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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The aim of this evaluation was to determine the extent to which the FAST programme met three of 

its main objectives that are: 

 Enhancement of family functioning 

 Prevention of school failure in the target child 

 Reduction of stress that families experience from daily life 

 

This evaluation adopted a pre- post-test no control mixed method design using relevant 

standardized measures with acceptable psychometric properties. We analysed data obtained from 

FAST participants in 140 schools across the UK during Autumn 2013 and Summer 2014, with the 

addition of 3 schools from Autumn 2012 and 3 from Summer 2013. A total of 2,607 families were 

recruited into the programme during this period; 96% engaged (i.e., attended at least one FAST 

session) 82% graduated (i.e., completed 6 or mores sessions) while 75% completed follow-up.  

Four impact measures with subscales were enlisted to determine meaningful impact of FAST on 

Prevention of School Failure in the target child. FAST had meaningful impact (i.e., effect size ≥ 0.20) 

on three of these measures - Academic Competence; Parental Involvement In Education (Teacher); 

and Child Behaviour At School. Nation-specific variations were not superior to UK-wide results. 

The extent of meaningful impact of FAST in enhancement of family functioning was evaluated using 

four measures. FAST had meaningful impact on Family Relationships; Parent-Child Relationship; and 

Child Behaviour at Home but not Parenting Self-efficacy, except in Northern Ireland where all four 

measures were affected. 

 

The impact of FAST on reduction of stress of daily life was evaluated using five measures. In the UK 

sample, FAST had meaningful impact on all measures - Community Social Relationships; Social 

Support; Reciprocal Support; Social Efficacy and General Efficacy. However, there were variations in 

country-specific results. 

 

In summary, it is evident that FAST has meaningful impact on prevention of school failure, 

enhancement of family functioning and reducing stress of daily life.  Over the two periods of 

evaluation (2012-2013 and 2013-14) the magnitude of effectiveness remains relatively stable across 

family samples and across the UK.  This strongly suggests that, without major modification to the 

programme components, the magnitude of input may be approaching a ceiling.   

While recruitment targets have been robustly delivered across the UK, there are schools where 

family recruitment remained low.  For instance, 11 schools in England recruited fewer than 10 

families in a cycle.  Overall, school representation in families was achieved in Scotland, Wales and 

Northern Ireland, but not in England.  The shortfall in England can be excused given the large 

number of local authorities and the resource required to achieve optimum representativeness.  

Many nationwide research projects often struggle to achieve this and would opt for cluster sampling. 
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Compared to last year, improvements have also been made in the following areas: 

1) Retention rates. 

2) Representativeness in team members’ responses. 

3) FAST organisation and implementation. 

4) Data quality. 

 

Recommendations 

 

1. There is a need to explore the problem areas identified by team members. FAST UK will be 

implementing a series of webinar workshops to address these. 

 

2. The FAST team may wish to consider implementation using a cluster model in areas with 

significantly different deprivation indices. This approach may help verify the ‘ceiling effect’ 

and maximise the potential of increasing the magnitude of effect sizes and thus FAST’s 

practical significance for families, schools and the community. 
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PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION 

Families And Schools Together (FAST) was first developed in Madison, Wisconsin, USA, in 1988 by 

Dr. Lynn McDonald and Dr Stephen Billingham.  FAST is a multi-systemic, universal, non-targeted, 

social approach to increasing child well-being, especially in deprived low-income communities.  

The weekly and monthly multi-family groups build relationships within the family, across families, 

between parents and school, and parents and the community. Since 2001 FAST has undergone 

four completed randomised controlled trials which have shown improved child mental health 

outcomes. Over the years, the FAST programme has been modified based on service user and 

practitioner feedback and findings from the new brain research and research on social capital. 

 

FAST has received numerous awards and honours, which include becoming recognised 

as an evidence-based, proven best practice programme, by a number of important and 

influential organisations: 

 

 2010 – United Kingdom – Signature Programme for Save the Children UK. 

 2010 – UNODC (United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime) as an evidence- based family 

skills programme. 

 2010 – United Kingdom – Centre for Excellence and Outcomes (C4EO). 

 2009 – United States – National Registry of Effective Prevention Programmes (NREPP). 

 2008 – United Kingdom – National Academy for Parenting Practitioners. 

 2006 – United States – OJJDP (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) as an 

exemplary juvenile delinquency prevention programme. 

 2002 – United States – SAMHSA (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration) as a substance abuse/mental health prevention model programme. 

 

Today FAST is implemented in over 2500 schools in 20 countries, including 49 states in the United 

States and renowned for its established track record of high retention rates (80%) of families, 

especially those who are socially marginalised and living on low incomes.  These high retention rates 

hold across languages, cultures, religion, ethnicities, socio-economic strata, in urban and rural 

settings, and are, on average, higher and more consistent than other parenting programmes. 

 

Implementation Process 

FAST is a holistic, multi-systemic, parent involvement and relationship-building programme with a 

multi-family group approach.  It aims to build protective factors against stress for children, and 

thereby to increase their resilience, well-being and ability to learn.  This community-

strengthening programme is based on the social ecological theory of child development, as well 

as family systems theory, family stress theory, attachment theory, social learning theory, and 

community development strategies and theories of adult education.  FAST is an after school 

programme delivered over eight weeks, with a universal invitation to all families with children in a 

particular year group or age range. Participation is strictly voluntary. 

 

After the eight weekly sessions, the families who attended six sessions or more graduate in a 

public ceremony. The parents are then supported to set their own agenda for 22 monthly 



 

10 

 

multifamily group meetings called FASTWORKS.  The ongoing meetings sustain the relationships,  

which were built during the eight weekly sessions. With team support, parents design the 

FASTWORK agenda to maintain FAST family networks and identify community development 

goals. All FAST models include FASTWORKS as an integral component.  One of the major 

outcomes of FAST is four years post-graduation 86% of parents report continuing to regularly see 

a friend they met at FAST. 

 

Parents are partners at every level of the FAST programme from planning, to training, and 

implementation. The initial FAST weekly groups are led by a trained, multi- agency team of 

professionals from education, health and social care, with parents from the local school as partners. 

The team must be culturally representative of the families being served in the groups. The holistic, 

multi-systemic, relationship-building approach works to prevent poor outcomes for all children, 

especially the disadvantaged. 

 

A community, which invests in FAST, should see increases in: 

 Community leadership by parents. 

 Children’s success at school.  

 

Reduced rates of the following can also be expected: 

 School truancy and school failure. 

 Alcohol and drug misuse. 

 Youth delinquency and antisocial behaviour. 

 Child abuse and neglect. 

 Mental health problems. 

 Violence and aggression. 

 

The focus on building strong families, reducing stress, increasing social support, increasing social 

capital and increasing social inclusion promotes the strengths of any school and local community, 

and all of the families who live there. 

 

FAST Programme Goals and Objectives 

Goal 1: Enhance family functioning 

1.  Strengthen the parent-child relationship in specific and focused ways. 

2.  Empower the parents to become the primary prevention agents for their own children. 

3.  Improve child behaviour at home. 

 

Goal 2: Prevent the target child from experiencing school failure 

1.  Improve the FAST child’s behaviour and performance in school, both over the short-term 

and long term. 

2.  Empower the parents in their role as partners in the educational process. 

3.  Increase the child and family’s feelings of affiliation toward the school. 

4.  Improve child behaviour at school. 

 

Goal 3: Reduce the stress that families experience from daily life 

1.  Offer on-going opportunities for building social support among parents. 
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2.  Link the family to appropriate community resources and services as needed. 

3.  Empower parents to establish relationships and increase their effectiveness in dealing with 

everyday life. 

 

Goal 4: Prevent substance abuse by the child and family 

1.  Build protective factors against children becoming involved in substance abuse in the future by 

strengthening the parent-child and family relationships and improving child behaviour at home and at 

school. 

2.  Reduce parent substance use. 

 

At the eight weekly multi-family group meetings, there are structured activities to build the parent 

child bond and social connections. FAST is a simple package of research- based, highly interactive 

family games, with time for parents to meet one another and talk about things in a parent group. 

FAST employs a positive approach based on family systems and community/school collaborations. 

This approach is designed to enhance the child’s functioning in school, in the community, and at 

home. Furthermore, the programme promotes increased parental involvement in the child’s life, 

within the family unit, with other parents at the school, with the school personnel, and with 

community agencies. High levels of parental involvement are a protective factor that increases the 

likelihood of children succeeding and the child’s well-being. 

 

FAST can serve up to 100 families at a time and universally recruited families meet in groups of 

ten called “hubs.” The groups are implemented by the collaborative FAST team that is 

comprised of at least four members per hub: at least one, and up to three, parent partners with a 

child (not from the identified year group) at the school must be on each hub team; a school partner 

from the school being served; and a community-based partner(s) from health, social work, or 

different organisations. After the first FAST group, parents who have graduated are supported to 

progress to become FAST team members during future FAST groups. With training and support, 

FAST parent graduates can host the FAST groups with great effect. 

 

Each hub meets separately. Each weekly session includes six key elements bracketed by opening 

and closing rituals: (1) a meal shared as a family unit; (2) family communication games played at a 

family table; (3) peer time for couples or buddies; (4) a self-help parent group; (5) one-to-one 

parent-child time; and (6) a fixed door prize that lets every family win once.  These core 

components aim to strengthen the bonds within and between families, and between families and 

the school, and to connect people within the community. 

 

Families graduate from the programme at the end of eight weeks and then participate in monthly 

follow-up meetings for two years. With team support, FAST graduated parents design the agenda 

to maintain FAST family networks that were developed during the initial eight weeks, and identify 

community development goals. The content can be academically enhanced with active contributions 

from teachers. 
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Research on FAST 

FAST has gained status as an evidence-based programme by the UN, in the UK and the US as a result 

of rigorous research on the effectiveness of the programme. To date four large randomised 

controlled trials with one or two-year follow-up have been carried out to test that FAST helps 

children and their families (Abt Associates, 2001; Kratochwill et al., 2004; McDonald et al., 2006; 

Kratochwill et al., 2009). Further details about each of these research studies and their findings can 

be found at www.mdx.ac.uk/FAST along with details of other relevant publications.  There are also 

ongoing studies of the FAST programme and new developments. 

http://www.mdx.ac.uk/FAST
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FIGURE 1:   FAST Logic Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Inputs 

FAST Team Facilities  Supplies   

Funding  Home Visits 

Activities 

8 weekly sessions with: 

 
Family Flag/Shield 

 
Family Meal 

 
FAST Hello 

FAST Music Scribbles Feeling Charades 

Parent Group Children’s Time Special Play 
Door Prize Announcements Rain 

Monthly meeting, called FASTWORKS, held for 22 months after weekly sessions 

Outputs 

Recruitment, Engagement and Retention rates 

 

Short-term Impact 

Improve family functioning 

Increase parent social support 

Improve child behaviour at home and school 

Increase parent involvement in education 

Reduce stress of daily living 

Improve parent-child relationship 

Expand parent social relationships 

 

Long-term impact 

Increased child well-being and parent relationships, and also, prevention of: 

 

Alcohol and drug abuse. Violence and aggression 

School truancy and failure. Child abuse and neglect. 

Mental health problems. Youth delinquency and antisocial behaviour 
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EVALUATION DESIGN AND 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Evaluation Design 

Evaluation is an integral part of on-going implementation of the F A S T  p r o g r a m m e . Every 

FAST group is required to evaluate to ensure that the retention rates remain high and that the 

child and family outcomes in each school in each local authority are achieved. This is a requirement 

for evidence based programmes. The Quality Assurance structure for replication of this model 

has been recognised for its commitment to local communities. Implementers should have a chance 

to receive feedback about their good practices and areas for improvement. 

 
The FAST evaluation uses a pre and post mixed methods evaluation design, with two independent 

reporters (parent and teacher), using standardised instruments with established validity and 

reliability, and one-tailed, paired t-test analyses. Each respondent completes a questionnaire 

designed specifically to measure FAST programme goals both before the programme (pre-test) 

and again after the eight-week cycle (post-test). Parents answer questions about social relationships, 

social support, involvement in their child’s education, self-efficacy, family environment, and the 

child’s behaviour. Demographic data and feedback on the satisfaction with the programme are also 

collected from the parents at the end. Teachers complete a questionnaire about the child’s 

behaviour and academic performance, and about the parent’s involvement in the child’s education. 

There are also open-ended perspectives on service users experiences solicited in the 

questionnaires as well as on a review panel at the end of the 8-week programme. 

 

Programme Integrity of FAST Implementation 

Site visits by certified FAST trainers are made on three of the 8 weekly multi-family group 

sessions to monitor the programme integrity of the multi-family group implementation. This 

supervision is a required feature of the FAST replication-training model. The FAST trainers use a 

Quality of Implementation Checklist at each site visit, and monitor the programme fidelity of the 

implementation and provide detailed feedback to the team the next morning. Forty per cent (40%) 

of the evidence-based programme is core components that cannot be changed, and 60% of the 

processes are locally adapted. The groups are process oriented and are flexible with the input of the 

culturally representative teams. Therefore, on-site supervision is critical for assuring that the groups 

are implemented with the core components. If there is significant drift, the anticipated outcomes 

cannot be achieved. At the end of the implementation, the team meets to review the FAST 

outcome evaluation report, listen to the feedback of the parent graduates on a panel, and 

complete the Programme Integrity Checklist (PIC). These PIC forms establish whether the local 

FAST implementation conducted by the team was ideal, adequate or inadequate. All of these 

feedback loops must be carried out, in order for a new site to be certified. Re-certification at 

three years repeats the entire process once again, to achieve the outcomes of this evidence-based 

model, and to prevent programme drift. The original evaluation design was developed by Dr. Lynn 

McDonald, Professor of Social Work and FAST programme founder with Dr. Stephen Billingham, in 

1990 for the Statewide FAST Initiative in Wisconsin.  The evaluation reporting structure was further 

developed for the Centre for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) in 1992 by Dr. Lynn McDonald, 
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Professor of Social Work and Dr. Thomas Sayger (University of Tennessee). The evaluation process 

was later reviewed with Department of Justice funding by Dr. Lynn McDonald, Professor of Social 

Work, with Dr. Paul Moberg (University of Wisconsin-Madison 2002).  The evaluation format was 

adapted for a UK audience in 2009 and a more recent revision of the evaluation format occurred at 

Middlesex University in 2013 by the current report writers. 

Data Collection 
All schools or sites use a standard protocol to invite families to participate in the FAST programme. 

School personnel contact families about FAST, and those families who are interested in participating 

in the programme receive personal contacts with/or home visits from the FAST team members. 

At the one to one meeting, team members explain the programme, invite the parent to come and 

try it once, and ask the parents to complete the pre-programme questionnaire. At this time, 

parents are also asked to complete an informed consent form that asks for permission to consult 

the child’s teacher and explains how confidentiality is maintained. The child’s teacher is asked to 

complete the pre-programme questionnaire after the target child’s parent gives informed consent. 

Participation in the programme and the evaluation are strictly voluntary. 

Within two weeks of the programme ending, team members distribute post-programme 

questionnaires to parents and teachers. After the post-programme questionnaires are completed, 

the evaluation materials are sent to FAST, Middlesex University in London for analysis. The data 

are entered and analysed with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). An 

independent evaluator is then assigned to summarise and interpret the data. 

Research Ethics and Confidentiality of Participants 
The data presented in this evaluation has been collected, stored, managed and analysed in 

adherence to research ethics guidelines and principles established by Middlesex University and 

Families and Schools Together, Inc.  All families and teachers who participated in this cycle of FAST 

has given signed informed consent for the completion, collection and analysis of questionnaires 

before and after FAST, which allows for the option to fully or partially complete questionnaires, 

given the sensitive nature of some questions and items, and for non-completion. 

In order to protect confidentiality, each family is assigned an identification number by the FAST 

team member in charge of coordinating the data. The family is identified by this number on all 

programme questionnaires. The numbers allow evaluation staff to match each parent’s and 

teacher’s pre- and post-questionnaires. Respondents seal the completed questionnaires with 

confidentiality stickers, and the completed questionnaires are sent for analysis to Middlesex 

University. Only aggregated group results are reported and no individual responses can be matched 

to a particular child or parent. The only person who has access to the completed questionnaires, ID 

numbers and names are the evaluation staff at FAST at Middlesex University. The files are kept in a 

locked cabinet. Any identifying information, such as family IDs and names, is kept in secure files 

separate from the completed questionnaires. Furthermore, any possible identifying information at 

the local site is deleted from responses to open-ended questions. The outcomes of interest are 

group outcomes. 

Data Usage, Analysis and Reporting 
The practice used in this evaluation was to utilise all data collected (and available) via questionnaires 

in order to fully capture all families and teachers who graduated in this FAST cycle. Therefore, 

demographic information is reported on all FAST graduate families who provided this information, 

and percentages generated in other data tables in this evaluation are based on all responses given 
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to a question or item in a particular questionnaire (e.g. parent pre, teacher post, etc.). One-tailed 

paired t-tests are conducted for those graduate families where matching questionnaire sets were 

returned (e.g. parent pre and post, teacher pre and post) as this is necessary in order to perform 

the statistical analysis to determine impact, or change, after FAST. 

Evaluation Measures 
The FAST team at Middlesex University is responsible for the evaluation of each FAST cycle. 

FAST evaluation uses standardised quantitative and qualitative measures. Listed in Table 1 below are 

the measures used in the FAST evaluation and their corresponding programme goals. The 

description and psychometric characteristics of FAST impact measures in the UK are available in 

Appendix 1 and 2. 

TABLE 1 Evaluation measures used by FAST 
 

Measures Used Programme Goals 
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Family Environment Scale (FES) – Family Relationship Index  

(Adapted from Moos & Moos, 1981) 

x x x x 

Parent-Child Relationship 

(McDonald & Moberg, 2002) 

x x x x 

Self-Efficacy  

(Adapted from Sherer, et al., 1982; Spoth et al., 1995; Coleman & 

Karraker, 2000) 

x  x x 

Parental Involvement in Education  

(Adapted from Epstein & Salinas, 1993; Shumow et al., 1996) 
 x   

Academic Competence 

(Gresham & Elliott, 1990) 
 x  x 

Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)  

(Goodman, 1997) 
 x x x 

Community Social Relationships  

(McDonald & Moberg, 2002) 

x  x  

Social Support  

(Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991) 

  x  

Reciprocal Parent Support 

(McDonald & Moberg, 2002) 

 x x  
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About this Report 

For each goal, the report provides scores for the related scales and subscales, the pre- and post-

test means, standard deviation, and level of significance. There are tables of figures, bars and 

graphs. These are for evaluating best practices in FAST communities that were evaluated. Pre- 

and post-test scores for individual items are presented in the report as well. This report also 

contains suggestions for improving outcomes for each programme goal. In addition to the 

programme goals, this report also contains a section on consumer satisfaction. 

 
Reading and Understanding Information and Data in this Report 

To enhance ease of readability and comprehension of this evaluation for all audiences, this 

evaluation includes a number of tables and figures, which are complemented with sections 

discussing the data presented.  Figures are included for many of the large statistical data tables in 

order to provide a more visual perspective on this numeric data. In addition, data discussion 

paragraphs are also provided to explain the information contained in these graphs. In the appendix, 

there is also a glossary of key terminology related to this evaluation. Finally, the following sections 

will also help to explain key information on FAST data collection tools and interpretation. 

 
Standardised Instruments 

In this evaluation several standardised instruments are used to measure child and family 

functioning. A standardised instrument with established validity and reliability would have been 

tested, re-tested and/or adapted for different cultural groups, across large samples, and compared 

with other instruments. 

 

Scales and Subscales 

This report relies primarily on scales within the standardised instruments that are made up of 

individual questions or items. Scales measure a construct, such as family environment or parent 

involvement in school, using a number of questions. Scales are also referred to as measures. Most 

scales measure several dimensions of a construct, referred to as subscales. For example, overall 

family environment is measured by cohesion, expressiveness and conflict. These three subscales 

measure different dimensions of the family environment. Each of these subscales is made up of a 

number of questions or items. 

 

Reliability and Validity of Scales 

The majority of scales used in this evaluation have been tested for their reliability and validity. Inter-

item reliability refers to the internal consistency or connectedness between the questions used in 

the scale. Test-retest reliability is the stability of the scale between two time points, for example a 

family’s score on the measure family cohesion should be pretty much the same after a couple of 

months if no change has occurred within the family. Coefficients of 0.70 and above are seen as good 

reliability. 

Validity of a scale refers to the ability of the scale to measure what it is intended to measure. 

Validity can be checked against other measures that measure the same or a very similar construct. 

For example the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire used in this evaluation is highly correlated 

with the Child Behaviour Checklist which is another widely used child behaviour instrument. A valid 

scale should be able to discriminate between samples such as a normal and a clinical group. In this 
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aggregate report we have presented the reliability coefficients (alpha coefficients) of the impact 

measures derived from FAST UK data for the first time. 

N 

The symbol N indicates the number of valid responses for a question or scale. For example, N = 5 

means that five respondents gave a valid response to a question or a set of questions. 

 
Mean 

Mean refers to the average of participants’ scores for a scale or subscale. When looking at the tables, 

see if the mean of the post-test increases or decreases compared to the pre-test mean. For example, 

we expect ‘conflict’ scores to decrease from pre- to post- test, and we expect ‘social support’ scores 

to increase from pre- to post-test. 

 
Standard Deviation (SD) 

Standard deviation measures the amount of variation among scores within a group. For example, 

four respondents in Group A answered 3, 3, 3, and 3 to question 1, with mean=3 and SD=0. Group 

B answered 1, 5, 1, 5 to question 1, with a mean=3 and SD= 2.3. Even though both groups have 

the same average score of 3, there is less variability in scores for Group A than for Group B. 

Greater variability in scores indicates that scores are more spread out and that respondents are 

dissimilar in this regard. 

Statistical Significance (p) and Stars 

Statistical significance tells us the extent to which the differences between the pre-and post-test 

values occur by chance. The smaller the significance level, the more certain we can be that the 

change between the pre- and post-tests did not happen by chance. For example, a significance level 

of p<.01 (2 stars**) indicates a less than one out of one hundred, or 1% probability, that the 

changes reported are due to chance rather than by the best practice of FAST groups. The generally 

accepted level of statistical significance is p<. 05 (1 star *), which means that there is less than a 5% 

chance that the change measured was random. A very significant result (p<. 001), i.e., one in a 

thousand, is denoted by 3 stars***.   

Percentage Change 

Percentage Change is all about comparing old to new values. We calculate this value by subtracting 

the pre-test mean from the post-test mean, then dividing by the pre-test mean and then multiply by 

100. When a finding is statistically significant, i.e. there is a less than 5% chance the change was due 

to chance, we report a statistically significant percentage improvement. For example, take a 

subscale with a pre-test mean of 2.0 that increased to a post-test mean of 2.5.  If statistical analysis 

showed this change to be significant, we would calculate the statistically significant percent increase 

by subtracting 2.0 from 2.5 (result = .5), then divide .5 by 2.0 for a percent increase of 25%. 

Note: In many cases, percent increases may exceed 100%.   Using the above example, if the 

post-test mean instead was 5.5, this would be a statistically significant increase of 175% (5.5-

2.0/2.0).  Percentage changes reported in this evaluation have been calculated based on raw, 

unrounded data in order to provide the most accurate percentage however data provided in this 

report for means and standard deviations has been rounded (e.g. 3.45676 would be rounded up 

to 3.47 and 3.45456 would be rounded down to 3.45).  
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Examples of How to Explain the Findings 

Unlike percentages and average data presented in this evaluation, reading and explaining statistical 

data involves a more advanced understanding. As an example, Table 8 in last year’s report 

(Oyefeso, Edge, Evbota, Clancy, Thomas & Sadique, 2014) provided a summary of improvements on 

Prevention of School Failure in the UK. One of these findings was +4.5% improvement in academic 

competence (P<0.001). In lay language, this outcome can be explained in the following way: “After 

FAST teachers reported a significant improvement in academic competence by 4.5%. This 

finding also occurred at the p<.001 significance level. Therefore, we are confident that we would 

obtain a similar result 99.9% of the time if FAST was repeated in a similar sample”. Please see 

the section below on p-values for a more detailed explanation. 

 

TABLE 2 Explanation of p-values 
 

P-value/Level of 

significance 

Number of stars 

to denote level 

Confidence level Probability of 

outcome 

occurring by 

chance 

Language used 

for describing 

signifiance 

 

p<.05 

 

*
 

 

95%
 

 

5%
 

Statistically 

significant 

 

p<.01 

 

**
 

 

99%
 

 

1%
 

Statistically 

significant 

 

p<.001 

 

*** 

 

99.9% 

 

.1% 

Highly Statistically 

significant 

 

Effect Size 

In pre- post-test evaluation designs, an effect size is a measure that describes the magnitude of the 

difference between pre- and post-test means expressed in standard deviation units. An effect size is 

the product of the difference between pre and post-test means divided by the standard deviation of 

the difference. It is a measure of practical importance of a statistically significant finding. Many 

evaluators use the concept of statistical significance to determine whether a particular programme 

had an impact. However, this is not necessarily a good idea since statistical significance is heavily 

dependent upon sample size. For example, very small effects can be statistically significant with a 

study sample of 1,000 students, while relatively large effects are often not statistically significant with 

a small sample. For example, in some schools, FAST was only able to recruit less than 15 families. 

Ultimately, what matters most is not statistical significance, but rather, whether the size of an effect 

is meaningful in a practical sense. Researchers and evaluators use the concept of effect size to 

determine this. Cohen (1988) proposed rules of thumb for interpreting effect sizes: a “small” effect 

size is .20, a “moderate or medium” effect size is .50, and a “large” effect size is .80. The higher the 

effect size, the more reliable is the impact of a programme. Furthermore, with an effect size of at 

least 0.20, the evaluation findings can be deemed to be of practical significance and therefore good 

value for money. 
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FINDINGS 

The findings of this report relate to FAST cycles that occurred during Autumn 2013 and Summer 

2014, with the addition of 3 sites from Autumn 2012 and 3 from Summer 20131.  A total of 208 

FAST cycles were implemented in 203 schools across the UK during this period. Twenty-eight 

schools were excluded from this evaluation due to insufficient data. Additionally 32 schools were 

excluded from evaluation because they implemented repeat cycles2 while 2 sites provided evaluation 

data after the deadline for data processing and analysis. Altogether, 146 cycles from 146 schools 

provided data that were included in this report (England, 85; Scotland, 22; Wales, 20; Northern 

Ireland, 19).  

Achievement of Inputs and Outputs 

Achievement of Inputs 

School Recruitment Target: Each school enrolled in the FAST programme had a recruitment 

target; 97% had a target of 25 families and 3% had a target of 40. Altogether, the recruitment target 

across the UK was 3,700 (England, 2,170; Scotland, 550; Wales, 530; Northern Ireland, 450). 

Overall, 70% of the recruitment target was achieved across the UK, indicating a successful 

recruitment drive. Country-specific targets and achievements are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Recruitment target 

 Recruitment 

Target 

Families recruited % Achieved 

England 2170 1502 69.2 

Scotland 550 375 68.2 

Wales 530 401 75.7 

Northern Ireland 450 329 73.1 

UK 3700 2607 70.5 

 

School Distribution: To determine geographical representativeness, recruitment of schools into 

the FAST programme during the period of evaluation was compared to the population distribution 

of the UK (National Statistics (2013) estimates), which is as follows: England (84.1%); Scotland 

(8.3%); Wales (4.8%); and Northern Ireland (2.8%). When school recruitment figures are adjusted to 

the UK population, the expected number of schools that should have been recruited into the FAST 

programme during the period in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland was 122, 12, 7, and 

5, respectively. 

Team Members: A total of 1,336 FAST team members from 141 schools completed the evaluation 

questionnaire, giving an average of 9 (rounded down to an integer) members per school. From this 

figure, the expected number of team members across 146 schools recruited into FAST UK was 

1,383, giving an estimated questionnaire response rate of 97%. This rate is a significant improvement 

                                                

 

1 6 additional sites (3 Autumn 2012 & 3 Summer 2013) included in this report provided evaluation data after 

the deadline for the 2013 aggregate report. 
2 Repeat cycles are not subject to evaluation and 32 schools provided no data. 
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over the previous year’s figure of 32%. The views of respondents about FAST programme delivery 

are reported later in this report under ‘Achievement in Partnerships and Alliances’ 

Achievement of Outputs 

Recruitment and Retention Rates: In 2013-14, the FAST UK programme recruited 2,607 

families (England, 1502; Scotland, 375; Wales, 401; Northern Ireland, 329), an increase of 42% over 

the previous year, with the largest increase in Wales (England, 46%; Scotland, 41%; Wales, 51%; 

Northern Ireland, 25%). 

The majority of families that completed baseline (96%), graduated (82%) and completed follow-up 

(75%) is shown in (Figure 2).  

FIGURE 2:   Pattern of Recruitment and Retention 

 

  

Recruited = 2607                                                           (100%)  

Completed Baseline = 2515                                (96%)  

Engaged = 2367                                              (91%)  

 Graduated = 2147                        (82%) 

Completed  

Follow-up = 1960              (75%) 
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Table 4 below shows the flow of retention in the UK countries. Families that ‘engaged’ attended at 

least one session while families that ‘graduated’ attended 6 or more programme sessions. 

TABLE 4: Participants’ Retention 
 UK  England Scotland Wales Northern 

Ireland 

Participants: N=2607 N=1502 N =375 N=401 N=329 

 % % % % % 

Completed baseline 96 95 98 99 98 

Engaged 91 88 92 96 95 

Graduated 82 80 83 85 90 

Completed follow-up 75 75 74 74 79 

 

Family Demographics: Based on those who responded, the demographic characteristics of FAST 

participants are summarised below. The average age of FAST children was 5.5 years (SD = 1.6) 

(England, 5.2; Scotland, 5.7; Wales, 5.6; and Northern Ireland, 6.8), with the majority (62%) aged 

between 5 and 7 years. Gender distribution of pupils was almost equal (Male = 50.5%). The majority 

of pupils had no special education needs (93%). Although the majority of pupils were White across 

the UK (76%), the percentage of White pupils was lowest in England (62%) (Table 5). This year’s 

demographic distribution was similar to that of the previous year. 

TABLE 5: Demographic Characteristics of Children 
 

Variable UK 

 

England 

 

Scotland 

 

Wales 

 

Northern 

Ireland 

 

 % % % % % 

Age  (years) N = 1787 N=1034 N=262 N=261 N=230 

≤3 6.6 7.5 6.4 7.3 2.2 

4 19.4 23.8 9.5 21.8 8.3 

5 30.2 34.0 33.2 21.8 18.7 

6 19.9 19.1 23.3 19.9 19.1 

7 12.0 9.0 15.3 17.6 15.7 

8 7.1 4.5 8.8 8.0 15.7 

9 3.1 1.5 2.7 2.7 10.9 

≥10 1.7 0.4 0.8 0.8 9.6 

Mean (SD) 5.5 (1.6) 5.2 (1.4) 5.7 (1.5) 5.6 (1.6) 6.8 (1.9) 

      

Gender N=2281 N=1307 N=324 N=349 N=301 

Male 50.5 50.0 56.2 50.1 47.2 

Female 49.5 50.0 43.8 49.9 52.8 

      

Ethnicity N=1869 N=1050 N=270 N=292 N=257 

White 76.2 61.9 94.4 92.8 96.5 

Mixed 4.6 7.0 0.4 1.7 2.7 

Black or Black 

British 

6.7 11.0 2.2 1.0 0.8 

Asian or Asian 

British 

9.8 16.1 1.9 3.4 0 

Chinese  0.7 1.0 0.4 0.3 0 

 Other  1.9 3.0 0.7 0.7 0 
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Special 
Educational 
Needs 

 

N=1901 N=1091 N=264 N=292 N=254 

No Special 

Educational Needs 

 

92.6 92.9 95.1 92.5 88.6 

School action 3.2 2.7 2.7 3.4 5.5 

School action plus  1.2 1.4 0.4 1.0 1.2 

Statement of SEN 3.1 2.9 1.9 3.1 4.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 

The mean age of FAST parents that completed the evaluation questionnaire was 34 years (Range: 19 - 

74), with the majority (76%) in the 25-44 age group. The majority of parents were female (93%) and 

White (78%). The sample ethnicity distribution had a large range across the UK with the lowest 

percent of White parents in England (65%), a figure that is higher than last year’s (58%). The majority 

of parents (82%) had educational attainment and more than one-third (40%) were looking after the 

home and family (Table 6). This demographic profile was similar to that of the previous year. 

 

TABLE 6: Demographic Characteristics of Parents 
 

Variable UK 

 

England 

 

Scotland 

 

Wales 

 

Northern 

Ireland 

 

 % % % % % 

Age  N = 2045 N=1187 N=287 N=303 N=268 

<20 0.1 0.1 0.3 0 0 

 20-24 5.0 4.6 6.3 6.3 3.7 

25-34 47.0 45.2 51.6 51.8 44.8 

35-44 29.2 29.7 27.9 26.1 32.5 

45-54 4.7 4.7 5.6 3.6 4.9 

55-64 1.2 1.2 1.47.0 1.7 0.7 

65 & over 12.7 14.5  10.6 13.4 

Mean (SD) 33.8 (7.4) 34.0 (7.4) 33.4 (7.5) 33.2 (7.9) 34.3 (6.5) 

      

Gender N=1965 N=1127 N=282 N=298 N=258 

Male 6.7 7.6 6.4 6.0 3.9 

Female 93.3 92.4 93.6 94.0 96.1 

      

Ethnicity N=1868 N=1057 N=271 N=285 N=255 

White 78.2 65.3 93.4 93.0 99.2 

Mixed 1.7 2.6 0.4 1.1 0 

Black or Black British 7.1 11.4 2.6 1.1 0.8 

Asian or Asian British 9.8 15.8 1.8 3.9 0 

Chinese  0.9 1.4 0.4 0.4 0 

 Other  2.2 3.4 1.5 0.7 0 

      

Educational 

Attainment 

N=2005 N=1111 N=269 N=343 N=282 

No qualifications  18.3 19.2 16.4 19.5 15.2 

Secondary School 57.9 52.6 59.9 64.4 69.1 

Further Education 15.7 17.3 16.4 13.4 11.7 
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Higher Education 8.1 11.0 7.4 2.6 3.9 

      

Employment N=1873 N=1064 N=270 N=288 N=251 

Full time employed 9.9 9.3 9.6 12.8 9.2 

Part time employed 22.7 21.4 23.3 25.0 25.1 

Looking after 

home/family 
39.9 42.9 34.1 34.0 40.2 

Unemployed (looking 

for work) 
14.7 13.6 20.0 15.6 12.4 

Permanently ill or 

disabled (unable to 

work) 

3.2 2.1 6.3 3.1 4.4 

Student 3.6 3.7 3.0 3.1 4.4 

Retired 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8 

Other 5.1 6.0 3.3 6.0 3.6 
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The majority of FAST families (71%) were small families with no more than five members. Most of 

these families (71%) reported an annual income of less than £20,000. Married parents, mainly female, 

had the largest representation across the UK (46%) and constituent countries, with the majority of 

families (68%) living in rented accommodation (Table 7). A larger proportion of families (73%) lived 

in rented accommodation in the previous year. 

TABLE 7: Demographic Characteristics of Families 
 

Variable UK 

 

England 

 

Scotland 

 

Wales 

 

Northern 

Ireland 

 

 % % % % % 

Family size N=1953 N=1125 N=269 N=301 N=258 

2 5.8 6.4 4.1 5.3 5.4 

3 14.9 14.3 16.0 15.0 16.3 

4 18.6 17.2 20.1 22.3 19.0 

5 32.1 32.2 35.7 31.2 29.1 

6 16.9 16.1 17.5 18.3 18.6 

7 7.3 8.2 4.8 5.3 8.1 

8 2.6 3.1 1.9 2.0 1.6 

9 or more 1.8 2.5 0 0.7 2.0 

      

Marital Status N=1925 N=1112 N=273 N=288 N=252 

Married (first 

marriage) 
43.2 47.9 33.7 38.2 38.1 

Re-married 2.6 2.8 3.7 3.1 0 

Separated 4.5 5.0 4.4 3.5 3.2 

Divorced 3.1 3.2 4.0 2.4 2.4 

Widowed 0.8 0.7 1.1 0.3 1.2 

Single 25.6 21.9 31.1 26.7 34.5 

Single but 

cohabitating with 

partner 

20.3 18.3 22.0 25.7 20.6 

      

Annual Income N=1527 N=844 N=241 N=240 N=202 

Under £5000 21.1 20.1 20.3 24.6 21.8 

£5000-£9,999 23.6 21.8 28.6 20.0 29.2 

£10,000-£19,999 25.9 25.0 26.6 25.0 29.7 

£20,000-£29,999 12.6 12.9 12.0 15.4 8.9 

£30,000-£39,999 7.6 8.3 6.6 7.1 6.4 

£40,000-£49,999 3.8 5.0 2.1 2.9 2.0 

£50,000-59,999 2.3 2.5 1.2 3.3 1.5 

£60,000-£69,999 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.8 0 

£70,000-£79,999 0.9 0.9 1.7 0.4 0.5 

£80,000 or above 1.4 2.3 0.4 0.4 0 

      

Accommodation 

Type 
N=1862 N=1069 N=262 N=286 N=245 

Owns own home 30.7 30.1 23.7 38.8 31.0 

Rented 

accommodation 
67.7 68.0 75.2 58.7 68.6 

Other 1.7 1.9 1.1 2.4 0.4 
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Achievement at Impact Levels 

Data Analysis Assumptions and Interpretation of Findings 

In this section, data analysis centred on the main impact measures that were considered in the pre-

post-test no control group design. Variables were included in data analysis if: 

 Measurement with standardised instruments with acceptable psychometric properties 

occurred. 

 Pre and post-programme questionnaires were completed by parents and teachers. 

 Data obtained on each variable had a normal distribution to satisfy one of the criteria for the 

use of matched t-test. 

Any change in impact measures following FAST implementation was considered to be meaningful or 

beneficial in achieving programme objectives only if the change between pre and post-test mean was 

statistically significant and had an effect size (ES) that was greater than or equal to 0.20. The 

following categories of effect size have been recommended to indicate the amount of impact made 

by a programme or intervention:  

0 – 0.19  (None) 

0.20 – 0.49  (Small) 

0.50 – 0.79  (Moderate) 

≥ 0.80   (Large) 

(Cohen, 1988) 

 

Prevention of School Failure  

Four main indicators of the impact of FAST in preventing school failure and promoting academic 

performance were as follows: 

 Improvement in child academic competence (measured with the Child Academic 

Competence Questionnaire) 

 Improvement in parental involvement in education (teacher and parent reports measured by 

the Parental Involvement in Education Questionnaire) 

 Improvement in child behaviour at school (measured by the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire – Teacher Version) 
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Improvement in Child Academic Competence 

There was evidence that FAST contributed to statistically significant improvement in Child Academic 

Competence with an overall increase in mean score on the impact measure from 3.09 to 3.24 

(p<0.001). This increase was consistent across all four countries (Figures 3). 

 

 

Improvement in Parent Involvement in Education  

According to the teachers’ perception, there was statistically significant improvement in Parent 

Involvement in Education following FAST implementation in the UK as a whole (p<0.001). (Figure 4). 

 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 3.09 3.1 3.2 2.95 3.12

Post-test Mean 3.24 3.27 3.3 3.14 3.2
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FIGURE 3: Improvement in Academic Competence 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 6.33 6.36 6.14 5.92 6.88

Post-test Mean 6.92 6.95 6.81 6.55 7.35
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FIGURE 4 : Improvement in Parent Involvement in 

Education Perceived by Teachers 
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The improvement in parent involvement in education reported by teachers was not replicated in 

parents’ response; statistically significant improvement was reported in the UK as a whole and only 

in the England sample (Figure 5). 

 

 

Improvement in Child Behaviour at School 

Post-programme data revealed overall statistically significant reduction in Problem Behaviour at 

School among pupils (UK: p<0.001) with corresponding results in all countries (Figure 6). 

 

 

UK** England* Scotland Wales
Northern
Ireland

Pre-test Mean 0.19 0.21 0.15 0.18 0.15

Post-test Mean 0.21 0.23 0.18 0.21 0.17
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FIGURE 5: Improvement in Parent Involvement in 

Education Perceived by Parents 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 8.78 8.61 8.6 9.77 8.52

Post-test Mean 6.99 6.66 7.44 7.34 7.6
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FIGURE 6: Improvement in Child Behaviour at School 
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In addition to the main indicators of improvement in child academic competence, findings on other 

impact measures considered in this evaluation and the amount of FAST’s impact on these measures 

are presented in Tables 8-12. 

In the UK as a whole, and judging from the magnitude of effect size, FAST’s impact on the following 

measures was beneficial: 

 Academic competence 

 Parental Involvement In Education -Teacher (including Teacher Relationship with Parent and 

Parent Involvement in School) 

 Child Behaviour at School (including Prosocial Behaviours, Emotional Symptoms, Conduct 

Problems, Hyperactivity and Peer Problems). 

 
In terms of improvement in academic performance in the UK, FAST was most beneficial in improving 

Parental Involvement in Education (ES = 0.39) and Child Behaviour at School (ES = 0.38). FAST had 

no impact on Parental Involvement in Education (as perceived by parents) (Table 8). 

TABLE 8: Impact of FAST on Prevention of School Failure in the UK 
 

UK     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Academic competence 1821 +4.9 0.001 0.27 

Parental Involvement In Education 

(Teacher) 

1810 +9.4 0.001 0.39 

Parent Involvement in School 1850 +6.5 0.001 0.38 

Teacher Involvement with Parent 1856 +3.7 0.001 0.10 

Teacher Relationship with Parent 1862 +7.3 0.001 0.33 

Child Behaviour At School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

1878 -25.6 0.001 0.38 

Prosocial Behaviours 1880 +12.0 0.001 0.38 

Emotional Symptoms 1881 -23.5 0.001 0.22 

Conduct Problems 1880 -20.6 0.001 0.19 

Hyperactivity 1880 -18.1 0.001 0.35 

Peer Problems 1881 -21.7 0.001 0.26 

Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) 

1813 -10.5 0.01 0.07 

School to Parent Contact 1839 +4.8 n.s - 

Parent to School Contact 1778 -2.1 n.s - 

Parent School Involvement  1765 +38.9 0.001 0.19 
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In England, FAST had no impact on Parental Involvement in Education as perceived by parents. FAST 

was most beneficial in improving Parent Involvement in Education (Teacher) (ES = 0.40) and Child 

Behaviour at School (ES = 0.41) (Table 9). The effect sizes were higher than in the previous year.  

TABLE 9: Impact of FAST on Prevention of School Failure in England 
 

ENGLAND     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Academic competence 1048 +5.4 0.001 0.30 

Parental Involvement In Education 

(Teacher) 

1044 +9.4 0.001 0.40 

Parent Involvement in School 1069 +6.7 0.001 0.39 

Teacher Involvement with Parent 1069 +4.3 0.001 0.10 

Teacher Relationship with Parent 1073 +6.9 0.001 0.34 

Child Behaviour At School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

1081 -22.8 0.001 0.41 

Prosocial Behaviours 1081 +13.5 0.001 0.40 

Emotional Symptoms 1082 -29.0 0.001 0.26 

Conduct Problems 1082 -24.6 0.001 0.23 

Hyperactivity 1081 -19.8 0.001 0.37 

Peer Problems 1085 -22.3 0.001 0.27 

Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) 

1029 +9.2 0.05 0.06 

School to Parent Contact 1046 +11.1 0.05 0.06 

Parent to School Contact 1011 +4.2 n.s 0.03 

Parent School Involvement  1001 +10.1 0.001 0.16 
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In Scotland, FAST delivered the most beneficial improvement in Parental Involvement in Education 

(Teacher) (ES = 0.39); whereas in the previous year FAST delivered the most benefit in improving 

Child Behaviour at School. FAST had no meaningful impact on Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) (Table 10). 

TABLE 10: Impact of FAST on Prevention of School Failure in Scotland 
 

SCOTLAND     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Academic competence 255 +3.2 0.01 0.19 

Parental Involvement In Education 

(Teacher) 

253 +10.8 0.001 0.39 

Parent Involvement in School 258 +6.6 0.001 0.33 

Teacher Involvement with Parent 261 +4.5 0.05 0.12 

Teacher Relationship with Parent 261 +8.8 0.001 0.32 

Child Behaviour At School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

264 -13.5  0.26 

Prosocial Behaviours 265 +7.9 0.001 0.27 

Emotional Symptoms 265 -12.8 0.05 0.13 

Conduct Problems 265 -3.6 n.s 0.03 

Hyperactivity 265 -15.5 0.001 0.28 

Peer Problems 264 -17.1 0.001 0.23 

Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) 

258 +13.9 n.s - 

School to Parent Contact 260 +3.2 n.s - 

Parent to School Contact 254 +1.7 n.s - 

Parent School Involvement  251 +80.6 0.001 0.29 
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Unlike in Scotland, FAST had meaningful impact on Academic Competence in Wales (ES = 0.33), 

similar to the previous year. FAST delivered the most benefit in improving Child Behaviour at School 

(ES = 0.51) and in improving Parental Involvement in Education as perceived by teachers (ES = 0.43). 

(Table 11).  

 

TABLE 11: Impact of FAST on Prevention of School Failure in Wales 
 

WALES     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Academic competence 278 +6.4 0.001 0.33 

Parental Involvement In Education 

(Teacher) 

278 +10.5 0.001 0.43 

Parent Involvement in School 284 +7.1 0.001 0.39 

Teacher Involvement with Parent 285 +1.3 n.s - 

Teacher Relationship with Parent 284 +10.1 0.001 0.48 

Child Behaviour At School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

286 -24.9 0.001 0.51 

Prosocial Behaviours 287 +17.0 0.001 0.52 

Emotional Symptoms 287 -26.5 0.001 0.24 

Conduct Problems 286 -29.0 0.001 0.35 

Hyperactivity 287 -19.7 0.001 0.44 

Peer Problems 287 -30.8 0.001 0.41 

Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) 

288 +16.3 n.s - 

School to Parent Contact 291 +3.6 n.s - 

Parent to School Contact 278 +5.1 n.s - 

Parent School Involvement  276 +48.6 0.001 0.26 
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In Northern Ireland, FAST delivered the most benefit by improving Parental Involvement in 

Education as perceived by teachers (ES = 0.30); and by providing meaningful impact on Child 

Behaviour at School (ES = 0.21). However, there was no such impact on academic competence 

(Effect size = 0.15) (Table 12). 

TABLE 12: Impact of FAST on Prevention of School Failure in Northern Ireland 
 

NORTHERN IRELAND     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Academic competence 240 +2.7 0.01 0.15 

Parental Involvement In Education 

(Teacher) 

235 +6.8 0.001 0.30 

Parent Involvement in School 239 +5.3 0.001 0.36 

Teacher Involvement with 

Parent 

241 +7.0 0.01 0.17 

Teacher Relationship with 

Parent 

244 +3.6 0.01 0.18 

Child Behaviour At School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

247 -10.8 0.001 0.21 

Prosocial Behaviours 247 +5.0 0.01 0.19 

Emotional Symptoms 247 -9.3 n.s - 

Conduct Problems 247 -10.4 n.s - 

Hyperactivity 247 -11.7 0.001 0.25 

Peer Problems 247 -10.7 0.05 0.11 

Parental Involvement in Education 

(Parent) 

238 +9.4 n.s - 

School to Parent Contact 242 +2.5 n.s - 

Parent to School Contact 235 +0.9 n.s - 

Parent School Involvement  237 +32.9 0.05 0.13 
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Table 13 below provides a summary of the amount of impact made by FAST on relevant measures of 

academic performance according to effect size. Overall, the amount of impact ranges from low to 

none in all measures except in Wales where FAST impact on Child Behaviour at School was of a 

moderate effect size. (Table 13). 

 

TABLE 13: Magnitude of Meaningful Impact of FAST on Prevention of School 

Failure 
 

 EFFECT SIZE 

 Large Moderate Small  None 

 0.80 & above 0.50-0.79 0.20 – 0.49 0.0-0.19 

Impact measure 
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Academic 

competence 

          x x  x    x  x 

Parental Involvement 

In Education 

(Teacher) 

          x x x x x      

Parent Involvement 

in School 

          x x x x x      

Teacher Involvement 

with Parent 

               x x x x x 

Teacher Relationship 

with Parent 

          x x x x      x 

Child Behaviour At 

School – Total 

Difficulties (Teacher) 

        x  x x x  x      

Prosocial 

Behaviours 

        x  x x x       x 

Emotional 

Symptoms 

          x x  x    x  x 

Conduct 

Problems 

           x  x  x  x  x 

Hyperactivity           x x x x x      

Peer Problems           x x x x      x 

Parental Involvement 

in Education (Parent) 

               x x x x x 

School to Parent 

Contact 

               x x x x x 

Parent to School 

Contact 

               x x x x x 

Parent School 

Involvement  

            x x  x x   x 
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Enhancement of Family Functioning 

Three main indicators of the impact of FAST in enhancing family functioning were as follows: 

 Improvement in family relationships (measured with the Total Environment Scale) 

 Improvement in parenting self-efficacy (measured with the Parenting Self Efficacy Scale) 

 Improvement in child behaviour at home (measured with the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire – Parent Version) 

 

Improvement in Family Relationships 

There was evidence that FAST contributed significantly to improvement in family relationships with 

an overall increase in UK mean score on the impact measure from 10.48 to 12.00 (p<0.001). This 

pattern of improvement was consistent across all four countries (Figures 7). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 10.48 10.59 9.77 10.99 10.28

Post-test Mean 12 11.99 11.83 12.21 11.96
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FIGURE 7: Improvement in Family Relationships 
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Improvement in Parent-Child Relationships  

Similarly, there was statistically significant improvement in Parent-Child Relationships following FAST 

implementation UK-wide (p<0.001) and in individual countries (p<0.001) (Figure 8). 

 

Improvement in Parenting Self-Efficacy 

There was evidence that FAST contributed to improvement in Parenting Self-efficacy (UK: p<0.001). 

This level of improvement was similar in England and Scotland but less so in Wales (p<0.01) and 

Northern Ireland (p<0.05), a similar finding to the previous year (Figure 9). 

 

 

  

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 7.72 7.77 7.67 7.72 7.61

Post-test Mean 8.54 8.47 8.69 8.54 8.66
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FIGURE 8: Improvement in Parent-Child Relationships 

UK***
England**

*
Scotland*

**
Wales**

Northern
Ireland*

Pre-test Mean 4.23 4.21 4.26 4.18 4.30

Post-test Mean 4.34 4.31 4.34 4.3 4.37
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FIGURE 9: Improvement in Parenting Self-Efficacy 
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Improvement in Child Behaviour at Home 

Overall, there was statistically significant reduction in Child Behaviour Problems at Home following 

FAST (UK: p<0.001). This degree of improvement was consistent across all UK countries (Figure 

10). 

 

 

In addition to the main indicators of improvement in family functioning, findings on other impact 

measures considered in this evaluation and the magnitude of FAST’s impact on these measures are 

presented in Tables 14-18. 

In the UK as a whole, and judging from the magnitude of effect size, FAST’s impact on the following 

measures was beneficial: 

 Family Relationships (including Family Cohesion, Family Expressiveness and Family Conflict) 

 Parent-Child Relationship 

 Child Behaviour At Home (including Prosocial Behaviours, Conduct Problems and 

Hyperactivity) 

  

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 11.74 11.58 11.94 11.9 12.06

Post-test Mean 9.69 9.7 9.34 9.75 9.96
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FIGURE 10: Improvement in Child Behaviour at Home 
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In terms of improvement in family functioning in the UK, FAST was most beneficial in improving 

Parent-Child Relationships (ES = 0.55) and had no meaningful impact on Parenting Self-Efficacy (Table 

14). 

 

TABLE 14: Impact of FAST on Family Functioning in the UK 
 

UK     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Family Relationships 1533 +14.4 0.001 0.39 

Family Cohesion 1761 +5.7 0.001 0.25 

Family Expressiveness 1661 +8.6 0.001 0.26 

Family Conflict 1645 -23.1 0.001 0.31 

Parent-Child Relationship 1821 +10.5 0.001 0.55 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 1875 +2.5 0.001 0.18 

Child Behaviour At Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

1821 +17.5 0.001 0.41 

Prosocial Behaviours 1860 +5.6 0.001 0.22 

Emotional Symptoms 1852 -21.2 0.001 0.25 

Conduct Problems 1853 -22.5 0.001 0.32 

Hyperactivity 1833 -14.7 0.001 0.32 

Peer Problems 1853 -13.9 0.001 0.17 

 

In terms of improvement in family functioning in England, FAST was most beneficial in improving 

Parent-Child Relationships (ES = 0.47). Furthermore, FAST had meaningful impact on Family 

Relationships and Child Behaviour at Home (Table 15). 

 

TABLE 15: Impact of FAST on Family Functioning in England 
 

England     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test % Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Family Relationships 819 +13.3 0.001 0.38 

Family Cohesion 973 +5.1 0.001 0.23 

Family Expressiveness 907 +7.8 0.001 0.25 

Family Conflict 898 -21.8 0.001 0.29 

Parent-Child Relationship 1033 +9.0 0.001 0.47 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 1064 +2.3 0.001 0.16 

Child Behaviour At Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

1017 -16.2 0.001 0.38 

Prosocial Behaviours 1048 +4.5 0.001 0.18 

Emotional Symptoms 1043 -21.4 0.001 0.25 

Conduct Problems 1042 -20.8 0.001 0.29 

Hyperactivity 1027 -13.6 0.001 0.30 

Peer Problems 1042 -10.8 0.001 0.13 
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In Scotland, FAST was considerably beneficial in improving Parent-Child Relationship (Effect size = 

0.74) but at a lower magnitude than the previous year. While it did on other measures, FAST did not 

have meaningful impact on Parenting Self-Efficacy (Table 16). 

 

TABLE 16: Impact of FAST on Family Functioning in Scotland 
 

Scotland     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test  

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Family Relationships 231 +21.0 0.001 0.50 

Family Cohesion 260 +8.3 0.001 0.34 

Family Expressiveness 243 +12.6 0.001 0.34 

Family Conflict 243 -25.4 0.001 0.36 

Parent-Child Relationship 265 +13.2 0.001 0.74 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 268 +1.9 0.01 0.14 

Child Behaviour At Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

262 -21.8 0.001 0.50 

Prosocial Behaviours 266 +5.7 0.001 0.22 

Emotional Symptoms 267 -28.3 0.001 0.35 

Conduct Problems 266 -28.4 0.001 0.44 

Hyperactivity 264 -18.1 0.001 0.36 

Peer Problems 267 -17.3 0.001 0.21 
 

Likewise in Wales, FAST was most beneficial in improving Parent-Child Relationships (Effect size = 

0.57) but had no meaningful impact on Parenting Self-Efficacy (Table 17). 

TABLE 17: Impact of FAST on Family Functioning in Wales 
 

Wales     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test  

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Family Relationships 261 +11.0 0.001 0.32 

Family Cohesion 285 +4.6 0.001 0.20 

Family Expressiveness 279 +5.4 0.01 0.18 

Family Conflict 274 -23.3 0.001 0.34 

Parent-Child Relationship 278 +10.6 0.001 0.57 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 296 +1.6 0.05 0.01 

Child Behaviour At Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

292 -18.1 0.001 0.41 

Prosocial Behaviours 294 +5.5 0.001 0.23 

Emotional Symptoms 292 -17.0 0.001 0.18 

Conduct Problems 293 -21.5 0.001 0.32 

Hyperactivity 292 -16.0 0.001 0.36 

Peer Problems 293 -19.8 0.001 0.25 
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As in other countries, FAST was most beneficial in improving Parent-Child Relationship in Northern 

Ireland (ES = 0.71). However unlike the other countries, the FAST programme in Northern Ireland 

had meaningful impact on Parenting Self-Efficacy (ES = 0.39) (Table 18). 

 

TABLE 18: Impact of FAST on Family Functioning in Northern Ireland 
 

Northern Ireland     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test  

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Family Relationships 221 +16.4 0.001 0.42 

Family Cohesion 243 +7.0 0.001 0.30 

Family Expressiveness 232 +12.0 0.001 0.32 

Family Conflict 230 -25.3 0.001 0.33 

Parent-Child Relationship 245 +13.8 0.001 0.71 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 246 +5.1 0.001 0.39 

Child Behaviour At Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

249 -17.4 0.001 0.42 

Prosocial Behaviours 252 +10.0 0.001 0.40 

Emotional Symptoms 250 -18.2 0.001 0.26 

Conduct Problems 252 -24.2 0.001 0.33 

Hyperactivity 249 -13.9 0.001 0.30 

Peer Problems 251 -16.2 0.001 0.20 
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Table 19 provides a summary of the amount of impact made by FAST on relevant measures of family 

functioning according to effect size. In all countries, FAST had the largest impact on Parent-Child 

Relationship with effect size ranging from small to moderate; the largest impact was in Scotland. 

Except in Northern Ireland, FAST had no meaningful impact on Parenting Self-Efficacy (Table 19). 

 

TABLE 19: Magnitude of Meaningful Impact of FAST on Enhancement of Family 

Functioning 
 

 Effect Size 

 Large Medium Small  None 

 0.80 & above 0.50-0.79 0.20 – 0.49 0.0-0.19 

Impact measure 
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Family Relationships 
       x   x x  x x      

Family Cohesion 
          x x x x x      

Family 

Expressiveness 

          x x x  x    x  

Family Conflict           x x x x x      

Parent-Child 

Relationship 

     x  x  x  x  x       

Parenting Self-

Efficacy 

              x x x x x  

Child Behaviour At 

Home – Total 

Difficulties (Parent) 

       x   x x  x x      

Prosocial 

Behaviours 

          x  x x x x     

Emotional 

Symptoms 

          x x x  x    x  

Conduct 

Problems 

          x x x x x      

Hyperactivity           x x x x x      

Peer Problems             x x x x x    
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Reduce Stress from Daily Life 

 

Three main indicators of the impact of FAST in reducing stress from daily life were as follows: 

 Improvement in families’ community social relationships (measured with the Community 

Social Relationships Scale of the Social Relationships Questionnaire) 

 Improvement in ability to obtain social support (measured with the Social Support 

Questionnaire) 

 Improvement in expression of reciprocal support (measured with Total Reciprocal Support 

Questionnaire) 

 Improvement in social and general self-efficacy (measured with Social Efficacy Scale and 

General Efficacy Scale) 

Improvement in Families’ Community Social Relationships 

There was evidence that FAST contributed significantly to improvement in families’ community  

social relationships with an overall increase in this impact score from 7.90 to 8.34 (p<0.001). This 

degree of statistically signficant improvement was consistent across all four countries (Figures 11). 

 

  

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 7.9 7.89 7.82 7.96 7.99

Post-test Mean 8.34 8.26 8.45 8.39 8.52
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FIGURE 11: Improvement in Families' Social Relationships 

with the Community 
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Improvement in Ability to Obtain Social Support 

Similarly, statistically significant improvement in ability to obtain social support was observed in all 

four countries (p<0.0001) (Figure 12). 

 

 

Improvement in Expression of Reciprocal Support 

FAST contributed to statistically significant improvement in expression of reciprocal support in all 

countries of the UK (p<0.001) (Figure 13). 

 

  

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 2.05 1.98 2.01 2.26 2.16

Post-test Mean 2.19 2.11 2.18 2.34 2.36
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FIGURE 12: Improvement in Families' Ability to Obtain 

Social Support 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 2.13 2.2 2.1 2.29 1.64

Post-test Mean 2.78 2.86 2.73 2.96 2.3
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FIGURE 13: Improvement in Families' Experience of 

Reciprocal Support 
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Improvement in Social and General Self-efficacy 

There was evidence that FAST contributed to improvement in parents’ social efficacy (UK: p<0.001). 

However the magnitude of improvement was not as high in Wales (p<0.01) and Northern Ireland 

(p<0.05) (Figure 14). 

 

 

General Efficacy 

Statistically significant improvement in general efficacy was observed in all countries of the UK 

(p<0.01) (Figure 15).  

 

 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales**
Northern
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FIGURE 14: Improvement in Parents' Social Efficacy 

UK*** England*** Scotland*** Wales***
Northern

Ireland***

Pre-test Mean 3.6 3.61 3.58 3.59 3.6

Post-test Mean 3.75 3.73 3.7 3.77 3.81
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Figure 15: Improvement in Parents' General Efficacy 
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In addition to the main indicators of improvement in ability to reduce stress from daily life, findings 

on other impact measures considered in this evaluation and the amount of FAST’s impact on these 

measures are presented in Tables 20-24. 

In the UK as a whole, and judging from the amount of effect size, FAST’s impact on the following 

measures was beneficial with effect size of at least 0.20: 

 Community Social Relationships  

 Social Support  

 Reciprocal Support 

 Social Efficacy 

 General Efficacy 

 

In terms of improvement in ability to reduce stress of daily life in the UK, FAST was most beneficial 

in improving Reciprocal Support (ES = 0.39) (Table 20). 

 

TABLE 20: Impact of FAST on Families’ Ability to Reduce Stress of Daily Life in 

the UK 
 

UK     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test 

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Community Social Relationships  1844 +5.6 0.001 0.35 

Social Support  1905 +6.7 0.001 0.21 

Emotional support 1902 +5.9 0.001 0.17 

Affectionate support 1915 +3.7 0.001 0.11 

Tangible support 1899 +8.8 0.001 0.20 

Reciprocal Support 1853 +30.7 0.001 0.39 

Support provided to other 

parents 

1864 +29.4 0.001 0.37 

Support received from other 

parents 

1891 +31.2 0.001 0.35 

Social Efficacy 1845 +3.5 0.001 0.20 

General Efficacy 1865 +4.1 0.001 0.24 
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In terms of improvement in ability of families to reduce stress of daily life in England, FAST was most 

beneficial in improving families’ ability to experience Reciprocal Support (ES = 0.39) (Table 21). 

Furthermore, FAST had meaningful impact on Community Social Relationships, Social Support and 

General Efficacy but none on Social Efficacy (Table 21). 

 

TABLE 21: Impact of FAST on Families’ Ability to Reduce Stress of Daily Life in 

England 
 

England     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test 

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Community Social Relationships  1046 +4.7 0.001 0.30 

Social Support  1086 +6.6 0.001 0.20 

Emotional support 1084 +5.6 0.001 0.15 

Affectionate support 1092 +2.5 0.01 0.07 

Tangible support 1081 +9.7 0.001 0.21 

Reciprocal Support 1057 +29.6 0.001 0.39 

Support provided to other 

parents 

1062 +28.5 0.001 0.37 

Support received from other 

parents 

1079 +29.8 0.001 0.36 

Social Efficacy 1035 +2.3 0.001 0.13 

General Efficacy 1052 +3.5 0.001 0.21 

 

In Scotland, FAST had meaningful impact on all measures but Social Efficacy. FAST was most 

beneficial in improving families’ Community Social Relationships (ES = 0.47) (Table 22).  

TABLE 22: Impact of FAST on Families’ Ability to Reduce Stress of Daily Life in 

Scotland 
 

Scotland     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test 

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Community Social Relationships  262 +8.1 0.001 0.47 

Social Support  270 +8.4 0.001 0.25 

     Emotional support 270 +7.5 0.001 0.20 

     Affectionate support 273 +5.2 0.01 0.15 

     Tangible support 271 +11.0 0.001 0.22 

Total Reciprocal Support 265 +29.7 0.001 0.37 

Support provided to other 

parents 

268 +29.0 0.001 0.37 

Support received from other 

parents 

267 +30.7 0.001 0.33 

Social Efficacy 267 +3.4 0.01 0.18 

General Efficacy 268 +3.5 0.001 0.21 
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In Wales, FAST’s impact on all stress reduction measures was meaningful with the largest impact on 

Reciprocal Support (ES= 0.39) (Table 23). 

TABLE 23: Impact of FAST on Families’ Ability to Reduce Stress of Daily Life in 

Wales 
 

Wales     

Impact measure N Pre- post-

test 

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Community Social Relationships  289 +5.4 0.001 0.37 

Social Support  298 +3.7 0.05 0.12 

Emotional support 297 +3.3 0.05 0.10 

Affectionate support 297 +3.2 0.05 0.11 

Tangible support 298 +3.4 n.s - 

 Reciprocal Support 289 +29.2 0.001 0.39 

Support provided to other 

parents 

291 +29.4 0.001 0.39 

Support received from other 

parents 

294 +29.2 0.001 0.35 

Social Efficacy 294 +5.4 0.001 0.30 

General Efficacy 294 +5.0 0.001 0.27 

 

In Northern Ireland, FAST was most beneficial in improving Community Social Relationships (ES = 

0.43); and had meaningful impact on all stress measures, unlike the previous year (Table 24). 

TABLE 24: Impact of FAST on Families’ Ability to Reduce Stress of Daily Life in 

Northern Ireland 
 

Northern Ireland     

Impact Measure N Pre- post-test 

% Mean 

Difference 

P < Effect size 

Community Social Relationships  247 +6.7 0.001 0.43 

Social Support  251 +9.4 0.001 0.34 

Emotional support 251 +8.9 0.001 0.27 

Affectionate support 253 +7.7 0.001 0.29 

Tangible support 249 +10.1 0.001 0.27 

Total Reciprocal Support 242 +40.6 0.001 0.41 

Support provided to other 

parents 

243 +35.9 0.001 0.37 

Support received from other 

parents 

251 +43.1 0.001 0.37 

Social Efficacy 249 +6.7 0.001 0.36 

General Efficacy 251 +5.8 0.001 0.33 
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Table 25 provides a summary of the amount of impact made by FAST on stress of daily life, according 

to effect size (Table 25). 

 

TABLE 25: Amount of Meaningful Impact of FAST on Enhancement of 

FamilyFunctioning 
 

 Effect Size 

 Large Medium Small  None 

 0.80 & above 0.50-0.79 0.20 – 0.49 0.0-0.19 
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Community Social 

Relationships  

          x x x x x      

Social Support            x x x  x    x  

Emotional 

support 

            x  x x x  x  

Affectionate 

support 

              x x x x x  

Tangible 

support 

          x x x  x    x  

Reciprocal Support           x x x x x      

Support provided 

to other parents 

          x x x x x      

Support received 

from other parents 

          x x x x x      

Social Efficacy           x   x x  x x   

General Efficacy           x x x x x      
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FAST Benefits and Quality of Implementation: Perspectives 

of Parents and Teachers 

The FAST evaluation questionnaire included a section that asked participating parents and teachers 

to rate their perception of the benefits of FAST and the quality of implementation. As the questions 

in this section were not standardized they were ineligible for inclusion as impact measures. 

Nonetheless, the responses obtained from these questions can provide valuable opportunity for 

feedback to the FAST implementation team on the experiences of parents and teachers with a view 

to future improvement of the programme. The findings in this section are reported under four 

headings: 

1. Parents’ perception of FAST benefits 

2. Parents’ perception of the quality of FAST implementation 

3. Teachers’ perception of FAST benefits 

4. Parent empowerment 

 

FAST Benefits: Parents’ Perspective: Participating parents were asked five questions on the 

‘benefits’ of FAST on a rating scale of 1-10 with higher ratings indicating superior benefits. Overall, 

the parents reported very positive endorsements of FAST with average ratings on the five items in 

the UK sample ranging from 8.68 – 9.09. The highest rating in the UK sample (9.09) occurred in 

‘Relationship with the School Partner on the FAST Team’, an observation replicated in all country 

subsamples. Overall, minor variations in ratings were reported in country subsamples (Table 26). 

 

Table 26: FAST Benefits Reported by Parents 
 

 UK 

Mean 

(N) 

England 

Mean 

(N) 

 

Scotland 

Mean 

(N) 

 

Wales 

Mean 

(N) 

 

NI 

Mean 

(N) 

 
On a scale of 1 (“poor”) to 10 (“excellent”):      

How do you rate your relationship with your 

child? 

 

9.02 

(1975) 

8.95 

(1142) 

9.11 

(276) 

9.11 

(297) 

9.12 

(260) 

How do you rate your relationship with the 

other FAST parents? 

8.68 

(1972) 

8.65 

(1139) 

8.72 

(277) 

8.78 

(302) 

8.67 

(254) 

How do you rate your relationship with the 

Parent Partner on the FAST team? 

9.01 

(1960) 

8.97 

(1127) 

9.02 

(275) 

9.07 

(303) 

9.11 

(255) 

How do you rate your relationship with the 

School Partner on the FAST team? 

9.09 

(1970) 

9.03 

(1135) 

9.10 

(277) 

9.21 

(303) 

9.22 

(255) 

How do you rate your relationship with the 

Community Agency Partner on the FAST team? 

8.95 

(1959) 

8.86 

(1131) 

9.06 

(272) 

9.16 

(303) 

9.02 

(253) 
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Quality of FAST Implementation: Thirteen questions on the perceived quality of programme 

implementation were adapted from Meagher (1996). The response format was a 5-point Likert-type 

scale (1=’Strongly Disagree; 2=’Disagree’; 3=’Undecided’; =’Agree’ and 5=’Strongly Agree’). Quality 

was measured as the percentage of the sample that answered ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’. In the 

overall UK sample the highest rating (93.4%) related to the item ‘The FAST team listened to me’ 

with ratings ranging from 78.8-93.4% (Table 27). 

Table 27: Quality of FAST Implementation According to Parents 

 % of parents who answered “agree “or “strongly 
agree.” 

 UK 

% 

(N) 

England 

% 

(N) 

Scotland 

% 

(N) 

Wales 

% 

(N) 

NI 

% 

(N) 

On a scale of 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 

(“strongly agree”): 

     

 

The FAST team provided me with information, 

support and resources  

 

87.4 

(2005) 

 

85.9 

(1157) 

 

88.7 

(284) 

 

90.8 

(303) 

 

88.9 

(261) 

 

The FAST team listened to me. 

 

93.4 

(2003) 

 

92.4 

(1157) 

 

94.7 

(284) 

 

95.4 

(302) 

 

93.8 

(244) 

 

The FAST team took its responsibility towards 

me seriously. 

 

91.5 

(1992) 

 

90.5 

(1145) 

 

91.8 

(282) 

 

92.8 

(304) 

 

93.9 

(261) 

 

The FAST team shared power with me. 

 

82.6 

(1976) 

 

80.9 

(1134) 

 

85.1 

(281) 

 

83.7 

(301) 

 

86.2 

(260) 

 

The FAST team supported me in my decisions. 

 

86.0 

(1985) 

 

83.8 

(1139) 

 

89.0 

(283) 

 

89.1 

(304) 

 

88.8 

(259) 

 

The FAST team allowed me to readjust and 

develop. 

 

82.1 

(1973) 

 

79.1 

(1130) 

 

86.5 

(282) 

 

85.8 

(303) 

 

86.0 

(258) 

 

The FAST team respected me as an individual, 

with individual needs, wants, rights and 

opinions, and not just part of a group. 

 

92.4 

(1997) 

 

 

91.6 

(1152) 

 

92.6 

(284) 

 

93.1 

(303) 

 

95.0 

(258) 

 

The FAST team involved and consulted me in 

all matters which affected me. 

 

88.2 

(1987) 

 

85.4 

(1143) 

 

91.5 

(283) 

 

91.1 

(303) 

 

93.8 

(258) 

 

The FAST team was open to my criticism and 

took this onboard. 

 

78.8 

(1971) 

 

75.8 

(1131) 

 

82.9 

(280) 

 

82.1 

(302) 

 

83.7 

(258) 

 

The FAST team made access to people, 

resources and information easy for me. 

 

84.4 

(1979) 

 

81.8 

(1137) 

 

86.6 

(283) 

 

89.1 

(303) 

 

88.3 

(256) 

 

The FAST team used plain English and not 

jargon when talking to me. 

 

93.2 

(1988) 

 

91.8 

(1141) 

 

96.1 

(284) 

 

93.4 

(304) 

 

93.2 

(259) 
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The FAST team practiced without patronising 

me. 

 

88.5 

(1965) 

 

85.7 

(1127) 

 

92.5 

(279) 

 

90.4 

(302) 

 

94.2 

(257) 

 

The FAST team empowered me through the 

way they ran the programme. 

 

81.6 

(1969) 

 

80.6 

(1134) 

 

83.3 

(281) 

 

81.6 

(299) 

 

83.9 

(255) 

 

FAST Benefits: Teachers’ Perspective: Teachers were asked eight questions on the benefits of 

FAST on a rating scale from 1-10, with higher ratings indicating greater benefits. In the UK sample, 

the teachers’ ratings were average, ranging from 4.04-5.70. There were wide variations in the range 

of ratings in country subsamples (Table 28). 

Table 28: FAST Benefits Reported by Teachers 
 

 UK 

 

Mean 

(N) 

England 

 

Mean 

(N) 

 

Scotland 

 

Mean 

(N) 

 

 

Wales 

 

Mean 

(N) 

 

 

NI 

 

Mean 

(N) 

 

 
On a scale of 1 (“no improvement”) to 10 
(“excellent improvement”): 

     

 

Improvements in child’s school behaviour. 

 

4.38 

(2074) 

 

4.56 

(1198) 

 

3.83 

(309) 

 

4.18 

(314) 

 

4.48 

(253) 

Improvements in child’s relationship with 

classmates in school. 

 

4.73 

(2077) 

 

4.94 

(1197) 

 

4.16 

(308) 

 

4.50 

(315) 

 

4.70 

(257) 
 

Improvements in child’s academic 

performance. 

 

4.19 

(2068) 

 

4.47 

(1192) 

 

3.47 

(309) 

 

3.81 

(314) 

 

4.21 

(253) 
 

Improvements in child’s attitudes towards 

school. 

 

4.77 

(2074) 

 

5.01 

(1194) 

 

4.21 

(310) 

 

4.50 

(314) 

 

4.69 

(256) 

 

Improvements in child’s attendance. 

 

4.04 

(2040) 

 

4.29 

(1178) 

 

3.36 

(300) 

 

3.85 

(312) 

 

3.92 

(250) 
 

On a scale of 1 (“no benefit”) to 10 (“great 

benefit”): 

     

Benefit to child's parent(s) as a result of 

participating in FAST. 

5.70 

(2057) 

5.78 

(1191) 

5.09 

(298) 

5.93 

(314) 

5.75 

(254) 

Benefit to teacher from the FAST programme 

being at their school. 

5.52 

(2052) 

5.56 

(1186) 

4.46 

(297) 

6.23 

(314) 

5.72 

(255) 

 

Benefit to teacher from child's participation in 

FAST. 

5.09 

(2057) 

5.22 

(1189) 

4.31 

(300) 

5.23 

(313) 

5.22 

(255) 
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Parent Empowerment: Finally, one of the assumed correlates of prevention of school failure was 

the extent to which FAST facilitated empowerment of parents in getting more involved in school. In 

the overall UK sample, the most positively endorsed empowerment item was ‘Provision of Support 

in Child’s Education’; the majority of parents (74%) agreed or strongly agreed with this item. The 

least positively endorsed item was ‘Ability to Contribute to the Governance of Child’s School’ (55%) 

(Table 29). 

TABLE 29: Parent Empowerment to Prevent School Failure 
 

 % Agreed/Strongly agreed 

 

 UK England Scotland Wales NI 

I now have more information and 

knowledge about my child's education 

67.8 

(N=198

2) 

65.5 

(N=1146) 

75.0 

(N=280) 

66.7 

(N=300) 

71.1 

(N=256) 

I am now able to make choices about my 

child’s education 

63.4 

(N=197

4) 

60.5 

(N=1142) 

69.9 

(N=279) 

63.4 

(N=298) 

69.0 

(N=255) 

I am now more able to support my child in 

his/her education 

73.5 

(N=197

7) 

71.9 

(N=1142) 

77.9 

(N=280) 

72.9 

(N=299) 

77.0 

(N=256) 

I am now more able to contribute to the 

governance of my child's school 

54.6 

(N=196

0) 

51.6 

(N=1131) 

62.8 

(N=277) 

53.5 

(N=297) 

60.0 

(N=255) 

 

Overall, FAST parents provided very high endorsements on the quality of FAST implementation. 

Teachers’ ratings of FAST benefits were generally modest while parents’ ratings were more 

favourable. Also, parents expressed that they have been empowered to prevent school failure in 

their children especially by improving their ability to support their children in education. 
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Achievement of Partnerships and Alliances 

One of the added values of FAST is the promotion of partnerships and alliances among families, 

among FAST team members and between families and FAST team members. These variables have 

been captured in open-ended questions addressed to all FAST participants and covered the following 

areas: 

 Team Dynamics 

 View of the FAST team 

 Role of the respondent on the team  

 Team members’ relationships with parents 

 Programme administration and implementation 

 Role of the school 

 Significant events during FAST implementation 

A total 1,336 team members responded to eight open-ended questions. The evaluation team coded 

each response into meaningful categories. All responses were assigned a category. Each category 

generated frequency counts that formed the basis for identifying and classifying them into strengths 

and weaknesses and then prioritising them. In some cases, respondents provided two or more 

answers to a question. As each response was treated individually, the total number of responses 

sometimes exceeded the number of team members. 
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Team Dynamics: This question generated 1,345 responses and 13 categories. The primary 

category was ‘Good working relationship’ which generated the majority (70%) of responses. Overall, 

the responses were favourable with the strengths outweighing the weaknesses. The categories are 

classified and stacked in the order of magnitude in Figure 16.  

Figure 16: Team Dynamics 

 

 

  

Weaknesses 

Difficulty with 
start up (143) 

Language 
barrier affecting 
communication 

(26) 

Lack of 
cooperation by 
some members 

(16) 

Strengths 

Good  working 
relationship 

(939) 

Good skill mix 
(93) 

Clarity of team 
roles (77) 

Willingness to 
learn and 

improve (19) 

Good 
organisation 

(16) 

Good 
communication 

(6) 

Good training 
(3) 
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View of the FAST Team: There were 1,161 responses to this question. The primary category was 

‘Friendliness’ accounting for 74% of all responses. Another major category was ‘Cooperative joint-

working’ (Figure 17). 

Figure 17: View of the FAST Team  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role of the Respondent on the Team: There were 1,252 responses to this question. Many 

responses were somewhat ambiguous. Some responses described how specific their role was 

without describing the role itself while others described assumptions of their responsibilities. The 

primary category of response was ‘Role clarity’ accounting for 88% of responses to this question 

(Figure 18) 

Figure 18: Role of the Respondent on the Team 
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Team Members’ Relationships with Parents: There were 1,253 responses to this question. 

The primary category of response was ‘Amicable’ accounting for 88% of responses to this question 

(Figure 19). 

Figure 19: Relationship with Parents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Weaknesses 

Interpersonal 
conflicts (45) 

Over familiarity 
between 

members and 
parents(9) 

Language 
barrier affecting 
communication 

(5) 

Strengths 

Amicable (1097) 

Increasingly 
pleasant  

(75) 

Cooperation 
and 

collaboration 

(13) 

Trusting 
members (6) 

Good listening 
skills (3) 
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Programme Administration and Implementation: There were 1,113 responses to this 

question. The primary category of response was ‘Good organisation’ accounting for 60% of 

responses to this question (Figure 20). 

Figure 20: Programme Administration and Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role of the School: There were 1,186 responses to this question with the majority (89%) 

endorsing the school. The primary category was ‘Excellent response’ (Figure 21). 

Figure 21: Role of the School 
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Significant Events During FAST Implementation: This question generated 925 responses. The 

majority (81%) related to the primary category ‘Satisfactory programme’ (Figure 22). 

Figure 22: Significant Events During FAST Implementation 
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CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Following from last year’s report, there is growing evidence in the UK that FAST has meaningful 

impact on prevention of school failure in the target child. This year’s report further demonstrates 

the growing influence of FAST in improving academic competence, parental involvement in education 

and child behaviour at school. 

Also, there is strong evidence that FAST has contributed immensely to positive change in family 

functioning and in reducing stress of daily life. These results are encouraging, especially with 

improvement over last year across measures.   

Another area of improvement is recruitment across the UK, which is commendable with 

encouraging retention rates. This improvement is a testimony to the effort put into FAST 

administration and implementation. Not surprisingly, findings from team members’ opinion survey on 

implementation identified ‘good organisation’ and ‘good training’ as drivers of FAST implementation 

in schools.   

Rate of response to feedback questions by team members has been outstanding with an estimated 

response rate of 97% across the UK.  Given that team members from 141 out of 146 schools 

completed the questionnaire, the range of opinions expressed were largely representative of the UK 

sample and signified substantial improvement on last year’s programme implementation and 

feedback.   

It is evident that FAST has meaningful impact on prevention of school failure, enhancement of family 

function and reducing stress of daily life.  Over the two periods of evaluation (2012-2013 and 2013-

14) the magnitude of effectiveness remains relatively stable across family samples and across the UK.  

This strongly suggests that, without major modification to the programme components, the 

magnitude of input may be approaching a ceiling.   

While recruitment targets have been robustly delivered across the UK, there are schools where 

family recruitment remained low.  For instance, 11 schools in England recruited fewer than 10 

families in a cycle.  Overall, school representation in families was achieved in Scotland, Wales and 

Northern Ireland, but not in England. The shortfall in England can be excused given the large number 

of local authorities and the resource required to achieve optimum representativeness.  Many 

nationwide research projects often struggle to achieve this and would opt for cluster sampling. 

Compared to last year, improvements have also been made in the following areas: 

1. Increase in retention rates. 

2. Representativeness in team members’ responses. 

3. FAST organisation and implementation. 

4. Data quality. 
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Recommendations 

 

1. There is a need to explore the problem areas identified by team members. FAST UK will be 

implementing a series of webinar workshops to address these. 

 

2. The FAST team may wish to consider implementation using a cluster model in areas with 

significantly different deprivation indices. This approach may help verify the ‘ceiling effect’ 

and maximise the potential of increasing the magnitude of effect sizes and thus FAST’s 

practical significance for families, schools and the community. 
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ERRATA 

This section relates to errors in last year’s report (Oyefeso et al., 2014). 

The only paragraph on page 36 should now read as follows: “Like in England and Wales, FAST’s 

impact on academic competence was beneficial in Northern Ireland (Effect size = 0.24 not 0.25) with 

the largest benefit observed in Teacher Relationship with Parent (Effect Size = 0.31) (Table 12)” 

In Table 10, the pre- post-test % mean difference for Parent to School Contact is +4.5% and not 

+4.7% 

In Table 12, the pre- post-test % mean difference for Parent to School Contact is -19.5% and not 

+19.5% 

None of the errors affected the findings and their interpretation. 

  



 

66 

 

 

  



 

67 

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: FAST Impact Measures 

Family Functioning 

Family functioning is assessed with the Family Relationship Index of the Family Environment Scale (FES) 

(Moos & Moos, 1981). Completed by parents, this is a 27-item scale that rates the domains of 

cohesion, expressiveness, and conflict. The Family Cohesion subscale measures the degree of 

commitment, help, and support family members provide for one another; the higher the score, the 

better the family functioning.  The Family Expressiveness subscale measures the extent to which family 

members are encouraged to act openly and express their feelings directly; the higher the score, the 

better the family communication. Finally, the Family Conflict subscale measures the amount of openly 

expressed anger, aggression, and conflict among family members; higher scores indicate family 

distress. 

Higher scores on cohesion and expressiveness suggest a better family functioning, whereas higher 

scores on the conflict subscale indicate a poorer family functioning. The Total Family Relationship 

score is obtained by adding the cohesion and expressiveness scores, and subtracting the conflict 

score.  The total score can range from -9 to 18 with higher scores being indicative of a better family 

environment.  The FES has demonstrated good reliability, with inter-item reliability of subscales 

between 0.61 and 0.78 and test-retest reliability between 0.52 and 0.91 at 2 months, 3 months and 

1-year interval range.  The scale has established norms for normal and distressed families. UK FAST 

norms for the FES and subscales are summarised below (Table 1). 

Table 1: FAST UK Norm for Family Environmental Scale 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,276–1,367) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Family Cohesion 7.39 1.77 

Family Expressiveness 5.44 1.98 

Family Conflict 2.58 2.16 

Total Family Relationships 10.21 4.62 

 

Parent-Child Relationship  

Parents’ relationship with their FAST child was assessed by the Parent-Child Relationship (PCR) 

subscale of the Social Relationships Scale (McDonald & Moberg, 2002). The 8-item PCR subscale 

completed by parents, measures the relationship that parents have with their FAST child. This 

includes how easy or difficult it is getting the child to respect, listen to or obey parents’ requests, 

and how easy or difficult the parent finds it talking and listening to their child. Parents are asked to 

score each item on a scale of 1 to 10, with higher scores indicating stronger parent-child 

relationships. Test-retest reliability for the PCR scale is 0.94. 
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UK FAST norm for the PCR scale is summarised below (Table 2). 

Table 2: FAST UK Norm for Parent-Child Relationship Scale 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1494) 

 Mean SD 

Parent-Child Relationship 7.69 1.66 

 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 

FAST parents completed the Parenting Self-Efficacy (PSE) scale (Coleman and Karraker, 2000; Spoth et 

al., 1995) that measures the relationship between the parent’s self-efficacy and their ability to 

support, and nurture their children. Scores range from 1 to 5 where a 5 indicates the highest level of 

self-efficacy. Higher scores are indicative of higher levels of parenting self-efficacy. Internal 

consistency (Cronbach alpha) of the PSE scale is 0.64 (Bosscher & Smit, 1998). UK FAST norm for 

the PSE scale is summarised below (Table 3). 

Table 3: FAST UK Norm for Parenting Self-Efficacy Scale 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,491) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Parenting Self-Efficacy 4.16 0.60 

 

Child Behaviour at Home 

The child’s behaviour at home was assessed with the Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) 

(Goodman, 1997), completed by parents.  There are 25 items that fall into two dimensions or scales: 

strengths (pro-social behaviour) and difficulties (emotional problems, conduct problems, peer 

problems, and hyperactivity problems).  Scores for each of the 5 subscales can range from 0 to 10. A 

higher score for strengths corresponds to positive behaviour whereas a higher score for difficulties 

corresponds to problematic behaviour. The total difficulties scale is the sum of the individual 

difficulties subscales, and scores can range from 0 to 40 with a lower score indicating less difficult 

behaviour. The inter-item reliability of the subscales ranges between 0.57 and 0.85, with test-retest 

reliability between 0.57 and 0.72 over 4 to 6 months.   
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Table 4: FAST UK Norm for Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) for 

Parents 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,447-1,475) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Prosocial Behaviours 7.53 2.02 

Difficulties:  

   Emotional Symptoms 2.39 2.21 

   Conduct Problems 2.39 1.96 

   Hyperactivity 4.48 2.46 

   Peer Problems 2.19 1.82 

Total Difficulties 11.40 6.21 

Impact of Difficulties 0.75 1.82 

 

Child Academic Competence Reported by Teachers 

Teachers rated the academic competence of FAST pupils using the Academic Competence (AC) 

Scale (Gresham & Elliott, 1999). The scale rated pupils on reading, maths, motivation and general 

intellectual functioning by asking teachers to compare each FAST pupil to other children at the same 

grade level on a scale of 1-5. A higher score indicated high academic performance.  Internal 

consistency (Cronbach Alpha) and test-retest reliability of the AC scale is 0.95 and 0.83 respectively. 

UK norm for the AC scale is summarised below (Table 5). 

Table 5: FAST UK Norm for Academic Competence Scale 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N= 1,575) 

 Mean SD 

Child Academic Competence 3.19 1.02 

 

Parental Involvement in Education 

FAST parents’ involvement in their child’s education was measured using the eight-item Parental 

Involvement in Education (PIE) questionnaire (Shumow, Vandell & Kang, 1996). The eight questions 

explore parental school involvement, parent-initiated contact with teachers and school-initiated 

contact with parents. Scores for each of the subscales and for the total measure, range from 0 to 1 

with higher scores indicating increased parental involvement in child’s education. Reliability 

coefficients for each domain range between 0.83 and 0.96. UK norm for the PIE questionnaire and 

subscales is summarised below (Table 6). 
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Table 6: FAST UK Norm for Parental Involvement in Education Scale 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N= 1,266-1,345) 

 Mean SD 

School to Parent Contact 0.26 0.37 

Parent to School Contact 0.21 0.31 

Parent School Involvement  0.27 0.38 

Total Parent Involvement in 

Education 
0.24 0.28 

 

Child Behaviour at School 

FAST children’s behaviour at school was measured by the SDQ (Goodman, 1997) described earlier 

but completed by teachers. The internal consistency coefficients of the subscales among teachers 

range between 0.70 and 0.87, while test-retest reliability coefficients range between 0.65 and 0.82 

over 4 to 6 months. The UK norm for the teacher version of the SDQ and subscales is summarised 

below. 

Table 7: FAST UK Norm for Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) for 

Teachers 

Teachers version 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,650-1,670) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Pro-social Behaviours 6.64 2.81 

Difficulties:  

   Emotional Symptoms 1.68 2.20 

   Conduct Problems 1.32 1.85 

   Hyperactivity 3.81 3.04 

   Peer Problems 1.72 1.88 

Total Difficulties 8.50 6.51 

Impact of Difficulties 0.75 1.82 

 

Community Social Relationships 

Parent’s social relationships with the community were assessed with a subscale of the Social 

Relationships Questionnaire (McDonald & Moberg, 2002).  Eleven questions measured the relationship 

that parents have with other people and community agencies. The score range from 1 (poor) to 10 

(excellent); higher scores indicate better family community social relationships. The test-retest 

reliability for this subscale is 0.88. UK norm for the Community Social Relationship subscale is 

summarised below. 
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Table 8: FAST UK Norm for Academic Competence Scale 

 FAST UK Norm  (N= 1,457) 

 Mean SD 

Community Social Relationships 7.84 1.46 

 

Social Support 

Four dimensions of social support were measured by the 12-item Social Support (SS) questionnaire 

(Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991). These are emotional support (expression of affect, empathic 

understanding and encouragement of expression of feelings); affectionate support (expression of love 

and affection); and tangible support (providing material aid or behavioural assistance). Total support is 

the sum of emotional, affectionate and tangible support. Scores on each item range from 0 to 3 and a 

higher score corresponds to stronger social support. The reliability of the SS questionnaire is 0.97; 

with individual subscales ranging from 0.91 to 0.96. The UK norm for the SS questionnaire is 

summarised below (Table 9). 

Table 9: FAST UK Norm for Social Support Questionnaire  

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,650-1,670) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Emotional support 2.12 0.85 

Affectionate support 2.21 0.90 

Tangible support 1.88 0.96 

Total support 2.04 0.80 

 

Reciprocal Parent Support 

Parents enrolled on FAST completed the Reciprocal Parent Support (RPS) questionnaire (McDonald & 

Moberg, 2002) that measures the level of support that parents may receive from or provide to other 

parents, such as help with babysitting, car sharing, sharing feelings, and getting together socially.  

Scores for the two subscales (Support Received and Support Provided) can range from 0 to 3.  For the 

overall Reciprocal Parent Support scale, scores can range from 0-6 with a higher score corresponding 

to more support. Test-retest reliability is 0.90 for the Support Received scale and 0.91 for the 

Support Provided scale. UK norm for the RPS questionnaire is summarised below (Table 10). 

Table 10:  FAST UK Norm for the Reciprocal Parent Support Questionnaire 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,475-1,494) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Support provided to other parents 1.12 0.94 

Support received from other 

parents 
1.04 0.93 

Total reciprocal support 2.15 1.80 
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Social and General Self-Efficacy 

Parents completed the Self-Efficacy Scale, a shortened version of the measure developed by Sherer et 

al. (1982).  Ten items measure General Self-Efficacy (relationship between self-efficacy and general 

tasks, setting goals and completing projects).  Six questions measure Social Self-Efficacy (beliefs about 

parents’ ability to establish and maintain friendships).  Scores for both self-efficacy subscales range 

from 1 to 5, where higher scores are indicative of a high level of self-efficacy. The subscales have 

good inter-item reliability, 0.86 and 0.71 respectively. UK norm for the SE scale is summarised below 

(Table 11). 

Table 11: FAST UK Norm for Self-Efficacy Scale (shortened version) 

 
FAST UK Norm 

(N=1,447–1,478) 

Subscales Mean SD 

Social Self-Efficacy 3.31 0.69 

General Self-Efficacy 3.60 0.72 
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APPENDIX 2:  

Reliability (Alpha) Coefficients of FAST Impact Measures obtained 

from FAST UK Data 

Programme Goal: Improvement in Academic Performance (Prevention of School 

Failure) 

 Cronbach Alpha 

Child Academic Competence Questionnaire 0.95 

Parental Involvement In Education Questionnaire  0.78 

Subscales:  

School to Parent Contact 0.62 

Parent to School Contact 0.64 

Parent School Involvement  0.50 

  
Child Behaviour At School – Strength and Difficulties 

Questionnaire- Teacher version 
0.72 

Subscales:  

Prosocial Behaviours 0.69 

Emotional Symptoms 0.70 

Conduct Problems 0.65 

Hyperactivity 0.74 

Peer Problems 0.46 

 

Programme Goal: Enhance Family Functioning 

 Cronbach Alpha 

1. Total Family Environment Scale 0.67 

Subscales:  

Family Cohesion 0.70 

Family Expressiveness 0.54 

Family Conflict 0.72 

  

2. Parent-Child Relationship 0.91 

3. Parenting Self-Efficacy 0.67 

Child Behaviour At Home Measured by Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire Parents Version 
 

4. Total Difficulties 0.72 

Subscales:  

Prosocial Behaviours 0.69 

Emotional Symptoms 0.70 

Conduct Problems 0.65 

Hyperactivity 0.74 

Peer Problems 0.46 
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Programme Goal: Reduce Stress from Daily Life 

 Cronbach Alpha 

Community Social Relationships Scale of the Social 

Relationships Questionnaire 

0.81 

  

Social Support Questionnaire –Total Support 0.95 

Subscales:  

Emotional support 0.92 

Affectionate support 0.90 

Tangible support 0.91 

  

Reciprocal Parent Support Questionnaire –Total Reciprocal 

Support 
0.93 

Subscales:  

Support provided to other parents 0.88 

Support received from other parents 0.87 

  

Social And General Efficacy  

Social Efficacy 0.64 

General Efficacy 0.87 
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