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INTRODUCTION 

Research provides some evidence that the educational level of early care and education 
professionals is one contribution to the quality of services that young children receive. Early 
research (AFT, 2002; Kagan & Newman, 1996; Learning to Care, 1998; North Carolina 
Partnership, 1998; Whitebook, Howes, & Phillips, 1989) suggested that early care and education 
professionals who completed more years of formal training or who receive an early childhood 
degree at the college level demonstrated higher levels of quality in the care and education they 
provided to young children. Critical indicators of the quality of an early care and education 
program identified in this early research and subsequent positive outcomes for the children 
included the education, compensation, and consistency of the early care and education 
professionals working in the program. However, more current research has called into question 
these findings, specifically those associated with the direct relationship of education alone in 
predicting quality (Early, et al., 2006; Early et al., 2007).  

In addition, research demonstrates that low rates of retention of staff have a significant 
impact on program quality (AFT, 2002; SREB, 2001). Because of the high rates of turnover in 
the Child Care field, numerous states and national projects have aided in recruiting and retaining 
more qualified Child Care providers through incentive programs such as scholarship funds, 
achievement awards, and increases in pay for educational attainment (NCCIC, 2008).  These 
programs create opportunities for providers to gain knowledge and skills useful in early care and 
education and provide monetary incentives which may aid in the retention of qualified providers. 

In 2000, the Kentucky General Assembly passed historic early childhood legislation (KIDS 
NOW) of which a component included the development of a seamless professional development 
system. The professional development system includes core content, articulation, credentials, 
scholarships and a training framework. This comprehensive professional development system, 
along with other initiative components in assuring maternal and child health, supporting families, 
enhancing early care and education, and establishing a support structure, have moved the field of 
early childhood forward in the state and improved child and family outcomes.    

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The primary objective of this research was to 1) determine the degree to which a unified 

professional development framework developed at the state level results in positive child 
outcomes and 2) the degree to which educational level of early care and education providers 
enhances the quality of classroom environments. Specifically:  

a. What components of a professional development framework are more effective in 
encouraging and supporting individuals to remain in early care and education settings? 

b. What components of a professional development framework are more effective in 
supporting early care and education professionals in enhancing classroom quality and 
child outcomes? 

c. Are there specific factors that impact early care and education professionals’ ability to 
participate in professional development activities at various levels? 
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d. Does the level and intensity of professional development experiences impact classroom 
quality and child outcomes? 

e. What personnel factors have the highest impact on quality classroom environments and 
child outcomes? 

f. What is the interaction between the personnel, professional development and program 
variables on classroom quality and child outcomes? 

CONTEXT AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

This study was designed as a companion to an evaluation of the state wide early childhood 
initiative, KIDS NOW.  Kentucky’s early childhood initiative represents one of the broadest 
state-funded initiatives in the country. Kentucky’s KIDS (Kentucky Invests in Developing 
Success) NOW Initiative (HB 706) was passed unanimously by the state General Assembly and 
signed into law by Governor Patton in April of 2000, with implementation beginning in July 
2000. This comprehensive Initiative was designed to establish and/or coordinate supports and 
services needed within the Commonwealth to ensure that “all young children in Kentucky are 
healthy and safe, possess the foundation that will enable school and personal success, and live in 
strong families that are supported and strengthened within their community” (Governor’s Early 
Childhood Task Force, 1999, p. 2). The rationale for the implementation of the Initiative was the 
lack of an overall comprehensive plan to support quality early childhood environments in which 
young children spend time. Recognizing the relationship between quality early childhood 
experiences and the future economic development of Kentucky, KIDS NOW was the “next 
logical step in Kentucky’s educational improvement efforts” (Governor’s Early Childhood Task 
Force, 1999, p. 2). The Initiative focuses on outcomes in five areas: assuring maternal and child 
health; supporting families; enhancing early care and education; establishing a support structure; 
and program improvements. 

As part of the legislation, the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project was funded to 1) provide 
formative evaluation information to the Division for Early Childhood Development in the 
implementation and refinement of KIDS NOW, 2) determine the effectiveness of implementation 
in raising the quality of early childhood environments for young children in Kentucky, and 3) 
assess changes in level of participation in components of the KIDS NOW Initiative, and 4) to 
study quality indicators over time through multi-method longitudinal research. This study was 
designed to build on the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project by conducting research investigating the 
degree to which a statewide unified professional development system impacted the educational 
level of early care and education providers and subsequent classroom quality.  

The conceptual framework (Figure 1) that supports this research study was based upon the 
principles of transfer of learning.  That is, quality environments and positive child outcomes are 
heavily influenced by the training and education of the people who work directly with the child.  
The ability of the teacher to participate in professional development opportunities is dependent 
upon the availability of various professional development models, both formal and informal, and 
incentives (intrinsic and extrinsic) available to support his/her participation.  In turn, the ability 
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of the teacher to use quality practices learned through professional development opportunities is 
dependent on a transfer partnership (Broad and Newstrom, 1992) that exists between the trainer 
or instructor, the program administrator and the teacher.  The trainer or instructor has the 
responsibility to design training that is of high quality and supports the transfer and application 
to the work environment.  Administrators also must support the application of new training to the 
work environment through mentoring, policies and practices, and must provide opportunities for 
the teacher to use new skills and knowledge.  Finally, the teacher must have the ability, aptitude 
and motivation to learn new skills and knowledge and to implement those effectively. This is 
balanced with a need to know the information to be learned.  

Figure 1.  Conceptual framework used in the study. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Using this conceptualization, this study was designed to focus on three major predictors 
(Figure 2) of professional development outcomes: 1) individual teacher characteristics, including 
learning readiness, education (level and type), training experience, attitudes towards training, 
personality (conscientiousness, self-efficacy), job satisfaction (perceptions of support), 2) 
characteristics of the program administrator, including administrator education and administrator 
support of professional development, and 3) characteristics of the teacher’s work setting, 
including program administration and policies and procedures, and setting (Child Care, Head 
Start, or Public Preschool). The impact of these three predictors was measured on two major 
outcomes: a) professional development outcomes, as measured by job status, learning and 
transfer of learning, and b) organizational outcomes, as measured by program quality, child 
outcomes and staff retention. 
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Figure 2. Major predictors for the study. 
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Within the first category of predictors, characteristics of the teachers included general 
demographic information related to age, race, years of experience, number and ages of children 
attending the program in which the teacher works, and the following constructs: learning 
readiness, education, training experience, and personality type. Previous research by Ford and 
colleagues (1992) identified the importance of the individual’s learning readiness for training 
outcomes such as reactions and learning, relationships between the education level, personality 
type and job satisfaction of workers and transfer of training. For example, workers who have the 
personality trait of conscientiousness are significantly more likely to transfer training to the job 
(Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Borgogni, 1993). These constructs were also included in the study. 

Within the second predictor, the administrator, there were the following constructs: 
administrator education and support for professional development activities (Ford et al, 1992). 
Administrator support is measured by the level of resource commitment to professional 
development activities and performance appraisal.  

The final predictor was organization support, which includes organizational cohesion, policy 
and procedure concordance. An organizational culture that supports learning and outcome 
achievement is essential to quality practice (Moore et al., 2000). In addition, type and structure 
of the educational setting can impact outcomes. 

Professional Development Framework Components 
Professional development (PD) explored in this study included the level and intensity with 

which teachers participated in key components of the Kentucky Early Childhood Professional 
Development Framework. This PD Framework was designed to enhance and equalize PD 
opportunities across early care and education professionals. A complete description of the 
complete PD Framework is available for download at www.kidsnow.ky.gov.   Four major 
components of the PD Framework were included in this study.  

Scholarship.  Scholarship funds have traditionally been available for public preschool 
teachers with a Bachelor Degree (BA) through the Kentucky Department of Education 
Traineeship program to support teachers in acquiring the Interdisciplinary Early Childhood 
Education Certification (IECE). Internal Head Start funds were made available to support the 
required increased educational requirements for teachers. The KIDS NOW Initiative added a 
non-college (Child Development Associate (CDA), Commonwealth Child Care Credential) and 
college scholarship (CDA, Associate, Bachelor, or Director’s) program for Child Care and 
Public Preschool associate teachers. The scholarship program is open to any Child Care provider 
or Public Preschool teacher or associate teacher who has not completed a BA and is working at 
least 20 hours per week directly with young children, as well as those who provide training in 
early childhood development at least 12 times/year for an approved organization (e.g., CCR&R). 

Professional Development Plans. The second component investigated was Professional 
Development (PD) plans.  PD Plans have traditionally been considered recommended practices 
for Public Preschool and Head Start programs.  As part of the KIDS NOW Initiative, PD Plans 
were required for scholarship participants.   
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Credentials.  The third component included the Trainer’s Credential and Director’s 
Credential. Mandatory training to fulfill licensing requirements and for those participating in the 
STARS for KIDS NOW Quality Rating System (applicable for Head Start and Child Care 
programs) must be provided by a credentialed trainer. In addition, the training organizations for 
Public Preschool programs have been strongly encouraged by the Kentucky Department of 
Education to have staff obtain an Early Childhood Trainer’s Credential.   

The Director’s Credential is a 12 college credit hour credential focused on early childhood 
education and related administrative areas. Hours can be earned as part of a degree program in 
early childhood education or individuals may enroll specifically for Director’s Credential course 
work at universities or colleges offering approved Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education 
(IECE) programs. 

CDA Mini-grants. The fourth component included financial support in the form of mini-
grants to help pay the cost of the assessment fee for the Child Development Associate’s (CDA) 
Credential.  CDA mini-grants are available regardless of whether a CDA is obtained through 
college credit or non-college credit courses. The CDA Mini-Grant is available to individuals 
working in settings that include infant-toddler and preschool classrooms (regardless of type), 
family child care homes, and those serving as home visitors. 

METHOD 

The following section will provide information on the variables of interest, instrumentation, 
methods used to collect the data, the sampling frame, recruitment procedures, description of 
study participants, and data analyses procedures.   

APPROACH 
To answer the research questions, a quasi-experimental design was used with teacher 

educational experience (e.g., AA, BA) and classroom type (Head Start, Child Care, and Public 
Preschool) as the main variables for selecting participants. Within this design, the theoretical 
framework  took into consideration administrator and organizational predictors; the level of 
incentives for participation in professional development components; and individual outcomes 
related to job status, learning and transfer of learning combined with organizational outcomes of 
program quality, child outcomes and staff retention. 

VARIABLES 
Four categories of variables were identified for inclusion in the study (Table 1). Based on 

previous research and expert knowledge of early care and education systems in Kentucky, 
system, program, teacher and child level variables were used. The theoretical model for this 
study hypothesized that the level and intensity of participation in components of the PD 
Framework in Kentucky by teachers and the support of administrators for this participation have 
an impact on teacher retention, program quality and child outcomes. 
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Table 1.  Variables included in research study. 
 

Variable Description 
Teacher   Teacher Demographics; Education Level & Type; Amount & Type of Training Attended; PD Plan; 

Attitudes Towards Training; Learning Readiness; Personality; Self Efficacy; Perceptions off 
Organization & Job Satisfaction; Perceptions of Supervisor Support 

System  Administrator Education; Administrator Support of Training and PD; Program Administration, 
Policies and Procedures, Program Supports (Wages, Benefits) 

Program Program Type; Children Served; Classroom Quality; Turnover Rate 

Child  Child Demographics; Child Developmental Status 

INSTRUMENTATION 
For this study, a combination of project developed and published measures were used.  

Measures were chosen based on those being used by the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project to allow 
for comparisons across the two studies.  Measures used are presented in Table 2. 

Project developed measures underwent field review by appropriate representatives (e.g., 
program type and role) prior to dissemination and revisions were made based on feedback. A 
complete description of each measure is provided in Appendix A, along with general findings.    

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 
Procedures implemented were common to all program types, but the order in which they 

occurred varied. For instance, the first contact with Child Care programs was initiated prior to 
obtaining off-site letters whereas off-site letters were required from regional directors and school 
boards for Head Start and Public Preschool.  Once administrator interviews were completed, the 
procedure was identical across program types (Figure 3).  

Administrators 
In accordance with Institutional Review Board (IRB) policies, off-site research letters 

granting permission to conduct research at their facilities were obtained from the Directors of 
Child Care programs, Grantees of Head Start programs and Boards of Education for Public 
Preschool programs. Letters for Head Start and Public Preschool classrooms were received 
before program administrators could be contacted. Letters for Child Care were received before 
contacting teachers. Program Administrators were mailed initial contact letters providing an 
overview of the study and research activities prior to being contacted by phone to schedule an 
interview. At that time, they were also asked to identify all lead teachers of 4-year old 
classrooms and their highest level of education completed to assist with sampling. As 
administrator phone interviews were completed, an Administrator Survey Packet was mailed to 
each administrator.  The packet included a cover letter, the 4-page Program Administer Scale 
(PAS), and a postage paid return envelope.   
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Table 2. Measures used in research study. 

Measure Description 
Teacher Measures 

Survey with  
PD Matrix 

Project developed survey with 40 questions focused on demographics, education, 
experience, PD Framework participation, familiarity and benefit; PD Matrix to capture 
training activities over the past year: hours, provider, content, purpose; Ratings & Open-
ended  

Big Five   40 questions focused on teacher personality: extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to 
experience, agreeableness and neuroticism 

Learning Benefit 
Inventory 
 

70 item - Likert Scale for concepts of transfer of learning skills, use of feedback, learning 
as a life skill, support for learning, and self-directedness in learning; Learning Readiness 
super factor of 4 factors 

Training Transfer 
Inventory  

14 questions on Supervisor subscale (5 point Likert scale) to measure supervisor support 
of new learning and training 

Work Attitudes 
Questionnaire 

10 questions each for five facets related to co-worker relations, supervisor relations, nature 
of work, work conditions, and pay and promotion 

Early Childhood 
Work Environment 
Survey  

27 questions measuring ten dimensions of organizational climate such as worker 
perceptions and attitudes about such things as co-worker relations, supervisor support, 
decision-making influence, goal consensus, and the physical setting 

Social Skills Rating 
Scale  

Teacher completed measure with two scales (Social skills and Problem Behaviors) to 
assess certain social skills and how important these skills are for success in the classroom  

Administrator Measures 
Interview Project Developed interview protocol of 45 questions on the demographics and support for 

teachers and PD activities via  numerical ratings and open-ended questions 

Program 
Administration Scale  

25 item Likert scale; grouped into 10 subscales measuring both leadership and 
management  

Classroom Measures 
ECERS-R Comprehensive environmental classroom assessment tool that is widely accepted as a 

measure of program quality; seven subscales containing from 4-10 items each; Likert scale 

ELLCO Rating scale: the Literacy Environment Checklist, the Classroom Observation and Teacher 
Interview, and the Literacy Activities Rating Scale 

Child Measures 
PPVT III Untimed, norm referenced assessment of listening comprehension for spoken word 

English 

Woodcock-Johnson 
III 

Letter-Word ID, Applied Problems, & Dictation; measure children’s cognitive outcomes 

McCarthy Draw-A-Design subtest; measures perceptual motor skills 



10 | P a g e  
 

 

Figure 3. Data collection procedures used in the study. 

 
Teachers  

Contact letters were mailed to teachers followed by telephone calls to obtain verbal assent 
for participation. Once assent was acquired, teachers were mailed a packet that included a cover 
letter, teacher survey forms, child consent forms and the Social Skills Rating Scale (SSRS) 
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including instructions and score sheets. Teachers’ survey forms included; 1) project developed 
Teacher Survey, 2) Learning Benefit Inventory, 3) Big Five Questionnaire, 4) Training Transfer 
Inventory Supervisor Training Support Sub-Scale, 5) Work Attitudes Questionnaire, and the 6) 
Early Childhood Work Environment Scale.  Directions for each measure were included.  

Children 
Family consent forms were included in each survey packet mailed to teachers, with 

instructions to distribute to families of each 4-year old child enrolled. The packet also included a 
Child Data Form which was used to collect demographic data on the children whose families 
returned signed consent forms.  The information from the Child Data Form was used to 
determine the child assessment sample. For each child selected for participation in the study, 
teachers were asked to complete the SSRS score sheet. Classroom observations were scheduled 
via phone. 

Once administrator, teacher and child samples were finalized for the participating program, 
research team members schedule site visits to classrooms.  During these site visits, research team 
members conducted classroom observations and collected completed teacher consent forms and 
surveys.  If a program was selected as an assessment site, child consent forms were collected and 
the child assessment completed. Classroom observation instruments included the Early 
Childhood Environmental Rating Scale, Revised Edition and the Early Language and Literacy 
Classroom Observation, while child assessments were completed using the FACES battery. In 
addition, a copy of the program Policy and Procedures was collected from the program 
administrator if available. At the end of the site visit, research team members distributed 
incentive packets. 

SAMPLING PROCEDURES 
The sample included three nested levels: program, teacher, and child. Initially, a stratified 

sampling method was utilized to identify programs, combining elements of both random and 
purposive samples for distinct components, with a goal of 315 teachers. The sample was then 
stratified by two primary dimensions: urbanicity (urban vs. rural location) and program type 
(Head Start, Public Preschool, and Child Care).  Urbanicity was established via census data 
defining metropolitan areas across Kentucky and all counties were categorized as urban or rural 
based on the 2000 census definition of urbanicity.  The U.S. Census Bureau defined any county 
with a population density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile as urban; all others were 
considered rural. In addition to the two primary strata used for sampling, geographical region 
was used as a third stratum.  

This study’s sample was based in part on work completed from the KIDS NOW Evaluation 
Project and therefore included centers from the KIDS NOW sample.  The KIDS NOW 
Evaluation Project sample was based upon eight geographic regions that represented various 
dimensions of resource availability, urbanicity, and location. These same regions were 
maintained in the sampling procedures for this study. Initially programs were contacted from the 
15 counties where programs were currently participating in the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project. 
Additional programs in neighboring counties were recruited until the sample cells were filled. 
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Table 3. Sampling criteria for each level of the sample. 
 

Program Teacher Child 
KIDS NOW Participation Education Level Program Type 

Urbanicity Number of Teachers per Site Urbanicity 
KIDS NOW Region  Teacher Education Level 

 
Program Sampling Procedures 

A sampling frame was established that included programs that had participated in the KIDS 
NOW Evaluation Project. Within that sampling frame, a modification was made to address 
“blended” Child Care/Head Start and Public Preschool/Head Start sites for descriptive purposes. 
With these programs being so diverse in the ways in which they are blended, (i.e. funding, 
guidelines, services) blended programs were classified based on their original program type 
either Child Care or Public Preschool. For instance, a center was classified as Child Care if it 
was a Child Care setting with Head Start supplemental funding.  The same criteria were applied 
to Public Preschool classrooms.  A total of 85 programs were identified as having blended 
funding with Head Start and Public Preschool or Child Care.  The remaining 143 programs were 
designated as singular funding types between Child Care, Head Start and Public Preschool.  
Because the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project was limited to Head Start programs in rural 
counties, a large number of Head Start programs were added to the sampling frame. Head Start 
grantees in each of the eight geographic regions (or associated fifteen counties) of KIDS NOW 
Evaluation Project were contacted to identify program names within each grantee region. The 
Public Preschool sampling frame was established in a similar manner: All Public Preschool 
programs located in KIDS NOW Evaluation Project counties were included in the sampling 
frame. Both county and independent schools were included and information was obtained on 
Public Preschool/Head Start blended programs within each school district.  

Teacher Sampling Procedures   
 Following establishment of the sampling frame, programs were contacted to obtain off-site 

research letters. Sample letters were provided by the research team.  Programs that returned the 
off-site research letters indicating a willingness to participate in the study were then contacted to 
obtain teacher educational information necessary for the teacher sample. For the teacher sample, 
the sampling frame included educational levels of teachers across programs.  The target sample 
included 315 teachers.  

Table 4.Teacher sampling frame. 

Level of Education Head Start Child Care Public Preschool 
No Degree - 45 - 
CCCC, AA, CDA 45 45 45 
BA or Above 45 45 45 
TOTAL 90 135 90 
Total Sample Size = 315 
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The educational levels included the Commonwealth Child Care Credential (CCCC) which 
consists of 60 clock hours of entry level knowledge and skills and represents the first 60 hours of 
a Child Development Associate (CDA).  At the Associate level (AA and AS) and Bachelor level 
(BA and BS), Kentucky has an Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education (IECE) program that 
can include teacher certification at the BA and Master’s level.  

Educational categories were collapsed based upon initial data analyses from the field 
indicating that more discrete categorization was not possible. The educational levels for teachers 
were collapsed into three categories and include No Degree, CCC/AA/CDA1, and Bachelor’s 
Degree or Above. No teachers without a degree were sampled from Head Start and Public 
Preschool as a degree is a condition for employment in these programs. In addition to the 
program and educational strata for teacher sampling, the sample was also stratified by urbanicity. 
For each of the cells listed above, approximately 23 urban teachers and 22 rural teachers were 
sampled. Teachers were added to the sample as sites returned off-site research letters and 
provided educational data on their teachers. Once a cell was filled (total of 45 teachers), no 
additional teachers were added unless it was determined that there was a significant gap in any of 
the aforementioned sampling strata.  

No more than five teachers were sampled from a single center in order to avoid bias in the 
data from overrepresentation of teachers from a specific site. However, whenever possible, 
multiple teachers were sampled from each site in order to maximize efficiency of data collection. 
The precise number of programs in the sample was determined by the teacher sampling 
requirements. The program sample size was derived from the number needed to fill the education 
cells of the teacher sample.  

Child Sampling Procedures 
Classrooms were selected for the child sample based on the purposive sampling categories 

used to select teachers (education level and program type).  Classrooms were then randomly 
selected to be included in the child assessment section of the study. In order to obtain a sample of 
children, teachers in selected classrooms were asked to distribute letters to all parents in their 
classrooms. The target number of children to be assessed in any classroom was five, therefore, 
up to ten children were randomly selected from those whose parents returned the consent form in 
order to account for children who did not assent or who did not pass the screener. Criteria for the 
child sample included that the child needed to be 4 years of age or older who had not begun 
kindergarten classes.  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  A list of acronyms used throughout this study with their definitions is found in Appendix E. 
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limited to Type I Child Care facilities, those providing regular care in a non-dwelling for 4 or 
more children, or 13 or more children in a designated space separate from the primary residence 
of a licensee. Child Care programs are generally administered by program directors. However, 
directors in small programs may serve more than one function within a center, including that of 
classroom teacher.  At the time of the study, there were approximately 2,300 Type I Child Care 
programs in Kentucky2.  The majority of the programs operate full-day, full-year to meet the 
needs of their families.  It is estimated that 103,000 children attend Child Care programs on a 
daily basis.  Directors must meet the following minimum requirements: 21 years of age, hold a 
high school diploma or GED, have background checks, and have three years of verifiable full-
time paid experience working directly with young children.  Staff in Type I Child Care programs 
must be 18 years of age, be free of tuberculosis, and have background checks.  Minimum 
continuing education requirements are 12 clock hours annually.   

Head Start. There are currently 33 Head Start Programs serving 16,481 of Kentucky's 
preschool age children. Approximately half of the Head Start Grantees are local school districts3. 
Head Start programs are found in all 120 counties within the state. Preschool age children from 
families with incomes at 100% of poverty or below, those receiving public assistance (TANF or 
SSI), and children in foster care are eligible for Head Start.  In addition, programs may enroll up 
to 10% of their children from families that do not meet these requirements.  Kentucky meets the 
federal mandate of half of the lead teachers holding an Associate’s degree. 

State Funded Preschool.   The Kentucky Preschool Program was created as one component 
of the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 (HB 940- [KERA]) to provide a 
developmentally appropriate half-day preschool education program for each child who is four 
years of age and at risk of educational failure.  At risk was defined as children in families who 
were eligible for free lunch (135% of poverty).   In 2006-2007 the program was expanded to 
serve 4-year-old children who live in families whose family income is up to 150% of poverty. In 
addition, the Kentucky General Assembly passed legislation to meet IDEA mandates that 
beginning with the 1991-1992 school year, any 3- or 4-year-old child who has been identified as 
having a disability shall be eligible for a free and appropriate preschool education and related 
services.  The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) worked with school districts to 
implement inclusive preschool programs across the state. KDE reports that the public preschool 
is currently offered by every school district in the state and serves 84 percent of eligible 
children4.   

Beginning with the 2004-2005 school year state regulations required that all newly hired 
lead teachers in the preschool program must hold the Interdisciplinary Early Childhood 
Education (IECE) certificate.  Lead teachers without certification or with different certification 
could remain in current positions.  Public preschool programs that operate in school districts 
work under the guidance of a school principal as well as a Preschool Coordinator.  Principals are 

                                                 
2 http://chfs.ky.gov/dcbs/dcc/ 
3 http://www.khsa.org 
4 http://www.Pre-Know.org/resource/profiles/kentucky.cfm 
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on-site with the preschool classrooms.  Preschool Coordinators serve the entire district 
coordinating all of the preschool classrooms and in smaller districts being responsible for other 
program coordination as well, such as the special education coordinator.  Lead teachers in public 
preschool programs must have 24 clock hours of continuing education hours annually and 
teacher assistants must compete 18 clock hours annually. 

Blended Programs. KERA legislation in 1990 mandated that school districts work with 
existing preschool programs in the community to avoid duplication of programs and services, 
and avoid supplanting federal funds, in order to maximize Head Start funds and serve as many 
four-year-old children as possible.  This mandate in conjunction with the fact that half of the 
Head Start grantees are public schools, and that both the Public Preschool and federally funded 
Head Start both serve the same populations lead to blended programs in Kentucky.  Blended 
programs vary drastically including districts that operate the public preschool program in a full 
or partial contract with another community program or agency, districts that may provide a 
teacher to a classroom of Public Preschool and Head Start children, districts that blend funds to 
deliver the mandated services, to districts that provide transportation to Head Start and Child 
Care programs, and districts that share professional development activities. 

Participating Programs. A total of 227 programs participated in the study across the three 
program types (49.8% Child Care; 26.9% Head Start and 23.3% Public Preschool). Of those, 
52% of programs were in urban settings and 48% in rural settings. Programs were geographically 
represented across 50 of the 120 counties (42%) in Kentucky (4 urban counties and 46 rural 
counties).  

Table 5. Percent of programs in sample by urban and rural.  

 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Total 

 
Sample/ 
(County 
Census) 

% 
Sample/ 
(County 
Census) 

% 
Sample/ 
(County 
Census) 

% 
Sample/ 
(County 
Census) 

% 

Urban    59/771  7.7% 25/87 28.7% 32/140 22.8% 115/998 12% 
Rural 53/658 8% 37/128 28.9% 21/180 11.6% 112/996 11.6% 
Total 111/1429 7.8% 61/215 28.4% 53/320 16.6% 227/1994 11.4% 

  

Administrators in the Sample 
One program administrator from each of the 227 programs participated in the study as the 

primary informant. While it was typical for Child Care administrators to oversee a single facility, 
those from Head Start and Public Preschool programs often provided administration over several 
sites within a region. Administrators described themselves in the following roles: Site Director 
(72.0%), Regional Director (4.4%), Public Preschool Coordinator (0.9%), and Principal (22.7%).   

 
  



17 | P a g e  
 

Table 6. Administrator by program type.  

Administrator Type Child Care Head Start Public Preschool 
Site Director 98.2% 83.6% 3.7% 
Regional Director 0.9% 14.8% 0% 
Principal 0.9% 1.6% 92.5% 
Public Preschool Coordinator 0% 0% 3.8% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

    
The majority of program administrators had an annual income between $20,000 and 

$39,999. Not surprisingly, administrators in Public Preschool programs earned significantly 
higher annual wages than those in Child Care and Head Start programs.  Program administrators’ 
education levels included Masters degree or higher (33.7%) followed by Commonwealth Child 
Care Credential, CDA, Some College, or Associates degree (18%), Bachelor degree (14.1%), 
and no degree (2.9%). Based on pair wise comparison, both Head Start and Public Preschool  
administrators had significantly higher levels of education than those from Child Care programs, 
F (2, 218) = 35.32, p < .001, η2 = .245. Administrator education level also differed by urbanicity, 
χ2 (9) = 19.24, p<.05 with urban administrators reporting higher levels of education than rural 
administrators.   
Table 7. Program administrator education levels. 
 

Education Group Child Care Head Start Public Preschool  
High School or Less  4.1% 8.0% 0% 0% 
Commonwealth Credential .5% .9% 0% 0% 
CDA or Some College   14.7% 25.0% 6.9% 2.0% 
Associate’s Degree 10.0% 14.3% 10.3% 0% 
Bachelor’s Degree 19.9% 27.5% 20.7% 2.0% 
Master’s or Specialist Degree 45.3% 20.7% 51.8% 92.1% 
Above Master’s Degree  2.3% 2.7% 0% 3.9% 
Other 3.2% .9% 10.3% 0% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

Teachers in the Sample  
A total of 312 teachers representing the three program types participated in the study (Child 

Care = 45.5%, Head Start = 27.9%, Public Preschool = 26.6%). While the goal of the study was 
to recruit teachers across the levels of education (e.g., AA, BA) participating teachers across 
programs were more highly educated than anticipated, with teachers in Public Preschool 
programs predominately holding BA degrees or higher.  This represents a potential limitation of 
the study.   
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Table 8. Percentage of teacher education level by center type. 

Education Level 
Center Type 

Child Care Head Start Public Preschool 
No degree in progress    5.9%  -- 1.6% 
No degree complete 4.7% 1.5% -- 
CCCC, CDA, AA in progress 5.9% 4.5% 3.1% 
CCCC, CDA, AA complete 31.8% 28.4% 29.6% 
BA, IECE, MA in progress 9.4% 9.0% 14.1% 
BA, IECE, MA complete 36.4% 53.6% 50.0 % 
Other in progress 1.2% -- 1.6% 
Other complete 4.7% 3.0% -- 
Total % 100% 100% 100% 

 
The majority of participating teachers were female (98.3%), between the ages of 19 to 90 

years old, with a mean age of 40 years (SD = 11.78). Teachers in urban areas were significantly 
older (M = 42.35, SD = 11.57) than those from rural areas (M = 37.58, SD = 11.58), t (232) = 
3.15, p < .01, η2 = .20.  The majority of participating teachers were White (78.7%) followed by 
African American/Black (20.9%) and Asian/Pacific Islander (.4%). In contrast, the U.S. Census 
Bureau (2006) reports state race demographics for the population as White 89.5%, African 
American/Black 7.4% and Asian/Pacific Islander 1% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006).  Across 
programs, Head Start had a higher number of African American/Black teachers (41.8%) than 
Child Care (11.3%) or Public Preschool (13.6%), χ2 (4) = 28.19, p < .001.  Programs in urban 
areas also had more African American/Black teachers (32.2%) than rural areas (8.3%), χ2 (2) = 
20.78, p < .001.    

Teacher experience in their current program ranged from 2 months to 36 years with an 
average of 7.7 years (SD = 6.48). Comparisons showed that Head Start teachers had been in their 
programs significantly longer than those in Child Care (M = 8.93 year  & 6.35 years 
respectively: F (2, 142) = 3.75, p < .05) with Public Preschool teachers averaging 8.39 years. 
Participants reported having served as a teacher in the field of early childhood between 3 months 
and 36 years with an average of 10.13 years (SD = 7.66). Teachers from urban areas had 
remained in the field as teachers significantly longer (M = 11.81, SD = 8.41) than those from 
rural areas (M = 8.13, SD – 6.12), t(226) = 3.72, p < .001, η2 =.24.  When reporting experience in 
any position in the field of early childhood, the range increased from 4.5 months to 40 years with 
an average of 11.94 years (SD = 7.96). Teachers from urban areas stayed in the field in any 
position significantly longer (M = 14.18, SD = 8.76) than those from rural areas (M = 9.36, SD – 
5.99), t(224) = 4.75, p < .001, d = .60. 

The majority of teachers earned annual wages between $15,000 and $24,999. Overall, 
teachers with a BA or higher earned significantly higher wages than those with less than a BA, t 
(197) = 6.81, p<.001, d =.88. However, when investigated within type, salary differences became 
non-significant. Teachers in urban areas earned higher wages than those in rural areas, χ2 (7) = 
15.92, p < .05, and Public Preschool teachers earned the highest wages followed by teachers in 
Head Start and then those in Child Care programs, χ2 (14) = 93.92, p <.001. 
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Figure 5. Teacher wages by program type (%). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Approximately one quarter of teachers (24%) have children of their own enrolled in the 

program in which they teach. Head Start teachers had the highest enrollment rate for their own 
children (27.9%) followed by Public Preschool (23.5%) and then Child Care (21.6%).  The 
majority of these teachers had one (50.9%) or two (38.6%) of their children in attendance with 
few teachers having more than two (10.5%). 

Children in the Sample 
Children were selected randomly from within purposive classroom selection across Child 

Care, Head Start and Public Preschool (n = 78).  Children were assessed at different times of the 
year based on the program structure (e.g., full year, school year).  Children in Head Start and 
Public Preschool were assessed during the spring and fall while children in Child Care were 
assessed on a rolling basis.  

Table 9. Child assessment by season. 
Season Child Care Head Start Public Preschool 
Spring 46.6% 77.9% 55.1% 

Summer 29.0% 0% 0% 
Fall 24.4% 22.1% 44.9% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
 

Child data was collected from 353 children (131 Child Care, 104 Head Start, 118 Public 
Preschool), within 78 classrooms (33 Child Care, 26 Head Start, 19 Public Preschool) and 73 
programs.  The sample of children included in the study included 59.7% in urban areas and 
40.3% in rural areas. Gender was balanced between females (49%) and males (51%). The 
chronological age of the children participating in the study ranged from 4.00 to 5.91, with an 
average age of 4.72 (SD = .39). The majority of children were White (74.2%) followed by 
African American/Black (16.2%), Asian (.6%), Hispanic (3.9%), and other (5.1%). When 
looking across program types, Head Start programs served more minority children (51%) than 
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Child Care (16.1%) or Public Preschool (15%) programs, χ2 (8) = 45.675, p < .01. The majority 
of children in the sample were in inclusive classrooms (71.5%) based on teacher reported 
enrollment of children with disabilities.  All Head Start classrooms were reported as inclusive 
compared to 60% of Public Preschool and 53.4% of Child Care classrooms. A total of 8.9% of 
the children in the sample had a diagnosed disability with children from Public Preschool 
programs (16.9%) more likely to have a diagnosed disability (e.g., speech, social/emotional and 
adaptive skills) compared to Child Care (6.2%) and Head Start (3%) programs.  No children with 
significant disabilities were included in the sample. 

GENERAL DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS 
To gain an understanding of sample characteristics with regard to key variables, preliminary 

descriptive statistics were conducted.  Frequencies as well as measures of central tendency and 
dispersion are summarized in the appendices for each variable within each measure.  Upon 
gaining an understanding of each variable to be investigated, key variables were investigated by 
program type and urbanicity.  One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures with pairwise 
comparisons were used to determine differences between program types for key variables and 
independent sample t-tests were used to investigate differences between urban and rural 
programs and education level. When examining categorical data, chi-square tests were utilized to 
examine differences in program type and urbanicity. Variables were derived from multiple tools.  
Each variable, its origin and calculation is described in detail in proceeding sections.  Specific 
findings by instrument are included in Appendix A of this report. 

Table 10.  Key variables investigated. 
Predictors Outcomes Program Level Administrator Level Teacher Level 

 Administration 
 Benefits 
 Program type 

 Education level 
 PD Framework use 
 Support for teachers PD 

activities 
 Perceptions of the PD 

Framework 
 General support for staff 

 

 Education level 
 Wages 
 Level of training 
 Intensity of training 
 PD Framework use 
 Feelings about 

occupation 
 Perceptions of the PD 

Framework 
 Transfer of training 
 Feelings of support 
 Personality 

Work environment 

 Classroom Quality 
 Literacy Environment 

Quality 
 Child Outcomes 
 Teacher Retention 
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RESULTS  

The following section presents findings of the research questions, including the measures 
used, preliminary analysis and regression models.  When appropriate, additional analyses beyond 
the scope of question were addressed to aid in understanding findings within and across research 
questions. Significant findings related to predictor variables and program type, urbanicity and 
education level are reported in Appendix A. All findings are reported by question to ensure 
substantive understanding of comparisons within a group of findings.  However, only significant 
findings with an effect size of .10 are discussed throughout the research questions (Cohen, 1988). 
Those variables with an effect size of .10 or higher will be considered for inclusion in further 
analysis regarding the overall interactions of factors later in the report.  This reporting system 
ensures that substantive findings are included in this report as well as controlling for inflated 
significance levels with little meaning in higher level analyses.    

DESCRIPTION OF ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES APPLIED 
The analysis technique applied to each research question was based on the outcome variable.  

Therefore, the analysis technique for research question A was a combination of univariate 
analysis and discriminant analysis.  All analyses were completed using SPSS 15.0.  These two 
analyses allow for investigation of parametric and non-parametric data to help explain the 
variance found within the outcome variable of teacher retention and predict group membership 
based on the differences in the independent variables.  For the remaining research questions (B 
through F) a combination of univariate and hierarchical multiple regression techniques were 
conducted using SPSS 15.0.  Hierarchical multiple regression analysis allows for the 
investigation of the relationship between independent variables at different levels (program, 
administrator, and teacher) and how each interacts with the dependent variable on its own and 
when interacting with others across levels.  This type of analysis illustrates the strength of the 
relationship between variables as well as the amount of variance within the dependent variable is 
accounted for in the model.  Each research question has a different set of independent variables 
which are utilized to help predict the dependent variables.  Therefore, all variables are listed 
within the text for the research question. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION A: PD FRAMEWORK AND TEACHER RETENTION   
What components of a professional development framework are more effective in 

encouraging and supporting individuals to remain in early care and education settings? 
To answer this research question, three questions were included in the analysis from the 

teacher survey: a) whether they considered their position a job or a career, b) if they planned on 
being in the field five years from now, and c) if they could do it all over again, would they 
choose the field of early childhood.  In addition to questions about their career, teachers were 
asked to rate the degree to which each PD component had played a role in supporting them to 
remain in an early care and education setting on a Likert-type scale (0 = don’t know; 1 = not at 
all; 3 = somewhat; 5 = very; 6 = Not Applicable).  This research question was investigated based 
on teachers’ use of the four major PD Framework components and their perceptions of the PD 
Framework components’ impact on their retention.    

Preliminary Analysis and Findings 
A majority of teachers reported that they viewed their occupation as a career (58.4%) rather 

than a job.  Likewise, a large majority of teachers reported they planned to be working in the 
field of early childhood five years from now (86.3%) and if given a second chance would choose 
the field again (84.8%).  Teachers’ perceptions of retention were measured in two ways, 
individually and as a group.  For individual components of the PD Framework the teacher was 
asked to rate the component supported them on a Likert type scale ranging from 1 to 5 (1 = not at 
all helpful; 3 = neutral; 5 = very helpful).  For this question, scholarship, PD Plans, CDA mini-
grants and credentials were included in the analysis at the teacher level.  The components were 
then summed in order to create a composite score of the framework for teachers’ overall 
perception of the PD system, with a range of zero to 20.  Overall, the 184 teachers who 
responded to all four components rated a mean of 6.19 (SD = 3.42) for their perception of how 
the PD Framework supported them in remaining in the field of early childhood. This suggested 
moderately favorable responses.  

Teacher Choice of Early Childhood as an Occupation 
Each question related to teachers’ retention was tested to determine if there were differences 

between teachers who viewed the field positively (a career, working in field in 5 years and would 
choose early childhood again) and those who viewed the field more negatively (a job, not 
working in field in 5 years and would not choose it again).  Results from independent sample t-
tests showed no significant differences between teachers with regard to their view, positive or 
negative, on how they viewed the PD Framework or its individual components. Similarly, there 
were no differences in how supported teachers felt in their PD efforts and if they would choose 
the profession again.  Differences were found between teachers planning on leaving the field and 
those who planned on staying. When investigating the relationship between teacher perceptions 
of the PD Framework and teachers’ intention to stay in the field, fewer teachers in Head Start 
and Public Preschool reported planning on leaving the field of early childhood within 5 years 
compared to Child Care.  Teachers who saw themselves working in early care and education 
settings for five more years had higher ratings related to the degree to which Professional 
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Development Plans played in supporting them to remain in the field of early childhood, t (167) = 
2.73, p < .01. Additionally, teachers who planned on remaining in early care and education for 
five years reported more positive scores overall on the PD Framework, t (177) = 2.39, p<.01.  

Table A-1.  Child care teacher retention.  

Teacher Retention 

Do you see yourself working in Early Childhood for 5 more years? 
No Yes  

df t Cohen’s d 
 N = 20 N = 157 

M SD M SD 
CDA mini-grant 1.19 .75 1.83 1.53 120 1.65 .30  
Scholarship 1.21 .80 2.17 1.58 116 2.22* .41  
Trainer’s Credential 1.62 1.40 1.73 1.30 120 .30 .24  
PD Plan 2.10 1.24 3.11 1.52 167 2.73** .42  
SUM RETENTION 4.68 1.93 6.51 3.51 177 2.39** .36  
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001  

PD Framework Components 
Scholarship opportunities. Teachers’ use of scholarship opportunities was measured by 

teachers’ report if they had taken part in any of the following financial programs; a) college 
scholarship dollars, b) non-college scholarship dollars, c) traineeship dollars and d) internal PD 
dollars.  As described earlier, opportunities for teachers to participate in specific scholarships are 
determined by the programs for which they work.  However, since teachers often move between 
and among early childhood programs, they were offered the opportunity to respond to multiple 
options of scholarships regardless of program type.  Therefore, teacher participation in 
scholarship opportunities was coded as zero (never accessed any scholarship) and 1 (accessed 
either traineeship, internal or KIDS NOW scholarship dollars while being employed as a 
teacher).  Overall, 16.7% of teachers had accessed some form of scholarship opportunities.  
Teachers accessed scholarship equivalently across program type. 

Overall, teachers reported positive scores regarding how scholarships, credentials, mini-
grants and PD Plans combined, supported them in remaining in the field of early care and 
education and teachers who accessed scholarships felt more positively about the PD Framework 
components than teachers who did not access scholarship, t (167) = 2.49, p<.05). Specifically, 
teachers who accessed scholarship funding saw the scholarship as more supportive than teachers 
who did not access scholarship funds, t (167) = 3.62, p<.01.   

Table A-2. Mean perception scores based on scholarship use. 

 
 
Teacher Retention 

Teacher Use of Scholarships 
Did Not Use  Used   

N = 136 N = 33  
M SD M SD t Cohen d 

CDA mini-grant 1.51 1.24 2.50 1.81 3.29** .60 
Scholarship 1.80 1.41 3.00 1.65 3.62** .55 
Trainer’s Credential 1.63 1.26 2.05 1.50 1.25 .19 
PD Plan 2.92 1.52 3.16 1.59 .77 .11 
SUM RETENTION 5.78 3.01 7.89 4.44 3.40** .50 
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001  
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Credentialed Trainer System. Teachers reported an average of 83% of training sessions they 
attended were provided by a credentialed trainer.  However, a majority of teachers reported they 
were not at all familiar with the trainer’s credential (59.6%) and only four percent of teachers 
stated they had a trainer’s credential.  Given these findings, the variable of teachers’ use of a 
credentialed trainer was formulated into a dichotomous variable where (0) equaled those teachers 
who reportedly did not attend all of their training sessions with a credentialed trainer and one (1) 
equaled teachers who reportedly used a credentialed trainer for 100% of their training session 
attended.  Data indicated there was equivalent use at the 100% level across program type.  Head 
Start settings used the credentialed trainer system 77.8% of the time, followed by Child Care 
(75.9%) and Public Preschool (55.6%).   

A positive relationship was found between teachers’ familiarity with the trainer’s credential 
and their perception that the PD Framework supported them in remaining in early care and 
education settings, r (179) = .31, p<.001).  As teachers become more familiar with the trainer’s 
credential, they reported feeling more supported by the PD Framework as a whole.  However, no 
differences were found between teachers’ perception of support across the PD Framework and 
their use of the credentialed trainer system.  Likewise, there were no differences in teachers 
retention based on use of the trainers’ credential component of the PD Framework.  

Professional Development Plan (PD Plan).  Teachers’ use of the PD Plan was measured by 
whether they indicated they had a PD Plan in place on the teacher survey.  Of the 230 teachers 
who answered the question, Do you have a Professional Development Plan?, 82.6% of teachers 
answered yes.  Fewer Child Care (65.6%) teachers reported having a PD Plan than Head Start 
(93.9%) or Public Preschool (95.6%), χ2 (230) = 33.15, p<.001.  Teachers who reported having 
PD Plans scored more positively on whether they felt combined components of the PD 
Framework supported them in remaining in the field, t (177) = 2.34, p<.05.  Likewise, teachers' 
perceptions of the degree to which PD Plans supported them in remaining in the field were 
higher for those who had a PD Plan in place, t (168) = 5.53, p<.001.  However, having a PD Plan 
in place did not impact the teacher's decision to remain in the field, (e.g., teachers who saw 
themselves working in early care and education settings for five more years). Table 26 illustrates 
these results. 

Table A-3. Mean perception scores based on scholarship use. 

Teacher Retention 

Teacher Use of PD Plans 
Did Not Use 

N = 23 
Used 

N = 154  
M SD M SD t Cohen d 

CDA mini-grant 1.76 1.37 1.75 1.47 .06 .01 
Scholarship 1.44 1.10 2.15 1.58 1.84 .32 
Trainer’s Credential 1.18 .53 1.80 1.39 1.83 .33 
PD Plan 1.25 .72 3.13 1.49 5.54*** .85 
SUM RETENTION 4.70 1.66 6.46 3.55 2.34* .35 
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001.  
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Discriminant Analysis and Findings 
Prior analyses indicated that teachers who planned on remaining in the field of early care 

and education scored higher when asked whether the PD Framework supported them in 
remaining in the field, therefore this analysis will only include teachers’ actual use of PD 
Framework components.  A discriminant analysis was conducted using teachers’ use of 
scholarship, trainer’s credential and PD Plans.  This analysis yielded explanation of 5% of the 
variance within teachers’ decision to remain in the field.  Teachers’ use of the PD Plan was the 
most significant predictor within this model (.87) followed by teachers’ use of the CDA mini-
grant (.38).  Teachers’ use of the trainer’s credential was a negative predictor of teachers’ 
retention.  Teachers’ use of scholarship opportunities (.19) did not significantly predict whether a 
teacher plans to remain in the field of early care and education.  Teachers were more likely to 
indicate they would stay in the field when they used their PD Plan χ2 (4) = 8.62, p<.10, λ = .95. 
This model correctly predicted 79.6% of responses with 32.0% expected in teachers who will not 
remain in the field and 87.0% teachers who will remain. 

Figure A-1.  Discriminant classification of retention. 

 
 
RESEARCH QUESTION B: PD FRAMEWORK, CLASSROOM QUALITY AND CHILD OUTCOMES 

What components of a professional development framework are more effective in supporting 
early care and education professionals in enhancing program quality and child outcomes? 

This question was addressed by investigating the components of the PD Framework with 
classroom quality and child outcomes separately.  Classroom quality was measured using the 
Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale- Revised (ECERS-R) and the Early Language and 
Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO).  For the ECERS-R, seven subscales contain from 4-
10 items and possible score rated 1 to 7. The seven subscale scores are then averaged to provide 
a measure of global quality related to the classroom environment with scores ranging from 1 
(Inadequate) to 7 (Excellent).  The ELLCO consists of three parts: the Literacy Environment 
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Checklist, the Classroom Observation and Teacher Interview, and the Literacy Activities Rating 
Scale (Table B-1). 

Table B-1. Hierarchy and maximum scoring for the ELLCO. 

ELLCO Scales Maximum Score 
Classroom Observation 70 
Classroom Environment 30 
Language, Literacy, Curriculum 40 
Literacy Environment Checklist 41 
Book Area 3 
Book Selection 8 
Book Use 9 
Writing Materials 8 
Writing Around the Room 13 
Literacy Activities 13 
Book Reading 8 
Writing 5 

 
Child Outcomes were measured using the PPVT, subscales of the Woodcock-Johnson and 

the SSRS. The PPVT and SSRS are standardized tests which have been validated across multiple 
populations and have a range of 40 to 137.  The Woodcock-Johnson assessment is a standardized 
tool as well, however the FACES battery of tests included only portions of subscales and thus 
limited the maximum possible points.  Scoring options for each of these tests are presented in 
Table B-2.   

Table B-2. Number of Items and Maximum Scores Possible for each Subtest. 

Test Maximum 
possible 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary test 137 
Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word Identification 23 
Woodcock-Johnson Applied Problems 23 
Woodcock-Johnson Dictation 12 
Social Skills 137 
Problem Behaviors 137 

 
Likewise, in order to triangulate response sets, administrators and teachers were asked the 

same questions regarding the PD Framework’s role in supporting them in enhancing program 
quality and child outcomes. Each PD component was scored on a Likert-type scale (0 = Don’t 
Know; 1 = Not At All; 3 = Somewhat; 5 = Very; 6 = Not Applicable).  The specific components 
of the PD Framework covered by this question are teachers and administrators use of scholarship 
opportunities, trainers’ credential, CDA assessment mini-grants and PD Plans as well as 
perceptions of how scholarships, trainer’s credentials CDA assessment mini-grants and PD Plans 
supported them in enhancing program quality and child outcomes. 
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Classroom Quality and Teachers Use of PD Components 
While there were no significant differences in quality when investigating teachers’ use of the 

scholarship opportunities or trainer’s credential, there were differences in quality with regard to 
their use of a PD Plan.  Teachers who used a PD Plan had significantly higher scores on the 
ECERS-R average score, t (191) = 3.49, p<.001.  Likewise, teachers who used a PD Plan scored 
higher in Literacy Environment, t (191) = 5.11, p<.001, as well as the Classroom Observation 
subscale, t (191) = 3.89, p<.001.  

In addition to use of the PD Framework, teacher perceptions of the degree to which the PD 
Framework components played a role in supporting their efforts in enhancing program quality 
was correlated with the classroom quality as measured on the Activities subscale of the ECERS-
R, r (179) = .16, p<.05. Overall teachers’ perceptions of the PD Framework components’ role in 
enhancing child outcomes was also related to the Parents and Staff subscale of the ECERS-R, r 
(179) = .16, p<.05 as well as the Activities subscale of the ECERS-R, r (179) = .16, p<.05. When 
investigating teachers perceptions of the PD Framework’s support for quality, one positive 
relationship between PD Plans and the Parents and Staff subscale of the ECERS-R was found, r 
(150) = .23, p<.01.  This same relationship was found when investigating the relationship 
between the Parents and Staff subscale of the ECERS-R and teachers’ perception of the PD 
Framework’s support for child outcomes, r (142) = .22, p<.01. 

Classroom Quality and Administrator Use of PD Components 
No differences existed between administrators who used components of the PD Framework 

and those who did not.  However, program administrator perceptions of the Trainer’s Credential 
and the PD Plan were positively correlated with a number of subscales on the ECERS-R and 
ELLCO.  The strongest relationships existed between administrators’ perceptions of the PD 
Framework and the Activities subscale of the ECERS-R, r (77) = .36, p<.0,1 and the ECERS-R 
average score, r (77) = .31, p<.01.  As administrators felt more supported by the Trainer’s 
Credential component of the PD Framework, their classroom scores on some ECERS and 
ELLCO subscales increased.   

Table B-3. Administrator perceptions of the PD Framework and quality scores. 

Items 
College  

Scholarship 
Trainer’s  

Credential 
PD  

Plan 
CDA 

Mini-Grant 
Space & Furnishings .23*    
Language & Reasoning  .24**   
Activities .25** .26**   
Program Structure    .35** 
Parents & Staff   .23**  
ECERS Avg.  .25**   
Writing Materials  .22*   
Literacy Environment Checklist  .19*   
Classroom Observation  .28**   
Literacy Activities     
* < .05 **< .01 
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Covariate Effects of Full PD Framework 
Full PD Framework. It was hypothesized that perception and actual participation in PD 

Framework components may differentially affect classroom quality and child outcomes, 
therefore perception was utilized as a covariate to investigate differences in classroom quality 
and child outcomes.  No interaction models were found to be significant when investigating 
teachers’ actual use of the PD Framework with classroom quality and child outcomes.  
Child Outcomes and Use of PD Framework Components 

 No differences were found between teachers who used components of the PD Framework 
and child outcomes as measured by the PPVT, Woodcock-Johnson or SSRS.  Likewise, there 
were no correlations discovered.  When investigating administrator use of the PD Framework, no 
differences were found between groups with regard to child outcomes.  Lastly, no correlations 
were found between perceptions of how the PD Framework supported administrators in 
classroom quality and child outcomes and the outcomes themselves. 

Regression analyses for PD Framework, Classroom Quality and Child Outcomes 
A block entry multiple regression analysis was utilized to investigate the predictive 

capabilities of the components of Kentucky’s Professional Development Framework5.  First, 
classroom quality and child outcomes were investigated by the use of the PD Framework.  Each 
variable that measured use of individual components of the PD Framework was placed into the 
model separately in the following order; scholarship, CDA mini-grant, Trainer’s Credential and 
PD Plan.  Second, classroom quality and child outcome measures were investigated solely by 
teachers and administrators’ perceptions of the PD Framework support in enhancing quality and 
outcomes.  Each variable that measured perception of individual components of the PD 
Framework was placed into the model separately in the following order; scholarship, CDA mini-
grant, Trainer’s Credential and PD Plan.  If no effect was found with individual components, 
these perceptions were summed and added into final models which included the most powerful 
predictors from use and perception.  Only significant regression models will be discussed.  
Use of PD Framework Components 

The model that measured teachers’ use of components of the PD Framework was significant 
in predicting ECERS-R average scores, F (4,167) = 4.23, p<.01, and explained 9% of the 
variance within these scores.  Only teachers’ use of PD Plans was a significant predictor in the 
final model (β = .27, p<.01).  Table B-4 illustrates the final model for the ECERS-R. 

Teachers’ use of the PD Framework was significant in predicting scores on the Literacy 
Environment Checklist of the ELLCO, F (4,167) = 6.88, p<.0001, and explained 14% of the 
variance within the Literacy Environment score.  Within the final model, PD Plan use was the 
only significant predictor of Literacy Environment scores (β = .36, p<.0001). Table B-4 
illustrates the final model for Literacy Environment.  Teachers’ use of the PD Framework was 
significant in predicting scores on the Classroom Observation subscale of the ELLCO, F (4,167) 
= 4.23, p<.01, and explained 9% of the variance within the Classroom Observation score.  

                                                 
5 Only teachers who answered survey questions regarding use and had quality scores were included in this analysis. 
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Within the final model, PD Plan use was the only significant predictor of Literacy Environment 
scores (β = .29, p<.0001).  

Administrators’ use of the PD framework components also had an impact on classroom 
quality scores.  Administrators’ use of the scholarship, CDA mini-grant and Trainer’s Credential 
was significant in predicting Literacy Environment Checklist scores on the ELLCO, F (3,101) = 
3.19, p<.05, and explained 9% of the variance in these scores.  The administrators’ use of the 
CDA mini-grant was the significant predictor in the final model (β = -.23, p<.05).  Table B-4 
illustrates the final model for Classroom Observations.    PD Framework use was not predictive 
of Literacy Activities, PPVT, Woodcock-Johnson or SSRS scores. Table B-4 illustrates the final 
model for the ECERS-R, Literacy Environment and Classroom Observations.        

Table B-4. Regression analysis summary PD Framework use on classroom quality scores.  

Variable 

Teacher (N = 171) 
ECERS-R Literacy Environment Classroom Observation 

B β Sign. B β Sign. B β Sign. 
Scholarship Use -.17 -.09 .279 -.66 -.04 .640 -2.33 -.09 .237 
CDA mini-grant Use .31 .12 .149 -2.32 -.09 .227 2.31 .07 .380 
Trainer’ credential Use .16 .10 .201 -.71 -.05 .526 1.44 .07 .359 
PD plan Use .54 .27 .001 6.59 .36 .000 7.23 .29 .000 
R2 .09 .14 .09 
 
Perceptions 

Teachers’ and administrators’ perception of how components of the PD Framework 
supported them in enhancing quality in the classroom was not predictive of ECERS-R, ELLCO 
or child outcome scores.  Additionally, teacher perceptions of how components of the PD 
Framework supported child outcomes was not predictive of ECERS-R, ELLCO or child outcome 
scores.   
Use and Perception 

Teacher use of a PD Plan and their summed perception score of whether the PD Framework 
supported them in enhancing quality and child outcomes was investigated in a multiple 
regression analysis to analyze interactions between use and perception when predicting quality 
and outcome scores.  The combination of use of a PD Plan and the perception that the PD 
Framework supports quality was predictive of Literacy Environment Checklist scores on the 
ELLCO, F (2,117) = 4.26, p<.05.  Using a PD Plan increased Literacy Environment scores (β = 
.23, p<.05) while teachers’ perception of the PD Framework’s support for enhancing classroom 
quality had a negative impact (β = -.21, p<.05).   

The combination of use of a PD Plan and the perception that the PD Framework supports 
quality was predictive of Literacy Activities scores on the ELLCO, F (2,117) = 3.75, p<.05.   
Similar to the previous model, using a PD Plan increased Literacy Activities scores (β = .20, 
p<.05) while teachers’ perception of the PD Framework’s support for enhancing quality had a 
negative impact (β = -.21, p<.05).   
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Table B-5. Regression analysis summary PD Framework use and perceptions on quality scores. 

Variable 

Teacher (N = 171) 
Literacy Environment Literacy Activities 
B β Sign. B β Sign. 

PD plan Use  4.98 .23 .016 2.22 .20 .036 
Perception that PD Framework Enhances Quality -.42 -.21 .028 -.21 -.21 .028 
R2 .08 .07 
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RESEARCH QUESTION C: PERSONNEL FACTORS THAT IMPACT PD PARTICIPATION 
Are there specific factors that impact early care and education professionals’ ability to 

participate in professional development activities at various levels? 
The following variables were used to address this question; teachers’ participation in the PD 

Framework, administrative support (increased benefits), financial incentives (increased wages), 
the Training Transfer Inventory (TTI), subscales of the Program Administration Scale (PAS) and 
teacher rating.  Teachers completed the Supervisor Training Support subscale of the TTI in 
reference to their program administrator. This sub-scale contains 14 items to which respondents 
rated degree of agreement on a five-point Likert scale (1 = none of the time; 2 = a little of the 
time; 3 = some of the time; 4 = a good part of the time; 5 = all of the time) with a total possible 
score of 70. Four items of the PAS were also used: Supervision and Performance Appraisal 
(SPA), Staff Development (SDS), Compensation (CSS) and Benefits (BSS). Participants scored 
each indicator on a scale as Yes or No. Based on the total responses across individual indicators, 
the scale is scored on a 7-point scale (1 = inadequate; 3 = minimal; 5 = good; 7 = excellent). For 
this question, a sample size of 90 teachers paired with 75 administrators reported information for 
benefits, PAS subscale and the TTI for a response rate of 39.6%.  
Administrative Support 

Benefits were reported equivalently across administrators and teachers.  There were no 
differences in reported benefits when teachers used the following components of the PD 
Framework; scholarship, Trainer’s Credential, CDA mini-grant or PD Plans.  However, 
differences were found with regard to administrators’ contributions to teachers who used the 
CDA mini-grant.  Teachers used the CDA mini-grant more often when administrators reported 
offering flexibility in scheduling to teachers enrolled in scholarship programs, χ2 (1) = 7.39, 
p<.001, as well as supplied supplemental funding to teachers in scholarship programs, χ2 = 
15.50, p<.0001.  Additionally, teachers felt supported in their PD by their administrators (M = 
4.25, SD = 1.07)6 and the majority (87.4%) felt they would choose early care and education 
again if given the chance.  Differences in support were found when teachers reported using PD 
Plans. 

Staff development scores were significantly higher for administrators who employed 
teachers that used PD Plans, t (88) = 2.67, p<.01.  Teachers felt more supported by their 
administrator when they used PD Plans, t (88) = 2.39, p<.05.  Scholarship use and use of 
Credentialed Trainers did not have an impact on feelings of support.  Table C-1 outlines 
differences in support by PD Plan use. 
  

                                                 
6 Where 1 = not at all supported, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat supported, 4 = supported, 5 = very supported 
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Table C-1.  Feelings of support by PD Plan use.  

 

Teacher Use of PD Plans 
Did Not Use  Used   

N = 17 N = 71  
M SD M SD t Cohen d 

Staff Development  3.53 2.10 5.01 2.05 2.67** .57 
Supervision and Appraisal 4.20 1.66 4.59 1.74 .80 .17 
Supervisor Training Support (TTI) 51.63 14.95 55.95 12.20 1.21 .25 
Teachers’ rating of Support 3.71 1.26 4.38 .99 2.39* .51 
* < .05 **< .01 

Relationships were also noted between teachers feelings of being supported by 
administrators and the Supervisor Training Support subscale of the TTI, r (76) = .67, p<.0001.  
Likewise, a positive relationship was found between the percent of training sessions teachers 
were allowed to select on their own and feelings of being supported by their administrator, r (76) 
= .32, p<.01. 
Financial Incentives 

Teachers reported increased wages as the most received benefit when they increased their 
education using the PD Framework. Administrators reported offering flexibility in scheduling, 
contributions to scholarships and covering the cost of textbooks most often when supporting 
teachers who were enrolled in PD activities. No differences were found between teachers who 
used PD Plans, scholarships, and Credentialed Trainers with regard to compensation, increased 
wages or benefits. The other financial incentive investigated was whether the program paid for 
training for teachers.  No differences were found with regard to programs paying for training by 
teacher use of the PD Framework. 
Motivation for the Field 

Teachers were just as likely to remain in the field of early care and education as well as 
choose the field again regardless of administrative support for PD or financial incentive.  
However, teachers who would choose early care and education again felt more supported by 
their administrator as evidenced by their self-report and the Supervisor Training Support 
subscale of the TTI. 

Table C-2.  Teachers’ feelings of motivation for the field and level of support.      

Teacher Retention 

Would you choose Early Care and Education Again? 
No  Yes   

N = 11 N = 64  
M SD M SD t Cohen d 

Supervisor Training Support (TTI) 44.18 13.81 55.37 11.88 .3.07** .71 
Teachers’ rating of Support 3.64 1.36 4.34 1.01 2.05* .48 
* < .05 **< .01 

Discriminant Analysis 
Prior analysis indicated that Staff Development scores on the PAS and teachers’ ratings of 

the level of support they received from their administrator may have the most impact on their 
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ability to engage in PD Framework activities.  A discriminant analysis was conducted using 
teachers rating of their administrators’ level of support for PD, as well as Staff Development 
scores on the PAS.  These independent variables were tested across four levels of use within the 
PD framework; scholarships, CDA mini-grant, Trainer’s Credential and PD Plan. 

There were no significant models which correctly classified teachers’ use of scholarship, 
CDA mini-grant, Trainer’s Credential when investigated by teachers’ feelings of being supported 
and Staff Development scale scores.  However, teachers’ reported feelings of support from their 
administrator was a significant predictor of teachers’ use of PD Plans (.70) as was 
administrators’ scores on the Staff Development item of the PAS (.75).  These two variables 
explained approximately 13% of the variance within teachers’ PD plan use.  Teachers were more 
likely to engage in PD Plans when they felt more supported by their administrator in 
combination with administrators taking more time for staff development ,χ2 (2) = 11.78, p<.01, λ 
= .87).  This model correctly predicted 71.6% of responses with 76.5% correctly identified who 
will not use PD Plans and 70.4% correctly identified who will use the PD Plans.  

Figure C-1.  Standard grouping predictors. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION D: LEVEL AND INTENSITY OF PD AND CLASSROOM QUALITY AND 
CHILD OUTCOMES 

Does the level and intensity of professional development experiences impact classroom 
quality and child outcomes? 

     Teachers were asked to complete a PD Matrix to gather information about specific training 
activities in which they participated in the preceding 12 months.  Information about each training 
session included a) training session title, b) the number of hours for training session, c) Core 
Content area addressed in training session, d) who selected the training session, e) why they 
selected the training session, f) if the training session was required, g) who provided the training 
session, and h) the extent to which the training session increased their knowledge and 
implementation of quality practices in the classroom. For the state of KY, the Early Childhood 
Core Content refers to professional skills and competencies needed across educational levels and 
key content areas. Teachers were asked to indicate the area(s) covered by the training from a 
choice of five: curriculum & learning environment; child assessment; child growth and 
development; health, safety and nutrition; family involvement. A total of 174 teachers answered 
the questions required to conduct analyses for this question. 

Teachers attended an average of 3.84 (SD = 2.99) training sessions over the 12 months prior 
to participating in the study. Slightly more than half of teachers reported receiving greater than 
18 hours of training (58.2%).  The median number of hours teachers spent in a single training 
was 4.67 with a range of 1.5 to 45 hours.  This question will be answered using the 174 teachers 
who answered the key questions on the teacher survey and for which classroom observations 
were conducted. 

For this study, the level of training was identified as low or high based on number of hours 
of training attended (Low <18 hours and high ≥ 18 hours). The NAEYC accreditation standard of 
18 hours of training annually was used as the marker.  Intensity was identified as the 
concentration of the number of training sessions attended within core content areas (<50% in 
concentrated content area or ≥50% in concentrated content area).  Teachers were placed in a 
rubric to examine training level and intensity.  

Table D-1. Level and intensity of training for all teachers. 
 Level 

Intensity LOW 
Less than 18 total hours 

HIGH 
18 or more total hours 

BROAD BASED CONTENT 
    Less than 50% of training sessions spent  
    in concentrated content areas 

27.0% 38.5% 

CONCENTRATED CONTENT 
   50% or more of training sessions spent in  
   concentrated content areas 

13.2% 21.3% 
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Differences existed in the state required number of training hours by each program type, 
(Public Preschool = 24; Head Start = 18; Child Care = 12).  Therefore, differences were 
investigated in the level and intensity by program type.  Table D-2 illustrates the number of 
teachers who met or exceeded their required number of training hours as well as their level and 
intensity of training.  There were no differences in the percentage of teachers by type who met or 
exceeded training requirements, however there were differences by type in the level and intensity 
of training, χ2 (6) = 20.47, p<.01.  Public Preschool teachers had higher levels of training across 
level and intensity. 

Table D-2. Teacher training hours and concentration by type. 

 Requirements 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool 

Teachers who met or exceeded training requirements 38.7% 32.2% 37.3% 
Level and Intensity 
Low Level – Broad Based 
    Less than 18 hours & less than 50% 36.7% 33.3% 11.1% 
Low  Level – Concentrated 
    Less than 18 hours &  50% or greater 17.7% 14.8% 9.5% 
High Level – Broad Based 
    18 hours or greater & less than 50% 34.2% 31.5% 47.6% 
High Level –Concentrated 
    18 hours or greater & 50% or greater 11.4% 20.4% 31.7% 

  
The number of training sessions a teacher attended was positively correlated with ECERS-R 

scores.  Specifically, positive relationships were found between the number of training sessions 
the teacher attended and the following subscales of the ECERS-R: Space & Furnishings, 
Personal Care Routines, Language & Reasoning, Activities and Program Structure.  As teachers 
attended more training sessions, the quality of their environment improved as well as the quality 
of their classroom activities.  Similarly, the number of training hours was related to ECERS-R 
scores.  As the number of training hours increased for teachers, scores on the Activities and 
Parents & Staff subscales of the ECERS-R improved.  Table D-3 illustrates these findings.  

Table D-3. Relationship between training and classroom quality (ECERS-R). 

Item 
# of Training Sessions (n = 174) # of Hours (n = 174) 

r r 
ECERS-R average .36** .16* 
Space & Furnishings .29** .12 
Personal Care Routines .17* .01 
Language & Reasoning .17* -.03 
Activities .40** .17* 
Interaction .08 .04 
Program Structure .20** .12 
Parents & Staff .15 .17* 
*p < .05  **p< .01 
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In addition to positive relationship with ECERS-R scores, the number of training sessions 
and the number of training hours was related to the quality of the literacy environment.  As the 
number of training sessions increased, scores on the following ELLCO subscales increased; 
Book Area, Book Selection, Book Use, Writing Around the Room, Literacy Environment 
Checklist, Classroom Environment, Language, Literacy & Curriculum and Classroom 
Observation.  Similarly, as the number of training hours increased, the following subscale scores 
increased; Book Area, Book Use, Writing Materials, Classroom Environment, Language, 
Literacy & Curriculum, Classroom Observation.   

Table D-4.  Relationship between training and quality of the literacy environment (ELLCO). 

Item 
# of Training Sessions (n = 174) # of Training Hours (n = 174) 

r r 
Book Area .36** .16* 
Book Selection .22** .07 
Book Use .21** .15* 
Writing Materials .09 .12 
Writing Around the Room .23** .01 
Literacy Env. Checklist .26** .11 
Classroom Environment .31** .21** 
Language, Literacy & Curriculum .30** .16* 
Classroom Obs. .27** .18* 
Literacy Activities .04 .07 
*p< .05  **p< .01 

When investigating differences between levels of training, teachers with high levels of 
training (18 or more hours) scored significantly higher than teachers with low levels of training 
(less than 18 hours of training).  Overall, ECERS-R average scores were higher for teachers who 
had a high level of training, t (172) = 3.45, p<.01.  And, teachers who had a high level of training 
scored higher on the Classroom Environment subscale, t (172) = 2.33, p<.01, and the Classroom 
Observation, t (172) = 2.66, p<.01 (Table D-5). 

Discriminant analysis was completed on the subscales of the ECERS-R and ELLCO to gain 
a better understanding of which quality scores could discriminate between low and high levels of 
trainings as well as low and high concentrations of training.  Results of this analysis showed that 
quality scores did not predict enough group classifications within the concentration of training 
sessions to be deemed significant.   

Scores on the ECERS-R subscales did predict group classification in the level of training, χ2 
(8) = 27.46, p<.01, λ = .85.  Specifically, the parents and staff subscale of the ECERS-R was the 
most significant predictor (.83) followed by the ECERS-R average to a much lesser degree (.28).  
This model correctly classified 67.8% of cases.  Subscales of the ECERS-R correctly predicted 
membership in the high level of training group 72.1% of the time, while it predicted membership 
in the low level of training group 61.4% of the time.  Figure D-1 illustrates these results.



 

Table D-5.
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cases.  In this model, the classroom observation subscale was the most predictive of high levels 
of training (.73) followed by the book area subscale (.68).  The writing materials subscale was 
most predictive of low levels of training (-.50).  Subscales of the ELLCO correctly predicted 
69% of membership in high levels of training while predicting 54.7% of membership in low 
levels of training (see Figure D-2). 

Figure D-2.  Discriminant analysis for ELLCO subscales and teacher level of training 7.  

 
When examining the impact of the combination between the level and intensity of training 

multiple differences were noted.  Bonferroni pair wise comparisons revealed that overall, 
teachers who had high levels of training (hours) in more concentrated areas scored higher on 
ECERS-R and ELLCO scales than teachers  who had low levels of training in fewer  
concentrated areas (Table D-6).   

Child Outcomes 
The PPVT, Woodcock-Johnson subscales and SSRS were then investigated to examine 

relationships between training and child outcomes.  The number of training sessions did not 
demonstrate a relationship to children’s vocabulary, cognitive or social skills.  There was a 
positive relationship between the number of hours a teacher spent in training and scores on the 
WJ Letter Word Identification subtest, r (54) = .29, p<05 (Table D-7). 
  

                                                 
7 Literacy Environment Checklist failed tolerance testing to be included in the analysis. 

‐1 0 1

Low Level High Level 

Literacy Activities

Classroom Observation

Language, Literacy & 
Curriculum

Classroom Environment

Literacy Environment 

Writing Around the Room

Writing Materials



39 | P a g e  
 

Table D-6.  Means and SD for four combinations of level and intensity, and classroom quality. 

 

Low Level  
Low 

Concentration 

Low Level 
High 

Concentration 

High Level 
High 

Concentration 

High Level  
Low 

Concentration   

Classroom Quality M SD M SD M SD M SD F η2 
ECER-R           
Space and Furnishings 4.25 1.05 4.47 .62 4.76 .86 4.19 .62 4.83** .08 
Personal Care Routines 2.63 1.09 2.60 .86 2.76 1.01 2.48 .94 .63 .01 
Language/Reasoning 4.64 1.13 4.61 1.09 5.12 1.28 4.86 1.24 1.88 .03 
Activities 3.60 .94 3.60 .88 4.14 1.07 3.58 .96 4.27** .07 
Interaction 5.34 1.40 5.70 1.00 5.83 1.18 5.70 1.24 1.96 .03 
Program Structure 4.83 1.45 5.38 1.21 5.43 1.39 5.32 1.35 3.12* .05 
Parents and Staff 5.09 .96 5.04 .91 5.83 .89 5.78 .98 8.83*** .14 
ECERS Average 4.22 .68 4.38 .59 4.78 .71 4.39 .63 7.07*** .11 
ELLCO           
Book Area Subscale 2.32 1.02 2.50 .67 2.72 .69 1.73 1.37 8.52*** .13 
Book Selection Subscale 6.45 1.62 6.65 1.43 6.98 1.29 6.32 1.55 1.81 .03 
Book Use Subscale 3.43 2.71 3.61 2.62 4.63 3.07 4.40 3.25 1.74 .03 
Writing Materials 
Subscale 6.16 1.72 6.09 1.24 6.27 1.52 6.08 1.73 .13 .00 
Writing Around the Room 5.39 2.08 5.17 2.52 5.83 2.88 5.68 3.29 .44 .01 
Literacy Environment 
Checklist 23.91 6.74 24.45 5.90 26.55 6.61 25.04 8.07 1.45 .03 
Classroom Environment 19.53 3.76 19.70 4.06 21.84 3.93 19.46 3.57 4.95** .08 
Language, Literacy 
Curriculum 24.47 4.86 24.91 5.43 27.06 5.74 25.92 4.76 2.50 .04 
Classroom Observation 42.04 7.57 40.57 11.68 46.31 8.66 43.08 7.48 3.72* .08 
Literacy Activities 6.52 3.02 5.52 3.44 6.32 3.09 6.00 3.58 .52 .01 
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001.  

 
Table D-7. Relationship between training and child outcomes. 

Test # of Training sessions # of Hours 
PPVT .16 .02 
WJR Letter Word Identification .08 .29* 
WJR Applied Problems .01 .16 
WJR  Dictation .06 .19 
SSRS Social Skills -.09 .22 
SSRS Problem Behavior -.05 .13 
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001.  

Linking Level and Intensity of PD with Quality and Child Outcomes 
Based on preliminary findings, block entry multiple regression analyses were completed on 

the main subscales which measured classroom quality for this study, the overall ECERS-R 
average score and the ELLCO (Literacy Environment Checklist, Classroom Observation and 
Literacy Activities).  No significant differences were found for Literacy Activities Subscale 
(ELLCO).  A multiple regression was used to determine if the level and intensity of professional 
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development experiences (i.e., number of training sessions attended by teachers, Sum number of 
training hours for all training sessions, percent of time concentrated in one content area) 
predicted Quality Classroom Outcomes (ECERS Average).  All three blocks were found be 
significant with block three, F (3, 170) = 11.96, p <.001, explaining 17% of the total variance in 
ECERS-R scores. 

Two predictor variables were significant across the model with varying effect sizes.  The 
number of training sessions teachers attended had the largest effect on ECERS-R scores (β = .29, 
p<.001) followed by the concentration of time within one content area (β = .22, p<.01).  As 
teachers attended more training sessions at more concentrated levels, ECERS-R scores improved 
(Table D-8).  

Table D-8.  Regression analysis summary for level and intensity of PD predicting quality (ECERS Average). 

Variable 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 
Number of trainings attended .09 .36 .000 .09 .35 .000 .07 .29 .000 
Sum Hours for Training Sessions    .00 .06 .424 .00 -.01 .948 
Concentration of Training Overall       .13 .22 .005 
R2  .13   .13   .17  
R2 change     .003   .03  

 

When education level was held constant, the predictive effect of the preceding variables was 
diminished for teachers who had obtained a Bachelor’s degree (BA) while the effect remained 
significant for teachers with less than a BA, F (3,60) = 13.11, p<.01.  The number of training 
sessions attended produced the highest effect on ECERS-R scores (β = .48, p<.0001) followed by 
the concentration of training (β = .26, p<.05).  Table D-9 illustrates these educational models. 

Table D-9.  Regression analysis for level and intensity of PD Quality (ECERS-R) with education controlled. 

Variable Less than BA (N = 63) BA or Greater (N = 91) 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Number of trainings attended .14 .48 .000 .03 .14 .197 
Sum Hours for Training Sessions .00 .06 .589 -.00 -.06 .627 
Concentration of Training Overall   .18 .26 .019 .10 .21 .055 
R2  .40   .07  

A block entry multiple regression was used to determine if level and intensity of 
professional development experiences predicted Quality Classroom Outcomes on the Literacy 
Environment Checklist (ELLCO).  All three blocks were significant with block three, F (3, 170) 
= 4.07, p <.01, explaining 8% of the variance in the Literacy Environment Checklist.  However, 
diminished R2 values began after block one.  Therefore, only the simple linear regression 
between the number of training sessions attended by teachers and the Literacy Environment 
Checklist will be discussed. 

The number of training sessions teachers attended significantly predicted scores on the 
Literacy Environment Checklist (β = .23, p<.001).  As teachers attended more training sessions 
Literacy Environment Checklist scores improved.  When education level was dichotomized and 
groups investigated individually, teachers with less than a BA had had significant effects 
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whereas those with a BA did not.  The full model, which included the number of training 
sessions attended, the number of hours in training sessions and the level and intensity measure of 
training sessions, was significant, F (3,60) = 4.35, p<.01, and explained 20% of the variance 
within Literacy Environment Checklist scores (Table D-10).  The only significant predictor in 
the final model was the number of training sessions attended (β = .35, p<.05).   

Table D-10.  Final regression models. 

Variable 
Less than BA (N = 63) BA or Greater (N = 91) 

B β Sign B β Sign 
Number of trainings attended .87 .35 .011 .41 .19 .123 
Sum Hours for Training Sessions .01 .07 .573 .00 .01 .970 
Concentration of Training Overall .87 .15 .277 -.14 -.03 .817 
R2  .20   .03  

A block entry multiple regression was used to determine if level and intensity of 
professional development experiences predicted Quality Classroom Outcomes on Classroom 
Observation Subscale (ELLCO).  All three blocks were significant with block three, F (3, 170) = 
5.77, p <.001, explaining 9% of the variance found in the Classroom Observation subscale. The 
number of training sessions attended was the only significant predictor for this model (β = .20, 
p<.05) (Table D-11).  As teachers attended more training sessions, Classroom Observation 
Subscale scores improved.  

Table D-11. Regression analysis summary for level and intensity of professional development experiences 
predicting quality classroom environments (Classroom Observation Subscale (ELLCO). 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 

Number of trainings attended .82 .26 .000 .72 .23 .003 .63 .20 .011 
Sum Hours for Training Sessions    .02 .11 .144 .01 .08 .341 
Concentration of Training Overall       .88 .12 .129 
R2  .06   .08   .09  
R2 change     .012   .012  

When holding education level for teachers constant, the preceding variables were not 
predictive of Classroom Observation scores for teachers with a BA or higher. However, the 
variables were predictive of scores for teachers with less than a BA and explained a higher 
percentage of the variance within the dependent variable, F (3, 60) = 5.14, p<.01. Table D-12 
illustrates these results.  

Table D-12. Regression analysis summary for level and intensity of PD predicting quality with Classroom 
Observation Subscale (ELLCO) with education controlled. 

Variable 
Less than BA (N = 63) BA or Greater (N = 91) 

B β Sign B β Sign 
Number of trainings attended .95 .28 .023 .49 .17 .133 
Sum Hours for Training Sessions .03 .16 .197 -.01 -.04 .726 
Concentration of Training Overall 1.60 .20 .123 .76 .12 .303 
R2  .20   .05  



42 | P a g e  
 

RESEARCH QUESTION E: PERSONNEL FACTORS IMPACT ON CLASSROOM QUALITY AND CHILD 
OUTCOMES 

What personnel factors have the highest impact on quality classroom environments and 
child outcomes? 

First level variables investigated included teachers’ professional development, education, 
experience in the program, experience in the field of early childhood, personality traits, 
commitment to work, relationship with coworkers and learning readiness.  Second level variables 
included administrator education level and use of the PD Framework.  Personality traits were 
measured using the Big Five Questionnaire (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Borgogni, 1993) which 
included 40 items across five personality traits subscales: extraversion, conscientiousness, 
openness to experience, agreeableness and neuroticism. Each of the five personality subscales 
used a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = 
agree; 5 = strongly agree). 

Commitment and relationships with co-workers was measured Early Childhood Work 
Environment Scale (ECWES: Bloom, 1996). Each subscale consisted of 10 positive and negative 
statements and participants were asked to check all that applied, with a total possible score of 10. 
With author’s permission, the total score for set of statements was rescaled to a mean of zero and 
resulted in scores ranging from -5 to 5, with zero (0) being neutral. 

The Learning Benefits Inventory (van Zyl & van Zyl, 2000) was used to measure the 
concept of learning readiness related to the concepts of transfer of learning skills, use of 
feedback, learning as a life skill, support for learning, and self-directedness in learning. This 
scale contained 70 items on a five-point Likert scale (1 = none of the time, 2 = a little of the 
time; 3 = some of the time; 4 = a good part of the time; 5 = all of the time). 

Impacts on Quality 
Consistent with previous findings, teacher experience, education, number of training 

sessions attended and number of training hours over the past year were positively correlated with 
classroom quality.  These findings indicated that as teachers had more experience and education, 
classroom quality increased.  Likewise, as teachers attended more training sessions and training 
hours, classroom quality increased. With regard to personality traits, teachers’ confidence in 
themselves and their learning was positively related to the Classroom Observation subscale, 
while an inverse relationship between the Neuroticism subscale of the Big 5 personality 
inventory was noted.  This indicated that as teachers scored higher on their confidence measures, 
classroom quality improved; however as their scores increased in neuroticism, quality decreased.  

Administrators’ education level and reports of their support for staff development, 
supervision and benefits were related to classroom quality. As administrators’ education levels 
increased, classroom scores on the ECERS-R, Classroom Observation and Literacy Environment 
Checklist increased; likewise, as they reported higher scores on staff development activities and 
reported offering more benefits, classroom quality levels increased.   
 
Table E-1. Relationship between demographic variables and quality. 
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Instrument Items 

ECERS 
Averag
e 

Literacy 
Environme

nt 
Checklist 

Classroom 
Observatio

n Scale 

Literacy 
Activitie

s 
 N=174 
Teacher Variables 

Survey How long teacher in program .22** .18* .29**  
How long teacher in EC field .14*  .15*  
Educational Level .19** .19**   
Number training sessions attended  .33** .26** .23**  
Total training hours by teachers .16*  .17*  

Learning Benefits 
Inventory 

Learning as a Life Skill      
Self-Direction      
Learning Confidence   .15*  
Learning Readiness     

Big Five  Agreeableness      
Conscientiousness      
Neuroticism   -.15*  
Openness to new experiences     

Work Environment 
Scale 

Commitment to Work      

Relationship with Co-workers     

Administrator Variables 
Survey Educational Level .19* .29** .30**  

Program 
Administrator Scale 

Supervision & Appraisal - PAS .20* .23*   

Staff Development  .20* .28** .23*  

Compensation     

Benefits  .24* .32**  

* < .05 ** .01 

Impact on Child Outcomes 
Teacher variables were related to child outcomes in multiple ways.  First, teacher experience 

in the program was inversely related to problem behaviors, where teachers with more experience 
within their program had children with lower problem behavior scores. Teacher education level 
was positively related to children’s cognitive and social skills.  Specifically, children’s scores on 
the Woodcock-Johnson Applied Problems subscale, story comprehension, and social skills 
increased when enrolled in classrooms with teachers who had higher education levels.  Teacher 
training also had a relationship with children’s outcome scores.  As teachers increased the total 
number of hours they attended training sessions, children’s letter naming scores improved.   

When teachers’ personality traits were investigated, teachers’ agreeable traits were 
negatively related to Woodcock-Johnson letter-naming and dictation.  The more cooperative and 
compassionate a teacher rated, children’s scores decreased on these subscales. Neuroticism was 
positively related to problem behaviors.  Table E-2 illustrates these results. 
  



44 | P a g e  
 

Table E-2.  Relationship between demographic variables and child outcomes. 

Items PPVT 

Woodcock Johnson SSRS 
Letter 

Naming 
Applied 

Problems Dictation Social 
Skills 

Problem  
Behavior 

 N = 67 
Teacher Variables       

How long teacher in program      -33* 
How long teacher in EC field       
Educational Level   .25*  .37* .34* 
Number Training sessions attended        
Total training hours by teachers  .29*     
Learning as a Life Skill       
Self-Direction       
Learning Confidence       
Learning Readiness       
Agreeableness  -31*  -27*   
Conscientiousness        
Neuroticism      .36* 
Openness to new experiences       
Commitment to Work       
Relationship with Co-workers       

Administrator Variables       
Educational Level       
Supervision & Appraisal       
Staff Development       
Compensation       
Benefits       

* < .05 **<.01 

Differences in administrator education were found when investigating general classroom 
and literacy environment quality.  Particularly, administrators with a Bachelor’s degree (BA) or 
higher had classrooms with significantly higher scores on the Literacy Environment Checklist, 
Classroom Observation and Literacy Activities subscales of the ELLCO than administrators with 
less than a Bachelors degree (Table E-3).  

 Table E-3.  Differences in classroom quality outcomes by administrator education.             

Source 

Administrator Education   
Less than BA 

N = 62 
BA or higher 

N = 69 
df t Cohen d M SD M SD 

ECERS Average 4.32 .85 4.51 .60 129 1.53 .27 
Literacy Environment Checklist     22.27 7.87 25.98 5.65 129 2.96** .52 
Classroom Observation Subscale    40.58 11.53 45.67 7.17 129 3.06** .54 
Literacy Activities Subscale 5.15 3.08 6.73 3.05 129 2.83** .50 
*p  <  .05. **p  <  .01. ***p < .001.  
 

 
Differences existed on ECERS-R scores when administrators offered support to teachers who 

were engaged in PD activities, t (159) = 2.08, p<.05.  When administrators offered flexibility in 
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scheduling to teachers engaged in PD activities, ECERS-R scores were higher.   No differences 
were noted in child outcomes scores based on administrator education.   

Classroom Quality 
 Regression Analysis. Based on the conceptual model and previous analyses, block entry 

multiple regressions were used to determine if personnel factors related to teachers predicted 
Quality Classroom Outcomes, as measured by the Literacy Environment Checklist, Classroom 
Observation subscale and the Literacy Activities subscales of the ELLCO and the ECERS-R 
Average. Independent variables assessed for this analysis included: teacher experience in the 
program, teacher education level, teachers’ learning confidence and teachers’ personality traits.  
Separate models were constructed for administrators using the following variables: administrator 
education level and support for flexibility in scheduling. The Big 5 personality traits were 
dropped from all models based on diminishing returns on the adjusted R2.  The personality 
variables were replaced with teachers’ report of commitment to their work and co-worker 
relationships subscales of the ECWES. 

Teachers.  For the ECERS-R average score, the final model included teacher experience and 
education level.  Learning confidence, commitment to work and co-worker relationships were 
dropped from the model based on diminished R2 scores (Table E-5). The final model for the 
ECERS-R average score was significant, F (2,165) = 4.08, p<.05, with teacher experience and 
education level predicting the most variance within ECERS-R average scores (β = .16, p<.05) 
(Table E-5a). The final model for the Literacy Environment checklist of the ELLCO included 
teacher experience, education level, learning confidence, commitment to work and co-worker 
relationships.  This model was significant, F (5,162) = 3.91, p<.01, and explained 12% of the 
variance within Literacy Environment scores.  The strongest predictors of Literacy Environment 
scores were teacher experience (β = .23, p<.01) and teacher education level (β = .27, p<.01) 
(Table E-5b). The final model for the Classroom Observation subscale of the ELLCO included 
teacher experience, education level, learning confidence, commitment to work and co-worker 
relationships.  This model was significant, F (5,162) = 3.61, p<.01, and explained 10% of the 
variance within Classroom Observation scores.  The strongest predictor of Classroom 
Observation scores was teacher experience (β = .29, p<.001).  Table E-5c illustrates these results. 
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Table E-5. Regression analysis summary for personnel factors predicting classroom quality. (n = 167) 
 
Table E-5a. Regression analysis summary for personnel factors predicting quality as measured by 

the ECERS-R average. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Experience in program .02 .15 .052 .02 .16 .036 
Education level    .23 .16 .041 
R2  .02   .05  
R2 change     .024  
 
Table E-5b. Regression analysis summary for personnel factors predicting quality as measured by the 

ELLCO - Literacy Environment Checklist. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4  
B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 

Teacher experience .22 .18 .030 .25 .21 .001 .26 .21 .008 .28 .23 .005 
Teacher education level    3.81 .27 .001 3.76 .27 .001 3.78 .27 .001 
Learning Confidence       .11 .06 .474 .14 .07 .383 
Commitment to Work          -.38 -.10 .260 
Co-worker Relationships          -.01 -.00 .980 
R2  .03   .11   .11   .12  
R2 change     .074   .003   .010  
 
Table E-5c. Regression analysis summary for personnel factors predicting quality as measured by the 

ELLCO - Classroom Observation. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4  
B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 

Teacher experience .37 .26 .001 .37 .26 .001 .38 .26 .001 .42 .29 .000 
Teacher education level    1.02 .06 .463 .95 .05 .494 1.04 .06 .453 
Learning Confidence       .30 .13 .085 .34 .15 .057 
Commitment to Work          -.67 -.14 .119 
Co-worker Relationships          -.01 -.00 .983 
R2  .07   .07   .09   .10  
R2 change     .003   .02   .02  
 

Administrators.  Administrator variables were entered into multiple regression models in 
two steps; administrator education level and offering flexible scheduling to teachers in PD 
activities.  All models were significant for quality environment scores (Table E-6).  The final 
model testing administrator predictors on the ECERS-R was significant, F (2,154) = 9.26, 
p<.001, and explained 11% of the variance in ECERS-R scores (Table E-6a).  Both administrator 
education and flexible work arrangements were significant predictors within the final model. The 
final model for the Literacy Environment Checklist was significant, F (2,154) = 4.60, p<.05, and 
explained six percent of the variance within Literacy Environment scores (Table E-6b). 
Administrator education was the strongest predictor of this model (β = .25, p<.01).  For the 
Classroom Observation subscale of the ELLCO, administrator variables were significant, F 
(2,154) = 8.48, p<.001, and predicted 10% of the variance within Classroom Observation scores 
(Table E-6c).  Both administrator education and flexible work arrangements were significant 
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predictors within the final model.  The final model for Literacy Activities subscale of the 
ELLCO was significant, F (2,154) = 3.74, p<.05, and predicted five percent of the variance 
within Literacy Activities.  Administrator education was the sole significant predictor within this 
model (β = .22, p<.01) (Table E-6d).   

Table E-6. Regression analysis summary for administrator factors predicting classroom quality. (n = 156) 
 
Table E-6a. Regression analysis summary for administrator factors predicting classroom quality as 

measured by the ECERS-R average. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Education level .36 .22 .007 .49 .29 .000 
Offered flexible work arrangements    .46 .26 .001 
R2  .05   .11  
R2 change     .06  
 
Table E-6b. Regression analysis summary for administrator factors predicting classroom quality as 

measured by the ELLCO – Literacy Environment. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Education level 3.79 .24 .004 4.07 .25 .003 
Offered flexible work arrangements    1.09 .06 .441 
R2  .06   .06  
R2 change     .004  
 
Table E-6c. Regression analysis summary for administrator factors predicting classroom quality as 

measured by the ELLCO – Classroom Observation. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Education level 6.03 .28 .001 7.18 .33 .000 
Offered flexible work arrangements    3.83 .17 .045 
R2  .08   .10  
R2 change     .02  
 
Table E-6d. Regression analysis summary for administrator factors predicting classroom quality as 

measured by the ELLCO – Literacy Activities. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Education level 1.18 .19 .023 1.40 .22 .009 
Offered flexible work arrangements    .83 .13 .143 
R2  .04   .05  
R2 change     .01  
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Child Outcomes 
Regression Analysis.  Similar to analysis conducted on the classroom quality, child 

outcomes were assessed using block entry multiple regression analysis for teachers and 
administrators.  Independent variables which were assessed for this analysis include; teacher 
experience in the program, teacher education level, teachers’ learning confidence and teachers’ 
personality traits.  Separate models were also constructed for administrators using the following 
variables; administrator education level and support for flexibility in scheduling. 

Teachers.  No significant models were found with respect to child scores on the PPVT, WJ 
Letter-Word Identification, WJ Applied Problems, WJ Dictation or SSRS Social Skills.  
Therefore the Big 5 personality traits and learning confidence were dropped from the analysis. 
Final models which included teacher experience and teacher education level were significant for 
the WJ Letter-Word Identification subscale, F (2,49) = 3.14, p=.05 and the SSRS Problem 
Behavior subscale, F (2,49) = 5.07, p<.05 (Table E-7). Teacher education level was a significant 
predictor of children’s letter-word identification scores (β = .30, p<.05) (Table E-7a). Teacher 
experience was a negative predictor of children’s problem behavior scores (β = -.36, p<.01) 
indicating that as teachers’ remained in the program longer, children’s problem behavior scores 
decreased (Table E-7b).   

Administrators.  No models were found to be significant when investigating administrator 
education and flexible work schedules as predictors of child outcomes.  

Table E-7. Regression analysis summary for teacher personnel factors predicting child outcomes.( n = 62) 
 
Table E-7a. Regression analysis summary for teacher personnel factors predicting child outcomes as 

measured by the WJ Letter-Word Identification. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Teacher experience -.00 -.01 .95 .01 .01 .93 
Teacher education level    1.69 .30 .015 
R2  .00   .09  
R2 change     .09  
 
Table E-7b. Regression analysis summary for teacher personnel factors predicting child outcomes as 
measured by the SSRS. 

Variable Step 1 Step 2 
B β Sign B β Sign 

Teacher experience -.59 -.33 .015 -.63 -.36 .009 
Teacher education level    -4.46 -.25 .066 
R2  .11   .17  
R2 change     .06  
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RESEARCH QUESTION F: INTERACTION BETWEEN PERSONNEL, PD,  PROGRAM VARIABLES ON 
QUALITY AND OUTCOMES 

What is the interaction between personnel, professional development and program variables 
on classroom quality and child outcomes? 

Previous analyses from research questions A through E were reviewed to investigate 
possible predictors that may interact to explain the relationship between personnel factors, 
professional development and program factors and predict program quality and child outcomes.  
Table F-1 lists variables utilized in previous research questions included in the analysis. 

Table F-1.  Variable used to examine interactions to predict quality and child outcomes. 
Personnel Teacher Factors Professional Development Factors Program Factors 
Retention 
Experience 
Education Level 
Commitment to Work 
Learning Confidence 

Teacher 
    # training  sessions attended 
    # training hours attended (Level) 
Concentration training hours by content  
Use of PD plans 

Admin. Support for PD activities 
Staff Development Scores (PAS) 
Supervisor Training Support (TTI) 
Administrator Education Level 

Independent variables were excluded from analysis based on significance and strength of the 
relationship between the independent variables and dependent variables of quality and child 
outcomes. This analysis was conducted on the 99 participants completing all measures included 
in the Table F-1.  

Selection of Interaction Variables 
Classroom Quality.  The number of training session attended by teachers was positively 

related to the ECERS-R, Literacy Environment Checklist and the Classroom Observation 
subscale.  As teachers attended more training sessions, quality scores increased.  Administrator 
education level and report of staff development was positively related to quality scores.  Teacher 
experience was positively related to the Literacy Environment Checklist as well as the 
Classroom Observation subscale on the ELLCO. And lastly, teacher education level was 
positively related to the Literacy Environment Checklist.  

Table F-2. Preliminary correlation table for interaction terms- classroom quality. 
 Quality Measures (n = 99) 
 ECERS-R  

Avg. Score 
Literacy  

Environ. Checklist 
Classroom  

Observation 
Literacy  

Activities 
Teacher experience .18 .31** .26* .21 
Teacher education level .19 .40** .09 .15 
Teacher commitment to work .02 -.11 -.08 .04 
Teacher learning confidence .14 .13 .20 -.19 
# of training sessions attended  .45** .31** .24* -.03 
#  of training hours .14 .09 .09 .04 
Concentration of training hours .31** .12 .16 -.15 
Teacher PD plan use .34** .35** .33** .07 
Teacher report of Admin. support for PD  .18 -.01 .04 .15 
Staff development subscale .25* .31** .28** -.01 
Supervisor training support subscale .18 -.01 -.02 ..03 
Administrator education level .26* .26* .35** .32** 
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Child Outcomes.  The same variables investigated for classroom quality were 
investigated for their relationship to child outcomes.  The sample size for programs that 
responded to the key variable questions and completed child assessments was 60.  Only two 
variables were related to child outcomes.  First, teachers’ use of a PD plan was negatively related 
to child outcomes, which indicates that as teachers increased PD plan usage, scores on the PPVT 
decreased.  A similar finding was a negative correlation between the Staff Development subscale 
of the PAS and PPVT scores.  As administrators reported more staff development, scores on the 
PPVT decreased. 

Table F-3. Preliminary correlation table for interaction terms- child outcomes. 
 Child Outcomes (n = 60) 

 PPVT 
WJ Letter-Word  

Identification 
WJ Applied  
Problems 

WJ  
Dictation 

SSRS  
Social   
Skills 

SSRS  
Problem  
Behavior 

Teacher Experience .17 .02 .03 -.09 .06 -.30 
Teacher Education  .16 .11 .12 .06 .25 -.13 
Teacher Commitment  .07 .16 .19 .12 -.06 -.03 
Teacher Learning Confidence .10 .06 .04 .03 .24 -.04 
# Training Sessions Attended  .16 .14 .09 .21 .18 -.30 
# Training Hours -.05 .26 .06 .16 .38 .05 
Concentration of Training Hours .22 .05 .12 .13 .13 -.02 
Teacher PD Plan Use -.24 -.33* -.19 -.23 .17 -.24 
Staff Development  -.32* -.22 -.19 .03 -.26 .25 
Admin. Support For PD  -.19 .06 -.11 .12 .11 -.15 
Administrator Education  -.05 -.24 -.20 -.28 .03 -.08 

Due to the low sample size and lack of significant relationships, the program factors were 
dropped from the analysis of child outcome scores.  With those variables dropped, the sample 
size which answered key personnel and professional development questions and complete 
assessments was 60.  This sample size is 76.9% of the complete assessment group.   

Teacher education level was positively correlated to PPVT scores as well as the Social Skills 
subscale of the SSRS which indicates that as teachers increase their education level, scores on 
these tests improved.  Teacher experience was negatively related to the Problem Behaviors 
subscale of the SSRS, indicating that as teacher experience increases, problem behavior scores 
decrease.  Conversely, the concentration of training hours was positively related to problem 
behaviors while PD plan use was negatively related to the WJ Letter-word Identification 
subscale.  See Table F-4 for results. 
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Table F-4. Preliminary correlation table for interaction term: teacher reported variables. 
 Child Outcomes (n = 60) 
 

PPVT 

WJ  
Letter-Word  

Identification 

WJ  
Applied  

Problems 
WJ  

Dictation 

SSRS 
Social 
Skills 

SSRS 
Problem 
Behavior 

Teacher Experience .07 .06 .06 -.01 .13 -.37* 
Teacher Education  .29* .26 .20 .19 .33* -.27 
Teacher Commitment to Work -.13 .00 .10 -.05 -.31 .09 
Teacher Learning Confidence .15 .08 .12 .13 .17 -.20 
# Training Sessions Attended  .21 .05 .07 .04 .02 -.04 
# of Training Hours .00 .23 .17 .13 .20 .14 
Concentration of Training Hours .19 .09 .23 .12 -.02 .30* 
Teacher PD Plan Use -.20 -.30* -.17 -.22 .04 -.06 
Administrator Support For PD  -.20 .02 -.10 .04 -.06 -.08 

Integrated Models 
Program Quality. From the previous analysis, seven variables were included in the final 

analysis to investigate the interaction between personnel, professional development and program 
factors’ impact on program quality.  A block entry method multiple regression was used to 
investigate the impact each set of variables (teacher, PD and program) while interacting with 
others.  The model was built according to the following steps: (a) teacher education and 
experience, (b) number of training sessions attended, concentration of training sessions, and use 
of a PD plan and (c) staff development scores and administrator education level.  In order to 
maintain the power necessary for multiple regression, concentration of training sessions was 
deleted from the analysis because it lacked sufficient significance across multiple quality 
measures. There were no significant models found for Literacy Activities subscale (Table F-5). 

The final model predicting ECERS-R scores was significant, F (4,95) = 6.43, p<.0001 and 
explained 22% of the variance within ECERS-R scores. When analyzed by block, teacher level 
variables were not predictive of ECERS-R scores on their own, however when PD activities 
were introduced in the second block entry, the interaction between teacher variables and PD 
resulted in a significant block and PD activities significantly predicted ECERS-R scores.  
However, when program level variables were introduced into the model, diminishing returns 
were found in the adjusted R2.  Therefore program level variables did not have an impact on the 
ECERS-R average score (Table F-5a). 

The final model predicting Literacy Environment Checklist scores was significant, F (6,93) 
= 5.85, p<.0001, and explained 30% of the variance within Literacy Environment Checklist 
scores.  When analyzed by block, teacher education (β = .35, p<.01) and teacher experience (β = 
.24, p<.05) were both significant predictors of Literacy Environment Checklist scores.  They 
remained significant throughout the second block when the number of trainings attended (β = 
.23, p<.05) and teachers’ use of a PD Plan (β = .23, p<.05) were added and were significant 
predictors along with variables in the prior level. When program variables were introduced into 
the model in block 3, all teacher variables remained significant predictors of Literacy 
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Environment Checklist scores and a greater amount of variance was explained within the model, 
however neither program variable was a significant predictor on its own (Table F-5b). 

The final model predicting Classroom Observation scores was significant, F (6, 93) = 4.85, 
p<.0001, and explained 24% of the variance within Classroom Observation scores.   When 
analyzed by block, teacher education was not a significant predictor of Classroom Observation 
scores while teacher experience (β = .24, p<.05) resulted as a significant predictor of Classroom 
Observation scores. Upon entry into the second block, the number of trainings attended (β = .30, 
p<.01) was the most significant predictor among teacher and PD activity variables with 
experience remaining a significant predictor (β = .24, p<.05).  When program variables were 
introduced into the model in block 3, teacher experience (β = .21, p<.05) and number of training 
sessions attended (β = .32, p<.01) remained significant predictors of Classroom Observation 
scores along with administrator education level (β = .23, p<.05) (Table F-5c). 

Child Outcomes. Based on previous analysis, four variables were chosen to be included in 
the final analysis to investigate the interaction between personnel, professional development and 
program factors’ impact on child outcomes.  However, the final models which included 
professional development factors provided no additional significant information to the analysis.  
This could be an issue of the limited sample size of classrooms (n=60).  Therefore, professional 
development activities were deleted from the analysis of child outcomes and a multiple 
regression was used to investigate the impact of teacher level variables.  With this limited 
number of variables, only one model provided significant results.  

The model which combined teacher variables to predict SSRS Problem Behavior scores and 
was significant, F (2, 49) = 4.14, p<.05, explaining 17% of the variance within SSRS Problem 
Behavior scores.  The final model shows teacher experience to be a significant predictor of SSRS 
Problem Behavior scores.  Teacher experience was a negative predictor of scores (β = -.36, 
p<.05) (Table F-6).   
 
Table F-5.  Multi-level predictors of classroom quality. (n = 99) 

Table F-5a.  Multi-level predictors of classroom quality  as measured by ECERS-R. 

Variable 
Step 1 Step 2 

B β Sign B β Sign 
Teacher Education .21 .15 .139 .04 .03 .744 
Teacher Experience .02 .15 .137 .02 .61 .080 
# Training Sessions Teacher Attended     .10 .37 .000 
Teacher Use of PD Plans    .43 .21 .030 
Staff Development       
Administrator Education       
R2  .04   .22  
R2 change     .18  
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Table F-5b.  Multi-level predictors of classroom quality as measured by ELLCO - Literacy Environment.  

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 

Teacher Education 4.93 .35 .001 3.41 .24 .014 3.01 .22 .036 
Teacher Experience .27 .24 .015 .26 .24 .013 .26 .24 .013 
# of Trainings Teacher Attended     .65 .23 .017 .64 .22 .021 
Teacher Use of PD Plans    4.55 .23 .016 3.85 .20 .050 
Staff Development       .43 .12 .224 
Administrator Education       1.1 .08 .430 
R2  .17   .28   .30  
R2 change     .11   .02  

Table F-5c.  Multi-level predictors of classroom quality as measured by ELLCO – Classroom Observation.  

Variable 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

B β Sign B β Sign B β Sign 
Teacher Education 1.55 .08 .449 -.54 -.03 .791 -1.98 -.10 .334 
Teacher Experience .37 .24 .021 .38 .24 .012 .332 .21 .024 
# of Trainings Teacher Attended     1.21 .30 .002 1.29 .32 .001 
Teacher Use of PD Plans    5.50 .19 .057 3.15 .11 .280 
Staff Development       .81 .14 .135 
Administrator Education       4.59 .23 .026 
R2  .06   .18   .24  
R2 change     .12   .06  
 
Table F-6.  Multi-level predictors of child outcomes as measured by the SSRS Problem Behavior. (n = 60) 

Variable  
B β Sign 

Teacher Education -4.52 -.24 .102 
Teacher Experience -.72 -.36 .015 
R2  .17  

 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this research study was to determine the degree to which 1) a unified 
professional development system in Kentucky resulted in positive child outcomes and 2) 
educational level of early care and education providers enhanced the quality of classroom 
environments. Within those broad research questions, six sub-questions were addressed.  In 
addressing these questions it is important to note that the Professional Development system in 
Kentucky was designed to help ensure that all early care and education providers had access to 
key PD components that could support their professional growth.  However, early care and 
education professionals have differential access to professional development system components 
based on the program for which they work and their current educational levels. For example, all 
early care and education professionals have access to training; however, the number of training 
hours they are required to participate in on an annual basis are different.  Therefore, this study 
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examined PD Framework components that could be equally accessed regardless of program type, 
while taking into consideration the differential requirements (e.g., training, education levels) of 
the individual programs.  Within this context, the following discussion will focus on findings 
related to each sub-question. 

The first question was designed to determine which components of the state Professional 
Development Framework (scholarship, Trainer Credential, PD Plans) were effective in 
encouraging and supporting teachers/providers to remain in early care and education settings.  
Retention data for this study was based on teacher report of their intentions to stay in their 
program and/or the field of early care and education.  The majority of teachers in this study saw 
themselves as having a career versus a job and planned to continue to work in the field of early 
care and education.  Overall, teacher participation in components of the PD Framework was 
reflected in more positive ratings of how the PD Framework was supportive in helping them 
remain in the field. With respect to the impact of the PD Framework components, three 
components were explored 1) scholarships, 2) receiving training from a Credentialed Trainer,  
and 3) use of a PD Plan.  Findings indicated that teachers who used PD Plans were more likely to 
plan to stay in the field of early care and education versus those who did not.  

The second question was designed to determine the components of the PD Framework 
(scholarship, CDA mini-grants, Trainer Credential, PD Plans) that were most effective in 
supporting early care and education professionals in enhancing program quality and child 
outcomes.  For this question, both administrator and teacher perceptions of the impact of PD 
Framework components, as well as their actual use of PD Framework components were 
considered.  Administrators’ positive ratings of the support provided by the Trainer’s Credential 
were related to increased quality in the classrooms in their programs.  Teacher overall use of PD 
Framework components predicted their classroom quality scores, with the use of PD Plans the 
most significant predictor of overall quality. Administrator use of PD Framework components 
also impacted classroom quality with the use of a CDA mini-grant most predictive.  There were 
no components of the PD Framework that were predictive in enhancing child outcomes. 

The third question was designed to identify specific factors that impact early care and 
education professionals’ ability to participate in professional development activities at various 
levels.  Findings indicate there are factors that increase teacher’s ability to participate in PD 
activities. When teachers felt supported by their administrators in their own professional 
development they accessed more PD opportunities and were more likely to choose the field of 
early care and education again if given a chance.  Administrative supports identified included 
individualized staff development models, posting of publicly funded PD opportunities in the 
program, and a system that supports career development for staff such as scholarships. Teachers 
feelings of support by their administrators and having supports that are readily available to them, 
results in teachers who are more likely to access the PD Framework.   

The fourth question was designed to identify if the level and intensity of professional 
development experiences impacted classroom quality and child outcomes.  For this study the 
level and intensity of training was based on the number of hours of training teachers’ participated 



55 | P a g e  
 

in over the past year, as well as the total number of training sessions and the content of that 
training.  For level of training (e.g. hours), regardless of program type, the majority of teachers in 
this study participated in more training hours than required by their programs.  Level of training 
was related to quality, where teachers with more hours of training had higher quality scores 
regardless of education level; however the level of training was related only to letter-word 
identification for child outcomes.  Intensity of training (e.g., number of training sessions by the 
concentration of training in content areas), alone did not relate to higher quality or more positive 
child outcomes.  The combination of level and intensity of training was predictive of quality.  
When controlling for education, this effect was enhanced for teachers with less than a Bachelor’s 
degree.  Specifically teachers who participated in high levels of training at high intensity levels 
(more concentration) had increased quality scores.  However, the level and intensity of PD 
experiences did not predict child outcomes in this study. 

The fifth question was designed to identify personnel factors that had the highest impact on 
quality classroom environments and child outcomes. Personnel factors included teacher and 
administrators factors. There were personnel factors that impact quality and outcomes.  For 
quality, teacher experience, education and training had positive impacts on quality scores. 
Teacher longevity in the program and in the field was related to higher quality scores.  As 
teachers increased their education levels, quality increased.  Additionally, learning confidence, 
specifically teachers confidence in themselves and their learning, was positively related to 
quality, while teachers who were more anxious or withdrawn (e.g., neuroticism), had lower 
quality scores. The combination of teacher education and experience was predictive of quality 
scores. In addition to quality, teacher education and experience had an impact on child outcomes.  
Specifically, teachers with less education and experience reported more problem behaviors of 
children in their classrooms regardless of program type.  For administrators, education level and 
their involvement with staff development and evaluation had positive effects on classroom 
quality, while administrator education level was a major predictor of classroom quality.  
Administrator factors had no significant impact on child outcome scores in this study. 

The final question was designed to identify the interaction between the teacher factors, 
professional development participation and administrator support on classroom quality and 
child outcomes. The interaction of teacher education, experience, use of PD Framework and 
administrator support for PD Framework participation positively impacted classroom quality 
only, but was not associated with child outcome levels. A supportive administrator combined 
with teacher experience and education, the use of PD Plans by teachers and the number of 
trainings attended by teachers had the highest impact on classroom quality scores.  

Although the findings from this research provide insight into early care and education 
providers’ ability to engage in professional development opportunities and factors that impact 
their participation, this study focused on a professional development framework which was 
designed to meet one state’s needs and context. Specifically, the state PD Framework was 
designed as an integrated approach across program types (Child Care, Public Preschool and Head 
Start). Therefore, many of the components, the context of an integrated system, as well as the 
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nomenclature used to describe the components are unique to the state and the early care and 
education workforce within the state.  Thus, results may not be generalizable to other states.   

There are several limitations that should be noted.  First, at the time of the study, the PD 
Framework had been in full implementation for a relatively short period of time (i.e., 2-3 years). 
In addition, components of the PD Framework included in this study were adopted by state 
agencies providing oversight to the programs included; however, their use is not mandated.   

 Second, this study relied on self-selection which potentially biases the sample at the 
program, teacher and child level.  Particularly, the refusal rate for Child Care programs was 
large.  This is a historical problem across multiple studies in this state, with programs most 
willing to participate generally those that have traditionally been rated as higher quality than the 
general population of child care programs.  In addition, children were randomly selected for 
participation from those children who had parents/legal guardians return a signed consent form, 
which was not typically the majority of children in the classroom. 

Third, the child assessments for this study represented a cross-sectional analysis and did not 
provide for a repeated measures or longitudinal analysis of child outcomes. Child demographic 
data and characteristics were not controlled. Children’s outcomes scores can therefore only 
provide a general illustration of the status of children within the classroom for the time period in 
which data was collected and not progress across time in the program.   

Finally, the focus of the early care and education programs in this study varied by program 
type.  Child Care facilities typically provided year-round, full time care, while Head Start and 
Public Preschool programs typically provided half-day, school year services and are focused on 
specific populations (i.e., children at economic risk; children with disabilities). This study did not 
control for these additional variables which may impact child outcomes.  

In summary, the findings from this study indicate that a complex set of factors impact 
participation of teachers in professional development, classroom quality and child outcomes.  
Specifically, multiple components of a PD system are important and differentially impact 
outcomes (e.g., retention, quality).  Therefore, findings from this study emphasize the need for 
both coordinated and integrated systems of professional development that allow for 
individualized access and support.   

This study supports earlier research findings that 1) teacher education and experience 
combined play a role in classroom quality (e.g., Early, et al., 2006; Early et al., 2007), and 2) 
administrator support has a significant impact on teacher participation in professional 
development activities (e.g., Seng, 1998; Glickman, 2002; Rous, 2004). An interesting finding 
that is new to the field of early care and education is the critical role that Professional 
Development Plans play in supporting quality, as well as retaining teachers in the field.  

Findings demonstrate that a training model that considers both the hours of training, as well 
as concentration of those hours in a single content area, lead to higher levels of classroom 
quality. This information can be used by agencies, training organizations, and Institutes of 
Higher Education as they move from one-shot workshops to multi-session, systematic, and 
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content focused professional development experiences. State agencies responsible for program 
regulations may use these research findings in reviewing licensing and training requirements to 
address both level and intensity. 

While this study addressed several questions related to the impact of state professional 
development systems on classroom quality and child outcomes, additional research is warranted.  
Replication of the study, in full or in part, in other states can provide additional information on 
the effects of state context on PD system design and impact. Additional study of the level and 
intensity of training provided in combination with education levels can help identify specific 
dosages across content areas that may have the biggest impact on quality interactions in 
classrooms.  Research that identifies specific leadership practices that support transfer of 
learning, especially in diverse early care and education settings is warranted. This would include 
examination of policies and procedures that are in place to support both professional 
development, as well as transfer of training to work environment. Finally, the factors that impact 
both classroom quality and child outcome are complex.  This complexity, combined with the 
contextual factors across different programs types, requires research that focuses on clear 
descriptions of the context and individual components of a PD system that may differentially 
impact quality and outcomes across populations.   
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APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS BY EACH MEASURE USED IN THE STUDY 
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This section of the report provides descriptive results by each of the measures used in the 
study and according to key variables within each of the measures.  A description of specific 
measures used, organized by data source, is provided in Table A-1. More detailed descriptions of 
measures are provided later in this section.  Results by measure will be presented in the 
following order: Teacher, Administrator, Classroom Quality, and Child Outcomes. Findings will 
be reported for each measure used, including a brief description of the measure with relevant 
references and results for variables used within the study.  Results will be categorized according 
to the variables or subscales within the specific measure. 

Table A-1.  Measures used in the research study. 
Measure Description 
Teacher Measures 
     Survey with  
     PD Matrix 

Project developed survey with 40 questions focused on demographics, education, 
experience, PD Framework participation, familiarity and benefit; PD Matrix to capture 
training activities over the past year: hours, provider, content, purpose; Ratings & Open-
ended  

     Big Five   40 questions focused on teacher personality: extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to 
experience, agreeableness and neuroticism 

     Learning Benefit     
     Inventory 

70 item - Likert Scale for concepts of transfer of learning skills, use of feedback, learning 
as a life skill, support for learning, and self-directedness in learning.  

     Training Transfer    
     Inventory  

14 questions on Supervisor Training Support subscale (5 point Likert scale) to measure 
supervisor support of new learning and training 

     Work Attitudes     
     Questionnaire 

10 questions each for five facets related to co-worker relations, supervisor relations, nature 
of work, work conditions, and pay and promotion 

     Early Childhood  
     Work Environment  
     Survey  

27 questions measuring ten dimensions of organizational climate such as worker 
perceptions and attitudes about such things as co-worker relations, supervisor support, 
decision-making influence, goal consensus, and the physical setting 

     Social Skills Rating  
     Scale  

Teacher completed measure with two scales (Social Skills and Problem Behaviors) to 
assess certain social skills and how important these skills are for success in the classroom  

Administrator Measures 
     Interview Project Developed interview protocol of 45 questions on the demographics and support for 

teachers and PD activities via  numerical ratings and open-ended questions 

     Program     
     Administration  
     Scale  

25 item Likert scale; grouped into 10 subscales measuring both leadership and 
management  

Classroom Measures 
     ECERS-R Comprehensive environmental classroom assessment tool that is widely accepted as a 

measure of program quality; seven subscales containing from 4-10 items each; Likert scale 

     ELLCO Rating scale: the Literacy Environment Checklist, the Classroom Observation and Teacher 
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Interview, and the Literacy Activities Rating Scale 
Child Measures 
     FACES Battery Includes PPVT III,  McCarthy Draw A Design, Letter Naming Task, Color Names and 

Counting, Woodcock-Johnson III, Story and Print Concepts. 

TEACHER SURVEY 
The Teacher Survey was adapted from the KIDS NOW Evaluation Project to allow for cross 

study comparisons. The KIDS NOW Evaluation Project teacher survey consisted of 11 questions 
which addressed teacher demographics, ages of children served within the classroom, language 
and literacy training and familiarity with the overall KIDS NOW Initiative.  This study added 29 
questions which were geared specifically toward teachers’ participation in components of 
Kentucky’s Professional Development Framework, administrative support for professional 
development activities, attitudes toward the profession and motivation for the field.  
Demographic information included age, gender, current position, ethnicity, education and 
number of years in the profession. The professional development section of the survey was 
designed to identify the extent to which teachers were involved in components of the 
Professional Development (PD) Framework and included ratings of the level of familiarity, 
participation and level of benefit.  

In order to gather additional data on teachers’ actual participation in PD activities, 
participants were asked to complete a PD Matrix, which asked them to identify each training 
session attended over the past year and asked a set of questions for each training session.  
Questions included the name of the training session, number of hours, core content area, who 
paid for the training, who provided the training and who selected the training session.  The 
teacher survey provided teachers with the opportunity to respond with both numerical ratings and 
open-ended statements. 

Teacher Use of PD Framework Components 
Four major components of the PD Framework were explored across program types for 

teachers: scholarships, use of credentialed trainers, PD Plans, and CDA mini-grants.   
Scholarships. Teachers across programs had opportunities to participate in three types of 

scholarship: KIDS NOW scholarships, Kentucky Department of Education Traineeships and 
internal funds.  KIDS NOW scholarship dollars are available only to Child Care teachers, public 
preschool teachers and assistant teachers without a Bachelor’s degree (BA). Traineeship funds 
are available only to teachers who have completed a Bachelor’s degree and are completing IECE 
certification. However, because teachers often move from one program type to another (e.g., 
Head Start to Public Preschool, Child Care to Head Start) all teachers were given the opportunity 
to respond to all scholarship program questions.   

Few teachers reported accessing either Traineeship funds (3.1%), KIDS NOW (KN) 
Scholarships (10.1%) or internal PD funds (7.5%).  While teachers across all program types 
reported receiving these funds, more Child Care teachers (21.5%) reported receiving KN 
Scholarship dollars in contrast with Head Start (3%) and Public Preschool (1.5%), χ2(2) = 22.46, 
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p < .001. Teachers with less than a BA were more likely to have received KN Scholarship dollars 
(16.0%) than those with a BA or higher (7.7%) , χ2(1) = 8.93, p < .01. Of those that reported 
receiving KN scholarship dollars, 80% received non-college scholarship dollars and 20% college 
scholarship dollars.  

Trainer’s Credential.  Teachers were asked if they themselves had acquired a Trainer’s 
Credential, with a large majority indicating they had not (95%).  In addition, teachers were asked 
to indicate if training they attended was provided by a credentialed trainer. A large majority of 
teachers across programs reported that at least one of the training sessions they attended over the 
past year was provided by a credentialed trainer (83%).   

Professional Development Plans.  The majority of teachers had completed Professional 
Development (PD) Plans (82.1%). Teachers in Head Start (93.5%) and Public Preschool (95.6%) 
were more likely to have a PD Plan than those in Child Care (64.9%), χ2(2) = 32.95, p < .000.  
No differences existed between urban and rural settings with regard to PD Plans.  

CDA Mini-Grant.  More than a third of the teachers reported having completed a CDA 
(34.1%), with equivalent percentages reported across program type and urbanicity.  Of the 
teachers who indicated they had a CDA, 24.4% reported receiving a CDA Assessment Mini-
Grant ($50) from the state with more Child Care teachers receiving a Mini-Grant (17.9%) than 
Head Start (4.4%) or Public Preschool (2.9%), χ2(2) = 13.21, p < .001.   

Teacher Perceptions of PD Framework Components 
In order to gain increased understanding into which components of the PD Framework 

supported teachers in their development, the following questions were asked about each 
component: a) rate the degree to which each of the professional development components has 
played a role in encouraging and supporting you to remain in an early care and education setting, 
b) to what extent do the following professional development components play a role in 
supporting you in enhancing program quality and c) to what extent do the following professional 
development components play a role in supporting you in enhancing child outcomes. Each 
component was scored on a Likert-type scale (0 = don’t know; 1 = not at all; 3 = somewhat; 5 = 
very; 6 = Not Applicable).  For this question, additional items beyond those discussed in the 
previous section (scholarship, trainer’s credential, PD Plans) were added.  Overall, teachers 
beliefs related to the support of the PD Framework components were low (not at all to not 
much). Teachers felt that PD Plans were most helpful in retaining and supporting their 
profession.  



Appendix A  A-5 | P a g e  
 

Table A-2.  Teacher perceptions of how the PD Framework supports their work. 
 Retention Quality Outcomes 
 Child 

Care 
Head 
Start 

Public 
Preschool 

Child 
Care 

Head 
Start 

Public 
Preschool 

Child 
Care 

Head 
Start 

Public 
Preschool 

College Scholarship 2.17 2.34 1.50 2.73 3.06 1.75 2.61 2.59 1.53 
CDA Mini-grant 2.13 1.62 1.17 2.57 2.00 1.15 2.60 2.08 1.15 
Trainer’s Credential 2.02 1.72 1.55 2.26 2.40 1.72 2.59 2.40 1.59 
PD Plans 3.23 3.38 2.96 3.09 3.69 3.68 3.24 3.52 3.73 
*Items were then summed to gain an overall perspective of teachers’ perceptions.   

Teachers were asked to rate the PD Framework’s impact on retention, with a resulting 
composite score of 6.20 (SD = 4.43, range = 1-20). Pairwise comparisons showed that significant 
differences existed between Public Preschool and Child Care in teachers’ perceptions of the 
Framework’s support for retention, F (2,181) = 4.25, p<.05, with Child Care teachers feeling 
more supported to remain in the field. Pairwise comparisons showed that significant differences 
existed between Public Preschool and Child Care in teachers’ perceptions of the Framework’s 
support for enhancing quality, F (2,181) = 6.39, p<.01, with Child Care teachers feeling more 
supported by the Framework in enhancing quality.  Pairwise comparisons showed that significant 
differences existed between Public Preschool, Head Start and Child Care in teachers’ perceptions 
of the Framework’s support for child outcomes, F (2,166) = 10.60, p<.001, with Child Care 
teachers feeling more the framework enhanced child outcomes.  No differences existed in 
perceptions of support by urbanicity or education level.  Means and Standard Deviations (SD) 
are reported in Appendix B. 

Educational Increases for Teachers  
Teachers were asked if they were required to increase their education level by their 

employer and if so, whether they received any benefits once they increased their education level.  
As a follow-up question teachers were asked how these benefits helped to motivate them to 
attain a higher education level.  

Required Increase in Education. A quarter of teachers reported their employer required them 
to obtain an additional degree as requirement of their position (25.3%) with more teachers from 
Public Preschool (30.3%) and Head Start (37.3%) programs reporting this requirement compared 
to Child Care teachers (13.5%), χ2(2) = 13.00, p < .05.  

Benefits Received as Result. Overall, teachers reported receiving an average of 1.55 benefits 
(range 0-6) as a result of increasing their educational level while employed in their current 
program (SD = 1.2) and those teachers required to obtain additional degrees reported an average 
of 1.70 benefits. The benefit most often received as a result of increased education level was 
increased wages (34%).  Additional benefits included increased paid vacation (3.8%) sick leave 
(2.2%), eligibility for health insurance (7.7%), promotion (7.7%), retirement benefits (5.1%) and 
other benefits (2.6%).  Other benefits identified included: salary bonus, college tuition, delayed 
salary increase and college hours.  There were no differences by program type or urbanicity.   
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Figure A-1.  Teacher benefits for increased education level. 

 

 

Extent Motivated to increase Educational Level.  Regarding the benefits received by an 
increased education, motivation to increase their educational level was rated at an average of 
3.06 (SD = 1.5) on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all; 3 = somewhat; 5 = very much). 
Head Start (M = 3.51, SD = 1.33) and Public Preschool (M = 3.45, SD = 1.45) teachers were 
more highly motivated by the increased benefits as a result of increased education than Child 
Care (M = 2.40, SD = 1.45), F (2,133) = 9.58, p<.001. 

Increasing Education for Employment Opportunities.  Teachers were asked if increases in 
their education level helped them obtain their current position.  Almost half of teachers reported 
that increasing their educational level during previous employment helped them obtain their 
current position (45.4%). Teachers with a BA or higher were more likely to have indicated they 
received increases (47.8%) than those with less than a BA (23.5%), χ2(1) = 5.61, p < .05. The 
percentage of teachers indicating they received increases differed by program type with more 
teachers receiving increases in Head Start (59.3%) and Public Preschool programs (52.8%) than 
Child Care programs (28.8%), χ2(2) = 13.94, p < .01. 

Administrative Support of PD 
Overall teachers reported that they felt supported in their PD by their administrator.  The 

majority of teachers rated the level of support they felt their administrator provided towards their 
PD as Very Supportive (53.2%) with an average score of 4.17 on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = 
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η2 =.35.  No differences were found by program type or education level. See Appendix B for 
means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

Type of Training Sessions Attended 
For the state of KY, the Early Childhood Core Content refers to professional skills and 

competencies needed across educational levels and key content areas. Teachers were asked to 
indicate the area(s) covered by the training from a choice of five: curriculum & learning 
environment; child assessment; child growth and development; health, safety and nutrition; 
family involvement. On average, the most common training topic for teachers was in the Core 
Content area of curriculum and learning environment with teachers indicating 34.9% of their 
training sessions were in this area.  The least common topic was family involvement (12.9%).   

Table A-3. Core Content Area Training. 

Core Content Areas %  of Reported  
Training Sessions Example of Training Content 

Curriculum & Learning Environment 34.9% High Scope Curriculum Series 
Assessing Children 28.8% Administering the Battelle Developmental Inventory  
Child Growth & Development 24.9% Writing High Quality IEPs that Link to Standards 
Health, Safety & Nutrition 23.9% New Teacher Orientation 
Family Involvement 12.9% Transition Conference 

 

Training Selection      
When reporting who selected the training sessions attended, 11.5% of teachers stated they 

always selected their own training, while 39.7% of teachers stated they never selected their own 
training, with pairwise comparisons showing teachers in Child Care selecting more of their own 
trainings than those in Head Start or Public Preschool, F (2,186) = 5.92, p<.01. Additionally, 
teachers in rural settings chose their training less often than those in urban, t (187) = 2.09, p<.05.  
Teachers were also asked the basis for selection of a training session they attended.  On average, 
teachers used their PD Plan to select the majority of their training sessions (66%).  Teachers in 
Child Care were more likely than Public Preschool to choose training sessions based on 
availability, F (2,193) = 3.49, p<.05, while Head Start teachers were more likely than Child Care 
teachers to choose training based on their PD Plan, F (2,193) = 4.38, p<.05.   

Figure A-3. Person selecting training.  
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 Figure A-4. Basis for selecting training. 

 
 Training Requirements and Payment 

Teachers reported that the majority of training sessions they attended were required (79%) 
with no significant differences reported by center type, urbanicity or education level.  Teachers 
also reported that a large majority of training sessions were paid for by the program (91%) with 
teachers in urban settings reporting their program paid for trainings more often than those in  
rural areas, t (194) = 2.57, p<.05, η2 =.18. 

Training Organizations/Providers 
Kentucky has several unique organizations that provide training to early care and education 

professionals, two of which serve in a primary training role.  The Early Childhood Regional 
Training Centers (RTCs) are funded through the Kentucky Department of Education to serve as 
the primary training organization for Public School Preschool programs.  Child Care Resource 
and Referral (CCR&R) Agencies are funded through the Division of Child Care and serve as the 
primary training organization for Child Care programs.  However, both agencies open training 
sessions to staff from across early care and education program types.  In addition, there are 
several other organizations and entities that provide training including: state conferences and 
institutes, Institutes of Higher Education, local and regional offices (Boards of Education, Head 
Start Grantees, etc.) as well as private trainers.   

Teachers were asked to identify who provided the training sessions they attended. Regional 
Training Centers were most often reported as the training organization (24%) followed by other 
(20%).  Differences were reported in who provided training across program type.  Pairwise 
comparisons Child Care teachers accessed a more diverse group of training providers than Head 
Start or Public Preschool teachers when the training opportunity was open to all groups. 
Differences were noted by urbanicity for the type of training provider with rural teachers 
reporting more training sessions provided by CCR&R agencies and urban teaches reporting more 
training sessions provided by local school districts and Kentucky Head Start. These differences 
remained significant when controlling for program type.  Regardless of training 
organization/provider, a large majority of teachers reported that their training was provided by a 
credentialed trainer (83%).   
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Table A-4.  Differences in usage of training entities. 

Training Provider 
Program Type Urbanicity 

Child Care 
N = 79 

Head Start 
N = 54 

Public Preschool 
N = 63 η2 Urban Rural d 

Regional Training Center 25.2% 16.4% 28.1% .02 81.2 84.6 .22 
CCR&R 22.3% 5.8% 0 .12*** 20.1 27.4 .31* 
Private Trainer 16.9% 13.7% 4.9% .04* 3.3 9.8 .04 
College or University 7.0% 11.5% 2.0% .03* 12.7 11.5 .06 
Local School District1 -- -- 41.2% .43 6.1 7.2 .48** 
Regional Office Staff 3.3% 36.4% 9.1% .08*** 19.9 6.3 .21 
KY Head Start Association 4.4% 16.5% 12.5% .04* 16.8 3.6 .52*** 
State Conference* .5% 2.2% 6.4% .03 1.7 4.1 .18 
Other** 16.2% 7.1% 7.4% .06 20.2 20.0 .00 
* p <.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 

Teachers also reported using different training providers by education level.  Teachers with 
less than a BA reported using CCR&R trainers more often than teachers with a BA or higher, t 
(104) = 2.41, p<.05, d = .47, η2 =.23.  Teachers who indicated their training was not provided by 
a credentialed trainer were equivalently divided by urbanicity, with a larger proportion being 
employed by Public Preschool programs. Likewise, when the teacher reported the training was 
conducted by a non-credentialed trainer (17%), the training was a part of their PD Plan (65%) 
and someone else chose the training for them (91%).  Teachers reported a positive perception of 
the training they received, reporting that overall training sessions they attended increased their 
knowledge of the topic (M = 4.12, range 1-5) and they had implemented what they learned from 
the training sessions in their classroom (M = 3.97, range 1-5).   

Formal Literacy Training 
An emphasis has been placed in literacy training in KY for Public Preschool and Head Start 

programs.  Over half of teachers reported having had formal training in early literacy 
development (62.6%) with more teachers from Head Start (79.4%) and Public Preschool (76.2%) 
reporting they had participated in this training than Child Care teachers (42.7%), χ2(2) = 28.76, p 
< .001.  Teachers in urban settings reported they had attended literacy training more often than 
teachers in rural settings, χ2 (1) = 3.91, p<.05. 

BIG FIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
The short version of the Big Five Questionnaire (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Borgogni, 1993) 

included a total of 40 items used to measure five personality traits of teachers including 
extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience, agreeableness and neuroticism. The 
Cronbach alpha for this measure was .63. The reliability and validity of this scale were 
established through large-scale studies comparing Italians and Americans. Construct validity of 
this scale was supported through high correlations with the similar NEO-PI scale (Barbaranelli, 
Caprara, & Maslach, 1997). Each of the five personality subscales consisted of a number of 
items using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 

                                                 
1  Limits training to Public Preschool only 
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= agree; 5 = strongly agree). In order to measure each subscale, sum scores were created within 
SPSS.  Overall, there was little variability across teachers. Overall, teachers were neutral across 
all dimensions measured: Openness (M = 3.05, SD = .38) Agreeableness (M = 2.90, SD = .28), 
Conscientiousness (M = 2.82, SD = .32), Extraversion (M = 2.8, SD = .45) and Neuroticism (M 
= 2.41, SD = .49). No differences were found by program type, education level or urbanicity.  
See Appendix D for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education 
level.  

LEARNING BENEFIT INVENTORY 
The Learning Benefits Inventory developed and validated by van Zyl and van Zyl (2000) 

was used to measure the concept of learning readiness among teachers.  Learning readiness 
included concepts of transfer of learning skills, use of feedback, learning as a life skill, support 
for learning, and self-directedness in learning. This scale contains 70 items on a five-point Likert 
scale (1 = none of the time, 2 = a little of the time; 3 = some of the time; 4 = a good part of the 
time; 5 = all of the time). The internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha was determined to be 
satisfactory, with the alpha scores of factors or sub-scales ranging from 0.75 to 0.89. This study 
found similar internal consistency ranging from .73 to .91.  The construct validity of the scale 
was established using structural equation modeling. For the purpose of this study, the four 
subscales of 50 items within the superfactor Learning Readiness were used. Teachers with a BA 
or higher scored significantly higher (M = 45.06, SD = 3.76) on the Confidence in Learning 
subscale than those with less than a BA (M = 42.68, SD = 4.00), t (117) = 3.06, p < .01, η2 =.27. 
No other significant differences were found by program type, urbanicity or teacher educational 
level. See Appendix D for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and 
education level. 

Table A-5. Learning Benefit Inventory. 

Scales    M SD 
Learning readiness 142.60 15.08 
Learning as a Life Skill 79.28 9.25 
Locus of Control 32.16 5.68 
Support for Learning 22.79 5.01 
Confidence in Learning 44.52 3.95 

 
WORK ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Work Attitudes Questionnaire (WAQ: Bloom, 2005) is a modified version of the Early 
Childhood Job Satisfaction Survey (Bloom, 1988b).  No data were available on reliability and 
validity. The WAQ measured five facets of job satisfaction: co-worker relations, supervisor 
relations, the nature of the work itself, working conditions, and pay and promotional 
opportunities. Part I of the survey used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = 
Disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree) for 5 subscales (coworker 
relations, supervisor, nature of work, working conditions and pay and promotional 
opportunities). Each subscale includes 10 questions with a maximum score of 50 for each 
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subscale. Part II of the survey consists of 5 statements related to participant perceptions of their 
ideal job and were rated using a 5 -point Likert scale (1 = not at all like my ideal; 3 = somewhat 
like my ideal; 5 = exactly like my ideal). The Cronbach alpha for this measure was .66. 

Table A-6. Work Attitudes Questionnaire Mean and SD across Subscales. 
Subscales   M SD 
Co-Worker Relations* 40.89 6.11 
Supervisor Relations* 40.27 7.07 
Nature of Work* 38.44 5.09 
Working Conditions* 37.65 5.40 
Pay and Promotion Opportunities* 34.00 6.26 
Ideal ** 17.90 3.94 
*1 = strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = neither agree or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree 
**  1 = not at all like my ideal; 3 = somewhat like my ideal; 5 = exactly like my ideal 

 
Significant differences between program types were found in the nature of work subscale. 

Pairwise comparisons showed Child Care teachers reporting significantly higher scores than 
Head Start teachers, F(2, 203) = 6.01, p < .01. Teachers from rural areas scored significantly 
higher on the working conditions subscale than those from urban areas, t (206) = 2.29, p < .05, η2 
=.16. Teachers from rural areas also scored significantly higher on the Pay and Promotional 
Opportunities subscale than those from urban areas, t (205) = 2.00, p < .05, η2 =.14.  See 
Appendix B for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

EARLY CHILDHOOD WORK ENVIRONMENT SCALE  
The Early Childhood Work Environment Scale (ECWES: Bloom, 1996) was used to 

indicate teacher perceptions of the organizational climate of the programs for which they 
worked. This scale included statements across 11 dimensions related to commitment, 
collegiality, professional growth, supervisor support, clarity, reward system, decision making 
structure, goal consensus, task orientation, physical setting and innovativeness.  Internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for the ECWES has been reported as .95 for the entire scale and 
the internal consistency for this study was the same (.95). Individual subscale coefficients ranged 
from .69 (professional growth) to .83 (supervisor support). 

The items on the first nine subscales consisted of five positive and five negative statements 
and participants were asked to check all that applied, with a total possible score of 10. With 
author’s permission, the total score for set of statements was rescaled to a mean of zero and 
resulted in scores ranging from -5 to 5, with 0 being neutral. For the last two subscales all 10 
statements positive and resulted in scores ranging from 0-10.   

Comparison tests revealed that Public Preschool teachers reported significantly higher 
scores in terms of task orientation than Head Start teachers, F(2, 205) = 4.61, p < .05.   No other 
significant differences were found between program types or urbanicity or education level. See 
Appendix B for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level. 
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Table A-7.  Work Environments Scale Mean and SC across subscales. 
Scoring Subscales M SD 

-5 to +5 

Commitment 3.11 1.73 
Collegiality 2.39 1.94 

Supervisor Support 2.91 2.28 
Reward System 1.71 1.98 
Decision Making 1.97 2.24 
Goal Consensus 2.70 2.13 
Task Orientation 2.78 2.07 
Physical Setting 2.98 1.97 
Innovativeness 2.59 2.01 

0-10 Communication Clarity 7.56 2.00 
Professional Growth 5.07 2.02 

 

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW 
The Administrator Interview was designed to gather demographic and programmatic 

information about programs, processes and procedures used to support the professional 
development activities of staff. The interview was adapted from the interview used in the KIDS 
NOW Evaluation Project. The KIDS NOW Evaluation Project survey originally included 43 
questions which addressed program demographic information on the center and benefits of the 
center (e.g., number of children by group, ratios, benefits for staff, and services for parents and 
staff), number of staff employed at the center, administrator education and experience and 
general familiarity with multiple facets of the KIDS NOW Initiative.  The current study added to 
this interview questions which were specific to administrators’ use of Kentucky’s professional 
development system as well as their policies and procedures for helping to support staff in 
accessing professional development opportunities. The interview included 60 questions and took 
approximately 15 to 30 minutes to complete. Administrators were given the opportunity to 
respond with both numerical ratings and open-ended statements.  

Administrator Support for Transfer of Learning to Work Environment 
 Training transfer is defined as the use of new skills on the job. Program administrators were 

asked to report on the ways in which they promote transfer of learning to their employees. 
Program administrators in Child Care were more likely to promote transfer of learning to their 
employees by communicating importance and expectations of training than Head Start and 
Public Preschool , χ2 (2) = 10.94, p<.01. Differences were also found by urbanicity with 
administrators in urban areas promoting transfer of learning more often than those in rural areas, 
χ2 (2) = 3.83, p<.05.  The number of administrators that promoted transfer of learning to their 
employees by recognizing employees for new knowledge/skills differed by program type, Child 
Care, Head Start, and Public Preschool , χ2 = 30.33, p<.001. Furthermore, differences were also 
found by urbanicity, with rural program administrators receiving lower scores that their urban 
counterparts, χ2 (2) = 8.87, p<.01.   
  



Appendix A  A-14 | P a g e  
 

TRAINING TRANSFER INVENTORY 
The Training Transfer Inventory (Coetsee, 1998) was used to measure supervisor support of 

training via the Supervisor Training Support sub-scale. This sub-scale measures the degree to 
which supervisors’ support new learning or training material. Teachers completed this scale in 
reference to their program administrator. This sub-scale contains 14 items to which respondents 
rated degree of agreement on a five-point Likert scale (1 = none of the time; 2 = a little of the 
time; 3 = some of the time; 4 = a good part of the time; 5 = all of the time) with a total possible 
score of 70.  Previous literature cites internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale is 
acceptable, with a score of 0.884 while in this study the internal consistency was .94. Construct 
validity was supported through structural equation modeling analysis, in which this sub-scale 
emerged as an independent factor. For this study, teachers reported that administrators were 
generally supportive of their training/learning (M = 54.15, SD = 11.86). No significant 
differences were found between program types. However, teachers from rural areas scored 
significantly higher (M = 56.37, SD = 10.85) than those from urban areas (M = 51.96, SD = 
12.46), t (179) = 2.54, p < .05, d =.38.  No differences were found by educational level.  

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION SCALE (PAS) 
The Program Administration Scale (Talen and Bloom, 2004) includes 25 items grouped in 

10 subscales, which measure both leadership and management functions of center-based early 
childhood programs. This instrument contains 25 items which are scored on a 7-point scale, 
ranging from inadequate to excellent, based on participant responses to individual indicators. The 
internal consistency reliability of the scale was determined to be acceptable, with a Cronbach 
alpha score for the total scale of 0.85. With respect to validity, the subscale intercorrelations 
ranged from 0.09 to 0.63 and had a median value of 0.33, which indicated that the subscales 
measure distinct characteristics of organizational administration.  

Table A-8. Program Administration Scale Mean and SD across subscales. 

Subscale M SD 
Supervision and Performance Appraisal 4.59 1.80 
Staff Development 4.51 2.19 
Compensation 4.22 1.76 
Benefits 2.84 1.87 

 
For this study, four items were used; supervision and performance appraisal, staff 

development, compensation and benefits. Each item was scored alternative to suggested use 
(with author’s permission).  Administrators were asked to answer each indicator with yes or no.  
From these answers, a score was generated using the scoring criteria for the scale. Additionally, 
analysis of variance results (F = 16.59) indicated that the PAS can sufficiently differentiate 
programs based on level of quality when NAEYC-accreditation status was used as a measure of 
program quality (Talan & Bloom, 2004).   
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This study’s pairwise comparisons indicated that Head Start administrators scored 
significantly higher than administrators from Child Care and Public Preschool  programs for staff 
development, F (2, 167) = 16.21, p < .001. Comparisons on the  benefits item indicated 
significant differences between program types with Head Start administrators scoring 
significantly higher than Child Care administrators, F (2, 152) = 12.91, p < .001.  Significant 
differences were also found for urbanicity, t (151) = 1.44, p < .05, d =.23, with administrators 
from rural programs receiving higher scores than those from urban areas.  Significant differences 
were also found between education levels. Administrators with higher education levels scored 
higher on the staff development item, t (154) = 2.08, p<.05, d =.33. See Appendix C for means 
and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level. 

EARLY CHILDHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL RATING SCALE, REVISED EDITION (ECERS-R)  
The Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale, Revised Edition (ECERS-R) (Harms, 

Clifford, & Cryer, 1998) is a comprehensive environmental classroom assessment tool that is 
widely accepted as a measure of program quality. Seven subscales contain from 4-10 items and 
possible score rated 1 to 7. The seven subscale scores are then averaged to provide a measure of 
global quality related to the classroom environment with scores ranging from 1 (Inadequate) to 7 
(Excellent).  This score will be referred to as the ECERS-R average score.  Predictive validity of 
the measure has been established through numerous research studies and inter-rater reliability 
was established on the revised measure with a Pearson correlation of .921. Total scale internal 
consistency of .92 was established on the revised version (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 1998).  

Classrooms had a mean ECERS-R average score of 4.47 (SD = .77) with a range from 2.34 
to 6.20. Comparisons showed significant differences between program types with Head Start 
programs scoring significantly higher than those from Child Care , F(2, 269) = 4.79, p < .01. In 
addition, classrooms in rural areas scored significantly higher than those from urban areas, t(270) 
= 2.73, p < .01, d =.32. Significant differences were also found by educational level with 
teachers with a BA or higher having scored significantly higher than those with less than a BA, 
t(162) = 2.76, p < .01, d =.42. See Appendix D for means and standard deviations for program 
type, urbanicity and education level.    

In order to increase specificity within the study, additional analysis was conducted to 
investigate the impact of the subscales within the ECERS-R, all subscales were examined for 
differences across the three predictor variables (program type, urbanicity, teacher education 
level).  All differences based on urbanicity remained when controlling for program type for Head 
Start and Public Preschool.  Child Care classrooms did not differ according to urbanicity.   
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Table A-9.  ECERS-R subscale differences by program type and urbanicity. 
ECERS-R Subscales Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care 
N = 124 

Head Start  
N = 54  

Public Preschool 
N = 63 η2 Urban 

N=149 
Rural 

N = 123 d 
Space & Furnishings 4.26 4.38 4.61 .03* 4.26 4.54 .30* 
Personal Care 
Routines 2.78 2.57 2.61 .01 2.56 2.81 .26* 

Language & 
Reasoning 4.60 4.93 5.04 .03* 4.74 4.89 .13 

Activities 3.62 4.13 3.78 .04** 3.61 4.04 .41** 
Interaction 5.48 5.65 5.82 .01 5.52 5.73 .17 
Program Structure 5.01 5.45 5.45 .02* 5.16 5.35 .13 
Parents & Staff 4.99 5.68 5.80 .12*** 5.40 5.38 .00 
ECERS-R average 
score 4.30 4.30 4.57 .03** 4.34 4.60 .33** 

* p <.05 ** p<.01  ***p<.001 

When investigating education level and ECERS-R subscale scores, each program type was 
investigated separately due their employment requirements2 and only Child Care had a high 
enough number of teachers without a BA to conduct statistical analysis.  Child Care teachers 
who had a BA or higher scored significantly higher than teachers without a BA on the ECERS-R 
subscales; space & furnishings, personal care routines, language & reasoning and the ECERS-R 
average score.   

Table A-10.  Child Care teachers’ ECERS-R scores by education level. 
ECERS-R Subscales Education level 

 Less than BA 
N = 53 

BA or greater 
N = 111 d 

Space & Furnishings 4.08 4.39 .43* 
Personal Care Routines 2.46 2.77 .56* 
Language & Reasoning 4.41 4.91 .43* 
Activities 3.58 3.82 .39 
Interaction 5.42 5.76 .27 
Program Structure 4.80 5.31 .35 
Parents & Staff 4.78 5.44 .40 
ECERS-R average score 4.15 4.52 .55* 
* p <.05 ** p<.01  ***p<.001 

EARLY LANGUAGE AND LITERACY CLASSROOM OBSERVATION (ELLCO)  
The Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO) (Smith & Dickinson, 

2002) was used for describing and linking the extent to which classrooms provide children 
optimal support for their language and literacy development. The ELLCO consists of three parts: 
the Literacy Environment Checklist, the Classroom Observation and Teacher Interview, and the 
Literacy Activities Rating Scale. The Literacy Environment Checklist is comprised of five 
conceptual categories encompassing 24 items.  The categories are; (1) book area, (2) book 

                                                 
2   No Public Preschool teachers in the sample held less than a BA and nine Head Start teachers within the 

sample held less than a BA. 
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selection, (3) book use, (4) writing materials, and (5) writing around the room.  The Classroom 
Observation is a 14-item scale with two composite variables: (1) general classroom environment, 
and (2) language, literacy, and curriculum. The Literacy Activities rating scale consists of 9 
items across two concepts; (1) book reading and (2) writing. Inter-rater reliability for the 
Classroom Observation consistently achieved 90% or better and internal consistency reliability 
using the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha 53 was .90 overall, with individual composite subtotal 
scores of .83 for the General Classroom Environment and .86 for the Language, Literacy, and 
Curriculum. Table A-11 illustrates the hierarchy and maximum scoring for the measure. 

Table A-11. Hierarchy and maximum scoring for the ELLCO. 

ELLCO Scales Maximum Score 
Classroom Observation 70 
Classroom Environment 30 
Language, Literacy, Curriculum 40 
Literacy Environment Checklist 41 
Book Area 3 
Book Selection 8 
Book Use 9 
Writing Materials 8 
Writing Around the Room 13 

 
Several significant differences were found by urbanicity. Teachers from programs in rural 

areas scored higher on the Literacy Environment Checklist than those based in urban locations, t 
(248) = 3.68, p < .01, d =.46. Additionally, those in rural areas also scored higher than their 
urban counterparts on the Literacy Activities Subscale, t (242) = 2.48, p < .05, d =.32.  
Differences in program type were also noted in the ELLCO.  Pairwise comparisons showed that 
Head Start and Public Preschool classrooms scored significantly higher on the Literacy 
Environment Checklist, F (2,241) = 30.67, p<.0001, and Classroom Observation subscale, F 
(2,241) = 10.77, p<.0001, than Child Care classrooms.  Additionally, Head Start and Child Care 
classrooms scored higher than Public Preschool classrooms on the Literacy Activities subscale, F 
(2,241) = 6.51, p<.001.   

Significant differences were found by educational level. Teachers with a BA or higher 
scored significantly higher on the Literacy Environment Checklist than those with less than a BA 
t (152) = 2.62, p = .01, d =.42. Teachers with a BA or higher scored significantly higher on the 
Classroom Observation subscale than those with less than a BA, t (158) = 3.44, p = .001, d =.52. 
See Appendix D for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education 
level.  

HEAD START FAMILY AND CHILD EXPERIENCES SURVEY (FACES)  
The Head Start Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES) (1998) battery was used to 

collect specific data related to child outcomes, specifically, the McCarthy Scales of Children’s 
Abilities (McCarthy, 1972), Story and Print Concepts (FACES, 2001), Color Names and 
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Counting (FACES, 2001), Pre-LAS 2000 (Duncan & Avila, 2000), the Woodcock-Johnson-III, 
(Woodcock & Mather, 1990), and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (Dunn & Dunn, 
1997). These measures were selected because they have been used as part of Head Start’s 
Longitudinal Findings on Program Performance (FACES, 2001) and are being used in the KIDS 
NOW Evaluation Project.  Each subtest of the FACES battery has its own range of measurement.   

Table A-12. Number of Items and Maximum Scores Possible for each Subtest. 

Test Maximum possible 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary test 137 
McCarthy Draw-A-Design 19 
Letter Naming 52 
Color Naming 20 
Counting 5 
Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word Identification 23 
Woodcock-Johnson Applied Problems 23 
Woodcock-Johnson Dictation 12 
Story Comprehension 2 
Print Concepts 7 
Social Skills 137 
Problem Behaviors 137 

 
Because the focus of the research questions in this study utilize the teacher as the unit of 

analysis and preliminary analyses showed minimal within classroom variance among children’s 
assessment scores, children’s scores were aggregated to the classroom level. Therefore, 
children’s scores were averaged by classroom and only mean results are discussed.  For non-
aggregated frequencies, means and range information, please see Appendix D.  

Specific subtests of Pre-LAS (Duncan & Avila, 2000) were used as a screener to assess the 
child’s ability to continue with the test in English. The subtests are Simon Says and Art Show. 
The Cronbach Alpha for Simon Says is .88/.90, and for Art Show is .90/.89. Test-Retest 
reliability is reported as .89 for Simon Says and .94 for Art Show.  If a child did not meet the 
criteria specified in the screener (missed more than 50% of questions), the test was discontinued.  
Two children were unable to pass the screener due to lack of response. 

McCarthy Scales of Children’s Abilities  
A specific subtest of the McCarthy Scales of Children’s Abilities (McCarthy, 1972) was 

used to assess perceptual motor skills. The subtest used was Draw-A-Design. The internal 
consistency coefficients for the General Cognitive Index averaged .93 across 10 age groups 
between 2.5 and 8.5 years. Mean reliability coefficients are .84 for perceptual performance, .93 
for general cognition, and .79 for motor.  The aggregated McCarthy raw score was 4.96 (SD = 
1.45) with a range of 2.0-8.4.  No significant differences existed between type, urbanicity or 
teacher education level. 
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Story and Print Concepts 
Story and Print Concepts (FACES, 2001) were used to assess basic story concepts, such as 

comprehension of book knowledge, print knowledge, and reading comprehension. The 
Cronbach’s Alpha for print knowledge is .71 and reading comprehension is .42 on this measure.  
The aggregated mean score for print concepts was 2.9 (SD = 1.59) with a range of 0-6.5 and 
story comprehension was .94 (SD = .46) with a range of 0-2.  Pairwise comparisons showed 
significant differences by program type with children in Public Preschool classrooms scoring 
higher than those from Head Start programs, F (2, 75) = 4.36, p< .05. Refer to Appendix D for 
means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

Color Names and Counting 
Color Names and Counting (FACES, 2001) was used to assess the knowledge of colors and 

counting ability. The Cronbach’s Alpha for color names is .94.  Children’s average scores for 
color recognition was 18.8 (SD = 1.84) with a range of 9.33-20.  One-to-one scores averaged at 
3.66 (SD = .80) with a range of 2-5.  For Counting children in Public Preschool classrooms 
scored significantly higher than those from Head Start, F (2, 75) = 3.40, p <.05. See Appendix D 
for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

Letter Naming Task 
The Letter Naming Task was used to assess children’s ability to identify all letters of the 

alphabet outside of rote description.  Neither internal consistency nor averages were reported in 
the FACES annual report. Children’s scores averaged 28.48 (SD = 14.33) with a range of 1-52.  
No significant differences between program types, urbanicity or teacher education level were 
noted. 

Woodcock-Johnson III (WJ-III) 
Specific subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson III (WJ-III) (Woodcock & Mather, 1990) were 

used to assess children’s cognitive outcomes, specifically, Letter-Word Identification, Applied 
Problems, and Dictation Tests. Concurrent validity of the WJ-III has been established with 
achievement tests that measure similar constructs. Internal consistency reliability coefficients are 
Letter-Word Identification .91, Applied Problems .91, and Dictation .92. Children’s scores on 
Letter-Word Identification averaged 8.41 SD = 2.68 with a range of 0-18.  Applied Problems 
scores averaged 11.01 (SD = 3.06) with a range of 0-22, and average Dictation scores were 6.37 
(SD = 1.89) with a range of 0-12.  Upon comparison testing significant differences existed 
between program types, urbanicity or education level for Letter-Word Identification or Dictation.  
For Applied Problems children in Child Care scored higher than Head F (2, 74) = 4.11, p <.0.5. 
See Appendix D for means and standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education 
level.  

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) is an untimed, norm-

referenced assessment of listening comprehension for spoken word English. Construct validity 
has been established by comparisons with the WISCC III, Differential Ability Scales, and the 
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Stanford-Binet IV. Correlations between the PPVT and the WISC III range from .82 to .92. 
Internal consistency is reported as .95, and split-half reliability is reported at .94. Children’s 
average PPVT standard score was 97.73 (SD = 8.55) with no significant differences existing 
between program type, urbanicity or teacher education level.  See Appendix D for means and 
standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

SOCIAL SKILLS RATING SYSTEM (SSRS) 
The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) is a multi-rater 

questionnaire designed to measure how often a student exhibits certain social skills and how 
important these skills are for success in the classroom. The SSRS is backed by extensive research 
and was standardized on a national sample of over 4,000. It is also the first social skills rating 
scale to provide separate norms for boys and girls ages 3-18 and for elementary students with 
and without disabilities. Internal consistency scores for the SSRS Social Skills are: teacher (.93 
to .94), parent (.87 to .90), and student (.83).  For problem behavior, scores for internal 
consistency are: teacher (.82 to .86), and parent (.73 to .87), and for Academic Competence, 
internal consistency score is: teacher (.95) (SSRS technical notes, 
http://ags.pearsonassessments.com/assessments/technical/ssrs.asp#6). 

The SSRS consists of two scales: social skills and problem behaviors. For social skills, the 
teacher was asked to circle how often a skill occurred for each child. The range for these scores 
was 0 = Never to 2 = Very Often. There are three subscales within the Social Skills scale of the 
SSRS: cooperation, assertion, self-control. Each subscale has 10 items. There are two subscales 
which measure problem behaviors on the SSRS. They are externalizing problems (6 items) and 
internalizing problems (4 items). The following table illustrates the number of items 
corresponding to each subfactor and the maximum score possible for each variable.  

Table A-13.Number of Items and Maximum Score for Subtests. 
Factors Number of Items Maximum Score Possible 
Social Skills 30 60 
     Cooperation 
     Assertion 
     Self-Control 

10 
10 
10 

20 
20 
20 

Problem Behaviors 10 20 
     Externalizing 
     Internalizing 

5 
5 

10 
10 

 
Teachers were asked to complete the SSRS teacher report for children who completed an 

assessment in this study.  In addition to how often the child exhibits a skill, the teacher was asked 
to rate how important each behavior was for success in his/her classroom. The scores per item 
ranged from 0 = Not Important to 2 = Critical. For Problem Behaviors, teachers were asked to 
circle how often a child exhibits a specific problem behavior. The range for these scores was 0 = 
Never to 2 = Very Often.  
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Significant differences were found between program types on the Problem Behavior 
dimension of the SSRS.  Comparisons showed that teachers from Head Start reported more 
problem behaviors than those from Public Preschool, F (2, 58) = 3.84, p < .05 . Child Care 
teachers were not significantly different from either group.  See Appendix D for means and 
standard deviations for program type, urbanicity and education level.  

 Table A-14. SSRS Mean and SD across subscales. 

Sub-scales   M SD 
Cooperation 15.30 3.49 
Assertion  14.38 3.88 
Self-Control 14.12 4.15 
Externalizing 3.08 3.08 
Internalizing .83 1.35 

Total Social Skills 43.80 10.14 
Total Problem Behavior 3.91 3.87 

Upon investigating each subtest of the FACES (2000) battery, composite scores were 
generated for the following skills sets: language skills, cognitive skills and social skills. To 
begin, each child’s individual subtest scores were converted into a standard metric (Z scores) and 
investigated for outliers and skewness.  Each subtest of the FACES was then placed into a skill 
set category based on the construct which it measured (listed above) and average scores 
generated for skill set.  The placement of each of the subtests was based upon research team 
members and field experts’ consensus. Once the subtests were categorized into skill sets, 
reliability analysis was conducted on each skill set in order to ensure the subtests were measuring 
the same construct.   

Table A-15. Composite Skill Sets. 

Test Skill Set 
Internal 

Consistency 
Average standard score 

Child Care Head Start Public Preschool 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary test 

Language 
Skills .81 .12 (.43) -.21 (.56) -.01 (.51) 

Letter Naming 
Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word 
Identification 
Story Comprehension 
Print Concepts 
McCarthy Draw-A-Design 

Cognitive 
Skills .83 .13 (.43) -.14 (.52) -.09 (.50) 

Color Naming 
Counting 
Woodcock-Johnson Applied 
Problems 
Woodcock-Johnson Dictation 
Social Skills Social 

Skills .70 -.05 (.66) -.26 (.56) .16 (.58) Problem Behaviors3 

                                                 
3   This subscale was reverse coded in order to measure a positive concept of problem behavior (higher score 

is equal to fewer problems) and thus be combined with social skills. 
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Comparison analysis showed no significant differences by center type for the social or 
cognitive skills sets.  However, Head Start children scored significantly higher on the language 
skill set than children in Child Care programs, F (2,75) = 3.16, p<.05.  No significant differences 
were noted for any skill set with regard to urbanicity or teacher education level. Based on this 
preliminary analyses using composite scoring, no further analyses were completed using 
composite scores.  In addition, in an attempt to reduce the amount of error in analyses related to 
the additional research questions posed, child outcome measures on the PPVT, subscales of the 
Woodcock-Johnson and SSRS were used.    
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APPENDIX B  

TEACHER MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY AND DISPERSION 
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Table B1. Percentage of teacher education level by program type and urbanicity. 

  Program Type Urbanicity 
Education Level Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 
No degree in progress 5.9 1.6 1.5 .9 4.9 
No degree complete 4.7 0 0 1.8 2.9 
CCCC, CDA, AA in progress 5.9 3.1 4.5 3.5 5.9 
CCCC, CDA, AA complete 31.8 29.7 28.4 36.8 22.5 
BA, IECE, MA in progress 9.4 14.1 9.0 13.2 7.8 
BA, IECE, MA in complete 36.5 50 53.7 42.1 50 
Other in progress 1.2 1.6 0 .9 1.0 
Other complete 4.7 0 3.0 .9 4.9 
 
 
Table B-2. Average number of children by age and program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

Child Age Total Child Care Head Start 
Public 

Preschool Urban Rural 
2 years 1.19 2.37 .15 .10 1.04 1.30 
3 years 6.09 6.95 5.23 6.06 6.66 5.70 
4 years 12.57 11.73 10.83 15.66 14.08 10.84 
5 years 4.66 4.76 4.61 4.52 4.98 4.36 

   
 
Table B-3. Mean scores on teacher perceptions (retention) of how the PD Framework supports their 
work as a function of program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public 

Preschool Urban Rural 

PD Components M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
College 
Scholarship 2.13 1.51 2.62 1.84 1.42 1.00 1.84 1.45 2.24 1.59 
CDA Mini-Grant 2.13 1.65 1.63 1.45 1.17 .74 1.71 1.41 1.78 1.50 
Trainer’s 
Credential 1.96 1.44 1.48 1.08 1.44 1.16 1.75 1.34 1.64 1.27 
PD Plans 2.52 1.57 3.47 1.39 2.90 1.52 2.84 1.56 2.95 1.54 
SUM Retention 8.74 6.17 9.2 5.76 6.93 4.42 8.14 5.76 8.61 5.90 

 
 
Table B-4. Mean scores on teacher perceptions (quality) of how the PD Framework supports their 
work as a function of program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

PD Components M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
College Scholarship 2.73  1.65  2.93 1.82  1.69 1.23 2.35 1.64  2.64 1.67 
CDA Mini-Grant 2.57  1.76  2.00 1.68  1.15   .53 2.20 1.65  1.98 1.61 
Trainer’s Credential 2.21  1.44  2.19 1.57  1.63 1.25 2.07 1.43  1.98 1.44 
PD Plans 3.09  1.51  3.71 1.31  3.63 1.30 3.42 1.44  3.48 1.38 
SUM Retention 8.6 6.36 10.83 6.38 8.1 4.31 10.04 6.16 10.08  6.1 
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Table B-5. Mean Scores on teacher perceptions (outcomes) of how the PD Framework supports their 
work as a function of program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care Head Start Public 
Preschool Urban Rural 

PD Components M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
College Scholarship 2.58  1.64  2.36 1.82  1.44  .98  2.14 1.63  2.26 1.55 
CDA Mini-Grant 2.60  1.77  2.08 1.77  1.15  .53  2.16 1.71  2.09 1.60 
Trainer’s Credential 2.55  1.54  2.33 1.65  1.50  .97  2.17 1.48  2.22 1.50 
PD Plans 3.25   1.53  3.62 1.43  3.69 1.40  3.40 1.63  3.58 1.28 
SUM Retention 10.98  6.48 10.39 6.67 7.78 3.88 9.87 6.45 10.15 5.93 

 
 
Table B-6. Mean scores and percents of teacher support as function of program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care Head Start Public 
Preschool Urban Rural 

Variables M(SD) % M(SD) % M(SD) % M(SD) % M(SD) % 
# Trainings Attended 3.89 

(2.55)  3.89 
(3.25)  3.81 

(3.26)  2.88 
(2.18)  4.99 

(3.36)  

SUM Training Hours 28.32 
(57.37)  31.68 

(47.17)  30.60 
(22.19)  28.51 

(54.84)  31.53 
(33.41)  

          
Received KN  Scholarship       21.5  3.0  1.5  7.4  13.2 
Received Milestone Award  17.5  1.5  0  7.3  14.8 
Received CDA Mini-Grant  17.9  4.4  2.9  12.1  6.5 
Received Internal PD  5.4  10.4  0  4.9  10.1 
Have PD Plan  64.9  93.5  95.6  79.0  85.7 
Received Traineeship   0  0  14.5  5.6  26.9 
View Position as Career     58.7  56.1  60.3  68.6  47.2 
Remain in EC 5 Yrs From 
Now        80.9  90.8  89.7  84.9  88 
Choose EC Again  82.3  74.6  98.5  88.4  80.7 
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Table B-7. Mean scores on PD Matrix as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care Head Start 
Public 

Preschool Urban Rural 
Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Child Assessments 19 .30 35 .35 36 .34 38 .37 19 .28 
Child Growth & Development 23 .29 24 .31 29 .35 31 .36 19 .25 
Curriculum/Learning Environments 32 .31 45 .36 46 .36 45 .36 35 .32 
Health/Safety  29 .33 26 .30 16 .28 25 .34 23 .28 
Language and Literacy 13 .24 31 .33 37 .38 34 .37 18 .26 
Mental Health 15 .23 20 .29 19 .28 16 .28 20 .25 
Family Involvement 15 .27 12 .23 11 .22 15 .28 11 .20 
Other Topic 13 .23 9 .18 12 .24 9 .21 14 .23 
Self Selected Training 51 .42 33 .38 30 .32 45 .40 33 .37 
Administrator Selected Training 51 .42 33 .38 30 .32 45 .40 33 .37 
Site Coordinator Selected Training 1 .08 0 0 2 .10 1 .08 1 .07 
Site Director Selected 0 0 34 .41 17 .33 11 .28 20 .36 
Child Services Coordinator  Selected 3 .15 29 .40 0 .03 5 .18 14 .32 
Other Selected 3 .13 9 .24 20 .36 9 .25 11 .28 
Program Director Selected 35 .41 2 .14 0 0 15 .33 14 .29 
Training Met Needs 93 .18 99 .05 92 .19 96 .15 93 .17 
Chose Based on PD Plan 93 .18 75 .36 70 .33 67 .39 66 .37 
Chose Based on Evaluation 57 .41 8 .23 7 .21 10 .25 6 .19 
Chose Based on Child Needs 8 .23 18 .30 16 .26 18 .30 16 .27 
Chose Based on Available 18 .30 9 .24 5 .16 11 .27 10 .24 
Chose for Other Reasons 13 .27 6 .17 13 .24 11 .25 11 .23 
Paid Out of Pocket 2 .10 2 .10 4 .18 4 .16 2 .09 
Program Paid for Training 91 .22 87 .31 94 .18 95 .17 86 .28 
Both 7 .19 7 .25 4 .17 5 .19 7 .21 
Provided by Trainer w/ Credential 87 .28 89 .28 73 .37 81 .34 85 .30 
RTC 25 .38 16 .30 28 .31 20 .33 27 .35 
CCR&R 15 .31 1 .05 0 0 3 .16 10 .25 
Private Trainer 17 .32 14 .25 5 .12 13 .27 12 .23 
College or University 7 .20 12 .28 2 .07 6 .21 7 .19 
Local Office Staff 0 0 0 0 41 .39 20 .36 6 .18 
Regional Office Staff 3 .12 20 .37 8 .20 7 .21 12 .28 
KY Head Start Association 4 .18 16 .33 13 .28 17 .34 4 .13 
Conference or Institute 1 .03 2 .14 6 .20 2 .11 4 .16 
Other 24 .37 28 .38 9 .21 20 .36 20 .32 
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Table C-1. Percentage of administrator type by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

Administrator Type Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 
Site Director 98.20 83.60 3.80 51.90 52.00 
Regional Director .90 14.80 - - 6.70 
Principal .90 1.60 92.50 18.50 14.00 
Public Preschool Coordinator - - 3.80 - 1.30 
 
 
Table C-2. Percentage of administrator education by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

Educational Level Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 
High School or Less 8.0 - - 2.6 5.7 
Commonwealth Credential. .9 - - - .9 
CDA  17.9 2.0 3.4 7.8 13.2 
Some College  7.1 - 3.4 4.3 4.7 
Associate’s Degree 14.3 - 10.3 10.4 9.4 
Bachelor’s Degree 27.7 2.0 20.7 20.0 19.8 
Master’s Degree 19.6 78.4 21.8 32.2 41.5 
Specialist’s Degree .9 13.7 19.0 14.8 1.9 
Doctorate  3.6 3.9 10.3 7.8 2.8 
 
 
Table C-3. Percentage of annual program administrator salaries by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

Salary Level Total Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 
<10,000 2.7 4.9 - - 3.1 2.2 
10,000-15,999 4.8 7.8 2.8 - 2.0 7.9 
16,000-19,999 5.9 9.8 2.8 - 2.0 10.1 
20,000-24,999 12.3 17.6 13.9 - 7.1 18.0 
25,000-29,999 12.3 17.6 11.1 - 16.3 7.9 
30,000-34,999 11.8 20.6 2.8 - 18.4 4.5 
35,000-39,999 7.0 4.9 22.2 - 3.1 11.2 
40,000-44,999 3.7 6.9 - - 6.1 1.1 
50,000-55,999 3.2 2.0 5.6 4.1 3.1 3.4 
56,000-59,999 8.0 3.9 25.0 4.1 2.0 14.6 
60,000-64,999 4.3 2.0 - 12.2 2.0 6.7 
65,000-69,999 3.2 1.0 - 10.2 5.1 6.7 
>70,000  4.3 1.0 8.3 67.4 29.6 5.6 
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Table C-4. Average number of children enrolled in programs by ethnicity, program type and 
urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care Head Start 
Public 

Preschool Urban Rural 
Ethnicity M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Caucasian 49.57 38.44 26.59 26.30 34.89 32.11 38.08 41.81 42.11 27.78 
African American 6.65 14.18 20.64 42.94 9.67 14.78 15.57 31.93 6.61 17.42 
Hispanic 1.31 2.35 3.97 8.05 2.13 3.73 2.14 3.34 2.29 6.18 
Asian American 1.13 2.03 .62 1.30 4.24 17.35 2.59 11.43 .75 2.28 
Other 1.75 2.35 4.07 8.76 1.40 2.28 2.10 3.88 2.53 6.68 
 
 
Table C-5. Employee benefits by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Benefits           
Health Insurance 46%  98%  98%  78%  65%  
Retirement Plan 31%  97%  96%  65%  61%  
Paid Sick Leave 61%  98%  98%  86%  71%  
Paid Vacation 75%  61%  77%  66%  77%  
Paid Time for Training 75%  92%  91%  83%  84%  
Paid Holidays 78%  95%  91%  86%  85%  
Other 11%  22%  26%  12%  24%  
No Benefits 10%  3%  0%  8%  4%  
 
 
Table C-6. Familiarity by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Familiarity M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
KIDS Now 3.66 1.31 3.05 1.43 1.60 1.05 2.93 1.54 3.14 1.50 
KY EC Ass. 2.11 1.38 2.44 1.32 2.37 1.18 2.24 1.27 2.28 1.38 
KY EC Stand 2.60 1.56 3.51 1.13 2.51 1.35 2.71 1.47 2.94 1.45 
PD trainer registry 2.08 1.47 2.67 1.73 1.66 1.25 2.18 1.56 2.10 1.51 
Trainer’s Credential 2.66 1.61 3.32 1.60 1.45 .99 2.50 1.60 2.61 1.66 
 
 
Table C-7. Perceptions of support for program quality by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care HS Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Program Quality M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
CDA Mini-grant 3.39 1.66 2.45 1.66 2.36 1.21 3.15 1.59 2.96 1.79 
College Scholarship 3.42 1.59 2.35 1.57 2.05 .91 3.01 1.51 2.98 1.73 
Trainer’s Credential 2.91 1.61 3.27 1.62 2.67 1.35 2.93 1.55 3.03 1.64 
PD Plan 3.40 1.43 3.41 1.34 4.23 1.07 3.59 1.36 3.61 1.38 
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Table C-8. Perceptions of support for enhanced child outcomes by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Child Outcomes M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
CDA Mini-grant 3.44 1.62 2.63 1.80 2.75 1.39 3.34 1.62 3.03 1.76 
College Scholarship 3.48 1.58 2.35 1.57 2.0 .91 2.99 1.60 3.09 1.63 
Trainer’s Credential 2.94 1.62 3.42 1.68 2.67 1.35 3.04 1.51 3.02 1.74 
PD Plans 3.44 1.41 3.68 1.27 4.26 1.00 3.69 1.32 3.71 1.33 
   
 
Table C-9. Percent provided teacher support by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Teacher Support %  %  %  %  %  
$50 Contribution 42.6  7  -  35.9  17.4  
Flexibility in Scheduling 46.3  16.1  7.1  37.1  27.2  
Supplemental Funding 14.8  7.1  -  11.2  9.7  
Cover Cost of Textbooks 38.9  8.9  34.5  32.2  18.5  
Other Benefits 5.7  14.5  6.9  11.2  5.9  
 
 
Table C-10. Percent promoted transfer of learning by program type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Promotion  %  %  %  %  %  
Match Training  94.6  96.6  90.3  92.9  95.5  
Communicate  97.3  87.9  100  98.2  92.7  
Help Staff Prepare 83.0  79.3  84.3  81.1  83.6  
Support App. Skills 95.5  89.6  96.1  94.6  93.6  
Recognize for Skills 98.2  77.6  100  98.2  88.1  
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Table D-1. Mean scores on Big 5 as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Measures M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Extraversion 2.87 .34 2.80 .53 2.72 .48 2.79 .44 2.81 .46 
Conscientiousness 2.85 .30 2.78 .38 2.81 .29 2.79 .32 2.85 .32 
Openness 3.12 .38 3.00 .40 3.03 .37 3.07 .38 3.04 .39 
Agreeableness 2.90 .32 2.90 .29 2.91 .24 2.91 .27 2.89 .29 
Neuroticism 2.46 .52 2.46 .50 2.31 .43 2.38 .48 2.44 .49 

 
 

Table D-2. Mean Scores on TTI as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Measures M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
TTI Total 55.26 12.12 53.95 11.53 53.24 11.96 51.96 12.46 56.37 10.85 

 
 

Table D-3. Mean scores on Job Satisfaction as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Co-Worker Relations 41.34 5.94 40.97 5.64 40.34 6.70 40.58 6.77 41.24 5.33 
Supervisor 41.79 6.53 39.39 6.67 39.47 7.81 39.50 7.09 41.15 6.99 
Nature of Work 39.80 4.85 36.75 5.55 38.66 4.64 37.98 5.41 39.04 4.81 
Conditions 38.52 5.51 37.10 5.21 37.32 5.50 36.86 6.00 38.57 4.64 
Pay Promotional 33.72 6.58 33.19 4.99 35.19 6.91 33.20 6.66 34.93 5.76 

 
 

Table D-4. Mean scores on Early Childhood Work Environment Survey as a function of center type 
and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Supervisor Support 2.95 2.28 2.47 2.32 3.27 2.38 2.65 2.42 3.22 2.20 
Task orientation 2.84 2.07 2.18 2.25 3.27 1.63 2.52 2.04 3.08 2.00 
Goal Consensus 2.75 2.13 2.48 1.74 2.83 2.04 2.35 2.01 3.11 1.89 
Coworkers 2.80 1.94 1.98 2.12 2.23 2.08 2.21 2.13 2.61 1.95 
Decision Making 2.13 2.23 1.92 2.32 1.81 2.48 1.70 2.39 2.30 2.22 
Pay and Promotion 1.99 1.97 1.41 2.12 1.99 1.97 1.42 2.12 1.61 1.66 
Communication Clarity 7.44 2.04 7.40 2.35 7.89 2.20 7.23 2.38 7.97 1.86 
Opportunity for Growth 5.09 2.02 5.11 2.53 4.98 2.16 4.95 2.26 5.21 2.15 
Environment  2.96 2.01 3.07 1.84 2.94 2.06 2.70 2.13 3.33 1.72 
Innovativeness 2.48 2.07 2.43 1.87 2.92 2.07 2.48 2.07 2.74 1.94 
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Table D-5. Mean scores on the Program Administration Scale as a function of center type and 
urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 

 Child Care Head Start Public 
Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Supervision/Performance Appraisal 4.45 1.69 4.71 1.83 4.73 2.05 4.36 1.88 4.80 2.16 
Staff Development 3.87 2.28 5.81 1.44 4.03 2.07 4.24 2.19 4.80 2.16 
Compensation 4.03 2.03 4.59 2.03 4.10 1.56 4.22 1.59 4.22 1.95 
Benefits 2.25 1.73 3.86 1.74 2.59 1.72 2.64 1.71 3.07 2.02 

 
 

Table D-6. Mean scores on ECERS as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Space/Furnishings 4.26 1.03 4.39 .66 4.61 .93 4.26 .91 4.54 .92 
Personal Care  2.78 1.07 2.57 .82 2.62 1.03 2.56 1.01 2.82 .96 
Language/Reasoning 4.60 1.30 4.94 1.06 5.04 1.12 4.74 1.17 4.89 1.24 
Activities 3.62 1.16 4.14 .85 3.78 1.05 3.61 .93 4.04 1.18 
Interaction 5.48 1.31 5.65 1.19 5.82 1.17 5.52 1.28 5.73 1.20 
Program Structure 5.01 1.68 5.45 1.02 5.45 1.37 5.16 1.48 5.35 1.41 
Parents and Staff 5.00 1.15 5.68 .86 5.80 .96 5.40 1.13 5.40 1.04 
ECERS Average 4.30 .90 4.61 .60 4.57 .68 4.35 .75 4.60 .80 

 
 

Table D-7. Mean scores on ELLCO as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Book Area  2.37 .88 2.38 1.08 2.43 1.10 2.13 1.14 2.71 .66 
Book Selection 6.32 1.67 7.10 .99 6.80 1.42 6.49 1.53 6.81 1.44 
Book Use 2.69 2.83 5.15 2.70 4.80 2.80 3.18 2.92 4.57 2.95 
Writing Materials 5.35 1.96 6.67 1.28 6.30 1.33 5.78 1.73 6.10 1.77 
Writing Room 4.14 2.47 6.27 2.45 6.36 2.80 4.67 2.24 5.85 3.11 
Literacy Environment  20.99 7.45 27.90 5.98 27.11 5.37 22.69 6.53 26.03 7.80 
Classroom Environment 19.57 4.82 21.80 3.61 20.38 3.20 20.16 4.21 20.74 4.19 
Language, Literacy  23.57 6.78 28.24 4.88 26.11 3.86 25.36 6.10 25.81 5.71 
Classroom Observ. 40.83 10.24 46.88 9.22 44.31 6.12 43.20 9.87 43.79 8.70 
Literacy Activities 5.36 3.11 5.70 3.10 7.05 2.71 5.39 3.07 6.35 3.02 
 



Appendix D  D-4 | P a g e  
 

Table D-8. Mean scores on FACES as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

FACES M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
PPVT 100.00 8.22 95.26 9.28 97.14 7.35 100.01 8.22 95.26 9.28 
McCarthy 5.26 1.64 4.65 1.34 4.85 1.16 5.26 1.64 4.65 1.33 
Letter Naming Task 32.33 12.85 25.71 15.55 25.57 14.20 32.33 12.85 25.71 15.55 
Color Composite 19.14 1.14 18.55 2.42 18.55 1.91 19.14 1.15 18.55 2.42 
WJ Letter 9.10 2.45 8.03 2.73 7.69 2.85 9.10 2.45 8.03 2.73 
WJ Applied 12.09 2.91 9.97 2.92 10.55 3.01 12.09 2.91 9.97 2.92 
WJ Dictation 6.63 1.91 6.22 1.71 6.07 2.10 6.63 1.91 6.22 1.71 
Comprehension 1.01 .45 .78 .46 1.03 .45 1.01 .45 .78 .45 
Print 3.06 1.29 2.22 1.83 3.53 1.42 3.05 1.29 2.23 1.82 

 
 

Table D-9. Mean scores on SSRS as a function of center type and urbanicity. 

 Program Type Urbanicity 
 Child Care Head Start Public Preschool Urban Rural 

Subscales M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Social Skills 106.38 10.25 103.58 8.67 105.84 10.73 106.38 10.25 103.58 8.67 
Social Skills (girls) 106.87 14.07 101.67 7.84 106.49 11.49 106.87 14.07 101.67 7.84 
Social Skills (boys) 106.35 10.72 107.31 9.15 106.16 13.62 106.38 10.72 107.31 9.15 
Problem Behaviors 100.07 9.57 103.25 11.03 94.29 6.88 100.07 9.57 103.25 11.03 
Problem Beh. (girls)     99.27 12.31 99.16 12.14 94.10 7.31 99.27 12.31 99.16 12.13 
Problem Beh. (boys)    100.04 10.08 101.72 9.16 94.48 9.90 100.04 10.08 101.72 9.16 
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Acronym Term 
AA Associate in Arts 
ANOVA Analysis of variance 
BA Bachelor of Arts 
CCCC Commonwealth Child Care Credential 
CCR&R Child Care Resource & Referral Agency 
CDA Child Development Associate 
EC Early Childhood 
ECERS-R Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale, Revised Edition 
ELLCO Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation 
FACES Family and Child Experiences Survey 
GP Growth Plan 
HS Head Start 
IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
IECE Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education 
IRB Institutional Review Board 
KDE Kentucky Department of Education 
KERA Kentucky Education Reform Act 
KY EC Kentucky Early Childhood 
KYHS Kentucky Head Start 
MA Master of Arts 
MAA Milestone Achievement Award 
NAEYC National Association for the Education of Young Children 
PAS Program Administer Scale 
PD Professional Development 
PDFRC Professional Development Framework Research Collaboration 
PDGP Professional Development Growth Plan 
PPVT Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
Pre-LAS Language Assessment Scales 
RTC Regional Training Center 
SDS Staff Development Scale 
SPA Supervision and Performance Appraisal 
SSI Supplemental Security Income 
SSRS Social Skills Rating Scale 
SREB Southern Regional Education Board 
TANF Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
TTI Training Transfer Inventory 
WAQ Work Attitudes Questionnaire 
WES Work Environment Scale 
WISC III Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 
WJ-III Woodcock Johnson – Third Edition 
 


