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Abstract
The transition to kindergarten is regarded as a key early childhood developmental
milestone with important implications for later school outcomes. This periodpsese
many challenges to children with and without disabilities, their faspifiad teachers.
Despite its importance, there are few empirical studies that examinedange
transition. In particular, no prior research has investigated the impaansition
practices on kindergarten outcomes for both populations of children with and without
disabilities. Therefore, the overarching goal of the current studyonesamine the
relationship between kindergarten transition preparation and child socio-bahavior
outcomes in kindergarten among both typically developing children (TD) and children
with developmental delays and disabilities (DD). Data collection involved
parent/caregiver, preschool teacher, and kindergarten teacher reports of lwdniidibe
and involvement in kindergarten transition practices. Results showed that the
involvement in transition preparation activities of families and preschaciées, but not
kindergarten teachers, was higher for children with DD than TD children. Addigiona
preschool teachers, but not kindergarten teachers or families, were found to have higher
involvement for children with poorer socio- behavioral competencies. Hierdrtheszs
regression analyses demonstrated that the involvement of preschool teachers in
kindergarten transition preparation activities did not predict unique variance in
kindergarten outcomes for children with or without DD. Instead, preschool child
behavioral variables (i.e., adaptive and problem behavior) significantly pikdicte
kindergarten outcomes. Best practices in kindergarten transition programming for

children with and without disabilities are discussed.
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The Transition to Kindergarten: Impact of Transition Preparation on Socio+Bedia
Outcomes for Children with and without Disabilities

Transitions are imminent in the lives of young children as they grow and develop.
Major transitions involving movement from one environment to another, including home,
child care, preschool, and elementary school settings, often hold partigniicance
for young children and their families. Because they may lack experiengatiagithese
situations, early childhood transitions can lead to uncertainty and anxietytior bot
children and caregivers (Mcintyre, Eckert, Fiese, DiGennaro, & Wildenger, 200%). E
transitions may involve qualitative changes in physical settings, sceedatavities,
caregivers, and behavioral expectations (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003). Gesaature of
the changes involved, transitions typically generate some degree ofIstiiggg. of the
developmental flux of early childhood, transitions during this period can be viewed as
continuous rather than static processes requiring adjustment for childrerregidesa
(Wolery, 1999). In particular, the transition to kindergarten is of paramount impqgrtance
and is considered a significant developmental milestone for both children ahdsam
(Eckert, MciIntyre, DiGennaro, Arbolino, Perry, & Begeny, 2008).

The transition to kindergarten can be conceptualized as an ongoing process that
begins several months before a child leaves a “sending” preschool program amalesonti
throughout the child’s period of adjustment to a new “receiving” kindergarten program
(Atwater, Orth-Lopes, Elliott, Carta, & Schwartz, 1994). Children traorsiid
kindergarten from a variety of early childhood experiences and programs. Somenchildr
attend structured, center-based preschool programs, others attend daycesesoenée

attend family daycare in another person’s home, and still others remain iavneir



homes with a family member or hired caregiver. Some children attend pastegajool
programs while others are in full-day child care arrangements. While states (e.g.,

New York) have high-quality universal pre-kindergarten programs withfgpeci

standards for evidence-based curricula and teacher certification (Né&vS¥de

Education Department, 2008), many states do not have such systems. Thus, across these
early childhood settings, children’s experiences are diverse (Zighni&Stevenson,

2007).

The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
emphasizes specific, empirically-based guidelines for DevelopatheAppropriate
Practices in early childhood programs (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997) and offers alnationa
accreditation system for programs that meet these standards. In 2005, only 57% of
children in the U.S. ages 3-5 attended center-based early childhood programs (US
Department of Education, 2007). Large-scale evaluations of early childhoogsetti
reveal that of those children about half (53%) receive poor or inadequatelatwve te
NAEYC standards (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 20083.finding
helps to explain the great variability in children’s readiness for schoabfidt
Education Goals Panel, 1998).

In particular, early childhood education experiences vary along socio-eimonom
lines. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, 60% of nonpoor ghildre
ages 3-5 participated in center-based programs (i.e., day care, Head &tahipqir
nursery school, prekindergarten), compared to only 47% of poor children in 2005. In
addition, a greater percentage of children whose mothers held a bachelor’s degree or

higher attended a center-based program compared to children whose mothers thad lowe



education levels (US Department of Education, 2007). The variability and inequity that
characterizes the U.S. early childhood education system has motivatetbradngcate
for a national policy for universal preschool (Zigler & Finn-Stevenson, 2007).

Although kindergarten is not mandated in the majority of states in therhbSt,
require that programs are offered (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). In coittrast
preschool attendance, nearly all children attend kindergarten, with thetyniajdull-
day programs (West, Denton, & Germino-Hausken, 2000). National data indicate that
kindergarten enrollment has remained steady, hovering around 96%, since 1977 (U.S.
Department of Education, 2007). Kindergarten students constitute an increasmege
group with respect to racial, ethnic, cultural, social, economic, and languaggdaaks
(West et al., 2000). As a result of their different early life experiemesiding early
education, kindergartners begin school encompassing a broad continuum of knowledge
and skill levels. Statistics derived from the Early Childhood LongitudinalyStud
Kindergarten Class of 1998-1999 (ECLS-K) demonstrate that children who entered
kindergarten varied greatly with respect to cognitive skills and knowledge] skitis,
approaches to learning, and fledgling reading and mathematics skibs €¥\&., 2000).
Thus, children also differ greatly in their preparedness or “readiness’hiirgarten.

The Significance of the Kindergarten Transition

A successful negotiation of the kindergarten transition is critical in the seats
it sets the stage for later academic and social outcomes in a child&tiedatc
experience. The relation between early school success and later schdolemjasd
achievement is noteworthy (Eckert et al., 2008; Rimm-Kaufman, Pianta, &2008).

Research suggests that academic trajectories tend to remain rektabédyover time



such that children who display positive early adjustment patterns generallyueotati
succeed in school, both socially and academically (Belsky & MacKinnon, 1994rd,aP
Kraft-Sayre, & Pianta, 2003). Conversely, it has been empirically deratetsthat
negative academic trajectories are significantly more diffiouthodify by third grade
(Entwisle & Alexander, 1999), while maladaptive peer social behavior patterns
established during the kindergarten transition remain relatively stablenawvsryears of
formal schooling (Ladd & Price, 1987). Further, comorbid academic and behavioral
deficits manifested as early as preschool have been shown to predict magousuabs
school difficulties through adolescence (Hinshaw, 1992). Rimm-Kaufman and Pianta
(2000) go as far as to deem the early school transition a “sensitive periodsargdes
later school success.

The importance of the transition to kindergarten has been recognized at the
national level, and is reflected in several recent federal, educational, asdratatives
focused on early childhood education and the kindergarten transitiohorGaild Left
Behindlegislation (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) underscores the importance of
addressing young children’s transitions to elementary school in both policy @tidgora
A major facet of this legislation, the Early Reading First Program, @mmeady young
children to enter kindergarten prepared to achieve reading success. To tkieaim,
document urges early education programs to address language and cogrisvef nee
children more comprehensively. The docunfReady Schoolsimilarly states that all
children should have access to high quality and developmentally appropriate preschool
programs in preparation for their transition to formal schooling. The foremosbigihéd

report is that “all children in America will start school ready to learrétidhal



Education Goals Panel, 1998, p.1). Improwbool readiness to facilitate the
kindergarten transition constitutes a clearly defined national education goal.

The transition to kindergarten is widely acknowledged as both an exciting and
challenging period of change. Early education and kindergarten experietiees dif
significantly, which may underlie adjustment difficulties for both childned families.

In fact, one study demonstrated that children confronted with a greatee dégtenge
between preschool and kindergarten environments experienced higher levels of
physiological stress during transition, as evidenced by higher amounts et s

hormone cortisol (Quas, Murowchick, Bensadoun, & Boyce, 2002). Indeed, children and
their families experience “a substantial shift in culture and expectatansg this

period (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003, p.2). Discontinuities confronting children are
diverse, and may involve aspects such as the classroom’s physical environment or the
curriculum, social relationships with teachers and peers, and the famaitgetts, 2002).

Kindergarten classrooms are qualitatively different from preschodrolass.

They are often larger and more complex, and are typically more struatnoddrmal.
Systematic observational studies of early education environments denetisitat

children spend substantially more time transitioning between activitigagierg in class
business, and standing in line in kindergarten compared to preschool (Carta, Atwater,
Schwartz, & Miller, 1990). They are also more likely to learn in large graapse

sitting at tables, and to be engaged in independent seat work (LeAger & Shapiro, 1995).
The presence of more students, many transitions, and an intensified daily sohegule
lead to reduced teacher attention (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003). One studytstigaes

kindergarten students receive individual teacher attention as little as fountperttes



time (Rule, Fiechtl, & Innocenti, 1990). As a result of these kindergaidesroom
characteristics, a formal system of rules and expectations is usstahfished to
maintain order and ensure safety, and children are required to regulate theiobeh
according to these new expectations (Perry & Weinstein, 1998). For exampial, for
procedures and routines like hand-raising may be emphasized to maintaim ohaer i
kindergarten classroom (Desimone, Payne, Fedoravicius, Henrich, & Finm&iaye
2004).

Other discontinuities more directly concern the content and character of the
curriculum. Unlike many preschool programs grounded in developmental ap@oache
kindergarten curricula are based in formalized instruction, in areastékacly and
numeracy, intended to increase child skill levels (Rimm-Kaufman et al., . 2006jren
are officially considered students (Eckert et al., 2008) and typicalliwesfmgmal
feedback (i.e., grades) evaluating their academic performance finstherfe (Perry &
Weinstein, 1998). As a consequence, kindergarteners are met with more structured and
challenging academic demands and experience a simultaneous decreasbasqila
activity (Carta et al., 1990). Observations of early education environmenéd tieaie
play and gross motor activities are more prevalent in preschool classriédiens w
preacademic and fine motor activities occur more frequently in kindergatigdred
use fewer manipulatives and more instructional, art, and writing materials in
kindergarten. Additionally, more activities are teacher-initiatekindergarten, where
teachers spend less time prompting children and more time instructinglibAger &
Shapiro, 1995; Rule et al., 1990), and children spend more time passively attending and

less time physically engaged with objects (Carta et al., 1990).



While in the past kindergarten was conceptualized as a transitional year that
allowed children the opportunity to adjust to the school environment prior to confronting
the academic rigor of the subsequent elementary grades, the adoptioNofGhédd Left
Behindlegislation (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), with its associ4tedasle
standards, has caused many states to implement academic benchmarks for the
kindergarten year (Goldstein, 2007). For example, according to the New Yak Stat
Department of Education, within the domain of reading competence, kindergarten
students are expected to demonstrate knowledge of phonemic awareness (e.g., count or
tap the number of syllables in spoken words, isolate individual sounds within spoken
words), alphabet recognition and phonics (e.g., letter-sound correspondence, eecogniz
and name automatically all uppercase and lowercase letters), and flagncyecognize
and identify some sight words), among other competencies. Grade<speddfrmance
indicators are associated with each academic domain (i.e., readinggwkiéw York
State Education Department, 2005). The New York State Department of Educsdion al
has a core kindergarten mathematics curriculum. For example, kindergarten stuelents
expected to count verbally to 20 by ones, count backward from ten, and count up to ten
items in a collection, among many other benchmark skills (New York State Educati
Department, 2005). Although states differ with respect to specific acatbemchmarks
and standards, in general, the traditional first-grade curriculum hasgngly infiltrated
kindergarten on a national level. Thus, kindergarten has become progressively more
academic as instruction continues to increase in speed and intensity (NAtiocation
Goals Panel, 1998). Many kindergarten teachers struggle to balance kinaésgarte

important historical functions with these new academic requirements (€old2207).



This amplified academic pressure may also exacerbate the stesstsl with the
kindergarten transition for children and families.

Children encounter a new social environment in kindergarten, with different
teachers and unfamiliar peers to interact with. Research suggesttdbéseing a
caring, positive relationship with teachers early on in kindergarten is antanpor
predictor of future school adjustment (Pianta, 1%9dnta, Steinberg, & Rollins, 1995).
However, the nature of the teacher-child relationship may change as act aftiiew
expectations, activities, and curricula in kinderga(imm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2000).

In addition to negotiating a shifting relationship with their teacher, kindergdtuderds
must also develop appropriate relationships with their peers (Ladd & Price, E987; P

& Weinstein, 1998). For example, they must learn to cooperate, play constructivedy, wo
in groups, and treat their classmates with respect. The nature of chilelney’peer
interactions greatly impacts subsequent school adjustment (Ladd & Price, 1987). A
successful kindergarten transition hinges largely on negotiating theselaéanships

with teachers and peers (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003; Rimm-Kaufman &Pz04Q0).

Other changes involve the family. Given the increased amount of time that
children spend in school, they may experience changes in the amount of time dpent wit
caregivers following kindergarten entry. Family schedules and routimedggling
mealtime, sleep, and waking activities, may also shift during transitiorthasd
disruptions may contribute to child difficulties (Wildenger, Mcintyre, Fies&cgert,

2008). The nature of interactions between parents and their child’s school also changes
significantly. Evidence suggests that contact between parents and teacharedboth

more formalized and less frequent in kindergarten, with less emphasis placed on parent



teacher communication in general compared to preschool (Rimm-Kaufman&pPi
2000). This shift may be a result of parental perceptions of kindergarten being less
welcoming to their involvement than their child’s preschool (Rimm-Kaufman & &jiant
2005). The work of Rimm-Kaufman and Pianta (1999; 2005) quantifies changes in
family-school communication from preschool to kindergarten. The results of $kisroh
generally indicate that as children transition to kindergarten, there ialdadecrease in
family-school contact. In addition, communication in kindergarten is more ofteriaditia
by the school rather than the family and becomes more negative in ch@Racier
Kaufman & Pianta, 1999). The decrease in family involvement and connectiomevith t
school during the kindergarten transition may pose an additional challenge fogrchildr
and families.
Children at Risk for a Challenging Transition

The myriad changes and heightened academic, social, and behaviorahsxpect
associated with children’s transition to kindergarten make this a chalgengi
developmental period for many children and families. Observational studies of
kindergarten classrooms suggest that social and behavioral skills suclowampll
directions, adhering to classroom rules and routines, working independently, and
participating in group activities, are essential for success (e.ga €tat, 1990; Rule et
al., 1990). Although some children transition successfully, many experience prablems
transition (Perry & Weinstein, 1998), which can range from mild to more seriousnRim
Kaufman et al., 2000). Transition success is impacted by a number of importarg, fact
including child social, emotional, behavioral, academic, and cognitive skills (e.qg.,

Mclintyre, Blacher, & Baker, 2006), as well as family factorg.(esocioeconomic status)
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(LoCasale-Crouch, Mashburn, Downer, & Pianta, 2008; Schulting, Malone, & Dodge,
2005) and community resources (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000).

The kindergarten transition has been demonstrated to be especiallygihgllen
for children with or at-risk for disabilities (Mcintyre et al., 2006). Becausag
children with developmental delays or disabilities often have deficédaptive self-
regulation ability and social skills that facilitate transition to kigdeten, adjustment is
generally more difficult (McIntyre et al., 2006). In addition, familiestafdren with
disabilities must negotiate a host of stressful changes, for examplgtiss in service
provision and support team staff, that are unique to special education (Wolery, 1999).

Problems are not confined to the special education population. Research also
suggests that a large proportion of typically developing children do not toansiti
smoothly. According to kindergarten teachers, approximately half (48%pioatly
developing children encounter difficulties in transition and do not complete this
milestone successfully (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). In particular, sowad@nomic
disadvantage at both the district (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000) and family levels
(Fantuzzo, Rouse, McDermott, Sekino, Childs, & Weiss, 2005) places children at an
elevated risk for transition problems and early school problems. In additiairechwi/ho
lack formal early education experiences may experience more ess et al., 2002)
and poorer academic and behavioral outcomes (Ladd & Price, 1987; Margetts, 2002) in
kindergarten. Conversely, children who have attended center-based early childhood
programs prior to kindergarten have more positive social and academic transition
outcomes, even after controlling for several important socio-demograghiactors

(Fantuzzo et al., 2005; Wildenger & Mcintyre, 2008). Although the nature of associate
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problems and concerns may differ for children with disabilities and theiratiypic
developing counterparts, the challenges of transition inimhbtgroups of children and
families.

The Ecological and Dynamic Model of Transition, proposed by Rimm-Kaufman
and Pianta (2000), provides a fundamental theoretical framework to guide
conceptualization of the transition to school. A key assumption of this model is that
child-centered models of transition emphasizing only children’s internedctieastics or
‘readiness’, while important, are inadequate to fully explain transition oetsomdeed,
it has been argued that within-child factors such as cognitive ability exe$sinian one-
quarter of the variance in children’s academic outcomes (Rimm-Kaufniiar&a,
2000). Instead, the Dynamic Effects Model focuses on changing contexts and
relationships amid the transition to school. This model describes how connections among
child, family, school, peer, and community factors create a dynamic network of
relationships that impact children’s transition to school both directly and irlgirect
(Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2000). Another key component of The Dynamic Effect
Model is the transactionakture of the interactions between child and ecological
contexts. These theorists contend that dynamic patterns and relationships cdantopera
either enhance or impede a child’s transition to kindergarten. Thus, this model is
particularly helpful for identifying both risk and protective factors tlfif@ca transition
outcomes.
Conceptualizing an Adaptive Transition to Kindergarten

Defining a successful transition to kindergarten is critical given ttteHat there

are myriad ways to conceptualize this construct. Furthermore, definitionscessiid
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transition to kindergarten shape the ways in which professionals prepare and support
children during transition. Some researchers have argued for a broad cdiramnaf
transition success. Perry and Weinstein deem school adjustment “a mieitifesk”
(1998, p. 179). Similarly, Eckert and colleagues (2008) argue for a wider aefioftthe
construct, encompassing academic, socio-emotional, and behavioral reaimsai@da
The documenReady Schoolsupports this broad conceptualization of an adaptive
transition, defining children’s ‘readiness’ to learn as dependent on a number of,factor
including “...social and emotional development; approaches to learning; language and
communicative skills; and cognition and general knowledge” (National Education Goals
Panel, 1998, p. 3). However, many have suggested that socio-emotional and behavioral
functioning are just as important, if nobrecritical than academic skills in early
educational settings (Fowler, Schwartz, & Atwater, 1991; Mcintyre et al., RGtn-
Kaufman et al., 2000). Beginning kindergarten students are expected to function
autonomously, develop relationships with peers, understand and conform to classroom
routines and rules, and remain on-task for considerably longer periods of time @bmpare
with demands in early education classrooms (Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 20004d,Indee
social and behavioral skills such as the ability to work independently and follow
directions are consistently identified as kindergarten “survivakskil the empirical
literature (Fowler et al., 1991; LeAger & Shapiro, 1995; Rule et al., 1990).

A major national survey of teachers regarding the kindergarten transieslad
that the most commonly reported problem among incoming students was difficulty
following directions (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). Although a lack of academis skil

was also rated as a significant problem among kindergarteners, this findgests that
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teachers consider aspects of socio-behavioral functioning the foremosy pniorit
conceptualizing transition success (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). In a studinex@

family concerns during the kindergarten transition (Mcintyre et al., 2007), four out of the
top five concerns expressed by parents/caregivers regarding thds triansition to
kindergarten concerned socio-behavioral adjustment, including attending a new school,
compliance/following directions, behavior problems, and getting along with peers.
Parents also ranked academic skills as a significant concern. Collgatasdarch

suggests that child socio-behavioral functioning is emphasized more than academi
competencies in kindergarten across groups of key stakeholders, including educators and
parents (Grace & Brandt, 2008; Mcintyre et al., 2007; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2080).
important to note that behavioral and academic problems frequently co-occur in young
children, although the direction of the relationship is unclear (Hinshaw, 1992;&erry
Weinstein, 1998). It has been suggested that social and behavioral kindergarten
adaptation can be viewed as an important pre-requisite to later child academi
development, creating the foundation for quality learning to occur (LoCasaletCet

al., 2008).

Social competence is critical for healthy social, emotional, and behavioral
outcomes for young children beginning school (Hinshaw, 1992; Mcintyre et al., 2006;
Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995; Walker, Irvin, Noell, & Singer, 1992). Social
competence is a multidimensional construct encompassing cultural, demogra
adaptive behavioral, and social skills variables. Individuals who are samaflyetent
are able to meet the demands of daily functioning and are prepared to handle participa

and responsibility for their own personal welfare and the welfare of othershibnes
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Elliott, 1987). Specific social skills, including interpersonal behaviors, assgpeer
acceptance, and communication skills, are considered key components of adaptive
behavior (Gresham and Elliott, 1987). Notably, higher levels of both adaptive behavior
and social skills have been empirically demonstrated to predict a more suiccessf
transition to kindergarten (Mcintyre et al., 2006). Social competence cathiti

negotiating both teacher- and peer-related social interactions durimgribtion to
kindergarten, two relations that have been amply documented to contribute to the succes
of school adjustment (Mcintyre et al., 2006; Perry & Weinstein, 1998; Walker et al.,

1992, 1995). Mcintyre et al. (2006) contend that children who fail to meet standards for
adaptive prosocial behavior are at risk for rejection by both peers and teachers,
heightening their risk for emotional and behavioral problems. Walker and coléeague
(1992, 1995) endorse a similar viewpoint, and argue that while successful development of
teacher and peer relationships are integral for academic achieverdesuicaal

development, failure to successfully negotiate these relationships duritngribiéon to

school may lead to a plethora of negative developmental outcomes.

Development of a positive student-teacher relationship is recognized as a
particularly critical facet of socio-behavioral adjustment in the triansio kindergarten
(e.g., MciIntyre et al., 2006). It has been suggested that because kindeegantenst
essentially replace parents as the primary caregiver, the chiltetaatationship is an
especially significant context for development in school (Pianta, 1994). Resgarch b
Pianta and colleagu¢Bianta, 1994Pianta et al., 1999)nderscores the importance of
student-teacher relationships for children at school entry in predictingtjtestment

outcomes. Pianta (1994) found that students who maintained positive relationships with
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their teachers in kindergarten displayed both superior social skills and work haiogs in f
grade. In contrast, when children experienced dysfunctional, angry, or dependent
relationships with their teachers, they were more likely to develop subsequent
externalizing behavioral and learning problems. Later research by Rrahtlleagues
(1995) indicates that these adjustment patterns remain relatively stapbend grade,

as well. This same research by Pianta and colleagues (1995) also sugydstsiare

of the student-teacher relationship in kindergarten can serve to either oedocease

the risk of referral and retention for at-risk students. For example, students who had low
“readiness” scores on kindergarten screening assessment batteriés athwvarm,
communicative, conflict-free relationships with teachers were sogmifiy more likely to

be promoted to a regular first-grade classroom than students without positive-student
teacher relationships. Conversely, students who weritiatly identified to be at-risk

for negative outcomes, but who were eventually either referred to speciali@dacat
retained, had experienced significantly higher levels of conflict with kinderga
teachers and had a less positive student-teacher relationship (Pianta et al., 1995)
Although child social skills and behavioral regulation are generally preglictimore
positive early relationships with teachers, maladaptive behaviors and poor kidisial s
may negatively impact relationships with teachers (Mcintyre et al., 2006¥, the

ability to meet social and behavioral demands in the kindergarten classroearlg cl
linked to the development of positive student-teacher relationships, which may

exacerbate or mitigate risk for children during early school adjudgtme
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Kindergarten Transition Preparation

Given the challenges associated with transition for both children with special
needs and many of their typically developing peers, it is widely reced)tiat children
and families greatly benefit from targeted support and assistance thisipgriod of
change. Thus, a substantial body of theoretical literature addrességtrgsparation,
and makes recommendations for effective school- and family-based pgaotsraooth
the kindergarten transition. Many transition practices are intended to bemdtén
discrepant early education and kindergarten environments into closer aligmaent a
reduce the “very clear schism between the cultures of preschool and kindérgarte
(Pianta, Kraft-Sayre, Rimm-Kaufman, Gercke, & Higgins, 2001, p. 129). It isabne
recognized that best practices in schools to facilitate the kindergaristtitra are
characterized by strategies to increase communication between homieo pkesmad
kindergarten contexts (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003). The goal of many biahefi
transition practices is to enhance family involvement and strengthen the boom-s
connection. Best transition practices should also forge strong partnerdinpsimearly
educational institutions and kindergartens (Pianta, Cox, Taylor, & Early, P&88a &
Kraft-Sayre, 2003; Pianta et al., 2001). Specifically, high-quality trangitieparation
should involve collaboration between preschool and kindergarten staff to clarifalgener
goals for students as well as to identify specific needs of individual studentemtor
best prepare them for transition (Desimone et al., 2004). The notion that transition
practices should strengthen connections and create flexibility among thlecentexts
that surround the child through high quality communication and contact echoes the

practice recommendations of the Ecological and Dynamic Model of Tam@Rimm-
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Kaufman & Pianta, 2000). National educational objectives also underscore the
importance of contextual factors surrounding transition. The National Educatiten Goa
Panel asserts that schools ready to support the transition to kindergartendfl) g
transition between home and school and 2) strive for continuity between earlpadare a
education programs and elementary schools” (1998, p.5).

The most commonly identified practices utilized by elementary schools and
preschools in the kindergarten transition literature include student-centevgtieacsuch
as visits to kindergarten classrooms and contact with teachers prior to scherdl opar
family-centered practices such as orientation sessions and meetings, andesctevet
activities such as screenings, all of which have been determined to be usefuléEcker
al., 2008). Transition practices are characterized both by intensity andftgpntact. It
is generally accepted that both high intensity practices and those utilizeonakrather
than generic contact are most effective (Pianta et al., 1999). For exarpi@e visit by
a teacher is a more personal type of contact and is a practice of highetyrgemgared
to a generic flyer sent home advertising an open house. It is also recomnietded t
transition practices target childrgnor to the start of school as opposed to after entering
kindergarten (Pianta et al., 1999). Therefore, in order to be considered best practices
transition preparation activities should create links between familiescéuodls through
high-intensity, individualized strategies, and establish those connectionsdag
process (Pianta et al., 1999).

High quality transition practices characterized by communication and ptatmi
ensure environmental continuity and consistency are often particularytanpfor

children with disabilities. Given their special needs and the extra supportsethat t
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typically require, this kind of preemptive communication among parents andrgache
helps to increase the chances that children with special needs will be fucoess
kindergarten (Atwater et al., 1994; Wolery, 199R)us, a great deal of research on the
kindergarten transition has traditionally concerned children with or at-risk fabiliies.
However, there has recently been an increased focus on advocating a sLiteesgion
for typically developing children, for whom transition is also both challenging and
critical (Eckert et al., 2008; National Education Goals Panel, 1998; Piantaf&¥ayre,
2003). Although the transition literature separately addresses the urnpgaetsas both
special needs and typically developing populations of children, there is significant
overlap between best practice recommendations for a quality transition modght bof li
the very different needs of the two populations, these commonalities anegstriki
Furthermore, although a substantial body of theoretical transitioatliterexists, there is
a remarkable lack of empirical, data-based literature to support artdrdidis the
theoretical recommendations.
The Context of the Kindergarten Transition for Children with Disabilities

At the inception of U.S. special education law (P.L. 94-142, Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975), children with disabilities were typicalineefas
school-aged (Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 1975). In 1986, the Education
of the Handicapped Act Amendments (P.L. 99-457) lowered the age of eligibility
special education and related services for children to age three (Educakien of t
Handicapped Act Amendments, 1986). This law also established the Handicapped Infants
and Toddler Program, a federal program to provide early intervention setwickildren

with or at-risk for developmental delays aged birth — three years. Theegest report
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to Congress on the implementation of the nation’s special education law indicated that
2003, states reported providing special education services to 2.2% of infants ang toddle
aged birth — two years, 5.8% of preschool children ages three — five years, and 9.1% of
school-aged children (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). Due to these relatively
recent changes in the law, preschool special education figures haveadcreas
significantly. From 1993-2003, the number of infants and toddlers served increased by
64.8%, while the number of preschoolers served increased by 38.3%.

The most prevalent disabilities among preschool children are speeclagangu
impairment and developmental delay, while specific learning disabiltigspeech-
language impairment are predominant among school-age children (U.S. Deypartm
Education, 2007). These trends are partially explained by the shift from the
noncategorical preschool disability classification system, which detesneligibility
based on the presence of developmental delay, to the categorical K-12 schauligyste
which children must be identified in one of thirteen possible disability categoroeder
to receive services (Individuals with Disabilities Education ImproveAejt2004). The
settings of special education service provision vary widely for preschoolers.
Approximately one-third of children are placed in early childhood programs, another
third are placed in early childhood special education programs, and still otherscack pla
in combined programs (16%), other specialized settings (14%), or the home environment
(3%). In contrast, the vast majority (96.1%) of elementary school children with
disabilities, including kindergarteners, are served in regular school buildirtgs (U
Department of Education, 2007), with many students in general education kindergarten

classrooms (Wolery, 1999).
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Formal transition plans are required by U.S. special education law (Ind&idual
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) as a part of the written
Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) for children moving from earbruaintion to
preschool services. Although a parallel plan in not required for the transdion fr
preschool to kindergarten, systematic transition planning is recognizdegs a
component of best practice in early childhood special education (Atwater et al., 1994).
Furthermore, all children with disabilities and their families have Speltie process
rights over the course of their public education that requires careful considemation i
planning transitions (Wolery, 1999). In particular, progress on written Indiviewkliz
Education Plan (IEP) goals are evaluated on an annual basis in the context of a
collaborative meeting that may coincide with the transition to kindergarten alita
planning and preparation.

The overarching presumption and starting point for the vast majority of erhpirica
literature addressing the transition to kindergarten for children witbitiisss is that
transition is even more complex and challenging for these children and fagiibes
their unique needs and the supports that they require (e.g., Atwater et al., 19@4, Fow
Schwartz, & Atwater, 1991; Mcintyre et al., 2006; Wolery, 1999). Children with
developmental delays and disabilities often experience problems trargsteteptive
preschool skills to new kindergarten settings, activities, people, and routinels, whi
places them at heightened risk for negative outcomes (Atwater et al., [h@@€d,
children with cognitive-intellectual delays have significantly poandition outcomes
compared to typical peers (Mclintyre et al., 2006). Family stress is heggh#s parents

not only must support their child’s adjustment during this time, but are also fated wit
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plethora of related responsibilities, adjustments, and decisions (Atwaterl&i94). For
example, the loss of supportive preschool programs and staff during transition is
experienced as particularly difficult for many families (Atwagenl., 1994; Fowler et al.,
1991). Wolery (1999) also highlights administrative and interagency issues &s$ocia
with transition, including coordination of elementary schools with multiple sending
preschool programs, the transfer of confidential child records, and the shitiitis
eligibility criteria that can have a major impact on service deliverjeimentary school.
Success of transition for children with disabilities is thus largely depéodethe
continuity of supports from preschool to kindergarten to ensure optimal child functioning
in the new environment (e.g., Atwater et al., 1994; Fowler et al., 1991, Janus,
Kopechanski, Cameron, & Hughes, 2008; Wolery, 1999). Summarizing the literature,
Wolery (1999) recommends that the broad goals of transition to kindergarten forrchildre
with disabilities should be to ensure continuity of services, minimize fairgtyption,
equip children to function in the receiving program, and fulfill the legal requireroénts
special education law.
Empirical Investigations of Kindergarten Transition for Children with Disabilities
Although there is a wealth of theoretical literature addressing besicpsatti
support children with special needs during the transition to kindergarten, there is a
relative lack of high-quality, data-based studies. Specifically, 14 erapsgtudies to date
have examined the kindergarten transition for children with disabilities (see Tabl
Several of these studies have addressed the perspectives of caregiverdansl teac
regarding the transition process. Others have directly examined the presehool a

kindergarten environments to identify variables that facilitate successfigitions. Still
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other investigations have utilized knowledge of these variables that promote positive
transitions to design and implement transition interventions.
Studies Examining Caregiver Perspectives on Transition

It is well-recognized that kindergarten transition presents a majoeofgalko
caregivers of children with special needs (e.g., Johnson, Chandler, Kerns, and Fowler
1986). Thus, several studies have explicitly investigated caregiver perspective
transition. Hamblin-Wilson and Thurman (1990) surveyed 91 parents of children who
had transitioned from early intervention programs to special education kindergarte
classrooms regarding their involvement in, preparation for, and satisfaction with the
process. The questionnaire utilized in this study asked parents to use alSkeoirtype
scale to rate the importance of various transition activities as welliagtrvement in
and satisfaction with the process. The instrument also contained items to glean
descriptive information about the respondent, the child, and his or her services.
Additionally, the questionnaire contained an item in which parents indicatetextie¢y
had received more support during transition from early intervention, the public school, or
both equally. Parents were also asked to indicate whether or not they had pedticipa
each of three transition activities. Results from the survey indicatechémt parents
had involvement in transition activities such as program planning, progltactiee, and
visiting the kindergarten building or classroom. Caregivers that experierugh a
degree of support and had explanations provided to them by kindergarten staff regarding
their child’s special education program and related services expresseghthst degree
of satisfaction with the process. More highly educated parents also felt isfstca

with the transition process. Additionally, most caregivers indicated thah#teyeceived
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more support from their Early Intervention (preschool/3-5 year) providesrapared to
their child’s kindergarten program.

Johnson and colleagues (1986) conducted face-to-face interviews with 19 parents
of children transitioning from a specialized preschool to a kindergarten progra
regarding their experiences and perceptions. The Retrospective Tramg#iorelv
contained a combination of open-ended questions, multiple-choice items, and lalert sc
ratings that were presented verbally to parents. Responses to open-ended questions
recorded on cassette tapes and subsequently transcribed. The interviewsdddesse
such as home-school communication, planning and placement, school visits, child
readiness, parent satisfaction, and transition-related stress. Caregiveasked to
provide a satisfaction rating using a six-point Likert scale in each ofrirereas
addressed by the interview. Many caregivers reported that the changgatadswith
transition were stressful for both children and families. All parents repibrégd
participated in planning their child’s transition. Most caregivers indicatédERa
meetings had been helpful in planning, and reported that visits to and observations of the
new kindergarten program were also beneficial. The majority of parenteptated that
their child’s preschool and kindergarten teachers exchanged information during
transition. However, parents reported experiencing more contact with prescimool tha
kindergarten teachers. In general, parents reported satisfactiomanghion-related
activities, although they were more satisfied with preschool than kindergentieities.
Fowler, Chandler, Johnson, and Stella (1988) also conducted interviews with caregivers.
The interview data were intended to be used as a tool to assist 30 parentshaiopresc

children with special needs in planning their child’s transition to elemestagol in a
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more individualized manner. The interviews assessed family and child needg, famil
involvement in transition planning, and areas of both family and school responsibility.
Major categories in the interviews focused on areas such as geneitibtrans
information, sources of information regarding new programs, parents’ parooipatel,
sources of information regarding child progress, specific features ofingcprograms,
and criteria for selecting the receiving program. Each category nedtaeven to 15
items that were rated in importance on a four-point Likert scale. Parentaé¢he asked
to rank the three items that they considered most important. The interviews also
contained 16 open-ended questions. Overall, parents rated opportunities for family
involvement in transition planning (e.g., help identify child’s needs in new program) and
program selection (e.g., based on opportunity for service provision) as well di€ spec
characteristics of receiving programs (e.g., ability to meet cleldigational and social
needs) and future teachers (e.g., ability to communicate with parents)tampursant.
The majority of parents indicated a desire to share responsibility fisittosm planning
and reported a willingness to work with their child at home in areas like peraizad

A study by Conn-Powers, Ross-Allen, and Holburn (1990) evaluated the
implementation of a collaborative school transition model intended to assist with
transition planning and address transition challenges. The study examinedsthet&ati
of 28 caregivers of children with special needs transitioning from early childipecthk
education programs to mainstream kindergarten classrooms. Caregiedrsatafaction
with various aspects of the school’s implementation of the model using a five-point
Likert scale. The model utilized a collaborative team of key stakeholdersdtmpeoals

and identify barriers for transition planning procedures. Transition procedures
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emphasized systematic, individualized, timely, and collaborative planning, the
incorporation of families into the planning process, preparation of both the child and the
receiving program, and provision of necessary services and supports to éatibtat
child’s transition. Due to the use of these exemplary practices, parewta@udnigh
satisfaction with both the school’s transition planning procedures and child placement
decisions in kindergarten. It is important to note that although considered part of the
literature on parent perspectives and involvement, the study by Conn-Powers and
colleagues (1990) does not explicitly aim to evaluate these variableadinste main
objective of this study was to present a transition model. The data regarding parent
satisfaction was intended to provide evidence for the effectiveness of the modelsand w
not explored independently. Thus, this study does less to advance our understanding of
parent perspectives and involvement in transition compared with the other studies
reviewed here.

A paper by LaParo and colleagues (2003) describes the National Ceifdarljor
Development and Learning (NCEDL) transition project. Although not explicittygia
the special education transition literature, this study used an at+mgiesaf children
and families, many with unique developmental and behavioral needs. Caregiver
involvement in and perceptions of the transition intervention were examined. Results
indicated that when offered the opportunity, the great majority of caregivéisgzed
in transition activities and found them to be helpful, although many families faced the
barrier of work schedules that interfered with their ability to partieipat

As a group, these studies provide a preliminary empirical basis for besteract

recommendations to support kindergarten transition for children with special mgeds a



26

their families. In general, the literature addressing parenp@erges emphasizes the
importance of family-school collaboration, the involvemerath sending and

receiving programs in high-quality planning, and the use of proactive, individdaliz
practices. In particular, the involvement of families as equal partnerssitioa

planning in light of the special needs of this population emerges as a [Qwoity-

Powers et al., 1990; Fowler et al., 1988; Hamblin-Wilson & Thurman, 1990; Johnson et
al., 1986). It is also clear from this set of studies that parents regardnéamhention and
preschool staff as more involved and helpful during transition compared with
kindergarten staff (Hamblin-Wilson & Thurman, 1990; Johnson et al., 1986). Research
conducted in Canada by Janus and colleagues (2008) corroborate this sentiment. This
study assessed the transition experiences of 40 caregivers of childrepasiti seeds

at school entry and found that parent perceptions of quality of care were aigfhyfic

higher when children were in preschool compared with kindergarten. Finally, these
studies overwhelmingly suggest that caregivers of children with specas texed to be
highly involved in many aspects of transition planning and program selecoom-C
Powers et al., 1990; Fowler et al., 1988; Hamblin-Wilson & Thurman, 1990; Johnson et
al., 1986; LaParo et al., 2003).

The assessment of caregiver perceptions and involvement in transition isa criti
endeavor given the key role of families of children with special needs. Howawer, t
special education studies reviewed here all utilized relatively samajles, which raise
concerns about the ability to generalize the results. These studiescaikedy
characterized by several biases commonly associated with canepoés (i.e.,

selection bias, limitations of retrospective reports, social desirabitises). Thus, while
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evaluation of parent perspectives is necessary, it does not provide a complete account of
the transition process for children with special needs.
Studies Examining Teacher Perspectives on Transition

A second group of studies has focused on teacher perceptions of the kindergarten
transition for children with special needs. A study by Mcintyre and collegg06s8)
examined kindergarten transition experiences among children with developdetays
and typically developing students. The study compared kindergarten tegyobes of
transition outcomes, using standardized psychoeducational measurestrese$a/0
groups of children. The measures utilized by Mcintyre and colleagues (20G@mme
transition outcomes included the Teacher’s Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 1991), a
measure of child problem behavior, and the Student-Teacher Relationship Scé&e (STR
Pianta, 2001), which assessed the child’s relationship and interactions with the
kindergarten teacher. Independent samiptests were conducted to compare the two
disability status groups. Results indicated that children with developmerags dheld
generally less positive transitions, including more classroom problem behzoaoer
social skills, and more negative student-teacher relationships.

Given the relatively more difficult transitions of children with special nesds
reported by teachers, other studies have aimed to identify teacher peespac child
skills and competencies necessary for successful functioning in mainsiessmmoom
settings. Using a survey methodology, Beckoff and Bender (1989) compared 67
preschool and 63 kindergarten teachers’ instructional strategies and perceptiufts of
characteristics essential for successful transition to generaltemtukindergarten

classrooms. Results suggested that preschool teachers considered child social and
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academic competencies to be more important than kindergarten teachers. Groups of
teachers also differed in their use of classroom management strategiédecaipec

preschool teachers emphasized effective teaching behaviors, asadanttfie teaching
literature (.e.g., individualization, task analysis), to a greater extent thadergarten

teachers, who placed more emphasis on establishing supportive environments (e.g., hand
raising before standing, completing worksheets).

Still other studies have assessed teacher perceptions and implementation of
transition practices for children with special needs. A study by Vauglhss,Rothlein,
and Hughes (1999) explored kindergarten teachers’ attitudes regarding thbilikgsir
and feasibility of implementing transition practices intended to enhance kingarga
outcomes for children with special needs (e.g., observing child in preschoabaiassr
discussing the kindergarten program with preschool teachers, etc.). Thittyachers
completed a survey to gather this information. Statistically significaferelifces
emerged between teacher’s views of the desirability of implememéingjtion practices
and the feasibility of doing so, such that teachers rated transition enhanpeacéinées
as more desirable than feasible. Although teachers indicated feeling somemfiokent
in their ability to make instructional adaptations for children with specials¢leey felt
unprepared to do so. The study by LaParo and colleagues (2003) describing the NCEDL
transition project generally corroborates the findings of Vaughn et al. (1999).
Kindergarten teachers in LaParo et al’'s sample of at-risk childigaged in fewer
transition preparation activities overall compared with preschool teacihigrg,barriers

such as unpaid summer work and the late generation of class lists.
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Rimm-Kaufman and Pianta (1999) examined rates and characteristics of
communication between families and schools across preschool and kindergartea, using
daily diary method to track family-school contacts. Teachers recordedtéharghnature
of each family-school contact in a log notebook, including home visits, school visits,
family members’ volunteer efforts, notes to and from the school, telephone calls,
conversations at drop-off and pick-up, and other conversations in public. To be defined as
a contact, the exchange was required to consist of at least two or more sesftences
personal communication between the teacher and the child’s family member tionaddi
teachers recorded which family member was involved, whether the contacitvaded
by the home or school, topics discussed, and the length of the contact. Rates of contact
per month were computed for each child. Results were analyzed both cross-$g¢tional
= 290) and longitudinallyn(= 71), and revealed that contact between families and
teachers occurred more frequently in preschool as compared to kindergarten. Wasitact
more often initiated by schools than parents in kindergarten, and became intyeasing
formal and negative as children transitioned from preschool to kindergarten. The result
regarding family-school communication in this study have been replicatelden ot
research (e.g., Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2005). Additionally, the large and deters
sample, daily diary method of data collection, and combination of cross-sectional and
longitudinal design employed increase confidence in the validity of theitgesul

Taken together, the empirical investigations of teacher perspectives on the
kindergarten transition for children with special needs suggest that althoughseache
perceive children with special needs to have more difficult transitions(jdle et al.,

2006), kindergarten teacher implementation of transition practices to support these
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students may not reflect best practices. Evidence suggests that felnaio}-s
communication decreases drastically in kindergarten (Rimm-Kaufmaar&ai1999),
kindergarten teachers regard transition practices as more desirableafible fi®
implement (Vaughn et al., 1999), and that sharp differences exist betwegmoptesd
kindergarten teachers’ behavioral and academic expectations and essdah
management strategies (Beckoff & Bender, 1989). The disconnect betwsehqui and
kindergarten may place children with special needs in a precarious position upon
transition. Studies assessing caregiver and teacher perceptionsitbtmatuminate
some of the key issues and problems surrounding transition for children with special
needs. Despite their importance, the majority of these studies have utiliredt
survey and interview methodology to draw conclusions about appropriate supports for
children with special needs as they transition to kindergarten. Furtherntiooeigh
teachers’ perceptions of issues related to transition were obtactad| implementation
of kindergarten transition practices by teachers was not evaluated inttities.s
Studies Directly Comparing Preschool and Kindergarten Environments

Another group of studies has directly examined inclusive kindergarten
environments to identify child skills and behaviors that are critical for ssfttes
functioning. These ‘future environment studies’ have relied on direct behavioral
observations in the identification of kindergarten survival skills to inform academic
social, and behavioral goals and objectives for preschool children with disabiliti
(Fowler et al., 1991). An investigation by Carta and colleagues (1990) was @uhthuct
compare ecological and behavioral variables between special educatidroptesc

programs and general education kindergarten programs. Specifically, thes ainhed
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to determine the degree of difference in structural factors and respousements
between the two environments in order to better clarify the adaptatioqsekahoolers
with disabilities must make during the transition to kindergarten. The authasdiin
ecobehavioral assessment instrument (Ecobehavioral System for tipge¢om
Assessment of Preschool Environments; ESCAPE) to conduct direct observations tha
examined aspects of classroom ecology, teacher behavior, and student behaviors for
special education preschool children=(11) and general education kindergarten students
(n=9). Ecobehavioral assessment is an approach to measuring environments that
describes the ecology, including topographical features and individuals wijtumal it
examines the interactions that occur between the ecology and student behawtarst(C
al., 1990). A defining characteristic of ecobehavioral assessment is thagiealblactors
are recorded with similar frequency and priority as student behavior. The goal of
ecobehavioral assessment is thus to collect a sample of ecobehavioralaets f
target student. In ESCAPE, a single observer typically tracks a singldaha
significant length of time (i.e., two hours or more). The ESCAPE system re@drds
variables within 12 separate categories using a momentary time sanygliey sFour
15-second intervals are used to sample all 12 code categories once everythrgrite;
ecological categories (e.g., materials) are recorded in thentiesval, three more
ecological categories (e.g., grouping) in the second interval, threeteatbgories (e.qg.,
teacher behavior) in the third interval, and three student categories (e.geticgm
behaviors) in the fourth interval. Observers use laptop computers to record ESGAPE da
Results revealed the existence of several significant differentvesdrespecial

education preschool and regular education kindergarten environments (Carta et al., 1990)
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Instructional content shifted such that kindergarten students were observed to sgend mor
time transitioning between activities and engaged in class businessr(le time) and
less time playing compared to preschool children. The physical settingsro€iios
also differed across environments. While preschool children spent more timelin smal
groups seated at tables, kindergarten students were more likely to be idstrlatge
groups on the floor. Results also suggested that preschool children were more often
actively engaged in activities (i.e., manipulating materials or objeastepared with
children in kindergarten classrooms, who spent a larger amount of instructiomal ti
passively attending. Teacher behavior differed across settings aspeelificlly,
preschool teachers provided higher levels of verbal prompts during activities éor
future kindergarten classroom survival (i.e., preacademics, fine motor, anddre)sit
LeAger and Shapiro (1995) utilized direct observations of preschool and
kindergarten classrooms as an initial step in developing a kindergarteridransit
intervention for children with disabilities. The intervention focused on aligning
discrepant ecological and behavioral variables between sending and receiving
environments, thus, observations were helpful in the identification of differences. As i
the Carta et al. (1990) study, the direct observations were conducted using the
Ecobehavioral System for Complex Assessments of Preschool Environm8GKBKE),
which provides information about the specifics of the educational environment (e.g.,
location, activities, and use of materials). However, LeAger and Shaptraitdized a
second instrument, the Assessment Code/Checklist for Evaluating Survilal Ski
(ACCESS), which evaluates student behavior and teacher-child interactiorg dur

independent work tasks, transitions, and group instruction. The ACCESS observation
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system is also an ecobehavioral assessment instrument but differs frekPE$Csome
respects. The instrument uses a 10-second combined momentary and wholetimterval
sampling system, and target children in the same classroom are obsentating
sequence, each for a five-minute period of time. Variables recorded inctuly ,ac
engagement, and teacher-child interactions. Ecological information (etgriaha
location, type of prompt) is recorded at the end of each five-minute interviaé In t
LeAger and Shapiro (1995) study, assessments were conducted in two Head Start
preschool classrooms containing a total of 40 students as well as the kindergarte
classrooms targeted to receive those preschool children the following lear.
observational data were used to develop templates, or behavioral profiles, of both
educational environments.

The results from LeAger and Shapiro’s ecological assessments tenegte
discrepancies between the sending and receiving environments, similar talise res
obtained by Carta and colleagues (1990). Preschool children more often engaggd in pl
and gross motor activities while preacademic and fine motor activitiesredatra
higher frequency in kindergarten classrooms. Additionally, activities were often
initiated by teachers in kindergarten, as opposed to child-directed preschool
programming. Preschool and kindergarten students also used correspondingly different
materials during instructional activities; manipulatives were morevammn preschool
while writing, art, and instructional materials were more common in kindergar
Finally, preschool children spent more time in small groups and on the floor, whereas
kindergarten students were more likely to learn in large groups and at tablesoB#havi

discrepancies were also discerned through direct observations. For exangdegarten
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teachers provided fewer prompts and spent more time engaged in instruction compared to
preschool teachers. ACCESS data indicated that although independent work tasks
occurred daily in kindergarten classrooms, they were completely absendchqok

Rule and colleagues (1990) also utilized direct observations of classroom ecology
and behavior to inform the development of a kindergarten transition intervention.
Because the focus of the intervention concerned teaching kindergarten sunvisab skil
preschool children with disabilities, the purpose of the observations was to identify
common activities in regular kindergarten settings and the skills necésisangcessful
participation in those activities. Observations that examined teaching behawibr
setting variables for 10 teachers and 20 children in kindergarten and first grade
classrooms were conducted. Results indicated that children in early edleyrgratdes
received minimal teacher attention. Observational data also reveal&thtteagarten
students spent the majority of their time in large groups, being instructed oedeltur
their teachers, or in semi-independent activities in which teachers tatalaong
students. Children were primarily engaged in specified activities (ieerepding,
reading, or creative tasks) and used many different materials. Basedr oaesihiés, Rule
et al. concluded that in order to successfully transition to kindergarten echitdrst be
able to work independently, participate in groups, follow varied directions, and use vari
materials.

The descriptive information that emerges from this group of comparative
environment studies has important implications for the preparation of children with
special needs for successful kindergarten transitions. The data gleanatir&ct

observational studies help to elucidate the difficulties inherent in the transdmon f
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special education preschool settings to regular kindergarten classroomsdysttated

by each of three studies reviewed in this section (i.e., Carta et al., 1990y 1&Age

Shapiro, 1995; Rule et al., 1990), preschool and kindergarten environments are markedly
different and thus require different child skills. Observational studiesstensy

indicate that kindergarten students often participate in activities thatereslls for

working independently, with minimal teacher direction, and participatingeable

groups. In stark contrast, children in early childhood special education settings spe
much of their time in smaller grouping arrangements and receive subsgantiad

teacher prompting, feedback, and support. Because successful functioning in kiadergart
requires higher levels of independence and self-regulation, the transition may pose
challenges for children with special needs. Following directly frometbbserved
differences, the theoretical literature consistently suggestpriadration of children

with special needs for success in kindergarten necessitates the tedaengric,

functional skills to increase independence and appropriate engagement alongside
typically developing peers as opposed to teaching specific preacaderaclimess skills
(Atwater et al., 1994; Wolery, 1999).

It is important to note that the assessment of the future kindergarten environment
using direct observational methods addresses several methodologicaldimaitati
associated with parent and teacher reports (Fowler et al., 1991). Becaumethey
conducted under naturalistic conditions, classroom observations are a more attplogic
valid method for the assessment of contextual variables as well as teachi@itcand ¢
behavior (Fowler et al., 1991). Furthermore, direct observational behavioral assessm

measures have higher validity than more indirect forms of assessmens farkra and
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teacher reports (Goldfried & Kent, 1972). Yet, these studies are not withoutibmsta
Collectively, the future environment studies have relied upon relatively small and
idiosyncratic samples often isolated to a few classrooms. Despite thisefadts across
studies with respect to characteristics of kindergarten and preschool envireangent
strikingly similar.
Intervention Studies of Kindergarten Transition

In several studies, information gathered from future environment observational
and survey work has informed interventions to facilitate the kindergartertitvarier
children with special needs. The majority of studies focus on teaching chiltvevas
skills in order to prepare them to function successfully in the demanding kindergart
classroom. Thus, the general goal of the intervention work is to foster ibetighing or
alignment of preschool and kindergarten environments. Based on their observations of
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms, Rule and colleagues (1990) develoded a Ski
for School Success curriculum to teach survival skills (e.g., attend to teacingr dur
directions, play appropriately with peers and materials) necessaryitopade in nine
common activities in regular kindergarten classrooms (e.g., school arrival sputine
transition activities, group circle activities). The curriculum was impleted with 18
preschool children with developmental delays by two special education tedohmder
to ensure generalization of basic survival skills, the curriculum included planned
variations in teaching procedures, instructions, and location of materiatdl @s\fiading
of teacher assistance. A group design was used to collect descriptive degaesults of
the curriculum implementation. Direct observational data were collectdgeon

percentage of steps mastered for each skill across a number of weeks. Gnosipmlea
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ranges were calculated for each skill over time. Results indicated dsathildren

mastered all of the survival skill activities. In order for a skill to be cemed mastered,

the mean percentage of steps mastered needed to reach a criterion of 80% or higher
during three of the last four weeks of observation. Additionally, regular chiédd ca
providers who were blind to the procedures reported improvements in children’s survival
skills following intervention; pre and post scores on a questionnaire assessiivgl

skills differed significantly. Follow-up assessments (i.e., skills chéskitcompleted by
kindergarten teachers suggested that most children performed the skpksnddsetly or

with very little assistance after transitioning to kindergarten.

Hains (1992) implemented an intervention to teach preschoolers in early
childhood special education classrooms skills to work independently. Specifically, this
study evaluated the impact of simple environmental manipulations, namelygdeduc
teacher support and the use of a behavioral checklist, with respect to the oriréastirbe
of 11 children with special needs during reading activities. The study used plenulti
baseline across subjects single-case design. The effectivenessbébention was
evaluated with direct behavioral observations of on-task behavior. Resultstedgbes
reduction of teacher attention was sufficient to promote work completion and child on-
task behaviors during independent activities for most children. For the remaining
children, the implementation of a simple behavioral checklist procedure led to
significantly improved outcomes. The author suggests that these procedures @h be us
to prepare children with special needs to function under conditions of reduced teacher

attention in kindergarten.
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An investigation by LeAger and Shapiro (1995) sought to determine the
effectiveness of a template-matching intervention to facilitater@msition to
kindergarten for preschool children with disabilities. The intervention was fdcusthe
alignment of major environmental and behavioral discrepancies between preswhool
kindergarten as identified through direct observations. This study used a quasi-
experimental design, and assigned three classrooms of preschool clilbienviention
(n=20), Assessment Only € 20), and Control(= 21) conditions. Preschool
intervention targets were identified based on differences in classroomeaalbg
teacher and student behavior across settings and subsequently modified. Ecological
variables targeted included location of students at tables rather than on the floor,
increased large-group and fine-motor activities, use of art and writiregiaigt and more
frequent teacher-initiated activities. Preschool children in the inteoveatindition also
engaged in increased independent work activities. Direct observations using the
ecobehavioral assessment instruments, ESCAPE and ACCESS, as vealhas ftatings
of survival skills, were utilized to assess the impact of the intervention. Resgljest
that the intervention was effective in more closely aligning the preschacbement
and teacher and child behavior with kindergarten variables. Additionally, folfow-
assessments revealed that children in the intervention condition exhibited fewer
competing behaviors (e.g., acting out, off-task) and received fewer tgaohguts
during independent work in kindergarten.

The work of Hutinger and Johanson (2000) aimed to implement and evaluate an
early childhood special education comprehensive technology system. The technology

system was designed to provide children with disabilities additional resolarequalize
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learning opportunities (e.g., adaptive devices, interactive softwareyitidtito facilitate
a seamless bridging of technological services during the transition to kirtdargar
constituted a major component of the comprehensive technology system. The
intervention was implemented among 317 children and 43 teachers from several school
districts across three years. The evaluation of the system was based ofiedmodi
naturalistic paradigm using a mixed methods strategy that incorporatedajuan(e.g.,
rating scales, behavioral observations) and qualitative (e.g., focus groupsguveer
methods. Results suggest that the intervention led to positive child outcomes (e.qg.,
increased attending behaviors, fine- and visual-motor, social skills) aasnaall increase
in staff technology skills. However, child kindergarten transition successavggsdyl
dependent on the policies of receiving school districts and was thus mixed. In schools
where the transfer of technological supports was smooth, children had more positive
transition experiences. Conversely, in instances where sending and receiving
environments were not aligned with respect to technology services, transition was
reportedly more difficult for children and families. Although considered péaheof
special education transition intervention literature, the study by Hutamgedohanson
(2000) is only peripherally related to key issues associated with the kirtdargar
transition. Thus, it does not fully cohere with other intervention studies for ahildtie
disabilities and has relatively less helpful implications and applications.

The kindergarten transition intervention literature supports and elaborates on t
results of studies addressing parent and teacher perspectives and on thoge utilizi
classroom observations. Taken together, these intervention studies consistently

demonstrate that when preschool and kindergarten environments are aligned childre
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with special needs can be successfully taught survival skills to strengtiegendence
and group participation and facilitate the transition to kindergarten (Ateagtr, 1994).
These studies are very valuable in their examination of actual interventiotieeand
measurement of child outcomes in kindergarten. They have also utilizedetgla
rigorous experimental designs and direct behavioral assessment methodsyeviieth a
suited to measure child outcomes. However, the developmental appropriateness of
teaching kindergarten survival skills to preschoolers has been questioned bfergany
Atwater et al., 1994; LeAger & Shapiro, 1995) on the grounds that it may be
inappropriate to teach preschool students skills that may exceed developimatstal |
(e.g., hand-raising, completing worksheets). Despite their methodologerajtsis,
kindergarten transition intervention studies have also tended to use small and
idiosyncratic samples of children with disabilities. The intervention stadsesvary with
respect to the amount and quality of follow-up data collected upon transition to
kindergarten. While LeAger and Shapiro (1995) collected excellent follow-up data on
behavioral adjustment in kindergarten, Rule and colleagues (1990) collected aelg lim
follow-up data and Hains (1992) failed to collect any sort of follow-up datactitical
to assess generalization and maintenance of target survival skills in kinder§attee
research would do well to emphasize the collection of high-quality follow-up datagor
reason.
Comprehensive Kindergarten Transition Preparation Interventions

A study by Redden and colleagues (2001) is the only investigation to examine the impac
of a comprehensive kindergarten transition preparation intervention on child outcomes i

kindergarten. This study departs from the special education kindergartendnainsgrvention
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literature in several respects. Most notably, the intervention did not grow out ofuhe fut
environment work and thus, did not focus explicitly on teaching preschool studentslsurviva
skills or aligning preschool and kindergarten environments. This study algedial group
design with a significantly larger sample compared to the other intermesttidies. Redden and
colleagues (2001) examined elementary special education identificagsnrra national
sample of Head Start children£ 7,079). Approximately half had been provided with
systematic transition programming from kindergarten through third grade, ashdmparison
sample of children had not received such programming. Children were randoigihedds
intervention or control conditions. The multicomponent transition program was idtemde
enhance and extend Head Start experiences. Therefore, the intervention wasdashgalool
transition and curricular modifications, parent involvement activities, heaklersing and
referrals, and family social services, similar to Head Start servic®rder to assess the impact
of the intervention, several indices of child adjustment were examined. Stuctaaisre/ere
reviewed to obtain information about special education services, refen@idisaiplinary
actions, child psychoeducational assessments (i.e., Peabody Picture ®ioc@bst-Revised;
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised) were conducted, &ied taticgs
were obtained (i.e., Social Skills Rating System).

Results indicated that the total percentage of Head Start childrenesfilspecial
education in the transition intervention group was significantly higher than thgacson
group. In addition, fewer children who had received transition programming wereiateasf
having mental retardation and emotional disturbance in third grade, while meredemstified
as having speech-language impairment. Few statistically signifidéaredices were discerned

on psychoeducational outcome measures for children in the four major specialoeducati
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categories between intervention and non-intervention groups. The authors sudggest tha
prevention effect may have occurred such that the intervention was paryiegiecktive for
children at risk for mental retardation and emotional disturbance due to theseht&finily
support and preventive referrals and screenings. Redden and colleagues alategpetuhinor
speech-language difficulties may either have been detected é&arlbildren in the intervention
group or that they may have been mistakenly identified in the less satigihatizing “triage”
category of speech-language impairment. This study provides tentatpatsigp the value of a
comprehensive kindergarten transition intervention targeting children apridisabilities.

The work of Redden and colleagues (2001) makes a critical contribution to the specia
education transition literature in its investigation of the impact of goemensive transition
preparation intervention arhild outcomesn elementary school. However, it is important to
note that the study primarily used diagnostic labels and disability casgoniepresent
intervention outcomes. The authors failed to discern evidence suggestive oive [pogiact on
other academic and socio-behavioral outcomes. Additionally, this study focused on a very
specific intervention confined to, and particularly appropriate for, a Heatiftpulation. Given
that the Redden et al. (2001) study is the sole investigation addressing the im@asitodrn
preparation activities on child kindergarten outcomes, this constitutes a major gagpetial
education literature; most studies focus on parent and teacher perceptions of, Gmear;rend
satisfaction with transition preparation. There is a pressing need faoadtgtudies to examine
the impact of transition preparation conceptualized more broadly and from the peespaic
multiple stakeholders on more general socio-behavioral child outcomealst isnportant for
studies of transition preparation to utilize samples of children previouslyfidéras eligible for

special education services rather than children at risk for poor developmentalegitcom
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Empirical Investigations of Kindergarten Transition for Typically Developing Céiidr

Although an excellent theoretical base of knowledge exists regarding the
kindergarten transition for typically developing children, there is a deagmpirical
research examining the effectiveness of recommended transition gsationg this
population, similar to the special education literature. In fact, accordinget®at review
of the literature, only seven empirical studies assessing kindergartetidrapsactices
for typically developing children have been published to date (Eckert et al., 200&). Si
this review was conducted, three additional studies have been published (i.e., Grace &
Brandt, 2006; LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008; Mcintyre, Eckert, Fiese, DiGennaro, &
Wildenger, 2007), resulting in a total of ten empirical studies addressing thegearida
transition in general education samples of children (see Table 2). Also Ipagdhe
special education literature, many studies examine professional agiveare
perspectives while others have implemented and evaluated transition intersent
Studies Examining Teacher Perspectives on Kindergarten Transition

A series of four studies by authors associated with the National CenEsarfg
Development and Learning (NCEDL) were conducted examining multiple asyebe
kindergarten transition. These studies used results from the NCEDL'’s 1996 ®ransiti
Practices Survey, a large national survey of 3,595 kindergarten teachersmplesas
stratified by ‘poverty’, ‘percent minority students’, and ‘metropolitanustatariables.
The cumulative results of this survey provide a strong foundation of knowledge
concerning the current state of kindergarten transition practices in thel Stetes.

Early, Pianta, and Cox (1999) conducted the first study analyzing the results from

the NCEDL'’s survey. This study explored demographic features of contemporary
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kindergarten classrooms and teachers pertinent to transition. This iatiestigf key
contextual factors impacting the kindergarten transition was an importamipiggly
empirical undertaking as implied by the Dynamic Effects Model. Thétsesf the study
suggested that kindergarten classrooms differ significantly acgptaisome
demographic variables. For example, the number of students eligible for free and
reduced-price lunch is predictably higher in poor, urban, and high minority schools.
However, few differences were found with respect to teacher education, experie
transition training and classroom size by demographic variables. Thus, tsocharal
characteristics do not appear to vary as a function of poverty, metropdditas st

ethnic composition of schools. The results also indicated that although kindergarten
teachers had high levels of education and experience in teaching kindergartets stude
only 22.7% reported typically receiving information about strategies for emganci
transitions, and 24.1% reported training specific to the kindergaeesition. Based on
this finding, the authors recommend that professional development be targeted as a
potential area for kindergarten transition intervention, especially in schablfigh
populations of at-risk students.

In the second study using the NCEDL'’s national sample of kindergarten teachers,
Pianta and colleagues (1999) described teachers’ perceptions and use of common
kindergarten transition practices as well as factors cited by tsaghi&arriers to
implementing these practices. The survey requested that teachers idiemtifg list of
21 practices, the strategies they had used in the previous year to fabéitansition to
kindergarten for their students, and to evaluate whether each practice goasl adea”.

Finally, teachers were asked to identify, from a list of 15 potential bgrtiese that
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would impede their use of transition practices judged to be helpful. According to Pianta
et al.’s (1999) results, the most commonly used transition practices repoteathgrs
were characterized as low intensity, involved generic contact, and octallogdng the

start of kindergarten. These strategies included talking with a parent, iagtesed by

95% of teachers, sending a letter to parents (88%), holding an open house (82%), and
sending a flyer home (77%). Conversely, practices involving personal contact and
occurring prior to the start of school were cited as the least frequently uz®eé. \lbsits

and phone calls to children either prior to or following the start of school as well as
visiting preschools were practices reportedly used by between meralyly &nof

teachers surveyed. Perceived utility of these practices was dirdatgdréo how

frequently teachers employed them.

Pianta et al. (1999) also analyzed teachers’ use of transition practicesthmeéhe
demographic variables of school metropolitan status, district poverty, and schootyminori
composition. Results from these analyses indicate that, generally, highbeB&Ss used
more intensive transition practices that took place before the start of scitbokere
characterized by personal contact when compared to low-SES schools. This 8nding i
especially concerning, in that disadvantaged students with the greategimagt-
guality transition practices are apparently the least likely toved¢kem. Finally, the
most serious barriers to implementing kindergarten transition practicesegepgr
teachers were that class lists are generated too late to support proacttices (56%),
transition planning requires unpaid summer work (47%), there is a lack of at gilstnic
to address the transition (43%), practices take too much time (37%), and funds are not

available (35%). Many of these barriers concern structural aspects ofssdreaxchers in
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schools with many poor and minority students were more likely to reportrisaelated
to family characteristics. This finding underscores the need to estatlighseipportive
home-school relationships especially with low-income and minority families.

The third NCEDL survey study was conducted by Rimm-Kaufman and colleagues
(2000) and assessed teachers’ perceptions of child adjustment amid the transition to
kindergarten. In particular, the frequency and specific types of problems thifé¢sha
themselves in the transition to kindergarten were examined. As was previousbsdis,
teachers reported that while 52% of children transition to kindergarten sudlye 8%
of children experience only a moderate level of success with some problems, aofl 16%
children have difficult transitions with many problems and serious issues. Ruotieer
more than one-third of teachers reported that at least half of their erkerdleggarten
classes exhibited specific difficulties. The problems most frequentlytesbtar be
impacting at least half of incoming kindergartners were: difficultyofelhg directions
(46%), a lack of academic skills (36%), disorganized home environments (35%), and
difficulty working independently (34%). Upon incorporating demographic variaties
this model, it was found that teachers in low-SES schools reported higher ovesadifra
problems during the kindergarten transition.

The final NCEDL survey-based study, conducted by Early, Pianta, Taylor, and
Cox (2001), built on the work by Pianta and colleagues (1999). This study grouped
transition practices identified by teachers in order to link their prevalkena variety of
teacher and classroom variables. The researchers hypothesized thatdleactnteristics
(i.e., experience, education, certification, transition training, and ethniggyyell as

classroom characteristics (i.e., class size and timing of generatios®fista) would be
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correlated with the nature of kindergarten transition practices utilized. Résuleacher
variables indicate that although teacher experience and education were fictsiiyi
related to differences in transition practices used, specialized trannfiaglitating
kindergarten transitions was related to utilizatiomlbtypes of strategies. This finding
provides additional impetus for training teachers specifically in kindergaaesition
practices. In addition, teachers’ tendency to employ transition praettbes before or
after the start of school was significantly related to their ethniaitiz $hat white teachers
used more practices prior to the beginning of kindergarten, and black teacheroresed m
transition practices following the start of school. The authors suggestdédaba
observed differences may be related to contextual factors, as minadhets are more
likely to teach in low-SES schools with fewer resources than their whisagoks.
Consistent results for the effect of classroom variables on kindergartatiadrans
practices emerged from this research. Teachers with larger clessegingted using
fewer transition practices before the beginning of the school year. Incaqldimning of
class list generation was significant; teachers who receiveslidtsearly were more
likely to utilize transition practices prior to the start of school. Colletyi the results
from this study suggest that the failure of teachers to use effectivtitrapsactices, as
demonstrated by Pianta and colleagues (1999), may largely be a resuliact thatf
high-intensity, individualized practices that take place before school arexdego
implement. Optimal transition practices are time-consuming and requirustigddls
effort, planning, money, and preparation on the part of teachers and schools. It appears

that teachers and schools are somewhat ill prepared for this undertaking.
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A study by Grace and Brandt (2006) was conducted to identify and synthesize
beliefs about child and school kindergarten readiness held by key stakeholdersiin Hawa
To this aim, the perspectives of preschoot 204) and kindergartem € 301) teachers
and administratorai(= 124) were examined through both qualitative (i.e., focus groups)
and quantitative (i.e., statewide survey) methods of data collection. Resudiedetveat
although there was general agreement regarding the importance of cloltbesloavioral
characteristics for success in kindergarten, opinions differed somewbss aale
groups. According to focus group data, while preschool teachers considered the domain
of child social-emotional development (e.qg., takes turns and shares, makes) fiiebe
of primary importance, kindergarten teachers weighted school-related drsh@vg., can
follow directions, rules, and routines, sits still and pays attention) more yeavil
According to survey data, teachers reported that child ability to follow @insctrules,
and routines is most critical to success in kindergarten while administrpansed that
the most important child readiness characteristic is being healttsd raad well-
nourished. Additionally, preschool teachers viewed general knowledge andcskis
more important than kindergarten teachers, however, academic skills wdrastatest
important across groups. Regarding school readiness, preschool teacherszehtinets
the school environment should nurture child social-emotional well-being and provide a
hands-on curriculum. Preschool teachers were also more likely to mention the mo@orta
of schools supporting family-school communication. Kindergarten teachers reported
more concern with parents helping children to acquire school-related behanisilés

as well as the quality of school facilities and resources.
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Studies of general education teacher’s perceptions of kindergarten transition
provide valuable information. It is clear that the transition to kindergadses
challenges for typically developing children (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 200@}tzat
teachers view social and behavioral skills and competencies, such as follinectopns,
as particularly critical to successfully navigate the trans{@gnace & Brandt, 2006;
Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). Thus, similar survival skills appear to be required for
children with special needs and their typically developing peers. Despitetumized
importance of transition, empirical evidence also indicates that kindergaatdrets use
mainly low-intensity, generic, one-size-fits-all transition practisech as screenings and
open houses (i.e., Early et al., 2001; Pianta et al., 1999), in particular in low-SESsdistri
and communities (Pianta et al., 1999) and may facilitate family-school comatianic
less compared with preschool teachers (Grace & Brandt, 2006; Rimm-Kaé&ffianta,
2005). Kindergarten teachers report structural barriers to utilizing higityquahsition
practices (Pianta et al., 1999) as well as a lack of formal transaioimg (Early et al.,
1999), which appears to negatively impact their use of effective transitioricpsact
(Early et al., 2001). The present state of general education kindergartetioinansi
practices clearly does not reflect the theoretical and professionahsassan effective
strategies to support the transition, nor does it meet national standards fgr “read
schools”. It is also important to note that many of these findings paralhelsin the
special education transition literature.

Research addressing teacher perspectives, and in particular, the seuegesf
associated with the NCEDL Transition Practices Survey, provides a wealth of

information about the national state of current kindergarten transition prattmesver,
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due to the fact that these studies, with the exception of Grace and Brandt (2006), are
descriptive in nature, are derivations of the same national survey, and eashes t
perceptions alone, they provide only a partial understanding of kindergartendnansit
practices for typically developing children.
Studies Examining Caregiver Perspectives on Kindergarten Transition

The kindergarten transition greatly impacts both children and families (e.g.,
Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 1999). Caregivers of typically developing childray experience
significant transition-related concerns, including those regarding thedtschghavior
and academic skills (MclIntyre et al., 2007). Additionally, family involvement i
transition is considered critical for positive child outcomes (Rimm-Kaufmarasi#,
1999). A study by Schulting and colleagues (2005) suggests that the effectiveness of
transition practices may be partially attributed to their tendency to sepaental
involvement. Yet, in contrast to the focus on teacher perceptions, very few studies
examine transition experiences from the perspective of the family.tjrofdg one
empirical study (i.e., Mcintyre et al., 2007) examifasily use of transition practices
and involvement in transition preparation activities. In this study, 132 urban asegiv
children transitioning from preschool to kindergarten classrooms were sdralegat
their experiences and involvement in kindergarten transition. The survey instrume
Family Experiences and Involvement in Transition (FEIT), contained ratyahaived
items from five domains, including child educational history, family concernsjfident
needs during transition, family involvement in transition activities, and family
sociodemographic information. Caregivers used a 4-point Likert scale theaggtent

of their concerns (e.g., regarding child behavior problems). They also indicatdetwhet
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or not specific types of intervention (e.g., more information about kindergarten behavior
expectations) would be helpful, and whether they had, wanted, or neither had nor wanted
involvement in specific transition activities (e.g., visit to child’s kinddegaclassroom).
Results suggested that families desired a higher level of involvement itidrans

planning and wanted information about kindergarten readiness. Caregiversedpres
concerns about their child attending a new school and difficulties with following

directions or other behavior problems. This study also found that families wigh fe

financial resources were less involved in transition activities.

The study by Grace and Brandt (2006) also assessed the perceptions of 2,153
parents of preschool and kindergarten students in Hawaii regarding transition.
Standardized interviews were conducted within focus groups on the topic of kindergarte
readiness. Focus group data was analyzed for a) the number, mean, and range of
readiness items generated by focus groups, b) the degree to which ditfevsngroups
similarly labeled categories of child and school readiness as a measategufry
salience, and c) the number of individual participant votes for readiness itemeddeem
most critical for success. Results indicated that along with preschool tegudrents
considered social-emotional development to be of primary importance for kirtdarga
readiness. Both interview and survey data revealed that parents considered socio
behavioral child skills (i.e., gets along well with others, can follow directioies,rand
routines) to be most critical for kindergarten entry. However, parents alsovpdrce
general knowledge (i.e., of colors, shapes, letters, numbers) to be an imp@eahbés

child kindergarten readiness, while teachers emphasized these acddksrieass.
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Results also suggested that parents viewed school support of parent-school
communication and parent involvement to be very important.

Thus, research conducted with both teachers and parents suggests that socio-
behavioral functioning is regarded as even more critical than acadenpetemties in
kindergarten for typically developing children (Grace & Brandt, 2008; Mclrayed.,

2007; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2000). Research also suggests that both caregiveas\a
educators view family involvement as particularly important (Grace & Br20088;

Mcintyre et al., 2007). Studies of parent perspectives and use of transition practice
contribute a valuable dimension to the typically developing transition literature.

However, the purpose of the great majority of research with parents and sdaher

been tadescribethe current state of kindergarten transition practices and perceptions of
key stakeholders. Subsequent studies have sought to move beyond mere description by
designing, implementing and evaluating programs to support the kindergartetiotmansi
Intervention Studies of Kindergarten Transition

Desimone and colleagues (2004) described the results of the implementation of a
kindergarten transition program featuring preschool programs located wehmerary
schools. It has been argued that school-based preschool programs easettbe tcans
kindergarten for children; however, little research has evaluated thesampsodihe data
from this study were drawn from a large, three-year, multi-site study &dheol for the
Twenty-First Century (21C) school reform model. The researchers conduated foc
groups to assess the perceptions of those involved with the program and analyzed the
sessions in order to identify overarching themes. The resulting focus growpedata

based on the contributions of 20 preschool teachers, 22 kindergarten teachers, and 53
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parents. Results suggested that implementing preschool programs on the sanas premis
as an elementary school did, in fact, facilitate the transition to kindergHnieas
reported that both children and parents felt more familiar and comfortable with the
school, which made for a smoother transition. Another important outcome of the program
was that it increased collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teabloérs, w
led to increased coordination of curriculum and efforts to address the needs of individual
students by sharing information. Participants noted that when expectatiorsigeee
between preschool and kindergarten teachers, children entered school betted poepare
meet the demands of kindergarten. The program also fostered early, supportive
relationships with families, which were maintained over the kindergarten year

Pianta and colleagues (2001) engaged in a collaborative effort with teacider
parents to design, implement, and assess a kindergarten transition program. &tiis proj
called the Kindergarten Transition Intervention, was also associateche/ibNGEDL.
The foundation of the intervention was a Collaborative Design Team (CDT), comprised
of preschool teachers, family workers, kindergarten teachers, principalsC&iolN
researchers. Participants in the intervention were 90 children and famiiidle@ in one
of two preschool programs, who were then followed as they transitioned to kindergarten.
The intervention was based on an ecological model, with an emphasis on strengthening
key relationships to support the transition. In order to design the transition program, the
CDT utilized the results of the national survey assessing currentitvansiactices and
barriers to implementation (Pianta et al., 1999) as well as community penseptineed.
The resulting intervention was a “menu-based approach” of transition psatitored

to each family’s individual needs.
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The NCEDL sought to examine implementation outcomes primarily by way of
teacher and parent perceptions of both the intervention itself and of relationships among
participants within the process (Pianta et al., 2001). To this end, participants eohaplet
guestionnaire assessing their use of kindergarten transition activitiegntetivention as
well as the perceived utility of the practices. Participants also complabtitea
guestionnaire assessing the home-school relationship. Finally, mothers eesieued
to gather information on their perceived social support network in the transition.

Analysis of the data revealed that the most commonly employed transition
practice was for preschool teachers to visit elementary classrodimiheir students.
Other very commonly used transition practices included orientation meetirings in t
spring of preschool, and events intended to familiarize both children and famthes wi
elementary schools. Conversely, individual contact between preschool and kindergarte
teachers occurred infrequently. These results confirmed the overall fireditigs
NCEDL'’s Transition Practices Survey. Analysis of the perceptions of nsodmer
teachers revealed that both groups regarded one another positively duriagshieitr
process. Mothers viewed preschool teachers as the most helpful source cfugumat
during their child’s transition to kindergarten, and indicated that preschool teache
became increasinglyelpful over the year. This aspect of the results corroborates the
sentiment apparent in the descriptive literature that family involvement andctionne
with the school decreases significantly in elementary school (Rimm-Kaunfaanta,
2005) and that parents and preschool teachers may place more emphasis on family

involvement than kindergarten teachers (Grace & Brandt, 2006; Mcintyre et al., 2007).
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The studies by Desimone and colleagues (2004) and Pianta and colleagues (2001)
offer valuable insights into the actual implementation of programs designedlitatéac
the kindergarten transition. They begin to address an important need for research
evaluating the effectiveness of kindergarten transition programs (Etlkeért2008).
However, both studies are limited to addressing parental and teacher perceghens of
transition process, which, while necessary, is not sufficient. In order to devetbeia
understanding of the kindergarten transition for typically developing childnesn, i
essential that transition practices be evaluated regarding theiraaifehild outcomes,
particularly given their theoretical significance and widespread yissalshers and
schools To date, only two published studies in the U.S. have evaluated the effect of
kindergarten transition practices on typically developing child outcomes.

Studies of Kindergarten Transition Preparation Examining Child Outcomes

Schulting and colleagues (2005) conducted a study that examined the effect of
kindergarten transition practices on child academic outcomes. This study usidrdata
the ECLS-K, a longitudinal study that followed a large, nationally repraemtohort
of 21,260 children from kindergarten through fifth grade. The ECLS-K analyzed child
academic outcomes through a direct cognitive assessment batteryingeasur
competencies in reading, mathematics, and general knowledge of the sd@alaical
world. Kindergarten teachers identified the transition practices that had been
implemented in their schools in the fall of kindergarten, and parents reported on their
involvement in a range of school activities and events in the spring of kindergénte
descriptive results of this survey corroborate other findings regarding therfoyopfe

use of specific transition practices. According to the data, the most commsitidra
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practices reportedly used by teachers were to deliver information to paidms by
phone or by mail, about the kindergarten program (86%), and to hold orientations at
school (76%). Conversely, the least frequently used practices included homgi¥gits
and shortened school days for children (18%).

Schulting et al. also found that the number of school-based practices to ease the
transition to kindergarten was associated with higher academic ackievetores at the
conclusion of kindergarten, even when controlling for important demographic factors,
such as SES. These findings supported their main hypotheses. The results irfthtated t
parent-initiated school involvement was also positively correlated with maorgition
practices, again controlling for SES. The researchers determined rtbyait ipaolvement
in schooling has a mediating effect on students’ academic outcomes such thadriransi
practices stimulate parent involvement which, in turn, results in higher childragad
achievement. Furthermore, an important interaction was found between transition
practices, child achievement, and SES such that the positive impact of transitiocegr
on academic performance were greater for children from low-SES bacokigro
Although children from affluent backgrounds displayed a higher level of academic
achievement regardless of kindergarten transition practices, at-fidiechirom low-
income backgrounds benefited more from practices and policies aimed ag$amili
support the kindergarten transition (Schulting et al., 2005).

The findings of Schulting et al. (2005) thus established a link between transition
practices and improved child academic outcomes in kindergarten. Because cbid soci
behavioral competencies have been robustly demonstrated to be critich}l stbaol

adjustment, empirical investigations of socio-behavioral outcomes in relation t
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kindergarten transition practices are critical as well. To date, a ginglshed empirical
investigation conducted in the United States by LoCasale-Crouch and ce42008)
has associated kindergarten transition practices with enhanced socio- = nicr
outcomes. This study examined the impact of pre-kindergarten teachers’ ussitibtra
practices on kindergarten teachers’ judgments of children’s sociategelatory, and
academic skills following transition. Outcomes were examined for 722 ahildne 214
pre-kindergarten classrooms participating in the NCEDL'’s Multi-Stegekiihdergarten
Study, using behavioral rating scales (i.e., Teacher-Child Rating Scaldema Rating
Scale). Descriptive results suggest that there was significanti®argEross preschool
teachers regarding the types of transition activities used. While manyyetgeneric
practices, individualized transition practices were also common. This fincengsge
indicate that preschool teachers’ approaches to kindergarten transitiomproggamay
be more in line with best practice recommendations compared with kindergadesrsea
The major finding that emerged from LoCasale-Crouch et al.’s (2008) study was
that pre-kindergarten teachers’ use of more transition activities wasaasdogith
higher child social competencies and fewer problem behaviors in the beginning of
kindergarten. In particular, contact between preschool and kindergarten teachers
regarding curricula or specific children, was consistently and pogi@asiociated with
socio-behavioral adjustment in kindergarten. However, a similar relation wasunot f
between transition practices and child academic outcomes. LoCasatd@rui
colleagues (2008) argue that pre-kindergarten transition practicegeardad to
facilitate social and emotional adjustment and to increase a childty abifunction

successfully within the classroom, ultimately laying the foundatiofater school
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success and the initiation of academic skill development, as seen in thengosiuei.
(2005) study. Additionally, the relation between transition activities and sobmviozal
adjustment was more robust for children experiencing social and economictisk.fa
Thus, both outcome studies (i.e., LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008; Schulting et al., 2005)
found SES to similarly moderate the relation between transition preparatiaid
outcomes. This is especially concerning in light of the fact that poor childrehanls
lacking resources are the least likely to receive these serviceaguadts during the
kindergarten transition (Pianta et al., 1999).

Two studies conducted in Australia by Margetts (2002; 2007) have also linked
transition preparation to child socio-behavioral outcomes during the firsoisehnool.
Margetts (2002) investigated kindergarten transition in 197 children, with and without
disabilities, in four schools. Schools were dichotomized as “low” or “high” acaptdin
the number of transition practices implemented at the school level. Child socio-
behavioral adjustment was measured using both parent and teacher versions oathe Soci
Skills Rating System (SSRS). Results showed that children in schools using high
numbers of transition activities had lower levels of problem behavior both at home and in
school. Having a familiar playmate in the same class also predicted favoutdienes.
Additionally, a moderate level of child attendance at a preschool progeanhéurs per
week) was related to positive child socio-behavioral adjustment. In a subsstyay,
Margetts (2007) examined the relation between transition activities amds@vioral
outcomes for 155 children and families. Parents were asked to indicate whidiotransi
practices they had engaged in from a list of seven potential activitiesi{eading

child’s teacher, visits to school), and teachers completed the SSRS as a wiecsilde
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adjustment. Results indicated that parent participation in six or more warestivities
predicted higher levels of teacher-reported self-control, social skills, addraac
competence. These studies lend additional support to the tentative conclusion that
transition preparation activities promote child socio-behavioral adjustmenagates
Crouch et al., 2008). However, it is important to keep in mind that both the Australian
educational system and families within that system likely differ from §tBools and
families in a number of respects (e.g., differences in early educatiemsysitferences

in conceptual and measurement aspects of family SES variables, etc.).iaivsocto-
demographic community and family variables exert a substantial impact otidrans
processes, these results may not generalize to U.S. samples. Furthbtangedts

(2002) utilized a somewhat crude measure of quality of transition pradteceso(v or
high) and in both studies (Margetts 2002; 2007) solely relied on the SSRS as an outcome
measure of child adjustment.

Finally, a recent study by Wildenger and Mcintyre (2008) also investitja¢ed
relation between kindergarten transition preparation and typically developidgectsl
socio-behavioral outcomes. Optimal kindergarten transition preparation was
conceptualized as high family involvement in transition practices as wédllds c
enrollment in a public school pre-kindergarten program, given the demonstrated benefits
of such programs (i.e., Desimone et al., 2004). Participants included 86 general education
students, their caregivers, and teachers, drawn from three school diRtaretsts
indicated which transition practices they had engaged in, from a list of 14 possible
activities, both generic and individualized (e.g., transition planning meetings tois

child’s future kindergarten classroom). Socio-behavioral kindergarten outcochesed
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teacher reports of student-teacher relationships, child social skills @vidmrbehavior.
Results of hierarchical linear regression analyses indicated thatdantdar transition
preparation did indeed account for unique variance in children’s socio-behavioral
outcomes in kindergarten, including school problem behavior and the quality of
relationships with their teachers, above and beyond community (i.e., distrief)jocal
family (i.e., SES), and within-child (i.e., parent-reported problem behaviorplesia
Specifically, kindergarten transition preparation explained 10.2% of unique vamance i
school problem behavior and 9.5% of unique variance in student-teacher relationship
quality.

The study by Wildenger and Mclintyre (2008) was the first to examineldt®ne
betweerfamily involvement in kindergarten transition preparation and child socio-
behavioral outcomes in U.S. public schools; therefore, it fills an important gap in the
transition literature. These findings also broaden the current understandueg elfation
between kindergarten transition practices and typically developing chilotiselcavioral
outcomes in kindergarten. The finding that transition preparation was predictive of
student-teacher relationship quality is critical in light of the importahtieis
relationship as a context for early school adjustment (e.g., Pianta,Fi@8t et al.,
1995). These findings provide additional empirical evidence to support the wealth of
theoretical literature arguing for the value of school- and family-baselgtgarten
transition preparation in promoting a range of positive child outcomes. Given the scant
yet promising evidence for the relation between transition preparation iydrekal

socio-behavioral adjustment in kindergarten (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008; Blargett
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2002; 2007; Wildenger & Mclintyre, 2008), additional empirical exploration of this issue
is imperative.

In summary, there are several major gaps in the general education kindergadiiotr
literature. Very few studies have examined the impact of kindergartenitvansgparation on
typically developing child outcomes, and only one published U.S. study has examined socio
behavioral outcomes, despite their recognized importance. Furthermore, theee for
additional studies to use a longitudinal framework to examine child outcomes. Tordgtihe
LoCasale-Crouch et al. (2008) outcome study has spanned the entire transibiori geyi
preschool to kindergarten). Additionally, the great majority of studies maasured
kindergarten teachers’ use of transition practices, with the exception af¢hedle-Crouch et
al. (2008) study, which assessed preschool teachers’ use of transitiorepr&itialarly, only
one (unpublished) outcome study (i.e., Wildenger & Mclintyre, 2008) has conceptualized
kindergarten transition preparation to include a parent involvement component. Currently, no
outcome studies have measured transition preparation from the perspectivespbé multi
stakeholders (i.e., kindergarten and preschool teaahdisaregivers), despite the recognized
importance of all groups in transition preparation. Finally, to date, thatliteron socio-
behavioral outcomes in kindergarten has solely examined outcomes using indieatesnéze.,
teacher reports) of child behavior.

Kindergarten Transition Studies Comparing Special and General Education Samples

A single study, conducted by Mcintyre and colleagues (2006), has bridged tte¢ speci
and general education kindergarten transition literature by explicitly camydae social and
behavioral kindergarten outcomes of children with developmental delays to those alfytypic

developing children. This study examined factors that predict an adaptisgitmato school,
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operationally defined by the researchers as few school problem behaviors ard posit
relationships with teachers, for children with/24) and withoutr{ = 43) intellectual disability
(ID). Using multiple regression analyses, this study tested the pvedociwer of child
developmental functioning (i.e., 1Q and adaptive behavior), self-regulation (i.e atiatyebased
delay of gratification tasks), and parent and teacher reports of dottga(Social Skills Rating
System -Parent and Teacher versions) on socio-behavioral kindergarten outpecigsaky,
teacher-reported problem behavior, and student-teacher relationship qualitys Rkearly
indicated that children with ID had overall poorer adaptation in kindergarten (@leerhevels
of problem behavior and less positive student-teacher relationships). Resutiscaied that
higher 1Q and adaptive behavior, better self-regulation ability and magatpand teacher-
reported social skills were positively related to school adaptation, cadlagsoss groups.
Notably, social skills uniquely predicted adaptation to school, after accountiokiliid
developmental and adaptive functioning. The variables that explained the most viariance
adaptation to school were adaptive behavior and teacher-reported social skills.

The study by Mcintyre et al. (2006) is critical for several reasonsaRymit is the only
study to date that has directly compared the socio-behavioral kindergartemesitwiochildren
with disabilities and typically developing children. Although it is assumeccthiaren with
special needs experience poorer school transitions than typically developinggatsit¢he
aim of this study was to measure and quantify those differences. The iMahgl. (2006) study
also clearly demonstrated that child adaptive behavior (e.g., communicalfia@arseand social
skills were critical predictors of successful kindergarten transition, stensiwith the survival
skills literature. Although this investigation examined child socio-behavioral oetcom

kindergarten among both children with developmental delays and typically dexgtdpidren,
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it did not utilizetransition preparatiorto predict those outcomes. Currently, no comparison
studies exist that aim to examine the differential impact of trangiieparation on outcomes for
children with special needs and typically developing peers.

It is interesting that, despite the vastly different needs and functionirgldden with
and without disabilities, the best practice recommendations for kindergartsitidra
preparation are remarkably similar. In part, this is likely due to theHatthe typically
developing kindergarten transition literature was preceded by and has,\imespects, grown
out of, the special education literature. For example, Wolery (1999) recommetnesr idizons
of transition practices and goals developed for children with special needs iafahtiiees be
applied to typically developing populations. An article by Fuchs and Fuchs (19986% dingi
the use of empirically-based instructional practices and intensive, datfoass on individual
students sets special education apart and makes it effective. Furthermatghtine argue that
these approaches simply represent best practices in education. Howeverndueahshg (1995)
conclude that efforts to transfer this intensive, individualized form of instrudigarteral
education settings are not usually attempted and often unnecessary foatimeagoeity of
students. An obvious parallel can be noted in the kindergarten transition literatuee; whil
intensive, individualized transition practices are regarded as optinedycbssuggests that few
general education teachers actually adhere to these recommendationsde (Pamta et al.,
1999). Ramey and Ramey (1999) have actually asserted that while it is unwideofus $0
adopt a one-size-fits-all approach to transition preparation, “excessive indzadioal of the
transition process for every child and family may not be feasible or particbeneficial to
certain types or even the majority of children entering school” (p. 248). Therafstudy that

closely examines the relation between transition preparation and socioebahldndergarten
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outcomes for both typically developing children and children with disabilitegshmelp to clarify
the nature of the impact of kindergarten transition preparation on the outcorneseoftoups of
children in light of both best practice recommendations and the substantiah ¢fagditerature
(Eckert et al., 2008).

Study Rationale, Goals and Hypotheses

The importance of child social and behavioral competencies for successful
kindergarten transition for both children with special needs and typically developing
peers is well-recognized. Therefore, it is troubling that only two Asarrstudies, both
within the general education literature (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008; Wild&nger
Mclintyre, 2008) have examined the association between transition praaoticelsila
socio-behavioral outcomes. Furthermore, only a single study exists (Mclhajre e
2006) that has directly compared child social and behavioral outcomes acraais spec
education and typically developing samples of kindergarten students, albeit without
considering the impact of transition preparation. Despite this, best practice
recommendations for kindergarten transition among both children with digebdrd
typically developing children and families are strikingly similar.

Thus, the overarching goal of the current study was to examine the relation
between kindergarten transition preparation, conceptualized to include the involvement of
multiple stakeholders (i.e., caregivers, preschool teachers, and kindetgad®eers), and
child socio-behavioral outcomes in kindergarten among both typically developing
children (TD) and children with developmental delays and disabilities (C) filst
aim of the study was to descriptively explore differences in parent ariteteac

involvement in transition preparation activities between groups of TD and Ddbextil
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Specifically, family experiences in transition (i.e., concerns and invograad
preschool and kindergarten teacher transition practices and concerns wergatecest
The second aim of the study was to examine the relation between preschool child
problem and adaptive behavior (including social skills) and parent and teacher
involvement in kindergarten transition practices across the entire sampi&oéc. The
third aim of the proposed study was to examine and compare the impact dibmansi
preparation on socio-behavioral kindergarten outcomes for children with and without
DD.

It was hypothesized that parents and teachers of children with DD would have a)
significantly greater overall involvement in transition preparation aets/égnd b)
significantly greater involvement in high-quality, individualized transitiacpeces. It
was also hypothesized that there would be significantly more teachayarallion across
preschool and kindergarten settings for children with DD. With respect to conterns, i
was hypothesized that parents and teachers would have more concerns about children
with DD compared with TD children. Secondly, it was hypothesized that parents and
teachers of preschool children with higher levels of problem behavior and lowerdevels
adaptive behavior and social skills would have greater involvement in kindergarten
transition practices. Finally, it was hypothesized that the prediciatevést, transition
practices, would be a more robust predictor of socio-behavioral kindergarten esitcom
(i.e., explain more unique variance) for children with DD given their specidsrae

lower levels of adaptive and socio-behavioral functioning.



66

Method
Participants

Participants were 104 children attending their final year of preschool iatepst
New York, their primary caregivers, preschool teachers, and subsequent &rteterg
teachers. To be included in the typically developing (TD) group52), participating
children were: 1) receiving general education and not receiving specacdten or
related services; 2) in their final year of attendance in an early eslusetiting; and 3)
had lived with their primary caregiver for a minimum of one year prior to the beginni
of the study. To be included in the developmental delay (DD) grosbe),
participating children: 1) had an active Individualized Education Program; @ERere
in their final year of attendance in an early education setting; anal 3ijvbd with their
primary caregiver for a minimum of one year prior to the beginning of the $tadylies
in both groups were excluded if: 1) their children were not ambulatory, 2) theireshil
had significant sensory impairments (i.e., deaf, blind), 3) parent/caregiveotdid!d
legal guardianship, 4) parent/caregiver did not hold educational rights forhheir c
receiving special education, or 5) parent/caregiver was unable to compketares in
English.

Children were drawn from nine early education programs in upstate New York. A
total of 111 families responded to recruitment efforts (special educatid®; general
educatiom = 57); however, 7 participants were excluded for the following reasons: (a)
respondent was not the primary caregiver and/or did not hold legal guardiansip (

and (b) the parent was unable to complete measures in Emghs?)(Thus, a sample of
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104 was obtained at Time 1 of the current study. Of the 104 child participantseal, Tim
71 (68.3%) were male, and 33 (31.7%) were female.
Procedure

Preschool (Time 1)¥ollowing the receipt of IRB approval, early education
program directors in Central New York were contacted for site parimmist April
2009. Recruitment was initiated by the researcher using a letter to outliite ofetae
study (Appendix A). Programs serving children with disabilities dsagdaypically
developing children (i.e., preschool special class integrated settirgs)nvited to
participate. Of the 16 programs invited, 9 (56.3%) agreed to participate, onediézline
participate, and six did not respond to multiple contact attempts. Once progretordire
had provided consent to recruit participants through their programs, brief meetiegs we
arranged with preschool teachers to discuss study procedures. Once cossehttimad
from preschool teachers, family participants were recruited througtatloais early
education programs. Each participating site provided information regardingritzer
of transitioning children with and without IEPs. Teachers were asked to sencshmiye
materials in children’s backpacks. A total of 426 packets were distributed {9
special educatiom = 247 general education), and 111 were completed and returned
(overall response rate of 26.1%). The response rate was 30.2% for the speeaiad®duc
sample and 23.1% for the general education sample.

Parents who agreed to participate completed a consent form (Appendix B) and
two questionnaires (Family Experiences and Involvement in Transition, Social Skil
Improvement System). They were instructed to mail completed matdinatsly to the

researcher in a self-addressed, postage paid envelope. A reminder flgeniasme to
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encourage family participation. Upon receipt of family materials, thewrelser or a
research assistant (i.e., doctoral students in school psychology) contatitapiapiag
families and administered a measure of child adaptive behavior over the phone to the
primary caregiver. To encourage family participation in the phone intervievompaoift

the study, follow-up contact was pursued through electronic mail, phone callsttargd le
Of the original 104 families, 87 parents/caregivers (special educatiet8; general
educatiom = 39) completed the adaptive behavior phone interview (83.7%).
Parents/guardians did not complete the phone interview at Time 1 for the following
reasons: no contact information was provided (L); parents declined to participate in
the follow-up assessment £ 2); parents did not respond to follow-up contact effarts (
= 14). Parents were advised to contact the researcher with questions surroumrding the
participation in the study. Parent participants received a small ($10) honofarilirme

1 participation.

Upon receipt of parent consent forms and packets, preschool teachers were asked
to complete a consent form (Appendix C), a short demographic form, and two
guestionnaires (Teacher Perceptions on Transitions, Social Skills Impgotv&ystem)
for each participating child. Preschool teachers were encouraged to @thplet
materials outside of school hours. The researcher collected completed teatdrels
directly from participating preschool sites. Preschool teacher panmits received a small
honorarium ($25). To encourage teacher participation, follow-up contact wasgursue
through electronic mail and phone calls. All teachers (100.0%) agreed to distribute

materials to families and completed questionnaires for participatinghssuthowever,



69

because some families returned materials past the stated deadliclkeo@résacher
materials were completed for 98 out of the 104 participating families at Time 1 (94.2%
Kindergarten entry (Time 2Ypon the child’s kindergarten entry (September
2009), parent participants were invited to participate in a follow-up assesmoergh a
phone call from the researcher or a research assistant (i.e., an advancgichdodty
psychology student). During this phone call, the researcher provided detardimgg
follow-up study procedures, requested information about the child’s kindergarten
placement (i.e., school, district, teacher, type of classroom), special educati
programming if applicable (i.e., IEP, diagnosis, related services) and faske
permission to contact the child’s kindergarten teacher to participate in the Bihaedy
researcher also conducted an interview using the Family Experiemtésvalvement in
Transition (FEIT) survey to assess caregiver concerns and behavioral ingntuam
kindergarten transition practices. Specifically, caregivers were adketther they had
engaged in any additional transition practices not captured on the written adhtians
of the FEIT at Time 1. All families who participated in the follow-up assestsmeeived
a small honorarium ($10J.0 encourage family participation in the second wave of data
collection, follow-up contact was pursued through electronic mail, phone calls, and
letters. Of the original 104 families, 80 caregivers participated in tlofalp
assessment (overall response rate of 76.9%). Of these fam#i&s3 were from the DD
group at Time 1 (special education response rate of 82.7%)-aBd were from the TD
group at Time 1 (general education response rate of 71.2%). Of the 80 chilghpatsici
at Time 2, 57 (71.3%) were male, and 23 (28.7%) were female. Parents did not complete

the phone interview at Time 2 for the following reasons: no contact information was
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provided (= 1); parents declined to participate in the follow-up assessmer)
parents did not respond to follow-up contact effants @1).

Kindergarten (Time 3)rollowing the transition to kindergarten (late October
2009), kindergarten teachers were invited to participate in the study. Contanttiasexl
through phone and email messages from the researcher that explained stutlyr@soce
Teachers were then mailed packets to complete for the participatdents) in their
classroom. All but two of the 80 families that participated in the Time 2 assessm
agreed to allow the researcher to invite their child’s teacher to pattidciptne study.
Therefore, packets for 78 kindergarten students were mailed to 67 teachershéistea
had one participating student in their classrooms, nine teachers had twipgtant
students, and one teacher had three participating students. Kindergarters twache
asked to sign a consent form (Appendix D), complete a short demographic form and three
guestionnaires (Teacher Perceptions on Transitions, Social Skills Impov&ystem,
and Student-Teacher Relationship Scale) for each participating student.génele
teachers were encouraged to complete the materials outside of school hours aed retur
the completed materials directly to the researcher in a self-addrgmstage-paid
envelope. Packets were returned for 57 participating students (73.1% respen<ef rat
these students,= 32 were from the DD group at Time 1 (special education response rate
of 61.5%) anadh = 25 were from the TD group at Time 1 (general education response rate
of 48.1%). Of the 57 child participants at Time 3, 41 (71.9%) were male, and 16 (28.1%)
were female. Kindergarten teacher participants received a lsomaliarium ($10 per

student) for their participation. To encourage teacher participation, follow-ugctovds
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pursued through electronic mail, phone calls, and lefersa detailed description of the

methods, instruments, and informants utilized at each time point, refer to Figure 1.
When parent and teacher packets were returned, data were entered using SPSS

Version 16.0 (SPSS, 2007). Prior to the data entry process, questionnaires wezd check

for missing data. In instances where any data were missing from theFthe TPOT, a

follow-up phone call or email was initiated to obtain responses from participants. On the

TPOT — preschool, 0.2% €& 3) of items remained missing from one questionnaire after

follow-up attempts. On the TPOT- kindergarten, 0.08% Q) of items remained missing

after follow-up attempts. On the FEIT at Time 1, 1.3% ©4) of items remained

missing from 16 questionnaires after follow-up attempts. Due to the phone adationstr

format of the FEIT at Time 2, there were no missing data. During the daggpeotess,

in instances where five or fewer items were missing from a partisubemcale on the

Social Skills Improvement System-Parent version (SSIS-P) or the Saiisl S

Improvement System-Teacher version (SSIS-T), adjustment factorsitNized in

scoring as described in the SSIS Manual to account for missing data (Gi&$H#hott,

2008). When the number of missing items exceeded five for a particular sulpgtale a

precluded use of the adjustment factor, a follow-up phone call or email wagthtbat

obtain responses from participants. Adjustment factors were utilized fott aftbta% of

items @ = 20) on the SSIS-P, 0.2% of itenms{ 16) on the SSIS-T in preschool, and

0.5% of itemstf = 24) on the SSIS-T in kindergarten. On the SSIS-P, Onl#®] of

items remained missing from one questionnaire after follow-up attempts. G&I8eT

in preschool, 2.4%n(= 180) of items from six questionnaires remained missing after

follow-up attempts. On the SSIS-T in kindergarten, 0.8% Q) of items remained
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missing after follow-up attempts. With respect to missing data on the Stlelaciter
Relationship Scale (STRS) one teacher left the entire questionnaireablhckuld not
be contacted, (1.8% missing;= 28 items).
Research Design

A descriptive design with data collection occurring at multiple time points, using
multiple measures and across multiple informants, was used to explore bahavior
involvement of parents and teachers in kindergarten transition preparationesctAviti
within-subjects correlational design was used to assess the extent to whiety&rten
transition preparation activities predicted DD and TD child socio-bela\kordergarten
outcomes.
Parent-Reported Measures

Kindergarten transition practiced.he Family Experiences and Involvement in
Transition (FEIT; Mcintyre et al., 2007) questionnaire was utilized to assedy f
experiences, involvement, and transition concerns during preschool (Time 1) and
kindergarten entry (Time 2) (see Appendix E). The 67-item measure wasbyigi
developed to assess family experiences and involvement in transitiocgsdoti
general education students. As a result, some questions (i.e., items 5, 6, 7, and 8) were
slightly modified for use with families with children receiving spketucation. This
revised FEIT is comprised of 67 items measuring five domains: (1) child exhatat
history (11 items; e.g., previous enrollment in early educational program,lspecia
education and related services received); (2) parent concerns regardmgstimn to
kindergarten (12 items; e.g., academics, behavior problems, following direc{®ns);

identified needs during the transition to kindergarten (14 items; e.g., more inormat
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about their child’s kindergarten program or new teacher); (4) parental involvement
kindergarten transition practices (16 items; e.g., transition planning nmeatisigs to
child’s future kindergarten classroom); and (5) family demographic infawmét4

items, e.g., caregiver education, income). Three of the items (i.e., one in the concerns
section and two in the involvement section) are open-ended. Parental involvement in
kindergarten transition activities at Time 1 was discerned by askingtpaneselect
between three options: whether they “have”, “want”, or “don’t have or want” atzess
various transition practices. Those items that parents indicated that #u¥yéRected
their reported engagement in transition practices. Parents wegskésbto rate the
perceived importance of each transition practice on a four-point scale (1nspuotant;

2 = a little important; 3 = somewhat important; 4 = very important). Total ctiople
time is estimated at 20 minutes. No current information regarding psychometric
properties is available due to the recent development of the survey. The dudgnt s
used separate Total Family Transition Concerns scores from Time 1 ae@ Teneated
by summing the 11 items (i.e., items 13 - 23) that quantified concerns (possil@d tang
— 44), from the parent concerns domain at Time 1 (11 items; alpha coefficient = .86 for
the current sample) and Time 2 (11 items; alpha coefficient = .83 for the camgolies

A Total Family Involvement score (14 items; alpha coefficient = .67 forulremt
sample) was also created by summing the transition practices(itemgems 38 — 51)
that parents indicated to “have” at Time 1 and the additional transition pratgioss

that caregivers reported to “have” during the phone interview at Time 2 (jgossigle O
—14). That is, at Time 2, caregivers were asked to report oadaltyonal transition

practices that they had engaged in following the written administration BEfieat
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Time 1. During the phone interview, the researcher administered only thosehtm
caregivers had not reported involvement in at Time 1. The Total Family Involvement
score thus did not differentiate between involvement at Time 1 and Time 2, but instead
summed activities across the transition period. Additionally, individual itemnsthe
behavioral involvement domain and child and family demographic information from the
FEIT was utilized in the current study.

Adaptive behaviofThe researcher administered the survey interview form of the
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale¥'2dition (Vineland-II; Sparrow, Cicchetti, & Balla,
2005) over the phone to caregivers in the spring of preschool (Time 1) (Appendix F)
This procedure was similar to phone administrations of the Vineland-Il inopievi
studies (e.g., Mcintyre, 2008). This measure is appropriate for individuals atietb bir
90 years, contains items that assess adaptive behavioral functioning in f@ingldih
Communication (99 items; e.g., listens to instructions, says first and lastwigne
asked); 2) Daily Living Skills (109 items; e.g., puts shoes on correct feetways
personal possessions); 3) Socialization (99 items; e.g., uses actions to showskappine
concern for others, shares toys or possessions when asked); and 4) Motor Skills (76
items; e.g., throws ball, completes simple puzzle).The domains combine to yield an
overall Adaptive Behavior Composite score, with a mean of 100 and standard deviation
of 15. The Motor Skills subscale was omitted in the current study due to the fact tha
inclusion of this subscale can artificially inflate Adaptive Behavior Compasibres if
children do not have physical impairments. Given that the current study utilizetpke sa
of ambulatory and physically mobile children, the Communication, Socialization, and

Daily Living Skills domains were considered to have more relevance forrgisuden
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adaptation. Furthermore, while communicative, socialization, and daily kkifg
deficits are considered part of the definition of adaptive behavior as it reldtes
diagnosis of intellectual disability, motor skills deficits are not part sfdefinition
(American Association on Mental Retardation, 2002; American Psychological
Association, 2000). Therefore, we chose to utilize a conceptually linked definition of
adaptive behavior.

The Vineland-Il is a semi-structured interview in which general questions about
the child’s behavior are asked initially and followed by further probes tit relice
specific information. Basal and ceiling rules are utilized to determamtngf and ending
points for item administration. Therefore, not all items were individually adtensid
during the interview. Frequency of child behaviors were rated on a three-@et sc
(O=Never; 1=Sometimes or Partially; 2=Usually). Parents could htsase the option
‘DK’ if they did not know whether their child performed a behavior. Results yaid r
scores that can be converted to standard scores, percentile ranks, and adaystive level
Standard scores were used for the current study. Reported internal copsiiahiity
coefficients on the survey interview form of the Vineland-II for domains lam@daptive
behavior composite (for children ages 0-5) are as follows: Communication,a®2; D
Living Skills, .89; Socialization, .93; Motor Skills, .90; Adaptive Behavior Compgsit
.97. The Vineland-II has sound psychometric properties and has been validated on
populations of individuals with and without disabilities. It is a widely used instrufoent
the assessment of adaptive behavior in individuals with and without developmental
disabilities (Mcintyre et al., 2006; Sparrow et al., 2005). Due to the greabildyiin

items administered for each child based on their level of adaptive functioning and
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correspondingly different basal and ceiling points, reliability coefiisi@are not reported
for the current sample. Total administration time of the Vineland-II is appeat&ly 30
minutes. Only the Adaptive Behavior Composite scale was used in the currgnt stud
Social skillsThe Social Skills Improvement System — Parent Form (SSIS-P;
Gresham & Elliott, 2008) was completed by the primary caregiver withcespthe
preschool-aged child during the Spring wave of data collection (Time 1) (Appendix G).
The parent version contains 46 items assessing social skills in seven domains: (1)
communication (seven items; e.g., says “thank you”), (2) cooperationgsig;ie.g.,
follows household rules), (3) assertion (seven items; e.g., expressegdedtien
wronged), (4) responsibility (six items; e.g., takes care when udieg p¢ople’s things),
(5) empathy, (six items; e.g., tries to understand how you feel), (6) engag€seven
items; e.g., joins activities that have already started), and (7) self-cda&etn items;
e.g., resolves disagreements with you calmly). Parents used a four-poir{0stédeer;
1=Seldom; 2=0ften; 3=Almost Always) to rate the frequency of the socibasknell as
a three-point scale (0O=Not Important; 1=Important; 2=Critical) totred® perception of
the importance of the behavior for their child’s development. Results yielda@es
that can be converted to Behavior Levels, standard scores, and percentilStaamdid
scores were used for the current study for ease of interpretation. Reglptta
coefficient reliability scores for the parent form of the SociallSlomain (for ages 3-5)
range from .76 (Communication subscale) to .96 (Total Scale). The coeféitpeatfor
the current sample was .97 for Total Social Skills. The Total Social Skills was used

in the current study.
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Problem behaviorThe SSIS-P (Gresham & Elliott, 2008) also includes a 33- item
Problem Behaviors scale assessing child problem behaviors in five domaingwsiihl s
items loading on more than one domain: (1) externalizing, (12 items; e.g., disolesys r
or requests), (2) bullying, (five items; e.g., bullies others), (3) hypeitsginattention,
(seven items; e.g., has difficulty waiting for turn), (4) internalizing) (iems; e.qg.,
withdraws from others), and (5) autism spectrum, (15 items; e.g., repeats éhegam
over and over). The autism spectrum domain includes items from both social skills and
problem behaviors scales on the SSIS and was not utilized for the purposes of the current
study. Parents used the same four-point scale (O=Never; 1=Seldom; 2=0O&bno8t=
Always) to rate the frequency of the problem behavior. Results yield raesstat can
be converted to standard scores, percentile ranks, and Behavior Levels. Stareard sc
were used in the current study for ease of interpretation. Reported alffiaerde
reliability scores for the parent form of the Problem Behavior domain dis a-5) range
from .80 (Internalizing subscale) to .94 (Total Scale). The coefficiphador the
current sample was .94 for Total Problem Behavior. The current study uskatahe
Problem Behavior scores in analyses. The administration time for the entise ’5SR
(Social Skills and Problem Behavior scales) is approximately 15 to 20 minutes.
Teacher-Reported Measures

DemographicsEach participating preschool and kindergarten teacher was asked
to fill out a short teacher demographics form developed for the study (Appendix H). The
one-page form assessed the teacher’s ethnicity, teaching expamehoedentials, and
classroom setting (general education, inclusive, or self-contained). Totialistdsation

time was estimated to be less than five minutes.
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Kindergarten transition practiceI.he Teacher Perceptions on Transitions
(TPOT; Quintero & Mclintyre, 2009) was completed by the preschool and kindergarte
teachers regarding each participating student in the classroom (Apperidig POT
consists of items regarding the length of time the teacher has known and taught the
student and questions concerning the use of 14 commonly utilized transition preparation
activities. The teacher indicated which practices had been used with tha,stten
they were used, and rated each practice in importance on a four-point Ylessetile.
In open-ended items, teachers indicated any additional forms of involvemethiethat
had or would liked to have had in order to facilitate transition to kindergarten, as well as
perceived barriers to implementing transition practices. Additionally, emasitaddress
majorconcerns regarding transition for the target student. Total administratiowéisne
approximately 10 minutes for each student. No current psychometric properties are
available due to the recent development of this scale. The current study usdd a Tota
Teacher Involvement score, created by summing those transition préetgshat
teachers reported utilizing (possible range 0 - 14) at Time 1 in preschAdtgrtis; alpha
coefficient = .76 for the current sample) and Time 3 in kindergarten (14 itha; a
coefficient = .78 for the current sample). That is, two separate Total drdasilvement
scores were calculated for each child, one reflecting the behavior ok8ehpol teacher
and one reflecting the behavior of the kindergarten teacher. In addition, the currgnt stud
used individual items from the transition preparation activities section hasuéle item
(#4) that quantified teacher concerns on a five-point Likert-type scale (Oenoeros; 4

= very many concerns).
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Social skills.The Social Skills Improvement System — Teacher Form (SSIS-T;
Gresham & Elliott, 2008) was completed by the preschool teacher during thg Spri
wave of data collection (Time 1) and the kindergarten teacher during the Falbiva
data collection (Time 3) (Appendix J). The scale contains 46 items agssgsial skills
in seven domains; (1) communication (seven items; e.g., says “please”), (2ationpe
(six items; e.g., follows your directions), (3) assertion (seven itemsasks for help
from adults), (4) responsibility (six items; e.g., is well-behaved when unssgey, (5)
empathy, (six items; e.g., tries to comfort others), (6) engagement, (taws; e.g.,
makes friends easily), and (7) self-control, (seven items; e.g., staysvban teased).
Similar to the parent version, teachers used a four-point scale to ratejtienfre of
behaviors (O=Never; 1=Seldom; 2=0ften; 3=Almost Always) and a three-palpttsc
rate the perceived importance of each behavior for classroom success (Opbhigant;
1=Important; 2=Critical). Results yield raw scores that are cort/tststandard scores,
percentile ranks, and behavior levels. Standard scores were used in thestudyefdr
ease of interpretation. Reported coefficient alpha reliability scorésddeacher form of
the Social Skills domain (ages 3-5) range from .85 (Communication sulec&l@
(Total Scale). The coefficient alpha for the current sample was .97 in prescicod7 in
kindergarten for Total Social Skills. The Total Social Skills scale wasinghe current
study.

Problem behaviorThe SSIS teacher form also includes a 30-item Problem
Behavior scale. The scale assesses child problem behaviors in five donthisgyveral
items loading on more than one domain: (1) externalizing, (12 items; e.g., cheats i

games or activities), (2) bullying, (five items; e.g., bullies othe8$), (
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hyperactivity/inattention, (seven items; e.g., acts without thinking), (d@nalizing,

(seven items; e.qg., withdraws from others), and (5) autism spectrum, (15etgms;
becomes upset when routines change). The autism spectrum domain includesitems fr
both social skills and problem behaviors scales on the SSIS and was not utilized for the
purposes of the current study. Teachers used the same four-point scale (D=Never
1=Seldom; 2=0ften; 3=Almost Always) to rate the frequency of the problem behavior
Results yield raw scores that can be converted to standard scores, peraagjland
Behavior LevelsStandard scores were used in the current study for ease of
interpretation. Reported coefficient alpha reliability scores for thehtr form of the
Problem Behavior domain (ages 3-5) range from .75 (Bullying subsca®) (dotal

Scale). The coefficient alpha for the current sample was .92 in preschool and .93 in
kindergarten for Total Problem Behavior. The Total Problem Behavior scalesedsn

the current study.

Academic competenda addition, the SSIS-T contains a very brief (7 items)
Academic Competence scale that assesses student academic behasfodeifs in
kindergarten through Grade 12. Therefore, kindergarten teachers at Time 3 cdtnglete
academic competence scale. Teachers rated student academic behgviargefall
academic performance, reading and mathematics performance, motivationperad ge
intellectual functioning) on a five-point scale (1=Lowest 10%; 2=Next Lowest 20%;
3=Middle 40%; 4=Next Highest 20%; 5=Highest 10%) that serves to comparegée tar
student to the rest of the class, capturing local norms. Although academic aitzerae
not the primary focus of the current study, this information was collected torexmei

relation between academic competence and socio-behavioral school outcomes. The
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Academic Competence domain yields raw scores, standard scores, eraaks| and

an academic competence levihis study used the Academic Competence standard score
for ease of interpretation. The reported coefficient alpha reliabiibye for the academic
competence domain (ages 5-12) is .97. The coefficient alpha for the cumgie szas

.98 for Total Academic Competence. The administration time for the entire-SSIS
teacher form is approximately 15 to 20 minutes.

Student-teacher relationshipphe Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS;
Pianta, 2001) was completed by the child’s kindergarten teacher (Time 3) (App&ndix
The STRS measures teachers’ perceptions of her relationship with stadgett, the
student’s interactive behavior with the teacher, the teacher’s beliefs hb@ttitlent’s
feelings toward her, and overall relationship quality. The instrument is dddgnase
with students in pre-K through third grade. The STRS is a self-report meastaemng
28 items assessing three domains of the student-teacher relationshipt ¢dhitems,
e.g., the child feels that | treat him/her unfairly), closeness (11 itegnsif epset, this
child will seek comfort from me), and dependency (5 items, e.g., this child reaciglgtr
to separation from me). Teachers used a five-point scale (1=definitelyoioasply;
2=does not really apply; 3=neutral, not sure; 4=applies somewhat; 5=dgfappties)
to rate the extent to which a particular item applied to her relationship withrgle¢ ta
student. The STRS yields both raw subscale scores and a raw total score, which can be
converted to percentiles comparing the relationship of the teacher and thehddy®
the normative sample. Reported alpha coefficient reliability estif@atéise STRS
subscales range from .64 (Dependency) to .92 (Conflict), and the reported alpha

coefficient for the STRS Total is .89. The coefficient alpha for the curaemple was .68
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for the STRS Total. The current study used the total raw scores. Total dadhongime
for the STRS ranges from five to ten minutes.
Data Analysis

Dependent variableg.he dependent variables of interest were the kindergarten
teacher-reported measures of child outcomes: 1) social skills (Total Sktdsak&ore
from the SSIS-T), 2) problem behavior (Total Problem Behavior score fronSigeT3,
and 3) overall student-teacher relationship quality (Total score fro@TRS).

Covariates.Chi-square and independent samplessts were conducted to assess
whether significant group differences (TD v. DD) existed on any of the dapiagr
variables. If significant differences in demographic variables vdergified, they were
entered as covariates in subsequent analyses.

Descriptive analyse®escriptive analyses were used to explain the general
structure of the data. These descriptive statistics (i.e., range, meangnalagdst
deviations) as well as univariate analyses allowed for exploration of thibutisin,
skew, and general structure of the data. In order to address the ficdtthenstudy,
univariate analyses were used to assess group differences (TD \n pddgnt and
teacher involvement in transition preparation activities. To address hypathesis
separate scores reflecting Total Involvement in transition practieesdeveloped for
parents, preschool teachers, and kindergarten teachers, and independent4astples
were used to compare overall group differences (TD v. DD) in parent and teacher
involvement in transition preparation activities using the Total Involvementsscore
Independent samplégdests were also used to compare group differences (TD v. DD) in

total parent and teacher concerns. In order to address hypotheses two and three, chi-
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square analyses were conducted by group (TD and DD) with respect to pareaciied t
endorsement of individual items on the FEIT and TPOT reflecting use of specific
transition practices. Group differences were investigated with rietepgeneric practices
(e.qg., FEIT item 50; attend kindergarten registration) as well aschiglity,

individualized preparation activities (e.g., FEIT item 46; home visits) andgesct
reflecting cross-site teacher collaboration (e.g., TPOT item 5k; e@tedcurriculum).

In order to address the second aim of the study, Pearson correlation cosfficient
were used to examine the relation between preschool child problem behavior, adaptive
behavior, and social skills and parent and teacher involvement in transition pogparati
activities. Specifically, five Pearson correlation coefficientsewslculated: 1) parent-
reported total problem behavior score on the SSIS-P and Total Involvemenssitidra
score, 2) preschool teacher-reported total problem behavior score on the SSIS-T and
Total Involvement in transition score, 3) total adaptive behavior score on Vinéland-|
Total Involvement in transition score, 4) parent-reported total social slolls sa the
SSIS-P and Total Involvement in transition score, and 5) preschool teacheedaedptat
social skills score on the SSIS-T and Total Involvement in transition sdugse T
correlations were calculated utilizing Total Involvement scores foiliegs, preschool
teachers, and kindergarten teachers, yielding a total of 15 correlation eoestici

Pearson correlation coefficients were also calculated to assessraddelations
between measures. The following relations were also of interest to thatstudy: (1)
the relation between parent- and teacher-reported measures of child behather, (2)
relation between preschool and kindergarten teacher-reported measures loélchilior,

and (3) the relation among various school outcome measures. A Kindergartendfransit
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Outcomes Composite score was developed given that relations among measeires
sufficiently high (i.e., Pearson correlations of 0.50 or higher). Three measungsised
the composite score; kindergarten teacher-reported social skills SS&¥8ial Skills
Total), kindergarten teacher-reported problem behavior (SSIS-T ProbleaviBes
Total) and student-teacher relationships (STRS Total). The Transition S@meposite
thus reduced the number of outcome variables (Mcintyre et al., 2006).

Regression analysefo address the third aim of the study, hierarchical linear
regression analyses were conducted in order to examine the relativéiyegubaer of
child behavior and transition preparation variables with respect to kindergartetamans
outcomes. Separate regression analyses were conducted for both TD and DD groups,
which allowed for assessment of differences in the predictive power of kinggrga
transition preparation activities for each group. In addition, an exploratossszgn
analysis was conducted for the entire sample.

Results
Power Analyses

Post-hoc power analyses were conducted to estimate power given the obtained
sample sizes at Time 1 (D= 52; TDn = 52), Time 2 (DDn=43; TDn = 37), and
Time 3 (DDn = 32; TDn = 25). These estimates were obtained through the use of
G*Power software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Specifyingagente
effect size ) of 0.15, alpha of 0.05, and an obtained samplecsige (Time 1, both
groups) with one tested predictor and four total predictors using a linear multiple
regression test (fixed modé¥ increase), power was found to be 0.78. Specifying these

same input parameters, with an obtained sample size of 43 (Time 2, DD group), power
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was found to be 0.70, and with an obtained sample size of 37 (Time 2, TD group), power
was found to be 0.63. Again specifying these same input parameters, with an obtained
sample size of 32 (Time 3, DD group), power was found to be 0.56, and with an obtained
sample size of 25 (Time 3, TD group), power was found to be 0.45.
Demographics

Tables 3, 4, and 5 describe demographic characteristics of participatargrchi
and families across data collection periods (Time 1 and Time 2) by group (DD).oAT
Time 1, the average age of preschoolers did not differ by group and was found to be
59.25 months across DD and TD children. A significant difference was foundrideg
across groups. While 42 (80.8%) of the children in the DD group were male, only 29
(55.8%) of the children in the TD group were mayé({,N = 104) = 7.50p = .006).
Given that gender differed across disability status groups, it was entexed\zariate in
all subsequent analyses examining group differences. In every case, when group
differences were found on predictor or dependent behavioral variables, the effec
remained significant when gender was covaried. Therefore, those anvatysasot
included. A significant difference was also found regarding type of presclagvbpn.
Fifty (96.2%) of the DD children attended a special education preschool, compéred w
only 26 (50.0%) of TD children. The remaining two children in the DD group (3.8%) and
26 children in the TD group (50.0%) attended a Head Start progfgth N = 104) =
28.15,p<.001). In addition, a significant difference was found for race by group. While
only five (9.6%) children in the DD group were Black/African-American, 24 (46 @%)
the children in the TD group were Black/African-Americag, (¢, N = 104) = 20.41p =

.002). At Time 1, 52 (100.0%) of the children in the DD group had an active IEP and
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received related services (e.g., speech, occupational, physical ther@pieverage, DD
children received 2.3 different therapeutic servi&3<£ 0.9) at Time 1. Within the DD
group, 17 (32.7%) had a speech delay, 17 (32.7%) had global developmental delays, 12
(23.1%) had an autism spectrum disorder, and 6 (11.5%) had another delay/disability.
Children who were categorized in the ‘other’ delay/disability category hadedyaf
impairments (e.g., ADHD, sensory processing disorder).

At Time 2 (kindergarten entry) participating children remained in the sgoup
(i.e., DD, TD) according to child developmental status at Time 1 (preschool). The
average age of kindergarten students did not differ by group and was found to be 63.33
months across DD and TD groups at Time 2. Similar to Time 1, a significant diferenc
in child gender was detected across groups; specifically, while theitm&dr.4%) of
children in the DD group were male, just more than half (59.5%) of children in the TD
group were male;& (1,N=80) =4.67p =.031). Also similar to Time 1 demographics,
a significant difference by group with respect to race was foyh¢ll(N = 80) = 12.66,
p =.049). While only 9.3% of children in the DD group were Black/African-American,
more than one-third (35.1%) of the children in the TD group were Black/Africa
American. A significant difference was also found regarding type of kyadien
classroom by groug (3,N = 80) = 31.91p < .001). The majority of children in the TD
group (78.4%) were in general education kindergarten classrooms compared with only
16.3% of children in the DD group. Conversely, the majority of children in the DD group
(69.8%) were in inclusion kindergarten classrooms compared with 21.6% of children in
the TD group. Additionally, 6 (14.0%) of children in the DD group were in self-contained

special education settings for at least a portion of the day. At Time 2, 32 (74.48grchil
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in the DD group had an active IEP. One child in the TD group (2.7%) had been evaluated
over the summer and had an IEP and received related services in kindergartgn. Thi
five children in the DD group (81.4%) received related services in kindergarten; on
average, these children received 1. 8B € 1.41) related services. In the DD group at
Time 2, 11 (25.6%) of children had an autism spectrum disorder, nine (20.9%) had a
speech delay, seven (16.3%) had global developmental delays, five (11.6%) had another
delay/disability, and ten (23.3%) did not have a diagnosis and had been declassified. In
the TD group at Time 2, one child (2.7%) had been labeled with a speech delay and 36
(97.3%) did not have a diagnosis.

There were no significant differences between groups for parent derhiagrap
variables at either time point. The majority of respondents (79.8% overdiptothe
DD and TD groups were biological mothers and reported a mean age of 36.(5Ears
7.7) and 33.7 year§D= 7.4), respectively. Roughly two-thirds of respondents in both
groups reported to have some college education or higher and were employed part
full-time. While approximately two-thirds of respondents in both groups reportedé¢o ha
an annual household income at or below $55,000, the remaining third reported annual
incomes that exceeded this figure. More than half of respondents in both the DD and TD
groups reported to be married or living with a partner (67.3% and 57.7%, respectively)
while sole caregiver households represented 19.2% of the DD sample and 30.8% of the
TD sample. In addition, 30 families from the DD group (57.7%) and 23 families from the
TD group (44.2%) reported to be receiving some type of government aid.

Preschool teacherbl € 40) also served as participants at Time 1. Table 6

describes demographics of participating preschool teachers. The gjeatynof the
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teachers were White/Caucasian (90.0%) and female (97.5%). The majteiacioérs
had a master’s degree (70.0%) and were certified in early childhood sgmatakion
(65.0%). Teachers reported having taught in their current placementdeeaye of 5.4
years §D= 6.4), and the majority reported having exclusively taught preschool (57.5%).
The majority (80.0%) of teachers worked at special education preschool progtalas
the remaining 20% worked at a Head Start program. The clear majority«)o6¥. the
teachers reported teaching in an inclusion classroom. Overall, the resaiédaniat the
participating teachers were well-educated and experienced in eadiyadidl education.
Kindergarten teacherdlE 49) also served as participants at Time 3. Table 7
describes demographics of participating kindergarten teachers. Tegresented 40
different elementary schools in Central New York. Most @2) teachers had only one
participating student, while six had two participating students and one teachlerdead t
participating students. All of the teachers were White/Caucasiathampteat majority
were female (95.9%). The majority of teachers had a master'sed@y©%) and a
permanent teaching certification (87.8%). The majority of teachersogerfed in
elementary education (83.7%), and about one-third were certified in Ispdwcation
(34.7%). Teachers reported having taught in their current placement fegrage of
10.4 yearsD= 7.4), and the majority reported having taught other grade levels in the
past (81.6%). More than half (55.1%) of teachers reported teaching in gesharation
classroom settings, while 40.8% reported teaching in inclusion classrooms and 4.1%
reported teaching in self-contained special education settings. Overadistitis indicate
that the participating teachers were well-educated and had a high levpeakege in

elementary education.
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Attrition
Given that participant attrition occurred in the present sample, univaridysema
(i.e., independent sampletests and chi-square analyses) were conducted to examine
potential differences in the group of participants that completed the study (i.e.,
participated in data collection from Time 1 through Time 3) and the group ofipants
that did not complete the study, regardless of the phase of data collection athefiich t
ceased participation. Potential differences in key demographic varialntely, dad
teacher involvement variables, and child behavioral variables at Time 1 weveselxpl
Groups of study completers and non-completers did not differ according to child
disability status group (i.e., DD or TD), child gender, or child age. Howeverfisanti
group differences were found on several family socio-demographic variables
Specifically, families that did not complete the study had lower incomesZ.91,SD=
2.63) compared with families that did complete the stivly: 6.77,SD= 3.48), {(1,97)
=4.64,p<.001). In addition, caregivers in families that did not complete the study had
lower levels of educatiorM = 12.94,SD= 2.94) compared with caregivers that did
complete the studyM = 15.52,SD= 3.33), {(1,101) = 4.13p <.001). Families of non-
Caucasian children (60.8%) were also more likely to drop out of the study prior to its
completion than families of Caucasian children (SO.Z%X,]( N=104)=9.82p =
.002). Finally, families of children attending Head Start (71.4%) were molig likdrop
out of the study compared with families of children not attending Head Start (35)(%%), (
(1, N =104) = 10.65 = .001). No group differences with respect to study completion or
non-completion were found for parent or preschool teacher overall involvement. In

addition, no differences were discerned on any child behavioral variableseaf,Tim
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including parent-reported social skills and problem behavior, teacher-reportdd socia
skills and problem behavior, and adaptive behavior.
Family Concerns and Involvement in Transition

The first aim of the study was to descriptively explore differences in panent
teacher involvement in transition preparation activities between groups ohdDIa
children. This was achieved with respect to parents by administeringrthky Fa
Experiences and Involvement in Transition (FEIT; Mcintyre et al., 2007), which
examined transition practices and concerns across the transition period ¢gutiFall
2009).

Family concernsSignificant group differences were found in Total Family
Transition Concerng((l, 102) = 6.68p < .001) andt(1, 77) = 6.09p < .001) with
families in the DD group reporting more concerns at both Time 1 and Time 2 than
families in the TD group (see Tables 8 and 9). The Total Concerns score (range) 10 — 39
was the sum of the rating of each concerns item on the questionnaire, with higher score
indicating more concerns. Significant differences were also deteclextal Concerns
scores when using gender and type of preschool program as covariates atH{i&e 1 (
100) = 15.43p < .001) and gender and type of kindergarten classroom as covariates at
Time 2 E(3,75) = 13.76p < .001). As depicted in Tables 8 and 9, families in the DD
group also reported more concerns across all individual items (e.g., gettiggrath
peers, behavior problems) with the exception of the item “separating from faily
Time 1 and Time 2 and the item “other concerns” at Time 2. A paired-satxipkts
suggests that on average, parents in this sample reported a decrease iorbetalsC

across the transition period, with significantly greater concerns inm@lsat Time 1
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= 20.5;SD= 7.6) than at kindergarten entry at TimeM2< 19.1;SD= 7.0), ((79) =
2.07,p=.041). A strong, positive correlation was found between parent concerns at Time
1 and Time 2= 0.70,p <.001).

Family involvement-amilies in this sample reported utilizing, on average, 8.70
kindergarten transition practiceS= 2.42, range 0 - 13) from the 14 options available
on the FEIT. Across the entire sample, the most frequently utilized prastces
attending kindergarten registration (92.5%), monthly contact with preschool staff
(90.0%), and annual meetings with preschool staff (88.8%). Conversely, parents were
least likely to report receiving a phone call (13.8%) or a home visit (2.5%) from
kindergarten teachers.

A Total Family Involvement score reflecting family involvement across the
transition period was created by summing the transition practices habhsatrents
indicated to “have” at the end of the preschool year (Time 1) and the additionaldransit
practices items that caregivers reported to “have” at kindergarten €mirg 2). Higher
scores indicated more involvement in transition preparation activities nAicamt
difference was found in overall family involvement across the transition peyigcbhp,
(t(1, 78) = 2.59p = .012), with parents in the DD group reporting more overall
involvement M = 9.33,SD= 2.39) compared with parents in the TD grolp=7.97,
SD=2.27). This effect remained significant when child gender, type of preschool
program, and type of kindergarten classroom were entered as covariates (F#A95y) =
=.001). In addition, significant differences were found by group with respect to
endorsement of individual practices (see Table 10). Specifically, familesldfen with

DD were significantly more likely to report engaging in several individud/ihegh-
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intensity transition practices, including attending a transition planningngeeith
preschool staff, attending a transition planning meeting with kindergarten siaff,gbe
member of a transition planning team, and receiving a phone call from their child’s
kindergarten teacher.

In addition, Total Family Involvement scores were found to correlate wrdrale
indices of family socioeconomic status such that families of higher socioecostatis
reported more overall involvement. Specifically, total family involvement initrans
preparation activities was found to correlate positively and significanthyfamily
income ( = 0.26,p = .026) and highest parental grade completedq.24,p = .032).
Parents of children not receiving free/reduced lunch in school reported higher
involvement M = 9.33,SD= 1.88) than parents of children who were receiving
free/reduced lunchM = 7.58,SD= 2.99), {(1, 64) = 2.92p = .005).

Parent-Reported Preschool Child Behavioral Variables

Social skills and problem behavidtreschool child problem behavior and social
skills data were collected via parent report using the Social Skiisolrament System —
Parent Form (SSIS-P; Gresham & Elliott, 2008) during the spring ohiltéscpreschool
year (Time 1). Variables of interest were Total Social Skills andl Rybblem Behavior
standard scores. The mean Total Social Skills standard score was33:83271.53;
Range 40 - 128), and the mean Total Problem Behaviors standard score wasSID6.52 (
= 17.55; Range 77 - 160). Parent-reported Total Social Skills and Total Problem
Behavior scores were correlated=(-0.55,p <.001). A significant difference was found
by group for Total Social Skills scores, such that children in the DD gMup92.19,

SD=18.98) had lower scores compared with children in the TD gidup104.71,SD
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=13.37), {(1, 101) = -3.86p < .001). Similarly, a significant group difference was
detected for Total Problem Behaviors scores, such that children in the DD Breup (
113.67,SD=17.79) had higher scores compared with children in the TD ghdup (
99.37,SD=14.19), {(1, 102) = 4.54p < .001). The overall distribution of the Total

Social Skills variable was negatively skewed (skewness = -0.58; kurtosis = 0.29),
indicating that many parents reported high levels of child social skills, Vviel€dtal
Problem Behaviors variable was positively skewed (skewness = 0.72; kurtosis = 0.25),
indicating that many parents reported low levels of child problem behavior.

Adaptive behavioRreschool child adaptive behavior data were collected via
parent report using the Vineland-Il survey interview form (Sparrow etGfl5)%via a
telephone interview during the Spring wave of data collection (Time 1). Thdleaok
interest was overall adaptive behavior, as quantified by the Adaptive Behavior @empos
(ABC) standard score. The mean Adaptive Behavior Composite score for thé overal
sample was 86.28D = 16.99; Range 43 - 119). A significant difference was detected by
group in Adaptive Behavior Composite scores such that children in the DD dfiotip (
75.44,SD= 13.34) had significantly lower scores compared with children in the TD
group M =99.62,SD=10.10), {(1, 85) = -9.35p < .001).

Teacher Concerns and Involvement in Transition

The first aim of the study was to descriptively explore differences in panent
teacher involvement in transition preparation activities between groups ohdDIa
children. This was achieved with respect to teachers by administerin@ e T

(Quintero & Mclintyre, 2009), which examined transition practices and concerns of
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preschool teachers at Time 1 (spring of preschool) and kindergarten teadhers a
(fall of kindergarten).

Preschool teacher concerns and involvemaArgignificant difference was
detected in overall preschool teacher concerns ratings by d(dups) = 6.93p < .001)
with teachers reporting significantly more concerns for children with(l@B 2.12,SD
= 0.92) compared with TD childremi(= 0.85,SD= 0.88). This effect remained
significant when child gender and type of preschool program were entered agtesya
(F(3,93) = 15.69p < .001).

Preschool teachers in this sample reported engaging in an average of 7.82
transition practicesSD= 3.02, range 2-14) from the 14 practices listed on the TPOT.
Across the entire sample, the most frequently utilized practices werelynomtitact
with families (96.9%), providing written communication regarding transitionrtolitss
(88.8%), and transition planning meetings with students’ preschool teams (82.7%).
Conversely, preschool teachers were least likely to report receiving a ailcinens
their student’s future kindergarten teacher (21.4%) or coordinating curricuhbiim
kindergarten teachers (18.4%).

A Total Preschool Teacher Involvement score reflecting teacher invahteme
transition practices was created by summing the transition pracaoestiat preschool
teachers reported to engage in at Time 1, with higher scores indicatingwavement.
A significant difference was found in overall preschool teacher involvemenbhp,g
(t(1, 95) = 3.64p < .001), with teachers reporting more overall involvement on behalf of
DD children M = 8.82,SD= 2.47) compared with involvement on behalf of TD children

(M =6.72,SD= 3.21). This effect remained significant when child gender and type of
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preschool program were entered as covaridt€3,43) = 4.45p = .006). In addition,
significant differences were found by group with respect to endorsemeiatiuial
practices (see Table 11). Specifically, preschool teachers of childlite DD were
significantly more likely than teachers of TD children to report involvenresgveral
individualized, high-intensity transition practices, including participatingeetings
with the student’s school team, participating in transition planning meetingshwith t
student’s kindergarten team, participating as a member of a transition plararmg t
receiving a phone call from the student’s future kindergarten teacher, tiogppléome
visit for the student, and having a kindergarten teacher visit their preschoaahassr
Several of these items also reflected cross-site teacher collaboratioinansition
planning meeting with kindergarten team, phone calls and classroom visits from
kindergarten teachers).

Kindergarten teacher concerns and involvem&here were no significant
differences detected in overall kindergarten teacher concerns ratiggsupy((1, 55) =
1.40,p = .167). Kindergarten teacher concerns at Time 3 were significantlyatede
with preschool teacher concerns at Time £ (32,p = .019).

Kindergarten teachers in this sample reported engaging in an average of 6.84
transition practicesSD= 2.88, range 0-14) from the 14 practices listed on the TPOT.
Across the entire sample, the most frequently utilized practices weradnoltientation
sessions for parents (96.5%), monthly contact with families (87.7%), and holding
orientation sessions for students (86.0%). Conversely, kindergarten teacheesastere |
likely to report completing a home visit for their student (5.3%) or coordinating

curriculum with preschool teachers (12.3%).



96

A Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvement score reflecting teacher imaelvie
in transition practices was created by summing the transition pracénestiat
kindergarten teachers reported to engage in at Time 3, with higher scorasngdiore
involvement. No significant differences were detected with respect to overall
kindergarten teacher involvement by groufi,65) = 0.65p = .519). Furthermore, few
differences were found by group with respect to use of individual transitiongesgcti
with the exception of more teachers reporting to engage in meetings withdbats
school team for DD children and more teachers reporting to provide written
communication regarding transition to parents of TD children (see Table 12).
Preschool Teacher-Reported Social Skills and Problem Behavior

Preschool child problem behavior and social skills data were collected \i@teac
report using The Social Skills Improvement System — Teacher Form {S&&sham
& Elliott, 2008) during the Spring wave of data collection (Time 1). Variables oestter
were Total Social Skills and Total Problem Behavior standard scores. TheTotah
Social Skills standard score was 94.8DE 15.57; Range 40 - 128), and the mean Total
Problem Behaviors standard score was 1085%5<14.20; Range 82 - 142). Preschool
teacher-reported Total Social Skills and Total Problem Behavior scoresuoreelated,
(r =-0.50,p < .001). A significant difference was found by group for Total Social Skills
scores, such that children in the DD grolp<89.25,SD= 16.13) had lower scores
compared with children in the TD groud € 99.79,SD= 13.02), {(1, 96) = -3.54p =
.001). Similarly, a significant group difference was detected for Total &roBEehaviors
scores, such that children in the DD grolp=113.33,SD= 12.82) had higher scores

compared with children in the TD groud € 103.51,SD= 14.08), {(1, 90) = 3.50p =
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.001). The overall distribution of the Total Social Skills variable was negatikelyesl
and leptokurtic (skewness = -0.75; kurtosis = 1.56), indicating that many papotede
high levels of child social skills and that scores clustered more in the cetiter of
distribution compared to the shoulders.
Relations between Preschool Child Behavior and Parent and Teacher Involvement
In order to address the second aim of the study, relations between Total Family
Involvement in transition scores and Total Social Skills (SSIS-P and SST®{48)
Problem Behavior (SSIS-P and SSIS-T), and the Adaptive Behavior Composée s
(VABS-II) in preschool were examined. These same relations with child/ioehla
variables were also examined with respect to Total Preschool Teacbkement and
Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvement in transition (see Table 13). Gamsla
between Total Family Involvement in transition and parent-reported sdial( = -
.06,p = .583), parent-reported problem behavior €.09,p = .431), preschool teacher-
reported social skills (= -.14,p = .229), preschool teacher-reported problem-behawior (
= .05,p = .690) and adaptive behavior< -.14,p = .225) all failed to reach statistical
significance. In contrast, correlations between Total Preschool Tdagbérement in
transition and parent-reported social skitls(-.45,p < .001), parent-reported problem
behavior ( = .34,p = .001), preschool teacher-reported social skills{35,p < .001),
preschool teacher-reported problem-behavier 42,p < .001) and adaptive behaviar (
= -.46,p < .001) were all significant and in the anticipated direction such that preschool
teachers had more involvement on behalf of children with higher levels of problem
behavior and lower levels of adaptive behavior and social skills. However, tongla

between Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvement in transition and parentedepocial
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skills (r = .01,p = .937), parent-reported problem behavior €.17,p = .199), preschool
teacher-reported social skills£ -.21,p = .124), preschool teacher-reported problem-
behavior ( = .01,p = .926) and adaptive behavior< .04,p = .796) all failed to reach
statistical significance.
Kindergarten Socio-Behavioral Outcomes

Social skills and problem behavidtindergarten child problem behavior and
social skills data were collected via teacher report using the SadlaliBiprovement
System — Teacher Form (SSIS-T; Gresham & Elliott, 2008) during the &ad of data
collection (Time 3). Variables of interest were Total Social Skills andl Rybblem
Behavior standard scores. The mean Total Social Skills standard score wa$B275 (
15.83; Range 44 - 126), and the mean Total Problem Behaviors standard score was
102.33 D= 12.65; Range 83 - 135). A significant difference was found by group for
Total Social Skills scores, such that children in the DD grdup 87.84,SD= 17.16)
had lower scores compared with children in the TD gridip ©9.04,SD= 11.43), {(1,
55) =-2.81p =.007). However, a significant group difference was not detected for Total
Problem Behaviors score$(1(, 55) = 1.86p = .068) (see Table 14). The overall
distribution of the Total Social Skills variable was negatively skewed (sleswned.57;
kurtosis = 0.79), indicating that many teachers reported high levels of child Saltsal

Student-teacher relationshigStudent-teacher relationship data were collected via
kindergarten teacher report using the Student-Teacher Relationship Sda &anta,
2001) during the Fall wave of data collection (Time 3). The variable of interegshea
raw Total STRS score, which can range from 28-140, with higher scoresingfizct

more positive relationship. In the current sample, the mean Total raw scid w85
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(SD=11.72; Range 93-136). The distribution of this variable was negatively skewed
(skewness = -0.46; kurtosis = -0.80), indicating that teachers tended to rigiweiye
positive relationships with students. Significant differences wereonagfwith respect
to Total STRS scores by group(1(54) = -1.86p = .068) (see Table 14).
Kindergarten Academic Outcomes

Kindergarten teachers also completed the Academic Competence subdoale of t
Social Skills Improvement System — Teacher version (SSIS-T; Greshalho&, 2008)
for participating students. The mean Academic Competence standard as@8.23
(SD=17.29; Range 63-122). A significant group difference was detected such that DD
studentsi = 86.53;SD= 16.92) had lower Academic Competence scores than TD
studentsi = 101.80;SD= 13.85), {(1,55) = -3.66p = .001) (see Table 14).
Parent and Teacher Cross Informant Agreement

Moderate agreement was found between parents and preschool teacherslat Time
regarding child social skills and problem behavior on the SSIS; significaetatans
were found between informants on Total Social Skitls; (49,p < .001) and Total
Problem Behavior (= .40,p < .001). Although moderate agreement was found between
parent reports at Time 1 and kindergarten teacher reports at Time 3 of claldskilsi
on the SSISr(= .65,p < .001), the correlation between parent and kindergarten teacher
reports of problem behavior was not significart (13,p = .324). Finally, moderate
correlations were discerned between preschool teacher reports at Time 1 arghkiecle
teacher reports at Time 3 of child social skifls:(.66,p < .001) and problem behaviar (

= 51,p< .001).
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Relations among Kindergarten Outcomes

Moderate to high correlations were discerned among socio-behavioral
kindergarten outcome variables (i.e., Total Social Skills and Total Problem Behavi
standard scores on the SSIS-T and raw Total STRS scores). Total STRS sceres w
significantly correlated with both Total Social Skilts{.66,p <.001) and Total
Problem Behaviorg (= -.58,p < .001). In addition, Total Social Skills and Total Problem
Behaviors scores were significantly correlated; (.67,p < .001). Given the moderate to
high correlations among school outcome variables, a Kindergarten Transitmmn@st
Composite score was developed by transforming the Total Social Skills Pfobdém
Behavior, and Total STRS standard scoresdoores, adding, and dividing by three. The
sign was reversed on the Total Problem Behavior score to reflect théodir@icthe
Total Social Skills and Total STRS variables. Higher scores on the Kindergarten
Transition Outcomes Composiescore reflected more positive kindergarten outcomes
(Mclntyre et al., 2006). The mean Transition Outcomes Composiere was 0.006D
= 0.88; Range -1.89 to 1.67; skewness = -0.20, kurtosis = -0.69). A significant group
difference was detected such that DD studevits ¢0.26;SD= 0.92) had lower
Transition Outcomes Composiescores than TD studentdl € 0.31;SD=0.71),
(t(1,54) = -2.55p = .014) (see Table 14).
Relations among Predictor Variables and Kindergarten Outcomes

Relations among key family, child, and transition preparation predict@blesi
and the Kindergarten Transition Outcomes Composite score were investigated bot
among DD and TD groups as well as among the entire sample (see Tables 15 and 16).

Within the DD group, neither child gender<-.17,p = .365) nor family incomer (= .12,
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p = .519) were found to correlate with the Transition Outcomes Compesitae.
However, significant correlations were found between child adaptive behavior and the
Transition Outcomes Compositex.47,p = .007) as well as between preschool teacher-
reported problem behaviar € -.62,p < .001) and the Transition Outcomes Composite.
Although Total Family Concerns at Timerl<-.15,p = .426) and Time 2r(= -.08,p =
.681) did not correlate with the Transition Outcomes Composite, Total PreschooliTeache
Concerns correlated significantly with the Transition Outcomes Composite49,p =
.006). Finally, correlations between the Transition Outcomes Composite and Total
Family Involvementi(= .05,p = .785), Total Preschool Teacher Involvement (.23,p
=.219), and Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvement.13,p = .490) all failed to
reach statistical significance (see Table 15).

Within the TD group, neither child gender<-.06,p = .771) nor family income
(r =.16,p = .463) were found to correlate with the Transition Outcomes Composite.
Although child adaptive behavior did not correlate significantly with the Tiansi
Outcomes Composite € .28,p = .201) in the TD sample, child problem behavior, as
reported by preschool teachers, was found to correlate with the Transition @sitcom
Composite( = -.49,p = .025). Although Total Family Concerns at Timea £(.16,p =
453) and Time 2r(= -.14,p = .506) did not correlate with the Transition Outcomes
Composite, Total Preschool Teacher Concerns correlated significatitlyheiTransition
Outcomes Composite € -.47,p = .021). Finally, with respect to involvement in
transition practices, although Total Family Involvement (.07,p = .729) and Total
Kindergarten Teacher Involvements.03,p = .896) did not correlate with the

Transition Outcomes Composite, Total Preschool Teacher Involvement was found to
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correlate significantly with the Transition Outcomes Composite,-(42,p = .048) (see
Table 15).

In the overall sample, neither child gendex (00,p = .983) nor family incomer(
=.16,p = .245) were found to correlate with the Transition Outcomes Composite.
However, a significant correlation was found between child adaptive behavior and the
Kindergarten Outcomes Composite=(.53,p < .001). Significant correlations emerged
between both parent-reported problem behavier-(28,p = .039) and preschool
teacher-reported problem behavior(-.62,p < .001) with the Kindergarten Outcomes
Composite, although the correlation between teacher-reported problem behavior was
more robust. With respect to concerns, Total Family Concerns at Time-130,p =
.023) but not at Time 2 € -.23,p = .093) was found to correlate with the Kindergarten
Outcomes Composite, however, the correlation between the Kindergarten Gaitcome
Composite and Total Preschool Teacher Concerns was decidedly more rebuS6(p
<.001). Finally, with respect to involvement in transition practices, while Tatall{
Involvement { = -.08,p = .570) and Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvemenrt 06,p
=.687) were not correlated with the Kindergarten Outcomes Composite, Totdidles
Teacher Involvement € -.37,p = .006) was significantly correlated with the Transition
Outcomes Composite (see Table 16).

Predicting Kindergarten Transition Outcomes

The rationale for use of hierarchical regression analyses was tbalbyetriven.
Although only preliminary empirical evidence (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008eMger
& Mcintyre, 2008) exists indicating that kindergarten transition preparatioablesi are

related to socio-behavioral child outcomes in school, there is ample evidence &t sugge
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that child adaptive and problem behavior both greatly impact transition outcomes. In
addition, although adaptive and problem behavior represent within-child variables,
transition practices may be conceptualized as independent of the child and ¢herefor
represent an important area of potential intervention for parents and teachersrsgippor
children during transition. The ordering of the variables in the hierarcleigadssion
analysis was intended to inform knowledge of effective interventions to improve
transition experiences for children as they make this adjustment.

Family (e.g., annual income), child (e.g., gender, adaptive and problem behavior),
parent and teacher concerns, and parent and teacher involvement variabldéls were a
explored as potential predictor variables in the regression models based onctilboreti
significant relations with early school outcomes. Ultimately, vargablere selected
based on the strength of correlations with the Transition Outcomes Compasite (s
Tables 15 and 16). The following four predictor variables comprised the full moddl: chi
adaptive behavior (VABS-II Adaptive Behavior Composite) was enterad3irsp 1),
followed by child problem behavior as reported by preschool teachers (SSIS-@nfProbl
Behaviors Total) (Step 2), preschool teacher Total Concerns (Step 3), ang Tiotl
Preschool Teacher Involvement in transition practices (Step 4) on the Dransiti
Outcomes Composite (i.e., dependent variable). This order of entry allowed the
assessment of the independent contributions of each variable, above and beyond the
combined effects of the previously entered predictor variables. The sgrassien
model was applied to the DD group and the TD group. In addition, a third, exploratory

regression using the same model was conducted for the entire sample givieeréhans
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low power to detect statistically significant effects within DD andgf@ups. Results of
the regression analyses are presented in Tables 17, 18, and 19.

Table 17 displays the relative strength of each individual predictor variable ove
and above the combined effects of those already entered into the model for theupD g
(n=32). Child adaptive behavior accounted for 20.7% of the variance in the Transition
Outcomes Composit&{ = .21,p = .013). Preschool teacher-reported problem behavior
significantly explained 24.2% of variance in the Transition Outcomes Compdxsiies a
and beyond child adaptive behavid® A = .24,p = .002). However, the inclusion of
preschool teacher concerns did not significantly add to the m&del,X .01,p = .507).

The final predictor of interest, Total Preschool Teacher Involvement, also deatplatn
unique variance in the Transition Outcomes CompoBfta & .00,p = .791). The whole
model accounted for 46.1% of the variance in transition outcomes for the DD Efoeip (
46,p=.791).

Table 18 displays the relative strength of each individual predictor variable ove
and above the combined effects of those already entered into the model for the TD group
(n=25). Child adaptive behavior did not account for a significant portion of the variance
in the Transition Outcomes Composik& € .05,p = .359). Similarly, the inclusion of
preschool teacher-reported problem behavior did not significantly contribute to the
model, R A = .13,p = .151). Preschool teacher concerns did not contribute unique
variance to the modelR{ A = .08,p = .235), and the final predictor of interest, Total
Preschool Teacher Involvement, also did not explain unique variance in kindergarten
outcomes R A = .01,p = .743). The whole model accounted for 26.6% of the variance in

kindergarten outcomes for the TD grot € .27,p = .743).
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Given the low power to detect significant effects within DD and TD groups, as
well as the fact that correlations between predictors and the Transition @stcom
Composite were found to be in the same direction across groups, an additional
exploratory regression model was conducted among the entire sample & (Nm&7).
Table 19 displays the relative strength of each individual predictor variablamde
above the combined effects of those already entered into the model for the whoke sampl
Child adaptive behavior accounted for 28.6% of the variance in Transition Outd@mes (
=.29,p < .001). Preschool teacher-reported problem behavior significantly explained
16.0% of variance in Transition Outcomes, above and beyond child adaptive behavior,
(R? A = .16,p = .001); however, the inclusion of preschool teacher concerns did not
significantly add to the modelRt A = .02,p = .176). The final predictor of interest, Total
Preschool Teacher Involvement, also did not explain unique variance in kindergarten
outcomes R A = .00,p = .780). The whole model accounted for 47.0% of the variance in
kindergarten outcomes across the entire sanile (47,p = .780).

Discussion

The first aim of the study was to descriptively explore differencesranpand
teacher involvement in transition preparation activities between groups of TD and DD
children. Specifically, family experiences in transition (i.e., concanmdsrasolvement)
and preschool and kindergarten teacher transition practices and concerns were
investigated. As hypothesized, families in this sample had higher overadirnerabout
children with developmental delays than they had about typically developing children
both in the spring of preschool and in the early fall of kindergarten. In addition,

caregivers of children in the DD group expressed more concerns aboutsesos,
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such as following directions, getting along with peers and the teacher,daneer
readiness, toileting, and ability to communicate needs, which appears toegaefct
the higher needs and lower level of functioning of children in the DD group. Preschool
teachers appeared to share family sentiments and were significandlyommerned

about the children in the DD group transitioning to kindergarten.

In contrast, kindergarten teacher concerns did not differ by group; thepsagre
no more concerns about DD children than they did about TD children upon school entry,
which clearly differs from the perceptions of parents and preschool teachers, and i
different from what Mcintyre et al. (2006) found. It is important to note timatiya
concerns were found to decrease from the spring of preschool to the fall of kiteterga
therefore, the greater concerns on the part of both parents and teacherpringhef s
preschool may reflect caregiver anxieties in anticipation of the imperrdingjtion. In
addition, it was also the case that several students in the DD group in preschool had been
declassified and no longer received special education services in kindergattapspe
making these students indistinguishable from their TD counterparts. The grésenc
absence) of an educational disability classification is likely to itjgacher perceptions
and concerns, which might also help to explain this finding. In addition, the sample in
kindergarten at Time 3 was substantially smaller, which reduces the ptyssftbi
detecting significant differences between groups due to low power.

Extant studies of transition preparation activities have focused exclusivdig on t
involvement of a single group of stakeholders, with kindergarten teacher transition
practices being the most commonly examined (e.qg., Early et al., 2001; Piahtd.@99;

Schulting et al., 2005). In contrast, a single study has investigated presauohart
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involvement (i.e., LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008) and only one published study has
examined family involvement (i.e., Mclintyre et al., 2007). The current study has
conceptualized transition preparation to encompass the involvement of multiple key
stakeholders in the transition process (i.e., kindergarten teachers, preschoos teache
families), which therefore represents a unique contribution to the trargei@ture.
Descriptive results indicate that parents in both groups were most likelydd
engaging in transition practices that reflected partnerships and communicaion w
preschool staff, including monthly contact and annual meetings with preschoolefcgen
activity at the kindergarten level (i.e., kindergarten registration) vgasnabst commonly
reported by families. Conversely, families were least likely to repdividualized forms
of contact with kindergarten teachers, such as phone calls and home visits. Preschool
teacher reports corroborated those of families; the most frequently ehétmrseof
teacher involvement was monthly contact with their students’ familiescirRiels
teachers also reported frequent involvement in transition planning meetings with
students’ preschool teams as well as providing written communication aboutdratusit
families. Conversely, preschool teachers reported low levels of communicadion a
collaboration with kindergarten teachers; they weastlikely to receive a phone call
from or coordinate curriculum with a kindergarten teacher. Kindergarten teaposts
substantiated this finding; they were also very unlikely to report coordinatingutum
with preschool teachers. In addition, home visits were very rare ammaehgy ggarten
teachers. In contrast, kindergarten teachers mestlikely to report monthly contact
with families and providing group kindergarten orientation sessions for stuadehts

families.
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The descriptive family and teacher involvement findings from the custedy
corroborate the findings from the NCEDL survey of kindergarten teacherdqRiaal.,
1999) as well as prior research investigating family involvement in tramgite.,
Mclintyre et al., 2007; Wildenger & Mcintyre, 2008). Specifically, with respetteir
interactions with elementary schools and kindergarten teachers, famdased the
highest involvement in a generic type of transition activity (i.e., kiratézg screening)
and kindergarten teachers were more likely to report utilizing generigy-grou
administered transition practices such as orientation sessions. On the otherrhiied, fa
reported high levels dfoth generic and individualized forms of contact with preschool
staff, which was verified by teacher reports of these activities. Feonghe, both families
and preschool teachers reported frequently engaging in individualizeditraptanning
meetings. Preschool teachers in the current sample thus appear to engagedh a mix
individualized and generic types of activities, consistent with previous rageatc
LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008) as well as best practices (Pianta &3énaft, 2003). The
results from family reports in the current study also suggest that kintlerdeachers
may facilitate family-school communication less compared with preschabides, in
line with prior research (e.g., Grace & Brandt, 2006; Rimm-Kaufman & Ria0@b).
These results also suggest that preschool and kindergarten teacher calaxorat
relatively low, which is especially concerning given that this praatigarticular has
been associated with improved child kindergarten outcomes (LoCasale-Crouch et al.,
2008). It is also important to note that in the current sample, on average, total
involvement of preschool teachers in transition practices was found to be higher

compared with the involvement of kindergarten teachers, which corroborates previous
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research (e.g., LaParo et al., 2003) suggestive of these same generairgablement
differences. Finally, total transition involvement was significantigtesl to several
family-level indicators of SES, namely, income, child receipt of free or eztumich in

school, and parental education, such that higher-SES caregivers had higher involvement.
This finding complements the school-level (Early et al., 2001; Pianta et al., 1999, 2001;
Schulting et al., 2005) and corroborates the family-level (Mclintyre et al., 2007,

Wildenger & Mcintyre, 2008) findings from previous research.

The current study was also the first to explicitly compare involvement in
kindergarten transition practices between groups of children with and without tisswbili
As hypothesized, group differences were found for total family involvement, Isaich t
caregivers of children with DD had higher involvement than caregivers ohildren.

Also consistent with hypotheses, differences in family involvement wecermied with
respect to several higher-intensity, more individualized transition peacsach that
parents of children with DD were more likely to participate in transitianmphg

meetings with both preschool and kindergarten staff, participate as membarssiicin
planning teams, and receive a phone call from their child’s new kindergarten téecher
hypothesized, preschool teacher involvement was also found to differ by group such that
teachers were more involved on behalf of children with DD than for TD childrena&imil
to family findings, preschool teachers also reported utilizing severalrhigfeasity,
individualized transition practices significantly more often on behalf of stadeth DD.
Specifically, preschool teachers were more likely to participate inmgsewith the

child’s school team and in transition planning meetings with the child’s kindergarten

team. Preschool teachers were also more likely to serve as a meraligarsition
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planning team, to conduct home visits for their students, aretévephone calls and
classroom visits from the child’s future kindergarten teacher when the clslohwze
DD group. Notably, several of these practices reflected higher preschoohdedgirten
teacher collaboration on behalf of DD children, as hypothesized.

In contrast and contrary to hypotheses, the total involvement of kindergarten
teachers did not differ according to group (DD v. TD). Similarly, there fesve
differences found with respect to individual transition practices, with the aepton
being that kindergarten teachers were more likely to report attendinghgseeiih the
child’s school team for students in the DD group, an individualized practice. Taken as
whole, the involvement of kindergarten teachers may reflect a more standardize
implementation of transition preparation activities. In contrast, family esgtpool
teacher involvement may be influenced by child developmental status and cornegpondi
needs, rather than a standardized battery of activities administeredttalatts. This
finding echoes the results of Vaughn et al. (1999), who surveyed kindergarten teéchers
children with special needs. Vaughn and colleagues found that kindergarten teachers
rated transition practices for students with disabilities such as obsdreichitd in
preschool and discussing the kindergarten program with the preschool teacher, to be
significantly more desirable thdeasibleto implement. Perhaps the teachers in the
current sample were also impeded by the barriers to effective toansitictices
identified by kindergarten teachers in the NCEDL research (i.e., Piantal&19®), such
as limited time, lack of funding, and late generation of class lists, acpeally
developing children and children with disabilities. However, it is also possililthiba

finding may again reflect the smaller sample size at Time 3 and thepmordisg
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reduction in power that reduces the likelihood of detecting group differences.
Regardless, given the fact that this is the first study to compare padetetaaher
involvement in transition practices for DD and TD groups of children, thesaptascr
findings fill an important gap in the literature and provide a springboard for camgluct
future investigations.

The second aim of the study was to examine the relation between preschool child
problem and adaptive behavior (including social skills) and parent and teacher
involvement in kindergarten transition practices across the entire sampiéogrc. In
line with hypotheses, total preschool teacher involvement in transition practises w
highly related to all preschool child behavioral variables (i.e., parent- and teacher
reported social skills, parent- and teacher-reported problem behavior, and adaptive
behavior) such that teachers had higher transition involvement for children wéh low
socio-behavioral competence (i.e., lower social skills and adaptive behavioghed hi
problem behavior). However, contrary to hypotheses, the total involvement of families
and kindergarten teachers in transition preparation activities were edr&all indices
of preschool child behavior. Therefore, it appears that in addition to having ggnerall
higher involvement for children receiving special education services, presehobét
transition practices are individualized to meet the specific behaviadsmad the child,
regardless of label or disability classification. Kindergarten teachesition practices,
on the other hand, appear to be implemented independently of the presence of a disability
classification as well as child behavioral needs and level of functioning.fGtesrénhe
data from this investigation cohere to suggest that preschool teachers majuaddigi

their transition intervention efforts to meet the needs of the child and family whi
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kindergarten teachers tend to implement a uniform set of transition ast@&dross
children and families, in line with prior research (e.g., Pianta et al., 199@hviset al.,
1999). The involvement of families in this sample appears to be more closedy itelat
indices of socio-economic status such as income and parental education than child
variables. This may reflect differences in both time and resources thi¢$amave
available to devote to transition preparation activities on behalf of their chudn@at
earlier, more individualized, and higher-intensity transition preparation ggitave
been regarded as “best practices” in the transition literature (e.ga Btaalt, 1999), this
study suggests that preschool teacher behavior adheres most closelyt foradtiess
model of transition involvement.

The importance of child social and behavioral competencies for positive early
school outcomes for both children with special needs and typically developing peers is
well-recognized. However, only two empirical studies (LoCasale-Crough 2008;
Wildenger & Mcintyre, 2008) have begun to establish an association between
kindergarten transition preparation activities and child socio-behavioral outcomes f
general education students. Furthermore, no studies to date have compareddhe relati
between transition practices and child outcomes between special educatiopicaity ty
developing samples of children. Thus, the third and primary aim of the currenistady
to examine the relationship between kindergarten transition preparation acawite
child socio-behavioral outcomes in kindergarten among both typically developing
children (TD) and children with developmental delays and disabilities (DBulRe
showed children in the DD group to have poorer transition outcomes than children in the

TD group, which replicates prior research (i.e., Mcintyre et al., 2006). DD children had
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significantly lower social skills and academic competence as welies kcores on the
Kindergarten Transition Outcomes Composite. Analyses showed the total meaoitvef
preschool teachers to be correlated with the Transition Outcomes Carguosi, an
overall index of social skills, problem behavior, and student-teacher relationships i
kindergarten. Specifically, a negative correlation between these twolearsuggested
that preschool teachers had higher involvement for students with poorer overall
kindergarten outcomes, which likely reflects the fact that preschool teddteggeater
involvement for DD children and children with lower adaptive and higher problem
behavior in preschool.

Results of hierarchical linear regression analyses showed that hddive
behavior and lower problem behavior in preschool significantly predicted positive
kindergarten transition outcomes for children in the DD group as well as for thd overal
sample. However, total involvement of preschool teachers in transition psediticeot
predict unique variance in kindergarten outcomes, for either group or the overall sample,
above and beyond adaptive behavior, problem behavior, and preschool teacher concerns.
Furthermore, the hypothesis that transition preparation would be a more robusbpredict
of kindergarten outcomes for children in the DD group was not supported; there was a
negligible difference (i.e., one percent) in the change in R-squared ge#lketing the
contribution to the model of transition practices between TD and DD groups.

The importance of adaptive behavior as a predictor of early school outcomes is
consistent with previous research on socio-behavioral kindergarten adjustment among
children with and without disabilities (i.e., McIntyre et al. 2006). Additionally, the

finding that higher adaptive behavior and lower problem behavior in preschool predicted
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positive kindergarten outcomes for children in the current sample is consistetitavith
survival skills literature on kindergarten transition for children with dis@slife.g.,
Atwater et al., 1994; Carta et al., 1990; Rule et al., 1990). The finding that preschool
teacher involvement failed to predict unique variance in transition outcomes fiibfars
the results of the LoCasale-Crouch et al. (2008) study, which found that children had
more positive social competencies and fewer problem behaviors when they attended pr
kindergarten classrooms in which more transition practices were impkesném fact,
the opposite relationship emerged in the present study, with higher preschbet tea
involvement correlated with less positive kindergarten outcomes. This mast théle
fact that the present sample included both children with and without disabilites, a
therefore contained several children with very low overall socio-behaworetidning in
contrast to the relatively more homogenous, higher-functioning general iedusanple
used in the LoCasale-Crouch et al. (2008) study. The differences between the prese
findings and those of LoCasale-Crouch and colleagues (2008) may also reflect
measurement differences, as transition practices were examined aethad the
individual child and family in the current study, and at the classroom/teachemi¢hel
LoCasale-Crouch et al. (2008) study. Therefore, it is unclear to the extenbtoatdar
measure of transition practices at the classroom or preschool program dg\vehve
been a more effective predictor of kindergarten outcomes.

Given that the present study is the first to examine this relation among@ mixe
sample of TD and DD children, it may be the case that the involvement of various
caregivers truly dichot have a significant impact on kindergarten outcomes, particularly

when compared with the high predictive power of child adaptive and problem behavioral
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variables in the present sample. The absolute lack of prior research tcaateatext for
these findings makes this explanation a distinct possibility. However, the loar pbw

Time 3 in kindergarten certainly raises concerns regarding the weak abdietect
significant effects within the regression models. In particular, mportant to note that
although the DD group had higher mean problem behavior and lower STRS total scores
than the TD group in kindergarten, these differences did not reach statigiiftance,
possibly again due to low power. In contrast, significant group differenaesewiglent

for both parent- and teacher-reported problem behavior scores in preschool, when
analyses were conducted with a larger sample. The fact that the groupeadppeise

similar behaviorally in kindergarten may help to explain the finding that ti@msit
involvement was not a more robust predictor of kindergarten outcomes for the DD group
than the TD group, as predicted.

The current study was the first to present explicit comparisons of the inveiveme
of families and teachers in transition practices across groups of childreandi without
developmental delays, and therefore fills an important gap in the exteatulieeon
kindergarten transition. In addition, transition practices were uniquely conaeetlial
the current investigation to include parent, preschool teacher, and kindergarten teac
involvement components. Given that this is the sole outcomes study to measure
involvement in this fashion, this investigation represents another important cootribut
to the empirical literature. The longitudinal nature of the current study tdasta clear
strength as only one outcomes study to date (i.e., LoCasale-Crouch et al., 068§
the entire transition period. The data from the present study were coftectethultiple

informants (i.e., parents, preschool teachers, and kindergarten teachevsyaltints
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in time (i.e., spring of preschool; early and late fall of kindergarten) and a@osss
contexts (i.e., home and school). The nature of the data collection in this study therefore
allowed rich comparisons across informants, time, and setting, which we regard a
additional strength. Consistent with prior literature, significant, albeit rateler

correlations were found between parent and teacher reports as weicwoptand
kindergarten teacher reports of social skills and problem behavior in this sanmae. Ot
studies that have examined cross-informant behavioral ratings (e.g., MgfBgna

Stanger, & Achenbach, 1992; Mcintyre et al., 2006; Stanger, McConaughy, &
Achenbach, 1992) have found moderate correlations at best. The observed moderate
levels of agreement between informants in this study regarding the sanreasrean

most likely be explained by the influence of behavioral specificity, diferontexts

(i.e., home and school), discrepant expectations between parents and teachers, and
different available comparisons (i.e., comparing target children to themgslas

opposed to peers in their classroom) (Mclintyre et al., 2006). Child development over time
may have also impacted the strength of correlations between preschool angakteder
variables.

The regression models in this study utilized variables gleaned from {ameint
teacher-reported preschool data to predict a kindergarten outcomes composite sc
Therefore, the regression models essentially spanned a seven-month pemediaind
predictors to criterion (i.e., transition outcomes). The longitudinal nature of tlessemn
models increases their validity, as predictors and outcomes were distinct
theoretically and temporally. Finally, the high level of experience and craldenitthe

teachers in this sample constitutes an additional strength of this study. jbinkyroé&
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preschool teachers held master’'s degrees and a certification intelihypod special
education, while the greatajority of kindergarten teachers held master’s degrees and
were certified in elementary education. It therefore seems reastoasisume that
teacher-reported measures likely had a high degree of validity.
Study Limitations

Although the longitudinal nature of the current investigation constitutes a
significant conceptual strength, it simultaneously leads to correspondihgdukigical
weaknesses. Perhaps the most obvious limitation of the study is the paratipiaon
that occurred over the course of the seven-month investigation. From the spring of
preschool to the fall of kindergarten, 24 families were lost due to attrition. Although the
majority of families were retained from Time 1 to Time 2 (77%), the kindengavave
of data collection (i.e., Time 3) was characterized by relatively low kyagieen teacher
participation, in part due to bureaucratic issues associated with speatfat didtricts.
For example, several administrators prohibited willing kindergarten tesaftben
participating in the study. Therefore, complete kindergarten outcome datanly
obtained for approximately halN(= 57) of the original sample of 104. The attrition and
associated reduction in sample size led to a corresponding decrease icas{adisier.
This decreased power was problematic particularly with respect todiheeckability to
detect statistically significant group differences (e.g., teaobrererns and involvement)
and correlations between predictor and criterion variables in regressigaesnal Time
3. Therefore, it is unclear whether the null findings in the current study were doe t
actual lack of effect or simply due to low statistical power. In additi@attrition in the

present study was non-random, and was associated with several family socio-
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demographic variables. That is, families of lower socioeconomic statusofier, |
income and caregiver education level) as well as families of non-Cauchsgdren and
families of children enrolled in Head Start programs were less likelyrtwipate in the
study through its completion. These findings are consistent with thedre@n attrition
in longitudinal research involving children and families, which suggests thatrsbndy
completion is indeed related to indices of lower family socioeconomic g&atus
Aylward, Hatcher, Stripp, Gustafson, & Leavitt, 1985; Janus & Goldberg, 1997). The
nonrandom attrition in this investigation introduces a significant threat to elxterna
validity, as the participants who remained in the study through Time 8ltssdy
reflected the sample characteristics at Time 1. Additionally, yt meadifficult to
generalize results involving Time 3 analyses to other populations of children and
families, particularly those experiencing risk factors such as low smioenic status.

The design of the current investigation was correlational, which precludes
drawing conclusions about causal relationships. For example, although preschool teache
involvement in transition practices was found to be positively correlated ith ¢
problem behavior, it remains unclear whether greater child problem behavied caus
increased teacher involvement. It is possible that the opposite is true (ileeyteac
involvement impacted child problem behavior), or that an intervening third variable may
better explain this relationship. Additionally, if transition preparation had indeed
predicted improved child socio-behavioral kindergarten adjustment as hypethesiz
the regression models, it would have been impossible to determine whether the variabl

of interest was responsible for the improved outcomes.
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The developmental status groups (i.e., DD and TD) in the current study were
unequal on several important dimensions, which reflects the nonrandom sampling
methodology utilized. Specifically, groups of children were found to be signiffcant
different with respect to gender, race, type of preschool program, and type of
kindergarten classroom. Many of these important group differences werelatt, for
example, several of the typically developing children in the sample weva tham one
Head Start preschool site, therefore, there was a higher proportion of Afmcanean
children in the TD group, consistent with the demographics of families servidtby t
agency. The fact that gender was unevenly distributed across disabilitygstatps such
that there were relatively more males in the DD group is consistenthsitiublished
literature suggesting that the prevalence of developmental disahiti childhood is
higher for males than females (e.g., Chiurazzi & Oostra, 2000; Yealigopf, Drews-
Botsch, & Van Naarden Braun, 2007). Although the group differences represent a
methodological limitation, it is important to note that these variables werelettlas
covariates in the analyses involving group comparisons. In all cases, the effeained
significant even after accounting for the group differences.

Given that children were drawn from a single type of preschool program model
(i.e., special class integrated setting), it is also a distinct pogsthéit parent and teacher
involvement for children in the current sample does not reflect that of themgreat
population. Specifically, given that many children in these programs had tissaihd
were receiving special education services, it may be the case tleaptbgseams had
relatively high-quality transition models to best serve these special cleigtien and

families. Therefore, the typically developing children that attendee {hregyrams may
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have had parents and teachers with higher involvement than they might have if their
children attended another type of preschool program (e.g., a pre-kindergarten program i
a public school district or private day care). This nonrandom sampling constitutes a
methodological limitation that may negatively impact external validityherability to
generalize these results to other populations. However, it is important to rictertiea
variability was evident in the number of transition practices utilized both Isgipwel
teachers and parents.

There are several limitations inherent in the use of parent- and teacheedepo
measures in the current study. Selection bias is a primary concern, deellyighiat
parents with a higher degree of school involvement responded to the survey and chose to
participate in the study. Therefore, the current sample of familighmsae greater
involvement in transition compared with the wider population of parents, which also
potentially limits the ability to generalize these results. In additionyeptrt social
desirability biases may have impacted parent and teacher reportkldfetravior,
specifically; it is possible that parents and teachers under-reported dldmr
behavior and over-estimated child social skills, adaptive behavior, and the quality of
student-teacher relationships. Perhaps most significantly, parents eimersamay have
reported more transition involvement than they actually engaged in. A final cosdken i
exclusive use of indirect measures of child social and behavioral functionimg in t
study. Research and theory generally emphasize the benefits of drent@aed with
indirect measurement, particularly with regard to the assessment ofadidd s
behavioral skills (Gresham & Elliott, 1987; Walker et al., 1992). Direct observational

behavioral assessment measures involve a direct sampling of the targetriseha
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themselves and thus, require fewer inferences and have higher validity tleamdn@ct
forms of assessment (Goldfried & Kent, 1972). Thus, the use of only behavioral rating
scales and the lack of inclusion of direct behavioral observations to measure kiedergar
outcomes is a limitation. However, given the nature and scope of the stuthylpdyt
the fact that children transitioned to kindergarten in numerous schools andsjistact
exclusive use of indirect, teacher-reported measures was clearly thieasislie option.
Future Research Directions

Despite its significance, the transition to kindergarten is an under-studeedfar
research and several major gaps remain in the empirical literature. Guwrent few
outcomes studies have begun to demonstrate that involvement in kindergarten transition
preparation activities positively impacts child kindergarten outcomes. Therdfere is
a need for additional studies to explore the relation between transition praciicas
range of child outcomes, including academic, social, behavioral, and emotional
adjustment. In addition, future outcomes studies should examine transition gractice
among samples of both children with developmental delays and typically developing
children. Several important differences were found in the involvement of faranig
teachers of DD and TD children in the current study. Therefore, future treseaeeded
to substantiate these preliminary findings. Given that the present investigais the
first to compare the relation between transition practices and child outcomegibet
groups of DD and TD children, there is a need for additional studies to addresedhis ar
of research in particular, using larger samples that will allow for nodmest
comparisons. Research on outcomes will inform our knowledge of the effectiveness of

kindergarten transition programming, an area of identified need (Eckert28G8),
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Future research on child outcomes would continue to benefit from utilizing
longitudinal designs in which children are followed from preschool to kindergarten and
data on transition preparation and child adjustment are collected across the entir
transition period. In the current study, a longitudinal design allowed for @ coonplete
documentation of transition preparation activities over the course of the praoess. T
current study, although longitudinal, was relatively brief. The collectidallofv-up data
at later points in time may also inform knowledge of the stability of child kgaatten
outcomes. For example, it may be important to examine whether variables such as
adaptive behavior, problem behavior, and transition preparation, all found to predict
successful transition in past research, also reliably predict child adpistinnoughout
the early school years. Notably, the current study was the first in whicbrdatansition
practices were collected from families, preschool teachers, and kindertgzachers,
which also resulted in a more comprehensive measurement of transition jppaparat
Given that important differences emerged in patterns of involvement acrodsotiake
in the present study, it is important to continue to assess the involvement of all key
groups of caregivers during transition to replicate and substantiate theddindings.
The examination of the involvement of only a single group (e.g., kindergartenrsgache
may not fully capture the breadth of the transition preparation activitieslgcttigted.

As noted by others (Schulting et al., 2005), there is a need for randomized
controlled trials examining kindergarten transition interventions to determirtbevhe
transition preparation plays a causal role in improved child outcomes. Children and
families could be assigned to receive various combinations of kindergartendransit

preparation activities in order to allow researchers to tease apart whoticgpansition
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practices or elements of those practices are the most effectivelaGonad research (i.e.,
LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008) has begun to suggest that certain practices, such as
communication and collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers about
particular students or the curriculum, predict positive child outcomes in particular
Therefore, experimental intervention studies would substantiate and fuehBy ttle
nature of these correlational findings. In a different vein, future résearald do well to
utilize both direct (i.e., observations) and indirect (i.e., behavior rating soadtisods of
assessment of kindergarten outcomes in order to more validly and comprehensively
evaluate child adjustment.
Implications for Practice

The results of this study suggest that preschool teacher involvement indnansit
practices most closely reflects best practices as discussed in the &itetetgansition
literature (e.g., National Education Goals Panel, 1998; Pianta et al., 1999, 2001&Pianta
Kraft-Sayre , 2003; Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2000). In the current sample, preschool
teachers had frequent communication with families and engaged in high-itensit
individualized transition practices such as transition planning meetings troaddi
lower-intensity practices such as providing written communicationdagptransition to
families. Most importantly, preschool teachers in the present study apteddheir
activities to meet the individual needs of children and families; they had higher
involvement for children with disabilities as well as for children with loveerasd and
behavioral competencies. Conversely, kindergarten teachers in this sampledppe
implement a “standardized” set of transition practices that was lesdunalizied with

regard to child needs and level of functioning. Kindergarten teachers did ndtibhee
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involvement for children with disabilities or for those students with lower adaptive
behavior and greater problem behavior. Kindergarten teachers were alsketp$t li
engage in generic, lower-intensity transition practices overall. Thgdjkely that
elementary schools opt to offer a uniform group of more generic, low-intéreisition
preparation options to families, which may not reflect best practices. Thes refsthis
study therefore suggest that it would be beneficial for greater emph&splaced on
transition preparation at the kindergarten/elementary school level. If laekafrces is a
barrier, funding kindergarten transition programming could be a target foctdist
state-level funding in order to offer high-quality, individualized transition jarogning

to all families and children. Transition initiatives could also include the impraveofe
teacher training programs to emphasize strategies to facilitate damtén transition
success for both students with and without disabilities. This could be accomplished both
through teacher education programs and continuing professional development
opportunities for educators.

The results of the current study also suggest that collaboration betweghoptes
and kindergarten teachers occurs very infrequently, consistent with priaicre@@anta
et al., 2001). It may be the case that teachers experience barriers wothadisime,
financial resources, and the late generation of class lists, as idemtifrexiPianta et al.
(1999) study that impede collaboration. Prior research (i.e., LoCasalehCrbalc,

2008) has suggested that children in pre-kindergarten classrooms in which preschool
teachers discussed curricula or specific children with kindergarten tsdche
significantly more positive social competencies and lower problem behaviors in

kindergarten. Therefore, the results of this study suggest that increased ofipstitoini
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preschool and kindergarten teacher collaboration and communication may be an
important target of intervention. In order to address this issue, it may baltetpf
school districts to build in opportunities for kindergarten teacher collaboration wigh ea
education professionals in the community. For example, kindergarten teachers ceuld hav
paid professional development days dedicated to visits to and observations of preschool
classrooms and meetings with early educators in the spring, prior to tranBftisiype
of cross-site communication and collaboration may be particularly inmpdatachildren
with developmental delays or disabilities given the challenges these olfddes
transferring adaptive skills to new kindergarten environments. Therefaraylid be
helpful to identify future kindergarten teachers of these students in partjmudarto
transition, in order to facilitate early, preventive transition preparatitvitas such as
collaborative planning meetings with families, preschool and kindergartén staf

It is also important that strong partnerships among families and edutationa
professionals in both preschools and kindergartens are forged in order to createtgonti
between early education and kindergarten environments and most effectivelyt suppor
children during this developmental period. The results of the current study singgest t
family involvement is related to several socio-demographic variables syrental
income and education level such that lower-SES families may have less ingotiam
transition practices. In order to ensure that all children, particularlg thitk disabilities
and special needs, receive adequate transition programming, school professional
make concerted efforts to reach out to low-SES families in particulargdimansition.
Transition programming at the school or district level could include initiativesgage

low-SES families early in their child’s schooling. For example, the dexiadsome-
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school communication from preschool to kindergarten as noted in prior research (i.e.,
Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 1999; 2005) could be a target of intervention. Communication
journals, school-home notes, and phone calls to caregivers at reguladsmeaya

facilitate frequent, positive two-way communication during transition fdiaatilies.

Efforts to involve low-SES families appear to be particularly importargrgihat prior
research (i.e., Schulting et al., 2005; LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008) has founmtransit
preparation activities to be especially beneficial for children expengrsocio-

economic risk factors.

The findings from the present study also suggest that child adaptive and problem
behavior are important predictors of kindergarten outcomes for children with disabili
consistent with prior research. Therefore, as suggested by others (e.g. r&/letraly,
2006), early intervention efforts should target increasing adaptive behaviors &td soc
skills and decreasing maladaptive problem behaviors in order to facilitategosi
transitions. In particular, important survival skills as noted in the spehiab&on
transition literature (e.g., Carta et al., 1990; Rule et al., 1990), such as comahdnce
appropriate peer-social behaviors (e.g., sharing, taking turns) could bedaiigas
might be accomplished through a combination of intervention efforts directeddxenhil
(e.q., direct, targeted behavior therapies) and caregivers (e.g., ppairgng). These
intervention elements could also be conceptualized specifically as pamtlefgarten
transition programming for children with developmental delays, behavioral conoerns
other risk factors. The kindergarten transition represents an importantaathood
developmental milestone. It is also a unique opportunity for educators and $amilie

partner in order to meet the individual needs of children and foster early schadssucc
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Appendix A
Preschool Program Director Recruitment Letter
Dear Program Director, April 2009

My name is Leah Wildenger, and | am a graduate student in the School Psychology progra
at Syracuse University. | wanted to inform you of a research projectuliabe conducting

in the Spring of 2009 with Dr. Laura Lee Mclintyre, a school psychologist and gwofas
Syracuse University. We are investigating the transition to kindergéor both special and
general education students and would like to extend the invitation for your prtogram
participate this Spring.

As you know, the kindergarten transition can be a challenging event for childrédiedam
and teachers, especially if the student has a developmental delagulityi We are
interested in examining kindergarten preparation activities and theicirmpaocial and
behavioral child outcomes in kindergarten. We are also interested imexgmhether these
practices and their impact differ across two groups of students, those watbhpiaental
delays and/or disabilities and those who are typically developing. We aremgthe
information from parents and teachers. There will be no direct contidacyovir students. We
hope that families and teachers at your program site can be included in gur stud

Study procedures involve four stages: (1) Recruitment of families, (@hRaompletion of
guestionnaires, (3) Preschool teacher completion of questionnaires, and (4) &itetherg
teacher completion of questionnaires.

Recruitment of families: Once we have permission from you, the program director, we
would like to schedule a briefieeting with your preschool teachers to describe the study
procedures, allow opportunities to ask questions, and obtain consent from teachers to
participate. Teachers who consent to participate will be asked to disserstudy materials
to students in their classroom who are in their final year of preschoolliésawino are
interested in participating in the study will be encouraged to contagtsharcher directly.

Parent completion of questionnairesParents will complete a consent form and two short
guestionnaires about their child’s behavior and their child’s trangteparation activities.
Parents will mail their materials to the researcher in a postadegi&addressed envelope
that will be included in their study packet. Once the researchevesammpleted packets
from families, she will contact them by phone and administer an assessrtteit child’s
adaptive behavior. Parents will receive a small honorarium of $10 for thi@igetion.

Preschool teacher completion of questionnaire®©nce parents have completed their
packet, the teachers of participating students will be contacted and asketptete a
background questionnaire and two short questionnaires, the first on transition to kiedergar
(5-10 min) and the second on child behavior (15 min) for each participatingstoeg have

in their classroom. Participating teachers will be asked to compggtejtiestionnaires

outside of work hours so as not to interfere with their classroom obligationshébksc
teachers will receive a small honorarium of $25 for their participation.
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Kindergarten teacher completion of questionnairesin the fall, during transition to
kindergarten, parents will be contacted by phone and asked briefly about their lmhavior
involvement in transition. They will also be asked to provide contact infaymédr their
child’s new kindergarten teacher. Additionally, families will Is&ed if they would be

willing to deliver a packet of questionnaires to the kindergarten teewhemplete. If
parents agree, the researcher will send kindergarten teachetspdicketly to families.
Kindergarten teachers will be asked to return study materials gitedtie researcher and
will be provided with a small honorarium.

This research study will help us begin to understand the ways that kindergarsgiotra
practices relate to important child social and behavioral kindergarteonoes for students
with and without disabilities. This is a vastly under-representedohresearch; therefore,
this study will increase our knowledge of the most effective ways to helperhidake a
smooth transition to kindergarten. The ultimate goal for professionals isigom des
interventions and programs for families and schools to make the kindargartsition
process more successful for both children with developmental delays ofitisadnd
typically developing children.

We hope that you will agree that this is an important area of investigatiowowe like to
invite your preschool teachers and the families to participate. Partcipathis project is
voluntary, so it is entirely up to you whether or not you would like to partake. Rayent
teacher participants will provide consent to participate and waldvesed that their
participation is voluntary and confidential. They may choose to withdraw gdantduring
the study without penalty.

We would be happy to discuss this project with you in more detail. Please fetel é@act
me, Leah Wildenger (315-794-801Bwilden@syr.edyor Dr. Mcintyre (315-443-2705;
[Imcinty@syr.ed) with questions or concerns. We look forward to speaking with you!

Best wishes,
Leah Wildenger, M.S. Laura Lee Mcintyre, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate, School Psychology Assistant Professor of

Psychology
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Appendix B
Parental Consent Form

The Transition to Kindergarten: Impact of Transition Preparation on Socio-
Behavioral Outcomes for Children with and without Disabilities

April 2009
Dear Parent or Guardian,

My name is Leah Wildenger, and | am a graduate student in the School Psygirolyrgyn at
Syracuse University. | am inviting you to participate in a researchgtrthjat | am conducting
with Dr. Laura Lee Mcintyre. Participation in this project is volumtand confidential, so you
may choose whether or not you would like participate. If you have any questions about the
project after reading the description below, please feel free toctoméa(phone: 315-794-8013;
email:lkwilden@syr.edyor Dr. McIntyre (phone: 315-443-2705; emdihicinty@syr.edj. You
may also direct your questions to the Syracuse University Institufeaew Board (315-443-
3013) if you have questions regarding your rights as a participant, if yoghastons,
concerns, or complaints that you wish to address to someone other than thgatoresti if you
cannot reach the investigator.

The kindergarten transition can be a challenging event for childrenfaheiies, and their
teachers. We are interested in examining kindergarten preparatwnesctitilized by parents,
preschool teachers, and kindergarten teachers during transition. Tthéeno direct contact
with or observation of your child. If you agree to participate in the study, youeaéhre an
informational packet for you to fill out and return to us (a self-addressedgeqgstid return
envelope will be included). The packet will contain one questionnaire trafadamily
background information and current concerns and transition practices and stiengaére that
focuses on the behavior and social skills of your child. We anticipatét twill take
approximately 35-40 minutes to complete this packet. The packet doevaado tee filled out
during one time period, and can be completed at different times. Once we gexgivempleted
packet, we will contact you by phone and conduct an interview regarding your eldiépive
behavior. This phone interview is anticipated to take between 20-60 miduteng the initial
time of data collection, you will have the opportunity to indicate whether grawére interested
in participating in a Fall 2009 follow-up once your child has entered kindengémtthe Fall, we
will contact you by phone and briefly discuss your Fall transition preparatiettiast We will
also ask you for the contact information of your child’s new kindergartehd¢eaad obtain your
permission for us to contact the kindergarten teacher so that we camethenoutcome of the
kindergarten transition.

All information collected about your family will be kept confidentiale will assign a number to
your responses, and only we will have the key to indicate which number belongsiio whi
participant. Data will not be disclosed to any school officials onaeigsarties. In published
reports or conference presentations of the study results, we will rexth@arsonally identifying
information to protect the confidentiality of participants. You may ri@eimal discomfort filling
out questionnaires regarding family background information or informatioatgour child’s
social skills or behavior; however, your participation in the studyittlg confidential and
voluntary and you may choose to skip any questions you are uncomfortable with.
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We are also interested in obtaining information from your child’s cupmschool and future
kindergarten teachers. Once we've received your consent and completeohngagsts, we will
send your child’s preschool teacher similar questionnaires regardisgitna practices and child
behavior. As stated above, we will ask you for permission for us to send & glacke
questionnaires to your child’s new kindergarten teacher in the Fall of Pb@%acket will
contain similar questionnaires regarding transition practices antldtiavior as well as a
guestionnaire focused on your child’s relationship with his or her kindergacher. Your
child’s teachers will be encouraged to contact us directly with questions participation. The
teachers will also be provided with a self-addressed, postage paid ertealepen the
completed material directly to us. The teacher’s information wikdpt confidential as well.

The transition to kindergarten is an under-researched area, for botilyygeeloping children
and children with special needs. We hope to expand our knowledge base by exploring
kindergarten transition from both parent and teacher perspectivesefittod this study is that
information learned may help develop more effective programs to hetperhitheir families,
and teachers prepare for kindergarten transition. Furthermorejpzartswill have an
opportunity to think about and reflect on the child’s transition process, perftapasing
awareness about this important developmental milestone. By péitigipgou may gain the
satisfaction of assisting in an area of research that is not oftenlfext of studies. The risks
involved in participating are minimal.

As a token of our appreciation, if you consent to participate, you will recsiveth honorarium
of $10 as our way of saying thank you. If you consent to participate in the fal@gsessment
in the Fall of 2009, you will receive another $10 honorarium at that time. Byrdorgeyou are
also providing permission for the researchers to obtain information piauchild from his or
her teachers. If, at any time, you no longer wish to participate, you have the mgtitdraw
from the project without penalty. This will not impact receipt oftibaeoraria Please sign and
return one copy of this consent form and keep the other copy for your records ydhdok
considering this request.

Sincerely,
Leah K. Wildenger, M.S. Laura Lee Mcintyre, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate, School Psychology Assistant Professor of Psychology

All of my questions have been answered and | give permission to pdditighe research
project, as well as have the researchers obtain information from rdyedchers.

Printed name of Parent/Guardian Date

Signature of Parent/Guardian Investigator Signature/Date
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Appendix C
Preschool Teacher Consent Form

The Transition to Kindergarten: Impact of Transition Preparation on Socio-
Behavioral Outcomes for Children with and without Disabilities

April 2009
Dear Preschool Teacher,

My name is Leah Wildenger, and | am a graduate student in the School Psychology
program at Syracuse University. | am inviting you to participate in andspeoject that

| am conducting with Dr. Laura Lee Mclintyre. Participation in this ptageeoluntary

and confidential, so you may choose whether or not you would like participate. If you
have any questions about the project after reading the description below, pté&se fe
to contact me (phone: 315-794-8013; eniiiilden@syr.edyior Dr. Mcintyre (phone:
315-443-2705; emailimcinty@syr.edi. You may also direct your questions to the
Syracuse University Institutional Review Board (315-443-3013) if you have questions
regarding your rights as a participant, if you have questions, concerns, oatdsihiat
you wish to address to someone other than the investigator, or if you cannot reach the
investigator.

The kindergarten transition can be a challenging event for children, thdiefarand

their teachers. We are interested in examining the impact of piepaaativities utilized

by parents, preschool teachers, and kindergarten teachers during transitidd socthl

and behavioral kindergarten outcomes. We are also interested in examining whether the
practices and their impact differ across typically developing studentsiatehts with
developmental delays or disabilities. There will be no direct contact with ervaitie®n

of your students. If you agree to participate in the study, we will ask ydisttdoute a

packet of questionnaires to the parents of the students in your class.

Once parents have consented to participate and completed a packet of questionnaires
they will be instructed to mail their materials directly to us at Syradaseersity in a
postage-paid self-addressed envelope. Upon receipt of parent packets, we agli cont

you and request that you complete a short background information questionnaire, a
guestionnaire on kindergarten transition as well as a questionnaire on child sdisial ski
and problem behavior (20-30 minutes total completion time) for each participating
student in your classroom. The transition questionnaire asks about your concerns and
transition practices for that student. Once you've completed your msteveahsk that

you return them to us in the provided self-addressed, postage paid envelope. The
guestionnaires do not have to be filled out during one sitting; however, we do hope you'll
be able to complete them in 2-3 weeks. We ask that you complete these outside of school
work hours, so as not to interfere with classroom obligations.

All information collected from you will be kept confidential. We will assigmuanber to
your responses, and only we will have the key to indicate which number belongs to which
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participant.Data will not be disclosed to any school officials or outside paittiggublished
reports or conference presentations of the study results, we will removesathaér
identifying information to protect the confidentiality of participants. You rheay
minimal discomfort filling out a questionnaire about your concerns regardimecéis
student; however, your participation in the study is strictly confidentiavalwhtary and
you may choose to skip any questions you are uncomfortable with.

The transition to kindergarten is an under-researched area for both typicallypileyel
children and children with special needs. We hope to expand our knowledge base by
exploring kindergarten transition from both parent and teacher perspectives and by
examining the relationship between transition practices and important childdaneer
outcomes. A benefit of this study is that information learned may help develop more
effective programs to help children, their families, and teachers prep&iadergarten
transition. Furthermore, participants will have an opportunity to think about anct refle
on the preschool child’s transition process, perhaps increasing awareness about this
important developmental milestone. By participating, you may gain the sttisfat
assisting in an area of research that is not often the subject of studiesk3 Irevos/ed

in participating are minimal. As stated, you may feel some discomfoflimg fout
guestionnaires regarding your student; however, you may choose to skip any questions
you are uncomfortable with at no penalty.

Obtaining information from a teacher’s perspective is valuable becaugdeenhihay

exhibit different skills and behaviors in the school setting. As a token of appyedmati

your participation in this study, you will receive a small honorarium of $2b. iftat

any time, you no longer wish to participate, you have the right to withdraw from the
project without penalty. This will not impact receipt of the honorarium. Pleasesil

return one copy of this consent form and keep the other copy for your records. Thank you
for considering this request.

Sincerely,

Leah K. Wildenger, M.S. Laura Lee Mcintyre, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate, School Psychology Assistant Professor of
Psychology

All of my questions have been answered and | give permission to participate in the
research project.

Printed Name of Teacher Date

Signature of Teacher Investigator Signature/Date
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Appendix D
Kindergarten Teacher Consent Form

The Transition to Kindergarten: Impact of Transition Preparation on Socio-
Behavioral Outcomes for Children with and without Disabilities

October 2009
Dear Kindergarten Teacher,

My name is Leah Wildenger, and | am a graduate student in the School Psychology
program at Syracuse University. | am inviting you to participate in andspeoject that

| am conducting with Dr. Laura Lee Mclntyre. Participation in this ptageeoluntary

and confidential, so you may choose whether or not you would like participate. If you
have any questions about the project after reading the description below, pté&se fe
to contact me (phone: 315-794-8013; eniiilden@syr.edyior Dr. Mcintyre (phone:
315-443-2705; emailimcinty@syr.edi. You may also direct your questions to the
Syracuse University Institutional Review Board (315-443-3013) if you have questions
regarding your rights as a participant, if you have questions, concerns, oatdsihiat
you wish to address to someone other than the investigator, or if you cannot reach the
investigator.

The kindergarten transition can be a challenging event for children, thdiefarand

their teachers. We are interested in examining the impact of piepaaativities utilized

by parents, preschool teachers, and kindergarten teachers during transitidd soctal
and behavioral kindergarten outcomes. We are also interested in examining wiestber t
practices and their impact differ across typically developing studentsiatehts with
developmental delays or disabilities. There will be no direct contact with ervaitie®n

of your students. If you agree to participate in the study, we will ask yidudot a

packet of questionnaires regarding the participating student(s) in lpggraom that will
allow us to assess their social and behavioral kindergarten adjustment.

As part of their ongoing participation in this study, the parent(s) in yossrcam have

agreed to deliver a packet of study materials to you. If you agree tapagjove

request that you sign this consent form and complete a short background information
guestionnaire as well as three brief questionnaires for each pantigipaitdent in your
classroom. The questionnaires assess: 1) your concerns and transitiors fpoactice

that student, 2) child social skills and problem behavior, and 3) your relationship with the
student. We estimate that it will take you approximately 30-40 minutes totahijzgrtc
complete the questionnaires. Once you’'ve completed your materials, wetagitha

return them to us in the provided self-addressed, postage paid envelope. The
guestionnaires do not have to be filled out during one sitting; however, we do hope you'll
be able to complete them in 2-3 weeks. We ask that you complete these outside of school
work hours, so as not to interfere with classroom obligations.

All information collected from you will be kept confidential. We will assigmuanber to

your responses, and only we will have the key to indicate which number belongs to which
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participant.Data will not be disclosed to any school officials or outside pattiggublished
reports or conference presentations of the study results, we will removesatalér
identifying information to protect the confidentiality of participants. You rheay
minimal discomfort filling out a questionnaire about your concerns regardirgcdisp
student; however, your participation in the study is strictly confidentialzalwhtary and
you may choose to skip any questions you are uncomfortable with.

The transition to kindergarten is an under-researched area for both typicalbypiteye
children and children with special needs. We hope to expand our knowledge base by
exploring kindergarten transition from both parent and teacher perspectives and by
examining the relationship between transition practices and important child kirtelerga
outcomes. A benefit of this study is that information learned may help develop more
effective programs to help children, their families, and teachers prep&iadergarten
transition. Furthermore, participants will have an opportunity to think about anct refle
on the child’s transition process, perhaps increasing awareness about this important
developmental milestone. By participating, you may gain the satisfactioristirag in

an area of research that is not often the subject of studies. The risks involved in
participating are minimal. As stated, you may feel some discomfortingfdut
guestionnaires regarding your student; however, you may choose to skip any questions
you are uncomfortable with at no penalty.

Obtaining information from a kindergarten teacher’s perspective is valuatdadse
children may exhibit different skills and behaviors in the school setting. Additypnall
your reports will serve as our primary measure of child kindergarten mdjoistAs a

token of appreciation for your participation in this study, you will receiveal sm
honorarium of $10 per student. If, at any time, you no longer wish to participate, you
have the right to withdraw from the project without penalty. This will not impaetptc

of the honorarium. We want to reiterate that we encourage you to contact us prior to
filling out the questionnaires if you should have any questions or concerns about your
participation. Please sign and return one copy of this consent form and keep the other
copy for your records. Thank you for considering this request.

Sincerely,

Leah K. Wildenger, M.S. Laura Lee Mcintyre, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate, School Psychology Assistant Professor of
Psychology

All of my questions have been answered and | give permission to participate in the
research project.

Printed Name of Teacher Date

Signature of Teacher Investigator Signature/Date
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Appendix E

Family Experiences and Involvement in Transition

Family Experiences & Involvement in Transition

Please return by June X, 2009. Thank you for your time!

1) Child’'s name:

2) Child's date of birth: Age:

3) Child's gender:
1) Male
2) Female

4) What is your child’s race/ethnic background?
1) White
2) Black or African American
3) Hispanic/Latino of any race:
4) Asian:
5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander:
6) American Indian or Alaskan Native:
7) Two or more races:
8) Other:

5) Is your child currently receiving special education services in dance with an
Individualized Education Plan (IEP)?
0) No (Skip to #9)
1) Yes (continue with questions #6-8)

6) What is your child’s primargiagnosis?
(1) Developmental Delay
(2) Speech/Language Delay
(3) Autism Spectrum Disorder (autism, PDD, Asperger)
(4) Other:

7) Whenwas child diagnosed with primary diagnosis?
(1) At birth or infancy (0-11 months)
(2) One-year old (12-23 months)
(3) Two-years old (24-35 months)
(4) Three-years old (36-47 months)
(5) Four-years old (48-59 months)
(6) Five-years old (60-71 months)
(7) Unknown
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8) Does your child currently receive related services (e.g., speechythecaupational therapy)
in addition to special educational supports?
0) No
1) Yes (please specify)
2) Don’t Know

9) What type of educational program is your child enrolled in this year (Septefdane
2009)?

1) Nursery school
2) Daycare (center-based or home-based)
3) Special Education Preschool (3-5 years old):
4) Pre-Kindergarten (Pre-K) in a public school
5) Head Start
6) Other:

10) Name of School/Preschool Program:

11) Teacher's Name:

12) What are the primary concerns for your child as he/she transitionsiergarten?

Please tell us how much each of the following areas concerned you as yobtracisitions to
kindergarten. Circle the number that describes how concerned you werehesscgle below.

No A few Some Many
Concerns Concerns

13) Academics (e.g., knowing the alphabet) 1 2 3 4
14) Behavior problems (e.g., tantrums) 1 2 3 4
15) Following directions 1 2 3 4
16) Getting along with other children 1 2 3 4
17) Getting along with the teacher 1 2 3 4
18) Getting used to a new school 1 2 3 4
19) Child being ready for kindergarten 1 2 3 4
20) Separating from family 1 2 3 4
21) Toilet training 1 2 3 4
22) Ability to communicate needs 1 2 3 4

23) Other: 1 2 3 4
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Which of the following would be helpfuals you plan for your child’s transition to kindergarten?

Please check yes or no.

YES

NO

24) More information about your childsurrent preschool program.

25) More information about your child®iture kindergarten program.

26) More information about your child’s skills (e.g., strengths and weakr)esse

2S

27) More information about your child®iture/ new teacher.

28) More information about your childiture/new school.

29) More information about kindergart@eademicexpectations.

30) More information about kindergartéehavior expectations.

31) More information about how your childfgeschoolis preparing for transitio

32) More information on how thkindergarten program is preparing for transiti

33) More information on what you should be doing to prepare for the transiti

34) Increased emotional support and encouragement from preschool school

staff

35) Increased emotional support and encouragement from your family.

36) Other:

37) 1 don't think | needed any help.

Behavioral Involvement in Transition:

What kinds of involvement do you have (or would like to have) in your child’siti@m$o

kindergarten?

Please check only one box (have, want, don’t have/want) for each type okimeoit
Additionally, please rate how important each of the following activitiresusing the scale below:

1=Not important 2=A little important 3=Somewhat important 4=Veryimportant
PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE Rate on 1-4 sca
HAVE| WANT| DON'T HAVE/WANT | IMPORTANCE

38) Monthly contact (e.g., phone, visit) with
your child’spreschoolteacher.

39) Annual meetings with your child’s
preschoolteacher/school staff.

40) Attend a transition planning meeting with
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Al e

— 1=Not important 2=A little important 3=Somewhat important 4=Very mportant
PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE Rate on 1-4 scé
HAVE WANT DON'T HAVE/WANT | IMPORTANCE

41) Attend a transition planning meeting with

your child’skindergarten staff.

42) Visit your child’s kindergarten classroo
and/or elementary school with your chi

m
d.

43) Are a member of a transition planning 1
at your child’spreschool

44) Attend a transition information meeting
your child’spreschool or kindergarten.

at

45) Receive a phone call from your child’s
kindergarten teacher.

46) Receive a home visit from your child’'s
kindergarten teacher over the summer

47) Attend a kindergarten orientation sessi

48) Receive written communication regard
transition from your child'greschool
(e.g., letter or flier).

49) Receive written communication regard
transition from your child’&indergarten

or elementary schoole.qg., letter or flier).

50) Attend kindergarten registration.

51) Attend a kindergarten open house.

52) Are there any additional forms of involvement that you have had thanafeisted above?

53) Are there any additional forms of involvement you would like to see iedlirdthe transition

process?

Some Information About You:

54) Are you primary caregiver?
0) No
1) Yes

55) What is your gender?
1) Male
2) Female
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56) What is your relationship to your child?
1) Biological Parent
2) Step Parent
3) Adoptive Parent
4) Other relative
5) Legal guardian
6) Other (specify)

57) What is your age?

58) What is your race/ethnic background?
1) White
2) Black or African American
3) Hispanic/Latino of any race:
4) Asian:
5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander:
6) American Indian or Alaskan Native:
7) Two or more races:
8) Other:

59) What is your marital status?
1) Married or living with partner
2) Separated
3) Divorced
4) Single
5) Other

60) Are you employed?
0) No
1) Yes; Part-Time
2) Yes; Full-Time

61) What is the highest grade you have completed? (1-12=HS; 13-16=Colledepstécollege)
Please circle your response

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 1719 180

62) What is your highest degree obtained?
0) None
1) HS Diploma/GED
2) Vocational Degree/Certificate
3) Assaociates Degree (2-year college degree)
4) Bachelor’s Degree (4-year college degree)
5) Master's Degree
6) Doctorate (e.g., Ph.D, M.D.)

63) Does your family/child qualify for government aid programs (e.g., puldistasce, SSI,
Medicaid)?

0) No

1) Yes

2) Don't Know
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64) Will your child receive free or reduced lunch in kindergarten througbctieol district?
0) No
1) Yes
2) Don't Know

65) What is your annual total family income? If unsure, how much do you make pér?mont
1) $14,999 or less
2) $15,000-24,999
3) $25,000-34,999
4) $35,000-44,999
5) $45,000-54,999
6) $55,000-64,999
7) $65,000-74,999
8) $75,000-84,999
9) $85,000-99,999
10) $100,000+

66) Total number of children (younger than 18 years) living in the home:

Please list the ages of all children living in the home:

67) Total number of adults (including you) living in the home involved in chiédca

Can we contact you in the Fall once your child begins kindergartearticipate for a follow-up
survey?

O Yes
O No

Please provide contact information:

Name:

Address:

Phone Number:

Email:

Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed satfdressed envelope.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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Appendix F
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales-II: Survey Interview Form

Communication
Response Options: 2Usually,1=Sometimes or Partiallyp)=Never, DK=Don’t Know
Receptive
1) Turns eyes and head toward sound. 2 1 0 DK

2) Looks toward parent or caregiver when hearing parent’s or
caregiver’s voice. 2 1 0 DK

3) Responds to his or her name spoken (for examples, turns toward
speaker, smiles, etc.) 2 1 0 DK

4) Demonstrates understanding of the meaning of the maprar
word or gesture with the same meaning (for example, stops current
activity briefly). 2 1 0 DK

5) Demonstrates understanding of the meaning of the yesgdr
word or gesture with the same meaning (for example, continues
activity, smiles, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

6) Listens to story for at least 5 minutes (that is, remains rdiative
still and directs attention to the storyteller or reader). 2 1 0 DK

7) Points to at least three major body parts when asked (for example,

nose, mouth, hands, feet, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
8) Points to common objects in a book or magazine as they are named

(for example, dog, car, cup, key, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
9) Listens to instructions. 2 1 0 DK

10) Follows instructions with one action and one object
(for example, “Bring me the book”; “Close the door”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

11) Points to at least five minor body parts when asked
(for example, fingers, elbows, teeth, toes, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

12) Follow instructions with two actions or an action and two objects
(for example, “Bring me the crayons and the paper”;
“Sit down and eat your lunch”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

13) Follows instructions in “if-then” form (for example,
“If you want to play outside then put your things away”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

14) Listens to a story for at least 15 minutes. 2 1 0 DK
15) Listens to a story for at least 30 minutes. 2 1 0 DK
16) Follows three-part instructions (for example, “Brush your teeth, ge

dressed, and make your bed; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
17) Follows instructions or directions heard 5 minutes before. 2 1 0 DK

18) Understands sayings that are not meant to be taken word for word

(for example, “Button your lip”; “Hit the road”, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
19) Listens to an informational talk for at least 15 minutes. 2 1 0 DK
20) Listens to an informational talk for at least 30 minutes. 2 1 0 DK
Expressive

1) Cries or fusses when hungry or wet. 2 1 0 DK
2) Smiles when you smile at him or her. 2 1 0 DK

3) Makes sounds of pleasure (for example, coos, laughs, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
4) Makes nonword baby sounds (that is, babbles). 2 1 0 DK

5) Makes sounds or gestures (for example, waves arms) to get parent’s
or caregiver’s attention. 2 1 0 DK

6) Makes sounds or gestures (for example, shakes head) if he or she
wants an activity to stop or keep going. 2 1 0 DK

7) Waves goodbye when another person waves or parent or caregiver
tells him or her to wave. 2 1 0 DK

8) Says “Da-da,” “Ma-ma,” or another name for parent or caregiver
(including parent’s or caregiver’s first name or nickname). 2 1 0 DK

9) Points to object he or she wants that is out of reach. 2 1 0 DK

10) Points or gestures to indicate preference when offered a choice
(for example, “Do you want this one or that one?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

11) Repeats or tries to repeat common words immediately upon hearing
them. 2 1 0 DK

12) Names at least three objects (e.g., bottle, dog, favorite toy,etc.2 1 0 DK

13) Says one-word requests (for exampfg,more, outetc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

14) Uses first names or nicknames of brothers, sisters, or friendssor say

their names when asked. 2 1 0 DK
15) Answers or tries to answer with words when asked a question. 2 1 0 DK
16) Names at least 10 objects. 2 1 0 DK
17) States own first name or nickname (for example, Latesha, Little

Sister, etc.) when asked. 2 1 0 DK
18) Uses phrases with a noun and a verb (for example, “Katie stay”;

“Go home”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

19) Asks questions by changing inflection of words or simple phrases

(for example, “Mine?”; “Me go?”; etc.); grammar is not important. 2 1 &K D
20) Says at least 50 recognizable words. 2 1 0 DK

21) Uses simple words to describe things (for exanditey, pretty,
big, loud,etc.). 2 1 0 DK

22) Asks guestions beginning witthator where(for example,
“What's that?”; “Where doggie go?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

23) Uses negatives in sentences (for example, “Me no go”; “l won't
drink it”; etc.); grammar is not important. 2 1 0 DK

24) Tells about experiences in simple sentences (for example, “Ginger

and | play”; “Dan read me a book”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
25) Says correct age when asked. 2 1 0 DK
26) Says at least 100 recognizable words. 2 1 0 DK
27) Usedn, on,or underin phrases or sentences (for example, “Ball go

under chair”; “Put it on the table”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
28) Usesandin phrases or sentences (for example, “Mom and Dad”;

“I want ice cream and cake”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
29) Says first and last name when asked. 2 1 0 DK

30) Identifies and names most common colors (that is, red, blue, green,
yellow, orange, purple, brown, and black). 2 1 0 DK

31) Asks questions beginning wittho or why (for example,
“Who's that?”; “Why do | have to go?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

32) Uses present tense verbs endingar(for example, “Is singing”;
“Is playing”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

33) Uses possessives in phrases or sentences (for example, “That’s her
book”; “This is Carlos’s ball”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

34) Uses pronouns in phrases or sentences; must use correct gender and
form of pronoun, but sentences need not be grammatically correct
(for example, “He done it”; “They went”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

35) Asks questions beginning witthen(for example,
“When is dinner?”; “When can we go home?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

36) Uses regular past tense verbs (for examyaéked, bakedetc.);
May use irregular past tense verbs ungrammatically
(for example, “I runned away”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

37) Usedehindor in front ofin phrases or sentences (for example, “I

Walked in front of her”; “Terrell is behind you”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
38) Pronounces words clearly without sound substitutions (for example,

does not say “wabbit” for “rabbit”, “Thally” for “Sally”, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
39) Tells basic parts of a story, fairy tale, or television show plot; does

not need to include great detail or recount in perfect order. 2 1 0 DK
40) Says month and day of birthday when asked. 2 1 0 DK

41) Modulates tone of voice, volume, and rhythm appropriately (for
example, does not consistently speak too loudly, too softly, or in a
monotone, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

42) Tells about experiences in detail (for example, tells who was
involved, where activity took place, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

43) Gives simple directions (for example, on how to play a game or

how to make something). 2 1 0 DK
44) Usedetweerin phrases or sentences (for example, “The ball went

between the cars”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK
Written

1) Identifies one or more alphabet letters as letters and distinguishes
them from numbers. 2 1 0 DK

2) Recognizes own name in printed form. 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know
3) Identifies at least 10 printed letters of the alphabet. 2 1 0 DK

4) Prints or writes using correct orientation (for example, in English
From left to right; in some languages from right to left or top to bottom). 20 1DK

5) Copies own first name. 2 1 0 DK
6) Identifies all printed letters of the alphabet, upper- and lonercas2 1 0 DK

7) Prints at least three simple words from example (for examcge,
see, beeetc.). 2 1 0 DK

8) Prints or writes own first and last name from memory. 2 1 0 DK
9) Reads at least 10 words aloud. 2 1 0 DK

10) Prints at least 10 simple words from memory (for exarhle ball,
the,etc.). 2 1 0 DK

11) Reads simple stories aloud (that is, stories with sentences ofothree t
five words). 2 1 0 DK

Daily Living
Personal
1) Opens mouth when food is offered. 2 1 0 DK

2) Eats solid foods (for example, cooked vegetables, chopped meats,
etc.). 2 1 0 DK

3) Sucks or chews on finger foods (for example, crackers, cookies,
toast, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

4) Drinks from a cup or glass; may spill. 2 1 0 DK

5) Lets someone know when he or she has wet or soiled diapers
or pants (for example, points, vocalizes, pulls at diaper, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

6) Feeds self with spoon; may spill. 2 1 0 DK
7) Sucks from straw. 2 1 0 DK

8) Takes off clothing that opens in the front (for example, a coat or
sweater); does not have to unbutton or unzip the clothing. 2 1 0 DK

9) Pulls up clothing with elastic waistbands (for example, underwear or
sweatpants). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

10) Feeds self with fork; may spill. 2 1 0 DK
11) Drinks from cup or glass without spilling. 2 1 0 DK
12) Feeds self with spoon without spilling. 2 1 0 DK
13) Urinates in toilet or potty chair. 2 1 0 DK
14) Puts on clothing that opens in the front (for example, a coat or

sweater); does not have to zip or button the clothing. 2 1 0 DK
15) Asks to use toilet. 2 1 0 DK
16) Defecates in toilet or potty chair. 2 1 0 DK
17) Is toilet-trained during the day. 2 1 0 DK
18) Zips zippers that are fastened at the bottom (for example, in pants,

on backpacks, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
19) Wipes or blows nose using tissue or handkerchief. 2 1 0 DK
20) Is toilet-trained during the night. 2 1 0 DK
21) Puts shoes on correct feet; does not need to tie laces. 2 1 0 DK
22) Fastens snaps. 2 1 0 DK
23) Holds spoon, fork, and knife correctly. 2 1 0 DK
24) Washes and dries face using soap and water. 2 1 0 DK
25) Brushes teeth. 2 1 0 DK
26) Buttons large buttons in front, in correct buttonholes. 2 1 0 DK
27) Covers mouth and nose when coughing and sneezing. 2 1 0 DK
28) Buttons small buttons in front, in correct buttonholes. 2 1 0 DK

29) Connects and zips zippers that are not fastened at the bottom (for
example, in jackets, sweatshirts, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

30) Turns faucets on and adjusts temperature by adding hot or cold
water. 2 1 0 DK

31) Wears appropriate clothing during wet or cold weather (for
example, raincoat, boots, sweater, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know
Domestic

1) Is careful around hot objects (for example, the stove or oven,

an open fire, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

2) Helps with simple household chores (for example, dusts, picks up

clothes or toys, feeds pet, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
3) Clears unbreakable items from own place at table. 2 1 0 DK

4) Cleans up play or work area at end of an activity (for example, finger

painting, model building, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
5) Puts away personal possessions (for example, toys, books, magazines,

etc.). 2 1 0 DK
Community

1) Demonstrates understanding of function of telephone (for example,
pretends to talk on phone, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

2) Talks to familiar person on telephone. 2 1 0 DK

3) Uses TV or radio without help (for example, turns equipment on,

Accesses channel or station, selects program, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
You may mark “N/O” for No Opportunity if there is no TV or radio N/O

in the home.

4) Counts at least 10 objects, 1 by 1. 2 1 0 DK

5) Is aware of and demonstrates appropriate behavior while riding in car
(for example, keeps seat belt on, refrains from distracting driteey, e 2 1 0 DK

6) Demonstrates understanding of the function of money (for example,
says, “Money is what you need to buy things at the store”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

7) Uses sidewalk (where available) or shoulder of road when walking or
Using wheeled equipment (skates, scooter, tricycle, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

8) Demonstrates understanding of function of clock (for example, says,
“Clocks tell time”; “What time can we go?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

9) Follows household rules (for example, no running in the house, no
jumping on the furniture, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

10) Demonstrates computer skills necessary to play games or staanpsogr
with computer turned on; does not need to turn computer on by self. 2 1 0 DK
You may mark “N/O” for No Opportunity if there is no computer in the home.
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

11) Summons to the telephone the person receiving a call or indicates

that the person is not available. 2 1 0 DK

12) Identifies penny, nickel, dime, and quarter by name when asked;

does not need to know the value of coins. 2 1 0 DK

13) Looks both ways when crossing streets or roads. 2 1 0 DK
Socialization

Interpersonal Relationships
1) Looks at face of parent or caregiver. 2 1 0 DK

2) Watches (that is, follows with eyes) someone moving by crib or bed

for 5 seconds or more. 2 1 0 DK
3) Shows two or more emotions (e.g., laughs, cries, screams, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
4) Smiles or makes sounds when approached by a familiar person. 2 1 0 DK

5) Makes or tries to make social contact (for example, smilessnak
noises, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

6) Reaches for familiar person when person holds out arms to him/her. 2 1 0 DK

7) Shows preference for certain people and objects (for example, smiles,
reaches for or moves toward person or object, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

8) Shows affection to familiar persons (for example, touches, hugs,
kisses, cuddles, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

9) Imitates or tries to imitate parent’s or caregiver's fai@ressions
(for example, smiles, frowns, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

10) Moves about looking for parent or caregiver or other familiar
person nearby. 2 1 0 DK

11) Shows interest in children the same age, other than brothers or
sisters (for example, watches them, smiles at them, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

12) Imitates simple movements (for example, claps hands, waves
goodbye, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

13) Uses actions to show happiness or concern for others (for example,
hugs, pats arm, holds hands, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

14) Shows desire to please others (for example, shares a snack or toy,
tries to help even if not capable, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

15) Demonstrates friendship-seeking behavior with others the same age
(for example, says, “Do you want to play?” or takes another child by the
hand, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

16) Imitates relatively complex actions as they are being performed by
another person (for example, shaving, putting on makeup, hammering
nails, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

17) Answers when familiar adults make small talk (for example, ifdaske
“How are you?” says “I'm fine”; if told, “You look nice,”
says, “Thank you”; etc.) 2 1 0 DK

18) Repeats phrases heard spoken before by an adult (for example,
“Honey, I'm home”; “No dessert until you clean your plate”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

19) Uses words to express own emotions (for example, “I'm happy”;
“I'm scared”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

20) Has best friend or shows preference for certain friends
(of either sex) over others. 2 1 0 DK

21) Imitates relatively complex actions several hours after wagch
Someone else perform them (for example, shaving, putting on
makeup, hammering nails, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

22) Uses words to express happiness or concern for others (for example,
Says, “Yeah! You won”; “Are you all right?”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

23) Acts when another person needs a helping hand (for example, holds
door open, picks up dropped items, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

24) Recognizes the likes and dislikes of others (for example, says,
“Chow likes soccer”; “Susie doesn'’t eat pizza”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

25) Shows same level of emotion as others around him or her (for
Example, does not downplay or overdramatize a situation, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

26) Keeps comfortable distance between self and others in social
situations (for example, does not get too close to another person when
talking, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

27) Talks with others about shared interests (for example, sports, TV
shows, summer plans, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

Play and Leisure Time

1) Responds when parent or caregiver is playful (for example, smiles,
laughs, claps hands, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

2) Shows interest in where he or she is (for example, looks or moves
around, Touches objects or people, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

3) Plays simple interaction games with others (for example,
peek-a-boo, patty-cake, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

4) Plays near another child, each doing different things. 2 1 0 DK

5) Chooses to play with other children (for example, does not
stay on the edge of a group or avoid others). 2 1 0 DK

6) Plays cooperatively with one or more children for up to 5 minutes. 2 1 0 DK
7) Plays cooperatively with more than one child for more than 5 minutes.2 1 0 DK

8) Continues playing with another child with little fussing when

parent or caregiver leaves. 2 1 0 DK
9) Shares toys or possessions when asked. 2 1 0 DK
10) Plays with others with minimal supervision. 2 1 0 DK

11) Uses common household objects or other objects for make-believe
activities (e.g., pretends a block is a car, a box is a house, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

12) Protects self by moving away from those who destroy things or
cause injury (e.g., those who bite, hit, throw things, pull hair, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

13) Plays simple make-believe activities with others (e.g., plays-dres
up, pretends to be superheroes, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

14) Seeks out others for play or companionship (e.g., invites others
home, goes to another's home, plays with others on playground, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

15) Takes turns when asked while playing games or sports. 2 1 0 DK

16) Plays informal, outdoor group games (e.g., tag, jump rope, catch,

etc.). 2 1 0 DK

17) Shares toys or possessions without being asked. 2 1 0 DK
18) Follows rules in simple games (relay races, spelling beespeiec

games, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
19) Takes turns without being asked. 2 1 0 DK

20) Plays simple card or board games based only on chance (e.g., Go
Fish, Crazy Eights, Sorry, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Response Options: 2Usually, 1=Sometimes or Partially)=Never, DK=Don't Know

Coping Skills
1) Changes easily from one at-home activity to another. 2 1 0 DK
2) Says “thank you” when given something. 2 1 0 DK

3) Changes behavior depending on how well he or she knows another
person (for example, acts differently with family member

than with stranger, etc.). 2 1 0 DK

4) Chews with mouth closed. 2 1 0 DK

5) Says “please” when asking for something. 2 1 0 DK
6) Ends conversations appropriately (for example, says, “Good-bye”;

“See you later”; etc.). 2 1 0 DK

7) Cleans or wipes face and hands during and/or after meals. 2 1 0 DK

8) Responds appropriately to reasonable changes in routine
(for example, Refrains from complaining, etc.). 2 1 0 DK
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Appendix G
Social Skills Improvement System —

Social Skills

Expresses feelings when wronged.

. Follows household rules.

. Tries to understand how you feel.
. Says “thank you”.

. Asks for help from adults.

. Takes care when using other

people’s things.

. Pays attention to your instructions.
. Tries to make others feel better.
. Joins activities that have already started.

. Takes turns in conversations.

. Says when there is a problem.

. Works well with family members.

. Forgives others.

. Speaks in appropriate tone of voice.
. Stands up for others who are
treated unfairly.

Is well-behaved when unsupervised.
Follows your directions.

Tries to understand how others feel.
Starts conversations with peers.
Uses gestures or body appropriately
with others.

Respects the property of others.

Makes friends easily.

Says “please”.

Questions rules that may be unfair.

Takes responsibility for her/his
own actions.

Completes tasks without
bothering others.

Tries to comfort others.

Interacts well with other children.

Responds well when others start
a conversation or activity.

Parent Form

How often?
Almost
Always

0 1 2

Never Seldom Often

Resolves disagreements with you calmly. o 1 2 3

Not
Important
3
3
0
3
3
3
3
3
3
0
3
3
3
0
0
3
3
0
0
0

152

How important?

Important
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
1

Critical

N o



How often?

Never Seldom Often Almost

Not

Always Important

31. Stays calm when teased. 0 2
32. Does what she/he promised. 0
33. Introduces herself/himself to others. 0
34. Takes criticism without getting upset. 0
35. Says nice things about herself or himself
without bragging.

36. Makes a compromise during a conflict. 0 1 2 3
37. Follows rules when playing games with

others.

38. Shows concern for others. 0 1 2 3
39. Invites others to join in activities. 0 1 2 3
40. Makes eye contact when talking. 0 1 2 3

1
1
1
1

W www

2
2
2

0 1 2 3

41. Tolerates peers when they are annoying. 0 1 2 3

42. Takes responsibility for her/his own
mistakes.

43. Starts conversations with adults. 0 1 2 3

44. Responds appropriately when pushed or
hit.

45. Stands up for herself or himself when
treated unfairly.

46. Stays calm when disagreeinigh others 0 1 2 3

Problem Behaviors

How often?

Never Seldom Often Almost
Always

47. Has difficulty waiting for turn. 0 1 2
48. Repeats the same thing over and over. 0
49. Forces others to act against their will. 0
50. Has stereotyped motor behaviors. 0
51. Fidgets or moves around too much. 0
52. Keeps others out of social circles. 0
53. Is inattentive. 0 1 2
54. Acts without thinking. 0 1 2
55. Becomes upset when routines change. 0 1 2
56. Is aggressive toward people or objects. 0 1 2
57. Withdraws from others. 0 1 2
58. Has temper tantrums. 0 1 2
59. Does things to make others feel scared. 0 1 2
60. Breaks into or stops group activities. 0 1 2
61. Has low energy or is lethargic. 0 1 2

|l N

62. Uses odd physical gestures in interactions. 0 1 2 3

w w
w w w
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How important?

© oo o

Important

P rRrRP

Critical

NY

N



63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.

Bullies others.

Acts anxious with others.
Talks back to adults.

Says nobody likes her/him.
Gets distracted easily.

Acts sad or depressed.

Is preoccupied with object parts.
Disobeys rules or requests.
Has sleeping problems.

Lies or does not tell the truth.
Gets embarrassed easily.
Says bad things about self.

Has nonfunctional routines or rituals.

Cheats in games or activities.
Acts lonely.

Fights with others.

Has eating problems.
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How often?
Never Seldom Often AXTJVC;S;S
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
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Appendix H

Teacher Demographics Form

Teacher Information Form

Directions: Please complete the Teacher Information Form and return with adHitiaterials
by June xx, 2009 in the enclosed envelope.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Your name; Email address:

School: Phone number:

Type of classroom:
1) Inclusion
2) Self-contained

How many years have you been teaching in your current placement?

Have you taught any other grades?
0) No
1) Yes (Specify which grades and for how long)

Are you certified/credentialed in early childhood special education?
0) No
1) Yes

What is your gender?
1) Female
2) Male

What is your race/ethnic background?
1) White
2) Black or African American
3) Hispanic/Latino of any race:
4) Asian:
5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander:
6) American Indian or Alaskan Native:
7) Two or more races:
8) Other:

Highest degree obtained:
1) Vocational Degree/ Child Development Associate (CDA)
2) Assaociates Degree (2-year college degree)
3) Bachelor’'s Degree (4-year college degree)
4) Master’s Degree
5) Doctorate (e.g., Ed.D., Ph.D.)

Thank you for your time!
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Appendix |

Teachers’ Perceptions on Transition

Teachers’ Perceptions on Transition

Please answer the questions below regarding the following sient:

1) How long have you knowthis student?
1) Less than one year (2008-2009 school year only)
2) Two academic school years (2007-2008 & 2008-2009)
3) More than two school years

2) How long have you taugtttis student?
1) Less than one year (2008-2009 school year only)
2) Two academic school years (2007-2008 & 2008-2009)
3) More than two school years

3) What concerns do you have regarding the transition process for tlest8tud

4) Overall, how concerned are you about this student’s transition to kindefyarte
0) No Concerns
1) Minimal Concerns
2) Some Concerns
3) Many Concerns
4) VERY Many Concerns

Behavioral Involvement in Transition:

When and what kinds of involvement do you engage in during your student’s trargsition t
kindergarten? Please check only one box (Fall, Spring, Summer, Continual, Do riogpfaict
each type of involvement. Additionally, please rate how important each faflth&ing activities
are using the scale below:

1=Not important 2=A little important 3=Somewhat important 4=\éry important

PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE Rate on 1-4 scale

FALL | SPRING | SUMMER| CONTINUAL| N/A IMPORTANCE

5a) Monthly contact (e.g., phone, visif)
with your student’s parents.

5b) Meetings with student’s school
team.

5¢) Transition planning meeting with
your student’preschoolteam.

5d) Transition planning meeting with
your student'kindergarten team.
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PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE

Rate on 1-4 Scals

FALL | SPRING | SUMMER

CONTINUAL

N/A

IMPORTANCE

5e) Preschool students visit
kindergarten classroom.

5f) Preschool students visissigne:
kindergarten classroom.

5g) Participate as a member of a
transition planning team.

5h) Receive a phone call from your
student’s former preschool/future
kindergarten teacher.

5i) Complete a home visit for your
student.

5j) Provide written communication
regarding transition to your student’s
family.

5k) Work with preschool/kindergarten
teacher to coordinate curriculum.

51) Have a preschool/kindergarten
teacher visit your classroom.

5m) Give orientation about
kindergarten for your students.

5n) Give orientation about
kindergarten for parents.

6) Are there any additional forms of involvement that you have had thanetlisted

above?

7) Are there any additional forms of involvement you would like to seaded in the transition

process?

8) What are some barriers that you feel may prevent you from engagingsiarapractices?

9) Other comments:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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Appendix J

Social Skills Improvement System — Teacher Form

Social Skills

How often? How important?

Almost Not

Never Seldom Often Always Importampbrtant Critical
1) Asks for help from adults. 0 1 2 3 0 1
2) Follows your directions. 0 1 2 3 0 1
3) Tries to comfort others. 0 1 2 3 0 1
4) Says “please”. 0 1 2 3 0 1

5) Questions rules that may be unfair. 0 1 2 3 0 1
6) Is well-behaved when unsupervised. 0 1 2 3 0 1
7) Completes tasks without bothering others.0 1 2 3 0 1
8) Forgives others. 0 1 2
9) Makes friends easily. 0 1 2
10) Responds well when others start a conversation
or activity. 0 1 2 3 0 1
11) Stands up for herself/himself when treated
unfairly. 0 1 2 3 0 1
12) Participates appropriately in class. 0 1 2
13) Feels bad when others are sad. 0 1 2 3 0 1
2
2

1

w W
o o

14) Speaks in appropriate tone of voice. 0 1
15) Says when there is a problem. 0 1
16) Takes responsibility for her/his

own actions. 0 1 2 3 0 1
17) Pays attention to your instructions. 0 1 2 3 0 1
18) Shows kindness to others when they

are upset. 0 1 2 3 0 1
19) Interacts well with other children. 0 1
20) Takes turns in conversations. 0 1
21) Stays calm when teased. 0

22) Acts responsibly when with others. 0 1
23) Joins activities that have already started. 0 1 2 3 0 1
24) Says “thank you”. 0 1 2 3 0 1
25) Expresses feelings when wronged. 0 1 2 3 0 1
26) Takes care when using other

people’s things. 0 1 2 3 0 1
27) Ignores classmates when they are

distracting. 0 1 2 3 0 1

28) Is nice to others when they are

feeling bad. 0 1 2 3 0 1
29) Invites others to join in activities. 0 1 2 3
30) Makes eye contact when talking. 0 1 2 3
31) Takes criticism without getting upset. 0 1 2 3
32) Respects the property of others. 0 1 2 3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2
2
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How often? How important?
Almost Not
Never Seldom Often Always Importarmpbrtant Critical

33) Participates in games or group activities. 0 1 2 3 0 1
34) Uses appropriate language when upset. 0 1 2 3 0 1
35) Stands up for others who are treated

unfairly. 0 1 2 3 0 1

36) Resolves disagreements with you

calmly. 0 1 2 3 0 1

37) Follows classroom rules. 0 1 2 3 0 1

38) Shows concern for others. 0 1 2 3 0 1
39) Starts conversations with peers. 0 1 2 3 0 1
40) Uses gestures or body appropriately

with others. 0 1 2 3 0 1
41) Responds appropriately when pushed

or hit. 0 1 2 3 0 1
42) Takes responsibility for part of a

group activity. 0 1 2 3 0 1
43) Introduces herself/himself to others. 0 1
44) Makes a compromise during a conflict. 0 1
45) Says nice things about herself/himself

without bragging. 0 1 2 3 0 1
46) Stays calm when disagreeing

with others. 0 1 2 3 0 1

Problem Behaviors

How often?
Almost
Never Seldom Often Always

47) Acts without thinking. 0 1 2 3
48) Is preoccupied with object parts. 0 1 2 3
49) Bullies others. 0 1 2 3
50) Becomes upset when routines change. 0 1 2 3
51) Has difficulty waiting for turn. 0 1 2 3
52) Does things to make others feel scared. 0 1 2 3
53) Fidgets or moves around too much. 0 1 2 3
54) Has stereotyped motor behaviors. 0 1 2 3
55) Forces others to act against their will. 0 1 2 3
56) Withdraws from others.

57) Has temper tantrums.

58) Keeps others out of social circles.
59) Breaks into or stops group activities.
60) Repeats the same thing over and over. 0 1 2

61) Is aggressive toward people or objects. 0 1 2 3
62) Gets embarrassed easily. 0 1 2

63) Cheats in games or activities. 0 1 2 3
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How often?
Almost

Never Seldom Often Always
64) Acts lonely. 0 1 2 3
65) Is inattentive. 0 1 2 3
66) Has nonfunctional routines or rituals. 0 1 2 3
67) Fights with others. 0 1 2 3
68) Says bad things about self. 0 1 2 3
69) Disobeys rules or requests. 0 1 2 3
70) Has low energy or is lethargic. 0 1 2 3
71) Gets distracted easily. 0 1 2 3
72) Uses odd physical gestures in interactions. 0 1 2 3
73) Talks back to adults. 0 1 2 3
74) Acts sad or depressed. 0 1 2 3
75) Lies or does not tell the truth. 0 1 2 3
76) Acts anxious with others. 0 1 2 3

Lowest Next Lowest Middle Next Highest Higbst
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%

Academic Competence

77) Compared with other students in my classroom,

the overall academic performance of this studentis: 1 2 3 4
78) In reading, how does this student compare with other

students? 1 2 3 4
79) In mathematics, how does this student compare with

other students? 1 2 3 4
80) In terms of grade-level expectations, this student’s skills

in reading are: 1 2 3 4
81) In terms of grade-level expectations, this student’s skills

in mathematics are: 1 2 3 4
82) This student’s overall motivation to succeed

academically is: 1 2 3 4
83) Compared with other students in my classroom, this

student’s intellectual functioning is: 1 2 3 4
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Appendix K
Student Teacher Relationship Scale
Please reflect on the degree to which each of the following statements guapghis to

your relationship with this child. Using the point scale below, CIRCLE the appi®pria
number for each item.

1 2 3 4 5
Definitely does Does not Neutral, Applies Definitely
not apply really apply not sure somewhat applies
1) | share an affectionate, warm relationship with this child. 1 2 3 4

2) This child and | always seem to be struggling with each other. 1 2 3 4
3) If upset, this child will seek comfort from me. 1 2 3 4 5

4) This child is uncomfortable with physical affection or touch
from me. 1 2 3 4 5

5) This child values his/her relationship with me. 1 2 3 4 5
6) This child appears hurt or embarrassed when | correct him/her. 1 2 3 4

7) When | praise this child, he/she beams with pride. 1 2 3 4 5
8) This child reacts strongly to separation from me. 1 2 3 4 5

9) This child spontaneously shares information about him/herself. 1 2 3 4

10) This child is overly dependent on me. 1 2 3 4 5
11) This child easily becomes angry with me. 1 2 3 4 5
12) This child tries to please me. 1 2 3 4 5
13) This child feels that | treat him/her unfairly. 1 2 3 4 5
14) This child asks for my help when he/she really does not need

help. 1 2 3 4 5
15) It is easy to be in tune with what this child is feeling. 1 2 3 4 5

16) This child sees me as a source of punishment and criticism. 1 2 3 4
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1 2 3 4 5
Definitely does Does not Neutral, Applies Definitely
not apply really apply not sure somewhat applies

17) This child expresses hurt or jealousy when | spend time with
other children. 1 2 3 4 5

18) This child remains angry or is resistant after being disciplined. 1 2 3 4 5

19) When this child is misbehaving, he/she responds well to my
look or tone of voice. 1 2 3 4 5

20) Dealing with this child drains my energy. 1 2 3 4 5

21) I've noticed this child copying my behavior or ways of
doing things. 1 2 3 4 5

22) When this child is in a bad mood, | know we’re in for a long
and difficult day. 1 2 3 4 5

23) This child’s feelings toward me can be unpredictable or can
change suddenly. 1 2 3 4 5

24) Despite my best efforts, I'm uncomfortable with how this
child and | get along. 1 2 3 4 5

25) This child whines or cries when he/she wants something
from me. 1 2 3 4 5

26) This child is sneaky or manipulative with me. 1 2 3 4 5

27) This child openly shares his/her feelings and experiences
with me. 1 2 3 4 5

28) My interactions with this child make me feel effective and
confident. 1 2 3 4 5
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Empirical Investigations of Kindergarten Transition for Children with DisabilitNds=(14)

Study Goals Participants N Methodology Results

Beckoff & Compare kindergarten and Preschool teachers 67 Survey Preschool teachers considered child

Bender (1989) preschool teachers’ instructional  Kindergarten 63 social and academic skills to be more
strategies and perceptions of teachers critical for K entry than K teachers.

requisite child skills for successful
transition to regular kindergarten
classrooms.

Groups of teachers also differed in
perceptions of utility and use of
instructional strategies.

Carta,
Atwater,
Schwarz, &
Miller (1990)

Determine the degree of difference Gen. Ed. K children 9
in structural factors and response Spec. Ed. preschool 11
requirements between special children

education preschool and regular

education kindergarten

environments

Direct observations  Major differences exist between

using ecobehavioral preschool and K environments (e.g.,

assessment instrumentinstructional arrangement, activity type).

ESCAPE Preschool children are more often
actively engaged in activities compared
with K children.

Conn-Powers,
Ross-Allen, &
Holburn
(1990)

Present and evaluate satisfaction Parents 28
with a collaborative school School professionals 90
transition planning model in (i.e., service

implementing a transition process providers and
and addressing transition-related administrators)
challenges.

Survey Parents and professionals expressed a
high degree of satisfaction with
transition planning procedures and
personal involvement as well as with
child placement decisions in
kindergarten.

Fowler,
Chandler,
Johnson, &
Stella (1988)

Describe two transition planning  Parents 30
instruments that identify family and

child needs, family involvement in

transition planning, and areas of

family and school responsibility

Transition Planner  Parents rated opportunities for family
interviews conducted involvement in transition planning and
during the fall (TP1) program selection as well as
and spring (TP2) characteristics of receiving programs and
of preschool future teachers as most important.

Hains (1992)

Examine the impact of Preschool children 11
environmental manipulations (i.e.,
reduced teacher support, child
behavioral checklist) intended to
promote independent work with
limited teacher attention

Multiple baseline Preliminary support for both
across subjects design;interventions (i.e., reduced teacher
direct behavioral attention, behavioral checklist) was
observations obtained for promoting work completion
and child on-task behaviors during
independent activities.
(table continues)
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Study Goals Participants N Methodology Results

Hamblin- Assess parent involvement in, Parents 91 Survey Most parents indicated that they

Wilson & preparation for, and satisfaction participated in transition activities and

Thurman with the transition process from received more support from El than K.

(1990) early intervention to special The most highly educated parents and
education kindergarten programs those that felt most supported were most

satisfied.

Hutinger & Evaluate the implementation of an Children 317 Modified naturalistic ~ Positive child (e.g., increased attending

Johanson early childhood special education Teachers 43 paradigm using a behaviors, fine- and visual-motor, social

(2000) comprehensive technology system mixed methods skills) and family outcomes; increased
that incorporated activities to strategy incorporating staff technology skills. Child transition
facilitate transition into public qualitative and success was mixed; largely dependent on
school kindergartens for children quantitative methods policies of receiving school districts.

Johnson, Explore and summarize the Parents 19 Face-to-face Parents expressed both concerns and

Chandler, experiences and perceptions of interviews satisfaction regarding their child’s

Kerns, & parents during their child’s (i.e., Retrospective experience in transition, their own

Fowler (1986)

transition from a specialized
preschool to a kindergarten program

Transition Interview) involvement, and the impact of transition

on their family.

Le Ager & To determine the effectiveness of a Preschool children 61 Direct observations  Template matching revealed differences

Shapiro template-matching kindergarten Intervention 20 using ecobehavioral in classroom ecology and behaviors.

(1995) transition intervention focused on Assessment Only 20 assessment Intervention was successful in more
aligning major environmental and Control 21 instruments ESCAPE closely aligning environments and
behavioral differences between and ACCESS; student behavior and facilitating a
preschool and kindergarten teacher ratings successful transition.

Mcintyre, Examine factors predictive of an ~ Children — TD 43 Child assessments andChildren with ID had poorer school

Blacher, & adaptive transition to school for Children — ID 24 parent and teacher adaptation. Self-regulation ability and

Baker (2006) children with and without Mothers 67 behavior ratings at parent- and teacher-reported social skills
intellectual disability. K teachers 67 child age 60m, direct were positively related to adaptation.

observations of delay Social skills uniquely predicted
of gratification tasks at adaptation to school, after accounting for
child age 36m child 1Q and adaptive behavior.

(table continues)
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Study Goals Participants N Methodology Results

Redden, Examine elementary special Children 7,079 Random assignment td he total percentage of children eligible

Forness, education identification rates in a conditions; for special education in the transition

Ramey, national sample of Head Start school record review, group was higher than the non-transition

Ramey, children provided with systematic psychoeducational group. Fewer children who had received

Brezeusek, & transition programming and a assessments, transition programming were identified

Kavale (2001) comparison sample of Head Start teacher ratings as MR and ED in"8grade; more were
children without such experiences. identified as SL.

Rimm- Examine rates and characteristics oPreschool teachers 13 Family-school Teacher-family contact occurred more

Kaufman & contact between families and K teachers 23 contacts recorded frequently in preschool than

Pianta (1999) schools in preschool and Children — year 1 290 using a daily diary kindergarten. Contact became more
kindergarten both cross-sectionally Children — year 2 71 method school-initiated, formal, and negative as
and longitudinally children transitioned to kindergarten.

Rule, Fiechtl, Describe the development and Children 18 Direct observations of Most children mastered the target

& Innocenti implementation of a curriculum to  Special Education 2 kindergarten survival skills, and teachers indicated

(1990) teach special education preschool teachers environment and child that these skills improved in the regular
children survival skills necessary to behavior; teacher classroom environment. Follow-up data
participate in common activities in ratings suggests that children maintained
regular kindergarten classrooms survival skills after transitioning to

kindergarten.

Vaughn, Determine and explore perceptions Kindergarten 31 Survey Teachers rated transition enhancement

Reiss, of kindergarten teachers regarding teachers practices as significantly more desirable

Rothlein, & the desirability and feasibility of than feasible. Most teachers felt

Tejero (1999)

transition practices intended to
enhance kindergarten outcomes for
children with special needs.

unprepared to teach children with special
needs, although somewhat confident that
they could make necessary adaptations.
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Table 2

Empirical Investigations of Kindergarten Transition Practices for Typicallyebming Children (N = 10)

Study Goals Participants N Methodology Results

Desimone, Describe the results of Pre-K teachers 20 Focus groups conducted Intervention increased comfort level
Payne, implementation of a kindergarten K teachers 22 with parents and teachers;of parents and children and increased
Fedoravicius, transition intervention featuring Parents 53 qualitative analysis of communication between pre-K and K
Henrich, & Finn-  preschool programs located within overarching themes teachers

Stevenson (2004) elementary schools

Early, Pianta, & Explore demographic features of K teachers 3,595 NCEDL National survey K classrodiffered according to

Cox (1999) kindergarten classrooms and several demographic variables; K
teachers pertinent in the transition teachers had little formal transition

training

Early, Pianta, Associate a variety of kindergarten K teachers 3,595 NCEDL National survey  Teacherh faitmal transition

Taylor, & Cox teacher and classroom variables with training utilized more transition

(2001) the use of specific types of practices; larger class sizes and late
kindergarten transition practices receipt of class lists linked to fewer

practicedeforeK entry

Grace & Brandt  Identify and synthesize beliefs aboutPre-K teachers 204 Qualitative analysis of Child socio-emotional characteristics,

(2006) child and school kindergarten K teachers 301 parent and teacher focus school-related behaviors and skills,
readiness held by key stakeholders iRarents 2153 group data; quantitative and physical health were viewed as
Hawaii Administrators 124 analysis of statewide critical for K readiness by all groups

survey data of stakeholders

Mcintyre, Eckert, Identify family experiences (i.e., Parents/Primary 132 Family Experiences and Parents wanted more transition

Fiese, concerns, needs) and involvement irCaregivers Involvement survey information, expressed concerns

DiGennaro, & kindergarten transition programming about child academic skills and

Wildenger (2007) behavior, and wanted to take an

active role in transition planning

(table continues)
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LoCasale-
Crouch,
Mashburn,
Downer, &
Pianta (2008)

Pianta, Cox,
Taylor, & Early
(1999)

Pianta, Kraft-
Sayre, Rimm-
Kaufman,
Gercke, &
Higgins (2001)

Rimm-Kaufman,
Pianta, & Cox
(2000)

Schulting,
Malone, &
Dodge (2005)

Examine the association between

pre-kindergarten transition practices

and child socio-behavioral and

academic outcomes in kindergarten

K students

Describe teachers’ use of common K teachers

kindergarten transition practices as

well as identify barriers to
implementing those practices

Assess outcomes of the NCEDL's Pre-K teachers 10

Kindergarten Transition
Intervention; (i.e., participant
perceptions of relationships and
activities)

Examine kindergarten teachers’
judgments of amount and type of
child problems during kindergarten
transition

Assess the impact of transition
practices on student academic
outcomes in kindergarten

K teachers
Family workers
Mothers

K teachers

K students
K teachers

There was a positive association
between number of pre-K transition

analysis of student socio- practices and child socio-behavioral
behavioral and academic competencies in K; effect stronger

722 NCEDL pre-K teacher
survey; quantitative
outcomes

3,595 NCEDL National survey

Surveys

31 Family interviews
7

90

3,595

17,212
2,991

Survey; quantitative
analysis of student
academic outcomes

NCEDL National survey

for low-SES children

Most comrransition practices
were low intensity, involved generic
contact, and occurred following the
start of K; in particular within low-
SES districts

Mothers viewed pre-K teachers as the
most helpful source of social support
during transition; individual contact
between pre-K and K teachers is
infrequent

Approximatelf of children had
difficult transitions; top teacher-
reported concern is difficulty
following directions

Positive association between number
of K teacher-reported transition
practices and child academic
outcomes at the end of K; effect
stronger for low-SES children




Table 3

Child Demographics by Group at Time 1 (DD n =52 and TD n = 52)
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_ DD _ 1D

Variable n (%) (%) ory?
Gender — Male 42 (80.8) 29 (55.8) w2 = 7.50%
Age in MonthsM (SD) 58.92 (3.76)  59.58 (3.87) t=-0.87
Race v = 20.41%*

White/Caucasian 33 (63.5) 20 (38.5)

Black/African-American 5 (9.6) 24 (46.2)

Hispanic/Latino 2 (3.9 2 (3.9)

Asian 1(1.9) 1(1.9)

American Indian or

Alaskan Native 0 (0.0) 1(1.9

Two or more races 10 (19.2) 3 (5.8)

Other 1(1.9) 1(1.9)
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 52 (100.0) 0 (0.0) --
Primary Diagnosis -

Developmental Delay 17 (32.7) -

Speech Delay 17 (32.7) --

Autism Spectrum Disorder 12 (23.1) -

Other 6 (11.5) --

None 0 (0.0) 52 (100.0)
Receive Related Services 52 (100.0) 0 (0.0) -
Number of Different 2.3(0.9 0 (0.0) -

TherapiedM (SD)
Preschool Program y* = 28.15%+*

Special Education Preschool 50 (96.2) 26 (50.0)

Head Start 2 (3.8) 26 (50.0)

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Child Demographics by Group at Time 2 (DD n =43 and TD n = 37)

_DD _ 1D

Variable n (%) (%) ory?
Gender — Male 35(81.4) 22 (59.5) v’ = 4.67*
Age in MonthsM (SD) 63.05 (3.82) 63.65 (4.32) t=-0.66
Race v’ = 12.66*

White/Caucasian 27 (62.8) 17 (46.0)

Black/African-American 4(9.3) 13 (35.1)

Hispanic/Latino 2(4.7) 2(5.4)

Asian 1(2.3) 0 (0.0)

American Indian or

Alaskan Native 0 (0.0) 1(2.7)

Two or more races 9 (20.9) 3(8.1)

Other 0 (0.0) 1(2.7)
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 32 (74.4) 1(2.7) -
Primary Diagnosis --

Developmental Delay 7 (16.3) 0 (0.0)

Speech Delay 9 (20.9) 1(2.7)

Autism Spectrum Disorder 11 (25.6) 0 (0.0)

Other 5 (11.6) 0 (0.0)

None 10 (23.3) 36 (97.3)
Receive Related Services 35 (81.4) 1(2.7) -
Number of Different 1.8 (1.4) 0.1 (0.3) -

TherapiedM (SD)
Type of Kindergarten Classroom XZ = 31.91***

General Education 7 (16.3) 29 (78.4)

Inclusion 30 (69.8) 8 (21.6)

Self-Contained Special Ed. 6 (14.0) 0 (0.0)

Note *p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001.
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Family Demographics by Group at Time 1 (DD n =52 and TD n = 52)
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DD D
Variable n (%) (%) ory?
Respondents v>=5.28
Biological Mother 39 (75.0) 44 (84.6)
Biological Father 4 (7.7) 4 (7.7)
Adoptive Mother 5(9.6) 0 (0.0)
Other Relative 2 (3.9) 2 (3.9)
Legal Guardian 2 (3.9 2 (3.9)
Age in YearaM (SD) 36.3 (7.7) 33.7 (7.4) t=1.76
Education v*=3.18
None 7 (13.5) 7 (13.5)
High School/GED 10 (19.2) 15 (28.9)
Some College 16 (30.8) 9(17.3)
B.S. or Higher 18 (34.6) 21 (40.4)
Employed Part/Full-time 33 (63.5) 36 (69.2) v>=0.24
Household (Living with partner) 35 (67.3) 30 (57.7) v*=1.03
Sole-Caregiver Household 10 (19.2) 16 (30.8) v*=1.85
Annual Family Income v> = 0.56
$14,999 or less 14 (26.9) 12 (23.1)
$15,000 - $54,999 20 (38.5) 22 (42.3)
$55,000 - $99,999 8 (15.4) 7 (13.5)
$100,000 or more 7 (13.5) 9 (17.3)
Receive Government Aid 30 (57.7) 23 (44.2) v =2.92

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Preschool Teacher Demographics at Time 1 (N =40)

Variable N (%)
Gender - Female 39 (97.5)
Race - White/Caucasian 36 (90.0)
Years Teaching in Current Placem&h{SD) 5.4 (6.4)
Preschool Teaching Experience Only 23 (57.5)
Education — Degree Level

Master’s 28 (70.0)

Bachelor’s 5 (12.5)

Associate’s 5(12.5)

Vocational/CDA 1(2.5)
Certification in Early Childhood Special Ed. 26 (65.0)
Type of Classroom

Inclusion 36 (90.0)

Self-Contained 1(2.5)

General Education 3 (7.5)
Preschool Program

Special Education Preschool 32 (80.0)

Head Start 8 (20.0)
Number of Participating DD Studens(SD) 1.3(1.2)
Number of Participating TD Studen(SD) 1.4 (1.9)
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Kindergarten Teacher Demographics at Time 3 (N = 49)

Variable N (%)
Gender - Female 47 (95.9)
Race - White/Caucasian 49 (100.0)
Years Teaching in Current Placem&h{SD) 10.4 (7.4)
Kindergarten Teaching Experience Only 9 (18.4)
Education — Degree Level

Master’s 47 (95.9)

Bachelor’s 2(4.1)
Certification Type

Permanent 43 (87.8)

Provisional 6 (12.2)
Area of Specialization/Certification

Elementary Education 41 (83.7)

Early Childhood 9 (18.4)

Special Education 17 (34.7)

Other 18 (36.7)
Type of Classroom Setting

General Education 27 (55.1)

Inclusion 20 (40.8)

Self-Contained Special Education 2(4.1)
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Family Concerns by Group at Time 1 (DD n =52 and TD n = 52)
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DD D
Variable M (SD) MSD) t
Total Concerns 24.3 (7.5) 16.0 (4.9) 6.68***
Academics 2.08 (1.15) 1.46 (.80) 3.04%*
Behavior problems 2.56 (1.20) 1.85 (.94) 3.38**
Following directions 2.67 (1.00) 1.63 (0.91) 5.53***
Getting along with peers 2.31 (1.06) 1.52 (0.75) 4.38***
Getting along with teacher 1.90 (0.91) 1.20 (0.57) 4.72%**
Getting used to a new school 2.77 (1.08) 2.27 (0.95) 2.51*
Kindergarten readiness 2.69 (1.09) 1.75 (0.97) 4.62***
Separation from family 1.67 (0.92) 1.56 (0.85) 0.66
Toilet training 2.04 (1.24) 1.08 (0.44) 5.29%%*
Ability to communicate needs 2.79 (1.26) 1.42 (0.67) 6.92%**
Other concerns 0.83 (1.62) 0.25 (0.88) 2.26*

Note *p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001.
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Family Concerns by Group at Time 2 (DD n =43 and TD n = 37)
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DD D
Variable M (SD) MSD) t
Total Concerns 22.7 (7.4) 14.8 (2.8) 6.09***
Academics 2.58 (1.14) 1.44 (0.74) 5.35%%*
Behavior problems 2.56 (1.24) 1.61 (0.77) 4, 15%**
Following directions 2.79 (1.01) 1.86 (0.76) 4.65%**
Getting along with peers 2.02 (1.10) 1.33 (0.54) 3.63**
Getting along with teacher 1.79 (1.04) 1.17 (0.45) 3.57**
Getting used to a new school 2.40 (1.22) 1.75 (0.81) 2.82**
Kindergarten readiness 2.23 (1.21) 1.25 (0.60) 4.67**
Separation from family 1.60 (0.85) 1.33 (0.72) 1.52
Toilet training 1.79 (1.04) 1.06 (0.23) 4. 52%**
Ability to communicate needs 2.33(1.13) 1.36 (0.59) 4.86***
Other concerns 0.65 (0.43) 0.65 (1.38) 0.01

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Family Involvement in Transition Practices Across Time 1 and 2 (DD n =43 and TD n =

37)
Variable DD _TD_ ¥
N(%) N (%)
Monthly contact with preschool teacher 39 (90.7) 33(89.2) 0.05
Annual meetings with preschool staff 40 (93.0) 31 (83.8) 1.70
Attended transition planning meeting 36 (83.7) 19 (51.4) 9.70**
with preschool staff
Attended transition planning meeting 29 (67.4) 14 (37.8) 7.01**
with kindergarten staff
Visit kindergarten class or elementary school 35 (81.4) 30 (81.8) 0.00
Member of transition planning team at preschool 13 (30.2) 3(8.1) 6.08*
Attended a transition information meeting at 23 (53.5) 17 (46.0) 0.45
preschool or kindergarten
Phone call from kindergarten teacher 10 (23.3) 1(2.7) 7.08*
Home visit from kindergarten teacher 2(4.7) 0 (0.0) 1.77
Attended a kindergarten orientation session 35 (81.4) 28 (75.7) 0.39
Received written communication regarding 29 (67.4) 25 (6706)0
transition from preschool
Received written communication regarding 31 (72.1) 31(83.8) 1.56
transition from kindergarten
Attended kindergarten registration 42 (97.7) 32(86.5) 3.59
Attended a kindergarten open house 35 (81.4) 31 (83.8) 0.08

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001.
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Table 11

Preschool Teacher Involvement in Transition Practices at Time 1 (DD n =51 and TD n

= 47)
Variable DD _TD
N(%) N (%)
Monthly contact with family 51 (100.0) 44 (93.6) 3.36
Meetings with student’s school team 47 (92.2) 22 (46.8) 23.15***
Transition planning meeting with 45 (88.2) 36 (76.6) 1.75
student’s preschool team
Transition planning meeting with 33 (64.7) 11 (23.4) 16.24***
student’s kindergarten team
Preschool students visit kindergarten classroom 27 (52.9) 22 (46.8) 0.37
Preschool students visit assigned 14 (27.5) 17 (36.2) 0.86
kindergarten classroom
Member of transition planning team 35 (68.6) 10 (21.3) 22.08***
Receive phone call from kindergarten teacher 17 (33.3) 4 (8.5) 8.95**
Complete a home visit for student 39 (76.5) 22 (46.8) 9.16**
Provide family with written communication 46 (90.2) 41 (87.2) 0.22
regarding transition
Coordinate curriculum with kindergarten teacher 9 (17.6) 9(19.1) 0.04
Kindergarten teacher visit to preschool classroom 30 (58.8) 10 (21.3) 14.27**
Provide kindergarten orientation to students 29 (56.9 35 (74.5) 3.35
Provide kindergarten orientation to parents 28 (54.9) 31 (66.0) 1.25

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Kindergarten Teacher Involvement in Transition Practices at Time 3 (DD n =32 and TD

n = 25)
Variable DD D v
N(%) N (%)
Monthly contact with family 29 (90.6) 21(84.0) 0.57
Meetings with student’s school team 24 (75.0) 8 (32.0) 10.54*
Transition planning meeting with 11 (34.4) 6 (24.0) 0.72
student’s preschool team
Transition planning meeting with 21 (65.6) 16 (64.0) 0.02
student’s kindergarten team
Preschool students visit kindergarten classroom 22 (68.8) 17 (68.0) 0.00
Preschool students visit assigned 18 (56.3) 17 (68.0) 0.82
kindergarten classroom
Member of transition planning team 10 (31.3) 4(16.0) 1.76
Receive phone call from preschool teacher 5 (15.6) 4(16.0) 0.00
Complete a home visit for student 2 (6.3) 1(4.0) 0.14
Provide family with written communication 15 (46.9) 20 (80.0) 6.50*
regarding transition
Coordinate curriculum with preschool teacher 5 (15.6) 2 (8.0) 0.76
Preschool teacher visit to kindergarten classroom 4 (12.5) 4 (16.0) 0.14
Provide kindergarten orientation to students 29 (90.6) 20(80.0) 1.31
Provide kindergarten orientation to parents 31 (96.9) 24 (96.0) 0.03

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Correlations between Preschool Child Behavioral Variables and Parent and Teacher Involvement
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Total Family Involvement 1.00

2. Total Preschool Teacher Involvement A7 1.00

3. Total Kindergarten Teacher Involvement .03 .01 1.00

4. Total Social Skills - Parent (SSIS-P) -.06 - 45%** .01 1.00

5. Total Problem Behavior — Parent (SSIS-P)  -.09 34** -17 -55%* 1.00

6. Total Social Skills — Teacher (SSIS-T) -.14 =35 - 21 A9 14 1.00

7. Total Problem Behavior - Teacher (SSIS-T) .05 Q2% .01 -40%* 40> -50*** 1.00

8. Total Adaptive Behavior (VABS-2) -.14 - 46*** .04 B9FFF - 4Rk S4xFx - 48*%* 1.00

Note *p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001
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Table 14

Kindergarten Outcomes by Group (DD n =32 and TD n = 25)

Variable DD D t

M(SD) M (SD)
Total Social Skills — SSIS— T 87.8 (17.2) 99.0 (11.4) -2.81%
Total Problem Behavior — SSIS - T 105.0 (13.2) 98.9 (11.3) 1.86
Total Academic Competence —SSIS—-T  86.5 (16.9) 101.8 (13.9) -3.66**
Total STRS 115.4 (12.3) 121.1 (10.3) -1.86
Transition Outcomes Composiescore -0.3(0.9) 0.3(0.7) -2.55*

Note *p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001
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Table 15

Correlations between Predictor Variables and Kindergarten Outcomes by Group (DD nl©32= 25)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Transition Outcomes

Compositezscore -- -.06 .16 .28 -49*  -05 -.16 -.14 -47* -.07 -42* .03
2. Child Gender -17 -- -.06 33*  -.26 -.04 -29*  -.09 -13 .08 -11 -.18
3. Total Family Income A2 .13 -- 21 -.13 -.20 -.20 16 -12 .33 -13 -.29
4. Adaptive Behavior

Composite (VABS) A7 =10 13 -- -.32 -.30 -37*  -15 -.23 .29 -.32 .50*
5. Total PB — SSIS-T (pre) -.62*** 10 -17 -30* - .25 33*  -.08 .36* -14 .62*** - 33

6. Total PB — SSIS-P -.20 -25 -30* -10 .33* -- .15 31 .01 -.09 31  -.08
7. Tot. Family Concerns (Time 1) -.15 -.02 .02 - 49%F*  32% A4 -- 12 A5** -.08 27 -11
8. Tot. Family Concerns (Time 2) -.08 -19 -12 -.39* .20 NV Kii Y 4 0 L -.19 -12 -03 -10
9. Tot. Pre. Teacher Concerns -49*%* 15 -38* -48** 57 26 .29* 31* -- -.16 34*  -18
10. Total Family Involvement .05 .24 21 -.08 .03 -.35* -.04 -.13 15 -- -18 -.27
11. Total Pre, Teacher Involvement -.23 .02 -02 -25 .03 A7 38 31* -01 A1 -28 --

12. Total K Teacher Involvement A3 14 .26 -.01 .08 -.33 A7 A7 A3 21 21 --

Note *p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001. Values above the diagonal represent correlations among the TD group and values
below the diagonal represent correlations among the DD group.
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Overall Correlations between Predictor Variables and Transition OutcomesHR) =
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Transition Outcomes Composite --

2. Child Gender -.00 --

3. Total Family Income .16 .02 -

4. Adaptive Behavior Composite (VABS) .53*** 23* 13 -

5. Total PB — SSIS-T (preschool) -.62*%** -19 -17 - 48%**

6. Total PB — SSIS-P -28* =23 -23% - 42% 40%*

7. Total Family Concerns (Time 1) -30*  -25"* -05 - B6** 447 Fx AGrH*

8. Total Family Concerns (Time 2) -.23 -26*  -04 - 59%* - 28* S9FE - 70**

9. Total Preschool Teacher Concerns -56*** -16 -21*  -.66%** | BE*** | 35¥*  Bh¥rx AZeex

10. Total Family Involvement -.08 .08 26 -14 .05 -.09 .10 .05 17 --
11. Total Preschool Teacher Involvement -.37** -.15 -.09 LI VA NG 7/ B X S o 34* 17

12. Total K Teacher Involvement .06 -.05 .02 .04 .01 -17 .13 .15 .06 .03

Note *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Table 17

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the Kindengart

Transition Outcomes Composite in the DD group (n =32)

Variable B SEB

Step 1: Adaptive Behavior Composite (VABS-2) .013 .013 185
Step 2: Preschool Total Problem Behavior (SSIS-T) -.036 .014 -478
Step 3: Preschool Teacher Total Concerns -.147 217 -.130
Step 4: Preschool Teacher Total Involvement -.018 .06 -.044

Note. R =.21 p = .013) for Step IR* A = .24 p = .002) for Step 2R A= .01 p=

.507) for Step 3R% A = .00 p = .791) for Step 4.
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Table 18
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the Kindangarte

Transition Outcomes Composite in the TD group (n =25)

Variable B SEB B

Step 1: Adaptive Behavior Composite (VABS-2) .000 .022 .002
Step 2: Preschool Total Problem Behavior (SSIS-T) -.018 .019 -.302
Step 3: Preschool Teacher Total Concerns -.300 .266 -.286
Step 4: Preschool Teacher Total Involvement -.028 .085 -.103

Note. R = .05 p = .359) for Step 1R° A = .13 p = .151) for Step 2R A = .08 p =

.235) for Step 3R% A = .01 p = .743) for Step 4.
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Table 19

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the Kindangarte

Transition Outcomes Composite in the Overall Sample (n =57)

Variable B SEB B

Step 1: Adaptive Behavior Composite (VABS-2) .006 .009 115
Step 2: Preschool Total Problem Behavior (SSIS-T) -.028 .010 -.417
Step 3: Preschool Teacher Total Concerns -.206 .150 -.227
Step 4: Preschool Teacher Total Involvement -.013 .047 -.037

Note. R = .29 p < .001) for Step 1R* A = .16 p = .001) for Step 2R A =.02 p =

.176) for Step 3R% A = .00 p = .780) for Step 4.
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Figure Caption
Figure 1.Description of methods, measures, and informants to be utilized at each time

point of the study.
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TIME 1 PRESCHOOL

TIME 2 KINDERGARTEN

TIME 3 KINDERGARTEN

(Spring 2009 — May/June) ENTRY (October/November 2009)
(September 2009)
(N =104) (N =80) (N =57)
(DD n=52; TDn =52) (DD n=43; TDn = 37) (DD n=32; TDn = 25)
Parent: Parent:

FEIT — transition practices;
guestionnaire

SSIS-P- social skills, problem
behavior;questionnaire
Vineland 2— adaptive behavior;
phone interview

FEIT — transition practicesphone
interview

Preschool Teacher
Demographics Form

TPOT - transition practices;
guestionnaire

SSIS-T —social skills, problem
behavior;questionnaire

Kindergarten Teacher.
Demographics Form

TPOT — transition practices;
guestionnaire

SSIS-T —social skills, problem
behavior;questionnaire

STRS —student-teacher
relationshipguestionnaire
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