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Abstract: Numerous studies conclude that teacher effects on academic achievement are substantial in size. Education is about more than academic achievement, and we know very little about teachers' effectiveness in promoting students' social development. Using data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study -- Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS- K), we estimate teacher effects on social as well as academic outcomes. We find that teacher effects on social development are sizeable, and are approximately twice as large as teacher effects on academic development. We further determine that teachers who produce better than average academic results are not the same teachers who produce better than average social results. However, we find that observable characteristics of teachers and the instructional approaches utilized in their classrooms are weak predictors of teacher effects. Finally, we show that the development of social skills has a positive effect on the growth of academic skills, and therefore teachers who are good at teaching social skills provide an additional indirect boost to academic skills in addition to their direct teaching of academic skills. We conclude that current policy debates over what it means to be a "highly qualified teacher" should also take social development into account.

Inala is a long-established ‘outer-fringe’ suburb that has recently been caught up in Brisbane’s urban sprawl. Census and other indicators identify it as the poorest urban area in Queensland. Median weekly family income ($500-599) falls well below that for the wider Brisbane area ($800-999). Fewer than 24% of the adult population in the district have completed a high school education (Brisbane 43%). Culturally and linguistically diverse, 32% of households have home languages other than English (Brisbane 10%). It is a community with a high percentage of young people (32.7% are 18 years or younger vs. 27% across Brisbane), and higher than average rates of single parent families (23.2% vs. 11.6%) and unemployment (20.1% vs. 7.8%). (For a vivid qualitative picture of life in Inala, see Peel, 2003). 

Poverty and (more generally) socio-economic status (SES) are known to be associated with a wide range of cognitive, social, emotional and health outcomes for children (Keating & Hertzman, 1999). The impact of SES for children occurs at multiple levels, including family and school and is thought to be mediated in part by children’s access to material and social resources – the lack of which has the potential to place children at risk for developmental problems (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997), school failure (Bradley et al., 2001) and conduct problems (Battin Pearson et al., 2000). Differences between low and high SES children’s access to resources comes in the form of variation in their level of exposure to cognitively stimulating recreational and learning experiences and materials (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002), socialisation patterns that emphasise verbal skills (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000), positive parenting strategies that include high involvement, warm responsive relationships, adequate monitoring of children and avoidance of the use of negative control techniques (Bolger et al., 1995; McCoy et al., 1999). There is little schools can do to affect directly a child’s SES. However, they can influence social capital and improve outcomes for children by working in partnership with families and service agencies to increase social resources and reduce the level of socio-emotional hardship and family social isolation. 

When demographic factors such as SES and parent education levels are controlled, indicators of parent engagement such as parent expectations and satisfaction with the quality of their children’s education are the most consistent predictors of academic achievement (Kohl et al., 2000; Reynolds & Gill, 1994) 

The key questions for the NE are:

• Have outcomes for children and families in relation to the four key action areas

improved as a result of the Strategy?

• Which lessons have been learnt on how to achieve and sustain better outcomes for

children 0-5 and their families /communities?

• Is early investment effective in terms of cost and outcomes for children?

• For which children, families or communities is it effective?

• What aspects of the model are effective?

• How effectively have resources been used?

• Has the SFCS achieved its objectives?
Have outcomes for children and families in CfC sites improved as a result of the

Initiative?

• Do services in CfC sites work more effectively as a system?

• Are CfC communities more child-friendly?

• How successful has the Facilitating Partner model been in bringing about these

changes
The demographic profiles include information about the:

􀂃 number 0-5 year olds as a percent of the total population (excluding overseas

visitors)

􀂃 proportion of children 0-5 who are ATSI

􀂃 proportion of children 0-5 attending preschool

􀂃 proportion of children 0-5 living in lone parent households

􀂃 proportion of children 0-5 living in families with gross incomes of less than

$500 per week

􀂃 proportion of children 0-5 with mothers who speak English ‘not well’ or ‘not

at all’
proportion of children with one or two parents unemployed

􀂃 proportion of households with no motor vehicle

􀂃 proportion of persons aged 15 years and over who attained Year 12 or

equivalent as highest level of schooling

􀂃 proportion of the population born outside main English speaking countries

􀂃 proportion of children living in relatively disadvantaged areas (according to

SEIFA)

􀂃 Rise/decline in proportion of the population who are 0-5 1991-2001
Socio-Economic Indices for Areas (SEIFA) Index of Disadvantage
Table 15: Interagency involvement in various activities, and helpfulness score

Agency involvement

(per cent)

Average

helpfulness score

(from 1 [low] to 5

[high])

Yes No Missing Total

Planning:

Joint planning 66 27 8 100 4.0

Ensuring strategic plans reflect common

goals

55 27 19 100 3.9

Coordinating planning cycles between

agencies

26 54 20 100 3.6

Sharing membership of one another’s

organisational structures (e.g. boards of

directors or management committees)

27 54 19 100 3.7

Service delivery:

Referring clients between agencies 82 13 5 100 4.1

Joint monitoring or quality assurance of

services

28 53 19 100 3.7

Joint service delivery 60 33 0 100 4.0

Joint case management 44 48 8 100 3.9

Sharing costs for services provided to

shared clients

25 55 19 100 4.0

Shared information:

Exchanging information (about projects,

funding sources etc.)

80 14 6 100 4.0

Joint promotional campaigns 52 41 8 100 4.0

Sharing client information 49 43 9 100 3.9

Professional development:

Interagency staff training 53 40 7 100 4.1

Joint recruitment of personnel 16 70 14 100 3.9

Other:

Interagency meetings 79 17 4 100 4.0

Co-location (where services may share

the same premises)

41 51 8 100 4.0

Note: May not add up to 100% due to rounding

As Table 15 shows, each of the interagency activities listed was performed by at least
Table 16: Level of involvement in interagency arrangements

Per cent

CEO

Senior or

Area

Manager

Service

coordinator

or service

manager

Frontline

Staff

Not

Involved

Missing Total

Planning (e.g. joint

planning, coordination,

membership of management

committees etc.)

11 20 28 21 9 11 100

Service delivery (e.g. joint

service delivery, joint

quality assurance, joint case

management, sharing of

costs; referrals between

agencies)

5 12 29 33 10 12 100

Shared information (e.g.

exchange of information

about projects and funding

sources, sharing client

information, joint

promotional campaigns)

9 17 31 28 6 10 100

Professional development

(e.g. interagency staff

training, joint recruitment)

7 15 27 26 14 12 100

Interagency meetings 9 17 31 27 7 10 100

Co-location (where services

may share the same

premises)

6 11 20 19 27 16 100

(N = 482)

Note: May not add up to 100% due to rounding

Table 28: Day-to-day Co-ordination – Score/ Colour Code

4 Very High

3.0-3.9 High

2.0-2.9 Moderate

1.0-1.9 Limited

0.0-0.9 Not at all

Table 29: Effective Partnerships – Score/ Colour Code

8.0-9.0 Very High

6.0-7.9 High

4.0-5.9 Moderate

2.0-3.9 Limited

0.0-1.9 Not at all

The mean scores for SFIA sites were compared with the mean scores of non-SFIA

sites (Table 30 and Table 31). The majority of the sites seem to have Moderate levels

of Day-to-day Coordination and High levels of Effective Partnerships. The results

also roughly corresponded to researcher observations in the fieldwork stage and

appear consistent for most of the sites except for those with a small sample size, such

as Launceston and Palmerston/Tiwi Islands. Caution should be used when interpreting

the results of sites with low response rates, such as Launceston, Palmerston/Tiwi

Islands and Miller. The standard deviations for these sites (which show the spread of

reported scores) also indicate that data from these areas should be interpreted with

caution. For example, when reviewing data from the ‘day-to-day co-ordination’

indicator for Palmerston/Tiwi Islands and from the ‘effective partnership’ indicator

for Miller, both have standard deviations of 0.00. This reflects that the individual

scores were the same for every observation in these sites and that there may be an

upward bias as a result.

SFIA scores appeared higher than non-SFIA scores in both the measure of ‘day-today

co-ordination’ and the measure of ‘effective partnerships’. The difference

between SFIA and non-SFIA sites was most marked in the ‘effective partnership’
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indicator. However, these results should be interpreted with caution because of the

low response rates within some of the SFIA sites. Indeed, applying a chi-square test

showed that the variation between SFIA sites and non-SFIA sites as a whole was not

statistically different (see below).
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