fourth year in school. This is commonly the case with ratings of

children’s behavior and probably reflects differences in how children behave in home versus school,
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as well as the fact that parents and teachers may have different standards. This low correlation
indicates several likely influences: parents and teachers may be attending to somewhat different
aspects of a child’s behavior; children may display different levels or types of behavior in school
than they do at home; and parents and teachers may have different standards in mind when rating
their children’s social behavior. The finding that parents initially gave much lower ratings of their
children than did teachers was not expected. Further, even though overall averages for teacher and

parent ratings were similar four years later, their ratings for an individual child still were only

modestly in agreement. This indicates that some children who are rated very highly by their teachers
are not necessarily the same children rated the most highly by their parents (and vice versa). The
overall increase over time in parents’ ratings may reflect their appreciation of children’s adjustment
to school, increased opportunities to observe children’s social competencies in new areas, and/or that
children are truly displaying increases in social development at home that are in line with parent
expectations.

As in the area of academic competence, the results regarding significant differences between
demonstration and comparison groups are complex. No significant differences in teacher ratings
were found, although HLM analyses detected a small effect when considering parent ratings, when
taking into account baseline group differences. Further, site by site analyses did not reveal any
consistent pattern of significant treatment effects. Because the children showed good levels of social
adjustment (close to the national average of 100) at all time periods, based on teacher ratings, there
was no reason to expect that the Transition Demonstration intervention would result in above

average performance.

Multi-perspective definition of “successful transitions”

The National Transition Research Consortium endorsed a definition of “successful
transitions” for children that emphasizes multiple, interactive components, integrating good
academic and cognitive development with social adjustment, positive feelings about school and
learning, and mutually supportive relationships among children, families, and schools. Following
on this conceptualization of transition as a multi-faceted construct, a multi-perspective definition of
transition-to-school was developed. Six indicators of successful transition were identified and
scored in the final year of study participation (the child’s third or fourth year of school):*

The parent indicated that the child’s academic and overall adjustment to school were
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good;

The child indicated that his or her own adjustment to school was good, by indicating
that they liked school and felt that they did well in school;

The teacher indicated satisfactory social adjustment;

The teacher indicated satisfactory academic adjustment, comparing the child to others
in the classroom and to grade level expectations;

Objective, standardized assessments of reading skills placed the child’s achievement
in reading at or above average, based on national norms; and

Objective, standardized assessments of math skills placed the child’s achievement
in math at or above average, based on national norms.

Dichotomous indicators (yes = criterion was met; no = criterion was not met) were created
for each of the six indicators and then summed to obtain an overall transition score (range 0 to 6).
The transition scores were then divided into three categories: (1) Highly successful transition,
(transition score of 5 or 6); (2) Moderately successful transition (transition score of 2, 3, 4); and (3)
Poor transition (transition score of 0 or 1). Thus, to be characterized as having achieved a “highly
successful transition,” the child had to be broadly judged as having made a good adjustment to
school and have exhibited average to above average achievement in key academic areas.

Just under a third of these former Head Start children (30%) met these stringent criteria and
were considered to have made a highly successful transition to school. Only 14 percent made poor
transitions, and the remainder were moderately successful.

Analyses indicated that children of caregivers not born in the United States were nearly twice
as likely to experience a highly successful transition as children of U.S.-born caregivers. This
association did not appear to be related to the language spoken in the home, and thus may reflect a
different attitude toward school and learning on the part of these families. Not unexpectedly, a
greater level of education on the part of the caregiver was also associated with a greater likelihood
of a highly successful transition for the child and less likelihood of a poor transition. In addition,
analyses indicated that children of families experiencing greater and more chronic poverty were less
likely to experience highly successful transitions and more likely to experience poor transitions.
Similarly, children whose families moved more often during the early school years were less likely

to experience highly successful transitions and more likely to experience poor transitions.
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Special education placement and grade retention
Based onreviews of individual school records, children placed in special education and those

retained in grade (that is, were not promoted to

the next grade) at least once during the first four

years in school, were identified. Figure 12.18

Figre 1218
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although this cannot be affirmed. Because the

children in the two treatment conditions did not
differ significantly on other tests of academic and social development, it is unlikely that these
differences in special education placement reflect greater learning disability or social maladjustment.
Indeed, whether special education placement benefits children or not continues to be vigorously
debated (e.g., Detterman & Thompson, 1997; S. Ramey & Ramey, 1998) and is likely to vary
depending on the quality of special education supports in a school district. A noteworthy finding in
this study is the tremendous variation in rates of special education across sites. These rates ranged
from less than 5 percent (in 10 sites) to more than 20 percent (in 2 sites).

Of those children who were placed in special education at some time during their first four
years in school, approximately 40 percent of these were placed prior to or during kindergarten, 23
percent during the second year of school, 20 percent during the third year, and 18 percent during the
fourth year (see Figure 12.19). The timing of the children’s placement into special education did not
differ significantly by treatment condition. Thatis, Transition Demonstration schools did not
systematically identify and place children in special education programs either earlier or later than

those in comparison schools.
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The frequency and duration of out-of-
class placements for special education students
were expected to relate to participation in the
Transition Demonstration Project, since
mainstreaming or inclusion of special education
students was a stated goal for the Transition
Demonstration program. Although the
percentage of children being fully included
(that is, receiving all instruction in a regular
education classroom) did not differ
significantly over the four years as a function of

the treatment group, there was a consistent

pattern of partial-day inclusion favoring the demonstration schools (see Figure 12.20). For the years

after kindergarten, the percentage of special education children in demonstration schools maintained

in the regular classroom for at least part of the day was significantly greater than in comparison

schools. Similarly, the percentage of special
education children in demonstration schools
who were assigned to a full-day program out of
the regular classroom was lower than the
percentage of special education children in the
comparison schools. The difference between
the two groups increased each year until third
grade, when it diminished. About one-fifth of
the special education children were also grade-
retained. Specifically, 22 percent of those in the
Transition Demonstration and 20 percent in the

comparison group were held back at least one

grade.
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Concerning overall rates of

Figure 12.21 grade retention, there were no
Distributions of special education, retained, and sionificant  differences between
promoted children by initial treatment conditions &

treatment groups: 11.8 percent of
6% Demonstration

5%

those in the Transition Demonstration
group and 10.7 percent in the

comparison group were held back at

OPromoted, not special

education least once in the first four years in

mSpecial Education
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percentages of children who were:
grade-retained only, placed in special
7% Comparison education only, both grade-retained
and placed in special education, and
promoted annually and never placed

in special education. The majority of

former Head Start children were
73%
never grade-retained or placed in

special education -- nearly seven of

every 10 children. Nonetheless, rates
of placement in special education are significantly higher than the national average, which is about
10 percent overall (U.S. Department of Education, 1997). An estimate for Head Start children
nationally was 14 percent (O’Brien etal., 1997). Reliable national data about rates of grade retention
were not available (to our knowledge) for these years by grade level.

Figure 12.22 shows that children who were either placed in special education and/or grade
retained performed at significantly lower levels on all measures than did other children. Especially
impressive is the finding that former Head Start children who are either grade-retained or placed in
special education are virtually indistinguishable from each other as groups. That is, it is not clear
from these data why decisions were made for special education versus grade retention. Further, both
groups of children continue to show both academic and social progress over the years, although not
as marked in their standardized test scores on reading and math as were children who were grade-

promoted and not placed in special education.
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Figure 12.22
Patterns of performance by children in special education and retained in grade.
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SUMMARY FINDINGS

In conclusion, former Head Start children in this study showed quite favorable early
school adjustment by all indicators. Despite entering kindergarten with scores somewhat below
national norms, the children significantly improved their performance in both reading and math,
such that they were essentially at national averages by the end of second and third grades. In
other words, although Head Start children entered school with academic skills that were
somewhat weaker than average, this does not appear to have impeded their ability to make rapid
progress once formal schooling began. Vocabulary skills, as measured by the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test - Revised, indicated somewhat lower levels of progress, although scores still
were within the normal range. Further, teachers’ ratings of the social skills of these former Head
Start children place them at national norms, from kindergarten on through the first four years in
public school.

Both parents and children confirm this portrayal of good school adjustment for the
overwhelming majority of former Head Start children. Their impressions of children’s overall
school adjustment, academic performance, social development, and motivation to do well in
school -- a high value for this group of children and parents -- are consistently positive as a
group. A small subgroup of children, however, reported early impressions of school that were
less favorable. For these children (7 percent), their school progress was much less favorable both
academically and socially. Indeed, the children with early non-optimal school impressions were
at very high risk for special education placement.

Family characteristics, as expected, related to aspects of children’s academic and social
adjustment. Consistent with extensive reports elsewhere (cf. S. Ramey & Ramey, 1998), children
from families with higher levels of resources (including parent education, parent employment,
income, two parents active in the child’s life, stable residence) entered school with generally higher
skills and continued to perform at higher levels. Children from families where English was not the
primary language spoken at home showed excellent progress in both reading and math, and very high
levels of social skills, despite their lower scores on receptive vocabulary and early reading
comprehension. Even children experiencing considerable life challenges such as homelessness,
frequent moves, or a parent with a chronic health problem, showed good early gains in academic

skills.
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ENDNOTES, CHAPTER 12

1. The sample used in these analyses included children who had individualized assessments of academic skills
(Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement) in kindergarten and in either the third or fourth year of school. The
total sample, as noted above, included 5,914 former Head Start children.

2. Extensive analyses showed that the conclusions are unchanged when analyses are conducted on those
children who have 3, 4 or 5 sets of test scores (5 representing a full set of scores from fall and spring of
kindergarten and spring of each of the subsequent three years in school). Therefore, the results presented in this
report are based on the children who had complete test scores at all ages (65% of the total in the longitudinal
analysis data set). The sample included a total of 3,474 subjects. This sample did not include those children who
had been retained in grade, but did include children placed in special education programs.

3. Successful transitions analyses were completed using a total of 5,914 former Head Start children and
families who were present at baseline and at the end of the study (either third or fourth year data available) and had
child assessment data available. A total of 28 sites were represented within this data set.

The multi-perspective successful transitions outcome variable was defined using six indicators scored in
the final year of study participation (using the later of the third or fourth year data). There informants (family, child,
teacher) provided responses that were scored as follows:

a) The parent indicated that the child’s adjustment to school was good. That is, the parent, completing
Your Child’s Adjustment to School, rated both the child’s adjustment and overall school adjustment as 5 or greater
(on a 10-point scale). Higher ratings on both questions were required to meet criterion.

b) The child indicated that his or her own adjustment to school was good by indicating (via What I Think of
School) that they liked school and felt that they did well in school (ratings of 2 or 3 on a 3-point scale). Higher
ratings on both questions were required to meet criterion.

¢) The teacher indicated satisfactory social adjustment [Social Skills Rating System, Social Skills
Questionnaire, standard score of 95 or better (mean=100, standard deviation=15)].

d) The teacher indicated satisfactory academic adjustment [Social Skills Rating System, Academic
Competence Scale, standard score of 90 or better (mean=100, standard deviation=15)].

¢) The child achieves at an average level (for age) in reading (Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement,
Broad Reading, standard score of 95 or better (mean=100, standard deviation=15).

f) The child achieves at an average level (for age) in math (Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement,
Broad Math, standard score of 95 or better (mean=100, standard deviation=15).
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Binary indicators (0 = did not meet criterion; 1 = met criterion) were created for each of the six indicators.
The six binary scores were then summed to create an overall adjustment score (range 0 to 6), and a categorical
“success” variable was created as follows:

Poor success = overall adjustment score of 0 or 1

Moderate success = overall adjustment score of 2, 3, or 4

High success = overall adjustment score of 5 or 6.

The SUCCESS score was created for a total of 4,558 children. The remaining 1,356 children were missing
key information on one or more of the six individual indicators (typically the teacher ratings of social and academic
adjustment).

Key covariates considered for inclusion in the predictive models included: gender, age at entry into
kindergarten, child has a health condition that interferes with school attendance, poverty status of family (in poverty
at both beginning and ending assessments, at one assessment, or at neither assessment), language spoken in the
home (English versus other), caregiver employed full-time, caregiver educational status, caregiver has chronic
health condition that interferes with ability to care for child, family moves with frequency, family has been homeless
at some time in the early school years, initial treatment condition, years in a demonstration school, and level of
implementation of Transition Demonstration Program.

Chapter 12 - Page 188



References

Abbott-Shim, M., & Sibley, A. (1991). Assessment profile for early childhood programs.
Atlanta: Quality Assist.

Administration on Children, Youth and Families. (1990). Head Start research and
evaluation: A Blueprint for the future. (DHHS Pub. No. 91-31195).

Administration on Children, Youth, and Families (1991). Federal Register, Julyl1.

Administration on Children, Youth, and Families (1998). Head Start fact sheet.

Barnett, S W., (1995). Long-term effects of early childhood programs on cognitive and
school outcomes. In: The Future of Children: Long-Term Outcomes of Early Childhood Programs,
R.E. Behrman (Ed.), 5(3).

Barbour, N.J., & Seefeldt, C. (1993). Developmental continuity across preschool and
primary grades: Implications for teachers. Wheaton, M.D.: Association for Childhood Education
International.

Barton, P.E. & Coley, R.J. (1992). America’s smallest school: The family. Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service.

Boyce, W.T., Jensen, E.W., James, S.A., & Peacock, J.L. (1983). The family routines
inventory: Theoretical origins. Social Science & Medicine, 17, 193-200.

Bredekamp, S. (Ed.). (1986). Developmentally appropriate practice. Washington, DC:
National Association for the Education of Young Children.

Bredekamp, S. (Ed.). (1992). Developmentally appropriate practice in early childhood
programs serving children birth through age 8. Washington, DC: National Association for the
Education of Young Children.

Bredekamp, S. (1998). Defining standards for practice: The continuing debate. In C.
Seefeldt, & A. Galper, (Eds.), Continuing Issues in Early Childhood Education (pp. 176-189).
Columbus, Ohio: Merrill.

Brooks-Gunn, J., McCarton, C.M., Casey, P.H., McCormick, M.C., Bauer, C.R., Bernbaum,
J.C., Tyson, J., Swanson, M., Bennett, F.C., Scott, D.T., Tonascia, J., & Meinert, C.L. (1994). Early
intervention in low-birth-weight premature infants: results through age 5 years from the Infant Health
and Development Program. JAMA, 272, 1257-1262.

Byrd, R.S. & Weitzman, M.L. (1994). Predictors of early grade retention among children
in the United States. Pediatrics, 93(3), 481-487.



Coiro, M.J., Zill, N., & Bloom, B. (1994). Health of our nation’s children. Vital & Health
Statistics - Series 10: Data From the National Health Survey. (191):1-61

Cook, T.D., & Campbell, D.T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis issues
for field settings. Boston: Houghton-Miffin.

Cook, P.J., & Ludwig, J. (1997). Guns in America: National survey on private ownership
and use of firearms. National Institute of Justice Research Briefs, May.

Crnic, K. & Lamberty, G. (1994). Reconsidering school readiness: conceptual and applied
perspectives. In K.A. Crnic (Ed.)., Early Education and Development, 5(2), 91-104.

Currie, J., & Thomas D. (1995). Does Head Start make a difference? The American
Economic Review, 85, 341-364.

Currie, J., & Thomas, D. (1997). School quality and the longer-term effects of Head Start.

Davis, W.E., & McCaul, E.J. (1991). The emerging crisis: Current and projected status of
children in the United States. ERIC.

Detterman, D.K., & Thompson, L.A. (1997). What is so special about special education?
American Psychologist, 52, 1082-1090.

Duncan, G.J. etal. (1993). Economic deprivation and early-childhood development. ERIC.

Dunn, L.M., & Dunn, L.M. (1981). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised: Manual.
Circle Pines, Minnesota: American Guidance Service.

Epstein, J.L. (1985). Home and school connections in schools of the future: Implications
of research on parent involvement. Peabody Journal of Education. 62(2), 18-41.

Epstein, J.L. (1995). School/family/community partnerships: Caring for the children we
share. Phi Delta Kappan. 701-712.

Farrington, D.P., Gallagher, B., Morley, L., St. Ledger, R.J., & West, D.J. (1990).
Minimizing attrition in longitudinal research: Methods of tracing and securing cooperation in a 24-
year follow-up study. In Magnusson, D. & Bergman, L.R., (Eds). Data Quality in Longitudinal
Research. New York: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Fosburg, L.B., & Brown, B. (1984). The effects of Head Start health services: Executive
Summary of the Head Start evaluation. Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates.

Fuller, R.K. (1990). Controlled clinical trials. XXXXXX 14(3):239-244.



General Accounting Office (GAO), (1997). Head Start research provides little information
on impact of current program. GAO/HEHS-97-59, April 1997.

Gorges, T.C. (1995). Homework: parent and student involvement and their effects on
academic performance. Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 11(1), 18-31.

Gresham, F.M., & Elliott, S.N. (1990). Social Skills Rating System. Circle Pines, MN:
American Guidance Service, Inc.

Grolnick, W.S., Benjet, C., Kurowski, C.O., & Apostoleris, N. H. (1997). Predictors of
parental involvement in children’s schooling. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 538-548.

Hale, B.A., Seltz, V., & Zigler, E. (1990). Health Services and Head Start: A forgotten
formula. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 11, 447-458.

Hansen, W.B., Collins, L.M., Malotte, K.C., Johnson, C.A., Fielding, J. (1985). Attrition in
prevention research. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 8(3), 261-275.

Henderson, A.T. (1987). The evidence continues to grow: Parental involvement improves
student achievement. National Committee for Citizens in Education. Columbia: Maryland.

Howes, C., & Olenick, M. (1986).  Child care and family influences on toddlers’
compliance. Child Development, 57, 202-216.

Huston, A. (Ed.). (1992). Children in poverty. NY: Cambridge University Press.

Jurs, S.G., and Glass, G.V. (1971). The effect of experimental mortality on the internal and
external validity of the randomized comparative experiment. Journal of Experimental Education,
40, 62-66.

Kagan, S.L. (1991). Moving from here to there: Rethinking continuity in transitions in early
care and education. In B. Spodek & O. Saracho (Eds.), The yearbook in early childhood education
(vol. 2, pp. 132-151). New York: New York Teachers College Press.

Kagan, S.L. (1994). Early care and education: Beyond the fishbowl. Phi Delta Kappan,
76(3), 184-187.

Kelley, MA K., Glover, J.A., Keefe, J.W., Halderson, C., Sorenson, C., & Speth, C. (1986).
School climate survey. Reston, VA: National Association of Secondary School Principals.

Larson, C.S., Gornby, D.S., Shiono, P.H., Lewit, E.M., & Behrman, R.E. (1992). School-
linked services: analysis. Future of Children, 2(1), pp 6-18.

Leik, R.K., & Chalkley, M.A. (1988). Final Report— The Head Start Family Impact Project.



Lee, V.E., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Shnur, E. (1988). Does Head Start work? A 1-year follow-up
comparison of disadvantaged children attending Head Start, no preschool, and other preschool
programs. Developmental Psychology, 24, 210-222.

Lee, V.E., Brooks-Gunn, J., Schnur, E., & Liaw, F. (1990). Are Head Start effects sustained?
A longitudinal follow-up comparison of disadvantaged children attending Head Start, no preschool,
and other preschool programs. Child Development, 61, 495-507.

Lombardi, J. (1992). Beyond transition: ensuring continuity in early childhood services.
ERIC Digest.

Love, J.M., Logue, M.E., Trudeau, J.V., & Thayer, K. (1992). Final Report of the National
Transition Study: Transitions to Kindergarten in American Schools. Portsmouth, NH: RMC
Research Corporation.

Manheim, J.B., & Rich, R.C., (1991). Empirical political analysis: Research methods in
political science, 3rd edition. White Plains NY: Longman.

McCartney, K. (1984). Effects of quality of day care environment on children’s language
development. Developmental Psychology, 20, 244-260.

McKey, R., Condelli, L., Ganson, H., Barrett, B., McConkey, C., & Plantz, M. (1985). The

impact of Head Start on children, family, and communities: Final report of the Head Start evaluation,
synthesis, and utilization report. (DHHS Pub. No. OHDS 85-31193) Washington, DC: U.S.

Government Printing Office.

Meinert, C.L. (1986). Clinical trials: Design conduct, and analysis. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Orr S.T., James S.A., Burns B.J., Thomson B. Chronic stressors and maternal depression:
Implications for prevention. American Journal of Public Health 1989; 79: 1295-1296.

Orr S.T., James S.A. Maternal depression in an urban pediatric practice: Implications for
health care delivery. American Journal of Public Health 1984; 74: 363-365.

Parker, F.L., Piotrkowski, C.S., Horn, W.F., & Greene, S.M. (1995). The challenge for Head
Start; Realizing its vision as a two-generation program. In S. Smith (Ed.), Two generation programs
for families in poverty: A new intervention strategy. Advances in applied Developmental
Psychology (Vol. 9).

Peterson, D. (1989). Parent involvement in the educational process. ERIC Digest.

Pettit, G.S., Bates, J.E., & Dodge, K.A. (1997). Supportive parenting, ecological context,
and children’s adjustment: A seven-year longitudinal study. Child Development, 68, 908-923.




Powell, D.R. (1995). Enabling young children to succeed in school. Washington, DC:
American Educational Research Association.

Prochaska, J.O., & DiClemente, C.C. (1982). Transtheoretical therapy: Toward a more
integrative model of change. Psychotherapy; theory, research, and practice, 19, 176-288.

Prochaska, J.O. (1992). Helping patients at every stage of change. Behavioral approaches
to addiction, 1(1),2 - 7.

Ramey, S.L., & Ramey, C.T. (1992). The National Head Start/Public School Early Childhood
Transition Study: An Overview. Washington, D.C.: Administration on Children, Youth, and
Families.

Ramey, S.L., & Ramey, C.T. (1993). Obstacles and barriers to implementing the Head
Start/Public School Early Childhood Transition Demonstration Project. Technical Report submitted
to Administration on Children, Youth, & Families.

Ramey, C.T., & Ramey, S.L. (1994). Which children benefit the most from early
intervention? Pediatrics, 94, 1064-1066.

Ramey, S.L. Ramey, C.T., & Phillips, M.M. (1996). Head Start children’s entry into public
school: an interim report on the National Head Start/Public School early childhood transition
Demonstration Study. Technical report, submitted to ACYF.

Ramey, S.L., & Ramey, C.T. (1997). Evaluating educational programs: Strategies to
understand and enhance educational effectiveness. In: C. Seefeldt & A. Galper (eds.), Continuing
Issues in Early Childhood Education (2™ edition), pp. 274 - 292. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice Hall.

Ramey, C.T., & Ramey, S.L. (1998). Early intervention and early experience. American
Psychologist, 53, 109-120.

Ramey, S.L., & Ramey, C.T. (1998). The transition to school: concepts, practices, and
needed research. American Institutes for Research: Palo Alto, CA.

Ramey, C.T., & Ramey, S.L., & Lanzi, R.G. (1998). Differentiating developmental risk
levels for families in poverty: creating a family typology. In M. Lewis and C. Feiring (Eds.)
Families, risks, and competence. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 187-205.

Ramey, S.L., & Ramey, C.T. (1999). Going to school: How to help your child succeed.
New York: Goddard Press.

Ramey, S.L., Lanzi, R.G., Phillips, M.M., & Ramey, C.T. (April, 1999). Poster symposium.
Are children’s early impressions of school predictive and meaningful? Biennial Meeting, Society
for Research in Child Development, Albuquerque, New Mexico.



Ramey, S.L,Ramey, C. T., & Lanzi, R. G. (in press). The transition to school: Building upon
preschool foundations and preparing for lifelong learning. In E. Zigler & S. Styfco (Eds.), The Head
Start debates. Connecticut: Yale University Press.

Ramey, C. T., & Ramey, S. L. (in press). Early educational interventions and intelligence.
In E. Zigler & S. Styfco (Eds.), The Head Start debates. Connecticut: Yale University Press.

Reedy, Y.B. (1991). A comparison of long range effects of participation in Project Head
Start and impact of three differing delivery models. State College, PA: Pennsylvania State
University.

Reid, M., & Landesman, S. (1988). Your Child’s Adjustment to School. Seattle: University
of Washington.

Reid, M., & Landesman, S. (1988). What I Think of School. Seattle: University of
Washington.

Reynolds, A.J. (1996). Cognitive and family-support mediators of preschool effectiveness:
A confirmatory analysis. Child Development, 67(3), 1119-1140.

Rubin, R.I., Olmsted, P.P., Szegda, M.J., Wetherby, M.J., & Williams, D.S. (1983). Long
term effects of parent education Follow Through Program participation. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal, April, 1983.

Santer, L.J. & Stocking, C.B. (1991). Safety practices and living conditions of low-income
urban families. Pediatrics, 88(6), 1112-1118.

U.S. Department of Education (1994). Strong Families, Strong Schools: Building Community
Partnerships for Learning.

U.S. Department of Education (1997). The nineteenth annual report to Congress on the
implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office
of Special Education.

Walker, H.M., Block-Pedego, A., Todis, B., & Severson, H. (1991). School Archival
Records Search. Longmont: Sopris West.

Woodcock, R.W., & Johnson, M.B. (1990). Woodcock-Johnson psycho-educational battery -
revised. Allen,Texas: DLM Teaching Resources.7

Zill, N., & Collins, M. (1996). Approaching kindergarten: Family risk factors. ERIC.

Zigler, E., & Muenchow, S. (1992). Head Start: The inside story of America’s most
successful educational experiment. New York: Basic Books.




Zigler, E., & Valentine, J. (Eds.). Project Head Start: A Legacy of the War on Poverty. New
York: Free Press.




Technical Report #1

Creation of the Data Set for Analysis



The basic data set used for analysis in this report has been the product of a series of critical
decisions made and processes completed over the course of four years. Each step and decision was
based on careful review of the data themselves as well as other available information, consideration
of alternatives and implications, and often consultation with key advisors within ACYF and the
National Transition Demonstration Study’s Technical Work Group.

Because the National Transition Demonstration Study incorporated data obtained from a
variety of informants (children, families, teachers, principals, school records, national databases),
the construction of the final data set is based on the concept of family units. Unique seven-digit
family/child identification numbers were assigned to each child participating in the study, indicating:
(10 the cohort (one of 2); (2) the site (one of 31); (3) Head Start affiliation (former Head Start or
non-Head Start); (4) unique family affiliation (a 3-digit identifier); and (5) whether or not the child
had a sibling in the study (a single digit identifier). All data that were associated with a given child
(i.e., from the family interview, child assessments, child-specific teacher questionnaire, and
information from school records) was linked to the child, on all relevant forms, via this family/child
identification number. A family unit, then, was defined as a child/family unit (defined by the unique
identification number) that had, in kindergarten (at baseline), some associated data -- either a family
interview, a child assessment, a teacher questionnaire, or information from the school records. Any
combination of the four data sources could exist for the family unit at any given time point
throughout the four-year longitudinal follow-up period. In April 1995, at the mid-point of the study,
a total of 12, 067 family units were involved in the National Transition Demonstration Study.

A series of data clarification processes were completed in the ensuing four years, each
resulting in some modification to the number of observations within the data set. The steps of
clarification and the consequences in terms of lost cases (totaling 1,238 cases) are outlined in Table
1 below. The deletion of one site from the analysis sample (because of failure to submit adequate
documentation of random assignment of schools) led to the largest reduction in sample size (a total
of 785 cases removed from the analysis sample). The additional steps together removed total of a
435 cases from the analysis sample. The final analysis set, then, includes 7,515 cases -- 90 percent

of the original sample.
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Table 1. Steps taken in clarification of data set and resulting loss of cases available for
analysis

Decision/activity Cases remaining

Began with: 12,067

Clarification of family/child ID numbers, consolidation of
records in baseline, correction of cohort, or correction of 11,819
Head Start status: total loss = 248 cases (2% of family units)

Removal of family units whose initial school was not

included among study schools (primarily one site carrying a 11,737
third local cohort): total loss = 82 cases (0.8% of family
units)

Removal of family units whose only source of information at
baseline was the Information from School Records: total loss 11,652
= 85 cases (0.8% of family units)

Removal of family units with no baseline information about
treatment condition of school: total loss = 38 cases (0.3% of 11,614
family units)

Removal of family units from one site that did not provide
adequate documentation of random assignment of schools: 10,829
total loss = 785 cases (468 cohort 1, 317 cohort 2)

Ofthese 10,829 family units included in the final data analysis set, 7,515 were former Head Start
participants and the remainder (3,314) did not participate in Head Start prior to enrolling in
kindergarten. Thus, the final analysis set used as a basis for child and family analyses reported
in this final report includes the 7,515 former Head Start children and families.

There was some variability in the completeness of data within and across rounds for a given
family unit. For example, a family interview could be present but the child assessment and teacher
questionnaire missing, or the family unit could have data available in kindergarten but not in the
following year. Table 2 summarizes the availability of data forms of certain types across rounds of

data collection, singly and in key combinations.
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Table 2. Data available by type and by years (data collection points)

Source of Data Record

Years in School

1 2 3 4 3or4
Child Assessment 7325 6065 5788 5740 6193
Family Interview 7078 5493 5284 5196 5903
Information from School Records 6535 5675 5383 5390 5900
Teacher, Part B 6501 5331 4821 4572 5445
Child Assessment and Family Interview 6894 5289 5037 4907 4276
Child Assessment and Information from 6435 5460 5153 5145 4606
School Records
Child Assessment and Teacher B 6412 5188 4714 4484 3854
Family Interview and Information from 6253 4945 4616 4583 3901
School Records
Family Interview and Teacher B 6208 4688 4229 4015 3308
Information from School Records and 6054 5037 4620 4438 3300
Teacher B
Child Assessment, Family Interview and
Information from School Records 6154 4859 4539 4452 5200
Child Assessment, Family Interview and 6124 4609 4177 3962 4336
Teacher B
Child Assessment, Information from
School Records, and Teacher B 5991 4947 4560 4385 5206
Family Interview, Information from
School Records, and Teacher B >798 4492 4091 3929 4807
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Technical Report #2

Methodology Employed in Creating Family Clusters



Head Start families become Head Start families based on a single criterion: the family’s
income at time of application is below the federal poverty line for a family of a given size. There
is one exception to this: if a child has a disability, the family does not need to meet the income
eligibility criterion, although in fact the overwhelming majority of Head Start children with
disabilities also come from families with poverty level incomes.

In general, Head Start children are considered at elevated risk for non-optimal school
performance, based on many studies and reports that children from poverty families do less well than
children from higher income families on almost all measures of academic success, and sometimes
on measures of social adjustment. Follow-up studies of former Head Start children suggested there
may be a “loss of gains” over the first four years of school. Reviews of research on the effects of
Head Start suggest there may be benefits in social development and academic readiness. As stated
in the overview chapter, the rationale for this national project was largely to prevent this possible
decline. The goal was to enhance children’s school adjustment over the first four years.

What is often ignored in studies of how children adjust to school is the relationship of
poverty to many other life conditions and resources available to children, families, their schools, and
communities. Accordingly, in this study, it was recognized from the beginning, that different
children and families may have different needs, in part related to their life situation when the
children enrolled in kindergarten. Further, families are not static, and changes in the family’s life
situation may contribute to other important changes in the child’s adjustment to school.

In this chapter, we present descriptive information about the natural diversity that occurs
within a large sample of former Head Start children. It is important to note, however, that this is
not necessarily a nationally representative sample of former Head Start children. In fact, there is
an under representation of the Hispanic Latino families in this sample. The sample represents
grantees who were skillful in presenting a strong proposal for how they would enhance the school-
age outcomes for former Head Start children and their families, and these sites typically are
somewhat above the national average on a number of sociological and community level markers,
such as rates of unemployment, income, crime, and parent educational level. However, this sample
does include a wide range of characteristics, which is typical of national data presented about Head

Start (ACYF, 1998).

We also emphasize here that despite the risk conditions associated with poverty, there are a

Technical Report 2 - Page 2



number of important strengths that characterize many former Head Start families. These may be just
as important in helping to understand the different school age outcomes for children and families.
The slanted view often presented on families that are marginalized because of income or other
factors, such as ethnicity, has been well articulated (Huston, McLoyd, Garcia Coll, 1994; Huston,
1991).

Since family strengths historically have been neglected when studying children of poverty,
we begin by presenting these characteristics (referred to as the family strengths index). Next, we
describe the extent to which certain parent and family characteristics typically considered
“challenges” or “risk” variables affect this sample (referred to as the family challenges index).
Finally, we present several ways of looking at these characteristics collectively or holistically. The
findings indicate that there is tremendous diversity in this 31 site study. This diversity is so strong
that many of the analyses presented in later chapters on the outcomes for children, families, schools,

and communities take this natural diversity -- present when the study began -- into account.

Family Strengths Index

A family strengths index was created based on six characteristics related to child outcomes.
These characteristics included: primary caregiver has college degree or higher; mother and father
active as parents (defined as either living in the home or active in helping with parenting duties);
income greater than or equal to 150% of poverty; family rates the probability for success in the
neighborhood as high to very high (e.g. graduating from high school, attending college); family
member reads daily to child; and family routines are highly organized (see Table 1). These binary
variables were summed to create a family strengths index, with a possible range of 0 - 6. The
majority of the families had either one (39%) or two (22%) strengths. Only about 12% of the
families reported having three or more strengths. Interestingly, more than a quarter of the families
did not report strengths. The mean strength was 1.22 (1.06 SD).

It is important to note that there are some important aspects of family life that are known to
affect children about which we did not have information. Factors such as special mentor or special
person who is actively engaged in a child’s life were not always known, and day-to-day family
functioning was not measured objectively, but rather assessed through the perspective of the child’s

primary caregiver.
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Table 1. Variables Included in Family Challenges and Strengths Indices

depression screen

Variable Family Challenges Index Family Strengths Index
(12 variables) (6 variables)
Primary Caregiver
Caregiver education level less than high school college degree or higher
Caregiver has chronic health |[yes | -
problem
Caregiver has positive yes |-

Caregiver’s age at child’s
entry into kindergarten

less than 24 years

Mother and father active as
parents (either live in home or
help with parenting)

yes

Family Resources

Household income

< 50% federal poverty level

> 150% federal poverty level

in home

Family receives AFDC yves | e
Family has been homelessin [yes |-
past 12 months or lives in

shelter

Family moved 2 or more yes | e
times in last 12 months

Family has 4 or more children {yes | -

Neighborhood

Probability for success scale low to very low high to very high
Family Supports for Learning/School

Reading/storytelling to child | 1-2/wk or almost never daily

Family routines

highly disorganized defined
as <46

highly organized defined as >
72
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Family Challenges Index

A family challenges index was created based on twelve characteristics. These characteristics
included: primary caregiver has less than a high school diploma or GED; primary caregiver has a
chronic health problem; primary caregiver was screened positive for depression; primary caregiver’s
age at child’s kindergarten entry was less than 24 years; family income was less than 50% of poverty;
family receives AFDC; family is homeless or in a shelter; family has moved two or more times in
the past year; four or more children live in the home; family rates the probability for success in the
neighborhood as low to very low (e.g. graduating from high school, attending college); family
member reads infrequently to child (1-2 times per week or almost never); and family routines are
highly disorganized (see Table 1 above). These binary variables were summed to create a family
challenges index, with a possible range of 0 - 12. There were approximately equal numbers of
families who reported one challenge (19%), two challenges (22%), and three challenges (18%).
Somewhat fewer, but still a fair number of families, reported four challenges (14%) or five or more
challenges (14%). More than one out of ten families (13%) reported that they did not have any
challenges. The mean challenge was 2.52 (1.77 SD).

Again, there are some important factors about the family known to affect children about
which we did not have information. These factors include substance abuse and alcoholism, domestic
violence, child abuse and neglect, parental intellectual disability, and incarceration among others.

It is important to note that some of the same characteristics used in the family challenges
index were also used in the family strengths index. The characteristics, however, are not the inverse
of each other; rather they are either the upper or lower limit of the variable (e.g., less than high
school education as a challenge and college degree or higher as a strength). The correlation between

the family strengths and family challenges indices was -0.42 (p<.001).

Family Typology

A series of analyses were conducted to develop a typology of former Head Start families as
the children entered school. The family typology reported in this chapter depicts the diversity within
poverty families and illustrates how a set of standard descriptive variables are interrelated. Also,
these analyses help to set the stage for decision making regarding whether number of challenge
conditions, challenge-to-strength ratios, or clusters will be used as a standard option in looking for

subgroup differences in response to the Transition Demonstration treatment.
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The general strategy used for developing the family typology was as follows. First, fifteen
variables known to describe relevant family characteristics were selected. These family variables
were: percent receiving AFDC, percent receiving SSI, percent employed full-time, mean percent of
poverty, percent finished high school, mean caregiver age (when child entered school), percent
positive depression screen, percent with a chronic health problem that interferes with parenting
duties, percent with father active in child’s life, percent with mother absent from child’s life, mean
number of children, percent born outside of the United States, percent reporting a language other
than English as the primary language spoken in the home, percent of families who have moved two
or more times in the past year, and percent of families who were homeless in the past year (see Table
2 below). These variables are essentially the same as a set used in a previously reported paper (see
Ramey, Ramey, & Lanzi, 1996). The set of analyses reported here, however, was conducted on the
final analysis sample and included SSI, high mobility, and maternal depression, given our
recognition of their importance and prevalence. In addition, other variables were modified to yield
simpler categorical classification, in part based on the fact that detailed information may not be

available in other administrative databases.

Table 2. Variables Used in Cluster Analysis

Total Sample | Number Missing | Percent Missing
Receives AFDC 37.8% 21 0.3%
Receives SSI 12.3% 22 0.3%
Caregiver employed full-time 32.1% 7 0.1%
Percent of poverty (family income) 79.47 (62.14) 648 9.1%
Caregiver finished high school 67.5% 672 9.5%
Caregiver age (when child entered school) 31.18 (7.54) 218 3.1%
Caregiver has positive depression screen 43.5% 639 9.0%
Caregiver has a chronic health problem 3.6% 10 0.1%
Mother active in child’s life 94.9% 0 0%
Father active in child’s life 52.4% 0 0%
Mean number of children in family 2.87 (1.43) 18 0.2%
Caregiver born outside United States 17.0% 241 3.4%
English is primary language spoken in 85.7% 9 0.1%
home
Family moved 2 or more times in last year 7.5% 181 2.6%
Homeless in past 12 months 3.3% 73 1.0%
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As a group, these 15 variables represent a combination of risk conditions, logistical
challenges, and factors that historically have been associated with non-optimal school outcomes for
children. For this analysis, data from the kindergarten year were used. Whenever possible,
information gathered during the fall (baseline) was used, although for a subset of families,
information was not available until the spring of the kindergarten year. The missing data for any
given variable never exceeded 9 percent.

The correlation coefficient was used as the measure of similarity and Ward’s method as the
clustering criterion. This approach has been used with previous studies (Ramey et al, 1984; Ramey,
Ramey, & Lanzi, 1996). The validity of the cluster analysis solution is an important concern, since
random data can give rise to seemingly appropriate cluster solutions (Dubes & Jain, 1979). Thus,
consideration was given to whether groupings of families were an artifact of the cluster analysis.
Because of the size of the current data set, replication and significance tests were completed for the
independent variables. Hence, the data set was randomly divided into two equal groups. The cluster
procedure was then applied to each data subset, using the fifteen variables listed above to determine
if similar solutions were obtained.

Another critical issue in conducting a cluster analysis is determining the appropriate number
of clusters or groups supported by the data (Milligan & Cooper, 1985). Milligan and Cooper (1985)
list 30 techniques proposed for this problem. The clustering criterion available in SAS was selected.
In applying the SAS criterion in the cluster analysis, seven clusters were identified in both data sets.
There was a one-to-one correspondence between the two sets of clusters. The results obtained from
this replication procedure clearly indicated the existence of seven groupings of families.

To determine a final cluster solution, the clustering procedure was applied to the original full
data set. The findings from this analysis indicate that, among the families participating in this
National Transition Demonstration Study, there are remarkably clear major distinctions. A clear
identification of seven major family types emerged. Table 2 presents the distribution of each of the
15 variables for each family type. A brief characterization of these seven family types is found in
Chapter 3. A central finding, as with the previous cluster analyses, is that all of these family types
occur in all major ethnic/cultural groups studied: White/non-Hispanic, African American,

Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, and American Indian (see Table 3).
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Technical Report #3

Psychometric Analyses of Instruments Used



PSYCHOMETRIC REVIEW OF SCALES
Scott Snyder
M. Lee Van Horn

In this psychometric review we have included all of the scales in the National Transition
Project data set that are being used as measures of the project’s outcomes or predictors of outcomes.
Only instruments for which a summary scale score or subscale scores are available are included in
this review. The review focuses on the development and validation of the scoring methods for each
of the instruments reviewed. With the exception of three nationally developed and standardized
assessments, all of the instruments we review here have been validated on the National Transition
Project data. As part of the psychometric review, the reliabilities of each instrument were also
assessed. Internal reliability (usually Chronbach’s alphas) was computed for all scales or subscales
using National Transition data. Test-retest reliabilities were not available from the Transition data;
these reliabilities from the original development of each instrument are reported when they are

available.

THE ASSESSMENT PROFILE FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS: RESEARCH
VERSION
Abbott-Shim & Sibley, 1998

The classroom environment is one of the areas that was targeted for change via the Transition
Demonstration Project. Emphasis was placed on creating classroom environments and implementing
classroom practices that were optimal for children’s social and academic development. The quality
of classroom environments and practices were considered important dependent and mediating
variables in the National Transition Demonstration Project. The Assessment Profile for Early
Childhood Programs: Research Edition (Abbott-Shim & Sibley, 1987, 1992) was selected as the
major tool for documenting classroom practices in this study. Although this tool was originally
designed for use in preschool programs, it had been adapted for use in kindergarten classrooms
(Abbott-Shim, Sibley 1992). This adaptation, the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood
Programs: Research Version served as the foundation instrument for assessment of classroom
practices in this study.

The Assessment Profile consists of a 87 dichotomous judgments (observed, not observed)

made during a single observation within a classroom. Judgments are made in the following areas:
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Learning Environment (concerning the availability, variety and appropriateness of materials and
learning materials and space), Scheduling (concerning the evidence of a schedule that balances a
variety of activities), Interacting (concerning the quality of teacher-child interactions and the nature
of classroom management), curriculum (concerning the nature of instructional delivery), and
individualizing (concerning the nature and use of assessment).

To establish content validity, the Assessment Profile was cross-referenced with the
Accreditation Criteria of the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
and the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (Harms & Clifford, 1980). Reported reliabilities
were in the .90 range and inter-rater reliabilities ranged from .85 to 1.00. Trainers of raters from
each site were trained by the developers of the Assessment Profile to an .85 agreement criterion
before being qualified to train local observers (also to the .85 criterion).

During the second year of the project, several items were added to the instrument in order
to be more sensitive to characteristics and expectations of primary grade classrooms. Preliminary
factor analyses of the Assessment Profile using Headstart Transition data suggested minor to
moderate variations from the initial factor structure across grade levels. These variations reflected
differences in the initial calibration sample and the primary grade classrooms of the Headstart
Transition sample, and a lack of variability for several items, the inclusion of the new field test
items. While the national evaluation team and the developers of the Assessment Profile recognized
such variation as meaningful, there was agreement that for the purposes of longitudinal analysis a
factor structure should be selected that can be used across grade levels. Thatis, while cross-sectional
analyses reveal moderate differences in factor structures for kindergarten and third grade classrooms,

a common factor solution across grade levels was needed in order to address core research questions.

With approval of the project officer and monitoring by the directors and staff of the transition
study, the developers of the Assessment Profile: Research Version used item response theory
strategies and factor analyses to generate a five factor solution that was applicable to longitudinal
comparisons. The resulting solution preserved the structure of the Assessment Profile: Research
Version. The following text and tables are from the Psychometric Report of the Assessment Profile

for Early Childhood Programs: Research Version for the National Transition Demonstration Project

(Abbott-Shim, Sibley & Neel, 1998).
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Psychometric Report of the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood
Programs: Research Version for the National Transition

Demonstration Project
March 1998

Martha Abbott-Shim
Annette Sibley
John Neel

Historical Development of the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Programs
The development of the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Programs (Abbott-
Shim & Sibley, 1987) began in 1975 as a formative assessment measure of the
effectiveness of a child care teacher training project. The intent of the instrument
was to document the application of teacher training in classroom settings. The
original Assessment Profile contained 147 items across six dimensions: Health &
Safety (24 items), Learning Environment (18 items), Scheduling (23 items),
Curriculum (28 items), Interacting (32 items), and Individualizing (22 items). These
dimensions were chosen to represent the training content and simultaneously
represented a logical conceptual organization of the elements of classroom practices.
Training experience demonstrated that the dimensions were inter-related and that
changes in one dimension generally resulted in changes in other dimensions. The
correlation coefficients of the scales also supported the inter-relatedness of the
dimensions (Abbot-Shim, Sibley & Neel, 1992).

The Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Programs: Research Version (Abbott-
Shim & Sibley, 1992) was developed in response to the interest of researchers who
were seeking an efficient, objective, observational measure of classroom practices.
In an effort to respond to researchers who wanted to eliminate redundancies and
reduce the number of items to “critical criteria”, each dimension of the Assessment
Profile was factor analyzed to determine if there was sufficient common variance to
meet the requirements of Item Response Theory (ITR) to form scales. The items in
the Health & Safety scale did not share sufficient variance to meet the criteria of IRT.
Therefore the Health & Safety scale was dropped from the Assessment Profile:
Research Version. The remaining five scales (Learning Environment, Scheduling,
Curriculum, Interacting, and Individualizing) had sufficient variance and were
retained.

The National Transition Demonstration Project data set has provided a substantial
number of classrooms and was, therefore, used to confirm the original analyses of the
five scales. These analyses revealed modest changes in the factor structures. The
original norming sample included 401 preschool, child care, Head Start and
kindergarten classrooms (Abbott-Shim, Sibley & Neel, 1992). Since the Transition
sample is larger and included primary grade classrooms, it is understandable that a
slightly different factor structure might emerge. The analysis also examined a
number of field test items that were included with the Transition sample.
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Initial Analyses of Factor Structures of the Assessment Profile: Research Version
with Transition Data

In conducting the analyses and examining the scales for the Assessment Profile:
Research Version, several assumptions were taken into account. First, the authors
of the Assessment Profile: Research Version recognize their predisposition to
preserve the original scales of the instrument. However, in examining the analyses,
the authors utilized objective criteria throughout the scale revision process. Second,
the 87 items that were common across the data sets for all grade levels were used in
the analyses. Therefore, additional field tests items which had been added to the
instrument and collected at some of the data collection periods were eliminated from
these analyses because they were not available for kindergarten through third grade
data sets. Third, it was decided that there would be the same number of items for
each of the revised scales on the Assessment Profile: Research Version. The item
pools for each of the scales had differing numbers of items and some scales had
greater numbers of items that were more acceptable than other scales. Therefore, a
few good items were eliminated from some scales because item selection was needed
to obtain an equal number of items for each scale. Finally, IRT was used as the
primary selection criterion since IRT scoring is used for the instrument.

The National Transition Assessment Profile: Research Version data included
kindergarten, first, second, and third grade classrooms. All factor analyses reported
here used tetrachoric correlations. As seen in Table 1, separate factor analyses for
kindergarten, first, second, and third grade levels were conducted to determine if
there were differences in factor structures across these grade levels. Table 1 reports
the findings for 933 kindergarten, 935 first grade, 762 second grade, and 820 third
grade classrooms. Factor loadings of .40 and above are reported for the items
represented in the first five factors by grade level. The factors and items are fairly
stable across the different grade levels with the exception of first grade in which the
Interacting and Curriculum items merge into one factor. Although additional factors
emerged in these analyses, none of these were stable across the different grade levels.

The results of these factor analyses across grade levels were similar enough that a
factor analysis for the combined data set, including 2,630 classrooms across
kindergarten, first and second grades, was conducted. Five factors in this analysis
accounted for 71% of the variance. These five factors were clearly the five scales of
the Assessment Profile: Research Version. The factor structure of the combined
groups was similar to the factor structures of the separate groups. In addition to these
five factors, there were eight other factors, each factor consisting of one to five items.
Items measuring factors other than the five factors of the Assessment Profile:
Research Version were prime candidates for removal from the scales. Since we were
creating IRT based scales, we decided to use IRT procedures to select items.

Item Response Theory (IRT) Analyses for the Assessment Profile: Research
Version
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We were encouraged by the five factors to try an IRT scaling for the five scales of the
Assessment Profile: Research Version for the combined data sets, 2,630 kindergarten,
first, and second grade classrooms. First we conducted separate factor analyses on
the items for each of the scales and found that the primary factor accounted for 59%,
63%, 41%, 71%, and 45% of the variance of the items on the Learning Environment,
Scheduling, Curriculum, Interacting, and Individualizing scales respectively. These
percentages substantially exceed Reckase’s (1979) 25% requirement for essential
unidimensionality for the creation of an IRT based scale. Unidimensionality was
supported and creation of IRT based scales was thus justified.

It was our initial expectation that we would base the scales on a two parameter IRT
model because the scores are based on observation and there is not a possibility of
guessing. However, there was enough difference in the fit statistics of the items to
justify a three-parameter rather than a two-parameter model. The difference in the
fit statistics occurred because the lower asymptote for some item characteristic
functions was obviously non-zero. Figure 1 illustrates the difference in fit as plotted
by the Bilog (Mislevsky, R.J. & Bock, 1990) computer program. Figure 1 shows the
fit of a three-parameter model of an item with lower asymptote of .50. In Figure 1
the dots represent the three-parameter item characteristic curve found for this item.
The x’s represent found proportions of positive responses to the item, and the
asterisks represent what the lower asymptote might look like if the two-parameter
model were used with the required lower asymptote of zero. As can be seen from the
figure by the greater distance from the x’s to the asterisks than from the x’s to the
dots, the lower asymptote of zero does not fit the observed proportion well. It is this
lack of fit which leads to a three parameter model rather than a two parameter model.
Examination for item fit yielded 12 usable items on each scale. The IRT reliabilities
of the Learning Environment, Scheduling, Curriculum, Interacting, and
Individualizing scales were .89, .95, .80, .93, and .90, respectively.

We interpreted the non-zero intercepts under the three-parameter model to mean that
even for a lower functioning classroom, there was still a positive probability that the
item would be observed. For example, in the Scheduling scale item # 12 [Classroom
activities reflect variety: There is daily time when Teacher works with a small group
of'three to eight children.] has an asymptote of .50 while in the curriculum scale, item
# 9 [Curriculum is individualized: Activities that involve children of differing skill
levels are modified to accommodate variation within the group] in the Curriculum
scale has an asymptote of .11. These asymptotes reflect that about half of the lower
functioning classrooms were observed to have a teacher working with a small group,
while in about one of ten lower functioning classrooms, the teacher was observed to
modify activities for different skill levels.

Finally, we conducted separate factor analyses on the 12 items for each of the scales
and it was found that the primary factor accounted for 75%, 75%, 55%, and 58% of
the variance of the items on the Learning Environment, Scheduling, Curriculum
Interacting, and Individualizing scales, respectively. The median factor loadings
were .82, .97, .75, .84, and .82, respectively.
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Factor Structures of the Revised Scales on the Assessment Profile: Research
Version

Having selected the 12 items with the best fit for each of the five scales, we ran a
factor analysis to examine the resulting factor structure. Using the 2,630 classrooms
across kindergarten, first and second grades, five factors accounted for 78% of the
variance. Table 2 reports the factor loadings of .30 and above for 57 items on the
five scales of the Assessment Profile: Research Version. Only three items did not
load on the first five factors. However, the IRT analysis was able to use these items
in forming the scales, since all items fit well. Since IRT requires only essential
unidimensionality, as opposed to strict unidimensionality, for creation of a scale, it’s
not surprising that a few items did not load on the five factors.

The five scales of the Assessment Profile: Research Version have met the
unidimensionality criteria for IRT creation of scales, shown strong fit to a three-
parameter IRT model, and have strong IRT reliability estimates for the sample used.
In addition, the factor analysis of the revised scales, which included 60 items,
confirmed the factor structure. The Assessment Profile: Research Version is thus
shown to be a useful set of scales for measuring developmentally appropriate
teaching practices.
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Figure 1
Fit for a Three Parameter Model Contrasted Against Fit for a Two Parameter Model

-4.00 -3.11 -2.22 -1.33 -0.44 0.44 1.33 2.22 3.11 4.00
Theta

. — item characteristic curve for a three parameter model.
x — found proportions of positive responses to the item.
* — lower asymptote for a two parameter model.
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TABLE 1

Factor Analysis of 87 Items on the
Assessment Profile: Research Version

by Grade Level
Item Number Kindergarten 1 Grade 2" Grade 3" Grade
(n=933) (n=935) (n=762) (n=820)
Interacting Factor 1 Factor 1* Factor 2 Factor 5

Al .88 91 77
A2 .84 .90 78
A3 .81 .86 .58
A4 1 .90 .62
Bl .82 .83 .81 .61
B2 73 .83 72
B3 75 .84 .65
Cl .67 41 .61 49
C2 .94 .80 92 .83
C3 .83 .68 74 73
C4 .76 73 .82 .87
C5 .89 .84 .87 .80
Dl 72 .84 .54
D2 .69 74 Sl
D3 43 57

Sch A3 .63

Sch C2 .62

Cur D1 .60 .65

Cur D2 .62

*For Factor 1, Interacting and Curriculum combine into on scale.
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Kindergarten 1 Grade 2™ Grade 3" Grade
Item Number (n=933) (n=935) (n=762) (n=820)
Learning
Environment Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 1

Al .96 .89 .96 .87
A2 71 .54 .70 .81
A3 .96 .88 94 .90
A4 97 .85 .84 .58
AS 93 93 .84
A6 94 91 92 92
A7 .96 .88 94 92
A8 .82 .58 .82 75
A9 .70 .55 93 .88
B1 48 .55 .69 43
B3 .88 72 .82 .84
B5 44
C2 .57 .62 45

Cur Al .60

Cur B2 .64

Cur B3 .61 .76

Cur B4 .81 .82

Cur C1 .56 .60

Cur C2 .86 .66

Cur C5 .69 .90 .81

Cur C6 .57 .61

Int D3 .84 .59

Sch C3 .69 .70

Ind C2 .54

Int D3 .87

Table 1: Factor Analysis of 87 Items on the Assessment Profile: Research Version by Grade Level
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Kindergarten 1 Grade 2™ Grade 3" Grade
Item Number (n=933) (n=935) (n=762) (n=820)
Curriculum Factor 5 Factor 1 Factor 5 Factor 4
A3 .59
Bl .70 .59
B2 .58 .57
B3 53 75
B4 .58 .58
BS .65 71 .55 .67
B6 .78 .49
B7 .70 71
Cl .78 .63
C2 72 47
C3 77 .79 .40
C4 73 53
C5 46
D1 48 .64
D2 .59
D3 46
D4 .67 72
D5 42 .83
LE A10 49
Ind D2 .50
Sch A3 .57
Sch C1 .79
Sch C4 74

* For Factor 1, Curriculum and Interacting combine into one scale
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Item Number Kindergarten 1 Grade 2™ Grade 3" Grade
(n=933) (n=935) (n=762) (n=820)
Scheduling Factor 3 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 3
Al 93 98 94 98
A2 .59 46
B1 97 .99 92 97
B2 97 97 94 .96
B3 .96 .96 .96
B4 .85 .89 .84 .80
BS5 97 .99 94 98
B6 .84 94 .85 .83
B7 95 .96 .96 95
B8 .96 .99 95 .99
C3 46
LE C2 .52
Cur Al .52
Item Number Kindergarten 1*t Grade 2™ Grade 3" Grade
(n=933) (n=935) (n=762) (n=820)
Individualizing Factor 4 Factor 4 Factor 4 Factor 2
Al .76 72 72 73
A2 .69 75 .65 .59
A3 .79 .66 .81 .79
B1 .90 .80 .79 73
B2 92 .87 92 .89
B3 .86 .79 .90 95
B4 90 ]9 92 94
B5 .59 .67 .67 .75
Cl 44
E4 .64
Cur C4 49
Cur D5 .40
Cur D6 .87 71 .76 .89
Cur B4 52 64 60
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TABLE 2

Factor Analysis of 60 Items on the Assessment Profile: Research Version
for Kindergarten, First, and Second Grade Classrooms (n=2630)

Factor 1
Learning Environment
Item Number Loading
Al .97
A2 .64
A3 .96
A4 .89
AS .95
A6 .97
A7 .96
A8 .84
A9 .79
B1 .66
B3 91
Cl 31

*This item loaded on more than one factor.

Factor 2
Scheduling
Item Number Loading
Al .96
B1 .98
B2 .98
B3 .97
B4 .89
BS .98
B6 91
B7 .97
B8 .98
C3 A41%*
*This item loading on more than one factor.
Factor 4
Individualizing
Item Number Loading
Al .79
A2 .80
A3 75
B1 .90
B2 .93
B3 .92
B4 .94
BS .85
E2 31*
E4 .69

Factor 3
Interacting
Item Number Loading
Al .80
A2 .79
A3 .66
A4 .64
B1 .87
B2 17
B3 712
Cl .66
C2 .92
C3 .82
C5 .90
Sch A3 54
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Factor 1

Learning Environment

Item Number Loading
Al 97
A2 .64
A3 .96
A4 .89
A5 .95
A6 97
A7 .96
A8 .84
A9 79
Bl .66
B3 91
Cl 31

*This item loaded on more than one factor.
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To put the synopsis from Quality Assist in perspective, a report by a member of the Transition

Demonstration Project who monitored the work of Quality Assist follows:

SUMMARY FEEDBACK FROM THE MEETING WITH QUALITY ASSIST TO
DISCUSS THE LONGITUDINAL REVISION OF THE ASSESSMENT PROFILE

Scott Snyder

The development of the Assessment Profile (2™ revision) by the staff of Quality
Assist for use in the longitudinal evaluation of the Headstart Transition project was
based on several critical decisions. First, a decision was made to preserve, to the
extent possible, the initial five-factor framework of the original Assessment Profile.
Second, as the Assessment Profile had undergone revision during the course of the
longitudinal study, a decision was made to base longitudinal instrument development
only on those 87 items common to all grades and cohorts. Third, in order to avoid
interdependencies in the data due to classrooms being used for both cohorts, each
classroom is analyzed only once. Fourth, it was decided to generate scales with equal
numbers of items. Finally, a decision was made to use item response theory (ITR)
as the major analytical procedure for constructing scales and for reporting results.
The fourth and fifth decisions are psychometrically related (i.e., it is the use of IRT
that enables scales of equal numbers of items to be generated without substantial loss
of validity within any single scale).

The research done by Quality Assist appears to conform to technical standards of
instrument development. The development of a longitudinal scale presents unique
psychometric challenges associated with selecting scale structures that are both
reasonably stable across grade levels and also interpretable. Through the use of IRT,
factor analysis, qualitative and quantitative examination of item performance and
qualitative interpretation of scale composition, the researchers have generated a
psychometrically defensible and acceptable instrument for monitoring classroom
characteristics at distinct grade levels.

The researchers at Quality Assist acknowledge that an independent group of
researchers analyzing the data may, based on different decisions, generate an
instrument comprised of different scales or items. However, it appears, based on my
review of the analyses presented by Quality Assist, that an alternate structure capable
of accommodating longitudinal data would not vary greatly from the proposed
measure. It should not be surprising that an approximation of the original 5 factors
would emerge from the analysis by Quality Assist, given that the item set that was
analyzed was selected to reflect those 5 factors.
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I have asked for some analyses to be performed before we formally recommend the
generation of local and national data using the revised measure. First, I have asked
for an investigation of the item variance across grade levels. This analysis is
important in validating the stability of the scales across time. Second, I have asked
that a quantitative demonstration be developed of the power of IRT to yield
approximately equal scores based on 10, 12, or 14 items (or a similar distribution of
items) within each scale of the Assessment Profile. Finally, I have asked for an
analysis of the unidimensionality of the revised scales within each grade level. As
there is sufficient evidence of unidimensionality across grade levels to justify use of
the instrument for longitudinal analysis, unidimensionality within grade level would
serve to support the use of the IRT scores for analysis within grade level.

It is important for users of the revised measure to examine the items which comprise

each of the revised scales. While Quality Assist has elected to preserve the original

labels for the factors, the constructs reflected by the remaining items are somewhat

different than those in the original instrument.

Two features of the addendum by Dr. Snyder warrant comment. First, it is important to note
that while the work of Quality Assist is psychometrically sound, an independent group of researchers
may, using the available data, generate an alternative and equally defensible factor structure that does
not match the five factor solution proposed by Quality Assist. Second, reductions and transpositions
of items comprising subscales of the instrument alter, to some extent, the constructs represented by
such subscales. Specifically the following changes are notable:

Learning Environment: A disproportionate number of items relating to the arrangement
of classroom space to encourage independence and reflect the individuality of the child have been
removed. Therefore, the Learning Environment subscale now primarily reflects (9 of 12 items) the
nature and accessibility of instructional materials.

Scheduling: The changes in this scale involve the deletion of items concerning the variety
of classroom activities. To some extent such items are implicit in other items, and therefore may not
represent a substantial change in the underlying construct measured by the scale.

Curriculum: All items relating to multicultural sensitivity and appreciation were excluded
due to the misfit of item performance with the expectations of the psychometric model used to
generate the scale. More than half of the items concerning the ability of children to guide their own
learning were eliminated. Half of the items relating to the individualization of curriculum were

removed. Therefore, the Curriculum scale now focuses more on teacher instructional behaviors than
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previously.

Interacting: Due to their absence from kindergarten observations, all items dealing with the
teacher providing support for student self-regulation were omitted. Furthermore, only one item (out
of four) concerning child engagement within the instructional context was retained. Items
concerning children’s affect were deleted or moved to another subscale.

Individualizing: All three items concerning the inclusion of, and accommodations for,
children with special needs have been omitted. More than half of the items concerning parent-
teacher communication were also omitted. These changes focus the revised scale on assessment
practices.

The aforementioned changes highlight: (a) the need to limit interpretation of the Assessment
Profile: Research Version for the Transition Study to the modified constructs discussed above, and
(b) the need to examine not only scale scores from the Assessment Profile but also the individual
items regarding multicultural sensitivity and inclusive practices for their value in evaluating the
quality of classroom practices and as mediators of child outcomes.

Analyses of internal consistency of the resulting scales yielded coefficient alphas ranging
from .78 to .91 across scales and grades. Moderate intercorrelations were evident amongst the

scales within grade level, suggesting that while the scales are not interdependent, they do tend to co-

vary.

A DEVELOPMENTALLY APPROPRIATE PRACTICES TEMPLATE (ADAPT)
Gottlieb, 1995

In addition to the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Programs: Research Version
(Abbott-Shim, 1992) a second measure was developed to evaluate the success of transition services
to influence effective classroom practices and to examine the influence of classroom characteristics
and practices on academic and social outcomes. A group of investigators involved in the Transition
Study was interested in developing a second measure of classroom practice that they felt was more
closely aligned with the guidelines for developmentally appropriate practice proposed by the
National Association for the Education of Young Children (Bredekamp, 1993). The resulting
measure, A Developmentally Appropriate Practice Template (ADAPT) (Gottlieb, 1995), involves
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observational ratings of eighteen attributes of classrooms. Attributes are nested within three scales:
Curriculum and Instruction, Interaction, and Classroom Management. A composite rubric is also
used to generate an overall rating for each classroom. The scale was initially developed on a sample
of first and second grade classrooms. Exact inter-rater reliability values for an initial subset of 68
classrooms across 21 schools ranged from .69 to .78. This value is somewhat less than the standard
criterion of 85% agreement. However, as this instrument was optional, local sites were not required
to establish higher levels of reliability. It should also be noted that exact agreement is a stringent
criteria for Likert items. Gamma coefficients are often reported as alternative indices of interrater
reliability with such scales.

While the ADAPT was not required, it was administered in a majority of the study sites.
Because the scale was developed and adopted after the first-year of the study, it was not administered
until 1995. Therefore, it was available in first-grade classrooms for the second cohort only. The
ADAPT was administered to 491 first grade classrooms, 1,083 second grade classrooms, and 1,177
third grade classrooms.  Factor analyses yielded a two factor solution in first grade (classroom
rules/structure, classroom climate) accounting for 64% of the variance. Only a single factor emerged
for second and third grade (accounting for approximately 60% of the variance). Confirmatory factor
analyses did not reveal that a two factor solution was an improvement over a one factor solution for
any grade level. Given the truncated sample for first grade and the results of the confirmatory factor
analyses, a single factor solution was adopted for this instrument. Coefficient alphas exceeded .95
at each grade level. Therefore, the summated total score will serve as the primary outcome index
for the ADAPT.

Authors of the ADAPT and the Assessment Profile: Research Version are working conjointly
with members of the National Transition Research team to understand the functions of both scales
in describing the status and changes of classroom practices. Based on preliminary cluster analyses
and correlational studies, it appears that the 4DAPT may be tapping a general disposition of teachers
toward implementing the guidelines for developmentally appropriate practices proposed by the
National Association for the Education of Young Children while the Assessment Profile may isolate
more discrete classroom components. A number of studies examining the convergent and divergent

validities of these scales will be conducted.
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FAMILY RESOURCE SCALE (FRS)
Dunst & Leet, 1987

The Family Resource Scale (FRS) was used in the transition study as a measure of the
respondent’s perception of the adequacy of their family resources. This measure of family resources
provides a unique assessment of how well-off a family is from their own perspective, which is
potentially very different from more standard comparisons such as poverty status. The FRS also
provides a broader assessment of family resources, including their ability to meet their basic needs,
and an assessment of how much time the family has. This scale assesses families’ perceptions of
their needs with the expectation that families will direct their energies to fulfilling their most basic
needs first. The instrument has been shown to be related to families’ commitment to intervention
(Dunst, Leet, & Trivette, 1988).

The FRS was administered in the fall of kindergarten and again in third grade. Respondents
rank thirty items on a five point scale ranging from ‘not at all adequate’ to ‘almost always adequate,’
with ‘not apply’ being an additional choice. The items are ordered starting with those that are most
basic (e.g. Food for 2 meals a day, and Enough clothes for your family) to those that are the least
basic (Money for family entertainment, and Travel/vacation). The FRS was developed in
consultation with a group of 28 professionals, and was tested on a group of 45 low to middle SES
mothers of preschool-aged children (Dunst & Leet, 1987). The instrument had an internal
consistency of .92 in the development data set, and a test-retest reliability of .52. A principal
components analyses, using varimax rotation, of the development data set yielded an 8 factor
solution which accounted for 75% of the variance of the test. This factor set was not used for further
analyses.

Because a review of the FRS concluded that validity of the subscales was not adequately
demonstrated (McGrew, 1992), further analyses of the FRS subscales were performed for the
Transition study before their use in any analyses. Cohort I data was used in an exploratory principal
components analyses, reserving Cohort II data as a confirmatory sample. The psychometric analyses
began by examining the ‘does not apply’ response. For the item ‘Good job for yourself or spouse,’
N/A responses were recoded as ‘1’ because 90% of those responding ‘N/A’ were not employed. The

remaining items with over 10% ‘N/A’ responses were dropped from the analyses because they
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clearly were not relevant to a large portion of the sample. One additional item ‘Money to buy special
equipment/supplies for child(ren)’ was also dropped because it applied to only a subset of the
sample. In the remaining 26 items, ‘N/A’ responses were recoded as missing and the items were
entered into a principal components analyses using listwise deletion of all missing values. This
resulted in a sample of 2,321 Cohort I kindergarten families and 1,883 Cohort I third grade families.
A parallel series of principal component analyses (using polychoric correlation matrices and varimax
rotation) were performed on the Cohort I kindergarten and third grade data. Complex items that
loaded on more than one factor at .45 or greater were dropped. This process resulted in a set of three
highly intuitive subscales -- Basics, Money, and Time -- that included 22 of the 30 items on the FRS
(See Table 1).

The principal components analyses were followed by confirmatory factory analyses on
Cohort II family data from kindergarten and third grade. Following listwise deletion of missing data,
2688 kindergarten families and 2101 third grade families were included in the confirmatory analyses.
Using LISREL 8 with a CSM estimation procedure (weighted least squares estimation of the

polychoric matrices (Kaplan, 1990)), the three

. Table 1. FRS items and factors on which they load.
correlated factor model was imposed on the two Cohort s T m 4 T

II samples. Fit indices were adequate, suggesting that r;
e

< ® 3 O

the three correlated factor model fit the data reasonably
well. Additionally, these fit indices reflected superior

model fit in contrast to competing models.

For further analyses, subscale scores were | Food for 2 meals a day
House or apartment

computed. This was done by taking the mean of all the Enough clothes for your family

items in each respective subscale to form three new | Heatfor your house or apartment

Indoor plumbing/water
variables: Basics, Money, and Time. The mean was [ Medical care for your family
Furniture for your home or apartment

used so that the three subscales would be in the same
Telephone or access to a phone

XEXEIXEXEXIX| XX XJjo o200 20 —0 o

metric, and would be comparable to the original [ Dental care for your family
) . Good job for yourself or spouse
responses (i.€., a score of 1.5 is half way between “Not [TVoney 1o buy things for self

Money for family entertainment

at all adequate” and “Seldom adequate™). As part of

Money to save

this process, the “Does not apply” response category | Travel/vacation
Time to get enough sleep/rest X

bl Bad Bad Bad B

Technical Report 3 - Page 11



was addressed, and it was decided that for those subjects who had 20% or less n/a responses for a
subscale, the n/a response would be replaced with an imputed value based on their present FRS items
(imputed via an EM algorithm). This method allowed us to include respondents who knew how to
answer most of the items on the subscale. It is the least biased method for dealing with these
responses in that the imputed values have very little effect on any given respondent’s subscale scores,
and many fewer respondents are eliminated from the analyses. Dropping respondents from the
analyses represents decreased statistical power and also a bias in the sample if those respondents who
are dropped are at all different from those who remain.

In summary, as part of our psychometric review of the FRS, the proposed subscales were
found to be inadequate. They were modified through a series of exploratory principal components
analyses and subject to verification with confirmatory factor analyses. This process resulted in three
highly intuitive subscales: Basics, Money, and Time. Scores for these subscales were computed for
all respondents, and for those with a small number of “Does not apply” responses, imputation was
used to replace the “Does not apply.” These subscales were also found to have adequate internal

reliabilities (Chronbach’s Alphas where between .72 and .87).

FAMILY ROUTINE INVENTORY (FRI)
Jensen, James, Boyce, & Hartnett, 1983

The family context has been seen as providing order and stability in the lives of children
(Boyce, Jensen, James, & Peacock, 1983). The Family Routine Inventory (FRI) is an instrument that
has been developed to measure differences between families in the ordering of their every day lives.
The presence of routines is expected to be a buffer against stressors that families and children
experience.

The FRI was administered as part of the family interview in the fall of kindergarten and again
as an optional instrument in third grade. Initial examination of the FRI in the Transition data focused
on examining possible subscales. The FRI was examined separately in Cohorts I and II for
kindergarten and third grade using exploratory principal component analyses (with polychoric
correlation matrices and varimax rotation). The results of these analyses were found to be

inconsistent across Cohorts and time periods, and they also failed to show theoretically significant
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subscales. Consequently, the author’s suggested scoring protocol of using one frequency score (a
summation of the ordinal values) is used for all further analyses.

The FRI was originally validated on a sample of 307 mothers who represented diverse
ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds (Jensen, James, Boyce, & Hartnett, 1983). The
instrument was found to have acceptable test — retest reliability (.79) and was also validated by
comparison to the subscales of the Family Environment Scale which measure similar constructs.
Scores were found to be moderately related to the Family Environment Subscales, to family
income, and to the age of the oldest child in the family. The FRI scores in the Transition data
where found to have acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha’s: kindergarten = .71, and

third grade = .77).

NEIGHBORHOOD SCALES
Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles, Elder, & Sameroff, 1990

The Neighborhood Scales are a measure of positive and negative dimensions of the
neighborhood a family lives in, from the perspective of the respondent (Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles,
Elder, & Sameroff, 1990). This measure allows family units in the National Transition Project to
be placed in the broader context of their neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Scales consist of six
scales which measure: neighborhood cohesiveness; barriers to services; negative effects; social
control in neighborhood, probability of success for children in neighborhood, and a global rating of
neighborhood.

The Neighborhood Scales were administered as part of the family interview in the fall of
kindergarten, and again in first grade. In third grade, one of the six subscales was part of the
National Core and the remaining five subscales were optional, and were administered in 10 sites.
As part of the psychometric review, the six scales of this instrument were tested with two
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using kindergarten and first grade data. The CFA (using
polychoric correlations and the WLS estimation procedure) showed strong support for the existence
of six correlated subscales (All fit indices were above .90), and rejected the alternative model that

all items loaded on a single construct. The six subscales were moderately correlated (from -.49 to
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.67) in each grade. The internal reliability of the scales was adequate (Chronbach’s alphas ranged
from .74 to .87 in kindergarten and .76 to .88 in first grade).

PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED (PPVT-R)
Dunn & Dunn, 1981

Due to the importance of communication and comprehension, receptive language is
considered an important factor in a child’s successful transitions in school. The Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) was used as the measure of receptive vocabulary. The test is not
considered to be a general test of intelligence, and was not used as a proxy measure of general or
verbal intelligence for this study. It was hypothesized that classroom quality would be related to
PPVT-R scores. Furthermore, because of the importance of verbal comprehension as a factor in
school success, performance on the PPV'T-R was expected to be an important predictor of other
academic outcomes.

The PPVT-R is individually administered and requires approximately ten to fifteen minutes
to complete. The scale requires a child to point to a picture that represents the word spoken by the
examiner. The PPVT-R was standardized nationally on a representative sample of 5,028 persons.

One hundred children of each gender at each age level were used in the standardization sample.
Rasch analysis was used to equate the two forms of the scale. A non-technical discussion of Rasch
scaling is provided at the end of this document. Internal consistency values (split-half reliabilities)
for children and youth ranged from .61 to .88. The median test-retest reliability was approximately
.78 for a an interval of 31 days or less indicating adequate short-term stability. It should be noted
that a relatively lower level of stability was found for children between the age of five years and eight
years eleven months than for older children.

While reviewers are generally positive about the technical merits of the PPVT-R, and
researchers use the instrument frequently as a measure of receptive vocabulary, concern has been
expressed about the adequacy of sampling in terms of geographic, linguistic, ethnic, and
socioeconomic representation (Wiig, 1985). A Spanish version of the instrument was made

available and was used as a secondary measure with Spanish-speaking children.
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SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY
Kelley, Glover, Keefe, Halderson, Sorenson, & Speth, 1986

The School Climate Survey (Kelley, Glover, Keefe, Halderson, Sorenson, & Speth, 1986)
was created to measure individuals' perceptions of how the community feels about the school.
Respondents are asked to rate how much ‘most people’ would agree with specific statements.
The statements are meant to be school wide, not specific to a given classroom. The nature of this
instrument is such that it opens the possibility of creating composite ratings for each school,
based on the ratings of all respondents from that school.

The School Climate Survey was administered to parents, teachers, and principals in all
five years of the study. The scale was modified for use in the Transition study, and 9 items of the
original instrument were deleted. This resulted in a 46 item instrument, with 9 subscales
(Teacher-Student Relationships; Security and Maintenance; Administration; Student Academic
Orientation; Student Behavioral Values; Student Peer Relationships; Parent and Community-
School Relationships; Instructional Management; Student Activities). There are six possible
responses to each item ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree,” and a response of
‘don’t know.” The psychometric review for this scale focuses on validation of the 9 subscales in
the National Transition Project data set, and on resolving questions about the use of the ‘don’t
know’ response.

Initial validation of the School Climate subscales involved exploratory principle components
analyses using teacher and family responses, with listwise deletion of the ‘don’t know’ responses.
All teacher responses were included in one analysis for this purpose, and family responses were
analyzed by grade level of the child. These analyses were not conclusive. Use of an eigen value of
1 for determining the number of factors to be retained suggested a nine factor solution that was
similar but not identical to that proposed by the authors. However, the amount of variance accounted
for by each factor over 5 was less than 3%, suggesting that these factors were not very useful.
Because no theoretically meaningful solution containing less than 9 factors was found, the decision
was made to use a 9 factor solution. CFA analyses were then conducted using polychoric
correlations and the WLS estimation procedure. These analyses rejected a one factor solution, but

found very few differences between the new 9 factor solution suggested by the principal components
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analyses and the original one proposed by the authors. Without having a strong reason to modify
the original factor structure, the authors' original factors are used for the rest of the study. The
factors have adequate internal reliability (Chronbach’s alphas range from .73 to .93 in kindergarten),
and are highly correlated (between .73 and .93 for families, and between .58 and .88 for teachers
using the correlations estimates derived from the CFA analyses).

One other issue with the School Climate Survey was also dealt with. A large number of
respondents cited ‘don’t know’ for one or more items. This is especially true of responses to the
family interview, in which some items had over a 25% ‘don’t know’ response. The scoring protocol
for the School Climate Survey calls for treating “don’t know” responses as missing, and then
computing a mean score for each subscale based on the number of responses that were present. This
is mathematically equivalent to replacing “don’t know” responses with the average of all other items
in that subscale for a given subject. We, however, find this option to be problematic because
individual items have different distributions and are conceptually different from one another; thus
replacing a given item with the mean of different items is a poor estimate of the value of the missing
data. This also does not address what happens if a given item has a large “don’t know” response.

In our analyses of the “don’t know” responses, we first looked at the percentage of
respondents in each group that cited “don’t know” for each year. This clearly showed that “don’t
know” is an often cited response for families, although with the exception of one subscale it was
rarely cited by the teachers and principals. Consequently, we recommend not using the one subscale,
Student Activities, that all three groups of respondents tend to answer “don’t know” to. The
remaining eight subscales do not appear to have a problem with teacher or principal scores.

Further review of patterns of “don’t know” responses shows that for the family respondents,
other subscales appear to have large percentages of “don’t know” responses. This appears to be an
indication by the respondents that the questions are difficult for parents to access. We decided that
subscale scores to be used should have on average no more than 10% “don’t know” responses for
all the items on the subscale. Using this criteria, the Administration, Student Behavioral Values,
Parent and Community-School Relationships, and Instructional Management subscales scores would
not be used for the family respondents. That leaves 4 subscales remaining for the families, Teacher-

Student Relationships, Security and Maintenance, Student Academic Orientation, and Student-Peer
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Relationships.

For the four remaining subscales of the family respondent, we recommend treating the “don’t
know” responses as missing data, and imputing their values using the EM algorithm. We only
recommend using this solution, however, when the respondent answers most (75%) of the items on
a given subscale. So, if a respondent replied “don’t know” to one or two items in the Teacher-
Student subscale, those responses would be replaced with imputed values; however, if they
responded “don’t know” to 3 or more items, their subscale score would remain missing. A review
of the missing data patterns in kindergarten shows that this procedure would greatly increase the
amount of data available for those four subscales in which it is used (with the imputation procedure,
valid data is obtained for 93% to 96% of the subjects).

This recommendation is a conservative response in that it requires respondents to have
answered most of the items before we assign them a score for that subscale. However, some
conceptual issues have been raised with the use of any method of replacing “don’t know” responses
with data. Imputation or any other method of replacing these values is essentially taking a
respondent’s answer, and changing it. That is, the data is not actually missing, consequently
replacing it with other values is not imputation. In our view the approach we are using provides the
most conservative and least biasing method of solving this problem. That is, we are only replacing
“don’t know” responses when a subject did know enough of the items for a subscale that we can be
reasonably confident that we are having little effect on what their subscale score would have been
had they known the answer to it. Also, we are suggesting a technique for replacing the “don’t know”

responses which we expect to provide the best possible estimates of the items that are missing.

SOCIAL SKILLS RATING SYSTEM (SSRS)
Gresham & Elliott, 1990

The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) is an instrument, administered to parents and
teachers, that measures different aspects of children’s social skills. Respondents are asked how often
the child exhibits a behavior, and how important that behavior is. However, the scoring protocol

addresses only the assessments of a child’s behavior. While the teacher and parent forms of the
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SSRS are different, about half of the items on them are identical. The SSRS was developed on a
nationally representative sample of 4,170 children, and standard scores are available for the different
SSRS scales which are based on population norms taking the sex of the child into account.

In the Transition project, the SSRS is the primary non-academic child outcome. The Social
Skills scale of the SSRS was administered to parents and teachers in kindergarten through third grade
and the problem behavior scale was administered to parents and teachers in second and third grades.
These scales were all found to have adequate internal reliability (Coefficient Alphas from .87 to .94)
and test-retest reliability (Correlations of .87 to .65) in the national sample on which they were
tested, with the caveat that the test-retest reliability for parents' ratings was a little low (.65). Each
of'the SSRS scales administered are composed of a number of subscales. The Social Skills scale has
three subscales (Cooperation, Assertion, and Self-control) in the teacher version, and one additional
one (Responsibility) in the Parent version