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Executive Summary

The Children’s Profile at School Entry (CPSE) wamducted by the UCD Geary Institute who are
commissioned by the Northside Partnership to agbeskevels of school readiness in several deséghat
disadvantaged communities of Ireland, as part obwarall evaluation of th®reparing for Life (PFL)
early childhood interventioprogramme.

Purpose and Description of the CPSE

The CPSE is an annual representative survey ofetrads of school readiness of Junior Infant chidre
attending the local primary schools in fAREL catchment area. These surveys 1) indicate the gjelegel
of school readiness of children attending schaolthé PFL catchment area, 2) indicate whether FteL
programme is generating positive externalities, 3nderve as a baseline measure of school readimess
the PFL cohort.

CPSE Methodology

The CPSE is conducted between October and Deceaibesich year starting in 2008 and continuing
through 2013. Five waves of data have been cotldctelate. Data were collected via online questines
completed by teachers and paper and pen questieanadmpleted by caregivers. The teachers’ and
caregivers’ response rates were 99% and 76% (Wg\v@8% and 78% (Wave 2), 100% and 81% (Wave
3), 100% and 81% (Wave 4) and 99 % and 82% (Wavedpectively, resulting in a total CPSE cohort of
565 children. Thus, the response rates are higthawnel been improving over time.

Pupil school readiness was assessed using teautieragegiver reports on the Short Early Development
Instrument (S-EDI; Janus, Duku, & Stat, 2005). B&DI is composed of 48 core items and provides
scores across five domains of school readinphysical health and well-being, social competence,
emotional maturity, language and cognitive develeptytand communication and general knowleddée
S-EDI has normative data that correspond to eachatip allowing comparisons with a representative
Canadian sample.

Results
School Readinessin the Wave 1 (2008-2009) CPSE Cohort
» Teachers rated children in the CPSE Wave 1 coteodigplaying significantijower levels of
school readiness than a Canadian norm, while camegrated children as displaying significantly
higherlevels of school readiness than a Canadian norm.

e Children were rated highest g@hysical health and well-beingndsocial competengavhile they
were rated lowest on theommunication and general knowleddemain by teachers and were
rated lowest on thenguage and cognitive developmepimain by caregivers.

» Approximately 50% of children in the CPSE Wave hat were performingbovethe Canadian
norm in terms ofphysical health and well-beingnd social competenceApproximately 70% of
children were ratedbelow the norm on theemotional maturity language and cognitive
developmentandcommunication and general knowleddgmains, demonstrating specific areas of
weakness for a large portion of the CPSE Wave brtoh

» Just fewer than 18% of children scored in the |avi€86 of the entire CPSE cohort on one of the
five S-EDI domains and a further 10% scored lowen domains, with 9% scoring low on three
or more domains.



School Readinessin the Wave 2 (2009-2010) CPSE Cohort

Teachers rated children in the CPSE Wave 2 coldisplaying significantljower levels of
school readiness than a Canadian norm, while cameggrated children as displaying significantly
higherlevels of school readiness than a Canadian norm.

Children were rated highest ghysical health and well-beingndsocial competencand lowest
on thelanguage and cognitive developmedoinain by both teachers and caregivers.

Approximately 60% of children in Wave 2 of the CP&khort were performingbovethe norm in
terms ofsocial competencé\pproximately 55% to 60% of children were ratedowthe Canadian
norm on thephysical health and well-beingmotional maturityandcommunication and general
knowledgedomains. Seventy-four percent of children in Wauwsgere ratedelowthe norm on the
language and cognitive developmeéomain, demonstrating specific areas of weakneasa farge
portion of the CPSE Wave 2 cohort.

About 12% of children in Wave 2 scored in the lotnH3% of the cohort on one of the five S-EDI
domains, a further 4% scored low on two domaind, lass than 7% scored low on three or more
domains.

School Readinessin the Wave 3 (2010-2011) CPSE Cohort

Teachers rated children in the CPSE Wave 3 colwodisplaying significantljower levels of
school readiness than a Canadian norm, while camegrated children as displaying significantly
higher levels of school readiness than a Canadian norrthephysical health and well-being,
social competenceand communication and general knowledgemains. However, caregivers
rated children significantlyower than the Canadian norm on the domaingmbtional maturity
andlanguage and cognitive developmemfpresenting a change from previous years

Children were rated highest on tphysical health and well-beindomain by both teachers and
caregivers, while they were rated lowest ondbemunication and general knowledggmain by
teachers and were rated lowest onl#mguage and cognitive developmeomain by caregivers.

Fifty percent of children in the CPSE Wave 3 colveste performingabovethe Canadian norm in
terms ofsocial competenceapproximately 40% of children were ratadovethe norm on the
physical health and well-beingnd emotional maturitydomains, while 70% were ratédlowthe
Canadian norm on thi&anguage and cognitive developmemtd communication and general
knowledgedomains. Together with the results from Wavesd Zrthese findings identified certain
areas of weakness for a large number of childremding schools in theFL catchment area.

Approximately 15% of children scored in the low&886 of the entire CPSE cohort on one of the
five S-EDI domains and a further 4% scored lowwa tlomains, with 5% scoring low on three or
more domains of school readiness.

School Readinessin the Wave 4 (2011-2012) CPSE Cohort

Teachers rated children in the CPSE Wave 4 coldisplaying significantljower levels of
school readiness than a Canadian norm omplhiysical health and well-being, emotional maturity,
language and cognitive developmeamid communication and general knowleddemains, while
caregivers rated children as displaying signifitartigher levels of school readiness than a
Canadian norm on thghysical health and well-being, social competemeaotional maturityand
communication and general knowleddemains. However, similar to Wave 3, caregivergdat
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children significantlylower than the Canadian norm on tlsmguage and cognitive development
domain

Children were rated highest on tkecial competenceomain by teachers and on tphysical
health and well-beinglomain bycaregivers, while they were rated lowest on ldreguage and
cognitive developmemtomain by both teachers and caregivers.

Sixty percent of children in the CPSE Wave 4 col@te performingabovethe Canadian norm in
terms ofsocial competen¢cepproximately 43-46% of children were ratdabvethe norm on the
physical health and well-being, emotional maturgtiyd communication and general knowledge
domains, while 70% were rateldelow the Canadian norm on thkenguage and cognitive
developmentiomain. Together with the results from Waves Bn# 3 these findings identified
certain areas of weakness for a large number ddreln attending schools in tH&-L catchment
area.

Approximately 12% of children scored in the low&686 of the entire CPSE cohort on one of the
five S-EDI domains and a further 11% scored lowwwo domains, with 6% scoring low on three
or more domains of school readiness.

School Readinessin the Wave 5 (2012-2013) CPSE Cohort

Teachers rated children in the CPSE Wave 5 colmdisplaying significantljower levels of
school readiness than a Canadian nornalbdomainsof school readiness, while caregivers rated
children as displaying significantlyigher levels of school readiness than a Canadian northen
physical health and well-being, social competeramaptional maturityand communication and
general knowledgedomains. However, similar to Waves 3 and 4, camrgiwated children
significantlylower than the Canadian norm on theguage and cognitive developmedomain

Children were rated highest on tphysical health and well-beindomain by both teachers and
caregivers, while they were rated lowest on ldrguage and cognitive developmelamain by
both teachers and caregivers.

Fifty-five percent of children in the CPSE Wave &hort were performingabovethe Canadian
norm in terms ofocial competen¢approximately 35-47% of children were ratdzbvethe norm
on the physical health and well-being, emotional maturapnd communication and general
knowledgedomains, while 80% were ratdselow the Canadian norm on thanguage and
cognitive developmentiomain. Together with the results from previousvegthese findings
identified certain areas of weakness for a largalrer of children attending schools in tAEL
catchment area.

Approximately 18% of children scored in the low&886 of the entire CPSE cohort on one of the
five S-EDI domains and a further 4.5% scored lowwem domains, with 11% scoring low on three
or more domains of school readiness.

Differencesin School Readiness between the Cohorts

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate no clear similaritieghie patterns of mean scores across the five wafvesta.
According to teacher reports, children in Wave8 2nd 5 were rated as displaying significantly kigh
levels ofemotional maturitythan children in Wave 1. However, according teegarer reports, children in
Waves 1, 2, 4 and 5 were rated as displaying $igmifly moreemotional maturitythan children in Wave

3. Caregivers rated children in Wave 1 significarftigher in thelanguage and cognitive development
domain than children in Wave 3. Teachers rateddddnil significantly higher in theocial competence
domain in Wave 4 than children in Waves 1, 3 andVhile this suggests some differences in school
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readiness skills between the cohorts, we cannatleda that this is a result of externalities frdme PFL
programme as it also may be driven by differenndsacher and caregiver reporting or cohort effects

Between Wave Differencesin Teacher Rated School Readiness

‘ BWave 1 ®BWave 2 BWave 3 BWave 4 I:IWaveS‘

Physical Health & Social Competence Emotional Maturity Language & Communication &
Well-being Cognitive General Knowledge
Development

Teacher Rated S-EDI Domain

Figure ES1Between wave differences on teacher rated S-Efddaeadiness domains.

Error bars represent the standard error of the rardrcan be used to visually evaluate differenetsden
two means. Specifically, if the error bars for tmeans do not overlap, it is a good indication thase two
means are statistically different from each other.

Between Wave Differencesin Caregiver Rated School Readiness
‘ BWave 1 BWave 2 BWave 3 BWave 4 E|Wave5‘

Physical Health & Social Competence Emotional Maturity Language & Communication &
Well-being Cognitive General Knowledge
Development

Caregiver Rated S-EDI Domain

Figure ES2 Between wave differences on caregiver rated Sdebool readiness domains.

Error bars represent the standard error of the rapdrcan be used to visually evaluate differenetsden

two means. Specifically, if the error bars for tmeans do not overlap, it is a good indication thase two means
are statistically different from each other.
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I mportance of School Readiness Domains

Examining the importance placed on the five schieatliness domains revealed differences in teactter a
caregiver perceptions. Specifically, the largestcgrtage of teachers (36%) indicated that emotional
maturity was thanost importandomain for school readiness and 40% of teachelisdated thaphysical
health and well-beingvas theleast importantdomain for a child’s school readiness. Caregiatings, on
the other hand, showed a distinctly different patt@he largest percentage of caregivers (42%}l rdite
physical health and well-beindomain asmost importantfor a child’s school readiness and 35% of
caregivers rated thanguage and cognitive developmeloimain to be théeast importantdevelopmental
area. This divergence in teacher and caregiveesatay represent differential capabilities thatfaceised
on in the home and in the school environment. Expoto diverging messages about the skills whieh ar
important for school success may adversely affeitdren’s school readiness.

Subj ective School Readiness

Teachers in Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the CPSE camdidated that approximately 50% of children were
definitely readyfor school when they started in Septem@dris is consistent with teacher ratinigsthe
2004-2005 cohort (Kiernan et al., 2008), suggestirag there have been few improvements in children’
school readiness, as reported by teachers, iRFhecommunities over an eight year period.

Group Differencesin School Readiness

The report also investigated differences in schieatliness scores across a range of socio-demographi
health, and environmental factors. For these aas)ydata from all waves were combined. Teached rate
differences reported here are significant at the&#él or below.

e Older children were rated as being mptgysically healthywere moresocially competentand
displayed higher levels @bmmunication and general knowledge.

» Girls were reported to have greaptysical health and well-beingp be moresocially competent
more emotionally maturehave bettetanguage and cognitive developmemid to display higher
levels ofcommunication and general knowledgan boys.

» Children with no siblings were rated as being margsically healthyandsocially competenhave
betterlanguage and cognitive developmearid to display higher levels @bmmunication and
general knowledgeompared to children with at least one sibling.ditidnally, the number of
siblings was found to be negatively associated wlitfive domains of school readiness.

e Children of caregivers with relatively higher lesedf education were rated higher ah five
domains of school readinetsgn children of caregivers with lower educatiovels.

» Children of caregivers in paid work were rated kigbnall five domains of school readiness than
children living in households where the caregivaswot in paid work.

e Children of caregivers not in receipt of social fasd payments were rated as being more
physically healthy, socially competeamiddemotionally matureas well as displaying higher levels
of language and cognitive developméhan children of caregivers in receipt of socialfare
payments.

e Children of caregivers who reported low levels ejprkssive symptomology displayed higher

levels of social competencéhan children of caregivers who reported high Isvefl depressive
symptomology.
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» Differences in school readiness scores based @uyivars’ relationship status, age, mental well-
being and self-rated health did not reach signifiea

* The majority of children (81%) in the cohort hagerienced some form of centre-based childcare
prior to school entry. Children who spent any antoafntime in centre-based childcare prior to
school entry were rated higher than children whibrdit experience any centre-based childcare in
the domains ofanguage and cognitive development amtnmunication and general knowledge
Additionally, longer duration in centre-based cbdte was associated with higher ratings in
language and cognitive developmanticommunication and general knowledge

Factors Associated with School Readiness

A multivariate analysis was conducted with the covabl cohort data from Waves 1 to 5 to assess the
impact of multiple factors relevant to school remdis. None of the factors were associated with all
domains of school readiness. However, several eniglationships were identified. Specifically, p#n
older child was associated with an increassoicial competencetings. Female children displayed higher
levels ofsocial competengemotional maturityandcommunication and general knowledg@ghildren of
caregivers with higher levels of education showigghér levels oflanguage and cognitive development,
and children of caregivers in paid work evidencighér levels otommunication and general knowlegge
while holding all other variables constant. Finalchildren of caregivers who are in receipt of abci
welfare payments displayed lower levelsotial competencandemotional maturity

Parenting Behavioursand School Readiness
Several significant relationships between authtivéa authoritarian and permissive parenting betag
and teacher reported school readiness were priestiiet CPSE cohort.
» Authoritative parenting was not associated with ahthe domains of school readiness.
» Authoritarian parenting was negatively associatéth wverall social competence with peensd
responsibility and respect
» Permissive parenting was negatively associated basic literacy skillsand social competence
specifically,responsibility and respeeindapproaches to learninggnd positively associated with
aggressive behaviouwndanxious and fearful behaviour.

Conclusion

Based on teacher assessments of school readihesshildren in thePFL catchment area were not
performing to the level of other similar aged cheéld at school entry, a finding that provides guatitie
evidence of the need for th&FL intervention. However, there is much heterogenegityin the cohort,
with sub-groups of children performing above then&#fian norm. There is some evidence suggesting that
the Wave 4 cohort were performing above the Wavg B, and 5 cohorts in terms of teacher rated kocia
competence. There also is evidence signifying tietWave 2, 3, 4 and 5 cohorts were performing abov
the Wave 1 cohort in terms emotional maturity however, overall the same pattern of results geter
between waves. Combining the data from all five egaallowed for better investigation of the factors
associated with school readiness. Being a malé emtl having a parent in receipt of social welfagss
negatively associated with multiple domains of stlieadiness. The report will be amended annuaiti} u
2015 to include the results of each consecutiva dallection wave, in addition to comparisons exang
annual changes in levels of school readiness. lifjmAéase note that the CPSE survey was conduwdtéd

a sample of Junior Infant children living in a disantaged urban area of Ireland, therefore thesdtse
should not be generalised to the wider population.
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Introduction

A. Background & Aims
The Children’s Profile at School Entry (CPSE) wasducted by the UCD Geary Institute who

have been commissioned by Northside Partnershgssess the levels of school readiness in
several designated disadvantaged communities lainbieas part of an overall evaluation of the
Preparing for Life (PFL)early childhood interventioprogramme.

In 2004, a school readiness survey was conductatidohildren’s Research Centre in Trinity
College Dublin (Kiernan et al., 2008) in tH&L catchment area. In this survey, teachers
reported that only 48% of children wedefinitely readyfor school. As a result, thBFL

programme was developed with the aim of increasiigglevels of school readiness in these

disadvantaged areas.

PFL is a five year school readiness intervention stgrin pregnancy and lasting until the
children start school. The programme is jointlydad by The Atlantic Philanthropies and the
Department of Children and Youth Affairs. The aifrtlee programme is to work with families
from pregnancy onwards to help and support thetlineadevelopment of the child. All
programme families receive facilitated access tdaaned preschool and public health
information, as well as the services of a suppatker. In addition, half of these families are
randomly allocated to receive enhanced supportiidimg participation in a home-visiting
mentoring programme and a group parent trainingnarmme. This experimental programme is
one of the first of its kind in Ireland and aimspmvide real time evidence on best practice in

early intervention.
The CPSE is an annual representative survey ofetheds of school readiness of Junior Infant
children attending the local primary schools in Bt catchment area. Specifically, the survey

focuses on the children’s levels of school readineshe year they start school, and:

1) Indicates the general level of school readineshidiren in thePFL catchment area.



2) Indicates whether thBFL programme is generating positive externalities.,(whether
the public health style messages and improved semitegration by the local providers
translate into improved levels of school readiness)

3) Serves as a baseline measure of school readines®RIFL cohort.

B. Overview of Report

This report describes the results from the finge fyears of the annual CPSE survey. The report
will be amended annually until 2015 to include tksults of each consecutive data collection
wave. In addition to comparing annual changes welte of school readiness, the report also
examines relationships between teacher reportedokateadiness and socio-demographic,
health, and environmental factors of the familiesl &hildren participating in the study. The

report is organised as follows:

» Sections C - D provide a brief description of sdhreadiness.
» Sections F — H discuss the methodology employed.
» Sections J — P present the results of the analysis.

» Sections Q - EE summarise and conclude the report.

What is School Readiness?

C. Definition of School Readiness

School readiness is a multi-dimensional conceptiwviheflects the holistic nature of children’s
development and takes account of a host of fadtortheir wider environment. While the
traditional definition of school readiness focusedacademic ability alone, more recent research
on child development and early education has nttatl school readiness is a multi-faceted
concept which also includes physical health and-baihg, motor development, social and
emotional development, approaches to learning,uagg development, and emergent literacy
(Child Trends, 2001; Kagan, Moore, & Bradenkamp93)9 Together, these developmental
domains have the capacity to influence the child'adiness for school and future academic
achievement, as children who begin school with d@pgropriate cognitive and social skills

maintain this advantage throughout the school years



D. Deter minants of School Readiness

International research has identified several factioat influence a child’s readiness for school.
Key factors include child health, family factorsnergent literacy practices, early childhood care
and education, school transitional practices, a$ agecommunity, neighbourhood, and media
effects (Halle, Zaff, Calkins, & Geyelin-Margie, @0).

E. Importance of School Readiness

School readiness is important across a wide rahgeelopmental areas as each dimension of
school readiness may have consequences for a <hdocial, physical, and educational
outcomes. In particular, developmental problemshiddhood are associated with negative life
outcomes in adulthood. Poor school readiness has logked to later academic failure (Raver,
2003), poor socio-emotional adjustment (Arnold ket 8999; Hinshaw, 1992), and poor life
outcomes such as unemployment (Ross & Shillingl®90) and teenage pregnancy (Brooks-
Gunn, 2003). School readiness has been describadaasdation on which all later learning is
built and it has been argued that children who bgverell at earlier stages and are ready to start
school are in a position to elicit interactions ageriences that accelerate their subsequent

development and facilitate their achievement (Heskn2000).

For a complete review of the definition, determitsaand importance of school readiness please
refer to the full report from the first year of tiid*SE project (2008-2009) located on Bfel
Evaluation website (http://geary.ucd.ie/preparimlifiey).

Methodology

F. Participants

1. Survey Design and Piloting

In order to assess the level of school readinegharPFL catchment area, a cross-sectional
design was developed which collects information steveys completed by the teachers and
primary caregivers of Junior Infant children livimg the area. Data were collected annually

beginning in the 2008-2009 school year.



Wave 1:Data for Wave 1 of the CPSE were collected durictp@er, November, and December
of the 2008-2009 academic year. All survey instmisavere piloted prior to administering the

surveys to the study population.

Wave 2:Data for Wave 2 of the CPSE were collected duriatp@er, November, and December
of the 2009-2010 academic year. A few additionsaweade to the Wave 2 survey. Specifically,
guestions assessing the caregivers’ mental weallghaubjective perceptions of general health,
and teacher and caregiver perceptions of the Jumiant child’s school readiness when he/she

began school in September of that academic yeae added to the questionnaire.

Wave 3:Data for Wave 3 of the CPSE were collected durictp@er, November, and December
of the 2010-2011 academic year. Two additions weaee to the Wave 3 survey. Specifically,
guestions assessing the caregivers’ depressivetsgmmere added and secondly, teachers and
caregivers were asked to identify the area of dgreént they perceived to be most and least

important for a child’s school readiness.

Wave 4:Data for Wave 4 of the CPSE were collected durictp@er, November, and December

of the 2011-2012 academic year. No additional ckangere made to the Wave 4 survey.

Wave 5:Data for Wave 5 of the CPSE were collected durictp®er, November and December
of the 2012-2013 academic year. A few additionsewerade to the Wave 5 primary carer
survey. Specifically, questions were included rdgey the date on which the questionnaire was
completed and which preschool/créche the childrad attended. In addition, the questions
relating to household composition were modifiedirtorease the accuracy of the caregiver

response.

a) Teacher Questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire was administered usingrdime survey in which the teachers
accessed a secure website using a unique user dDpassword. The questionnaire took

approximately 10 minutes to complete for each chiléachers were asked a number of



demographic questions, as well as questions regartie school readiness of participating
children.

b) Caregiver Questionnaire
Caregivers were recruited via their child’s teachBne paper and pen questionnaire took
approximately 30 minutes for the caregiver to ccetedl The questionnaire consisted of
guestions regarding socio-demographic and househ@dmation, caregiver health and well-
being, child school readiness, and parenting behaviAlthough the vast majority of
respondents for all waves (88%) were the biologicalther of the CPSE children, three
grandmothers and ten biological fathers also cotagl¢he caregiver questionnaire. For these
cases, the Junior Infant child resided in the stimase as the respondent, therefore it was
assumed that the respondent played a primary eamggirole for the child and was

knowledgeable about the child’s behaviours. THusse data were retained.

2. Eligibility
Wave 1:All teachers and caregivers of Junior Infant alefd either residing in or attending
schools in the originaPFL catchment area were eligible for participation e study. This
resulted in two eligible primary schools. Primagaregivers of children who did not reside in the
area themselves, but their children attended sshinothe catchment area, also were asked to
participate to ensure no child was excluded orlsthgut in the classroom. Finally, children who
lived in thePFL catchment area, but attended schools outside gze(e21 from five schools)
also were invited to participate. Caregivers gawmsent to complete the questionnaire
themselves and also for their child’s teacher tmmglete the questionnaire about their child’'s
behaviour.

Wave 2:All teachers and caregivers of Junior Infant af@itdattending schools in the original
and the extende®FL catchment area were eligible for participation e tstudy. ThePFL
catchment area was expanded in January, 2009 aml iagJune, 2009. Therefore, the enlarged
catchment area comprised three eligible primaryoasish Primary caregivers gave consent to
complete the questionnaire themselves and alsothfeir child’s teacher to complete the
guestionnaire. As in Wave 1, caregivers of childndro did not reside in the area themselves,

but were attending schools in the area, also weltedato participate.
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Wave 3, Wave 4 and Wave All teachers and caregivers of Junior Infant aleiidattending the

three primary schools in the original and the ed&ehPFL catchment area were eligible for
participation in the study. Note that these are dame three schools represented in Wave 2.
Primary caregivers gave consent to complete thetmumaire themselves and also for their
child’s teacher to complete the questionnaire. A¥iaves 1 and 2, caregivers of children who
did not reside in the area themselves, but wesndithg schools in the area, also were asked to
participate.

3. Response Rates

Wave 1:There were a total of 123 eligible pupils acros®g fschools. In total, 94 caregiver
guestionnaires were returned resulting in a respode of 76%. In total, 101 teacher
guestionnaires were completed, capturing data % 8of eligible participants. Teacher
guestionnaires were completed for all pupils witnsent, bar one, resulting in a teacher
response rate of 99%.

Wave 2:There were a total of 165 eligible students actbe=e schools. In total, 129 caregiver
guestionnaires were returned resulting in a regpaaie of 78%. Of these, 126 (76%) caregivers
gave consent for the teacher to complete the surggrding their child and 123 of these teacher
guestionnaires were completed, resulting in a taochsponse rate of 98%, capturing teacher
data for 75% of eligible children.

Wave 3:There were a total of 131 eligible students actbsse schools. In total, 106 caregiver
guestionnaires were returned resulting in a respaase of 81%. In addition, 110 (84%)

caregivers gave consent for the teacher to comghetsurvey regarding their child and 110 of
these teacher questionnaires were completed, irgsutt a teacher response rate of 100%,
capturing teacher data for 84% of eligible children

Wave 4:There were a total of 130 eligible students actbe=e schools. In total, 105 caregiver

guestionnaires were returned resulting in a respoate of 81%. Of the 130 eligible students,



106 parents gave consent for the teacher to coeniiet survey regarding their child and 106

(100%) of these questionnaires were completed.

Wave 5:There were a total of 135 eligible students actbe=e schools. In total, 111 caregiver
guestionnaires were returned resulting in a respoate of 82%. Of the 135 eligible students,
112 parents gave consent for the teacher to coenilet survey regarding their child and 111

(99%) of these questionnaires were completed.

4. Participation in the PFL Programme

One of the goals of the annual CPSE survey is tlicate whether théFL programme is
generating positive externalities, that is, whettiee benefits of participating in thBFL
programme are passed on to older siblings in tmyfaresulting in improved school readiness.
Thus, it is first important to determine whethamflies participating in the CPSE survey also are
participating in thePFL programme. Although the number of families parttipg in both the
CPSE survey and tHeFL programme has increased throughout each wave aftddection, the
number remains small. Specifically, two families4®%0) in Wave 1 were participating in the
PFL programme, four (3.28%) in Wave 2, eight (8.08k6Wave 3, 15 (15.15%) in Wave 4 and
17 (15.7%) families in Wave 5 were participatingtive PFL programme at the time of CPSE
data collection. It is expected that this numbelt wicrease in the coming years as tREL
cohort start school. For example, it is anticipatest 61 children enrolled in tH&-L programme
will be eligible to enter Junior Infants in Septeenb2013, with numbers increasing to 90 in
September, 2014, and the final 31 children enraltethe PFL programme will be eligible to

enter Junior Infants in September, 2015.
G. Instruments

1. Teacher Demographics

Teachers were asked a number of demographic gossinzluding their age, professional
gualifications, how long they had been teachingeneral, how long they had been teaching at

their current school, and how long they had taJginior Infant classes.



2. Household Demographics

Caregivers were asked socio-demographic informagtated to family composition, respondent
age, ethnicity, employment and education, familgome, social welfare status, and childcare

utilisation.

3. Caregiver Health
Mental well-being was assessed using the five ¥érhO-5 (World Health Organisation, 1998)

instrument, a measure of positive mental health.

The Center for Epidemiologic Studies DepressionleéS¢EES-D; Radloff, 1977) was used,
beginning in Wave 3, to measure caregiver selfstepodepressive symptomology. The CES-D
comprises 20 items assessing various depressivptegm such as depressed mood, feelings of
guilt, feelings of hopelessness, loss of appetdité, sleep disruptions.

The subjective health of caregivers was assessethei question:lh general, how would you
describe your overall, general health2aregivers were asked to indicate if they wouddatibe
their health agxcellent very good good fair, or poor. Responses to this question range from

one to five with higher scores representative ttfeoeself-reported health.

4. Parenting

Parenting was assessed using the Parenting StgkksDanensions Questionnaire (PSDQ;
Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 2001). This &2 self-report measure of parenting
examines how often the caregiver displays certaimatiours toward his/her child and yields
scores related to the traditional Baumrind (196837t 1971) parenting styles. Caregivers were
asked to indicate how often they performed cefb@imaviours on a five point scale ranging from
neverto always This measure provided scores on three domairegdieg caregivers’ average
use of authoritative parenting, authoritarian pangn and permissive parenting behaviours. The
authoritativedomain is composed of items related to connectegylation, and autonomy. The
authoritarian domain comprises items assessing physical coergenal hostility, and non-
reasoning/punitive behaviours. Lastly, thermissivedomain contains items such adates
punishments to child and does not actually do thand ‘spoils child! Examples of these items

are presented in Table 1 of Appendix A.



5. School Readiness

The core measure of school readiness in the CP®&\sus a short form of the Early
Development Instrument (EDI; Janus & Offord, 200@hich was developed at the Offord
Centre of Child Studies (OCCS), McMaster Univerdgijamilton, Ontario, Canada). It was
developed to meet the needs implied by the paradlgfin school readiness research in which
a more holistic definition of school readiness \wdspted. The OCCS has established normative
data for the EDI which sets a representative bemackrfor comparison of data from projects
using the instrument. Research comparing the predicapability of the EDI with direct
assessments of school readiness has shown th&Dtheredicts school achievement in early
childhood as accurately as direct assessmentshobkeceadiness (Fantuzzo, Bulotsky-Shearer,
Fusco, & McWayne, 2005). The EDI is used reguladyoss Canada and has been used in many
countries including the United States of Americaistkalia, Chile, Holland, Jamaica, Kosovo,

and New Zealand.

Teachers and caregivers in all CPSE waves compéesdtbrt form version of the full EDI (S-
EDI; Janus, Duku, & Stat, 2005). The OCCS develotfexl S-EDI by conducting a factor
analysis of the 104 items on the long version ef BDI and retaining the three highest loading
items for each of the school readiness subdoma@ms.S-EDI is composed of 48 core items and
provides scores in five domains and 15 subdomdisstmol readiness. Thghysical health and
well-beingdomain is composed of three subdomains includmgigal readiness for the school
day, physical independence, and gross and fine rnelitis. The social competencedomain
comprises four subdomains including overall soc@hpetence with peers, responsibility and
respect, approaches to learning, and readinesgplore new things. Themotional maturity
domain consists of four subdomains including pr@doand helping behaviour, aggressive
behaviour, anxious and fearful behaviour, and hagtere and inattentive behaviour. The
language and cognitive developmelomain contains four subdomains related to batcalty
skills, interest in literacy, numeracy, and memagyanced literacy skills, and basic numeracy
skills. The final constructcommunication and general knowledgemprises three items
assessing the child’s ability to tell a story, seudanguage effectively, and to communicate in an

understandable way. For each domain of the S-ERlings are converted to a scaled score



ranging from zero to ten. Higher scores indicagghér levels of behaviours associated with that

specific domain. Sample items from this measureeperted in Table 2 of Appendix A.

In addition, one question assessing subjectivehtraand caregiver ratings of school readiness
was included in Wave 2 - 5 of CPSE data collectibeachers and caregivers were asKad °
terms of school readiness, how would you have rdtisdyour child when he/she started school
in September, [relevant academic year[Peachers and caregivers were asked to indicate
whether the child waslefinitely ready somewhat readyor definitely not readyfor school.
Including this question allowed for comparisonshaihe school readiness survey of children
living in the PFL catchment area conducted by the Children’s Resé&aealtre in Trinity College
Dublin in 2004 (Kiernan et al., 2008).

6. Importance of School Readiness Domains

Another addition to Wave 3, Wave 4 and Wave 5 washer and caregiver perceptions of the
most and least important aspects of developmentfohild’'s school readiness. Specifically,
teachers and caregivers were asRkafhich of the areas [below] do you think is tingost

important and least importantfor a child’s school readinessRespondents were presented with

the options ophysical health and well-being, social competemeeotional maturity, language
and cognitive developmerndcommunication skills and general knowledgkis question was
included as previous research has found that tem@ma caregivers often emphasise different
areas of school readiness in rating importancedtition, the results from Waves 1 and 2 of the
CPSE indicated divergences in teacher and careggperts of school readiness, indicating the

relevance of this question for the present cohort.

H. Internal Consistency of Psychometric M easures, Data | mputation, and Testing

Procedures

1. Internal Consistency

Combined cohort specific standardised coefficieitability estimates (Cronbach, 1951) and
intercorrelations for the standardised measured usthe CPSE survey are reported in Table 1.

Cronbach alpha coefficients represent the inteowasistency or reliability of psychometric

10



assessments, or the degree to which all items dbatprise a domain or subdomain are
measuring the same latent construct. Higher Crdnkalpha coefficients represent greater

reliability or internal consistency of items thaingpose a domain or subdomain.

A Cronbach alpha coefficient of .70 or higher igeafused as evidence that the items measure a
latent construct (Nunnaly, 1978). Overall, the mi&oof standardised scales reached an
acceptable reliability, with many falling above .&bth caregiver rated measures of well-being
(WHO-5 and CES-D) evidenced high reliabilities imst cohort ¢>.90) as did the PSDQ
parenting domainso.70) and, therefore, these parent rated measuses ngtained in further
analyses. As illustrated in Table 1, teacher ratiog the S-EDI demonstrated higher internal
consistency, on average, than did parent repogshéanalyses of this report focus on the use of
teacher reported child school readiness, teacted IS-EDI domains and subdomains that did
not reach a reliability of .65 or higher were ext#dd from further analyses. This resulted in the
exclusion of three teacher rated school readinglsdmnains: physical readiness for the school
day (@eacher-56), physical independencearfacher.51), and advanced literacy skills

((XTeacheT_- . 55) .

2. Data Imputation

Although the amount of missing data in both thelea and caregiver CPSE surveys was low
(less than 5%), interpolation methods were usedctmunt for missing data in the caregiver
reported psychometric scales to maximise the sasipéeretained for analyses. For the PSDQ,
WHO-5, and CES-D, missing data were imputed usegpanses that caregivers provided on
other items within that specific standardised scalee method involved replacing missing items
with the group mean for that item and then adjgsfor random noise. As responses on the
standardised measures were treated as continubusas possible to calculate means.
Specifically, the average response to a given itexs calculated for each of the four waves of
data collection. Missing items were then replaceith whe corresponding group mean for that
wave of data collection. As replacement using ¢iné/group mean may lead to under-estimation
of the variance, the missing data for standardssdes were imputed using the mean plus a

random residual value. No more than 4% of data wepaited for any psychometric scale.

11



In cases where data were missing on single itensuanes, observations with missing data were
excluded from that analysis. Missing data on thE®-measure were handled in line with
recommendations by the OCCS. Specifically, 75% lbfitams for the social competence,
emotional maturity,and language and cognitive developmeatdmains must be answered to
derive a valid score for that domain. Similarly, ®% of items on th@hysical health and well-
being and communication and general knowleddemains must be valid to derive a score for
these areas of school readiness. On average h@ss2%0 of data were missing at the domain

level of the teacher rated S-EDI.

3. Testing Procedures

Data analysis proceeded in three steps. Firsthalyss of the level of school readiness in the
PFL catchment area was conducted, providing a desmmipdf the ratings of teacher and
caregiver reported school readiness for each wawata collection. This was followed by a
statistical examination of differences in scho@di@ess ratings based on reporter (teacher vs.
caregiver) and wave of data collection. Specificathanges in school readiness over the five
year period were examined. Second, bivariate oglahiips examining observed differences in
teacher ratings of school readiness were expldegdlassical hypothesis tests such ag-iest,
F-test, and chi-square test can be unreliable whesample size is small, bivariate Monte Carlo
permutation tests, based on 20,000 replicationge wesed to test whether the observed
differences in S-EDI scores within the variablesntérest (e.g., gender (male/female), education
(high/low)) were statistically significant while etolling for wave of data collection. Coherus
effect sizes (Cohen, 1988) were calculated totidus the size of the effect in terms of the
pooled standard deviation adjusted for the samjzlessof groups (e.g., male/female) tested.
Additionally, regression analyses examined relatgps between continuous variables and
teacher rated school readiness while controllimgwiave of data collection. Third, in order to
test which socio-demographic, health, and envirartaidactors were the most relevant in the
context of school readiness, the factors that exiee significant relationships in the bivariate
Monte Carlo permutation analyses were included Beamingly Unrelated Regression (SUR)
analysis. The SUR analysis estimated the uniqué&ibation of each variable on all five S-EDI
domains simultaneously. Estimating a set of seelyingrelated regressions jointly as a system

yields more efficient estimates than estimatingntheeparately, especially as the correlation
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among the errors rises and the correlation amoagntttependent variables falls (Green, 2000).

In order to test for the appropriateness of the SR Breusch-Pagan test was performed. The
use of SUR was motivated by the fact that it alldles residuals to be correlated across S-EDI
domains. If the residuals were independent, the® @buld be a more appropriate technique.

The Breusch-Pagan test of independence was perdoionehe SUR regression in order to test

the null hypothesis of the independence of thedusds across equations. A rejection of the null

hypothesis provides an indication that had OLSeaggjons been estimated, the estimates would
be inconsistent, therefore justifying the choic&bfR modelling.
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Table 1 Standardised Cronbach Alpha Coefficients and Irdeedations for Standardised Instruments used &
CPSE Survey

. . Teacher Ratings Caregiver Ratings
Domain/Subdomain N T > 3 Z 5 N 1 > 3 Z 5
Child School Readiness
1. Physical Health & Well-Being 238 (0.76) 440 (0.47)

Physical Readiness for the School Di 480 (0.56) 515 (0.40)
Physical Independence 533 (0.51) 470 (0.25)
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 286 (0.81) 528 (0.46)
2. Social Competence 501 5g*** (0.90) 464 32%*x (0.80)
Overall Social Competence with Pee 550 (0.83) 518 (0.68)
Responsibility and Respt 54z (0.85, 511 (0.62
Approaches to Learning 550 (0.84) 489 (0.59)
Readiness to Explore New Things 510 (0.70) 524 (0.75)
3. Emotional Maturity 34¢ .256%** TR (0.82; 401 22%%% 51 0.72
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 387 (0.85) 465 (0.77)
Aggressive Behaviotr 519 (0.87) 501 (0.72)
Anxious and Fearful Behavic" 51€ (0.84 504 (0.66
Hyperactivity and Inattentién 551 (0.90) 489 (0.81)
4. Overall Language & Cognitive
Development 32¢ 54rix 59**x 50%** (0.87 274 17 .33+ .28%* (0.76
Basic Literacy Skills 497 (0.70) 463 (0.55)
Interest in
Literacy/Numeracy/Memory 487 (0.79) 367 (0.38)
Advanced Literacy Skills 500 (0.55) 459 (0.69)
Basic Numeracy Skills 392 (0.79) 438 (0.58)
5. Communication & General
Knowledge 542 .B0*** .62%** 50%** 56*** (0.89) 535 .18+ 40 27 .28%** (0.77)
Caregiver Mental Well-being
1. WHO-5(high scores = greater well-
being) 424 (0.90) .56+
2. CES-D(high scores = greater
symptomology) 275 (0.91)
Parenting Styles and Dimensions
1. Authoritative Parenting 450 (0.81)
2. Authoritarian Parenting 467 -.16** (0.75)
3. Permissive Parenting 502 -15%** .36%** (0.71)

Note. Cronbach standardised reliability coefficgeappear in parentheses. N represents the numbbsefvations used to calculate reliabilities facledomain or subdomain and it differs from
the number of observations used in later analysdiseastandardised reliability coefficients werleaiated using listwise deletion at the item levidis resulted in excluding any observations with
missing data in any of the items that comprise ekchain or subdomain. This technique provided thetrappropriate test of internal consistency ag observations in which every item was
answered were retained to assess the interndbifig¢yiaf that domain or subdomain.

“These subscales were reverse coded to derive tbédaa Maturity domair
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Results

|. CPSE Cohort Descriptive Statistics

1. Teacher Characteristics

In general, primary schools teachers in BteL catchment area do not teach the Junior Infant
class consecutively, thus none of the teachers letimg the survey in Waves 1 and 2 were the
same. However, seven of the nine Junior Infanthieac who participated in Wave 3 also
participated in Wave 1 of the CPSE survey and $ithe teachers who participated in Wave 4
also participated in previous waves (one in WavéhBe in Wave 2 and two in Wave 1). In
Wave 5 one of the teachers had participated in Waand three of the teachers had also

participated in Wave 3.

Wave 1:In total, 12 teachers from five different schootsmpleted the online questionnaire for
students in their class who had parental consem@a@rage, the teachers were SDA10.92)
years old and had been teaching for approximatelyehrs. On average, teachers had just over
four years of experience teaching Junior Infantse Bmount of time spent teaching in the
current schools ranged from one year to 31 yeath, am average of approximately nine years.
In terms of education, just over 58% of the teaghad a postgraduate qualification, one-third
had a primary degree and 8% had a non-degree igatibh. All participating teachers were
female. Class size information was obtained for §8%47) of the teachers and ranged from 13

to 16 students, with an average of approximatelySI®1.30) students per class.

Wave 2:In the second wave, nine teachers from three $€lpaoticipated. The average age of
these teachers was 3E11.79) years. On average, teachers had beeniirptbéession for 12
years, they had spent 11 years teaching at thaierduschool, and three years teaching Junior

Infants. With respect to education, one-third @fcteers had a postgraduate qualification, while

! Tables reporting the full descriptive statisticaefan, standard deviation, minimum and maximum wlaad
frequencies of categorical variables) for the Maga reported in this section can be found in Talileand 2 of
Appendix B.

2 SDsignifies standard deviation and represents thieay distance of scores from the mean.

® nrepresents the number of observations/respondémisendorsed the response indicated.

15



56% had a primary degree, and 11% had a non-dggadiication. Class size ranged from 16 to
21, with an average of 18D=1.73) students per class.

Wave 3:In the third wave, nine teachers from three sch@alrticipated, with seven of them
having participated in Wave 1 of data collectiom &erage, they were 35[=9.68) years old,
they had been teaching for eight years, they hamtspeven years teaching at their current
school, and four years teaching Junior Infants. -Tals of participating teachers in Wave 3
had a postgraduate qualification, while the renmgrone-third had a primary degree. Class size

ranged from 13 to 17, with an average of $5%1.33) students per class.

Wave 4:In the fourth wave, nine teachers from three stshocompleted the online questionnaire
for students in their class who had parental cangam average, they were 380=11.74) years
old, they had spent twelve years teaching at thairent school, and four years teaching Junior
Infants. In Wave 4, one third of the teachers hadsigraduate qualification, 56% had a primary
degree and 11% had a non-degree qualificationpadticipating teachers were female. Class

size ranged from 13 to 17, with an average ofS2=(.30) students per class.

Wave 5:In the fifth wave, seven teachers from three sishoompleted the online questionnaire
for students in their class who had parental cangan average, they were 2804.05) years
old, they had spent eight years teaching at theweat school, and three years teaching Junior
Infants. Thirty six percent of the teachers hadstgraduate qualification, 64% had a primary
degree and none had a non-degree qualificationpa&fiicipating teachers were female. Class

size ranged from 15 to 25, with an average of3ID=@.25) students per class.

2. Caregiver Characteristics

Wave 1:In total, 94 caregivers completed the CPSE pen @apmkr questionnaire assessing
family socio-demographics, work life and financesrenting styles and behaviours, and the
school readiness of the Junior Infant child. Thgomiy (94%, n=87) of caregivers were the
child’s biological mother. The average age of ceve&rg was approximately 3@D=5.53) years
old and the majority were Irish (88%=81), with 9.78% 1(=9) being Irish Travellers. This
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corresponds to the 2006 Census data foPfecatchment area which report that approximately
10% of the population in this area are Travell&tse highest level of education attained by the
majority (55%) of caregivers was a Junior Certiiecar lower. In terms of employment, 35% of
caregivers were looking after the home or familyd 839% were in some type of paid

employment or training scheme, while 18% indicatexy were unemployed.

Wave 2:In the second wave of data collection, 129 caregbueveys were completed. Again,
the majority of respondents (91%;116) were the biological mothers, their average \ags 32
(SD=6.72) years, and the majority of caregivers desditheir ethnicity as Irish (87%5=110),
while 8% (=10) were Irish Travellers. The highest level olieation achieved by just under
half (43%) of caregivers in Wave 2 was a Juniortiieaite or lower. Twenty-eight percent of
caregivers indicated they were looking after thenbcr family, 41% were in paid work or a

paid training scheme, and 19% of caregivers in Wawelicated they were unemployed.

Wave 3: A total of 106 caregiver surveys were completedViave 3. The majority of
respondents (96%)=102) were the biological mothers, their average ags 31 $D=5.86)
years old, and the majority described their etlyias Irish (92%n=98), and 5% r{=5) were
Irish Travellers. The highest level of educatiomiaged by over half of caregivers (58%) in
Wave 3 was a Junior Certificate or lower. Thirtyefipercent of caregivers indicated they were
looking after the home or family, 32% were in paidrk or a paid training scheme, and 26% of

caregivers in Wave 3 indicated they were unemployed

Wave 4:In the fourth wave of data collection, a total @5lcaregiver surveys were completed.
Similar to previous waves, the majority of respamd€93%,n=95) were the biological mothers,
their average age was 33006.64) years old, and the majority described ta#nicity as Irish
(86%, n=86), and 10%n=10) were Irish Travellers. The majority (54%) @iregivers had left
education before completing the Leaving Certificdteterms of employment status, 25% of
caregivers indicated they were looking after thenbr family, 38% were in paid work or a
paid training scheme, and a further 30% of caregive Wave 4 described themselves as
unemployed.
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Wave5: A total of 111 caregiver surveys were completetMave 5. Similar to previous waves
the majority of respondents (88%597) were the biological mothers, their average \age 32
(SD=8.6) years old, and the majority described th#inigity as Irish (87%n=96), while 10%
(n=11) were Irish Travellers. The highest level ofiegtion attained by half (50%) of caregivers
was a Junior Certificate or lower. In terms of enyphent, 25% of caregivers were looking after
the home or family and 28% were in paid work omagraining scheme, and 31% of caregivers
in Wave 5 indicated they were unemployed.

3. Child Characteristics

Wave 1:The average age of children in the Wave 1 cohad %.83 $D=0.46) years old and
57% (=59) were male. Children had been in informal atal@ (i.e., being looked after by
grandparents, other relatives, or a nanny) forvamage of approximately 25D=10.1) months
and centre-based care for an average ofSI¥10.3) months. Eighty-seven percent87) of

participating children in Wave 1 lived in tid-L catchment area.

Wave 2:The average age of children in Wave 2 was 4S[x0.43) years and 569%%£74) were
male. Children in Wave 2 had been in informal atalé for an average of 3%[=19.40)
months and centre-based care for an average obxppately 21 §D=10.9) months. Eighty

percent (=106) of participating children in Wave 2 residadhePFL catchment area.

Wave 3:0n average, children in Wave 3 were 4.6D€0.40) years old and 57%=<63) were
male. Children in Wave 3 had been in informal datale for an average of approximately 37
(SD=32.38) months and centre-based care for an avefdfeSD=10.39) months. Seventy-four
percent (=81) of participating children in Wave 3 lived imetPFL catchment area.

Wave 4:The average age of children in Wave 4 were 4SI0D=0.44 years old and 49%n€52)
were male. Children in Wave 4 had been in inforotaldcare for an average of approximately
26 (SD=17.25) months and centre-based care for an averfag@ SD=9.74) months. Seventy-

seven percent§E81) of participating children in Wave 4 lived imetPFL catchment area.
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Wave 5:The average age of children in Wave 5 were 43750.39 years old and 46%n€52)
were male. Children in Wave 5 had been in inforotaldcare for an average of approximately
28 (SD=11.97) months and centre-based care for an avefa@@ SD=12.6) months. Seventy

seven percennE81) of participating children in Wave 5 lived imetPFL catchment area.

4. Household Characteristics

a) Number of Children and Peoplein Household

Wave 1:0n average, just fewer than 5 people were livingach household, respondents had
just under three biological children, and the Jumndant child had, on average, just under two

siblings living in the household.

Wave 2: Similar to Wave 1, approximately 5 people werenlyiin each household, the
respondent had just under three biological childied the Junior Infant child had, on average,

1.61 siblings living in the household.

Wave 3:0n average, 4.6 people were living in each houskhbk respondent had just under
three biological children and the Junior Infantl@¢had, on average, 1.61 siblings living in the
household.

Wave 4:0n average, 4.8 people were living in each houskhbé respondent had on average

2.6 children and the Junior Infant had, on averads], siblings living in the household.

Wave 5:0n average, 5.5 people were living in each houdelize respondent had 2.5 biological

children and the Junior Infant child had, on averdg31 siblings living in the household.

b) Total Household Weekly Income and Social Welfare Payments

Wave 1:Sixty percent 1f=56) of respondents provided information on theiusehold weekly

income, which includes income from all sources,jadeenefits, wages, salaries, dividends and
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interest, unemployment insurance, the dole, woskeompensation, government pension, child
benefit, and child support for every member of tloeisehold. Fifty-five percent of the cohort

earned between €200 and €500 per week, with tigedaicategory being those that took home
between €300 and €400 per week (2084]11). The majority of households (69%) in Wave 1

were in receipt of social welfare payments.

Wave 2:Fifty-four percent i=70) of respondents provided income informatiortha second
wave of data collection. Sixty-seven percent ostheespondents reported earning between €200
and €500 per week; with 219%=15) reporting income between €300 and €400, amdhan
21% (=15) in the €400 to €500 weekly income bracket. Wagority of households (64%) in

Wave 2 were in receipt of social welfare payments.

Wave 3:Sixty percent 1t=64) of respondents provided income informationhi@ third wave of
data collection. Sixty-three percent of these radpats reported earning between €200 and
€500 per week; with 22%n€14) reporting income between €300 and €400, athan 19%
(n=12) in the €400 to €500 weekly income bracket.i&inio Waves 1 and 2, the majority of

households (74%) in Wave 3 were in receipt of dautfare payments.

Wave 4:Seventy percenn€E72) of respondents provided income informatiothie fourth wave

of data collection. Sixty-seven percent of thespoadents reported earning between €200 and
€500 per week; with 25%n€19) reporting income between €300 and €400, awthan 18%
(n=13) in the €400 to €500 weekly income bracket. ifagority of households (81.7%) in Wave

4 were in receipt of social welfare payments.

Wave 5:Eighty-eight percentnE98) of respondents provided income informatioth@ second
wave of data collection. Forty percem=89) of these respondents reported earnings between
€200 and €500 per week; with 16%=(06) reporting income between €300 and €400, and
another 10%r=9) in the €400 to €500 weekly income bracket. #imio previous waves, the

majority of households (69%) in Wave 5 were in ngef social welfare payments.
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¢) Medical Card, GP Visit Card, & Health Insurance

Wave 1:Three quarters (75%=66) of caregivers were in possession of a mediaed, 12%
(n=9) were in possession of a GP Visit Card, and B&4) of respondents had private health

insurance.

Wave 2:Seventy-three percem«87) of caregivers reported having a medical catédp f=12)

reported having a GP Visit Card, and 637) had private insurance.

Wave 3:Seventy-five percenin€76) of caregivers reported having a medical ca@dp (=9)

reported having a GP Visit Card, and 4864) had private insurance.

Wave 4:Eighty percentr{=79) of caregivers reported having a medical ch28p (=9) reported
having a GP Visit Card, and 7%=6) had private insurance.

Wave 5: Eighty percent =86) of caregivers reported having a medical ca&bo (=17)
reported having a GP Visit Card, and 58%) had private health insurance.

J. Comparison of CPSE Cohort Descriptive Statisticsin Waves1to 5

Differences between the teacher characteristiazsadhe five waves of data collection did not
reach significance. Specifically, differences relyag teacher age, years teaching, years teaching
Junior Infants and years teaching at the currdmaadid not reach significance across all waves
of data collection, suggesting that the demogramihiaracteristics of teachers were similar
throughout each wave. This may be due to the higipgstion of the same teachers across

waves?

In terms of caregiver characteristics, fewer carexg in Wave 3 and 4 were at risk of poor well-
being 0<.05) according to the WHO-5 than caregivers in Waveand Wave 5 (note that the

* As there was overlap in participating teacher$fedinces in teacher characteristics were furthemened
controlling for unique teacher effects using clusig These results did not differ from the anatypeesented here
and are available upon request.
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WHO-5 was not asked of caregivers in Wave 1). Déifiees in household characteristics
between each wave of data collection did not resighificance, suggesting that the socio-
demographic characteristics of families participgtin the CPSE surveys were relatively similar
across all four years.

K. School Readinessin the CPSE Cohorts

Figure 1 illustrates the average teacher and caegeported scores on each of the five S-EDI
domains compared to a Canadian norm for Waves 3, 2,and 5 of the CPSE survey. Results
displaying tests of significant differences amoatgrs and across waves are presented in Table
2.
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Figure 1. Average teacher and caregiver reported scoreslfovaves on
each of the five S-EDI domains compared to a Camadorm

1. Comparisons of CPSE S-EDI and Canadian Norms

Teacher and caregiver ratings on each domain d64B®I also were compared to the ratings of
the youngest subset of pupils from the teacherrtegoCanadian normative sample which

includes 784 children ranging in age from four geand eleven months to five years and one
month. The mean ratings and standard error of th&nnfor the Canadian norm are presented in
the middle bar in Figures 2, 3, 4, 5 andl 6.

° Means represent the average response. Error dgnessent standard error of the mean, or the anwfierror in that measurement. Error bars
can be used to visually evaluate differences betwe® means. Specifically, if the error bars footmeans do not overlap, it is a good
indication that these two means are statisticaffeint from each other. For exact tests of déferes, please refer to Table 2.
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Wave 1:As illustrated in Figure 2 and Table 2, teachéedaschool readiness of the Wave 1
CPSE cohort was consistently and significantly Welloe Canadian norm on all domains, while
caregiver rated school readiness was significamtifier than the Canadian norms on the S-EDI
domains ofphysical health and well-beingocial competengeandcommunication and general
knowledgeConversely, caregivers ratkthguage and cognitive developmergnificantly lower
than the Canadian norm. Differences between cagegiatedemotional maturityand the

Canadian norms did not reach significance.

Wave 1. 2008-2009
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Figure 2. CPSE Wave 1 teacher, youngest subset of Canadian, re;md
caregiver means and standard errors for each SH&amhin.

Wave 2:Figure 3 and Table 2 show that, similar to Waveeacher ratings were lower than the
Canadian norm across all domains of school reaslinksterms of significant differences,
teachers rated children in Wave 2 significantlyolaethe Canadian norm on tpéysical health
and well-being, emotional maturity, language andyrutive developmenand communication
and general knowledgdomains, while caregiver ratings were significantigher than the
Canadian norm on the domainspifysical health and well-being, social competemeaotional
maturity, and communication and general knowledg&dditionally, and similar to Wave 1,
caregivers rated children below the Canadian namthelanguage and cognitive development
domain. Differences between teacher ratings andCtreadian norm on th&cial competence

domain did not reach significance.
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Wave 2: 2009-2010
# CPSE - Teacher 2 Canadian Norm = CPSE - Parent
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Figure 3.CPSE Wave 2 teacher, youngest subset of Canadram and
caregiver means and standard errors for each Siamhin.

Wave 3:Figure 4 and Table 2 show that, similar to Waveantl 2, teacher ratings were
significantly lower than the Canadian norm acrdssl@mains of school readiness. Differences
between caregiver ratings and the Canadian nornth@mwther hand, were mixed as caregivers
rated children in Wave 3 significantly higher tithe Canadian norm on the domainghbysical
health and well-being, social competenaed communication and general knowledgehile
they rated children significantly lower than then@dian norm on the domains efmotional

maturityandlanguage and cognitive development.

Wave 3: 2010-2011
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Figure 4. CPSE Wave 3 teacher, youngest subset of Canadian, ramd
caregiver means and standard errors for each Siamhin.

Wave 4:Figure 5 and Table 2 show that, teacher ratingse vaggnificantly lower than the

Canadian norm across the domainspbiysical health and well-being, emotional maturity,
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language and cognitive developmerd communication and general knowledddowever,
teacher ratings for the domain sbcial competenceere not significantly different than the
Canadian norm. Differences between caregiver ratangl the Canadian norm were mixed as
caregivers rated children in Wave 4 significantigher than the Canadian norm on the domains
of physical health and well-being, social competeraraptional maturityand communication
and general knowledgevhile they rated children significantly lower ththe Canadian norm on

the domain ofanguage and cognitive development.

Wave 4: 2011-2012
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Figure 5 CPSE Wave 4 teacher, youngest subset of Canadram and
caregiver means and standard errors for each Si&mhin.

Wave 5:Figure 6 and Table 2 show that, teacher ratingse weensistently and significantly
below the Canadian norm on all domains of schoatireess, while caregiver rated school
readiness was significantly higher than the Camadi@ams on the S-EDI domains plfiysical
health and well-beingsocial competengeemotional maturityand communication and general
knowledgeConversely, caregivers ratkthguage and cognitive developmergnificantly lower

than the Canadian norm.
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Waveb5: 2012-2013
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Figure 6 CPSE Wave 5 teacher, youngest subset of Canadram and
caregiver means and standard errors for each Siamhin.

2. Teacher Reported S-EDI
Wave 1:Teachers rated children in the 2008-2009 CPSErtdighest on thehysical health

and well-beingand social competencelomains and lowest on tHanguage and cognitive
developmentind communication and general knowleddemains. Children’s scores on each
teacher reported S-EDI domain were generally alisttcally significantly different from each
other with two exceptions. First, differences bedwéhe teacher ratgghysical health and well-
being domain and the teacher ratsdcial competencdomain did not reach significance and
second, differences between the teacher rddéeguage and cognitive developmeahd

communication and general knowleddmmains did not reach significance.

Wave 2:Similar to the previous year, teachers in the 20099 CPSE cohort rated children
highest on thehysical health and well-beirgndsocial competencgéomains and lowest on the
language and cognitive developmemtd communication and general knowledge domatss
EDI domain scores were generally statistically efight from each other. However, similar to
Wave 1, no statistically significant differencesrevgoresent between thghysical health and
well-beingandsocial competencdomains, or between thanguage and cognitive development

andcommunication and general knowleddgmains.
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Wave 3:Teachers in the 2010-2011 CPSE cohort rated childighest on th@hysical health
and well-beingand social competencelomains and lowest on thanguage and cognitive
developmentaind communication and general knowledge domaBEDI domain scores were
generally statistically different from each othétowever, similar to Waves 1 and 2, no
statistically significant differences were idergdi between thephysical health and well-
beingand social competencélomains. In addition, differences in teacher gtirof physical
health and well-beingand emotional maturityand betweersocial competencand emotional

maturitydid not reach significance in Wave 3.

Wave 4:Teachers in the 2011-2012 CPSE cohort rated chillighest on theocial competence
and physical health and well-beinglomains and lowest on thkanguage and cognitive
developmentind communication and general knowleddemains. S-EDI domain scores were
generally statistically different from each othétowever, similar to previous waves, no
statistically significant differences were idergdi between thephysical health and well-
beingandsocial competencdomains. In addition, differences in teacher gginflanguage and
cognitive developmenand communication and general knowledge domadlid not reach
significance in Wave 4.

Wave 5:Teachers in the 2012-2013 CPSE cohort rated chilldighest on theocial competence
and physical health and well-beinglomains and lowest on thianguage and cognitive
developmenand communication and general knowleddemains. S-EDI domain scores were
generally statistically different from each othiecluding thephysical health and well-beiramnd
social competencdomains which were not observed in previous watksvever, similar to
previous waves, no statistically significant difaces were identified between faeaguage and

cognitive developmem@indcommunication and general knowledtmains.

3. Caregiver Reported S-EDI
Wave 1:Caregivers rated children highest in the domafnghgsical health and well-beingnd

communication and general knowledged lowest on théanguage and cognitive development
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domain. Children’s scores on each caregiver rat&bDBEdomain were significantly different
from each other, with the exception that the défmes between caregiver ragguysical health

and well-beingandcommunication and general knowledigmain did not reach significance.

Wave 2: Caregiver ratings were highest for tipdysical health and well-beingsocial
competenceand communication and general knowleddemains. Like the previous wave,
caregivers rated the children lowest on theguage and cognitive developmetdmain. In
general, the scores for each domain were diffefeh each other. However, differences
between the following domains did not reach statstsignificance:physical health and well-
being and social competen¢eghysical health and well-beingnd communication and general

knowledge; social competenaadcommunication and general knowledge

Wave 3: Caregiver ratings were highest for thghysical health and well-beingand
communication and general knowleddemains. Like the previous waves, caregivers réted
children lowest on théanguage and cognitive developmelimain. In general, the scores for
each domain were different from each other. Howedi#ferences between thghysical health

and well-beingandcommunication and general knowledigmains did not reach significance.

Wave 4: Caregiver ratings were highest for thpdysical health and well-being, social
competenceand communication and general knowleddemains. Similar to previous waves,
caregivers rated the children lowest on ldrgguage and cognitive developmeloimain. Not all
the scores for each domain were different from eaitier. Differences between tipdaysical
health and well-being, social competerazel communication and general knowleddemains

did not reach significance.

Wave 5: Caregiver ratings were highest for tipdysical health and well-being, social
competenceand communication and general knowleddemains. Similar to previous waves,
caregivers rated the children lowest on ldreguage and cognitive developmeloimain. Not all
the scores for each domain were different from eaitter. Differences between tlsocial

competencandcommunication and general knowleddgmmains did not reach significance.
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4. Comparisons of Teacher and Caregiver Reported S-EDI

Wave 1:Caregivers consistently rated children as dispiaigher levels of school readiness
compared to teachers. Specifically, caregiver gatiwere significantly higher than teacher
ratings on the S-EDI domains physical health and well-beingocial competengemotional
maturity, and communication and general knowledgé@dditionally, trends in the data
highlighted potential differences between teached &aregiver reports ofanguage and
cognitive developmenNote that the teacher and caregiver reports wéra¢ domains of school
readiness follow similar patterns. For example,hbtgachers and caregivers rated children
highest on th@hysical health and well-beinrdpmain. In contrast, caregivers rated childrer hig

on thecommunication and general knowleddgmain, a domain that was rated low by teachers.

Wave 2: Similar to the first wavge caregiver ratings of children’s school readinessewe
significantly higher than teacher ratings on tphysical health and well-being, social
competence, emotional maturitgnd communication and general knowledgdomains.

Differences between teacher and caregiver ratifigheolanguage and cognitive development

domain did not reach significance.

Wave 3:Similar to the first two wavescaregiver ratings of children’s school readinessewe
higher than teacher ratings on tphaysical health and well-being, social competeraed

communication and general knowleddemains. Teacher ratings danguage and cognitive
developmenthowever, were higher than parent ratings on daoishain. Differences between

teacher and caregiver ratings of graotional maturitfdomain did not reach significance.

Wave 4:Similar to the other wavesaregiver ratings of children’s school readinesseweagher
than teacher ratings on thghysical health and well-being, social competenemotional
maturity and communication and general knowleddemains. Differences between teacher
ratings and parent ratings on tleguage and cognitive developmedbmain did not reach

significance.
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Wave 5: Similar to the other wavesaregiver ratings of children’s school readinessewe
generally higher than teacher ratings. Howevewane 5 caregiver ratings of children’s school

readiness were significantly higher on all domaihschool readiness than teacher ratings.

5. Comparisons of CPSE Waves 1 tb 5

Figures 7 and 8 illustrate several similaritieshia patterns of mean scores across the five waves
of data collection.

Between Wave Differencesin Teacher Rated School Readiness
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Figure 7.Between wave differences on teacher rated S-ERddaeadiness
domains.

® As thePFL catchment area expanded in 2009, one additionaotctvhich is located in the expanded catchmenra,anas
included beginning with Wave 2 data collection. 8ese of the different eligibility criteria acrodsetfirst two waves of data
collection, it was important to determine if theddin of this school influenced the comparisonvééve 1 and Wave 2 data.
This was examined in detail in the CPSE 2008-2@pont and results of this analysis are availabnugquest and on th-L
Evaluation website. This analysis demonstrated tthatresults in the restricted sample which onbluded the schools in the
original PFL catchment area were consistent with the resuttsding data from all schools, suggesting thatahiédren in the
additional school did not differ from those in thiéginal schools located in the origif@FL catchment area. Therefore, as both
groups were deemed comparable in Waves 1 and fyltlsample was retained in the present report.
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Between Wave Differencesin Caregiver Rated School
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Figure 8. Between wave differences for caregiver rated S-Ebhool
readiness domains.

a) General Comparison of Mean Scores

Several similarities in the patterns of mean scoxese present across all waves of data
collection. Specifically, in all waves, teacherimgs were highest for thphysical health and
well-being and social competencalomains and lowest for théanguage and cognitive
developmenand communication and general knowleddmmains. In addition, caregiver ratings
were similar across waves with caregivers ratinfdn highest in thehysical health and well-
beingdomains and lowest in thenguage and cognitive developmeéomain. In addition to the
physical health and well-beindomain, caregivers in Wave 2 and Wave 4 ratedll high in
the social competencdomain, while caregivers in Wave 1, 3 and 5 rateittieen high in the

communication and general knowledtmain.

b) Statistical Comparisons of Wave Differences’

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical proceeyusing the Tukey correction for multiple

group comparisons was used to test for statigdtiif@rences in levels of school readiness across

" In addition to the results presented here, asefi@nalyses controlling for unique teacher eff@vére conducted.
The joint effects of wave and unique teacher wetesignificant for any of the school readiness dimsa
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the five waves of data collecti6nAs displayed in the bottom two rows of Table Zrehwere
some differences based on wave of data collectiobath teacher and caregiver reports of
children’s school readiness. In terms of teachings, teachers rated children in Wave 1 lower
on theemotional maturitydomain than children in Waves 2, 3, 4 or 5. In addj teacher ratings

on thesocial competencdomain were higher for Wave 4 than Waves 1, 2383 In terms of
caregivers, caregivers rated childreamaotional maturityower in Wave 3 compared to Waves
1, 2, 4 or 5. Caregivers also rate&hguage and cognitive developmdatver in Wave 3
compared to Waves 1 and 2. As there were someadliifes between responses across waves,
the year in which data were collected was conthofte in the statistical tests that follow by
including a Wave dummy variable, which statistigaeparated the effect of a different sample

group (i.e., Wave) from the effect of the variableeing tested (e.g., gender).

8 As all S-EDI domains were non-normally distribytedth ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric sestere
used. Results did not differ between the two aralyFherefore, results of the ANOVA are reportegthe
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Table 2

Wilcoxon Signed-rank, t-test, and ANOVA Result€fimparisons of CPSE Teacher Ratings, Caregivangaand Canadian Norm on S-EDI

Language & Cognitive

Communication & General Knowledge

Physical Health & Well-being Social Competence Emotional Maturity Development
Comparison Wav Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave Wave
el 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Caregiver vs. z 6.06 53 6.95 6.05 5.64 5.42 4.47 5.85 4.69 5.19 6.18 4.7 -1.2 5.63 5.08 1.76 1.31 -2.3 0.49 2.06 7.49 7.39 7.42 6.86 7.84
Teacher <.0C <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 ns <.001 <.001 <.0% ns <.0% <.001 <.001 <.001
p 1 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.10 ns <.001  <.001
- -6.7¢4 -4.7€ -4.04 -3.12 0.5t -2.0¢ -3.6 -4.82 -4.61 -7.6€ -9.14 - -5.5% -3.6C -5.3¢
t 6.11 -4.19 -2.77 -1.36 -7.41 -3.37 -9.41 -9.5 11.40 -6.82 -4.02
Teacher vs. 88¢ 88¢ 891 892 88¢ 89z 884 881 88t 87¢ 87¢ 884 891 88¢ 89z
Canadian Norm df 881 903 883 905 875 899 866 891 883 905
<.0C <.001 <.001 <.001 <.01 ns <.0% <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
p 1 <.001 <.01 ns <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
5.1t 5.0¢€ 4.0C 5.17 547 3.9¢ -4.4 4.3¢ 3.14 -9.87 -8.0¢ -8.21 7.04 6.34 5.7¢
t 4.01 3.24 3.97 5.18 1.64 3.75 -5.87 -7.55 6.59 6.28
Caregiver vs. 88¢ 884 88¢ 88€ 882 892 881 87t 882 87¢ 87¢ 87¢ 88¢ 88¢ 89(C
Canadian Norm df 874 906 874 904 868 900 864 891 876 910
<001 <.001 <.001 <001 <.001 <.001 <.001  <.001 <.01 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <001 <.001
p <.01 <.01 <.001 <.001 ns <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Comparison of Al F 1.08 2.19 2.14 1.36 1.40
Waves (teacher
report) df (545) (545) (539) (518) (544)
p ns <.10 <.10 ns ns
Comparison of Al F 153 1.26 20.12 1.86 .75
Waves (caregiver
report) df (534) (524) (521) (509) (535)
ns ns <.001 ns ns

P
Note.Z represents Z-score and is the test statistic associated wittheoxon signe-rank statistical test andF represent the test statistics associated wt-test ancF-test, respectivelydfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numberdependent scores, associated with
statistical test and represents the-value, a measure of statistical significamtedenotes that differences did not reach signifieanc
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L. Most Important and L east | mportant School Readiness Domains

A question regarding teacher and caregiver permeptdf the most and least important domains
of a child’s school readiness was added to the V@aservey to gain insight into the aspects of

school readiness that teachers and caregivers dias/being important.

Wave 3:For Wave 3 the largest percentage of teachers ) 8¥catedsocial competenc® be
the most important developmental domain for schealliness ang@hysical health and well-
beingwas perceived to be the least important domaitestlopment for the largest percentage
of teachers (41%). Caregiver ratings, on the dtlaed, showed a distinctly different pattern. The
largest percentage of caregivers (39%) ratedpthesical health and well-beingomain to be
most important and 35% of caregivers ratedldmguage and cognitive developmeligimain to

be the least important developmental area for ld’shschool readiness.

Wave 4:For Wave 4 the largest percentage of teachers ) #t¥featedemotional maturityto be
the most important developmental domain for schieatliness and similar to Wave@yysical
health and well-beingvas perceived by teachers to be the least impodamain (33%).
Consistent with Wave 3 findings, the largest petage of caregivers (40%) rated tpleysical
health and well-beinglomain to be most important and 35% of caregivatsedr thelanguage
and cognitive developmedbmain to be the least important developmental &ea child’s

school readiness.

Wave 5:For Wave 5 the largest percentage of teachers Y #idicatedemotional maturityto be
the most important developmental domain for schieatliness andhhysical health and well-
beingwas perceived by teachers to be the least imgadtamain (46%). The largest percentage
of caregivers (48%) rated tiphysical health and well-beingomain to be most important and
44% of caregivers rated thlenguage and cognitive developmetdmain to be the least

important developmental area for a child’s schealiness.
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Although it is difficult to make a strong conclusidrom these data given the relatively small
sample sizes, an interesting pattern emerges. fRpdlgi for Wave 3, teachers highlighted the
importance ofsocial competencand for Waves 4 and 5 they citethotional maturity Both
these domains aneon-cognitive skills. In contrast, caregivers géred physical health and
well-being a domain rated least important by the largestgdage of teachers, to be most
important for a child’s school readiness at bothvé/a, 4 and 5.

M. Vulnerability Indicators

Table 3 reports the percentage of children in tRSE Waves 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 cohorts who were
rated above the Canadian norm on each of the fiEbSdomains and Table 4 shows the
percentage of children who were rated in the 1088 of the Irish sample on multiple domains

of school readiness, according to teacher repbgstmol readiness.

1. Percentage Scoring Above and Below the CanadianiNor

Wave 1:Although the average teacher reported level obskieadiness in the CPSE cohort was
significantly below the Canadian norm, a numbe€BSE children were performing above this
norm in some domains. Specifically, teachers ratedunder half (49.5%) of the CPSE Wave 1
cohort above the Canadian norm on fingsical health and well-beingnd social competence
domains. However, only about 30% of children weated above the Canadian norm on the
emotional maturity language and cognitive developmesmtd communication and general
knowledgedomains, demonstrating specific areas of weakfwsa large portion of the CPSE
Wave 1 cohort.

Wave 2:Similarly, Table 3 shows that a number of CPSEdeckit in the Wave 2 cohort were
performing above the Canadian norm in some dom&pscifically, teachers rated just under
half (45.5%) of the children in Wave 2 above then&han norm on thehysical health and
well-beingdomain and more than half (58.5%) of children in&/@ above the Canadian norm
on thesocial competenceomain. Additionally, teachers rated greater td@&o of children
above the Canadian norm on the domainsnoebtional maturittandcommunication and general

knowledge a marked improvement from Wave 1. However, or6962of children were rated
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above the Canadian norm on tla@guage and cognitive developmeldmain, demonstrating
that this may be a continued area of weaknesshitiren in the CPSE cohort.

Wave 3:In line with teacher rated reports of school readifor Waves 1 and 2, Table 3 shows
that a number of children in the Wave 3 cohort weggforming above the Canadian norm in
some domains. Specifically, teachers rated hathefchildren in Wave 3 above the Canadian
norm on thesocial competencdomain and over 40% of children above the Canadam on
the physical health and well-beingnd emotional maturitydomains of school readiness.
Additionally, teacher ratings showed that approxetya31% of children were performing above
the normative sample on th@nguage and cognitive developmelamain. Although this does
not represent a large percentage of the cohastjitportant to note that this figure demonstrates
an improvement on Wave 2 performance and is in Witk teacher reports on this domain in
Wave 1. Finally, teacher ratings indicated thatrapimately 32% of children performed above
the Canadian norm on tmemmunication and general knowleddgmain, illustrating that more
children in Wave 3 of data collection were expetieg difficulties in this domain compared to
Wave 2.

Wave 4:

Table 3 shows that a number of children in the Waveohort were performing above the
Canadian norm in some domains. Specifically, teachated 60% of the children in Wave 4
above the Canadian norm on tuial competencdomain and over 46% of children above the
Canadian norm on theommunication and general knowledd@main. This figure demonstrates
a significant improvement on Wave 3 performancepragimately 44% of children in Wave 4
were rated by their teachers above the Canadiam mor thephysical health & well-being
domain. Consistent with previous waves, teacheedrd3% of children above the Canadian
norm on theemotional maturitydomain in Wave 4. Finally, teacher ratings showieat
approximately 28% of children were performing abthre normative sample on thenguage
and cognitive developmedbmain. Although this does not represent a largegmtage of the
cohort, it is important to note that this figurecmnsistent with teacher ratings for children ia th

previous three cohorts.
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Wave 5:

Similarly, Table 3 shows that a number of childrethe Wave 5 cohort were performing above
the Canadian norm in some domains. Specificalpghers rated 55% of the children in Wave 5
above the Canadian norm on thecial competencdomain and over 47% above the Canadian
norm on thephysical health & well-beinglomain. Approximately 39% of children in Wave 5
were rated by their teachers above the Canadian nartheemotional maturitydomain, which

is lower than the previous three waves. 35% ofdeéil in Wave 5 were rated by their teachers
above the Canadian norm on t@mmunication and general knowleddigmain. Finally, teacher
ratings showed that approximately 19% of childresrerperforming above the normative sample
on thelanguage and cognitive developmedamain, this illustrates that significantly more

children in Wave 5 were experiencing difficultiesthis domain compared to any other wave of
data collection.

Table 3
Percentage of Teacher Rated CPSE Cohort above Gam&ibrm on S-EDI Domains
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave5

S-EDI Domain % Above % Above % Above % Above % Above
Canadian Canadian Canadian Canadian Canadian
Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm
Physical Health & Well-being 49.50 45.53 41.28 44.34 47.75
Social Competence 49.50 58.54 50.00 60.38 55.45
Emotional Maturity 30.30 43.90 42.59 42.86 39.45
Language & Cognitive Developmer  30.43 25.64 31.37 28.43 19.09
Communication & General
Knowledge 28.71 40.65 32.11 46.23 35.45

2. Index of Vulnerability

A child is considered vulnerable in a particulam@an of school readiness if he/she is rated
within the lowest 10% of all children in the CPS&hort (i.e., Waves 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 combined)
for that domain.

Wave 1:As demonstrated in Table 4, approximately 62846@3) of children did not score in the
lowest 10% of the combined CPSE cohort on any ef fire S-EDI domains, according to

teacher ratings. However, close to one-fifth (1984,9) of the children scored low on one of the
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five domains, with a further 9%€9) scoring low on two domains. Seven percesf/{ of the
cohort scored low on three out of five domains,levtiPo f=1) scored low on four of the five S-

EDI domains, and 2%n€2) were vulnerable on all five domains of schaaldiness.

Wave 2:Table 4 also shows that 77%=05) of children in Wave 2 were not vulnerable oy a
domain of school readiness, while 11%9%14) scored low on one domain, 5%=6) on two

domains, 4% r=5) on three domains, just under 1%%=1) on four domains, and almost 2%
(n=2) scored low on all five domains.

Wave 3:Table 4 illustrates that 7696%84) of children in Wave 3 were not vulnerable oy a
domain of school readiness, while 15%17) scored low on one domain, 4%=4) on two
domains, 4%r{=4) on three domains, and 1%-() scored low on all five domains.

Wave 4:Table 4 also shows that 719%={5) of children in Wave 4 were not vulnerable oy a
domain of school readiness, while 128613) scored low on one domain, 11%1{2) on two
domains, 3% r(=3) on three domains, and 3%=@) on four domains. None of the children in
Wave 4 were vulnerable on all five domains of s¢headiness.

Wave 5:Table 4 also shows that approximately 6587@) of children in Wave 5 were not
vulnerable on any domain of school readiness, whié (=20) scored low on one domain,

4.5% §=5) on two domains, 7%n€8) on three domains, 29%%3) on four domains, and 2%
(n=3) on all five domains of school readiness.

Table 4
Number of S-EDI Scales on which CPSE Cohort arerviable

# Domains Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5
Vulnerable  p % n % n % n % n %
None 63 62.38 95 77.24 84 76.36 75 70.75 72 64.86
One 19 18.81 14 11.38 17 1545 13 12.26 20 18.02
Two 9 8.91 6 4.88 4 3.64 12 11.32 5 450
Three 7 6.93 5 4.07 4 3.64 3 2.83 8 7.21
Four 1 0.99 1 0.81 0 0 3 2.83 3 2.70
Five 2 1.98 2 1.63 1 0.91 0 0 3 2.70

Note. nrepresents the number of observations.
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3. Comparisons of Waves 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5

Overall, these results are consistent with findifnge the overall test of differences in the levels
of school readiness for Waves 1, 2, 3, 4 and Terims of children scoring above and below the
Canadian norm, the percentage of children who dcat®ve the norm varies considerably
between the five waves of the CPSE cohort. Bottstiogal competencandcommunication and
general knowledgdomains show an upward trend, with ratings for esalie higher than those
reported in Wave 1. Whereas tlamguage and cognitive developmeloimain ratings decrease
over time, with ratings for Waves 3, 4, and 5 low&an those reported in Wave 1. It is difficult
to establish what trend exists in tpaysical health and well-beingnd emotional maturity
domains over the five waves of data collection.ifst for ghysical health and well-being
decreased over Waves 2 and 3 but then increased/sees 4 and 5. Conversely, ratings for
emotional maturityncreased between Waves 1 and 2, remained relastable over Waves 2,
3, and 4 and subsequently decreased in Wave 3lyifeaver children in Waves 2, 3 and 4 were
vulnerable in any of the domains of school readinesmpared to Waves 1 and 5. However,
there are considerably more children vulnerablexandomains in Waves 1 and 4 than Waves 2,

3 and 5. These figures show no discernible patieen time.

Subjective School Readiness

To facilitate comparisons with a study conductethmPFL catchment area in 2004 by Kiernan
et al. (2008), teachers in Waves 2 - 5 were askeddicate if they felt that the child was ready
for school when he/she arrived in September of #taidemic year. Table 5 shows that the
ratings for Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the CPSE cotharte similar to the ratings of children
surveyed in the 2004-2005 academic year, with ath@lt of the children being rated as
definitely ready for school and a further half bétcohort being rated as not ready, at least to
some degree. The percentage of children deeaeéditely readyby teachers has marginally
increased over the three waves since 2009. Thigestgthat there have been few improvements
in children’s school readiness, as reported byheac in thePFL communities over an eight

year period.
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Table 5

Teacher Subjective Ratings of School Readiness

2004 (Kiernan et 2009 (CPSE 2010 (CPSE 2011 (CPSE 2012 (CPSE
Rating al., 2008 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5
n % n % n % n % n %
gggg[te'y 42 4772 45 47.87 57 5229 58 56.31 61 54.95
ggg‘;wmt 35 3977 37  39.36 3 3303 32 3107 35 3153
Definitely Not 4 155 12 1277 16 1468 13 1262 15 1351
Ready

Note. nrepresents the number of observations.

N. Use of Teacher Reported School Readiness’

Although both teacher and caregiver reports of scheadiness were obtained, the remaining

results discussed in the report are based on teagperted school readiness, unless otherwise

noted.

1.

Teacher reports were used for four mairoreas

Teachers have long been thought to be accuratesasseof a child’s abilities (Heaviside
& Farris, 1993) and by focusing on teacher reposubol readiness, the results of this
study can be readily integrated into the currelerditure as the majority of studies use

teacher reported levels of school readiness (Rinamfidan, Pianta, & Cox, 2000).

Teacher reported school readiness scores are adetpt overcome problems of shared
method variance that arise when you have the sarsomp rating both the independent

and dependent variables in analyses.

Teacher and caregiver ratings significantly diteross the majority of S-EDI domains.
In particular, the CPSE children are rated sigaiiity higher than the Canadian norms
based on caregiver report. As the normative dadased on a representative sample of
Canadian children, which includes children from sdicial backgrounds, one would
expect, on average, the Canadian norms to be hitter the CPSE scores (as
demonstrated in the CPSE teachers ratings) whieh based on children from a

designated disadvantaged community.

° Analyses based on caregiver reported school ressliare available upon request.
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4. As illustrated in Table 1, teacher rated schootlireess demonstrated greater reliabilities
in this cohort than caregiver rated school readin@#ile three teacher rated subdomains
(physical readiness for the school day, physicdependence, and advanced literacy
skills) were excluded from further analyses duéhtar low reliability, 11 caregiver-rated
domains or subdomains (physical health and weltidygdohysical readiness for the school
day, physical independence, gross and fine motds,skverall social competence with
peers, responsibility and respect, approachesatmiteg, anxious and fearful behaviour,

basic literacy skills, interest in literacy, numgyaand memory, and basic numeracy) did
not meet our reliability criteria of .65 or above.
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O. Factors Associated with School Readiness'®

For the remaining analyses, data from all five vgaaee combined, and the wave of data
collection is controlled for in all analyses. Anigrficant or trend level (i.ep <.10)"* findings
for the main five S-EDI domains and subdomainsdiseussed below. Throughout this section,

effect size¥ are reported in parentheses next to any signifiesults discussed.

1. Child Age
The average age of all children in the CPSE cohas4.71 $0=0.43) years. Table 6 reports the

regression analysis modelling school readinessfascéion of child age.
Table 6

Regression Analyses Representing the Relationsitvgekn Teacher Rated School Readiness and
Child Age while Holding Wave of Data Collection Gtamt

Domain df F )i SE
Physical Health & Well-being (5, 498) 2.30 0.48* 0.21
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (5,480) 3.42 1.23* 0.32
Social Competence (5,499) 3.44 0.60** 0.21
Overall Social Competence with Peers (5,499) 2.79 0.71* 0.30
Responsibility and Respect (5, 499) 2.21 0.41 0.26
Approaches to Learning (5,499) 2.75 0.77** 0.26
Readiness to Explore New Things (5, 480) 7.12 0.56** 0.21
Emotional Maturity (5, 493) 2.26 0.26 0.21
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (5, 438) 1.95 0.92* 0.37
Aggressive Behaviour (5, 488) 1.76 - 0.12 0.26
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (5, 499) 323 - 021 0.37
Hyperactivity and Inattention (5, 494) 239 - 0.02 0.27
Language & Cognitive Development (5,474) 2.33 0.82** 0.28
Basic Literacy Skills (5, 494) 2.81 1.21* 0.36
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memory (5, 488) 1.69 0.18 0.28
Basic Numeracy Skills (5,492) 4.76 0.47 0.29
Communication & General Knowledge (5,497) 119 0.54 0.37

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numbardependent scores, associated
with the statistical tesk represents the test statistic associated witffrtest, 5 signifies the
beta coefficient, an8Erepresents the standard error of the beta estwwiath illustrates the
distance between the regression line and the adatalpoints.

19 Results of statistically significant relationshitsthe trend levelpk.10) or higher are described in this section. All
permutation test results are presented in Tables df Appendix C.

™ The p-valuesrepresent the probability that the result obtaiieedue to chance rather than a true relationship
between variables. Consistent with the literatyrealues below 0.05 (5%) are considered to be Statily
significant in the present report.

12 The following rule can be applied to interpretigfiect sizes (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004). A Cohethisnging
from 0.0 to 0.2 is deemed a small effect (mearedifiice is less than .2 standard deviation), valkreging from 0.2

to 0.8 are considered to represent a medium effeetan difference around .5 standard deviation), \eaddes
greater than 0.8 illustrate a large effect (meéfierdince greater than .8 standard deviation).
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T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01 ***p<.001

Child age was positively associated with severahaos and subdomains of school readiness,
such that older children display greater schooldiresss skills. Specifically, positive
relationships were found between child age angliysical health and well-beirdpmain, with
significant findings in thegross and fine motor skillsubdomain. Child age was also associated
with a positive trend in theocial competencdomain, with theoverall social competence with
peers, approaches to learningnd readiness to explore new thingsibdomains showing
significance. Furthermore, positive relationshipgevfound between child age and keguage
and cognitive developmedbmain, a finding driven by the significant relaiships on thdasic
literacy skills subdomain. Finally, although the overalnotional maturitydomain was not
significant, theprosocial and helping behaviowubdomain showed a positive association with
child age. Collectively, these results suggest dder children displayed higher levels of school

readiness.
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2. Child Gender
Fifty-three percentn=299) of all children in the CPSE cohort were mé&lgure 9 represents the
mean teacher ratings for each domain of schoolimessl formalesand femalesin the CPSE

cohort.

Gender

O Male W Female

10 p<.001 p<.01 p<.001 p<.05 p<.001
9
8
7 4]
2 6|
®
5 1+
c
5 4
s 3 ||
2
1 +—]
0
Physical Health Social Emotional Language & Communication
& Well-being  Competence Maturity Cognitive & General

Development Knowledge

Figure 9. Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
child gender.

Significant gender differences were present forS8HeDI domains ophysical health and well-
being (d=.30), social competencél=.36), emotional maturity(d=.55), language and cognitive
developmen{d=.21), andcommunication and general knowled@t.37) such that girls were
rated as displaying higher skills than boys. Im®iof subdomains, gender differencegiiass
and fine motor skillfd=.40), overall social competence with pedds.31), responsibility and
respect (d=.19), approaches to learnindd=.41), readiness to explore new thindd=.24),
prosocial and helping behavioud=.61), aggressive behavioufd=.30), anxious and fearful
behaviour(d=.38), hyperactivity and inattentio(d=.24), basic literacy skill{d=.19),interest in
literacy/numeracy/memor{d=.28) andbasic numeracy skill§d=.20) all reached significance,
with girls displaying higher levels of school reaelss than boys. Collectively, the results show

moderate effect sizes with girls displaying higlesels of school readiness than boys.

3. Presence of Siblings

The number of siblings living in the same houseladdhe Junior Infant child ranged from zero
to seven, with an average of 1.58DF1.36) siblings. One hundred and twenty-three ceidr
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(23%) did not have any siblings living in the sahmusehold, while the majority of children
(78%) had one or more siblings living in the sanoeidehold. Figure 10 represents the mean
teacher ratings for each domain of school readif@sshildren whohad siblingsliving in the

home and those wtlatid not have siblings

Siblings
OSiblings M No Siblings
10 p<.01 p<.05 ns p<.10 p<.10
9
8
7 4
® o6
®
5 1+
c
§ 4
s 3 ]
2
1 +—]
0
Physical Health Social Emotional Language & Communication
& Well-being  Competence Maturity Cognitive & General
Development Knowledge

Figure 10.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
presence of siblings in household.

Children with no siblings in the household wereedaas displaying significantly higher levels of
physical health and well-beinff=.31), andsocial competencéd=.23) compared to children
with at least one sibling living in the same howdéh Specifically, pupils without siblings
displayed significantly more advancedverall social competence with peersi=.26),
responsibility and respedt=.24), basic literacy skillgd=.14). There were also findings which
trended toward significance for the domaindasfguage & cognitive developmefd=.17) and
communication and general knowled@e:.20). Children with no siblings had somewhat bette
skills in the subdomains gfross and fine motor skill@=.20), basic literacy skill4d=.14), and
basic numeracy skillgd=.13). Thus, children with no siblings living in e¢hhousehold
demonstrated greater school readiness skills ti@setwith siblings, with moderate effect sizes.
In addition to examining the relationships betwésnbinary variable representing if a child had
siblings present in the household or not and scheadliness, relationships between the total
number of siblings living in the same household acetiool readiness were explored in a

regression framework, while holding wave of datteotion constant. Results demonstrated that,
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not only does the presence of siblings matter, $mttoo does the number of siblings.
Specifically, the number of siblings living in th®usehold was negatively associated with all
five domains and several subdomains of school neadj such that children with more siblings
living in the home display lower school readindsafiss Specifically, negative relationships were
present between number of siblings living in theidehold and thehysical health and well-
being domain, with thegross and fine motor skillsubdomain showing significance.
Additionally, negative relationships were preseat the social competence&lomain, with
significant negative relationships existing betwemrmnber of siblings and theverall social
competence with peeemnd readiness to explore new thingsbdomains. Children with more
siblings living in the household displayed lowerdks ofemotional maturityespecially in terms
of prosocial and helping behaviourk1 terms oflanguage and cognitive developmamtgative
relationships were present for thasic literacy skillsand basic numeracy skillsubdomains.
Finally, there was a significant negative relatlipsdemonstrating that children with more
siblings were rated by teachers as displaying lolegels of communication and general
knowledge Collectively, these results echo the results ptesem Figure 8 and suggest that
having more siblings was associated with lower Iew school readiness in the CPSE cohort
and demonstrate that not only does the presensilaigs in the household matter, but so too

does the number of siblings.
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Table 7
Regression Analyses Representing the Relationshipelen Teacher Rated School Readiness and
Number of Siblings Living in the Household whildditog Wave of Data Collection Constant

Domain df F B SE
Physical Health & Well-being (5, 521) 299 - 0.21* 0.07
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (5, 503) 1.13 - 0.22* 0.10
Social Competence (5,521) 2.78 - 0.16* 0.07
Overall Social Competence with Peers (5, 522) 312 - 0.29* 0.10
Responsibility and Respect (5, 522) 1.78 - 0.09 0.08
Approaches to Learning (5, 522) 1.03 - 0.13 0.08
Readiness to Explore New Things (5,500) 7.02 - 0.14* 0.07
Emotional Maturity (5, 516) 256 - 0.14* 0.07
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (5,458) 247 - 0.33* 0.12
Aggressive Behaviour (5, 511) 194 - 0.02 0.08
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (5, 522) 3.21 0.16 0.11
Hyperactivity and Inattention (5,515) 2.62 0.1 0.08
Language & Cognitive Development (5,496) 3.16 - 0.28* 0.09
Basic Literacy Skills (5, 516) 255 - 0.31* 0.11
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memory (5, 510) 221 - 0.5 0.09
Basic Numeracy Skills (5,514) 811 - 0.32* 0.09
Communication & General Knowledge (5,520) 3.61 - Q.42% 0.11

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numbardependent scores, associated
with the statistical tesk represents the test statistic associated witlrtest, 5 signifies the
beta coefficient, an8Erepresents the standard error of the beta estiwwi@th illustrates the
distance between the regression line and the adatalpoints.

T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01 ***p<.001

4. Caregiver Relationship Status

In regards to caregiver relationship status, 38%202) of caregivers reported they were single,
30% (=158) were married, and 21%=109) were living with their partner. Thirty-two
participants (6%) had a partner they were not ¢jwvith and approximately 5%0n€27) were

separated, divorced, or widowed.

To determine whether child school readiness diffetepending on caregiver relationship status
two categories were derive@ingle comprises respondents who indicated they were esing|
legally separated, divorced, or widowed and bamg relationshiprepresents those who were
married, cohabitating, or had a partner with whbeytwere not living at the time of the survey.
In the cohort, 43%n=229) were classified as being single. Figure 1lresgnts the mean
teacher ratings for each domain of school readif@sshildren of caregivers who were single
and those who were in a relationship.
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Figure 11.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
caregiver relationship status.

The associations between the S-EDI domains andars$hip status of the caregiver did not
reach statistical significance for any domain obdamain. The domain afocial competence
(d=.19) trended toward significance and the subdoro&impproaches to learningd=.23) was
significant. Therefore, relationship status of taeegiver was not highly associated with child

school readiness.

5. Caregiver Age

The mean age of caregivers was approximately 3dsyad (SD=6.81), with ages ranging from

21 to 54 years.

Analyses were conducted to examine whether theosakadiness skills of children of young
caregivers differed compared to children of oldaregivers. To achieve this, caregivers were
divided into two groups based on their age whenltieor Infant child was born. The first group
consisted of those who we® years old or youngewhen the child was born and the second
group consisted of those who wexrleler than 20 yearsvhen the child was born. In the cohort,
18% (=84) were classified as being a young parent. Eidili represents the mean teacher
ratings for each domain of school readiness foldodm of caregivers who were 20 years old or
younger when the child was born and children oégaers who were older than 20 years old

when the child was born.
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Figure 12.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
caregiver age at child’s birth.

The associations between the S-EDI domains andgieareage did not reach statistical
significance for any domain or subdomain. A treffdat was shown in thphysical health and
well-beingdomain ¢I=.17), illustrating that children of older caregisalisplayed higher levels
of physical health than children of younger careggv Overall, the age of the caregiver at the

child’s birth was not strongly associated with théd’s school readiness.

In addition to examining the relationships betweka young caregiver binary variable and
school readiness, relationships between the camiswariable of caregiver age and school
readiness were explored in a regression framewohile holding wave of data collection

constant. As demonstrated in Table 8, no significalationships emerged, further illustrating

that caregiver age has little effect on a childsml readiness skills.
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Table 8
Regression Analyses Representing the Relationshipelen Teacher Rated School Readiness and
Caregiver Age while Holding Wave of Data Collectidonstant

Domain df F B SE
Physical Health & Well-being (5, 512) 0.95 0.01 0.02
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (5,494) 0.28 - 0.01 0.02
Social Competence (5,512) 156 - 0.00 0.01
Overall Social Competence with Peel (5, 513) 148 - 0.02 0.02
Responsibility and Respect (5,513) 1.44 0.01 0.02
Approaches to Learning (5,513) 059 - 0.00 0.02
Readiness to Explore New Things (5,492) 590 - 0.00 0.01
Emotional Maturity (5, 507) 1.70 0.00 0.01
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (5,449) 0.77 0.00 0.02
Aggressive Behaviour (5, 502) 1.19 - 0.01 0.02
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (5, 513) 267 - 0.02 0.02
Hyperactivity and Inattention (5,506) 2.55 0.01 0.02
Language & Cognitive Development (5,487) 1.30 0.01 0.02
Basic Literacy Skills (5, 507) 1.19 0.01 0.02
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memor (5 ,502) 1.75 0.00 0.02
Basic Numeracy Skills (5,505) 5.63 0.01 0.02
Communication & General Knowledge (5,511) 0.76 0.01 0.02

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numbardependent scores, associated
with the statistical tesk represents the test statistic associated witlritest, 5 signifies

the beta coefficient, artBErepresents the standard error of the beta estiwtzith

illustrates the distance between the regressiendimd the actual data points.

T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01 **p<.001

6. Caregiver Education

The highest level of education attained by 2986162) of the CPSE caregivers was the
Junior/Group/Inter Certificate and the average sethlkeaving age was 17 years old.
Approximately 15% 1§=79) of caregivers completed upper secondary edugativhile 17%
(n=90) completed the Applied Leaving Certificate @alking Certificate. Twelve percem=60)
of caregivers had a non-degree qualification, 2812) completed a primary degree and 5

respondents had completed a postgraduate quabficat

The educational categories were combined to ersabtamparison between children of relatively
low and high educated caregivers in this cohore B education group consisted of caregivers
who did not attend school, had primary educationpwer secondary education. Note that the

respondents in the low education group did not heRinior Certificate. Théiow education
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categorisation comprises approximately 21f8&1(11) of the sample. For purposes of these
analyses, thaigh educatiorcategorisation included all caregivers who hadhed their Junior
Certificate or higher and represents approximai®% (=406) of the total sample. Figure 13
represents the mean teacher ratings for each doofaischool readiness for children of

caregivers with low and high education.
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Figure 13.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
caregiver education.

Figure 9 demonstrates that children of caregivetis relatively higher levels of education were
rated by teachers as displaying higher levels bbgkreadiness in all domains. Specifically,
children of relatively higher educated caregivespldyed higher levels gshysical health and
well-being (d=.40) social competencdd=.37), emotional maturity (d=.35), language and

cognitive developmeii=.47) andcommunication and general knowledge.27).

Additionally, they had higher levels gfoss and fine motor skillgl=.35) and were significantly
more socially competent in regards twerall social competence with pee(s=.29),
responsibility and respe¢t=.30),approaches to learnin@p=.32) andreadiness to explore new
things (d=.27). Children of caregivers with relatively highkevels of education displayed
significantly lessaggressive behavioud=.30) and lesanxious and fearful behavioyd=.38).

A trend was also found for the subdomaiosocial and helping behavioufd=.24). The data
also suggested that children of caregivers withtretly higher education displayed higher levels

of basic literacy skills(d=.42), interest in literacy, numeracy, and memddg.23) andbasic
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numeracy skills(d=.32). Collectively, these results indicated thaildren of caregivers with
relatively higher levels of education displayedhaglevels of school readiness, with moderate

effect sizes identified.

7. Caregiver Employment Statd$

The largest number of caregivers (3085,152) in the cohort were looking after their home o
family, 27% ©=137) were in paid work, 3% €14) were on leave from paid work, 26%=130)
were unemployed, 9%£45) were in paid FAS training, less than 1843) were in unpaid FAS
training, 2% (=8) were not able to work due to permanent diggbiind less than 1%n<4)
indicated that they were a student. Of the caregiwdo were currently in paid work, including
those participating in a paid FAS training sche®®&% (=183) provided information on the

number of hours worked. The average number of hewarked per week was 25.7S[=10.14).

Employment status was divided into two categor@sfiirther analyses based on thosg in

paid work and thosein paid work, at least part time (including paid training coujses
Approximately 41% 1§=196) of the cohort were in paid work. Figure 1l4resents the mean
teacher ratings for each domain of school readifasshildren of caregivers not in paid work

and children of caregivers in paid work.

13 Note that the majority (93%) of respondents wéotolgical mothers of the children, thus these fegutargely
represent the employment status of mothers.
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Figure 14.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains thase

caregiver employment status.

Figure 10 shows that children of caregivers in paatk were rated as showing significantly
higher levels ofphysical health and well-beingd=.17) social competencé&=.35), emotional
maturity (d=.24), language and cognitive developmédt.29) andcommunication and general
knowledge(d=.29) than children of caregivers not in paid wo8gpecifically, children of
caregivers in paid work displayed highewerall social competence with peefd=.32),
responsibility and respedid=.20), approaches to learningd=.29), readiness to explore new
things (d=.32), prosocial and helping behaviod=.21), basic literacy skill{d=.20),interest in
literacy, numeracy, and memofg=.30), andbasic numeracy skillgl=.24). They also displayed
less anxious and fearful behaviouid=.24). Additionally, trends in the data suggesthdt t
children of caregivers in paid work displayed higlexels ofgross and fine motor skillgl=.14)
than children of caregivers not in paid work. Cdlieely, these results suggest that children of

caregivers in paid employment appear better readgdhool, with moderate effect sizes.

8. Caregiver Social Welfare Dependency

Almost three-quarters of the cohort (7486344) were receiving social welfare payments such
as job seekers benefit, job seekers allowancealseelfare payments, rent allowance, or
disability allowance. Social welfare is a good prdar socio-economic status (SES) as there is

often a high correlation between welfare dependemuy SES indicators of low education,
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income and social class. Figure 15 represents #ganrteacher ratings for each domain of school
readiness for children in families who wemereceipt of social welfarepayments and children of

families who werenot in receipt of social welfaneayments.
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Figure 15.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
household social welfare dependency.

Children living in households not dependent on aowkelfare payments were rated by teachers
as displaying higher levels physical health and well-being=.25),social competenc@=.41),
emotional maturity(d=.35), language and cognitive developmédt.23). Specifically children
living in households not dependent on social welfaere rated higher by teachersowerall
social competence with peds=.23), responsibility and respeéti=.43),approaches to learning
(d=.37) andreadiness to explore new thin{$=.26), prosocial and helping behavioyd=.21),
basic literacy skills(d=.23), interest in literacy numeracy and memdd=.21) and basic
numeracy skillgd=.24) subdomains. Additionally they displayed signifidgriess aggressive
behaviour(d=.42) and lesanxious and fearful behaviogd=.32). Differences itommunication
and general knowledg@=.21) trended toward significance. Therefore, dowigdfare status of
the family appears to be associated with all donbaihcommunication and general knowledge,
with moderate effect sizes.

54



9. Caregiver Mental Well-being (WHO-5)

On average, caregivers rated their mental welldais 15.743D=6.07) on a possible scale of
zero to 25. This compares to a mean of 1639bB=4.94) in a representative cohort of Irish
respondents (Delaney, Doyle, McKenzie, & Wall, 200herefore, the CPSE cohort rated their
mental well-being significantly below a representatlirish samplet((2716) = 4.53p<.00)),
indicating the relatively poor mental health statfighis cohort.

According to the developers of the WHO-5 scaleyesa@t or below 12 represdotv mental
well-beingand scores of 13 or above represkeigth mental well-beingTwenty-nine percent
(n=132) of caregivers demonstrated low well-being &ido (=314) were categorized as
having high well-being according to this criteridgfigure 16 represents the mean teacher ratings
for each domain of school readiness for childrerayegivers with low and high mental well-

being.
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Figure 16.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
caregiver mental well-being.

There were no statistical differences on the malBD$ domains or subdomains in regards to

caregiver mental well-being. In sum, the mentall\being of the caregiver was not significantly

associated with child school readiness.
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In addition to examining the relationships betwédenbinary well-being risk variable and school
readiness, relationships between continuous caegiell-being and school readiness were
explored in a regression framework, while holdirgver of data collection constant. In line with
the finding reported using the binary well-beingkriindicator, Table 9 finds no statistical

relationship between mental well-being and scheatimess.

Table 9
Regression Analyses Representing the Relationstipelen Teacher Rated School Readiness and
Caregiver Mental Well-being while Holding Wave @t® Collection Constant

Domain df F B SE
Physical Health & Well-being (4,428) 1.24 - 0.02 0.02
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (4, 458) 0.29 - 0.02 0.02
Social Competence (4,428) 2.13 0.01 0.02
Overall Social Competence with Pee (4, 429) 0.80 - 0.00 0.02
Responsibility and Respect (4,429) 1.81 0.01 0.02
Approaches to Learning (4, 429) 0.80 0.00 0.02
Readiness to Explore New Things (4, 407)  7.32 0.00 0.02
Emotional Maturity (4,425) 0.49 0.01 0.02
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (4, 388) 1.00 - 0.02 0.03
Aggressive Behaviour (4, 427) 247 - 0.03 0.02
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (4,429) 098 - 0.03 0.03
Hyperactivity and Inattention (4, 422) 0.4 - 0.01 0.02
Language & Cognitive Development (4, 411) 155 - 0.01 0.02
Basic Literacy Skills (4,425) 142 - 0.01 0.03
Interest in
Literacy/Numeracy/Memory (4, 420) 1.53 0.01 0.02
Basic Numeracy Skills (4,424) 6.72 0.01 0.02
Communication & General Knowledge (4,427) 0.41 - 0,01 0.03

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numbardependent scores, associated
with the statistical tesk represents the test statistic associated witfrtest, 5 signifies

the beta coefficient, anBErepresents the standard error of the beta estiwlzdtd

illustrates the distance between the regressiendimd the actual data points.

T p<.10. %<.05. **p<.01 ***p<.001

10. Caregiver Depressive Symptomology (CES-D)

On average, caregivers reported a score of §D69.40) on a possible scale of zero to 60 in the
CES-D measure of depressive symptomology. Accortbrtpe developers of the CES-D scale,
scores of 16 or higher represent high levels ofekgive symptomology. Therefore, scores on

the CES-D were dichotomised to represdémyjh symptomology(total score26) or low
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symptomology(total score<16). Eighty-one percemt=255) of caregivers demonstrated low
depressive symptomology as measured by the CES-D 18% (=60) reported high
symptomology. Figure 17 represents the mean teadtergs for each domain of school

readiness for children of caregivers with high &owl depressive symptomology.
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Figure 17.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
caregiver depressive symptomology.

Few differences in school readiness were presesgdoan caregiver depressive symptomology.
The only school readiness domain to reach stalssgnificance wassocial competence
(d=.32), with thereadiness to explore new thinff$=.42), hyperactivity and inattentio(d=.44)
subdomains reaching significance and dpproaches to learnin¢d=.29) subdomain showing a
trend such that children of caregivers with lowepmssive symptomology demonstrated lower
levels of these behaviours, indicting they were en@ady for school. Differences in all other
domains and subdomains did not reach significaltmceum, depressive symptomology of the

caregiver was not highly associated with child stmeadiness.

In addition to examining the relationships betwéle® binary high depressive symptomology
variable and school readiness, relationships betweecontinuous measure of depressive
symptomology and school readiness were exploredrggression framework for children from

Waves 3-5. As demonstrated in Table 10, significalationships were present among caregiver
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depressive symptomology and two of the domainschbal readinesssocial competencand
emotional maturity Specifically children of caregivers who report lieg levels of depressive
symptomology are rated lower by teachers in dipproaches to learnin@gnd readiness to
explore new thingsubdomains and are rated by teachers as displayghgr levels ofinxious
and fearful behaviourA trend relationship was also identified, wherelwyldren of caregivers
who report higher levels of depressive symptomatplare rated as displaying higher levels of
hyperactivity and inattentionAdditionally, higher caregiver reported depressaymptoms
showed trend level relationships with theguage and cognitive developmeéomain, a finding
likely resulting from a trend relationship levellagonship with thebasic literacy skills
subdomain.

Table 10

Regression Analyses Representing the Relationghipelen Teacher Rated School Readiness and
Caregiver Depressive Symptomology for Wave 3, 45and

Domain df F B SE
Physical Health & Well-being (3, 308) 202 - 0.02 0.01
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (3,305) 0.68 - 0.02 0.02
Social Competence (3, 308) 5,01 - 0.03* 0.01
Overall Social Competence with Pee (3, 309) 152 - 0.03 0.02
Responsibility and Respect (3, 309) 283 - 0.03 0.01
Approaches to Learning (3,309) 3.27 - 0.04* 0.01
Readiness to Explore New Things (3, 295) 12.8 - 0.03* 0.01
Emotional Maturity (3,305) 221 - 0.03* 0.01
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (3,273) 0.70 - 0.01 0.02
Aggressive Behaviour (3,307) 1.14 0.02 0.02
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (3, 309) 2.67 0.05* 0.02
Hyperactivity and Inattention (3,302) 1.36 0.03t 0.02
Language & Cognitive Development (3,297) 3.00 - 0.03t 0.02
Basic Literacy Skills (3,308) 294 - 0.04t 0.02
Interest in
Literacy/Numeracy/Memory (3,301) 253 - 0.02 0.02
Basic Numeracy Skills (3, 305) 554 - 0.01 0.02
Communication & General Knowledge (3,307) 0.95 - 0.03 0.02

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numberdependent scores, associated
with the statistical tesk represents the test statistic associated witlr{test, 5 signifies

the beta coefficient, anBErepresents the standard error of the beta estiwiztd

illustrates the distance between the regressiendimd the actual data points.

T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01 ***p<.001
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11. Caregiver Self-Rated Health

Thirty-three percentn=147) of respondents indicated that their overallthewas excellent,
39% (=171) stated that their health was very good, 2484.04) indicated that it was good, 4%
(n=18) reported that their overall health was faild ao caregiver reported being in poor health.
For the purposes of this analysis, self-rated heaths dichotomised to represent those who
believed their health wagoodor fair and those who felt that their health wasellent or very
good Approximately 72% r{=318) of the cohort indicated that they were in #roé or very
good health. Figure 18 represents the mean teaatiegs for each domain of school readiness
for children of caregivers who report good or fagalth and children of caregivers who report

excellent or very good health.
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Figure 18.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
respondent self-reported health.

Three differences in school readiness were prebBaséd on self-rated health. Specifically,
physical health and well-bein@p=.39), social competencg¢d=.35) andcommunication and
general knowledgéd=.32) were all significantly higher for those clnéd with parents who rated
their health as excellent or very good. Additiopatthildren of caregivers who reported their
health to be excellent were rated higher in termshe gross and fine motor skillgd=.42,
approaches to learningd=.43) andreadiness to explore nethings (=.29) subdomains and
lower on theanxious and fearful behaviod=.30) subdomain. Finally, trend level effects were

found for theemotional maturity(d=.28) domain andverall competence with pedid=.24) and
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basic numeracy skill&d=.25) subdomains. Collectively, children of caregs/with higher self-

reported health displayed higher levels of scheatimess, with moderate effect sizes.

12. Participation in Centre-based Childcare

Caregivers provided information on whether theildten had received any form of childcare
prior to entering school, including being looketeafby grandparents, relatives, other friends, a
nanny, or attending creche, nursery, preschooMamtessori. The survey showed that 83% of
children (=463) experienced some form of childcare priortéwtgg school, with 81%nE449)
attending centre-based care. The children who vedeinformal childcare in a home setting
(either being looked after by grandparents, otb&tives, or nannies) were in this type of care
for, on average, 30.5 montrS=20.7). Children who received centre-based chileledther in a
nursery or Montessori school spent 20.2 mon8i3=00.3), on average, in this type of childcare.
Figure 19 represents the mean teacher ratingsafir @omain of school readiness for children in
the CPSE cohort whdid not attend centre-based childcaaed those whdalid attend centre-

based childcarat any period prior to school entry.
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Figure 19.Differences in teacher reported S-EDI domains based
participation in centre-based childcare.
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Differences on two of the five domains of scho@dimess, in addition to multiple subdomains,
were present depending on whether a child partietpan centre-based childcare prior to
attending Junior Infants. Children who attended fmyn of centre-based care, for any period,
prior to entering primary school, were rated apldigng significantly higher levels ¢anguage
and cognitive developmelitl=.55) andcommunication and general knowled@=.42). The
subdomains were significant fgross and fine motor skill&l=.34), readiness to explore new
things (d=.35), basic literacy(d=.51), interest in literacy, numeracy, and memdady.46), basic
numeracy skillgd=.31), andprosocial and helping behaviod=.37). Additionally trends were
found in thesocial competencéd=.28) andemotional maturity(d=.30) domains and in the
approaches to learnin¢d=.30) subdomain. Therefore, children who parti@gan centre-based
childcare prior to school entry displayed highefels of school readiness, especially in terms of

cognitive skills, with moderate effect sizes.

In addition to examining the relationships betwganticipation in centre-based childcare and
school readiness, the duration spent in centredbetsiéd care and school readiness was explored
in a regression framework, while holding wave ofadeollection constant. As demonstrated in
Table 11, significant relationships were presertvben duration in centre-based childcare and
several domains and subdomains of school readifg&ifically, children who spent a longer
time in centre-based childcare displayed higheelewflanguage and cognitive development
specifically basic literacy skillsand basic numeracy skillsThe communication and general
knowledgedomain also reached significancEhe social competencdomain demonstrated a
trend, probably driven by the significant relatibipsin the readiness to explore new things
subdomain in combination with a trend relationshiphe overall social competence with peers.
Additionally, trend relationships were identifiedithv several subdomains, whereby longer
duration in centre-based childcare was associat#d ivigher levels ofgross and fine motor
skills and prosocial and helping behavioucCollectively, these results highlight that longer

duration in centre-based childcare is associaté gveater school readiness.
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Table 11

Regression Analyses Representing the Relationghipelen Teacher-rated School Readiness and Duration
Centre-based Childcare while Holding Wave of Datdl€&tion Constant

Domain df F B SE
Physical Health & Well-being (5,387) 1.18 0.01 0.01
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (5, 373) 1.51 0.04** 0.01
Social Competence (5,388) 1.46 0.02t 0.01
Overall Social Competence with Peel (5, 388) 1.48 0.03t 0.01
Responsibility and Respect (5,388) 1.08 0.00 0.01
Approaches to Learning (5, 388) 0.53 0.01 0.01
Readiness to Explore New Things (5,376) 6.97 0.03** 0.01
Emotional Maturity (5,384) 1.36 0.01 0.01
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (5, 345) 1.50 0.04* 0.02
Aggressive Behaviour (5, 381) 1.39 - 0.00 0.01
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (5,388) 1.33 - 0.01 0.02
Hyperactivity and Inattention (5,384) 217 - 0.01 0.01
Language & Cognitive Development (5, 368) 3.32 0.04** 0.01
Basic Literacy Skills (5,384) 4.03 0.06*** 0.02
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memor (5, 380) 0.79 0.01 0.01
Basic Numeracy Skills (5,383) 5.78 0.04** 0.01
Communication & General Knowledge (5, 386)  1.59 0.04* 0.02

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numbardependent scores, associated
with the statistical teskE represents the test statistic associated witlrttest, 5 signifies

the beta coefficient, arf8Erepresents the standard error of the beta estiwtatd

illustrates the distance between the regressienditd the actual data points.

T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01 ***p<.001

13. Parenting Behaviours

As demonstrated in Table 12, reports from the Ring@rStyles and Dimensions Questionnaire
showed that caregivers reported using a signifiganigher level of authoritative parenting
behaviours than authoritarian and permissive pagnbehaviours, while they used a
significantly higher level of permissive behavioutBan authoritarian behaviours. The
authoritative parenting style is characterised laymnath and support, while the authoritarian style
is characterised by low responsiveness and highiraoriThe permissive parenting style,

although characterised by warmth, is one in whigtepts exert little control over children.
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Table 12
Wilcoxon Signed-rank Results for Comparisons oERting
Behaviours

Comparison z p

Authoritative vs. Authoritarian 20.15 <.001

Authoritative vs. Permissive 19.86 <.001

Permissive vs. Authoritarian 15.43 <.001

Note. Z represents the z-score or test statistigpan
represents the p-value or significance level assedi
with the statistical test.

As displayed in Table 13, four discernible relasibips emerged between parenting behaviours
and teacher reports of school readiness. Firghoatdrian parenting behaviours were negatively
associated with teacher reportsasferall social competence with peersd responsibility and
respect Second, permissive parenting behaviours weretwetjaassociated witlbasic literacy
skills andsocial competencapecifically,responsibility and respeeindapproaches to learning;
while they were positively associated witlygressive behaviouand anxious and fearful
behaviour Finally, five trend level relationships were itiied. Specifically, trends suggested a
negative relationship between authoritarian pangntiehaviours andocial competencand
emotional maturityand positive trends were present between authiartgarenting behaviours
and aggressive behaviourNegative trends were also found between permispaenting
behaviours andverall social competence with peexsd emotional maturityNo trends were
identified between authoritative parenting behassoand any of the domains of school
readiness. Collectively, these results demonsttiaae greater use of parenting behaviours
characterised by low responsiveness and high doasravell as those characterised by high
warmth and low control were associated with loverels of school readiness. These findings

illustrate the impact that a parent’s controllirghlviours have on a child’s readiness for school.
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Table 13
Regression Analyses Representing the Relationsiigelen Teacher-rated School Readiness and PareB&hgviours while Holding Wave of Data CollectioonStant

Domain Authoritative — Authoritarian — Permissive —
df F b df F b df F b

Physical Health & Well-being (5, 520) 1.08 - 0.09 0.17 (5, 520) 1.03 - 004 0.21 (5,523) 1.55 - 0.20t 0.11
Gross and Fine Motor Skills (5, 502) 0.22 - 0.01 0.25 (5, 502) 0.22 0.02 0.32 (5, 505) 0.29 - 011 0.17
Social Competence (5, 520) 1.79 - 0.09 0.17 (5, 520) 2.37 - 0.38t 0.21 (5,523) 3.00 - 0.27* 0.11
Overall Social Competence with Peers (5,521) 1.63 - 029 0.25 (5,521) 2.20 - 0.62* 0.31 (5, 524) 2.13 - 0.31t 0.16
Responsibility and Respect (5, 521) 1.77 - 018 0.21 (5, 521) 0.03 - 0.54* 0.26 (5,524) 3.10 - 0.36* 0.14
Approaches to Learning (5, 521) 0.64 - 0.04 0.21 (5,521) 0.77 - 022 0.27 (5, 524) 0.04 - 0.40* 0.14
Readiness to Explore New Things (5, 499) 0.00 0.13 0.17 (5, 499) 6.08 - 011 0.21 (5,501) 6.26 0.03 0.11
Emotional Maturity (5, 515) 2.09 - 0.24 0.17 (5, 515) 2.29 - 0.361 0.21 (5,518) 2.37 - 021t 0.11
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour (5, 458) 0.80 0.07 0.29 (5, 458) 1.20 - 053 0.37 (5, 461) 0.61 - 0.04 0.20
Aggressive Behaviour (5, 510) 2.26 0.33 0.21 (5, 510) 2.48 0.49t 0.26 (5, 513) 3.30 0.39** 0.14
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour (5, 521) 2.92 0.24 0.29 (5, 521) 3.33 0.59 0.36 (5,524) 434 0.53* 0.19
Hyperactivity and Inattention (5, 514) 2.64 0.27 0.22 (5, 514) 2.37 - 013 0.27 (5,517) 2.24 - 0.05 0.14
Language & Cognitive Development (5, 495) 1.20 - 0.09 0.23 (5, 495) 1.34 - 0.26 0.28 (5, 497) 154 - 021 0.15
Basic Literacy Skills (5, 515) 1.14 - 0.04 0.30 (5, 515) 1.49 - 049 0.37 (5, 517) 2.08 - 0.43* 0.20
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memory (5, 509) 1.68 0.06 0.23 (5, 509) 2.19 - 0.46 0.29 (5,511) 1.79 - 012 0.15
Basic Numeracy Skills (5, 513) 0.00 - 016 0.23 (5, 513) 5.50 0.11 0.29 (5,516) 5.64 - 004 0.15
Communication & General Knowledge (5,519 115 031 020 | 5,519 %% - o16 037 | 55227 %% . 000 0.19

Note. dfillustrates the degrees of freedom, or the numberdependent scores, associated with the statigtist.F represents the test statistic associated witlrttest,b signifies the beta coefficient, aS&Erepresents the
standard error of the beta estimate which illuegdhe distance between the regression line aretthal data points.

1 p<.10. p<.05. **p<.01 **+*p<.001
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P. Multivariate Analysis of Factors Associated with School Readiness

Based on the results reported in the previous agctactors that were significantly related to
children's S-EDI scores in the bivariate analysesewincluded in a Seemingly Unrelated
Regression (SUR) analysisSUR is particularly efficient when the independeatiables differ
from one equation to the next as is the case impthsent report as only factors significantly
associated with the individual S-EDI domains atuded in each model.

An analysis was conducted examining the factorsaated with school readiness across all
waves, while controlling for wave of data collectid’ he results, reported in Table 14, show that
while some factors were significantly related ttvaa readiness in a bivariate analysis, they
were no longer significant in a multivariate cortetdowever, there were several significant

relationships which were consistent across domains.

1. Model 1: Factors Associated with School Readinessadss Waves

The bivariate analyses identified several factossoeiated with the five school readiness
domains. A Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR)egéisnated to test whether any observed
associations between the socio-demographic, heatith,environmental factors and the school
readiness domains remained when all relevant Jagalvere controlled for. Only factors that
were significantly associated, at the 5% level eloty, with an individual school readiness
domain in the bivariate analyses were includechenrhultivariate SUR analysis discussed here,
while controlling for wave of data collection. TablL4 reports the estimates from the SUR
model, with theF statistics and=¥? for each individual equation and the overall Bau®agan
test reported at the end of the table. As the SlWWdainestimated the impact of the independent
variables on five S-EDI domains jointly, the samgiee reported was lower than the individual

permutation tests.

The Breusch-Pagan test of independence rejecteduthérypothesis of independence of the
residuals across the equatiog&({0) = 906.60p<.001). Therefore, OLS estimates would have

been inconsistent and the choice of SUR was jadtifAll five of the school readiness domains

14 SUR is a special case of generalized least squargish estimates a set of equations with crosson
constraints imposed (Zellner, 196S8pecifically, it allows for the possibility thate residuals are correlated across
each S-EDI domain.
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were significant at the 10% level or below. Speailiy, the physical health and well-being
model E(6, 299) = 1.86; p<.1) social competencéF(10, 295) = 2.92; p<.0}, emotional
maturity (F(8, 297) = 3.21; p<.01)anguage and cognitive developm&R(8, 297) = 2.01,
p<.05), and communication and general knowled@&(7, 298) = 3.17; p<.0]l models all

reached significance accounting for 4%, 8%, 8% a6fb 7% of the variance, respectively.

The only factors which maintained significant redaships with multiple domains of school
readiness in the SUR analysis were child gended, laing in receipt of social welfare.
Specifically, being a male child was significandgsociated with a 1.24 point (on a zero to ten
scale) decrease inommunication and general knowled@®<.01), a 0.90 point decrease in
emotional maturity(p<.001), and a 0.49 point decreaseatial competencgp<.05). For two of
the five school readiness domains, a caregivergbi@imeceipt of social welfare was associated
with a .50 decrease in a childscial competencg<.05) and a .45 decrease on #motional

maturitydomain p<.05).

Four other factors demonstrated significant retetiops with at least one domain of school
readiness at the 5% significance level or belowecBjgally, an increase in child age was
associated with a .29 increase in a child’s teachedsocial competencg<.05). With respect
to caregiver education, children whose parents bbathined at least a Junior Certificate
gualification were more ready for school. Speclficdow education was associated with a .72
decrease in teacher rattahguage and cognitive developmép£.05). Finally, the child of a
caregiver who is in paid work was associated witb@ point increase inommunication and
general knowledg§p<.05). Being in centre-based care was not assdcvaté any of the five S-

EDI domains.
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Table 14

SUR Regression Results Estimating the Factors Rgedowvith School Readiness while
Controlling for Wave of Data Collection

Language &
Social Competence  Emotional Maturity Cognitive
Development

Communication &
General Knowledge

Physical Health &
Well-being

F(6,299)=1.86;  F(10, 295) = 2.92; F(8, 297) = 3.21; F(8,297)=2.01;  F(7,298) = 3.17;

F Statistic p<.10 p<.01 p<.01 p<.05 p<.01

N=306 i SE 8 SE i SE B SE 8 SE

Child Age - - 0.29* 0.15 - - - - -
Male Child - 027 0.20 - 049 0.22 - 0.90* 0.21 - 039 028 - 124 038
Has Siblings - 040 0.25 - 006 0.27 - 0.08 0.26 - 0510 034 - 044 0.47
Single Caregiver - - - - - - - - - -
Young Caregiver -- - -- -
Low Education - - - 019 0.22 - 0.04 0.25 - 072 031 - -
In Paid Work - - 0.12 0.20 - 010 0.21 0.36 0.25 0.66*  0.32
In Receipt of Social Welfare -- - - 050 0.20 - 0.45* 0.22 - -- - -
Low Well-being - - - - - - - - - -
Low Subjective Health - 0.18 0.18 - - - - - - - -
In Centre-based Care -- - -- - - - 0.44 034 0.54 0.42
Authoritative Parenting - - - - - - - - - -
Authoritarian Parenting - - - - - - - - - -
Permissive Parenting -- -- - - - - - - - -

Re 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.07
Breusch-Pagan Test ¥2(10) = 906.60***

Note.p represents the beta coefficient associated wtsthR analysis anBEsignifies the standard error, or measurement esfahis coefficient,
and illustrates the distance between the regreis®mand the actual data poi

T p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.
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Summary & Conclusion

School readiness is a multifaceted concept, encssipg several domains of development. As
different areas of school readiness may have differelationships with child and family

characteristics, it is important to measure eaahaio of school readiness separately. By doing
this, one can gain a more comprehensive refleadfoschool readiness and the factors that

influence a child’s abilities at school entry.

The 2008-2013 CPSE report examined this holisgevwof school readiness among a cohort of
children living in a disadvantaged urban commuitylreland. For the purpose of this study,
assessments of school readiness were obtainedadhdr and caregiver reports using the short
form of the Early Development Instrument. The SHeatly Development Instrument (S-EDI;
Janus et al., 2005) enabled the teacher and careagitings of school readiness to be compared
to a normative sample of Canadian children. Althoagguments regarding cultural, social and
economic differences between Canada and Ireland beanmade, there is no available
representative or comprehensive data on the sekadlness of Irish children. However, as this
research will be conducted over multiple periodssifeasible to generate a mean for Irish

children living in designated disadvantaged areas.

Research has highlighted the stability of EDI rggimcross different groups of children (Guhn,
Gaderman, & Zumbo, 2007) and the S-EDI has beed useCanada, the United States of
America, Australia and several other countriesstllating its cross cultural utility and validity
(e.g., Brinkman et al., 2007). In addition, by wgsithe same S-EDI measure in multiple data
collection waves, changes in school readiness nvithe PFL communities over time can be

assessed.

The results of this report support the concept $ibhbol readiness is multidimensional in nature,
encompassing several domains of development.iihp®rtant to note that several differences
emerged for multiple domains of school readinessthér providing evidence for parents,

schools, practitioners, and researchers to takera holistic approach to the definition of school
readiness and interventions designed to improviddlitionally, these findings demonstrate the

importance of many domains of development in pregaa child for success in school.
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Therefore, multiple domains of school readinessikhbe targeted when designing programmes
to promote the school readiness of young children.

Q. School Readinessin the 2008-2009 CPSE Cohort (Wave 1)

Several statistical differences emerged betweesh&gaand caregiver rated school readiness and
the Canadian norms in the first wave of CPSE. Téeerpl pattern shows that teachers rated
children in the CPSE cohort as displaying signiftbalower levels of school readiness than the
Canadian norm, while caregivers rated children iaplaying significantly higher levels of
school readiness than the Canadian norm. The seshtiw that caregivers rated children as
displaying higher levels ophysical health and well-being, social competenemotional
maturity, and communication and general knowledtdean teachers. Although the difference
between teacher and caregiver rai@iguage and cognitive developmewds not significant,
there was a trend to suggest that caregivers ated their children higher in this domain. While,
on average, children in the CPSE cohort scoredabie norms across all domains based on the
teacher reports, approximately half the cohort wsegforming above the norm in regards to
physical health and well-beingndsocial competencand one-third of the cohort scored above

the norm in the other three domains.

R. School Readinessin the 2009-2010 CPSE Cohort (Wave 2)

In the second round of data collection, many dtesisdifferences were also recorded between
teacher and caregiver rated school readiness an@dhadian norms. The overall pattern was
very similar to Wave 1, with teachers in Wave 2Zngtchildren as performing below the
Canadian norm, and caregivers rating children alibeeCanadian norm. Regarding caregiver
and teacher ratings, there were significant me#fierdnces orall school readiness domains
apart from language and cognitive development, wattegivers rating children higher on most
S-EDI domains. Based on the teacher reports, al6@9stof children performed above the norm
on thesocial competencgomain and approximately 40% scored above the morthe physical
health and well-being, emotional maturisndcommunication and general knowleddgmains.
Yet only 26% of children scored above the norm lmmléanguage and cognitive development

domain.
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S. School Readinessin the 2010-2011 CPSE Cohort (Wave 3)

In Wave 3, many similar statistical differences valso recorded between teacher and caregiver
rated school readiness and the Canadian normsovérall pattern of teacher rated scores was
very similar to previous waves, with teachers in¥&/& rating children as performing below the
Canadian norm acrosdl domains of school readinesSaregiver ratings, however, were mixed
with caregivers rating children above the Canadiarm on the domains ghysical health and
well-being, social competenceand communication and general knowledged below the
Canadian norm on the domainseshotional maturityandlanguage and cognitive development
Regarding teacher and caregiver rating comparisoaegivers rated children significantly
higher than did teachers on the domainglofsical health and well-being, social competence,
language and cognitive developmemdcommunication and general knowled@ased on the
teacher reports, 50% of children performed aboeentbrm on thesocial competencdomain
and approximately 40% scored above the norm onpthssical health and well-beingnd
emotional maturitydomains. Finally, 30% of children in Wave 3 scoadmbve the norm on the
language and cognitive developmesihd communication and general knowledgemains

according to teacher ratings.

T. School Readinessin the 2011-2012 CPSE Cohort (Wave 4)

In Wave 4, many similar statistical differencesalgere recorded between teacher and caregiver
rated school readiness and the Canadian normsovérall pattern of teacher rated scores was
very similar to previous waves, with teachers in¥&/d rating children as performing below the
Canadian norm on the domainsptfysical health and well-being, emotional maturignguage
and cognitive developmeahdcommunication and general knowledmyed statistically equal to
the Canadian norm on the domainssotial competenceCaregivers rated children above the
Canadian norm on the domainspifysical health and well-being, social competemraotional
maturity, and communication and general knowledgad below the Canadian norm on the
domain language and cognitive developmeriRegarding teacher and caregiver rating
comparisons, caregivers rated children signifigahijher than did teachers on all five domains
of school readines8ased on the teacher reports, 60% of children pegd above the norm on
the social competencdomain and more than 40% scored above the northephysical health

and well-being, emotional maturitand communication and general knowledg®mains.
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Finally, 28% of children in Wave 4 scored above tigm on thelanguage and cognitive

developmentiomain according to teacher ratings.

U. School Readinessin the 2012-2013 CPSE Cohort (Wave5)
As in previous waves, in Wave 5 statistical diffeves were recorded between teacher and

caregiver rated school readiness and the Canadiansn The overall pattern of teacher rated
scores was similar to previous waves, with teachrerd/ave 5 rating children as performing
below the Canadian norm acroab domains of school readines€aregivers rated children
above the Canadian norm on the domainghyfsical health and well-being, social competence
emotional maturityandcommunication and general knowledged below the Canadian norm
on the domainlanguage and cognitive developmeRtegarding teacher and caregiver rating
comparisons, caregivers rated children signifigahigher than did teachers on all five domains
of school readines8ased on the teacher reports, 55% of children paedgd above the norm on
the social competencdomain and more than 35% scored above the northegphysical health
and well-being, emotional maturitand communication and general knowledg®mains.
Finally, 19% of children in Wave 5 scored above tigm on thelanguage and cognitive

developmentiomain according to teacher ratings.

V. Comparison of School Readinessin Waves1to5

Overall, the pattern of results is very similar tbe five waves of data collection. In all surveys,
the average caregiver rating of school readinesshigher than the average teacher rating across
all school readiness domains. The difference wgsfgiant for all domains apart frolfanguage

and cognitive developmeimt Waves 1, 2 and 4 ammotional maturityn Wave 3. Two domains
demonstrated significant teacher rated differehedseen waves of data collection. Specifically,
teachers rated children in Wave 4 higher on gheial competencelomain than children in
previous waves. Teachers also rated children inaMalower onemotional maturitydomain
than children in subsequent waves. In terms ofgiaee ratings, significant wave differences
were present on themotional maturitydomain. Specifically, caregivers indicated thatdrken

in Wave 3 demonstrated lower levelsemhotional maturitythan children in Waves 1, 2, 4 or 5.
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Differences between the five waves in terms phfysical health and well-being, social

competencegandcommunication and general knowledtjd not reach significance.

There was considerable variation between wavesring of the percentage of children scoring
above and below the Canadian norm. The percentaghkildren scoring above the Canadian
norm on thephysical health and well-beindomain across all waves has remained largely
constant. In addition, a higher percentage of caildn Waves 2 and 4 scored above the norm on
thesocial competencandcommunication and general knowleddmmains compared to Wave 1.
However the percentage of children across Wavesahnd 5 scoring above the norm on these
two domains has increased steadily, suggesting al slonsistent improvement over time in
children’s school readiness skills. In termseofiotional maturity the percentage of children
performing above the norm increased from Wave Wave 2 and remained at a similar level in
Waves 3 and 4, and subsequently decreased in Wé&wedly, the percentage of children scored
above the norm on tHanguage and cognitive developmeoimain appears to be declining over

time, with scores showing a consistent reductiogr ®Waves 3, 4 and 5.

There was a decrease in the percentage of chitthemg in the lowest 10% on any one domain,
from Wave 1 to Wave 4, suggesting that fewer childn Waves 2, 3 and 4 were performing in
the lowest 10% of the Irish cohort on any domairsdfool readiness. However Wave 5 data
were similar to Wave 1. In Wave 5, 64.86% of at@tddid not score in the lowest 10% on any
domain. There were fewer children vulnerable on wanains in Wave 5 than Wave 4,
suggesting an increase in school readiness for shifdren. However, across the 5 waves no
discernible pattern emerged.

1. Discussion of Wave Differences in School Readiness

There are several possible explanations for thew#infjs. First, as different teachers have
participated throughout this survey, it is possibiat the teachers may have a different frame of
reference on which to base their assessments.idudlity, as some of the teachers in Waves 3, 4
and 5 participated in previous waves, it is possibht their frame of reference has evolved with
the additional years of teaching experience. Secthree results may represent a cohort effect

such that the children in each wave display diffetevels of school readiness. Third, fREL
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programme may be generating externalities as possible that some of the Junior Infant
children may have younger siblings, family membersneighbours participating in thHeFL
programme. However, only 46 (8.1%) of children lre tentire CPSE cohort are in families
participating in thd®FL programme. Therefore, it is unlikely that positaxernalities are being
transmitted at the family level, and thus we arpesgiencing little improvement in skills over

time.

W. Discussion of Differencesin Teacher and Caregiver Reported School

Readiness

An important observation of this report is thatesaV differences emerged between teacher and
caregiver reports on the S-EDI across all wavedaté collection. Such discrepancies across
informants have been documented elsewhere and emenmon finding in the literature (e.qg.,
Gagnon, Vitaro, & Tremblay, 1992; Shaw, Hammer, &ldnd, 1991; Tasse & Lecavalier,
2000) Additionally, teachers and caregivers often hafere@nt definitions of school readiness,
which may affect the school readiness ratings enG@RPSE survey. A clear pattern emerged from
the importance ratings such that teachers place mgportance on non-cognitive skills, while
caregivers appear to place a greater emphasisiog pleysically ready for the school day. This
is in line with research indicating that teachefirdgons of school readiness focus more on non-
academic skills compared to parent ratings of scheadiness, which focus more on academic
skills (Knudsen-Lindauer & Harris, 1989; West, Hears, & Collins, 1993). For example,
parents rate knowledge of the alphabet and alitgount as essential components of school
readiness however, both items are rated as veryramportance by teachers (Lewit & Baker,
1995). Additionally, teachers are more likely tter¢he child’s ability not to disrupt a class high

on importance for school readiness (Harradine &, 1996).

There are several possible explanations for thergbd discrepancies in the current report. First,
caregivers may perceive the same child behavioiffsrehtly to teachers. Teachers observe
multiple children daily and over many years, wherearegivers may only regularly observe
their own children, children in their community, areighbours’ and friends’ children.

Additionally, while teachers may interact with ahig¢n from a range of areas, communities and

cultures, caregivers may only be familiar with treldren living in their own area. Therefore,
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the frame of reference upon which assessmentsilaf skill and behaviour are made may differ
for teachers and caregivers. In relation to frarheeference as an explanation for reported
discrepancies, it is worth noting that this studgswconducted in a disadvantaged area with
above national levels of unemployment and socidfane dependency (Census Small Area
Population Statistics, 2006). The frame of refeeenpon which the caregivers are rating their
children may be skewed, with caregivers considetieg children as performing above average
for the community. This might be viewed as a dowrwsocial comparison (Wills, 1981) as
caregivers witnessing low levels of school readings the community may perceive their
children as displaying higher levels of school ieass relative to other children living in the
area. In contrast, teachers may rate children’sadaebrs in comparison to a larger pool of
children from multiple areas, including those lyinn more advantaged communities
demonstrating higher levels of school readinessrdfore, teacher ratings may be influenced by

their experience of interacting with children dfefient ends of the social spectrum.

Secondly, the discrepancy between teacher andicaregported school readiness may be a
function of children exhibiting different behaviguin a school context than in a family context.
Children’s behaviours, whether problematic or matye long been conceptualised as responses
to different social situations (Mischel, 1968), atidrefore, caregivers and teachers may be
rating different behaviours. For example, childreay be expected to follow different rules in
the school and home environments, and the conseesidor their actions may differ across
contexts. Thus, children may learn that behavioutgh are acceptable at school may not be
acceptable at home, and vice-versa, resultingfferdnt behaviours being exhibited in different
environments. This is commonly referred to as thegonal specificity hypothesis and has been
supported by several research findings. For exanepi& behaviour has been shown to cluster
between school and home settings, and even whasoaat behaviour is found in both
situations, the type of behaviour differs acrosttiregs (Wahler, 1975). Young childrens’
behaviour also may vary according to the type tiasion they are in, and depend on the
constraints placed upon them, for example in ahiegcversus a playtime situation (Rose,
Blank, & Spalter, 1975). It is therefore possilitattcaregivers and teachers may be providing
accurate reports of the behaviours that they wstnetowever, further research is required to
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understand the situational specificity of otherp4t@havioural skills encompassed in school

readiness, such as language, literacy, and physeikbeing.

In addition, these divergences may represent @ifiteal capabilities that are focused on in the
school and home environments. To examine posslgons why these discrepancies may exist,
discrepancies in the CPSE Wave 1 cohort were exatas a function of child’s gender, teacher
experience, and caregiver education. In this arsmlydifferences in teacher and caregiver
reported S-EDI school readiness domains remaineyl€D Finnegan, & McNamara, 2010),

suggesting that these factors cannot explain tifereinces in teacher and caregiver reports.

Although the lack of concordance between teachdr aaregiver ratings of children’s school
readiness may be viewed simply as a methodologicablem, it may represent a more
interesting finding. Specifically, parents in digsadtaged areas may view their children as
thriving in the environment and therefore they mat recognise any weaknesses in their
children’s school readiness, and subsequently tin@y not recognise the need for early
intervention. Furthermore, these results cannoindieely show whether the discrepancies in
teacher and caregiver reports of child’s schootlirezsss are simply due to a response bias in
terms of the teachers or caregivers, or whethedifference is due to context specific behaviour
on the part of the children. Understanding why ¢hdgferences exist is important as being
exposed to diverging messages about the skills rtapiofor school success may lead to lower

levels of school readiness for young children.

X. Subjective Ratings and I mportance of School Readiness Domains

Teachers in the 2012-2013 CPSE (Wave 5) cohortateld that 55% of children wedefinitely
ready for school when they started in September, 20@&)pared with 56% of children in the
2011-2012 (Wave 4) cohort, 52% in the 2010-2011\&\&) cohort and 48% in the 2009-2010
(Wave 2) cohort. As these figures are broadlyne kvith the 48% of children reported as being
definitely readyfor school in September, 2004, it suggests thatetheave been few
improvements in children’s school readiness, asrted by teachers, in tHfeFL communities

over an eight year period.

75



Y. Factors Associated with School Readiness

In addition to measuring the level of school readsin the®FL catchment area, the report also
investigated how school readiness differed by sdeimographic, health, and environmental
factors. The report replicated several of the fugdi from the 2004 school readiness survey
conducted in thé’FL catchment area (Kiernan et al., 2008). All sigmifit differences were
identified with moderate effects sizes. Older dl@td were reported as being more ready for
school, with differences in the social competeqpdg/sical health and well-being, and language
and cognitive development domains, however onlfet#hces in social competence remained
significant when other relevant factors were cdigdbfor. In addition, girls were more ready for
school across all five domains of school readirieas boys, however, only differences in the
social competence, emotional maturity, an commuioicaand general knowledge domains
remained significant when relevant socio-demogm@piealth, and environmental factors were
held constant. Several group differences in scheatliness also were identified between high
and low resource families, with children from higisource families typically performing above
those from low resource families. Specifically, Idren of parents with less than a Junior
Certificate qualification were not as ready for @ghas their classmates, a finding supported in
the literature (Janus & Duku, 2007). While manytit# significant SES relationships identified
in the bivariate analyses no longer remained imthéivariate analysis, relatively low caregiver
education still was associated with poorer physibeblth and language and cognitive
development. It is important to note that a lackregources may play a direct role in school
readiness. For example, parents of children whdem® ready for school may not possess the
necessary financial, material, and social resou@églp prepare their children for school.

Another interesting finding emerged in regardsréationship between the presence of siblings
and child school readiness. Children with no sgsgirwere rated as being more physically
healthy, more socially competent, and displayinghbr levels of language and cognitive
development and communication and general knowleddditionally, an examination of the
total number of siblings present in the househelehanstrated that not only does the presence of
siblings matter for a child’s school readinesst@m does the number of siblings living in the
household. However, none of the relationships reathisignificant when relevant socio-

demographic, health, and environmental factors werdrolled for in the multivariate analysis.
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There are several plausible explanations for thexpected finding. First, children without any
siblings living in the same house may be modellivegr behaviour after their parents, rather than
siblings; and parents of only children may be Wettpiipped to provide the necessary resources
required for a child to be physically ready for #ahool day.

The significant relationships observed between rgarg behaviours and certain dimensions of
school readiness are generally in accordance whith literature. In the present report,
authoritarian parenting behaviours were assochaitdlower levels of school readiness, which
is consistent with literature identifying asso@as between authoritarian parenting and
children’s problematic peer interactions, lower mpeeceptance and greater incidence of
externalising behaviour problems (Baumrind, 1967erBer & Fox, 1998; Kahen, Katz, &
Gottman, 1994; Stormshak, Bierman, McMahon, & LengR000). Additionally, permissive
parenting was negatively associated with schoaliness, which replicates findings by Querido,
Warner, and Eyberg (2002) and Williams et al. (200%is may be associated with caregiver
laxness in monitoring or managing the eating habid physical activities of their children
(Birch & Fisher, 1998; Davison & Birch, 2001).

Z. Caregiver Health & School Readiness

The second, third, fourth and fifth waves of CPSfadcollection addressed the mental well-
being and self-reported health of caregivers. Add#lly, depressive symptomology was
assessed in Wave 3, Wave 4 and Wave 5. Overaltategivers in th€ FL communities report
quite positive health. While 72% of caregivers m@od having excellent or very good general
health, 72% reported their mental well-being asip@bove the threshold for being classified as
having poor mental health, and 82% reported loweksgive symptomology. While many studies
report that children of mothers who are sufferimgf depression or poor mental health often
score lower on tests of school readiness (Barrynl@&p Cotton, Lochman, & Wells, 2005;
Lesesne, Visser, & White, 2003; Linver, Brooks-Guréa Kohen, 2002), no significant
relationship was found between the S-EDI domaind thie mental well-being of caregivers.
However, significant relationships were presentween depressive symptomology and the

social competence, emotional maturity and languagk cognitive development domains, with
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children of caregivers who reported lower symptarggl displaying higher levels of school
readiness. Additionallygeveral strong effects were present in the relshignbetween subjective
health of the caregiver and the school readineskeothild. There were statistically significant
relationships, at least at the trend level, betwsdnjective health and three of the five domains
of school readiness. Specifically, strong assamigtivere present between caregiver subjective
health and the child’ghysical health and well-beingocial competencandcommunication and
general knowledgendicatingthat children of caregivers who report better leale more ready
for school. However, none of these results remaindtie multivariate analysis controlling for
all characteristics. The bivariate result is inelinvith other studies which report strong
relationships between maternal health and chilceldgwment (Janus & Duku, 2007; Johnson,
Swank, Baldwin, & McCormick, 1999; Kahn, Zuckermd@guchner, Homer, & Wise, 2002).
This is an important finding, especially in disadizged areas where individuals may be at

increased risk for poor health.

AA. Centre-based Childcare & School Readiness

As formal childcare has been identified as onehef key promoters of early school readiness
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Dey@hent Early Childcare Research Network,
2000; 2002), the CPSE survey collected informatibout the children’s childcare experiences
prior to school entry in terms of childcare typeyation, and starting age. A significant finding
of this report is that the majority of childrentime cohort had experienced some form of centre-
based childcare prior to starting school. The tesalso indicate that children experienced
informal childcare (e.g., care by grandparentsetilatives or nannies) for an average of 30
months and formal childcare (e.g., care in nurgerilontessori school) for 20 months. Studies
typically find that children from disadvantaged asere more likely to avail of informal, rather
than formal, childcare (Petitclerc et al., 201Xgwiver, this result is not borne out in the CPSE
cohort.

Several significant relationships were identifieztviieen participation in centre-based childcare
and school readiness. Children who participatezkmtre-based childcare were rated higher than

children who did not attend centre-based childearehe domains of language and cognitive
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development and communication and general knowledigavever this relationship did not
reach significance when relevant socio-demogragaiegiver, and environmental factors were
held constant in the multivariate analysis. Thasdigs are consistent with the literature which
suggests that centre-based childcare is benefanadhildren’s development (National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development Early Childc&esearch Network, 2000; 2002).
There also is established evidence that the beneffithildcare may be greatest for those from
disadvantaged backgrounds as childcare can plagtagtive role for children from low resource
families (Geoffroy et al., 2006; Caughy, DiPieté&,Strobino, 1994), especially in terms of
physical aggression (Borge, Rutter, C6té, & Trembl004) and emotional maturity (C6té,
Borge, Geoffroy, Rutter, & Tremblay, 2008).

Furthermore, studies consistently show that thditgyuaf childcare matters (Burchinal et al.,
2000), particularly in terms of the qualificatioh childcare staff, the stability of staff, and the
structure and content of daily activities. Howewérs study does not control for the quality of
the childcare settings which the CPSE cohort addn&iolta, the National Quality Framework
for Early Childhood Education, which provides thestf nationally agreed set of standards for
early childhood care and education in Ireland, usrantly being implemented by the local
preschools, schools, and childcare settings ifPflecatchment area as part of feeparing for

Life programme. This framework aims to raise the staisdaf the childcare settings within the
PFL community, therefore a separate paper which iraratps these measures to analyse the

effects on school readiness over time will be prega

BB. Conclusion of Findings

This report serves as an update for an on-goingsasgent of the school readiness of children
living in the PFL catchment area. Overall, there is little improvemienthe level of school
readiness in the community based on multiple foofrsssessment. However, as the sample size
increases, it is possible to identify several reteghips from the data. Interestingly, many
significant relationships emerged between schaaliress and child characteristics, such as age
and gender, and environmental characteristics, ascparticipation in centre-based childcare.
Familial factors, such as presence of siblings@ggmendence on social welfare, were associated

with various domains of school readiness, whileegaver characteristics show mixed results.
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Specifically, caregiver age and mental well-beingrevnot associated with any domains of
school readiness, but education, employment staesessive symptomology, and subjective
health displayed significant relationships with lahst some domains of school readiness.
Furthermore, with the expansion of the sample a@cwsres the patterns of relationships appear
to be more established. Collectively, the resuftéhes study illustrate the complexity of the
factors associated with school readiness.

CC. Strengthsand Limitations of the Study

The present study has several strengths. Firstieliability of the scales used in the analyses
was acceptable, with the reliability of severallesdalling above the .80 level. Additionally, the
response rates of teachers and caregivers werefbiga study of this type. Another clear
strength of the study is that non-standard stesistnethods were employed, specifically tailored
to accommodate and maximise the sample size udbe @nalyses. Another benefit of the study
is the holistic approach to school readiness thmowgich this survey was designed. Lastly,
although the results reported here focused on éeaelported school readiness, data also were
obtained for caregiver reports of school readin®s.obtaining both teacher and caregiver
reports of school readiness, important differenicethese ratings were elucidated which has
several implications for future work in this area.

There also are several limitations to the study #heuld be noted. Firstly, all the analyses
conducted to test for differences in school reasinacross the range of socio-demographic,
health, and environmental factors represent cdioes or associations in the data. They are
indicative of underlying relationships that maystetween two factors, however, they are not
necessarily causal relationships, nor should theynkerpreted as such. Secondly, this is one
study conducted in a disadvantaged area of Iretamtitherefore cannot be generalised to the

larger population.

DD. The Need for the PFL I ntervention

The CPSE survey was conducted as part of an owraluation of thePFL early childhood
intervention programme. It is clear, based on teacher assessmérgéchool readiness, that
children in thePFL catchment area are not performing to the leveltbéochildren at school

entry, a finding that provides quantitative evidenor the need of théFL intervention.
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Additionally, the vast differences between teacrad caregiver assessments of school readiness
provide solid evidence that any intervention aimiogmprove levels of school readiness in this

area must integrate several contexts of developnagmer than simply focusing on one context.

EE. Future CPSE Surveys

The current report provides a comprehensive argbfsihe levels of school readiness of Junior
Infant children in a disadvantaged urban communitiyeland. The survey will be replicated and
conducted annually until the end of the PFL evadmatOne of the aims of this study is to
measure the general level of school readinesseiratba for the cohort of children who are not
receiving thePFL programme. By comparing the year-on-year changashool readiness, this
study will indicate if thePFL programme is generating positive externalitiesvilt determine
whether providing an intensive school readinessrvieintion to the community’s younger cohort
will have knock-on effects for the older childrenthe community starting school between 2008
and 2015. Additionally, the combined CPSE surveilssgrve as a baseline measure of school
readiness for children receiving tHeFL early childhood intervention. The current report
elucidates several interesting relationships in da& in terms of factors influencing school
readiness. Continuing to combine the samples afrduCPSE surveys over time will provide
more data which may deepen the richness of theysisahnd allow researchers to fully
investigate the determinants and antecedents obokcheadiness of children living in

disadvantaged areas in Ireland.
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Appendix A: Instruments: Example Items

Table 1

Domains, Subdomains, and Example Items for therfage Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire

Domain

Items

Number of

Example Items

Authoritative Parenting

Encourages child to talk about the child’s trouples

Connection S gives praise when child is good
. Explains the consequences of the child’s behaviour;
Regulation 5 .
emphasizes the reasons for rules
Shows respect for child’s opinions by encourag
Autonomy 5 child to express them; allows child to give input t
family rules
Authoritarian Parenting
Physical Coercion 4 Spa_nks child when dlsobe.dlgn'F; uses physmal
punishment as a way of disciplining child
Verbal Hostility 4 Explodes in anger toward child; scolds and criéisis
to make child improve
Punishes by taking privileges away from child v
Non-Reasoning/Punitive Behaviours 4 little if any explanations; uses threats as pungsttm
with little or no justificatior
Per missive Parenting
- States punishments to child and does not actually d
Permissive 5

them; spoils child
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Table 2

Domains, Subdomains, and Example Items for the IS-ED

Domain Number of Example Items
Iltems
Physical Health & Well-being
Physical Readiness for the School Day 3 Over/underdressed for school related activities;ti@d/sick

to do schoolwork

Independent in washroom habits most of the timdl; we

Physical Independence 3 coordinated
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 3 Ability to manipulate objects; overall physicaMééopment
Social Competence
Respect and Responsibility 3 Re;pects the property of others; accepts respétystbr
actions
Approaches to Leaming 3 Wor.ks independently; able to follow class routiméhout
reminders
Readiness to Explore New Things 3 Eggsr to play with a new toy; eager to play withdreaanew
Overall Social Competence with Peers 3 Aplllty to get along with pgers; plays and work®peratively
with peers at age appropriate level
Emotional Maturity
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 3 Wwill t.ry to help someone who has been hurt; consfarthild
who is crying or upset
Aggressive Behaviour 3 Gets into physical fights; bullies or is mean theos
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 3 Appears fearful or anxious; appears worried
Hyperactive and Inattentive Behaviour 3 Can't sit still; is restless or fidgets
Language & Cognitive Development
Basic Literacy Skills 3 Is able to attach sounds to letters; is able tatifleat least 10
letters of the alphabet
Advanced Literacy Skills 3 Is able to read simple words; is able to read Ersentences
Basic Numeracy Skills 3 Is able to count to 20; is able to say which iskifgger of the
two
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy and Memory 3 Is interested in reading; is interested in gamesliing
numbers
Communication & General Knowledge
Communication & General Knowledge 3 Is able to tell a story; is able to communicatern

understanding way
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave5
Mean . Mean . Mean . Mean . Mean . Fly? df
Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max.
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Teacher Information
. 37.25 34.11 34.67 38.44 29.43 4
Agé 12 24 55 9 24 59 9 22 55 9 26 58 7 35 37 1.58 !
(10.9) (11.8) (9.68) (11.74) (4.05) 28)
B 10.83 11.78 8 15.36 7.58 (4
Years Teaching 12 2 31 9 3 39 9 2 16 9 6 34 7 2 16 0.89 \
(9.27) (12.6) (5.15) (10.69) (4.44) 28)
YearsTeaching Junior ,, 425 o g 333, 356 o g A3 e 20 g 025 &
Infants (3.82) 3.77) (2.3) (3.75) (2.95) 28)
i 9.42 10.67 7.22 12.00 7.52
Years Teaching at 12 1 31 9 3 38 9 2 14 9 5 34 7 2 16 048 W
School (8.17) (12.8) (4.41) (10.20) (4.50) 28)
; 14.57 18.33 15 14.34 20.01
| Number of Studentsin 13 16 9 6 21 9 13 17 9 13 17 7 15 25 1002+
Class (1.40) (1.93) (1.33) (1.30) (4.25) 28)
Caregiver Information
30.48 31.76 30.83 31.41 32.82
Agé 92 22 45 126 21 54 105 22 51 102 22 52 108 21 60 4.40 4
(5.53) (6.72) (5.86) (6.64) (7.78)
WHO-8 14.31 16.49 16.79 15.16
; - . - - - - 129 1 25 106 3 25 100 1 25 111 0 25 9.85* 3
_(hlgher = greater well (6.11) (5.76) (5.26) (6.42)
being)
CES-D 8.98 8.52 9.82
i = - - - - - - - - 106 0 45 99 0 45 110 0 45 0.78 2
(higher = greater (9.09) (9.24) (9.82)
symptomology
403 3.98 4,07 3.95
Self-reported Health - - - - 126 2 5 105 2 5 102 2 5 108 1 5 0.54 3
(0.81) (0.95) (0.84) (0.90)
Child Information
4.83 472 4.67 4.70 4.67
Agé 91 393 71 127 408 7.13 106 326 6.08 103 3.02 6.44 88 390 5.66 6.60 4
(0.46) (0.42) (0.4) (0.44) (0.36)
i B} 21.82 36.8 26 28.00
”;MO”thS in Home-baser 12 3 16 ' 6 e 10 4 120 6 12 60 4 12 4 362 4
Car (10.1) (19.4) (32.4) (17.25) (11.97)
i 3 185 20.63 21.21 20.08 20.31
b # 3"0”%‘; in Centre 70 12 72 94 6 58 80 9 52 83 6 55 77 6 54 2.87 4
ased Ca (10.3) (10.9) (10.4) (9.74) (10.10)
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Table 1 continued...

Wavel Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave4 Wave5
Mean ) Mean ) Mean ) Mean ) Mean ) Fly? df
Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max. n Min.  Max.
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Household Informatior
C 7 4.82 553
4.6¢ 4.61 4.5¢ 102 2 11 110 2 10 2593* 4
# Household Membe? 91 (144 2 9 127 (159 2 14 105 (1.62 2 10 (1.66) (1.59)
2.61 252
2.88 2.78 2.74 101 2 11 109 1 8 363 4
# Biological Childreh 92 (161) 1 10 128 (1.45) 1 8 106 (151) 1 9 (1.27) (1.42)
1.52 1.31
1.84 1.61 1.63 102 0 5 111 0 7 8.07t 4
# Siblings in Househdld 94 (152) O 7 129 (1.30) O 6 106 (1.37) O 6 (1.26) (1.32)
Note.Ninety-three percent of caregivers are the childégher. n represents the number of observatioesnMlustrates the average sc@B,represents the standard deviation,

Min. denotes the minimum score indicated, Max. iigs the maximum score endorsedy2Fepresents the associated test statisticdasignifies the degrees of freedom.
1ANOVA with Tukey pairwise comparison post hoc tesed. 2Kruskal-Wallis with Dunn’s multiple compm procedure in unequal sample sizes post hoogest
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Variables

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Fisher’sp/
n % n % n % n % n % Ve
Teacher Information
Non-degree Qual. 1 8.33 1 1111 O 0.00 1 1111 O 0.00
Highest Level of Education Primary Degree 4  33.33 5 5556 3 3333 5 5556 5 63.96 0-59
Postgraduate Qual. 7 55.56 3 3333 6 6667 3 3333 2 36.04
Caregiver Information
Biological Mother 87 9355 116 90.63 102 96.23 95 93.14 97 88.18
Foster Mother 1 1.08 1 0.78 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Biological Father 1 1.08 8 6.25 3 2.83 6 588 10 9.09 0.02
Relationship to chifd Adoptive Father 4 4.30 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 '
Grandmother 0 0.00 1 0.78 1 0.94 1 0.98 3 2.73
Grandfather 0 0.00 1 0.78 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Other Family Member 0 0.00 1 0.78 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Irish 81 88.04 110 873 98 9545 86 86.00 96 86.49
Irish Traveller 9 9.78 10 7.94 5 472 10 10.00 11 9.91
Ethnicity British 1 1.09 1 0.79 1 0.94 0 0.00 1 0.90
Other White 1 1.09 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 2.00 0 0.00 0.66
Asian 0 0.00 1 0.79 0 0.00 1 1.00 0 0.00
African 0 0.00 1 0.79 1 0.94 1 1.00 0 0.00
Other 0 0.00 3 2.38 1 0.94 0 0.00 3 2.70
Primary or Lower 11 1236 10 8.4 7 6.67 5 5.10 9 8.49
Lower Secondary 14 1573 13 1092 18 17.14 8 8.16 16 15.09
Junior Certificate 25 2809 31 26.05 37 352 28 2857 31 29.25
Upper Secondary 13 1461 24 20.17 14 1333 14 1429 14 1321
: . Applied Leaving Cert. 4 4.49 8 6.72 5 4.76 9 9.18 7 6.60
Highest Level of Education Leaving Cert. 8 899 13 1092 10 952 13 1327 13 12.26 na
Non-degree Qual. 12 1348 16 1345 11 1048 12 1224 9 8.49
Primary Degree 2 2.25 3 2.52 3 2.86 2 2.04 2 1.89
Postgraduate Qual. 0 0.00 1 0.84 0 0.00 2 2.04 2 1.89
Other 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 5.10 3 2.83

91



Table 2 continued...
Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Variables

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Fisher's p/
n % n % n % n % n % e
Paid job, but on leave 6 6.9 4 333 3 3.03 0 0.00 1 0.97
In paid Work 21 24.14 39 325 24 2424 27 28.13 26 25.24
Unemployed 16 1839 25 2083 26 26.26 29 30.21 34 33.01
Student 0 0.00 2 1.67 0 0.00 1 1.04 1 0.94
Work Statu’s Looking after homeffamily 30 34.48 36 30 35 3535 24 2500 27 26.21 n/a
Not able to work 1 1.15 1 0.83 2 2.02 2 2.08 2 1.94
FAS training (paid) 11 12,64 13 1083 8 8.08 9 9.38 4 3.88
FAS training (unpaid) 2 2.3 0O 000 1 101 O 000 O 0.00
Fair -- -- 5 3.97 7 6.67 1 0.98 5 4.63
Good -- -- 24 19.05 27 2571 28 2745 25 23.15
Self-rated Health Very Good - 50 46.83 32 3048 36 3529 44 4074 200
Excellent -- -- 38 30.16 39 37.14 27 36.27 33 30.56
WeII-beiné WHO-5 At Risk -- -- 51 3953 25 2358 19 19 39 35.14 13.26**
CES-D At Risk - -- -- -- 20 1887 16 16.16 24 21.82 1.08
Child Information
Gender Male 59 5728 74 55.64 63 56.76 52 49.06 52 46.43
Any Childcaré 80 77.67 107 80.45 95 89.62 89 84.76 92 82.88 6.21
Childcare Centre Based Childcdre 78 75.73 103 77.44 87 7838 90 8491 91 81.25 3.44
Home Based Childcatfe 15 14.56 22 1654 16 14.41 8 7.55 12 10.71 5.22
Living in Catchment Area Yes 87 87 106 80.3 81 7431 81 77.14 81 77.14 5.68
Household Information
Income bracket €250 - €500  Yes 26 46.43 40 57.14 30 46.88 42 5833 32 52.46 3.22
Receiving Social Welfate Yes 55 68.75 79 6371 65 738 76 81.72 69 75.82 7.27
Medical Card Yes 66 75 87 70.16 76 7451 79 79.80 86 81.90 3.41
GP Visit Card Yes 9 11.84 12 10.34 9 9.78 9 11.54 17 19.54 4.77
Private Health Insurarnice Yes 4 4,55 7 588 4 4.17 6 6.67 5 5.26 4.09

Note.n represents the number of observations, and Fisperdlustrates the test statistic.
!Fisher exact test usetPearson chi-square test used.
"p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01.
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Appendix C: Monte Carlo Permutation Test Restiifs

Table 1

Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Child Gender

Male Female
Domain Mean N Mean p d
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 290 (Zig) 260 (ggg) <.001 .30
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 280 (g(ﬁ) 251 (Z%Z) <.001 .40
Social Competence 290 (;ig) 260 (Igi) <.01 .36
Overall Social Competence with Peers 290 (ggi) 261 (222) <.01 31
Responsibility and Respect 290 (Zgg) 261 (21‘11) <.10 .19
Approaches to Learning 290 (Zé% 261 (g;g) <.001 41
Readiness to Explore New Things 278 (gi;) 249 (igg) <.05 .24
Emotional Maturity 285 (ggg) 259 (12;) <.001 .55
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 247 (ggg) 238 (ggg) <.001 .61
Aggressive Behaviour 282 égg) 258 (;ig) <.01 .30
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 290 (ggg) 261 ég) <.001 .38
Hyperactivity and Inattention 286 (2‘718) 257 é;g) <.05 .24
Language & Cognitive Development 279 (2;1421) 244 (ggg) <.05 21
Basic Literacy Skills 286 (223) 257 (ggg) <.10 .19
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memory 286 (ggg) 252 (2;3) <.01 .28
Basic Numeracy Skills 287 é;g_)) 256 ég;) <.01 .20
Communication & General Knowledge 289 (ggg) 260 (223) <.001 .37

Note. nrepresents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates the-value, andl corresponds to Cohentseffect size. ns = not significant.

5 The p-valuesrepresent the probability that the result obtaiiedue to chance rather than a true relationshipesn
variables. Consistent with the literatupeyalues below 0.05 (5%) are considered to be tatily significant in the present
report. Ap-value of less than 0.05 (5%), 0.01 (1%), 0.0001%) conveys that the probability that the differemetween
the two groups is due to chance is less than 5%arid.01% respectively. Trend level results wepmrted if thep-value
was equal to or less than .10.

18 The following rule can be applied to interpretiefiect sizes (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004). A Coheathiginging from 0.0
to 0.2 is deemed a small effect (mean differenckess than .2 standard deviation), values rangiom f0.2 to 0.8 are
considered to represent a medium effect (meanrdiffee around .5 standard deviation), and valuegegréhan 0.8 illustrate
a large effect (mean difference greater than 18dstal deviation).
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Table 2
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Presence of Siblings Living in the House

Siblings No Siblings
Domain Mean N Mean p d
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 431 (Z%) 119 (Ejgi) <.01 31
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 414 (ggg) 117 (Zgi) <.10 .20
Social Competence 431 (;ﬁ) 119 (122) <.05 .23
Overall Social Competence with Peers 432 (gég) 119 (ggg) <.05 .26
Responsibility and Respect 432 (Z;g) 119 (ggg) <.01 .24
Approaches to Learning 432 (Zgg) 119 (Zgi) ns .15
Readiness to Explore New Things 414 (gg% 113 (igi) ns .08
Emotional Maturity 428 (22(2)) 116 (12431) ns .20
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 383 (gg;) 102 (gii) ns 13
Aggressive Behaviour 423 égg) 117 éig) ns .10
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 432 (ggg) 119 (ggg) ns .20
Hyperactivity and Inattention 425 é%i) 118 (;22) ns .07
Language & Cognitive Development 407 (ggg) 116 (ggg) <.10 17
Basic Literacy Skills 424 (ggg) 119 (;23) <.10 14
Interest in Literacy/Numeracy/Memory 424 (ggi) 114 (ggg) ns .16
Basic Numeracy Skills 424 égg) 119 égg) <.10 13
Communication & General Knowledge 430 (24512) 119 (223) <.10 .20

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean iitestrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 3

Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Relationship Status

Single In Relationship
Domain Mean n Mean p d
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 223 (;i;) 290 (183) ns .08
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 219 (ggg) 278 (ggi) ns .07
Social Competence 223 (Zgi) 290 (2(7)‘21) <.10 .19
Overall Social Competence with Pee 223 (g;;) 291 (232) ns A1
Responsibility and Respect 223 (;4712) 291 (2211) ns A1
Approaches to Learning 223 (Zgg) 291 (Zgi) <.05 .23
Readiness to Explore New Things 214 (gig) 279 (igg) ns 17
Emotional Maturity 220 (223) 288 (1;2) ns A1
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 192 (ggg) 259 (gg;) ns .05
Aggressive Behaviour 220 (;22) 285 (;gg) ns .05
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 223 égg) 291 (222) ns .05
Hyperactivity and Inattention 221 (223) 286 (;gg) ns 14
Language & Cognitive Development 208 (ggg) 280 (ggé) ns .06
Basic Literacy Skills 220 (ggg) 288 (ggg) ns .09
Litelrnatg;(/alflhlrfr:eracy/Memory 214 (ggg) 288 (gg;) ns 06
Basic Numeracy Skills 218 égg) 288 égi) ns .04
Communication & General Knowledge 222 (24713) 290 (2;2) ns .00

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 4
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Age at Child’s Birth

20 Years Old or  Older than 20

Domain YourI:/glger Years b q
ean n Mean
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 83 (;‘2‘2) 380 (Z:gg) <10 A7
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 80 (gig) 366 (222) ns A1
Social Competence 83 (Igg) 381 (;gg) ns .06
Overall Social Competence with Pee 83 (ggi) 381 (232) ns .02
Responsibility and Respect 83 (Zii) 381 (Zig) ns .16
Approaches to Learning 83 (Zgg) 381 (Z;é) ns .07
Readiness to Explore New Things 78 (igg) 368 (232) ns .05
Emotional Maturity 81 (gg% 377 (;é;) ns 13
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 69 (gig) 337 (ggg) ns .10
Aggressive Behaviour 80 égi) 373 (;gi) ns .18
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 83 (gég) 381 é;g) ns .15
Hyperactivity and Inattention 83 égg) 376 (222) ns .00
Language & Cognitive Development 75 (g;g) 364 (gg% ns .06
Basic Literacy Skills 79 (g;g) 380 (232) ns .07
Litelrnatgr/?lflhirgeracy/Memory 80 (gig) 374 (823%) ns 02
Basic Numeracy Skills 81 (222) 376 égj) ns .01
Communication & General Knowledge 83 (223) 379 (222) ns .07

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 5
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Education

Low Education  High Education

Domain Mean N Mean p d
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 107 (Zii) 396 (;gg) <.05 .40
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 100 (ggg) 385 (ggi) <.05 .35
Social Competence 108 (gig) 396 (;gi) <.01 37
Overall Social Competence with Pee 108 (ggg) 396 (22‘71) <.05 .29
Responsibility and Respect 108 (252) 396 (ggg) <.05 .30
Approaches to Learning 108 (ggg) 396 (;gg) <.01 .32
Readiness to Explore New Things 104 (;2?) 381 ?25023 <.05 .27
Emotional Maturity 105 (ggg) 394 (Ié;) <.01 .35
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 98 (ggé) 347 (22(9)) <.10 .24
Aggressive Behaviour 103 éig) 390 (;jﬁ) <.05 .32
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 108 (ggi) 396 (gii) <.01 .35
Hyperactivity and Inattention 105 égg) 393 ééi) ns .03
Language & Cognitive Development 100 (ggé) 379 (ggg) <.001 A7
Basic Literacy Skills 106 (22?) 393 (;ﬁ) <.01 42
Litelrnatgr/?lfltjirgeracy/Memory 103 (ggg) 389 (222) <05 23
Basic Numeracy Skills 106 é;g) 391 égg) <.01 .32
Communication & General Knowledge 108 °.05 394 6.0 <.05 .27
(3.26) (3.54)

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ititestrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andi corresponds to Cohendseffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 6
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for Differen@e Teacher Reported School Readiness Based oeg®ar
Employment Status

: Not In Paid
Somain In Paid Work Work ; |

N Mean n Mean

(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 187 (ggi) 291 (;gg) <.05 A7
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 182 (gg% 279 (ggg) <.10 14
Social Competence 187 (igg) 291 (;ig) <0.001 .35
Overall Social Competence with Pee 187 (ggg) 292 (gg% <.001 .32
Responsibility and Respect 187 (gﬁ) 292 (22‘71) <.01 .20
Approaches to Learning 187 (gég) 292 (Zgé) <.001 .29
Readiness to Explore New Things 181 (igi) 276 (22332) <.001 .32
Emotional Maturity 186 (133) 288 éi% <.01 24
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 163 (222) 259 (ggi) <.05 21
Aggressive Behaviour 183 (;2;) 286 (;gg) ns A1
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 187 (gi% 292 (géj) <.01 .24
Hyperactivity and Inattention 186 ég?) 287 éég) ns .05
Language & Cognitive Development 177 (ggg) 276 é?g) <.001 .29
Basic Literacy Skills 186 (222) 287 (222) <.01 .20
Litelrnatgr/?lflhirgeracy/Memory 183 (igi) 284 (222) <001 30
Basic Numeracy Skills 184 égg) 287 (22232) <.01 .24
Communication & General Knowledge 187 (233) 290 (ggg) <.001 .29

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 7
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based agi®ar Social
Welfare Dependency

In Receipt of  Not in Receipt of
Social Welfare Social Welfare

Domain Payments Payments p d
Mean N Mean
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 337 (I;g) 113 (223) <.05 .25
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 324 (g;g) 109 (;82) ns .10
Social Competence 338 (Zgi) 112 (T%) <.01 41
Overall Social Competence with Pee 338 (ggg) 113 (23% <.05 .23
Responsibility and Respect 338 (;g;) 113 f2702§ <.001 43
Approaches to Learning 338 (Z:i) 113 (ggg) <.01 .37
Readiness to Explore New Things 320 (51333) 111 (igi) <.05 .26
Emotional Maturity 334 (gig) 112 (Igi) <.001 .35
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 298 (gg;) 101 (213) <.05 21
Aggressive Behaviour 329 (23411) 112 (2;) <.001 42
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 338 (gé% 113 égg) <.01 .32
Hyperactivity and Inattention 335 éég) 110 égi) ns .05
Language & Cognitive Development 320 (g;g) 106 (ggg) <.05 .23
Basic Literacy Skills 333 (2471471) 112 (ggi) <.05 .23
Litelrnatg;?lflhrweracy/Memory 329 (ggg) 110 (iz% <05 21
Basic Numeracy Skills 332 ég% 111 (23_;7) <.05 .24
Communication & General Knowledge 336 (222) 113 (233) <.10 21

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 8
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Mental Well-being as Measured by the W& O-

Low Mental High Mental
Domain Well-being Well-being q

Mean n Mean

(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 129 (28;) 304 (2(7):) ns 17
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 128 (ggg) 302 (22?) ns .09
Social Competence 130 (123) 303 (;gg) ns .05
Overall Social Competence with Pee 130 (ggé) 304 (222) ns .03
Responsibility and Respect 130 (ng) 304 (28.'4?7) ns .05
Approaches to Learning 130 (Zgé) 304 (Zgg) ns .03
Readiness to Explore New Things 119 (igé) 293 (238) ns .05
Emotional Maturity 127 (;82) 303 (;é;) ns .04
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 121 (ggg) 272 (gg% ns .00
Aggressive Behaviour 129 é:i) 303 (22(8)) ns .02
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 130 é?é) 304 (gig) ns .07
Hyperactivity and Inattention 128 (;izf) 299 (;gé) ns .02
Language & Cognitive Development 124 (ggé) 292 (ggi) ns .02
Basic Literacy Skills 127 (24712) 303 (2;% ns .00
Litelrnatgr/?lflhirgeracy/Memory 128 (222) 297 (222) ns 01
Basic Numeracy Skills 129 (;32) 300 égi) ns .03
Communication & General Knowledge 129 (22:13) 303 (2%) ns .02

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 9
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Depressive Symptomology as Measurededbg BS-D

High Low
Domain Symptomology  Symptomology q
Mean n Mean
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 59 (2?1471) 253 (Ig;) ns .24
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 57 (ggg) 252 (ggg) ns .23
Social Competence 60 (;82) 252 (72702) <.05 .32
Overall Social Competence with Pee 60 (ggé) 253 (22% ns .25
Responsibility and Respect 60 (ZZSS) 253 (Zii) ns .10
Approaches to Learning 60 (Zij) 253 (Zgg) <.10 .29
Readiness to Explore New Things 54 (;;2) 245 (igé) <.05 A2
Emotional Maturity 56 (ggg) 253 (Igg) ns 31
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 50 (222) 227 (22451) ns .08
Aggressive Behaviour 59 é;;) 252 (;gg) ns .04
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 60 (ggg) 253 (gii) ns .28
Hyperactivity and Inattention 56 é;i) 250 (;2;) <.05 A4
Language & Cognitive Development 57 é?g) 244 (ggg) ns .19
Basic Literacy Skills 60 (gég) 252 (222) ns .18
Litelrnatgr/?lflhlrgeracy/Memory 57 (ggg) 248 (232) ns 16
Basic Numeracy Skills 58 (;28) 251 é%i) ns .10
Communication & General Knowledge 58 (2(15(73) 253 (23% ns 21

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeeffect size. ns = not significant.
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Table 10
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Caregiver Subjective Well-being

Good or Fair  Excellent or Very

Domain Health Good Health q
Mean n Mean
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 122 (Zig) 306 (igg) <.05 .39
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 121 (gzg) 304 (22471) <.01 42
Social Competence 122 (;;8) 306 (IS;) <.05 .35
Overall Social Competence with Pee 122 6.0 307 6.70 <.10 .24
(3.05) (2.85)
Responsibility and Respect 122 (Zi% 307 (g;g) ns 21
Approaches to Learning 122 (ggg) 307 (Zgg) <.01 43
Readiness to Explore New Things 116 (;%) 292 ?2505) <.05 .29
Emotional Maturity 120 (ggé) 305 (12232) <.10 .28
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 111 (2411;) 278 (22;) ns A2
Aggressive Behaviour 121 égi) 306 (;gg) ns .19
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 122 (ggg) 307 (ggg) <.05 .30
Hyperactivity and Inattention 118 éig) 304 égi) ns .08
Language & Cognitive Development 118 é?g) 293 (gg% ns 21
Basic Literacy Skills 120 (gii) 305 (232) ns .15
Litelrnatgr/?lflhirgeracy/Memory 117 (ggi) 302 (222) ns 14
Basic Numeracy Skills 122 (;22) 302 (222) <.10 .25
Communication & General Knowledge 121 (ggg) 306 (gig) <.05 .32

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendseffect size. ns = not significant
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Table 11
Monte Carlo Permutation Test Results for DiffereniteTeacher Reported School Readiness Based on
Participation in Centre-based Childcare

Centre-based No Centre-based

. Care Care
Domain Mean n Mean P d
(SD (SD
Physical Health & Well-being 437 (Zgi) 113 (Zgg) ns .26
Gross and Fine Motor Skills 422 (23;73) 109 (ggg) <.05 .34
Social Competence 438 (72605; 112 (;;2) <.10 .28
Overall Social Competence with Pee 438 (ggg) 113 (ggi) ns .20
Responsibility and Respect 438 (Zij) 113 (Zgg) ns A1
Approaches to Learning 438 (Zig) 113 (Zgj) <.10 .30
Readiness to Explore New Things 423 (igi) 104 (;23) <.01 .35
Emotional Maturity 433 (;ég) 111 (232) <.10 22
Prosocial and Helping Behaviour 389 (223) 96 (ggg) <.05 .37
Aggressive Behaviour 430 é:i) 110 (;gé) ns .01
Anxious and Fearful Behaviour 438 (ggi) 113 é?i) ns A7
Hyperactivity and Inattention 433 ééé) 110 é%g) ns .00
Language & Cognitive Development 417 (22(7)) 106 (;12;1) <.001 .55
Basic Literacy Skills 433 (223) 110 (ggg) <.001 A7
Litelrnatgr/?lflhirgeracy/Memory 428 (222) 110 (;;2) <01 39
Basic Numeracy Skills 433 (223) 110 (;;g) <.05 .28
Communication & General Knowledge 436 (222) 113 (gig) <.01 42

Note.n represents the number of observations, Mean ilitetrthe average sco&Drepresents the standard
deviation,p illustrates thep-value, andl corresponds to Cohendeffect size. ns = not significant.
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