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INTRODUCTION
Summer Programming at Jumpstart
During the 2016-2017 program year, Jumpstart implemented additional summer programming as part of a multi-year
effort to serve more children. In the summer of 2017, Jumpstart served in community-based programs, summer preschool
programs, public housing developments, and/or other non-traditional settings, with the aim of reaching a new population
of children. Stand-alone summer programming was offered in Massachusetts (Massachusetts Service Alliance’s summer
program and the National Direct Boston Public Housing Summer Program), Illinois (the National Direct Chicago summer
program), Pennsylvania (the National Direct Pittsburgh summer program), New York (New York’s summer program),
and Georgia (Atlanta Bridge program). Additional programming was also offered across the network to fill volunteer
slots.
Over the course of the summer, members offered programming which ranged from traditional Jumpstart sessions (two 2hour sessions per week) to two to three 90-minute literacy sessions per week. During these sessions, members provided
individualized support in language and literacy content and expanded upon the classrooms’ existing efforts. To
understand how children receiving summer programming progressed in language and literacy skills over the course of
the summer, Jumpstart’s Research and Evaluation department conducted an evaluation of select summer programs.
Given that in 2017, summer programs varied in their approach to curricula used and evaluation (including the way in
which they assessed children and collected basic information), the aggregated results in this report are intended to be
descriptive only and for initial learning about the potential outcomes of a short-term intervention. Furthermore, this
report includes results for only a subset of the children participating in summer programming. As part of Jumpstart’s
ongoing efforts to standardize summer programming, a new summer model has been developed and is being
implemented during the summer of 2018.
RESEARCH QUESTION
How did children receiving summer programming in 2017 progress in language and literacy skills over the course of the
summer?
METHODS
Participants
Of the 12,230 children who participated with Jumpstart over the course of the 2016-2017 program year, 697 received
stand-alonei summer programming. Thirty-nine participated through the Massachusetts Service Alliance’s summer
program, 47 through National Direct’s Boston Public Housing Summer Program, 39 through National Direct’s Chicago
summer program, 79 through National Direct’s Pittsburgh summer program, 445 through New York’s summer program,
and 48 through the Atlanta Bridge program. Results for the New Yorkii and Atlanta programs are not included in this
report.
Demographics
Demographic information for 67 children served during the summer who had information available and family consent
for Jumpstart to use this information is shown in Table 1. As a note, demographic information was only available for
children served by the Massachusetts Service Alliance and National Direct Chicago summer programs. Data for all
children served throughout the program year (grey) are shown as a reference alongside the summer data.
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Table 1
Percentage of Children in Each Demographic Category During the 2016-2017 Program Year

DEMOGRAPHICS

Percentage,
Summer 2017

Percentage,
All 2016-2017

Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latinx
White
Multiple races
Other

55%
33%
13%
-

6%
35%
39%
8%
10%
1%

Home Language
Chinese
English
Haitian Creole
Spanish
Other

84%
13%
3%

3%
69%
1%
23%
4%

38%
62%

50%
50%

6%
16%
75%
3%

5%
39%
52%
3%
<1%

Gender
Female
Male

Age
Under 3 years (36.00 months) old
3 years (36.00 - 47.99 months) old
4 years (48.00 - 59.99 months) old
5 years (60.00 - 71.99 months) old
6 years (72.00 months) or older

-

Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Response rates varied across demographics: Race/Ethnicity = 96%; Home
Languageiii = 96%; Gender = 97%; Age = 100%.

As a note, children receiving summer programming were older, on average, than those receiving school-year
programming; the average age of children in summer programs was 52.27 months (4 years, 4 months), while the average
age of children in school-year programs was 48.79 months (4 years, 1 month).iv This was true despite the fact that age was
calculated as of 10/1/2016v for all children. Given that summer programs typically started after 5/1/2017, this means that
by the time they were exposed to Jumpstart and were administered their pre-intervention assessments, children in
summer programs were even older (by approximately seven months) than children served during the school-year were
when they were assessed at pre-intervention.
Evaluation Samples
Of the 697 children who participated in Jumpstart summer programs, 59 were included in the TOPEL evaluation samplevi;
they had family consent for evaluation activities, pre- and post-intervention TOPEL assessment data, and completed the
summer program (42 days enrolled). Separately, 28 children served during the summer were included in the JSSC
evaluation samplevii; they had family consent for evaluation activities, pre- and post-intervention JSSC assessment data,
and completed the summer program (42 days enrolled). No children were assessed on both assessments.
Assessments
Test of Preschool Early Literacy
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The Test of Preschool Early Literacy (TOPEL) is a direct assessment tool for 3-to-5-year-old children widely used in
intervention research.viii The TOPEL has three subtests: Phonological Awareness, Definitional Vocabulary, and Print
Knowledge. Children score one point for each item answered correctly (e.g., on the Phonological Awareness subtest,
correctly pointing to the picture of a lamb when prompted with “now point to lamp without /p/”). The total number
of points on each subtest is the raw score for that subtest. A child’s raw scores are converted to standard scores that
are norm-referenced and based on her chronological age. Her standard scores on the three subtests are combined to
produce the Early Literacy Index (ELI), a composite score that provides a picture of her overall literacy skills. For the
purposes of this report, only standard scores are analyzed.
Higher standard scores on the TOPEL represent more advanced skills. The average score for the three subtests and
the ELI is 100. The closer a child’s standard score is to 100, the closer her performance is to the expected average for
her age. Scores above 110 suggest that children have gained emergent language and literacy skills that predict
kindergarten success. Trained assessors administer the TOPEL at pre- and post-intervention.
Jumpstart School Success Checklist
The Jumpstart School Success Checklist (JSSC) is comprised of select items from the HighScope Educational Research
Foundation’s Preschool Child Observation Record (COR), 2nd Edition (HighScope, 2003), a standardized teacher
observational tool. Typically, preschool teachers complete the JSSC at pre-intervention (before children attend
sessions) and at post-intervention (after program completion). In select sites, teachers also complete the JSSC at midintervention.
The JSSC consists of 15 items that focus on language and literacy skills as well as social-emotional competencies that
have a language component (e.g., relating to adults through conversation, and making choices and plans by verbally
expressing them). On each item, a child is given a score of 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5, where each score corresponds to a specific
skill/behavior, and higher scores represent a more developmentally advanced skill. For example, on Item 7
(Reading), a child who receives a 4 recognizes a written word, while a child who receives a 5 can read aloud a simple
phrase or sentence. Item-level scores are whole numbers only; assessors cannot assign item scores that are decimals
or fractions. A gain of one point or more in the total scale average (i.e., the average of the scores on the 15 items) over
the course of one year is considered a substantive gain.
OUTCOMES
Pre- to Post-Intervention Gains on the TOPEL
Summer programs in 2017 varied in their approach to curricula used and evaluation (including the way in which they
assessed children and collected basic information). The outcomes presented in this section are intended to be
descriptive only, and for initial learning about the potential outcomes of a short-term intervention.
Of the 59 children included in the TOPEL evaluation sample, 36 (61%) made pre- to post-intervention gains on the Early
Literacy Index (ELI), a composite, standard score obtained by combining the scores of all three subtests. ix
The Definitional Vocabulary subtest, which measures single-word oral and definitional vocabulary, was associated with
the largest percentage of children (73%) making pre- to post-intervention gains. Fifty-four percent of children in the
sample (32) made gains on the Print Knowledge subtest, which measures alphabet knowledge, and 42% (25) made gains
on Phonological Awareness, which measures elision (omission of one or more sounds in a word to form a new word) and
blending abilities. See Figure 1. Because standard scores take a child’s chronological age into account, making a gain on
these measures indicates growth beyond what would be expected given typical development.
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Figure 1. Percentage of children making gains over the course of the summer on each of the subtests and the ELI.
As a group, children in the evaluation sample demonstrated gains on two of the three subtests and the ELI. Pre- and postintervention averages and average gains are depicted in Table 2. The largest gains were seen on the Definitional
Vocabulary subtest. While it appears that a small loss was seen on the Phonological Awareness subtest, this may reflect
the fact that children naturally develop and learn in ways that are characteristically unevenx. The Phonological Awareness
subtest is also the last of the three administered, making it the area in which children are most likely to show fatigue,
especially if they had participated in the pre-intervention administration of the test (which asks the same questions, in the
same order) just 7-8 weeks prior. Lastly, this may not have been a focus of the curriculum that was offered, with some
programming focusing only on vocabulary and comprehension skills.
As a reference, during the school-year, TOPEL gainsxi ranged from 7.52 on Print Knowledge to 10.9 on the Early Literacy
Index. For summer programming, which is shorter in duration, smaller gains are expected.
Table 2
Pre- and Post-Intervention Scores on Each TOPEL Subtest and ELI

Average
Pre-intervention
Score

Average
Post-intervention
Score

Average
Gain

Print Knowledge

100.64

102.86

+2.22

Definitional
Vocabulary

96.53

103.41

+6.88

Phonological
Awareness

94.27

93.14

-1.14

95.86

99.27

+3.41

Subtest

Early Literacy
Index

Note: Gains shown here are averages of individual children’s gains, and may not equal the difference between the average
pre-intervention and average post-intervention scores.
Pre- to Post-Intervention Gains on the JSSC
Of the 28 children included in the JSSC evaluation sample, 20 (71%) made pre- to post-intervention gains. Children in the
sample began the summer with an average pre-intervention score of 3.57, and ended the summer with an average postintervention score of 3.73, posting an average gain of 0.16 on the five-point scale of the JSSC. As a reference, children
participating with Jumpstart over the course of an entire school year typically post an average gain of 1.00 or more. For
summer programming that takes place over a shorter period, smaller gains are expected. It is also possible that
incremental growth made by some children may not be detected, given that item-level scores on the JSSC are whole
numbers only.
It is worth noting that the average pre-intervention score of children entering summer programs (3.57) was slightly higher
than the average post-intervention score of children finishing school-year programs (3.68)xii; thus, children participating in
summer programming had a high baseline and relatively little room for growth. This may be due, in part, to the higher
average age of children participating in summer programming as compared to school-year programming, and is
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consistent with the age-based differences presented in other reports.xiii Given the small sample size for this report, the
Research and Evaluation team did not analyze the outcomes of subsamples based on age; however, these would be
interesting analyses for future years as Jumpstart continues to expand its summer programming and sample sizes
increase.
SUMMARY
Given the short duration of Jumpstart summer programs, as well as the wide variation in implementation across sites, it is
encouraging that participating children made demonstrable gains in language and literacy skills. In the next few years,
expanding and improving summer programming will continue to be a priority for Jumpstart. A newly developed
“summer model” will allow for a more standardized approach to program implementation in the summer of 2018 and
beyond, and Jumpstart will aim to serve larger numbers of children each summer. It will be interesting to examine the
language and literacy outcomes of participating children as Jumpstart’s summer programming evolves.

i

“Stand-alone” summer programming refers to programming that does not include other programming that may have taken place
during the summer months but were an extension of school-year programming (e.g., for the purpose of filling volunteer slots).
ii A separate, external report for the New York summer program will be available.
iii To report home language on the child consent form, families were asked to choose the language most spoken in the home.
iv This difference was statistically significant, t(8,649)=3.29, p<.01
v A typical start date for the program year
vi 32 children served by National Direct Boston, 6 by Chicago, and 21 by Pittsburgh. Demographics for this subsample are not reported,
because information was only available for 6 of the 59 children.
vii All served by Massachusetts Service Alliance. Demographics for this subsample are not included in this report.
viii The TOPEL is a standardized, norm-referenced measure of early language and literacy skills. Norm-referenced tests compare and
rank test takers in relation to others who have already taken the test – the normative sample. The TOPEL was normed on a group of 842
children from across the U.S. This sample closely approximates the U.S. population by geographic area, gender, ethnicity, family
income, families’ educational attainment, exceptionality status (e.g., learning disorders, emotional disturbance, hearing impairment),
and age.
ix The ELI is a composite score obtained by converting the sum of the standard scores on the subtests to a standard score; it is not an
average of the standard scores on the subtests.
x Copple, C., & Bredekamp, S. (2009). Developmentally appropriate practice in early childhood programs serving children from birth through age
8, (3rd ed.). Washington, D.C.: National Association for the Education of Young Children.
xi Gains for children in traditional programming (i.e., non-Curriculum Revisions Pilot sample)
xii The JSSC outcomes for children participating in school-year programming can be found in the xxx report.
xiii For example, the Jumpstart Program Evaluation, Summer 2017, New York, NY examined the outcomes of 3, 4, and 5 year-old children,
and found that 3-year-olds had the lowest baseline scores and demonstrated the largest gains, followed by 4-year-olds, then 5-yearolds. As of the date of publication, the New York report was not public.
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