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Abstract
Background Strong connections between children’s teachers and their parents fosters their 
learning and development in early childhood and throughout their schooling. Developing 
strong connections in preschool may ease the transition to elementary school for children.
Objective The goal of this study is to examine the initial implementation of the Kinder-
garten Transition Practices intervention, its impacts on parental engagement, and how 
these impacts varied by family race/ethnicity, maternal education, and children’s behavior 
problems.
Method Children (N = 391) were randomly assigned to one of three groups: KTP-Class-
room, where they received a classroom-level intervention; KTP-Plus, where they received 
both the classroom intervention and an additional home visiting component; or the busi-
ness-as-usual control group. Transition Coordinators worked with both teachers and par-
ents throughout the intervention to build connections between parents and their children’s 
teachers and schools.
Results Results showed that the classroom intervention (KTP-Classroom) led to signifi-
cantly higher levels of teacher-reported parent involvement and that, for Hispanic families, 
the classroom plus home visiting intervention (KTP-Plus) led to more positive teacher per-
ceptions of parent involvement, parent-teacher relationships, and parent values.
Conclusions These findings suggest that connection-focused models may be one way to 
enhance parental engagement during preschool.

Keywords Teacher perceptions · Parent engagement · Connections · Home visiting

Introduction

Parent engagement has long been an emphasis within educational systems in the U.S. 
For example, Head Start has consistently emphasized the engagement of families since 
its inception in the 1960s. Current policies, such as the Every Student Succeeds Act, also 
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emphasize the need to build positive connections between parents and their children’s 
school experiences (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2017). This emphasis on parent 
engagement is grounded in a large literature that has shown that this engagement has ben-
efits for young children’s development (e.g., Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Izzo et al., 1999). 
Engaging parents in preschool may be of critical importance, as early parent engagement 
often leads to higher levels of engagement in later years (Hayakawa et  al., 2013). How-
ever, fostering parent engagement during the preschool years can be difficult, as parents 
and teachers alike have numerous responsibilities that may prevent them from being able to 
maintain engagement on a regular basis.

One model for enhancing parent engagement during preschool is the connection-focused 
model developed by Pianta and Kraft-Sayre (2003), which proposes that building connec-
tions is the key to helping children successfully transition to kindergarten. Using their work 
as a guide, we developed the Kindergarten Transition Practices intervention (KTP), a pro-
gram that focuses on building connections among children, parents, teachers, schools, and 
the larger community during preschool through the transition to kindergarten. In this paper, 
we report findings from a randomized controlled trial of the effects of KTP on teachers’ 
perceptions of parents’ connections to their child’s preschool in the spring prior to the tran-
sition to kindergarten among a sample of low-income, diverse families. Furthermore, we 
examine whether these impacts vary across family and child characteristics. Understand-
ing intervention impacts on teacher perceptions is critical as numerous studies have shown 
these perceptions shape children’s learning and development (e.g., Hayakawa et al., 2013; 
Thompson et al., 2017). Thus, this work provides evidence on a new model for strengthen-
ing teacher-parent relationships during formative years of children’s schooling.

Parent Engagement During Preschool

Parent engagement in children’s schooling broadly refers to parents’ interactions with 
their children’s learning environments (e.g., preschools) and their engagement with their 
children’s learning at home (Goodall, 2013). Although some research focuses on parent 
involvement, we focus on parent engagement as it more accurately encapsulates the idea 
that dynamic interactions facilitate and shape parental participation, and recognizes that 
parental engagement is not solely determined by parents (Barton et al., 2004). For example, 
parent involvement is often used to refer to parent-initiated activities, such as attending an 
open house or calling a teacher. Parent engagement refers to a broader, bi-directional set 
of interactions that may include teachers’ outreach to parents and schools’ efforts to make 
all parents feel welcome in their classrooms, in addition to parent-initiated activities. A 
plethora of research highlights the importance of parent involvement and engagement to 
children’s success in school. Although much of this research focuses on elementary or sec-
ondary school (c.f., Castro et al., 2015), numerous studies have linked parental involvement 
and engagement to children’s academic success and social development during the pre-
school years (Arnold et al., 2008; Graue et al., 2004; Powell et al., 2010). Parental engage-
ment is a multi-faceted construct that includes parents’ engagement with their child’s edu-
cation in and outside of the school setting and communication and relationships between 
parents and school personnel (Barton et al., 2004).

Despite the importance of parental engagement, school-based aspects of engagement, as 
compared to home-based involvement, are challenging to change (DeLoatche et al., 2015). 
This is likely due in part to the myriad of barriers that families, particularly low-income and 
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minoritized families, face when trying to engage in their child’s schooling (Lamb-Parker 
et al., 2001). For example, in their comprehensive model, Hornby and Lafaele (2011) iden-
tified family factors, child factors, parent-teacher factors, and societal factors as catego-
ries of the many barriers to involvement in schooling that families face. These categories 
encompass practical concerns, such as having inflexible work schedules and transportation 
challenges, and relational concerns, such as misalignment between parents’ and teachers’ 
goals (Hornby & Lafaele, 2011). Families from minoritized groups may face additional 
barriers, including language-related challenges (Hornby & Lafaele, 2011) and conflicting 
norms about the meaning of contacting teachers (Auerbach, 2007). Additionally, teach-
ers may perceive them as being less engaged in their children’s schooling, which in turn, 
reduces their ability to form meaningful relationships with their children’s teacher (Quicho 
& Dauod, 2006). Although it is unreasonable to think that any intervention could remove 
all barriers, there have been randomized control trials that have focused on reducing some 
of these barriers with the goal of increasing parental engagement during preschool. For 
example, The Incredible Years Teacher Classroom Management training program targets 
teachers and includes content focused on bias(es) and attitudes regarding parent involve-
ment, and has demonstrated change in teacher perceptions of parental involvement (Her-
man & Reinke, 2017; Thompson et al., 2017). In another example, Sheridan and colleagues 
(2012) examined a family-school-partnership model in which parents and teachers collabo-
rated to develop educational plans for children with behavioral difficulties. Their results 
showed that not only did their model lead to more positive parent-teacher relationships, but 
that these improvements also translated into improved adaptive and social skills for chil-
dren (Sheridan et al., 2012).

Similar to these interventions, we focus on teacher perceptions of parental engagement 
(Thompson et al., 2017). Teacher reports are of key interest as prior research indicates that 
teacher, but not parent, perceptions mediate intervention effects on children’s behaviors 
(Sheridan et al., 2012) and have shown the strongest correlations to children’s achievement 
(Reynolds, 1992). This is likely due in part to the fact that in addition to changing actual 
parent behaviors, interventions that focus on improving engagement and connections may 
reduce teacher biases and improve their attitudes surrounding parent involvement, which in 
turn has been shown to improve children’s school success (McCoach et al., 2010; Thomp-
son et  al., 2017). For example, when teachers hold more positive views of parents, they 
may be more likely to reach out to parents when a child is struggling, which may facilitate 
children’s learning and development (Iruka et al., 2011).

A Connection‑Focused Approach to Increasing Parent Engagement

In light of this prior evidence, we posit that promoting a broad set of mechanisms to fos-
ter connections between families and schools can improve teachers’ perceptions of par-
ents’ engagement, and ultimately, children’s success in preschool and beyond. Thus, the 
Kindergarten Transition Practices intervention (KTP) involves implementing an array of 
practices throughout preschool designed to build connections and strengthen relationships 
among those most involved with children’s schooling, including parents and teachers. KTP 
is guided by the notion that strengthening these connections will increase communication 
among key constituents across contexts and strengthen crucial relationships among school, 
family, and child. In particular, we focus on building connections between families who 
face economic disadvantage and their children’s schools, as they are more likely to face 
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structural barriers that may pose challenges to creating strong connections. Although these 
families have connections and social capital within their community, this may not translate 
to the context that is typical of many school systems. By focusing on connections, we aim 
to strengthen the school-related social capital of parents and foster stronger communication 
between schools and parents.

The primary connection targeted by this intervention is that between families and 
schools, in part because of the large body of literature that highlights these relations are 
key to children’s success. Additionally, research has suggested that these connections may 
be most beneficial for students from minoritized families (Behnke et al., 2004; LeFevre & 
Shaw, 2012). In addition to the literature referenced above, a number of studies focused on 
the kindergarten year also support the importance of connection building. For instance, 
kindergarteners’ academic growth is accelerated when their parents have more contact with 
their teachers during the fall of kindergarten (Schulting et al., 2005). Other correlational 
work has shown that children have higher academic and social skills in kindergarten when 
their teacher perceives their parents as having positive attitudes towards schooling (Rimm-
Kaufman et al., 2003). Taken together, this work shows that family-school connections can 
have positive effects on children’s early academic trajectories and is thus, a key pathway 
through which we anticipate KTP impacting children and families.

KTP‑Classroom: Changing the Preschool Environment

In light of this evidence, researchers and practitioners alike have sought to identify prac-
tices that teachers and parents can use to build successful relationships among those 
involved in children’s early schooling. Most notably, Rimm-Kaufman and Pianta (2000) 
laid out a comprehensive framework, the Ecological and Dynamic Model of Transition, 
which focused on creating connections across the contexts children experience in the pre-
school and kindergarten years as a way of supporting children during their early experi-
ences, and especially, across the transition to kindergarten. They conceptualize this process 
as involving bidirectional connections among teachers, other school personnel, families, 
peers, neighborhoods, and, of course, the transitioning child  (see Table 1). Their model 
posits that children’s transition to kindergarten is dependent upon the presence of posi-
tive, sustained connections across contexts and people while the child is in preschool and 
through the transition to kindergarten. Children who have strong bidirectional connections 
may experience a more positive transition for a number reasons, including (1) increased 
alignment of expectations across the home and school environments, (2) faster attention to 
problems as they occur due to increased parent-school communication and family engage-
ment at school, and (3) more positive interactions between children themselves and the 
adults and peers around them.

To achieve these improved connections, KTP relies on practices that are manualized in 
Pianta and Kraft-Sayre’s (2003) guide, Successful Kindergarten Transition, and which are 
designed to increase the quality of the connections that young children directly experience 
and the quality of the connections among key individuals around them. When designing 
KTP, we created two conditions, KTP-Classroom, in which research staff work with pre-
school teachers to foster connections with and across parents and children, and KTP + , 
which includes the classroom intervention but also adds a home visiting component.

In KTP-Classrooms, a number of practices are implemented that are explicitly designed 
to increase communication and collaboration between preschools and parents. For example, 
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preschool teachers host a number of events throughout the year for parents and children, 
send home newsletters to parents monthly, and hold meetings to discuss the upcoming tran-
sition to kindergarten with parents. Teachers are supported in the design and implementa-
tion of these activities by an assigned “transition coordinator.” We hypothesize that helping 
teachers provide these opportunities for connection-building will nurture positive teacher-
parent relationships and positive teacher perceptions of parents.

KTP + : Building Connections Through Home Visiting

Although the classroom portion of KTP is designed to increase parents’ engagement at 
their child’s preschool, it may not be intense enough to build strong family-school con-
nections, given its focus on the classroom and school-based activities. Thus, we developed 
KTP + , in which parents and children have access to all of the KTP-Classroom activities 
and the additional opportunity to participate in nine home visits: 5 during the preschool 
year, 2 during the summer before the transition to kindergarten, and 2 in the fall of kinder-
garten. Home visiting approaches, most notably the Informed Parent Program of Head Start 
REDI (Bierman et al., 2015), have been shown to positively impact children’s adjustment 
to kindergarten. The Parent Program home visits focused on increasing parent support for 
learning and positive parenting regarding children’s behavior. In contrast, KTP + has less of 
a ‘skills focus’ and instead relies on ecologically-informed practices to build relationships 
and connections in an effort to create strong, long-lasting influences on children and par-
ents’ schooling experiences.

Home visits are conducted by the same transition coordinators who also work with 
classroom teachers throughout the intervention. Each family in KTP + works with one tran-
sition coordinator throughout the intervention in order to foster trust and meaningful rela-
tionships between parents and transition coordinators. Each home visit focuses on a par-
ticular hypothesized connection (e.g., parent-teacher, parent-school) and aims to empower 
parents to engage in their children’s schooling, through building connections with their 
child’s teacher and school. Because of the intensity of KTP + , we hypothesize that parents 
assigned to this condition will be more engaged in children’s schooling than those in the 
KTP-Classroom condition.

Heterogeneity in the Impacts of KTP on Home‑School Connections

The overarching design of KTP is to improve connections during preschool and the transi-
tion to kindergarten for families who face economic disadvantage, as they are more likely 
to face significant barriers to building connections (Lamb-Parker et al., 2001). However, 
some families and children may experience more challenges than others. Thus, we exam-
ined whether or not there was heterogeneity in KTP impacts across families that may face 
different barriers to family-school connections. First, given the historical and continued 
institutional racism in our society and the fact that school personnel are largely White, 
minoritized parents may have a harder time building effective connections to their chil-
dren’s schools. For example, Nzinga-Johnson and colleagues (2008) found that Afri-
can American and Latino families were less involved in their kindergartener’s schooling, 
but that this was largely due to lower quality relationships between parents and teach-
ers  (Nzinga-Johnson et  al., 2008). Minority immigrant parents of young children face 
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additional barriers, including feeling less welcome at their child’s school and language 
barriers (Turney & Kao, 2009). Furthermore, inaccurate societal stereotypes about the 
involvement and participation of Latino parents in their child’s schooling may lead teach-
ers to interact with parents in ways that actually hinder their involvement and connection-
forming behaviors (Quiocho & Daoud, 2006). Additionally, recent work has implicated 
mismatches in the racial and ethnic backgrounds between teachers and parents as a factor 
that limits parental involvement in Head Start programs (Markowitz et al., 2020).

Within-group gradients of socioeconomic status may also play a role. Families of low 
socioeconomic status may also face additional barriers to building connections, including 
logistical barriers, such as non-standard work hours, and more psychological barriers, such 
as lack of trust in teachers (Goddard et al., 2001). In fact, prior research has shown that 
parents with lower levels of education have less parent-teacher contact, are less involved 
in school, and have lower quality parent-teacher relationships when their children are in 
kindergarten and first grade (Kohl et al., 2000). Furthermore, teachers are more likely to 
report stronger relationships with parents of high income (Iruka et  al., 2011). Although 
our sample was largely from low-socioeconomic status backgrounds, variability within this 
population may influence the effectiveness of the intervention.

Lastly, families of children with behavior problems may be more likely to experience 
barriers to building family-school connections. Children’s behavior problems may cause 
tension in discussions and relationships between parents, teachers, and other school admin-
istrators (Sheridan et al., 2012); these tensions may lead to lower quality connections. In 
light of this prior evidence, we examine whether the effects of KTP vary by race/ethnicity, 
maternal education, and children’s behavioral problems.

Method

Research Design and Overview

The present study reports findings from the first of two intended cohorts of 4-to-5-year-old 
children and their families participating in a 15-month kindergarten-transition intervention; 
the intervention spans the transition extending from pre-kindergarten through the winter of 
kindergarten. These initial analyses were conducted formatively using data from the pre-
school year to examine the extent to which the intervention is exerting effects on mecha-
nisms crucial to the overarching theory of change. All study protocols were approved by 
the Ohio State University Institutional Review Board.

Participants

Classrooms. This study involved preschool classrooms in two large urban areas 
actively pursuing preschool expansion via various initiatives, with a particular focus in 
both areas to enroll children from traditionally underserved groups, including families 
experiencing poverty and financial hardship. A total of 52 classrooms in 29 programs 
were enrolled. Participating programs included two large urban public-school districts, 
a tri-county Head Start network, and a private child-care center in Ohio. About one-
half (51%) of classrooms were full-day, full-week programs; 31% were full-day pro-
grams offering 4-day weeks; 13% were half-day programs offering 4-day weeks; and 
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4% were mixed enrollment with children attending different times and days in accord-
ance with the needs of caregivers. The average class size was 13 children.

Teachers. The majority of teachers were female (98%) and had a 4-year college 
degree (87%). They averaged 16  years of teaching experience, with a range from 1 
to 37 years. In terms of race/ethnicity, the teachers were predominantly White (84%), 
with 11% self-reporting as African American, 2% as Hispanic, and 4% as Other or 
Multi-Racial.

Children and Parents. Children within the participating classrooms were eligible 
to participate if: (1) the child was intended to matriculate to kindergarten in the forth-
coming year; (2) the child was at least 4 years of age by August 1 of the preschool 
year; and (3) the caregivers provided informed consent. To identify the eligible sample, 
‘backpack mail’ was sent home with all children in classrooms where teacher consent 
had been obtained. Consents were sent home three times during a three-week window 
to afford caregivers multiple opportunities to review study information and consent to 
their child’s participation. Of all consents collected, children meeting the aforemen-
tioned eligibility criteria were identified as participants. Classrooms were required 
to contain at least two participating children in order to maintain study involvement. 
Those classrooms that did not meet the target of at least two participating children 
were invited to participate in future cohorts.

In total, 391 children across the 52 classrooms comprised the participants in this 
study; 55% were boys, 15% were receiving special-education services, and 11% were 
identified as English Language Learners. The children averaged 55  months of age 
(range 4–71 months) and were diverse in terms of race/ethnicity (44% African Ameri-
can, 30% White, 11% Hispanic, and 15% Other or Multiracial). The median annual 
household income reported was between $20,000 and $30,000. More specifically, 
31% of caregivers reported an annual household income of less than $10,000; 47% of 
10,000 to $40,000; and only 21% had annual household incomes exceeding $40,000. 
Ninety-six percent of households were reported to speak English as a primary lan-
guage, with 3.6% also reporting a second primary language (1.8% were English–Span-
ish bilingual). Meanwhile, three percent of the households only spoke Spanish at home 
(Table 2).

Randomization. Prior to the start of the school year, and after teachers provided 
informed consent, each classroom was randomly assigned to one of two conditions: 
KTP or BAU (business-as-usual). Random assignment was stratified by district to 
ensure uniformity in assignment procedures. Random assignment initially occurred at 
the classroom level, with 26 classrooms assigned to KTP (n = 191 children) and 26 
assigned to BAU (n = 200 children). Within the KTP classrooms, participants were 
then randomly assigned to receive only the KTP classroom-based interaction activities 
(KTP-Classroom; n = 72) or to also receive the supplemental home-visiting activities 
(KTP + ; n = 119). Teachers were blinded to which condition children were assigned. 
After accounting for attrition and missing data in key variables, 22 classrooms were 
in KTP condition (52 children in KTP-Classroom and 82 in KTP +) and 23 classrooms 
were in BAU (n = 144 children). Table  2 summarizes the characteristics of teachers, 
classrooms, and children comprising the analytical sample by condition.
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Table 2  Descriptive statistics of the analytical sample by intervention condition (N = 278) 

BAU KTP Test 
sta-
tistic

p

n % n %

Teacher and classroom characteristics
 Sample size 23 22
 Teacher race and ethnicity: 
  White non-Hispanic 13 86.7 14 73.7 3.28 .194
  Black/other non-Hispanic 1 6.7 5 26.3
  Hispanic 1 6.7 0 0.0

 Teaching certification: Yes 11 73.3 11 57.9 .875 .350
 Teacher’s highest degree: 
  High School/Associates 0 0.0 3 15.8 2.91 .233
  Bachelors 9 60.0 8 42.1
  Graduate 6 40.0 8 42.1

 Program type: 
  Full-day, 5-day a week 5 33.3 11 57.9 4.92 .177
  Full-day, 4-day a week 6 40.0 7 36.8
  Half-day, 4-day a week 3 20.0 0 0.0
  Mixed enrollment 1 6.7 1 5.3

BAU KTP class KTP + Test 
statistic

p

n % n % n %

Child and family characteristics
 Sample size 144 52 82
 Gender: Female 65 45.1 25 48.1 36 43.9 .23 .892
 Race and ethnicity:
  White non-Hispanic 41 28.5 18 34.6 22 26.8 5.64 .465
  Black non-Hispanic 64 44.4 24 46.2 34 41.5
  Other non-Hispanic 25 17.4 3 5.8 15 18.3
  Hispanic 14 9.7 7 13.5 11 13.4

 Home primary language: English 136 95.1 48 92.3 79 96.3 1.10 .579
 Maternal education: 
  No high school diploma 17 11.8 9 17.3 12 14.6 3.12 .539
  High school diploma/GED 97 67.4 29 55.8 48 58.5
  Two-year degree or higher 30 20.8 14 26.9 22 26.8

 Family annual income:
  $10,000 or less 53 36.8 17 32.7 21 25.6 4.44 .617
  $10,001–$20,000 26 18.1 7 13.5 17 20.7

BAU KTP Test statistic p

M SD Range M SD Range

Teacher and classroom characteristics
 Teacher’s years of experience 

teaching
13.47 10.00 3–32 19.76 12.52 1–37 2.43 .130

 Teacher’s years of experience teach-
ing pre-K

10.13 8.88 2–25 14.87 11.36 2–36 1.62 .214
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In the analytical sample there are 22 KTP classrooms, four of which contained only participants of 
KTP + condition due to the limited number of consented children (five or fewer) ANOVA (F test) was con-
ducted for continuous variables and χ2 test for categorical variables Children’s socio-behavioral skills were 
rated by teachers at fall
BAU = business-as-usual. KTP = kindergarten transition practices. PTIQ = Parent-Teacher Involvement 
Questionnaire (Kohl et al., 2000)

Table 2  (continued)

BAU KTP Test statistic p

M SD Range M SD Range

 Class size 12.53 4.09 6–20 11.58 5.86 3–19 .29 .596
 Classroom composition: 
  Percent of boys 52.30 21.45 0–100 52.95 22.07 14–100 .01 .932
  Percent of ELL 17.41 35.54 0–100 10.29 23.75 0–100 .48 .495
  Percent of IEP 13.04 17.36 0–55 18.48 27.30 0–100 .45 .507

BAU KTP class KTP + Test 
statistic

p

M SD Range M SD Range M SD Range

Child characteristics
 Age 

(months)
54.97 3.78 45–65 54.19 3.60 45–60 55.18 3.44 49–61 1.25 .289

 Number of 
people in 
household

4.27 1.23 2–7 4.65 1.53 2–8 4.78 1.89 2–9 + 1.18 .312

 Number of 
people 
under 
age 18 in 
household

2.62 1.08 1–5 2.85 1.35 1–6 3.04 1.77 1–8 .92 .402

 Socio-
behavioral 
skill: 

  Task 
orienta-
tion

2.22 .94 .13–4.00 2.32 1.00 .25–4.00 2.43 .98 .63–4.00 2.32 .289

  Behavior 
control

2.28 .93 .00–3.88 2.37 .93 .13–3.75 2.40 .95 .25–4.00 .48 .621

  Assertive-
ness

2.63 .79 .38–4.00 2.65 .77 .63–4.00 2.59 .70 .88–4.00 .10 .906

  Peer social 
skill

2.76 .83 .13–4.00 2.75 .91 .13–4.00 2.81 .82 1.13–
4.00

.12 .883

Parental engagement scales (PTIQ)
 Parent 

involve-
ment

1.33 .58 .00–3.14 1.57 .64 .57–3.57 1.57 .70 .00–3.43 5.10 .007

 Parent-
teacher 
relation-
ship

2.66 .94 .00–4.00 2.65 1.02 .00–4.00 2.84 .94 .00–4.00 1.09 .336

 Teachers’ 
perception 
of parent 
values

2.52 .98 .00–4.00 2.68 1.17 .00–4.00 2.72 1.10 .00–4.00 1.15 .317
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Kindergarten Transition Practices Interventions

In classrooms assigned to the KTP condition, transition coordinators worked with teachers 
to help them implement a range of connection-focused kindergarten transition practices 
over the academic year (see Table 3) whereas those in the BAU condition were asked to 
maintain their typical classroom practices. Study activities in KTP classrooms were facili-
tated by five transition coordinators (TCs), each of whom was assigned approximately five 
classrooms. The intervention was designed to build connections regardless of program type 
(e.g., school-based, private, Head Start) and program length (e.g., full day, half day, full 
week). As described below, the program had inherent flexibility that allowed program ele-
ments to be completed in ways that worked best for programs and families.

Across both KTP conditions, the TCs were primarily responsible for implementing 
the intervention and directly worked with teachers and parents. The TCs were employed 
by the project, but the role was envisioned as one that could be employed by schools and 
centers in the future. There were 4 TCs who each had an assigned group of classrooms 
and families that they worked with throughout the year. Of these TCs, all were female, 3 
were White, and 1 was African American. Additionally, 1 TC was fluent in Spanish and 
assigned to the geographic region with the most Spanish-speaking families. We also had a 
“floating” TC who was not directly assigned to families but could provide assistance when 
needed and was also fluent in Spanish. TCs were recruited from the areas the project was 
being implemented and experience with schools and families was a primary piece of hiring 
criteria. This led to a team that all had a bachelor’s degree and former experience working 
in school settings. Two were former teachers and two had prior experience implementing 

Table 3  Number of Classrooms 
and Students Receiving 
Kindergarten Transition 
Intervention Activities

 Home visits were only for select students. Originally there were 112 
students receiving home visits, due to attrition by the end of the year 
there were 92 still enrolled

Intervention Piece No. of 
classrooms

No. of children

Open House 25 85
Winter Gathering 25 124
Winter Transition Workshop 24 66
Spring Gathering 25 80
Spring Transition Workshop 24 113
Center time Peer Groupings 13 91
Kindergarten Rituals Lessons 25 191
Transition Visits-
Kindergarten Teacher Preschool Visit 23 175
Kindergarten Student Preschool Visit 23 168
Preschool visit to Kindergarten 22 169
Home Visits
Home Visit 1 -November – 95
Home Visit 2 -January – 82
Home Visit 3- March/April – 75
Home Visit 4-May – 67
Home Visit 5- June – 47
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home visits. All TCs undertook extensive project training delivered through six hands-on 
modules which included training on topics such as using strengths-based approaches, cul-
tural competence, appropriate conduct when visiting homes, mandatory reporting proto-
cols, and supporting teachers.

KTP-Classroom intervention. In KTP classrooms, a broad range of practices were 
implemented with teachers, with high levels of support from their assigned TC. At the start 
of the school year, TCs conducted an orientation meeting with each teacher assigned to the 
intervention condition where they provided information on study aims, reviewed a time-
line of intervention activities, and began initial planning. TCs then held monthly meetings 
with each teacher to collect and review teacher logs of interactions with parents across the 
month, discuss the challenges and successes associated with recent intervention activities, 
discuss any supports that the teacher needed from the TC, and plan for upcoming tasks and 
events. TCs also attended the intervention events and provided other supports the teachers 
needed, such as helping them modify activities to work for their classroom or coordinat-
ing activities at the parent events. The practices implemented by teachers and TCs were 
aligned to those described in Successful Kindergarten Transition (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 
2003) and are presented in Table 1. Many practices for this intervention focused on build-
ing connections between parents and schools, including multiple gatherings at the school 
for parents (open house in the fall, winter and spring gatherings) and workshops for parents 
to help them focus specifically on preparing for the kindergarten transition, and sending 
home monthly personalized newsletters (Spanish translations were provided to participants 
upon request). Other activities focused on directly preparing children for the transition to 
kindergarten. These included exchanges between preschool and kindergarten classrooms 
and a set of structured whole-group lessons in the spring of the year focused on the kinder-
garten transition. See Appendix A, Table 6 for more detail. To the extent possible, these 
activities were developed to align to the practices specified in the manual (Pianta & Kraft-
Sayre, 2003), although in some cases we needed to more specifically manualize a given 
practice. Therefore, specific procedures for activities in the manual were developed by the 
research team and were then provided to teachers for implementation with the support and 
guidance of their assigned TC.

In executing the transition practices across the KTP classrooms over the academic year, 
there was considerable variability across classrooms regarding the extent to which a given 
practice was feasible or could be implemented as intended. For instance, some preschool 
classrooms were located quite far from an elementary school, and it was not possible to 
arrange a visit to kindergarten for the preschool children. Likewise, some preschool class-
rooms already engaged in some transition practices (e.g., holding an open house) and 
teachers viewed an additional open house as superfluous. Consequently, throughout the 
year of implementation, the research team approached these issues as flexibly as possible, 
for instance, allowing reasonable substitutions and/or modifications to be made to a given 
practice (e.g., combining a parent transition workshop with another class, or altering con-
tent to better suit the needs of families). We adopted this approach based on the manual’s 
emphasis that transition support strategies should be tailored to the individual needs of 
families and schools (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003). Also, in some instances it was not pos-
sible to implement a given activity in a classroom. For example, when implementing center 
time groupings, some schools had administrative policies that disallowed instructing chil-
dren with which peers they must play. As a result, classrooms within these schools did not 
complete the special groupings intervention activity at center time.

KTP + condition. Children randomized to the KTP + condition received five home vis-
its across the preschool year by the assigned TC. Additional home visits were conducted 
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after the preschool year, during the summer preceding kindergarten and fall of kindergar-
ten; however, because these occurred after the outcome of interest in this study was meas-
ured, we do not discuss these further). On average, visits were 45 min in duration. Visits 
were scheduled by the family’s TC via the parent’s preferred method of contact. In addi-
tion, TCs made attempts to schedule subsequent visits at the completion of each home visit 
session. Reminders were sent by TCs prior to each visit in an effort to maintain participant 
involvement.

The first two home visits centered around TCs establishing rapport with caregivers 
and completing a strength and needs assessment to ultimately “develop a family plan of 
support” (Pianta & Kraft-Sayre, 2003, p. 42). Each remaining home visit was designed 
to address a specific connection as overviewed in the Successful Kindergarten Transition 
manual (See Appendix A, Table 7 for more detail). As manualized in Successful Kinder-
garten Transition, TCs also used visit sessions to review school involvement opportuni-
ties and to encourage parent-school and parent-teacher connections with participants. In 
addition, each remaining home visit contained a home-learning activity component that 
included books and resources for fostering kindergarten readiness, related to the connec-
tion focus. TCs overviewed suggested activities and provided support to families as needed 
to ensure comfort with the use of at home learning materials. Similarly to the teacher inter-
vention, the home visits were tailored to meet the needs and requests of the parents, with 
the ultimate goal of increasing connections.

Fidelity to intervention engagement was measured in two primary ways (see Table 3). 
First, classroom event completion rates and attendance were recorded by TCs through-
out the school year. On average, 23 classrooms completed each event, with a total of 229 
events being held over the course of the year. Attendance at parent engagement interven-
tion events averaged four participating children and their families. At classroom-based 
child-focused intervention activities, such as peer groupings, attendance averaged seven 
participating children per activity.

Second, TCs recorded families’ completion of KTP + home visits. Home visit com-
pletion rates across the KTP + condition varied; families completed 3.4 visits on average 
(range 0–5) and 54% of the sample completed all five visits. As can be seen in Table 3, 
the transition workshops and gatherings were held in the majority of classrooms; however, 
the majority of children and families were not in attendance. In addition, it appears that for 
KTP + children home visit numbers declined over the course of the preschool year. As with 
many large-scale classroom-based interventions, fidelity did not achieve the gold standard 
of implementation and there was a high level of variability across classrooms (Bleses et al., 
2018). Thus, the present study represents intervention effects achieved in less-than-ideal 
implementation that potentially mimics how real-world implementation of these activities 
would look.

Business-as-Usual condition. Teachers in the BAU condition were asked to maintain 
their typical approach to pre-kindergarten instruction over the academic year. To address 
potential Hawthorne effects (i.e., participants changing behaviors solely due to awareness 
of being in a study), BAU teachers completed study activities that paralleled those in the 
treatment condition, to include receiving incentives, having observations conducted in 
their classrooms, completing study measures for their students, and completing a monthly 
electronic log overviewing the activities being conducting with children in their classroom 
to support the transition. This ensures that changes in teachers’ beliefs and behavior are 
related to the specifics of the intervention (e.g., hosting events with transition coordinators) 
and not to general enrollment in the study.
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Measures

Parent engagement. The primary measure of interest for the current study was parental 
engagement, measured by Parent-Teacher Involvement Questionnaire (PTIQ, Kohl, Len-
gua, McMahon, & Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2000). Although we 
aimed to have information on this from both parents and teachers, we only conducted mod-
els on teacher report due to high (55%) missing data on our parent reported measure. In 
the spring of the school year, teachers responded to 19 items about the amount, type, and 
quality of parental engagement on a five-point Likert-type scale (0–4). It has been rec-
ommended that analysts conceptually or empirically identify subscales of PTIQ for their 
specific application, as item behavior may vary in different subpopulations (“Parent and 
Teacher Involvement Measure—Teacher,” n.d.). Thus, we used a subset of 15 items (four 
items removed based on a priori theoretical reasons) and conducted factor analyses to iden-
tify three constructs of interest, which taken together, represent parental engagement. Com-
posite scores for each of the three subscales were then created by averaging across the 
items.

Teacher perceptions of parent involvement. Seven items (α = 0.73) examined teachers’ 
perceptions of parents’ involvement in the child’s schooling, such as whether the teacher 
and caregiver had exchanged written correspondence and whether the caregiver had visited 
the school for various reasons, including volunteer activities.

Teacher-parent relationship. Four items (α  = 0.87) examined the teachers’ perceptions 
of their relationship with the caregiver, such as whether the teacher would feel comfort-
able reaching out to the caregiver to address a child’s problem behaviors, and whether the 
teacher feels s/he can talk earnestly with the caregiver.

Teachers’ perception of parent values. Four items (α  = 0.94) examined the teachers’ 
perceptions of the caregivers’ values relevant to the child’s schooling, such as whether the 
caregiver has goals regarding their child’s education that are similar to those of the school, 
and whether the family values education.

Covariates and Moderators. Several measures were used to serve as moderators in 
the analyses. Note that all moderators also served as covariates in our primary regression 
models as well.

Demographic variables. Child and family demographics were assessed using caregiver-
report surveys during the fall of the school year. Our demographic moderators are parent 
reports of children’s race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic African American, Hispanic, non-His-
panic White, Other) and parental education (no high school degree, high school degree, 
any college degree). For race/ethnicity, parents reported on their child’s race and then sepa-
rately on their ethnicity. Because of small sample sizes, we collapsed children who were 
Asian or Asian American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or other races into a singu-
lar category. In this paper, we use the term Hispanic as this was the term used in the parent 
survey. We used income quartiles to capture family income and include this as a covari-
ate, but not a moderator due to limited variability. Families in the lowest quartile reported 
less than $10,000 in annual income, followed by $10,000–$20,000, $20,001–$40,000, and 
above $40,000.

Behavior control. Behavior control is one of the four subscales from the Teacher–Child 
Rating Scale (T-CRS), a 32-item scale measuring teachers’ perceptions of children’s social 
and behavioral skills (Hightower et al., 1986). Comprised of eight items, the Behavior Con-
trol subscale was designed to evaluate teachers’ perception of the child’s ability to refrain 
from disruptive behaviors and tolerate frustration. Sample items include statements such as 
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“this child disturbs others while they are working” and “this child accepts imposed limits.” 
During the fall teachers rated each item on a five-point on a five-point Likert type scale 
from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), and ratings were averaged across the items 
to create a composite score. In the analytical sample the reliability coefficient was 0.90, 
indicating evidence of good reliability.

Analytical Approach

Prior to conducting the primary analyses, we examined initial equivalence across the study 
conditions on select variables using Chi square tests (for categorical data) and ANOVA 
(for continuous data). Variables tested included child and family characteristics collected 
through parent survey (age, gender, race and ethnicity, home language, mother’s highest 
level of education completed, family income, household size), teacher characteristics (race 
and ethnicity, certification status, years of experience), classroom features (class size, pro-
gram type, classroom composition) as well as teachers’ ratings of children’s socio-behavio-
ral skills in the fall of preschool (task orientation, behavior control, assertiveness, and peer 
social skills).

Multilevel analyses were conducted to estimate the impacts of KTP intervention, rela-
tive to BAU, on teacher-rated parent involvement, parent-teacher relationship, and parent 
values in the spring of preschool. Level-2 model included a random term of teacher effect 
to control for the rater bias as well as classroom differences. First, main-effects models 
were run without covariates (Model 1) and with covariates (Model 2). Covariates included 
demographic characteristics (race, ethnicity, maternal education) and children’s behavior 
control ratings. Then, models with interaction terms were conducted to test whether the 
intervention effects of KTP were moderated by (1) race and ethnicity (Model 3); (2) mater-
nal education (Model 4); and (3) children’s behavior control (Model 5). Given the small 
number of level-2 clusters and the non-normal distribution of model residuals, bootstrap 
method was used to obtain standard error estimates with 1000 samples. Besides statistical 
significance, effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were also reported for main effects in accordance with 
the What Works Clearinghouse recommendations (Institute of Education Services, 2017). 
Per the rule of thumb (Cohen, 1988), an effect size as measured by d is considered small if 
it is between 0.2 and 0.5, medium if it is between 0.5 and 0.8, and large if it is larger than 
0.8.

Missing Data

Out of our original sample of 391 children, 89 children attritted from the study by the end 
of the first year: 58 withdrew because their teachers dropped out of the study; 22 moved 
to another school or school district; two withdrew from preschool and stayed home for the 
remainder of the school year; three withdrew because their parents no longer want them to 
participant in the study; one moved to another preschool classroom in the same school; one 
was transferred to kindergarten; and two were removed from preschool due to low attend-
ance. Compared to the participants in the analytical sample (N = 278), those excluded from 
the analyses due to attrition (N = 89) or missing data in key variables (N = 24) were not 
significantly different in child-level characteristics, including gender, age, race, ethnicity, 
home language, family income, maternal education, and disability status. The children 
in the analytical sample and those in the excluded sample were also comparable in all 
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socio-behavioral domains rated by their teachers. At the classroom level, attrition was not 
related to intervention conditions, teachers’ race and ethnicity, program type, class size, 
or classroom composition. However, teachers’ level of education, certification status, and 
years of teaching experience positively predicted probability of retention (p < 0.05). Miss-
ing data in the analytical sample were handled using multiple imputation (20 imputed data-
sets) with Blimp 1.0.3 (Keller & Enders, 2017).

Results

Initial Equivalence of Study Conditions

Teacher and classroom characteristics were compared between BAU (N = 23) and KTP 
(N = 22) classrooms, while differences in child and family characteristics were tested across 
children assigned to BAU (N = 144), KTP class (N = 52) and KTP + (N = 82) conditions. 
Descriptive data and results of statistical tests are presented in Table 2. As shown in the 
table, no significant differences were detected between BAU and KTP conditions for any 
of the teacher- or classroom-level variables. Moreover, children in BAU, KTP class or 
KTP + did not differ significantly in demographics, family background, or teacher-rated 
socio-behavioral skills prior to the start of the intervention. Therefore, initial equivalence 
between study conditions was established.

Main Effects of KTP Intervention on Teacher Perceptions of Parent Involvement, 
Parent‑Teacher Relationships and Parent Values

Main effects of the KTP intervention were assessed using multilevel regression models, 
first without covariates (Model 1) and then with covariates (Model 2). The effects of class-
room-level implementation of KTP as well as the child-level intervention of KTP + within 
the KTP classrooms were evaluated simultaneously, as shown in Table 4. The results were 
stable whether the analyses were conducted with or without covariates. In the text below, 
the more conservative estimates yielded by the two sets of analyses are reported.

The intraclass correlation (ICC; generated from the empty/unconditional model), which 
represents between-classroom variance in outcomes, was high for parent involvement 
(53.5%) and moderate for parent-teacher relationship (18.1%) and parent values (22.6%). 
KTP conditions accounted for an extra 7.2% of variation in parent involvement, but only 
1.4% and 1% of additional variance in parent-teacher relationship and parent values respec-
tively. Specifically, classrooms assigned to the KTP condition had significantly higher lev-
els of teacher-reported parent involvement compared to BAU classrooms (b = 0.23 on a 
five-point scale, d = 0.37, p = 0.004). No significant differences between conditions were 
detected in parent-teacher relationship and parent values, although when effects sizes were 
examined, families assigned to KTP + condition received somewhat higher ratings in par-
ent-teacher relationship compared to their counterparts (b = 0.22, d = 0.23, p = 0.164).

KTP Effects Moderated by Race/Ethnicity, Maternal Education, and Behavior Control

After controlling for covariates, we further tested whether the effects of classroom-level 
KTP intervention and child-level KTP + components were moderated by race and ethnicity 
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(Model 3), mothers’ highest level of education completed (Model 4), and children’s behav-
ior control skill (Model 5). Results are summarized in Table 5.

While no significant interaction was detected between intervention conditions and 
maternal education or behavior control, race/ethnicity was found to significantly moder-
ate the effects of KTP + . Specifically, KTP + , as implemented at the child-level, had more 
positive effects for Black, non-Hispanic families on parent involvement than for white non-
Hispanic families (p = 0.014). Moreover, Hispanic families benefited the most among all 
race/ethnicity groups from KTP + intervention (p < 0.05 for all outcomes). Figure  1 dis-
plays the marginal means of parental engagement measures estimated from Model 3 by 
race and ethnicity groups. Tests of simple effects showed that Black, non-Hispanic families 
assigned to KTP conditions received higher ratings in parent involvement than those in 
BAU (KTP class: b = 0.22, p = 0.079; KTP + : b = 0.39, p = 0.001). For Hispanic families, 
those assigned to KTP + condition outperformed those assigned to BAU condition in all 
three aspects of parental engagement (parent involvement: b = 0.64, p = 0.003; parent-
teacher relationship: b = 1.12, p = 0.001; parent values: b = 1.22, p = 0.001).

Discussion

Parent engagement in preschool provides a powerful advantage for students in both the 
short- and long-term (Arnold et  al., 2008; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Izzo et  al., 1999; 
Powell et al., 2010), and is fostered by strong connections. However, both teachers and par-
ents face barriers to developing these connections (Hornby & Lafaele, 2011; Lamb-Parker 
et al., 2001). In light of these challenges, we tested a model focused on building connec-
tions between families, schools, and children. Our initial findings reveal that intervening to 
strengthen these connections can impact teachers’ perceptions of parents’ involvement and 
relationships at their child’s preschool. This suggests that connection-focused models may 
be one way to enhance family engagement during preschool.

Our full sample models showed that parents assigned to KTP-Classroom were per-
ceived as being more involved in their child’s schooling than parents in the control 
group. This is not surprising as part of the intervention involved creating more oppor-
tunities for parent involvement at preschool, although the effect size (0.38) is relatively 
large. However, impacts were not found for parent-teacher relationships or parent val-
ues. These aspects of teachers’ perceptions about parental engagement may be less mal-
leable than parent involvement. The parent involvement subscale included items that 
were relatively objective and focused on how often the caregiver engaged in specific 
interactions with the school and the teacher. On the other hand, both the parent-teacher 
relationship and parent values subscales were somewhat more subjective than teacher 
perceptions of parents, which include items about how comfortable the teacher feels 
talking to the caregiver and how important the teacher thinks education is within the 
family. These aspects are likely driven at least partially by initial impressions, and may 
be more difficult to change even as parents’ actual behavior changes across the school 
year. However, it is promising that the more objective parent involvement factor was 
impacted by intervention, and it is possible that if parents begin the following kin-
dergarten year with higher levels of involvement, teachers’ perceptions of the parent-
teacher relationship and parent values would be higher as well.

Importantly, our interaction models revealed that KTP positively impacted all three 
parent engagement outcomes for Hispanic families. In particular, Hispanic families in the 
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Fig. 1  Estimated parental engagement levels for BAU, KTP, and KTP + families (Model 3) Significant dif-
ferences (p < .05) between intervention conditions and BAU as identified by simple tests of interaction 
were indicated by asterisks (*).
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KTP + condition that included a home visiting component benefitted the most. These find-
ings are critical in light of the number of barriers Hispanic parents face when engaging in 
their children’s schooling, due to both structural racism present in our educational system, 
and the fact that school personnel are likely to be White (as was the case in this interven-
tion). Indeed, prior research has documented that Hispanic families face significant barriers 
to school involvement (Crosnoe & Kalil, 2010) and that while they are often involved in 
their children’s schooling, it is more likely to through engagement at home, which teachers 
may not see (LeFevre & Shaw, 2012). Although the KTP intervention was not designed 
to specifically address these barriers, the intervention was implemented in ways that may 
be of particular benefit to Hispanic families. For instance, newsletters were translated and 
sent home in Spanish to Spanish-speaking families. Additionally, some home visits took 
place in Spanish, if the family preferred it and their transition coordinator spoke the lan-
guage. It is plausible that providing these additional supports did indeed help build connec-
tions between teachers and Hispanic parents, which in turn, shaped teacher perceptions of 
parents.

Notably, our results suggest that the KTP + intervention, which included home visiting, 
improved connections among Hispanic families. Although the activities included in the 
KTP-Classroom intervention targeted both children and parents, parent attendance at the 
events was inconsistent and barriers such as work schedules may have lowered participa-
tion. On the other hand, although home visits also failed to achieve high levels of fidelity, 
for those families that participated the one-on-one interactions that occurred within home 
visits may have still served to increase parent engagement at the school. The individualized 
nature of the KTP + home visiting approach may be a vital ingredient leading to these posi-
tive impacts. During home visits, transition coordinators sought to understand the individu-
alized barriers to school involvement that families were experiencing and help brainstorm 
solutions and alternative approaches. This finding is novel as many existing home visit-
ing programs are primarily skills focused and these data show that building connections 
may also be a fruitful avenue for improving families’ connections to schools. The invitation 
to engage, both from the transition coordinator and their child’s teachers, may have also 
been a key component, as prior research has found that Latino parents’ engagement is more 
influenced by these invitations than parents of other racial or ethnic groups (Grace & Ger-
des, 2019; Reynolds et al., 2015). Relatedly, other intervention work has documented that 
family engagement programs can increase teacher perceptions of Latino parents (Miller 
et al., 2016). Taken together, this suggests that changes induced by the KTP program may 
have led both Hispanic parents and their children’s teachers to feel more willing to engage 
with one another. Nevertheless, further understanding why Hispanic families, in particular, 
were impacted is a critical next step. Specifically, understanding the aspects of the home 
visiting that led to more positive teachers’ reports of Hispanic parents’ engagement is a key 
next step, as this has the potential to decrease the inequities faced by Hispanic families and 
children in the U.S. educational system (ECRQ Ad Hoc Committee on Racial Equity in 
Publishing, 2021).
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Despite these findings, it is also important to note that our interaction models found that 
the program impacts were only significant for teachers’ perceptions of African American 
parental involvement, not their relationships or values. One reason for this may be that the 
structural inequalities faced by African American families in the U.S. currently impede 
the ability of interventions to make substantial changes to perceptions of their school-
related relationships and values. For example, other research has shown that the high lev-
els of economic and neighborhood stress faced by African American parents is associated 
with teachers’ sense of connection with them (Waanders et al, 2007). Additionally, Afri-
can American parents often feel excluded from their children’s schools and can have their 
interactions with school personnel misattributed as being confrontational (Allen & White-
Smith, 2018). A key future direction for this program and others is to work with schools 
to improve the environment and capacity for relationship-building with African American 
parents.

Contrary to our hypotheses, intervention effects did not vary by maternal education or 
children’s behavioral problems. The lack of moderation by maternal education may be due 
to limited range as the majority of our sample had a high school degree or less as their 
highest completed degree. In terms of children’s behavioral problems, it is important to 
note that the lack of significant moderation indicates that children with behavioral prob-
lems in the intervention group were experiencing greater parent involvement than those in 
BAU classrooms, similar to their peers with fewer behavioral challenges. This suggests that 
while KTP did not selectively improve family-school connection for children with behav-
ioral problems, it did still impact them, which is critical given prior evidence that parent-
school relationships can be strained when children have behavioral problems (Sheridan 
et al., 2012).

There are practical implications of this work for both teachers and those supporting 
teachers. Providing assistance in the planning and execution of activities designed to fos-
ter connections between families and schools may be necessary to help parents and teach-
ers build positive relationships. Our results also suggest that this support combined with a 
home visiting outreach program may be particularly helpful for engaging Hispanic fami-
lies. Although some preschool programs, namely, Head Start, do typically complete home 
visits, our results suggest that providing multiple home visits across the year, and focusing 
on building connections, may be especially important for fostering connections between 
teachers and Hispanic parents. It is important to note that these findings may also be related 
to the fact that a large majority of the teachers in our sample were White. Perhaps the inter-
vention would be less efficacious, or necessary, if it was targeted at building connections 
between Hispanic parents and Hispanic teachers, as prior research has found that parent 
involvement in early education is higher among Latino parents when their child’s teacher is 
also Latino/a (Calzada et al., 2015).

There are a few limitations to note. Although these initial impacts on family engage-
ment at the end of preschool are promising, further work is needed to examine whether 
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these impacts do indeed last through the transition to formal schooling, and whether or not 
these stronger connections result in more positive transitions and development for children. 
Additionally, we only focused on teacher reports of family-school connections. We chose 
this because teachers were blind to KTP + status, but this introduced reporter bias, as our 
behavioral problems moderator was also teacher-reported. Additionally, the voice of par-
ents is key to understand intervention impacts and should be examined in the future. Unfor-
tunately, in this iteration of the intervention, missing data prevented us from doing so reli-
ably. Although this was disappointing, the levels of missing data are consistent with other 
school-based studies (Schilpzand et al., 2015). Relying solely on teacher report, especially 
for constructs such as parental values around schooling, only provides one piece of inter-
vention effects. However, because teacher perceptions of parental involvement are more 
predictive of children’s social development than parent perceptions (Sheridan et al., 2012), 
these findings may be particularly likely to translate to intervention impacts on children. 
Lastly, our findings have limited generalizability, both to middle- and upper-class families, 
to more diverse school personnel, and to families from other geographical locations. Exam-
ining program efficacy in larger samples, with more economic and racial/ethnic diversity is 
a key next step. Relatedly, understanding how families of differing immigration status are 
impacted by the program is an important next step, especially in light of our positive find-
ings for Hispanic families. We were unable to test this in our study as the current political 
climate around immigration led us to not ask families to share this information.

Despite these limitations, the findings of the current study have important implications 
for understanding parent engagement in the context of children’s early school experiences. 
We show that a novel intervention focused on connection-building during preschool can 
have meaningful impacts on parents’ engagement in their children’s schooling. Further-
more, we found that impacts were particularly strong for Hispanic families, indicating 
that such interventions may be especially valuable for this population. Although further 
research is needed to examine the longer-term success of this intervention as children tran-
sition to kindergarten, these early effects demonstrate the potential for influencing parent 
engagement during this critical period.

Appendix A

Description of KTP class and KTP+ practices as manualized for this study. See Appendix 
Tables 6 and 7



962 Child & Youth Care Forum (2022) 51:937–966

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
6 

 D
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

of
 K

TP
 k

in
de

rg
ar

te
n-

tra
ns

iti
on

 p
ra

ct
ic

es
 (K

TP
 c

la
ss

) a
s m

an
ua

liz
ed

 fo
r t

hi
s s

tu
dy

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

pi
ec

e
C

on
ne

ct
io

n 
fo

cu
s

K
ey

 a
sp

ec
ts

 o
f e

ve
nt

O
pe

n 
H

ou
se

Pa
re

nt
-S

ch
oo

l
Te

ac
he

r- 
Pa

re
nt

Pr
ov

id
e 

tim
e 

fa
m

ili
es

, t
ea

ch
er

s a
nd

 tr
an

si
tio

n 
co

or
di

na
to

rs
 to

 m
ee

t
Sh

ar
e 

an
 o

ve
rv

ie
w

 o
f t

he
 st

ud
y 

an
d 

th
e 

im
po

rta
nc

e 
of

 k
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
tra

ns
iti

on
s

Pa
rti

ci
pa

te
 in

 in
te

ra
ct

iv
e 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 w
hi

ch
 in

vo
lv

e 
en

ga
gi

ng
 w

ith
 o

ne
 a

no
th

er
W

in
te

r G
at

he
rin

g
Pa

re
nt

-S
ch

oo
l C

hi
ld

-P
ar

en
t

En
ga

ge
 in

 w
in

te
r t

he
m

ed
 c

en
te

rs
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

ki
nd

er
ga

rte
n 

re
ad

in
es

s s
ki

lls
 (e

.g
. l

et
te

r r
ec

og
ni

tio
n)

Pr
om

ot
e 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

ch
ild

re
n,

 th
ei

r f
am

ili
es

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 fa

m
ili

es
Pr

ov
id

e 
ta

ke
-h

om
e-

ca
rd

s f
or

 p
ar

en
ts

 to
 su

pp
or

t c
on

tin
ue

d 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f s

ki
lls

 a
t h

om
e

W
in

te
r T

ra
ns

iti
on

 W
or

ks
ho

p
Pa

re
nt

-S
ch

oo
l P

ar
en

t-C
om

m
un

ity
Pr

ov
id

e 
in

te
ra

ct
iv

e 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 fo

r g
ua

rd
ia

ns
 to

 e
ng

ag
e 

w
ith

 o
ne

 a
no

th
er

C
on

du
ct

 a
n 

ov
er

vi
ew

 o
f k

in
de

rg
ar

te
n 

re
ad

in
es

s, 
en

ro
llm

en
t, 

an
d 

sc
re

en
in

g
Pr

ov
id

e 
gu

ar
di

an
s w

ith
 k

in
de

rg
ar

te
n 

re
ad

in
es

s c
he

ck
lis

ts
 k

in
de

rg
ar

te
n 

en
ro

llm
en

t i
nf

or
m

at
io

n
Sp

rin
g 

G
at

he
rin

g
Pa

re
nt

-S
ch

oo
l T

ea
ch

er
 -P

ar
en

t
En

co
ur

ag
e 

di
sc

us
si

on
 a

m
on

g 
gu

ar
di

an
s a

bo
ut

 fe
el

in
gs

 re
la

te
d 

to
 sc

ho
ol

 e
ng

ag
em

en
t

Pr
ov

id
e 

gu
ar

di
an

s w
ith

 ti
ps

 fo
r i

nt
er

ac
tin

g 
w

ith
 sc

ho
ol

s a
nd

 te
ac

he
rs

D
is

cu
ss

 sc
ho

ol
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t c
on

ce
rn

s
Sp

rin
g 

Tr
an

si
tio

n 
W

or
ks

ho
p

Pa
re

nt
-S

ch
oo

l C
hi

ld
-P

ar
en

t
Pr

ov
id

e 
gu

ar
di

an
s i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

ab
ou

t k
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
re

ad
in

es
s s

ki
lls

Pr
ov

id
e 

“m
ak

e 
an

d 
ta

ke
” 

st
at

io
ns

 w
ith

 ta
ke

 h
om

e 
m

at
er

ia
ls

 th
at

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
re

ad
in

es
s s

ki
lls

Sh
ar

e 
ki

nd
er

ga
rte

n 
en

ro
llm

en
t i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

as
 n

ee
de

d
C

en
te

r t
im

e 
Pe

er
 G

ro
up

in
gs

C
hi

ld
-P

ee
r

G
ro

up
 st

ud
en

ts
 fo

r c
en

te
r t

im
e 

w
ho

 a
re

 li
ke

ly
 to

 g
o 

to
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

ki
nd

er
ga

rte
n

Pr
om

ot
e 

pe
er

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

an
d 

co
nn

ec
tio

ns
K

in
de

rg
ar

te
n 

R
itu

al
s L

es
so

ns
C

hi
ld

-T
ea

ch
er

Te
ac

he
r w

ee
kl

y 
30

-m
in

 la
rg

e 
gr

ou
p 

le
ss

on
s f

or
 5

 w
ee

ks
Pr

ov
id

e 
ta

rg
et

ed
 la

ng
ua

ge
 a

nd
 li

te
ra

cy
 in

str
uc

tio
n

D
is

cu
ss

 k
in

de
rg

ar
te

n-
ba

se
d 

to
pi

c 
(e

.g
. r

ea
d 

K
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
Ro

ck
s a

nd
 se

qu
en

ce
 st

or
y 

ev
en

ts
)

K
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
Te

ac
he

r P
re

-K
 V

is
it

C
hi

ld
-T

ea
ch

er
H

av
e 

a 
ki

nd
er

ga
rte

n 
te

ac
he

r v
is

it 
th

e 
pr

es
ch

oo
l c

la
ss

ro
om

Re
ad

 a
 st

or
y 

an
d 

ta
lk

 to
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

ab
ou

t k
in

de
rg

ar
te

n
A

ns
w

er
 q

ue
sti

on
s t

ha
t c

hi
ld

re
n 

m
ay

 h
av

e 
ha

d 
ab

ou
t k

in
de

rg
ar

te
n

K
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
St

ud
en

t P
re

-K
 V

is
it

C
hi

ld
-T

ea
ch

er
H

av
e 

a 
ki

nd
er

ga
rte

n 
(o

r e
le

m
en

ta
ry

 sc
ho

ol
) s

tu
de

nt
 to

 c
om

e 
to

 th
e 

pr
es

ch
oo

l c
la

ss
ro

om
Ta

lk
 a

bo
ut

 w
ha

t k
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
an

d 
el

em
en

ta
ry

 sc
ho

ol
 a

re
 li

ke
Pr

e-
K

 v
is

it 
to

 K
in

de
rg

ar
te

n 
C

hi
ld

-T
ea

ch
er

H
av

e 
pr

es
ch

oo
le

rs
 v

is
it 

a 
ki

nd
er

ga
rte

n 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

Id
en

tif
y 

op
en

 h
ou

se
 e

ve
nt

s f
or

 fa
m

ili
es

 to
 a

tte
nd



963Child & Youth Care Forum (2022) 51:937–966 

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
7 

 D
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

of
 K

TP
 +

 ho
m

e 
vi

si
ts

 a
s m

an
ua

liz
ed

 fo
r t

hi
s s

tu
dy

H
om

e 
vi

si
t d

at
e

C
on

ne
ct

io
n 

fo
cu

s
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

N
ov

em
be

r
Pa

re
nt

-C
om

m
un

ity
 P

ar
en

t-S
ch

oo
l

•T
ra

ns
iti

on
 C

oo
rd

in
at

or
s (

TC
’s

) B
ui

ld
 c

on
ne

ct
io

ns
 w

ith
 fa

m
ili

es
•E

xp
la

in
 th

e 
stu

dy
 a

nd
 h

om
e 

vi
si

tin
g

•C
om

pl
et

e 
a 

str
en

gt
h 

an
d 

ne
ed

s a
ss

es
sm

en
t

Ja
nu

ar
y

Pa
re

nt
-S

ch
oo

l
•C

he
ck

 in
 w

ith
 fa

m
ili

es
 o

n 
fe

el
in

gs
 re

la
te

d 
to

 sc
ho

ol
 in

vo
lv

em
en

t
•D

is
cu

ss
 b

ar
rie

rs
 to

 sc
ho

ol
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t w
ay

s t
o 

ov
er

co
m

e 
th

em
•S

ha
re

 id
ea

s f
or

 a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 o
f s

ch
oo

l e
ng

ag
em

en
t

M
ar

ch
/A

pr
il

Pa
re

nt
-S

ch
oo

l C
hi

ld
-P

ar
en

t
•F

ol
lo

w
 u

p 
on

 sc
ho

ol
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t
•P

ro
vi

de
 fa

m
ili

es
 w

ith
 b

oo
ks

 a
nd

 re
ad

in
g 

gu
id

an
ce

 sh
ee

t
•P

ro
vi

de
 fa

m
ili

es
 w

ith
 a

t h
om

e 
le

ar
ni

ng
 m

at
er

ia
ls

 a
nd

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 su

ch
 a

s c
ol

or
 a

nd
 le

tte
r c

ar
ds

•D
is

cu
ss

 le
ar

ni
ng

 o
ut

si
de

 o
f s

ch
oo

l
M

ay
C

hi
ld

-T
ea

ch
er

•G
iv

e 
fa

m
ili

es
 w

ith
 b

oo
ks

 re
la

te
d 

to
 th

e 
ch

ild
-te

ac
he

r c
on

ne
ct

io
n 

su
ch

 a
s R

uf
us

 G
oe

s t
o 

Sc
ho

ol
•G

iv
e 

th
e 

em
ot

io
n 

fo
cu

se
d 

ac
tiv

ity
 k

it 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 g
ui

da
nc

e 
on

 h
el

pi
ng

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
le

ar
n 

to
 id

en
tif

y 
an

d 
sh

ar
e 

em
ot

io
ns

•D
is

cu
ss

 th
e 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t o

f t
he

 c
hi

ld
-te

ac
he

r c
on

ne
ct

io
n 

an
d 

he
lp

in
g 

ch
ild

re
n 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

e 
w

ith
 a

du
lts

Ju
ne

Pa
re

nt
-C

om
m

un
ity

•S
ha

re
 th

e 
ac

tiv
ity

 k
it 

th
ey

 w
ith

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 g

et
 fa

m
ili

es
 a

nd
 th

ei
r c

hi
ld

 e
ng

ag
in

g 
in

 th
e 

co
m

-
m

un
ity

•P
ro

vi
de

 b
oo

ks
 a

nd
 re

ad
in

g 
gu

id
es

 th
at

 c
on

ne
ct

 to
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 su

ch
 a

s T
he

 L
ib

ra
ry

 L
io

n
•D

is
cu

ss
 c

om
m

un
ity

 re
so

ur
ce

s a
nd

 id
ea

s f
or

 e
ng

ag
in

g 
in

 c
om

m
un

ity
 a

ct
iv

iti
es



964 Child & Youth Care Forum (2022) 51:937–966

1 3

Acknowledgements The research was supported by U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 
Sciences Grant R305A180004 (Justice). The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not 
necessarily represent the official views of the Institute of Education Sciences or U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. We would like to thank the KTP staff, as well as the many teachers, parents, and children without 
whom this study would not be possible.

References

Allen, Q., & White-Smith, K. (2018). “That’s why I say stay in school”: Black mothers’ parental involve-
ment, cultural wealth, and exclusion in their son’s schooling. Urban Education, 53(3), 409–435. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00420 85917 714516

Arnold, D. H., Zeljo, A., Doctoroff, G. L., & Ortiz, C. (2008). Parent involvement in preschool: Predictors 
and the relation of involvement to preliteracy development. School Psychology Review, 37(1), 74–90. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02796 015. 2008. 12087 910

Auerbach, S. (2007). From moral supporters to struggling advocates: Reconceptualizing parent roles in edu-
cation through the experience of working-class families of color. Urban Education, 42(3), 250–283. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00420 85907 300433

Barton, A. C., Drake, C., Perez, J. G., St. Louis, K., & George, M. (2004). Ecologies of parental engagement 
in urban education. Educational Researcher, 33(4), 3–12. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3102/ 00131 89X03 30040 
03

Behnke, A. O., Piercy, K. W., & Diversi, M. (2004). Educational and occupational aspirations of Latino 
youth and their parents. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 26, 16–35. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 07399 86303 262329

Bierman, K., Welsh, J. A., Heinrichs, B. S., Nix, R. L., & Mathis, E. T. (2015). Helping head start 
parents promote their children’s kindergarten adjustment: The research-based developmentally 
informed parent program. Child Development, 86, 1877–1891. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cdev. 12448

Bleses, D., Højen, A., Justice, L. M., Dale, P. S., Dybdal, L., Piasta, S. B., Markussen-Brown, J., Marit 
Clausen, E. F., & Haghish,. (2018). The effective of a large-scale language and preliteracy interven-
tion: The SPELL randomized control trial in Denmark. Child Development, 89, e342–e363. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cdev. 12859

Calzada, E. J., Huang, K.-Y., Hernandez, M., Soriano, E., Acra, C. R., Dawson-McClure, S., Kamboukos, 
D., & Brotman, L. (2015). Family and teacher characteristics as predictors of parent involvement 
in education during early childhood among Afro-Caribbean and Latino immigrant families. Urban 
Education, 50, 870–896.

Castro, M., Expósito-Casas, E., López-Martín, E., Lizasoain, L., Navarro-Asencio, E., & Gaviria, J. 
L. (2015). Parental involvement on student academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Educational 
Research Review, 14, 33–46. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. edurev. 2015. 01. 002

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, N.J.: L. Erlbaum 
Associates.

Council of Chief State School Officers & The National Head Start Association (2017). New early child-
hood coordination requirements in the every student succeeds act (ESSA). Washington DC: CCSSO

Crosnoe, R., & Kalil, A. (2010). Educational progress and parenting among Mexican immigrant moth-
ers of young children. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(4), 976–990. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1741- 3737. 2010. 00743.x

DeLoatche, K. J., Bradley-Klug, K. L., Ogg, J., Kromrey, J. D., & Sundman-Wheat, A. N. (2015). Increas-
ing parent involvement among Head Start families: A randomized control group study. Early Child-
hood Education Journal, 43(4), 271–279. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10643- 014- 0660-7

ECRQ Ad Hoc Committee on Racial Equity in Publishing. (2021). Towards racial equity in publishing at 
Early Childhood Research Quarterly (ECRQ): ECRQ Ad Hoc Committee on Racial Equity in Pub-
lishing. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, online first. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ecresq. 2021. 01. 
003

Galindo, C., & Sheldon, S. B. (2012). School and home connections and children’s achievement gains: 
The mediating role of family involvement. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 27, 90–103. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ecresq. 2011. 05. 004

Goddard, R. D., Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. K. (2001). A multilevel examination of the distribu-
tion and effects of teacher trust in students and parents in urban elementary schools. The Elemen-
tary School Journal, 102, 3–17. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 499690

https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085917714516
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2008.12087910
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907300433
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033004003
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033004003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986303262329
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986303262329
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12448
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12859
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00743.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00743.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-014-0660-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2021.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2021.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1086/499690


965Child & Youth Care Forum (2022) 51:937–966 

1 3

Goodall, J. (2013). Parental engagement to support children’s learning: A six point model. School Lead-
ership & Management, 33(2), 133–150. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13632 434. 2012. 724668

Grace, M., & Gerdes, A. C. (2019). Parent-teacher relationships and parental involvement in education 
in Latino families. Contemporary School Psychology, 23, 444–454.

Graue, E., Clements, M. A., Reynolds, A. J., & Niles, M. D. (2004). More than teacher directed or child 
initiated: Preschool curriculum type, parent involvement, and children’s outcomes in the child-par-
ent centers. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 12, 72. https:// doi. org/ 10. 14507/ epaa. v12n72. 2004

Hayakawa, M., Englund, M. M., Warner-Richter, M. N., & Reynolds, A. J. (2013). The longitudinal 
process of early parent involvement on student achievement: A path analysis. NHSA Dialog, 16(1), 
103.

Herman, K. C., & Reinke, W. M. (2017). Improving teacher perceptions of parent involvement patterns: 
Findings from a group randomized trial. School Psychology Quarterly, 32(1), 89. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ spq00 00169

Hightower, A. D., Work, W. C., Cowen, E. L., Lotyczewski, B. D., Spinell, A. P., Guare, J. C., & Rohr-
beck, C. A. (1986). The teacher-child rating scale: A brief objective measure of elementary chil-
dren’s school problem behaviors and competencies. School Psychology Review, 15(3), 393–409. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02796 015. 1986. 12085 242

Hornby, G., & Lafaele, R. (2011). Barriers to parental involvement in education: An explanatory model. 
Educational Review, 63(1), 37–52. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 911. 2010. 488049

Iruka, I. U., Winn, D. M. C., Kingsley, S. J., & Orthodoxou, Y. J. (2011). Links between parent-teacher 
relationships and kindergartners’ social skills: Do child ethnicity and family income matter? The 
Elementary School Journal, 111, 387–408. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 657652

Izzo, C. V., Weissberg, R. P., Kasprow, W. J., & Fendrich, M. (1999). A longitudinal assessment of 
teachers of parent involvement in children’s education and school performance. American Journal 
of Community Psychology, 27, 817–839. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/a: 10222 62625 984

Keller, B. T., & Enders, C. K. (2017). Blimp User’s Manual (Version 1.0). CA: Los Angeles.
Kohl, G. O., Lengua, L. J., McMahon, R. J., & Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group. (2000). 

Parent involvement in school conceptualizing multiple dimensions and their relations with family 
and demographic risk factors. Journal of School Psychology, 38(6), 501–523. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/ S0022- 4405(00) 00050-9

Lamb-Parker, F., Piotrkowski, C. S., Baker, A. J., Kessler-Sklar, S., Clark, B., & Peay, L. (2001). Under-
standing barriers to parent involvement in head start: A research-community partnership. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 16(1), 35–51. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0885- 2006(01) 00084-9

LeFevre, A. L., & Shaw, T. V. (2012). Latino parent involvement and school success: Longitudinal 
effects of formal and informal support. Education and Urban Society, 44(6), 707–723. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1177/ 00131 24511 406719

Markowitz, A. J., Bassok, D., & Grissom, J. A. (2020). Teacher-child racial/ethnic match and parental 
engagement with head start. American Educational Research Journal, 57(5), 2132–2174. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 3102/ 00028 31219 899356

McCoach, D. B., Goldstein, J., Behuniak, P., Reis, S. M., Black, A. C., Sullivan, E. E., & Rambo, K. 
(2010). Examining the unexpected: Outlier analyses of factors affecting student achievement. Jour-
nal of Advanced Academics, 21(3), 426–468. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 19322 02X10 02100 304

Miller, H., Robinson, M., Valentine, J. L., & Fish, R. (2016). Is the feeling mutual? Examining parent-
teacher relationships in low-income, predominantly Latino schools. American Journal of Educa-
tion, 123, 37–67. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 688167

Nzinga-Johnson, S., Baker, J., & Aupperlee, J. (2008). Teacher-parent relationships and school involve-
ment among racially and educationally diverse parents of kindergarteners. The Elementary School 
Journal, 110, 81–91. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 598844

Parent and Teacher Involvement Measure—Teacher. (n.d.). Retrieved November 19, 2019, from https:// 
fastt rackp roject. org/ techr ept/p/ ptt/ index. php

Pianta, R. C., & Kraft-Sayre, M. (2003). Successful kindergarten transition: Your guide to connecting 
children, families, & schools: PH Brookes.

Powell, D. R., Son, S.-H., File, N., & San Juan, R. R. (2010). Parent–school relationships and children’s 
academic and social outcomes in public school pre-kindergarten. Journal of School Psychology, 48, 
269–292. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2010. 03. 002

Quiocho, A. M., & Daoud, A. M. (2006). Dispelling myths about Latino parent participation in schools. 
In The Educational Forum (Vol. 70, No. 3, pp. 255–267). Taylor & Francis Group. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 00131 72060 89849 01

https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2012.724668
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v12n72.2004
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000169
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000169
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.1986.12085242
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2010.488049
https://doi.org/10.1086/657652
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022262625984
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405(00)00050-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405(00)00050-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(01)00084-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124511406719
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124511406719
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219899356
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219899356
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X1002100304
https://doi.org/10.1086/688167
https://doi.org/10.1086/598844
https://fasttrackproject.org/techrept/p/ptt/index.php
https://fasttrackproject.org/techrept/p/ptt/index.php
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2010.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131720608984901
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131720608984901


966 Child & Youth Care Forum (2022) 51:937–966

1 3

Reynolds, A. J. (1992). Comparing measures of parental involvement and their effects on academic 
achievement. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 7(3), 441–462. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0885- 
2006(92) 90031-S

Reynolds, A. D., Crea, T. M., Medina, J., Degnan, E., & McRoy, R. (2015). A mixed-methods case study 
of parent involvement in an urban high school serving minority students. Urban Education, 50, 
750–775. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00420 85914 53472

Rimm-Kaufman, S., & Pianta, R. C. (2000). An ecological perspective on the transition to kindergarten: 
A theoretical framework to guide empirical research. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 21(5), 491–511. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0193- 3973(00) 00051-4

Rimm-Kaufman, S., Pianta, R. C., Cox, M. J., & Bradley, R. H. (2003). Teacher-rated family involve-
ment and children’s social and academic outcomes in kindergarten. Early Education and Develop-
ment, 14, 179–198. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1207/ s1556 6935e ed1402_3

Schilpzand, E. J., Sciberras, E., Efron, D., Anderson, V., & Nicholson, J. M. (2015). Improving survey 
response rates from parents in school-based research using a multi-level approach. PLoS One, 10, 
e0126950.

Schulting, A. B., Malone, P. S., & Dodge, K. A. (2005). The effect of school-based kindergarten transi-
tion policies and practices on child academic outcomes. Developmental Psychology, 41, 60. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0012- 1649. 41.6. 860

Sheridan, S. M., Bovaird, J. A., Glover, T. A., Garbacz, S. A., Witte, A., & Kwon, K. (2012). A rand-
omized trial examining the effects of conjoint behavioral consultation and the mediating role of the 
parent–teacher relationship. School Psychology Review, 41, 23–46. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02796 
015. 2012. 12087 374

Thompson, A. M., Herman, K. C., Stormont, M. A., Reinke, W. M., & Webster-Stratton, C. (2017). 
Impact of Incredible Years® on teacher perceptions of parental involvement: A latent transition 
analysis. Journal of School Psychology, 62, 51–65. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2017. 03. 003

Turney, K., & Kao, G. (2009). Barriers to school involvement: Are immigrant parents disadvantaged? 
The Journal of Educational Research, 102, 257–271. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3200/ JOER. 102.4. 257- 271

Waanders, C., Mendez, J. L., & Downer, J. T. (2007). Parent characteristics, economic stress and neigh-
borhood context as predictors of parent involvement in preschool children’s education. Journal of 
School Psychology, 45(6), 619–636. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2007. 07. 003

Institute of Education Services. (2017). What works clearinghouse procedures handbook (Version 4.0). 
Retrieved from https:// ies. ed. gov/ ncee/ wwc/ handb ooks

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0885-2006(92)90031-S
https://doi.org/10.1016/0885-2006(92)90031-S
https://doi.org/10.1177/004208591453472
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0193-3973(00)00051-4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed1402_3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.6.860
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.6.860
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2012.12087374
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2012.12087374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.4.257-271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2007.07.003
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/handbooks


Child & Youth Care Forum is a copyright of Springer, 2022. All Rights Reserved.


	Teacher Perceptions of Preschool Parent Engagement: Causal Effects of a Connection-Focused Intervention
	Abstract
	Background 
	Objective 
	Method 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Parent Engagement During Preschool

	A Connection-Focused Approach to Increasing Parent Engagement
	KTP-Classroom: Changing the Preschool Environment
	KTP + : Building Connections Through Home Visiting
	Heterogeneity in the Impacts of KTP on Home-School Connections
	Method
	Research Design and Overview
	Participants
	Kindergarten Transition Practices Interventions
	Measures
	Analytical Approach
	Missing Data

	Results
	Initial Equivalence of Study Conditions
	Main Effects of KTP Intervention on Teacher Perceptions of Parent Involvement, Parent-Teacher Relationships and Parent Values
	KTP Effects Moderated by RaceEthnicity, Maternal Education, and Behavior Control

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


