University of South Florida

DIGITAL COMMONS Digital Commons @ University of

@ UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA South Florida
USF Tampa Graduate Theses and Dissertations USF Graduate Theses and Dissertations
11-6-2014

Social-Emotional Strengths and Academic Outcomes In
Kindergarten Students

Bryan B. Bander
University of South Florida, bbander@mail.usf.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/etd

b Part of the Educational Psychology Commons

Scholar Commons Citation

Bander, Bryan B., "Social-Emotional Strengths and Academic Outcomes In Kindergarten Students” (2014).
USF Tampa Graduate Theses and Dissertations.

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/etd/5448

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the USF Graduate Theses and Dissertations at Digital
Commons @ University of South Florida. It has been accepted for inclusion in USF Tampa Graduate Theses and
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ University of South Florida. For more
information, please contact digitalcommons@usf.edu.


https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/grad_etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.usf.edu%2Fetd%2F5448&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/798?utm_source=digitalcommons.usf.edu%2Fetd%2F5448&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digitalcommons@usf.edu

Social-Emotional Strengths and Academic Outcomes

In Kindergarten Students

by

Bryan B. Bander

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Education Specialist
Department of Educational and Psychological Studies
College of Education
University of South Florida

Major Professor: Julia Ogg, Ph.D.
Shannon Suldo, Ph.D.
Robert Dedrick, Ph.D.

Date of Approval:
November 6, 2014

Keywords: early literacy achievement, early mathi@eement, kindergarten, social-emotional
strengths, strength-based assessment

Copyright © 2014, Bryan B. Bander



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| would like to express my deepest gratitude toamymittee chair, Dr. Julia Ogg, who
has spent countless hours providing me invalua#dldack, assistance, and encouragement in
order to produce high quality research. Withoutd@tinued support, this project would not
have been possible. | am extremely grateful forammouragement and knowledge throughout
this entire process. | would also like to thank atlyer two committee members, Dr. Shannon
Suldo and Dr. Robert Dedrick for their continuegsort with this project, and their willingness
to meet and provide feedback whenever needed.dlsorextremely grateful for the early
childhood research group, as they provided assistasth the data collection process. Finally, |
am extremely grateful to my family, friends, andieagues. They have provided me an
abundance of support and encouragement throughisutzhole project. They continued to push

me to work harder and to never give up, and fat, theam forever grateful.



Table of Contents

List of Tables
Abstract
Chapter I: Introduction
Statement of the problem
Purpose of the Current Study
Definition of Key Terms
Early literacy skills
Early numeracy skills
Social-emotional strengths
Social competence
Self-regulation
Empathy
Responsibility
Strength-based assessment
Research Questions
Hypotheses
Significance of the Study
Chapter II: Review of the Literature
Strength-based Assessments
Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience
Teacher Identification of Key Readiness Skills
Links Between Social-Emotional Competence andtResDutcomes
Domains of Social-Emotional Competence
Social competence
Empathy
Self-regulation
Responsibility
Cross Informant Ratings
Summary of the Literature
Chapter Ill: Method
Participants
Data source
Study sample
Students
Teachers
Parents
Measures
Tests of early literacy
Missing number fluency

=

O~NOoOOOOCOOOOTOTU U AR RIS

13



Social Emotional Assets and Resilience Scaleaci@&r Short Form

(SEARS-T-SF) 48
Parent demographic form 50
Social Emotional Assets and Resilience ScalererR4SEARS-P) 50
Data Collection Procedures 51
Data Analyses 55
Preliminary analyses 55
Primary analyses 56
Chapter IV: Results 59
Data Screening 59
Variable Construction 60
SES 60
Early Literacy 60
Early Math Skills 60
SEARS-P Social Competence 60
SEARS-P Self-Regulation/Responsibility 61
SEARS-P Empathy 61
SEARS-P Total 61
SEARS-T Total 61
Screening for Outliers 62
Descriptive Analyses 62
Scale Reliability 63
Correlational Analyses 65
Comparison of U.S. and Canada Data 66
Regression Analyses 75
Research question 1 75
Research question 2 77
Research question 3 78
Research question 4 81
Correlation Analyses 82
Research question 5 82
Z-score for Dependent Correlations Analysis 83
Research question 6 83
Research question 7 83
Chapter V: Discussion 84
Parent Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths acdd&émic Outcomes 84
Teacher Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths/Aratlemic Outcomes 89
Relationship Between Parent and Teacher Ratin§ecil-Emotional Strengths 91
Parent and Teacher Ratings of Social-Emotionangths as Predictors of
Academic Achievement 93
Contributions to the Literature 95
Limitations and Future Directions for Research 97
Implications for School Psychologists 99
References 102
Appendices 112

Appendix A: Parent Demographic Questionnaire 112
i



Appendix B: Parent Consent Form 115
Appendix C: Verbal Assent Description 118
Appendix D: Teacher Consent Form 119



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

Table 9.

Table 10.

Table 11.

Table 12.

Table 13.

Table 14.

Table 15.

Table 16.

List of Tables
Overlap Between Conceptualizations ofé&@motional Assets
U.S. School Demographics
Demographic Features of Student Partitgpan
Demographic Features of Parent Particgpant
Study Assessment Timeline
Descriptive Statistics for Variables terest
Cronbach’s Alpha) for all Measures Utilized in Analyses
Intercorrelations between Variables
Descriptive Statistics for U.S. and Caaadfariables of Interest
Cronbach’s Alpha)(for all Measures Utilized in Analyses
Intercorrelations Between Variables fd8.land Canada
T-tests for Continuous Variables Betwde®. and Canada Sample

Summary Analyses for Parent Ratings ofé&b&motional Strengths as
Predictors of Early Literacy

Summary Analyses for Parent Ratings oféb&motional Strengths as
Predictors of Early Math Skills

Summary Analyses for Teacher Ratingsoofeb-Emotional Strengths as
Predictors of Early Literacy Skills

Summary Analyses for Teacher Ratingsoofes-Emotional Strengths as
Predictors of Early Math Skills

19

42

43

44

45

64

65

67

70

71

72

74

77

79

80

82



Abstract

Social-emotional competence has received increaseqtion as being critical to a
student’s success in the classroom. Social-emdtstrengths are multidimensional and include
assets such as social competence, self-regulaopathy, and responsibility; however, previous
research has not investigated which of these dtisrapntribute most to a student’s academic
success. Additionally, limited research has ingadé&d the use of multiple informants (e.qg.,
parents and teachers) to determine whose percem@rermore predictive of academic
achievement in kindergarten students. This studyréxed the relationship between social-
emotional strengths, as rated by parents and teaohe¢he SEARS (Merrell, 2011), and
academic outcomes, using the AIMSweb Tests of Hatéyacy (Shinn & Shinn, 2008) and
Missing Number Fluency (Clarke & Shinn, 2004b)kindergarten students € 154). A
moderate, positive relationship between parentt@acher ratings of social-emotional strengths
was obtained. When prior achievement was remoaed the regression equation, social
competence, as measured by parents, was the gnifiGant predictor of current achievement in
early literacy. No social-emotional strength, aedeby parents, was a significant predictor of
early math achievement regardless of includingeoraving prior achievement from the
regression equation. Additionally, teacher-rateadltstrengths were predictive of current
achievement in reading, when controlling for pachievement, and for math, when prior
achievement was removed from the equation. Teaeakiags of total strengths were thus found
to be more predictive than parent ratings of acacl@shievement in reading, but not math.

Implications of findings and suggestions for futugeearch are discussed.
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Chapter I: Introduction

Statement of the Problem

In the United States there is increasing focushngoroving the academic achievement of
all students. With this increased emphasis on ingat@academic performance, reforms such as
the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in Enghsigihlage Arts and Mathematics have
been developed. As a result of these reforms, atiad#emands are becoming more rigorous for
young students. With the adoption of the CCSS esttgdare now being asked to learn more than
90 skills in reading and math, such as to recitedl@mames, letter sounds, and count to 20, at an
earlier age (Almon & Miller, 2011). As the focus academic achievement increases, some
early childhood educators are worried about thétplbo teach other important developmental
skills, such as appropriate social skills (Zubray2K11). This is of particular importance given
that past research has demonstrated that teaatliergebappropriate social-emotional skills (e.qg.,
communicating feeling, working independently, aalliolving rules) are critical for kindergarten
success (Johnson, Gallagher, Cook, & Wong, 199%;lawrence, & Gorrell, 2003; Rimm-
Kauffman, Pianta, & Cox, 2000), yet many studeatk Isuch skills upon entering kindergarten
(Rimm-Kauffman, et al., 2000). This belief stemsnfrthe thought that if students do not possess
the necessary skills to appropriately function tlassroom, they will be unable to successfully
learn the academic curriculum.

Social-emotional strengths are defined as a stigdahility to “manage emotions, care
about others, behave responsibly, and maintairtipesnterpersonal relationships” (Wilczenski

& Coomey, 2010, p. 1325). Previous research hafroted beliefs about the importance of
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social-emotional skills in predicting academic as@ment and positive school adjustment
(Denham, 2006; Hair, Halle, Terry-Humen, LavelleC&lkins, 2006; Shields et al., 2001).
Students who possess social-emotional competerstiels,as relationship skills and problem
solving, tend to be more ready and adjust bettechmol (Denham, 2006). Moreover, students
with higher social-emotional competence have hidgnzls of academic achievement
concurrently and in the future (Caprara, Barbatgrighstoralli, Bandura, & Zimbardo, 2000;
Hair et al., 2006; Raver & Knitzer, 2002). Spedalflg, kindergarten students who have been
rated higher in the domains of social competeneg, {nterpersonal skills) and self-regulation
(i.e., regulating behaviors and emotions) haveebeitademic outcomes in kindergarten, as well
as first and second grade, as compared to theis pd® received lower ratings in these domains
(Howse, Lang, Farran, & Boyles, 2003; Ladd, Bir&Buhs, 1999; O’'Neil, Welsh, Parke,

Wang, & Strand, 1997; Shields et al., 2001). Altloextensive research has focused on social-
emotional assets such as interpersonal skillsrésssarch has focused on the impact of other
social-emotional strengths, such as empathy ampdbnsghle decision making, in kindergarten
students. However, research with older student$sleapport to the hypothesis that these
domains of social-emotional competence also rétakegher academic outcomes. For example,
in a sample of students between the ages of 8-k yEeshbach and Feshbach (1987) reported
that empathy was predictive of higher achievememéading and spelling for female students.
Given the beliefs held by teachers about the ingpae of social-emotional skills, and previous
research indicating a positive relationship with@demic achievement, additional research is
needed to explore social-emotional strengths imgaiudents. Specifically, with the limited
research on the relationship between responsilgiside making and empathy with academic

achievement in kindergarten, future research shiogldde these two constructs.
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Additional research on student strengths alsalbwoh the movement in the field of
psychology that emphasizes student assets. Tideofipsychology has traditionally focused on
deficits within a person rather than on their pesitharacteristics. In the past few decades, the
field has shifted the focus away from solely usanggeficit based model to also focusing on
student strengths (Huebner & Gilman, 2003; Selig&&sikszentmihalyi, 2000). To represent
the importance of measuring both positive and negaharacteristics in students, a dual factor
model has been introduced that proposes that dsiden fall in to one of four categories
(complete mental health, or high subjective welhgeand low psychopathology; symptomatic
but content, or high levels of both wellness angthspathology; vulnerable, or low levels of
both subjective well-being and psychopathology; siadbled, or low levels of wellness and
high levels of psychopathology) as opposed towtedategories (complete mental health and
troubled) proposed by traditional views (Antaramidnebner, Hills, & Valois, 2010; Suldo &
Shaffer, 2008). Specifically, this view holds tpatitive indicators such as life satisfaction can
co-occur with psychopathology rather than beingpposite ends of the continuum (Antaramian
et al., 2010; Suldo & Shaffer, 2008). Additionaltgsearch has shown that students with higher
levels of positive life indicators, such as liféisaction, have better outcomes in various areas
(e.g., academics, physical health) regardlesseif lavels of psychopathology (Antaramian et
al., 2010; Suldo & Shaffer, 2008).

It is clear that there is a need to better undedsteow student strengths relate to
outcomes in young students. As the field of scipsgtchology moves towards a model of
prevention and intervention, focusing on a studesifengths can then help inform interventions
based on building upon those strengths or competedimerson, Sharkey, Nyborg, & Furlong,

2004).



Purpose of the Current Study

The purpose of the current study was to contribwmte growing literature base and
inform prevention and interventions efforts basadhe relationship between kindergarten
students’ social-emotional strengths and achievémeeading and math. Although previous
literature has shown a positive relationship betwsadent social-emotional strengths and
academic achievement, most research has focusadmad definition of social-emotional
competence, or has focused on only one aspectoaidmf social-emotional competence.
Therefore, the current study adds to the literabyrasing a multidimensional scale measuring
key constructs of social-emotional strengths teeine which, if any, may be more strongly
related to academic achievement. In terms of anadguccess, most previous research has
focused on broad measures of academic outcomédsasuetter grades and standardized tests, as
opposed to measures that assess key basic eatiggeand numeracy skills that are sensitive to
growth across the academic year. To address thiglya current study measured reading and
math outcomes using curriculum-based measureshvgnavide a more detailed picture of
specific early numeracy and literacy skills (ShiR@08).

Additionally, the current study examined the tielaship between cross informant ratings
(i.e., parents and teachers) of kindergarten ststtal strengths. Previous studies examining
relationships between kindergarten students’ s@iadtional assets and academic achievement
typically have only used one rater (Hair et alQ@)0 or have used two raters within the same
setting (teacher and peers; Caprara et al., 2@@mining ratings by multiple informants across
settings allowed for the examination of the levighgreement between raters and whether parent
or teacher ratings are more predictive of acadeuicomes. This could provide insight for

practitioners in considering ratings from multigleurces.
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Definition of Key Terms

Early literacy skills. Early literacy skills have been defined as critjgad-reading skills,
such as phonemic awareness and phonics (e.ghithg to name letters, provide the sounds of
letters, and read nonsense words; National Redthngl, 2000). In the present study, early
literacy skills referred to the student’s fluenayaiccurately identifying letter names and letter
sounds. Specifically, letter naming and letter sbsicores were combined by taking the average
of the two to yield one early literacy score.

Early numeracy skills. Early numeracy skills refer to a set of skillsta early stages of
the development of number sense, including undsistg the meaning of numbers, and the
different relationships among numbers (Clarke &8h2004a). For the current study, early
numeracy skills referred to the student’s fluencyccurately identifying the missing number in
an order of three consecutive numbers.

Social-emotional strengths. Social-emotional strengths are a student’s aliity
“manage their emotions, care about others, behesponsibly, and maintain positive
interpersonal relationships” (Wilczenski & Coom@@10, p. 1325). In the present study, the
level of students’ social-emotional strengths waec#ically measured in four different domains
(social competence, self-regulation, empathy, asgansibility).

Social competence. Social competence is defined as a student’s “gliditmaintain
friendships with his or her peers, engage in effecterbal communication, and feel comfortable
around groups of peers” (Merrell, 2011, p. 3). S@xamples of items measuring this construct
include “Makes friends” and “Is comfortable talkitmothers” and “Is comfortable working in

groups” (Merrell, 2011, p. 59).



Self-regulation. Self-regulation is defined as a student’s “self-gam@&ss, metacognition,
interpersonal insight, self-management, and doettiMerrell, 2011, p. 3). Examples of items
measuring this construct include “Can calm downmigset” and “Stays in control” (Merrell,
2011, p. 59).

Empathy. Empathy is defined as the student’s “ability to ewrsiand and relate to others’
situations and feelings” (Merrell, 2011, p. 3). Bxaes of items measuring empathy include
“Cares what happens” and “Tries to help others”rflélg 2011, p. 59).

Responsibility. Responsibility is defined as a student’s “abiltyaiccept responsibility,
behave conscientiously and ability to think befacang” (Merrell, 2011, p. 3). Some examples
of items measuring this construct include “Acceaptgponsibility” and “I trust her/him” (Merrell,
2011, p. 59).

Strength-based assessment. Strength-based assessments refer to assessménts tha
measure the emotional and behavioral skills, coenméts, and positive characteristics of
students (Cohn, Merrell, Felver-Grant, Tom, & Eddtu2009; LeBuffe & Shapiro, 2004).
Resear ch Questions

To investigate the relationship between social-éwnat strengths and academic
achievement for kindergarten students, the follgwesearch questions were examined:

1. To what extent do parent ratings of students’ $amaotional strengths predict early
literacy skills at the end of kindergarten, whi&ing into account early literacy
scores at the beginning of kindergarten?

a. Specifically in the domain of social competence?
b. Specifically in the domain of self-regulation/resgility?

c. Specifically in the domain of empathy?

6



2. To what extent do parent ratings of students’ damaotional strengths predict early
numeracy skills at the end of kindergarten, whaldrg into account early math
scores at the beginning of kindergarten?

a. Specifically in the domain of social competence?
b. Specifically in the domain of self-regulation/resgility?
c. Specifically in the domain of empathy?

3. To what extent do teacher ratings of student’sadaanotional strengths (i.e., total
strengths score) predict early literacy skillshet €nd of kindergarten, while taking
into account early literacy scores at the beginwihkindergarten?

4. To what extent do teacher ratings of student’'sadamnotional strengths (i.e., total
strengths score) predict early numeracy skillhatend of kindergarten, while taking
into account early numeracy scores at the beginoiitkgndergarten?

5. To what extent are parent ratings of students! &itangth related to teacher ratings
of students’ total strengths?

6. Do parent or teacher ratings of social-emotionangjths better predict kindergarten
student outcomes in early literacy?

7. Do parent or teacher ratings of social-emotionangjths better predict kindergarten
student outcomes in early numeracy?

Hypotheses

Regarding research questions 1 through 4, it wpsthesized that students’ social-
emotional strengths (i.e., social competence, emypatlf-regulation, responsibility) will have a
positive relationship with higher reading and math&cs achievement scores in kindergarten.

This hypothesis is based on previous researclstiggiests social-emotional strengths are
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positively related to higher math and achievemeates (Denham et al., 2003; Hair et al., 2006).
In terms of which construct of social-emotionalllskwill relate more strongly with reading and
math scores, given that more research has beemnciaadn examining social competence and
self-regulation, as compared to empathy and redpititys it was hypothesized that social
competence and self-regulation would be more stya¢ated to academic achievement.
Additionally, given McClelland, Acock, and Morris@n(2006) line of research, which states that
work-related social-skills (self-regulation, respimlity) were predictive of early academic
achievement but not interpersonal skills, it wapdtiiesized that self-regulation/responsibility
would have an even stronger relationship than scommpetence. Moreover, given the strong
belief held by kindergarten teachers about the mapae of social-emotional strengths, it was
hypothesized that the relationship between socmtmnal strengths and academic outcomes
would be even stronger in young students as opposise found in previous literature on
older students.

Regarding research question 5, it was hypotheshmddarent ratings of kindergarten
student total strengths will have a moderate, pasrelationship with teacher ratings of
students’ total strengths. This hypothesis wasdaseprevious research suggesting that ratings
of students’ social-emotional functioning by crag®rmants (specifically parents and teachers)
tend to show a moderate correlation (Crane, Mir&ig/insler, 2011; Renk & Phares, 2004).
Finally, regarding research questions 6 and 7a# twpothesized that teacher ratings of social-
emotional strengths will be more predictive of amatct outcomes in kindergarten students
compared to parent ratings. This hypothesis isasgrevious research that has used teacher

ratings as opposed to parent ratings (Caprara, &04l0; Hair et al., 2006; O’Neil, Welsh, Parke,



Wang, & Strand, 1997), as well as the fact thah ¢ teacher ratings of social-emotional
strengths and academic outcomes occur in the saitiegs
Significance of the Study

This study contributes to the literature in severays. First, it adds to the literature by
including a multidimensional assessment tool taiifg which social-emotional competencies
are most strongly related to academic achievenmekindergarten students. The current
literature indicates that a focus on strength-basséssments can inform interventions by
identifying strengths that can be built upon (Jisoeret al., 2004). By examining which social-
emotional competency is most related to acadentmieaement in kindergarten students,
findings provide insight into which areas may be thost potent in terms of intervention.

Second, few studies have used multiple informanot® facross settings (e.g., teachers
and parents), and past research has typicallyusdy teachers as raters, or raters from the same
setting (teachers and peers). Therefore, the dustedy adds to the literature by including
ratings from both teachers and parents, as the@ssarch on parent-teacher agreement has
focused much of its attention on deficit based-ss®sents. Also the use of multiple informants
adds to the literature by providing data on whidlmimant (parent or teacher) better predicts
student’s outcomes. This information may also Ipetpvide more insight into comparing
findings from studies that rely on ratings from an®rmant. Also by examining which
informant better predicts student outcomes, schewthologists can make better informed
decisions about the assessment of their studerdsyhose ratings may yield more predictive

results.



Chapter |1 Literature Review

This chapter begins with a discussion of thedit@re reviewing the movement away
from a disease or deficit based model in psychotogsard a positive psychology model, which
emphasizes the importance of using strength-basssbsaments. This movement is based on
research that suggests only focusing on psychojmaghdoes not fully represent a child, such
that students who have low levels of psychopathot@m also have low levels of positive
indicators, such as life satisfaction (Suldo & $&&af2008). Next, social-emotional assets and
strengths are discussed as they relate to studimtslopment, followed by descriptions of each
of the four main strengths that will be examinethis study: social competence, self-
regulation, responsibility, and empathy. The imance of these constructs as they relate to
academic achievement will then be discussed. Nesdarch comparing parent and teacher
ratings of social-emotional assets and resiliendeoe reviewed. Finally, the need for the
current study is discussed.
Strength-Based Assessment

Historically, the field of psychology has focusedan individual’s deficits rather than
focusing on positive attributes. Furthermore, psyot)y has long focused on ways to heal a
person or solve their problems rather than on teegmtion of problems and building of
character strengths (Seligman & CsikszentmihaQ@®. Focusing attention on pathology rather
than positive attributes yields the false notioat tvellness is simply the absence of disease
symptoms. Within the last twenty years, the fidighasitive psychology has emerged (Huebner

& Gilman, 2003; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 200Besearch in this area supports the change
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from focusing solely on healing from the worst thsrin life to focusing on building positive
traits in life (Seligman, 2002).

Traditional views of mental health place psychophkity and happiness on a continuum,
each represented on opposite ends. Specificallyghaups were identified; those with low
levels of psychopathology and high levels of lifé¢isfaction (complete mental health), and those
with high levels of psychopathology and low levelife satisfaction (troubled). In contrast with
this traditional model of mental health, a dualté@enodel proposes that high life satisfaction
can co-occur with psychopathology (Antaramian, HepHills, & Valois, 2010; Greenspoon &
Saklofske, 2001; Suldo & Shaffer, 2008). This madeludes two categories beyond those
described in a traditional model (e.g., completatalehealth or troubled). Specifically two
additional categories exist: a person may have loethevels of psychopathology and low levels
of life satisfaction (vulnerable) or high levelskajth psychopathology and life-satisfaction
(symptomatic but content). Additionally, these piwsi characteristics have been shown to be
associated with positive outcomes. More specifjcailudents with higher ratings of life
satisfaction are more successful academicallyrepart higher levels of social support
(Antaramian et al., 2010; Suldo & Shaffer, 2008)

Given the empirical evidence that positive quaitad desirable outcomes (i.e.,
academic achievement) have been linked togethses th@ growing need for assessment tools
that provide information about student strengthsafier, 2008; Cohn et al., 2009). Strength-
based assessment is not a novel idea, but as eeideows about the gaps in solely using
deficit-based assessments, researchers are cogtittuseek new methods of assessment (Cohn
et al., 2009). Assessments based on strengths meesglls, competencies, and positive

characteristics (Cohn et al., 2009; LeBuffe & Shap2004), and can help inform interventions
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based on building the strengths of students (Jiomegs al., 2004). The rationale for strength-
based assessments is based on four main princif)es! children possess strengths, (2) by
focusing on strengths, motivation and behavior mups, (3) a deficiency in a skill is an
opportunity to learn a skill, and (4) families anere likely to be involved in intervention plans
built on strengths (Epstein, Dakan, Oswald, & Y2@0)1). By focusing on students’ positive
attributes, we move away from the historically udesttase focused model in which we wait for
students to fail in order to provide them with tlexessary supports to succeed. Rather, a
prevention focused model is emphasized where ttesfs on building a student’s strengths in
order to serve as protective factors against angdle (Jimerson et al., 2004; Lebuffe & Shapiro,
2004). As the field of school psychology moves tmggocusing our attention on a prevention
model, continuing the use of assessments soledo@s weaknesses will not allow us to make
the necessary strides to prevent student’s stradgbliekerson, 2007). Instead, a perspective
focused on building competencies in students velplour profession move in the direction of
preventing student struggles before they becomeduere.
Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience

This section provides relevant information aboetithportance of measuring one
domain of student strengths: social-emotional cdempees. First, the definition of student
strengths and social-emotional competencies witlibeussed. Next, evidence to support the
importance of social-emotional assets in youngdeeil is provided. This evidence comes from
two lines of research. The first area of reseasdbeliefs held by teachers regarding essential
school-readiness skills. The second line of reseaomes from evidence demonstrating the

relationship between social-emotional assets ahdrered academic outcomes.
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Student strengths encompass a variety of skiltdyaing academic, social, emotional,
and behavioral assets. Researchers have recogheedportance of social functioning as being
critical to a student’s success in school, andsbatal emotional competence is an important
predictor of academic achievement (Diperna & EJI®0102). In defining social-emotional
strengths, there has been a wide variety of defirstused. Social-emotional competencies can
be defined as a student’s ability to “manage emgticare about others, behave responsibly, and
maintain positive interpersonal relationships” (¥¢#énski & Coomey, 2010, p. 1325). Such
characteristics include interpersonal skills (gesitelationships with peers and adults), social
support, empathy, problem solving, emotional comipet and communicating emotions, self-
concept, self-management, social independencdtyabilisten and be attentive, and resilience
(Merrell, 2011; Shonkoff & Philips, 2000). Two lis®f research have supported the importance
of social emotional assets in young children. fitst is that teachers identify these skills as
very important for school readiness, and belieey thould be taught in the kindergarten
classroom. The second area of research linkslsauiational assets to other key desired
outcomes (e.g., achievement).

Teacher |dentification of Key Readiness Skills

With the increased emphasis on prevention and @#dyention, there has been a focus
on assessing children’s social-emotional behavianaarlier age (Gagnon, Nagle, &
Nickerson, 2007). In fact, research has indic#ttetikindergarten teachers believe that social
skills are more important for a child’s developmantl school readiness than academic skills
(Johnson, Gallagher, Cook, & Wong, 1995; Lin, Lavae, & Gorrell, 2003; Rimm-Kauffman,
Pianta, & Cox, 2000). Kindergarten teachers havesistently emphasized the importance of

following rules, working independently, playing Welith others, communicating their feelings,
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and demonstrating positive social skills in oraedd well (Johnson et al., 1995; Lin et al.,
2003). In a study conducted by Johnson et al. (199 kindergarten teachers rated various
skills in which they deemed important for kindetgar Of the 149 skills ranked by the teachers,
22 were identified as being important for the traos to kindergarten. From the 22 identified
skills, those pertaining to independence were rtdtedighest. In addition, 32%, or 7 of the 22
skills, were categorized in the social domain, mwetlided following classroom rules and
working independently. Additionally, communicatiskills were rated highly by teachers.
Conversely, teachers did not rate academic reagisielts as greatly important. Only 14%, or 3
of the 22 skills, were categorized in the acadafomain.

In a study conducted by Lin et al. (2003), teaatata from the ECLS-K was used to
investigate teacher beliefs about the most impo#dkilis for school readiness. Specifically,
teacher beliefs were differentiated by two conguacademic expectations (e.g., knows
colors/shapes, counts to 20, knows most alphabeétuse pencil/brush) and social expectations
(e.q., finishes task, takes turns/shares, probtdwing), not disruptive, sensitive to others, sits
still and alert, knows English, tells needs/thogghnd follows directions). Results of this study
indicated that teachers are mostly concerned Wwéh students’ social development in terms of
school readiness as opposed to their academis.sBpkecifically, of the 13 skills rated as
important by teachers, the top eight skills fellanthe social behaviors domain. Conversely,
academic skills occupied four of the five lowestkiags skills as rated by kindergarten teachers.

This research on teachers’ beliefs of importantskindergarten students must possess
is particularly important as past research hasestgd that many students entering school do not
possess the necessary social emotional skills (Rfaaiffman, et al., 2000). Specifically,

Rimm-Kauffman et al. (2000) conducted a study \8itho5 kindergarten teachers. They found
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that over one-third of kindergarten teachers ingidabout half of their class, or more, entered
kindergarten with a specific problem, includingléeting directions and working independently.
Of these problems, difficulty following directiomgs the highest, with about 46% of teachers

reporting half or more of their students possesthigydifficulty.

Links Between Social-Emotional Competence and Positive Outcomes

In support of teacher’s assertions that thesesskitk important, research supports the
notion that social-emotional competence contribtdes student’s school adjustment and school
readiness (Denham, 2006; Hair et al., 2006; Shigtids., 2001). This second line of research
highlighting the importance of social emotionaksgths indicates a positive relationship
between social-emotional competencies and acadechievement (Denham et al., 2003; Hair et
al., 2006). Additionally, it has been shown thaident social-emotional strengths provide
information that is important above and beyond justerstanding their deficits in this area. For
example, aggression, a negative indicator of s@stational competency, had a concurrent
negative relationship with academic achievemertdiminot predict later academic achievement
(Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastoralli, Bandura, & Zamo, 2000), while competencies related to
social competence and emotional and behavioralaggn have been shown to be related to and
predict later higher academic achievement scorapr@a et al., 2000; Denham, 2006; Elias,
2004; Hair et al., 2006; Raver & Knitzer, 2002).

The following section outlines research supporthegimportance of examining the
relationship between social-emotional competenceaaademic achievement in young students,
and more specifically, kindergarten students. Thdiss highlighted in this section represent key
studies and findings that examine the relationbleipgveen social-emotional strengths and

academic achievement among younger students.diséletion, social-emotional competence is
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broadly defined; however, a more in depth reviewhefrelationships between specific social-
emotional competencies and achievement will beudsed in a later section.

Caprara et al. (2000) conducted a study to exathmeelationship between early
prosocial behaviors and student academic achievieowen a five year span. A total of 294 third
grade students from Rome, Italy were included is $hmple. Measures included self-report
ratings, ratings from their peers, and teachengaton their degree of helpfulness, sharing,
kindness, and cooperativeness. Results indicatgdthdents who have higher social-emotional
assets had higher levels of academic achievempatifially, findings showed that students’
prosocial behavior (i.e., cooperativeness, kindnesipfulness, and ability to console) predicted
higher levels of academic achievement, both coeatlyr and in later grades.

Hair et al. (2006) examined multiple aspects obstheadiness, including
social/lemotional strengths of kindergarten studantshow these patterns predicted first grade
outcomes. Data was used from the Early Childhoaayitadinal Study-Kindergarten class of
1998-199914 = 17,219) in which social emotional developmensweaeasured by teacher’s
reports of a student’s level of self-control. Fimgs indicated that language and cognitive skills
are not the only factors that predict later acadesuccess. Even when language and cognitive
abilities were taken in to account, those studetitts the lowest math and readings scores in first
grade demonstrated below average abilities in beamtional skills (i.e., self-control) in
kindergarten.

Several narrative reviews in the literature hawe addressed the relationship between
social-emotional assets and school readiness. ligypeport by Raver and Knitzer (2002)
examined research on the social-emotional develapmeyoung students, and how these skills

are related to their school readiness and acaderhievement. Specifically, these authors
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reviewed literature on emotion regulation, soc@hpetence, antisocial behaviors, and academic
success. Based on their review of the literatueg #uggested that there is a connection between
social-emotional competence and academic achievesweh that, social-emotional competence
in the preschool years predicts higher academieaement in the first grade. Specifically,

young students are more likely to succeed in tinairsition to school, and have higher academic
outcomes if they possess the ability to relatd&irtpeers and teachers in positive ways, identify
and manage their feelings, and work attentivelppevatively, and independently.

Denham (2006) also conducted a narrative reviethefiterature exploring many facets
of social emotional competencies related to scheadliness. Specifically, the author reviewed
literature relevant to social relationship skiksq., taking turns, seeking help, joining others in
small group), social problem solving (ability tartk about social interactions and make
responsible decisions), and emotional and behdwiegalation (controlling, adapting,
inhibiting, and improving one’s emotions and bebas). Based on her review, Denham
concluded that each competency was related todersts school readiness (e.g., readiness to
learn, teachability) and is important to assessnf@arly childhood. Denham did not provide
information on which domain of social-emotional quetence was most strongly associated with
school readiness.

In sum, there is evidence that social-emotionaingths are important in kindergarten
students, and that there is a positive relationsbipreen student’s school readiness and
academic outcomes with social emotional competangeung students. Specifically, studies
have found that students with higher levels of @logmotional competence are more ready for
school, adjust better to the school setting, amieae higher academic success (Denham, 2006;

Hair et al., 2006; Raver & Knitzer, 2002).
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Domains of Social/Emotional Competence

There are many skills and competencies to consitien exploring social and emotional
development in children. Of the many facets of aslo@nd emotional development, Zins,
Bloodworth, Weissberg, and Walberg (2007) iderdifiee core competencies for successful
social and emotional learning. These competenniade self-management, self-awareness,
responsible decision making, relationship managénae social awareness. These
competencies were derived from the five competsraseoutlined by the organization the
Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotionahtning, also known as CASEL (Zins et al.,
2007). In their discussion of important social Iskileeded to aid students in becoming
successful learners, Elliot, Roach, and Beddow &20@hlight the skills of cooperation,
assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-cd{t&RES). These social skills, as outlined by
Elliot et al. (2008), include behaviors such aphg others, asking others for information,
communicating with adults, showing concern for eshand responding appropriately to conflict
situations. Additionally, McClelland, Morrison, aiitblmes (2000) describe similar social skills,
known as learning-related social skills, but déigiate them in to two subcategories
(interpersonal skills and work-related skills).drgersonal skills refer to behaviors such as
interacting with others. Work-related social skitislude behaviors such as listening,
participating appropriately, and staying on taskich refer to constructs such as independence,
responsibility, self-regulation, and cooperatiomaHy, Merrell (2011) identified similar
constructs (social competence, self-regulatiompassibility, and empathy) representing positive
social and emotional skills, which he identifiedidg the development of the Social-Emotional
Assets and Resilience Scales (SEARS). These madefsrthered outlined in Table 1 below.

As seen in Table 1, each model consists of simdastructs, which includes self-management,
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self-regulation, social competence, empathy, aspdaesible decision making. For example,

each model highlights a construct in which studerteract with others in a positive manner,

which can be represented by the construct of scomlpetence.

Table 1

Overlap between Conceptualizations of Social-Emealidssets

Zins et al. (2007) and
CASEL (2003)

McClelland et al.
(2000)

Merrell (2011)

Elliot et al. (2008)

Relationship management

Social competence Interpersonal skills

(communication, social
engagement, and building
relationships)

Self-awarenesédentifying
and recognizing emotions,
accurate self-perception)

Self-managemer{impulse
control and stress
management)

Responsible decision makingResponsibility

(maintain friendships, (positive interactions

effective verbal with peers, sharing,

communication) cooperation, respect
peers)

Work-related skills
(independence,
responsibility, self-
regulation,
cooperation)

Self-regulation(self-
awareness, self-

management)

Work-related skills

(problem identification,
analysis, and solving;

personal, moral, and ethical before acting)

responsibility)

Social awareness
(perspective taking,
empathy)

(accepts
responsibility, think

(independence,
responsibility, self-
regulation,
cooperation)

Empathy(understand Not Included
other’s feelings)

Cooperationthelping
others, sharing
materials)

Assertion(initiating
behaviors, responding
to others)

Self-control
(responding
appropriately to teasing
and corrective
feedback)

Responsibility(not in

young children)

Empathynot in young
children)

For the current study, Merrell’'s (2011) frameworksocial-emotional assets was

adopted, which is further explained in the follog/sections. Before identifying these four

constructs of social-emotional competencies, Mef2@l11) generated items from existing

assessments that focused on social-emotional gfier@onsidering the similarities in the items,

12 clusters were developed. These clusters incltrdadiship skills, empathy, interpersonal
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skills, social support, problem solving, emotiooampetence, social maturity, global self-
concept, self-management, social independencejtoagstrategies, and resilience. Merrell
reports that when these clusters were examined ohasely there was overlap between the
domains and therefore he conducted a careful exaimmof each cluster with the purpose of
deleting repetitive items. When examining eachtelyserrell, along with assistance from his
graduate students, examined the importance ofiggmtto that particular cluster, as well as the
ease and understandability of that item. This steplted in a total of 54 items to be included in
the measure. Six professionals with expertise alaé@motional development and functioning in
children and adolescents were then asked to serileeaontent validation panel, and provided
feedback on ease of understanding each item, &k representation of a key construct, and
the appropriateness for use with a diverse populafihis procedure concluded with the
modification of some items, as well as the addibbA0 items, for a total number of 64 items.
Items were then reworded and organized in to foogscinformant rating scales (child,
ages 8-12; adolescent, ages 13-18; parent, agésand teacher, ages 5-18). After this step, the
number of items decreased for a total ranging betvée® and 54, depending on the measure.
Exploratory factor analyses were then conducted tha clusters were collapsed to minimize the
item pool to a total of 35 to 41 items (dependingrdormant). For the parent form, three labels
or domains were identified determined from the camaility of the item content, which
accounted for 48.82% of the variance. Self-regodtesponsibility accounted for 39.00% of the
variance, Social-Competence accounted for 5.86#eo¥ariance, and Empathy accounted for
3.56% of the variance. For the teacher form, fammadins or labels were identified, and
accounted for 63.19 % of the variance. The firstdg labeled Responsibility, accounted for

49.88% of the variance. The second factor, Soaahgetence, accounted for 6.91% of the
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variance. The third factor, Self-regulation, acdedrfor 3.8% of the variance. Finally, the last
factor, Empathy, accounted for 2.6% of the variance

Finally, confirmatory factor analyses were perfodhe further establish validity of the
items, and four main constructs (i.e., social campee, self-regulation, responsibility, and
empathy) were identified (Merrell, 2011). For treegnt form, self-regulation and responsibility
were combined in to one domain. The overall fittef model was acceptabjg(692) =
4027.53°/df = 5.82; CFI = .85; RMSEA = .069; SRMR = .063actor loading for items in
the Self-regulation/Responsibility domain rangeahfr.48 to .77. For Social Competence, factor
loadings ranged from .45 to .82, and the loadingbé empathy domain ranged from .48 to .71.

The overall fit of the model for the teacher forrasastrongy?(2) = 7.765p = .021; CFI
=.997; RMSEA = .059; SRMR =.009). Factor loadiogthe teacher form fell between .58 and
.83 for Responsibility, .39 and .87 for Social Catgmce, -.34 and -.87 for Self-regulation, and
.30 to .60 for empathy. The following sectiondlfier discuss each of the four constructs in
terms of their definitions, their importance inlgarhildhood, and links to academic
achievement (especially in kindergarten whereittiemation was available).
Social Competence

Social competence is a term widely used througtimutiterature. As Rose-Krasnor
(1997) notes, the term social competence is usegsgarch in a way that implies authors share a
universal comprehension of the definition. Howewach author’s use of the term social
competence emphasizes different components. Inringew of the literature, Rose-Krasnor
(21997) highlights a number of definitions that hédeen used for social competence since the
late 1950s. Each definition focuses on differemhponents, such as “behavior that reflects

successful social functioning with peers” (Howe381, p. 253), and “the development of the
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social-cognitive skills and knowledge, including tbapacity for emotional control...” (Yeates &
Selman, 1989, p. 66).

Social competence is thus considered to be a aygtied construct (Eisenberg, Fabes, &
Spinrad, 2006; Howes, 1987; Mayr & Ulich, 2009) qgoised of elements including emotional
competence (Denham et al, 2003), social behavroskills (Rose-Krasnor, 1997), and verbal
communication (Merrell, 2011). One of the most bafinitions of social competence is one’s
“effectiveness in social interaction” (Rose-Krasn®97, p.111). Merrell (2011) expands upon
this basic definition, incorporating all three eksmts (emotional, social, and verbal competence)
to define social competence as the students’ tglidi maintain friendships with his or her peers,
engage in effective verbal communication, and ¢eehfortable around groups of peers” (pg. 3).

Mayr and Ulich (2009) describe three social compats that are emphasized and
relevant to students in school settings with regarschool readiness: assertive behaviors (ability
to say what they want), prosocial behaviors (coajieg with peers), and social
integration/social performance (friendships). Adbhally, students with higher social
competence develop better attitudes towards schodlachieve at a higher academic level
(Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 1999). Specifically, elemenfssocial competence such as positive
interactions with teachers and peers, social skafisl peer acceptance predict academic success
(Izard, et al., 2001; O’'Neil, Welsh, Parke, WangS&and, 1997).

Ladd et al. (1999) conducted two separate studiggich they investigated early school
adjustment in kindergarten students. Their studmessisted of 200 and 199 kindergarten
students respectively. Data on student’s behavgtyégs, relationships (peer acceptance, number
of best friends, teacher-child relationship), dleaes participation, and achievement (e.g.,

matching individual letters and basic math congep&se collected throughout the kindergarten
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year. Results indicated that students who formerkrpositive relationships through successful
interactions (higher social competence) tendedattigippate more in the classroom, and had
higher achievement scores at the end of the yadtitidnally, Ladd et al. (1999) found some
differences between genders. Specifically, the@stfound that males displayed more anti-
social behaviors than females, which was assocwitidower peer group acceptance.
Therefore, they hypothesized that higher ratingsnpifsocial ratings in males resulted in lower
ratings of social competence.

O’Neil et al. (1997) conducted a longitudinal studyvhich they examined how
academic achievement in first and second gradestsdvas related to the student’s social status
during kindergarten, first, and second grade. Altot 345 students were recruited for the study.
Data on the student’s social acceptance were nehbyrpeer-based assessments, and were
collected during their kindergarten, first, andm®t grade years. Academic achievement was
collected from the student’s report cards in faistl second grade, standardized test scores in
second grade, and teacher evaluations in mathesraateclanguage in the first and second
grades. Results indicated that student’s with stabtial acceptance (across kindergarten, first,
and second grade) performed better academicafigsirand second grade as compared to their
peers with high social rejection ratings.

Overall, social competence, or the ability to pesly interact with peers and adults, and
maintain friendships, has been shown to be pogtnatated to important academic outcomes
for early elementary students. Specifically, studerho enter kindergarten and exhibit higher
levels of social competence are better able toantewith their teachers and peers, as well as
attain higher levels of academic achievement irhmaad reading concurrently and as they

progress through school (Izard, et al., 2001; Leidal., 1999; O’Nelil, et al., 1997). Therefore,
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since social competence is positively related wdesit’'s academic achievement, it is important
for educators to not only focus our attention ardent’s acquisition of academic skills, but also
on the development of their skills in positivelyaracting with others.

Empathy

Another aspect of social-emotional developmentifdeen is their ability to put
themselves in the place of others and show respeictompassion for others. The definition of
empathy varies. Eisenberg et al. (2006) define ¢mypas “an affective response that stems from
the apprehension or comprehension of another’sienatstate or condition, and which is
similar to what the other person is feeling or vabbé expected to feel” (p. 647). Merrell (2011)
defines empathy as the students’ “ability to emizatbthers’ situations and feelings” (p. 3).
Although empathy and other characteristics of eomati competence continue to develop
throughout the lifespan, young students (i.e.,@reslers) possess the necessary precursor skills
of empathy in which they can detect their own atheeds emotional states, as well as being able
to speak about them fluently (Denham et al., 2008)en measuring empathy, it is important to
distinguish empathy from other emotional resposses as sympathy, as the two are often
confused with each other. Although sympathy is aléorm of perspective taking on emotions, it
generally refers to feeling sorrow or concern fmamgone who may be in distress rather than
feeling the same emotions as the person in tharexe (Eisenberg et al., 2006).

In some cases, empathy has been identified asspeetaunder the broader definition of
prosocial behaviors (Eisenberg et al., 2006) anabsstively related to social competence
(Caprara, et al., 2000; Spinrad & Eisenberg, 20@2puse students who show concern for others
are often seen positively by their peers. Moreo8ginrad and Eisenberg (2009) suggest that

prosocial behaviors, including empathy, may playnaportant role in the social success of
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students. Those who are more prosocial, especrahg empathic, tend to be well liked by their
peers and teachers. Therefore, students who atékeel tend to receive more support from
others, and are more engaged in activities, setiein up for more success in the classroom.

A limited number of studies have explicitly invegtted the relationship between
empathy and academic achievement. However, giarethpathy has been identified as one
aspect of prosocial behavior, research examiniagefationship between prosocial behaviors
and academic achievement is relevant. For exarivples and Stipek (2006) conducted a study
with approximately 400 kindergarten artigrade students in which they examined the
relationship between prosocial behaviors and eadyging achievement. Prosocial behaviors
were measured using a subscale from the Child Beh&cale (Ladd & Profilet, 1996).
Specifically, the four items measuring prosocididagors included, “helps other children”,
“shows recognition of the feelings of others; ispathetic”, “seems concerned when other
children are distressed”, and “offer help/comforten others are upset.” Results of their study
indicated a positive relationship between the sttidgrosocial behaviors and reading
achievement through th&grade. Although the relationship with the empathgcific items
and achievement was not examined specifically,dfudy does suggest that scales containing
items related to empathy have a significant retestiop with achievement.

Feshbach and Feshbach (1987) conducted a longiustirdy investigating the
relationship between student’'s empathy and acadachievement. A total of 76 students
between 10-11 years old, and 67 students betweesgis of 8 and 9 years old participated in
the study at time point one. Two years later,raetpoint two, 40 of the original 8 and 9 year old
students were retested to determine whether empagiaycted later academic success. Empathy

was measured using the Feshbach Audiovisual Meast@Empathy (Feshbach, 1982). This
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measure consists of a video presentation with DOnbmute vignettes. For each vignette, the
students are asked to circle the emotion theyesinfy. Their empathy score is then derived
from their match of their feelings to the feelirgfghe character in the vignettes. Students
achievement scores were measured using the WidgeRfschievement Test (Jastak & Jastak,
1978), which is a standardized measure yieldingesctmr math, reading, and spelling. Results
of the study indicated a positive concurrent relahip between empathy and reading
achievement in the 8 and 9 year old group of femyddat not for the older group of females, or
either age group of males. Additionally, resul@icated ratings of empathy at ages 8-9 were
predictive of academic achievement in reading guadling for girls two years later. Conversely,
empathy was not predictive of academic achievemnenbys.

Additionally, Shields et al. (2001) conducted adstto examine whether emotion
regulation, or the understanding of emotions inhaedl affective perspective taking, contributed
to preschoolers’ classroom adjustment. Participafhtisis study included a total of 49 Head
Start children from New England, ranging in agefr® ¥z to 5 years old. Data were collected at
three different time points over the school yearr the first two months of school, winter
months (midway through the school year), and duttreglast month of school. During time
point one, teacher ratings of students’ emotiomllagn, using the Emotion Regulation
Checklist (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997), and behayorblems, using the Preschool Behavior
Questionnaire (Behar & Stringfield, 1974), wereleded. At time point two, children’s
emotional understanding (i.e., emotion recognitsmif-awareness, emotion coping) was
assessed through interviews with the student (Vethbties were also assessed to control for
any confounding variables). Lastly, at time pohneg, teachers’ ratings of student school

adjustment, using the School Adjustment Questiorrn(@&@hields et al., 2001), and the Emotion
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Regulation Checklist (ERC; Shields & Cicchetti, IPWas also collected. Results of this study
indicated that higher levels of emotion regula@nime point one and higher levels of emotion
understanding at time point two predicted bett@ost adjustment at the end of the year.
Therefore, a student’s ability to control their tights, emotions has been linked to their
academic success in their classroom, as well asabiity to adapt to the classroom
environment.

In sum, previous research has indicated that pralsbehaviors, including empathy, are
positively related to academic success (FeshbaEbrshbach, 1987; Miles & Stipek, 2006;
Shields et al., 2001). However, much of the redebeas focused on prosocial behaviors more
broadly, rather than focusing on specific skillslsas empathy. Additionally, some researchers
have noted that empathy is less developed in yohiidren (Elliot et al., 2008) making it
unclear how important this skill may be to achieeam However, the limited research on this
topic suggests that empathy may be tied to othportant outcomes, like achievement, for at
least some students, in particular females. Gikerliited research explicitly investigating the
relationship between empathy and academic achievefugure research is needed.
Self-Regulation

The term self-regulation is synonymous with selfitcol. Self-regulation has been
defined as “regulating what one does and feelsigodisciplined; and controlling one’s appetites
and emotions” (Park, Peterson, & Seligman, 200806). Another definition provided for self-
regulation describes it as the student’s “self-&nass, metacognition, interpersonal insight,
self-management, and direction” (Merrell, 2011, pp.Mayr and Ulich (2009) describe self-
regulation as competencies at the cognitive lexgl. ( attentiveness), impulse and effortful

control (e.qg., wait patiently and listen to otheenotion regulation (e.g., appropriate expression
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and managing of emotions), and regulation of exghtoy behavior (e.g., interest and curiosity).
Therefore, the strength of self-regulation includetudent’s control of their thoughts, emotions,
and behaviors. This is important for students aspziencies at the cognitive level contribute to
their ability to be attentive in their classroorms,veell as to make the decisions on appropriate
behaviors to display.

Self-regulation has been shown to develop in ednriglhood, such that within the first
few years of their life, children begin buildingiltk enabling them to control their attention,
behaviors, and emotions (Masten & Coatsworth, 19883litionally, such skills continue to
develop as children grow up through various expess. Therefore, because experiences help
shape the development of self-regulation, a chié@dy years provides a perfect opportunity to
build upon such skills (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998).

Recent research has shown that self-regulatiopdsitve effects on students’ early
academic success and school adjustment. Howse, Eangn, and Boyles (2003) investigated
the impact of self-regulation on early academidaament. Their longitudinal study of three
years included a total of 127 students betweenekigatten and'3grade. Of these students, 85
were at-risk kindergarten and graders, scoring below thetﬁﬁercentile on the Developmental
Indicators for the Assessment of Learning-Revis®d\[-R) scale. The students were enrolled
in a Title 1 school, and were eligible for free arduced lunch. A second group of participants
included 42 students categorized ¥saad & grade students not at risk, and was recruited from
schools that served families of middle and uppeteih@i socioeconomic status. The authors
assessed student’s self-regulation through theRSsgtilation Test for Children (Kuhl & Kraska,
1993), which is a computerized task investigatirodidd’s ability to resist distractions, and

sustain focus on the task at hand. Additionallgckeers rated students’ levels self-regulation
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using the short form of the Instrumental Competedcale for Young Children, a measure of
student’s motivation and behavioral self-regulai@®@MPSCALE; Adler & Lang, 1997). In

terms of achievement, the younger students weesssd using the Test of Early Reading

Ability. Older students took the Peabody IndividAghievement tests for reading (PIAT-R).
Results of this study indicated that, regardlesstaisk status, self-regulation (both from the
teachers report and the student’s performanceendmputerized assessment) was found to be a
significant predictor of reading achievement.

Additionally, the study referenced above by Steadtlal. (2001) examined whether one
aspect of self-regulation, emotion regulation, dboted to preschoolers’ classroom adjustment.
Students between the ages of 3 %2 and 5 were ratdteo level of emotion regulation, behavior,
and early school adjustment by their teachers. IRestithis study indicated that higher levels of
emotion regulation at time point one predicteddyeithool adjustment at the end of the year.
Therefore, a student’s ability to control their tights, emotions, and behaviors has been linked
to their academic success in the classroom, asaswéheir ability to adapt to the classroom
environment.

In sum, self-regulation, or the ability to conra@ne’s emotions and behaviors, has been
widely researched through the years. Specificalf;:regulation has been viewed as a necessary
component that sets the groundwork for buildingftundation for resilience in early childhood
(Masten & Coatsworth, 1998). Additionally, reseahas shown that self-regulation predicts
better school adjustment and later reading achiem¢ém kindergarten students (Howse et al.,

2003; Shields et al., 2001).
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Responsibility

Although no widely accepted definition for respdmi#tly exists in the literature, there are
similar characteristics evident in the descriptitret have been used. Such characteristics
include identifying, analyzing, and solving a prerol, followed by evaluation and reflection in
order to make moral, ethical, and personal decss{@ms et al., 2007). By following this process
of making responsible decisions, one is able toktbefore they act, have control over their
actions, and is then held accountable for theipast as well as the effect on others (Macdonald
& Valdivieso, 2000). In measuring this construcefll (2011) defines responsibility as the
student’s “ability to accept responsibility, behaamscientiously, and ability to think before
acting” (p. 3). Limited research has been condurteéstigating the relationship between a
student’s responsibility and academic achievenesmecially in kindergarten students. One
possible reason may be that some authors havestaeddgbat responsibility does not develop
until later in childhood (Elliot et al., 2008). Tiedore, responsibility has received less attention
in younger students.

The available research exploring the relationskeifgvben responsibility and academic
achievement has identified responsibility as a wetlted social skill. In addition to
responsibility, work-related social skills alsolunte other social emotional strengths such as
independence, self-regulation, and cooperation (Rl&Ed, Acock, & Morrison, 2006;
McClelland, Morrison, & Holmes, 2000). McClellanta. (2000) conducted a longitudinal
study in which they examined the relationship betwkearning related skills, which includes
both work-related social skills and interpersondlsas subcategories, and academic
achievement with a sample of 295 students beginnikghdergarten and ending in second

grade. The Cooper-Farran Behavioral Rating Scélesger & Farran, 1991) were used to
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measure these social skills as rated by teachaisyas administered two months after the
beginning of the school year in kindergarten. Teeas academic skills, the Peabody Individual
Achievement Test-Revised (PIAT-R) was used for naauth reading (Markwardt, 1989), and the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) wged to measure students’ receptive
vocabulary skills (Dunn & Dunn, 1981), and were adstered during both kindergarten and
second grade. Results of this study indicatedwloak-related social skills were predictive of
academic achievement at the beginning of kindesga#fter controlling for other important
variables, such as IQ, previous experience in deletimicity, and parental education level.
Additionally, these work-related social skills cionited to be predictive of academic achievement
two years later, at the end of second grade. &galby, those with poor work-related skills had
lower achievement scores at the beginning of kigaléen compared to children with higher
work-related skills, and continued to stay behimese students through second grade.
Conversely, interpersonal skills were not predetf the student’s academic achievement. So
although the specific effects of responsibility manbe determined in this study, the impact of a
measure that included this factors was an impogeedictor of concurrent and future academic
performance.

McClelland et al. (2006) conducted a similar londinhal study with 260 students
beginning in kindergarten and ending in sixth grddehis study only work-related social skills
were measured, as previous research had indigaergérsonal skills did not predict academic
achievement (McClelland et al., 2000). The worlatet social skills were again measured by
the Cooper-Farran Behavioral Rating Scales (Co&gdearran, 1991), and academic
achievement in math and reading was measured gakody Individual Achievement Test-

Revised (PIAT-R; Markwardt, 1989). Student’s 1Qeagthnicity, and maternal education level
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were used as control variables. Results of thedysindicate that work-related social skills are
predictive of initial academic achievement scoassyell as growth of academic achievement
scores between kindergarten and second grade. 8etiveed grade and sixth grade, work-
related social skills predicted the initial levélamademic achievement in math and reading, such
that those with higher work-related social skiléltigher initial academic achievement scores
in math and reading compared to those with lowakwelated skills. However, work-related
social skills were not predictive of the growthtlbé students’ academic achievement in math
and reading betweerl’and &' grade.

Overall, responsibility and its relationship to demic achievement has not been widely
researched. Work-related social skills, which idelsithe subcategory of responsibility, in
kindergarten students has been identified as Higiked to higher academic achievement
throughout elementary school (McClelland et alQ2@McClelland et al., 2000). However,
research is lacking in the area of exploring tHki@nce responsibility has on students’ academic
achievement, specifically in kindergarten. Giveattbrevious research has indicated self-
regulation, another factor considered as a workteel skill, is related to academic achievement
(Howse et al., 2003; Shields et al., 2001), itifBadilt to determine how much of an influence
responsibility has on academic achievement. Thexetbere is a need for future research to
further explore the relationship of specific woated learning skills, such as responsibility, to
academic achievement, especially in younger stgdent

In sum, there are a number of models of socialtemal strengths, many of which
consist of similar constructs. Each model cong§tonstructs such as self-management, self-
regulation, social competence, responsible decisiaking, and empathy (CASEL, 2003; Elliot

et al., 2008; Merrell, 2011; Zins et al., 2007).sdenced in this section, such social-emotional
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skills have been shown to influence academic aelm@nt in students. However, less research
has focused on the individual influence of thesbisslparticularly responsibility and empathy.
Knowledge of how individual constructs relate thi@gement may help school professionals by
identifying the most potent intervention targetge@fically, by determining which individual
construct is most related to academic achievementan identify interventions that target that
specific skill. Therefore, further research is resktb determine the relationship to achievement
of each skill, rather than as social-emotionalrgjtls as a whole.

CrossInformant Ratings

Another key issue when considering social emotistraingths is the source of the
ratings and the settings in which these skillsextt@bited. Given that young students spend their
time in the classroom and at home, it is importarfbcus attention on ratings from multiple
informants rather than just one. The current eadibcuses on the assessment and ratings of
student’s social-emotional strengths. Specificdhg, use of multidimensional assessments,
including the use of multiple raters, and its intpace will be discussed. Next, sources of ratings
(e.g., parents and teachers) from previous stwdiebe examined. Finally, research examining
the agreement between multiple raters will be dised.

Effective assessment of students is considered tauitidimensional (Gagnon et al.,
2007). Obtaining information from multiple soureasreases the validity of the information
gathered, as it yields data from multiple contestsh as time and setting. In a longitudinal
study conducted by Verhulst, Koot, and Van der Hi®84), the researchers found that using a
combination of both teacher and parent ratingsigieglbetter predictive power for student’s
(ages 4-11) academic, behavioral, and mental heatdtomes over a six year time span as

compared to only using one informant. However, ointhe drawbacks of collecting data from
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multiple sources includes the possibility of caetflig information given that students’ behaviors
often differ depending on the environment in whilcly are observed and the perspective of the
individuals rating the behavior. Most researchassistent indicating that agreement of ratings
between multiple sources for deficit based assesstards to be low to moderate (Achenbach,
McConaughy, & Howell, 1987; Gresham, Elliot, CodMance, & Kettler, 2010).

Past research focusing on the relationship betweeial-emotional strengths and
academic achievement has typically used only ofoenrant in their ratings of social-emotional
competence. Those studies that have used two iafaeor rating a student’s social-emotional
development included those within the same setingh as teachers and peers (Caprara, et al.,
2000). For those studies that have included ong/informant for the ratings of students’ level
of social-emotional development, the informantdusave typically been teachers. For example,
the study conducted by Hair et al. (2006) only useaher ratings of student’s self-control to
determine the student’s level of social-emotiorelelopment. Additionally, studies that have
looked at specific aspects of social emotional tigraent, such as self-regulation and work-
related social skills have only used ratings bgheas. Given the benefits outlined above
regarding using multiple raters, future researafukhinclude ratings by multiple informants,
specifically those by teachers and parents. AsthioyeVerhulst et al. (1994), information
provided by the parents of young children can eobdhe validity of assessments.

Less research has been conducted that examingréenaent between multiple
informants for strength based assessments. Totigaesthis issue, Renk and Phares (2004)
conducted a meta-analysis exploring the relatignbktween multiple informants on various
ratings of social competence for children and ast@ats. A total of 74 studies from the late

1980s to the late 1990s were examined that inclua&tgs from a number of informants (peers,
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teachers, parents) for students between kindergarté high school. Of these 74 studies, 16 of
them included the examination of ratings betweeh parents and teachers. Results of their
meta-analysis showed that ratings between paredtteachers displayed a moderate
correlation, with a mean of .38. Additionally, thethors separated the studies by age group. For
ratings by parents and teachers of early childlstodents, the correspondence was moderate in
magnitude, with a mean of .42; however, there wamall number of studies conducted with
young childrenrt = 3). Renk and Phares (2004) report that theatioaships between multiple
informants on scales of social competence werertivan that of ratings of emotional and
behavioral deficits found in previous studies. Thewcluded that this may be due to the fact that
deficits in students are more significant and biibene for adult raters making them more
salient than student strengths and competenciesli@itation of this study is that they looked
specifically at social competence, but did notude other key social-emotional domains. Thus,
it is important for future research to examinertlationship of ratings between multiple sources
to determine how they compare using more multidsiaral definitions of social-emotional
competence.

Since the publication of the Renk and Phares (R6@ta-analysis, only one study
comparing the ratings of multiple informants ortrarsgths-based assessment, and more
specifically, the agreement between multiple infants on a multidimensional scale, could be
identified. Crane, Mincic, and Winsler (2011) istigated the agreement between parent and
teacher ratings on a multidimensional rating sdhlke Devereux Early Childhood Assessment
(DECA; LeBuffe & Naglieri, 1999), which evaluatescsal-emotional protective factors in
students between the ages of 2 years old and § g&hrThe sample included the parents’ and

teachers’ of 3- and 4-year old studemis: (7,756) from low income families. Results of their
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study indicated low to moderate correlations betwggrent and teacher raters, with correlations
ranging .20 for the Attachment subscale, .24 fdrdtive, .26 for Behavioral Concerns, .27 for
Total Protective Factors Score, and .28 for Selft@.

In sum, gathering information from multiple infoamts is important to enhance validity
of the information, given that it yields data franultiple contexts. Much of the research
examining the relationship between parent and eraetings has focused on deficit based
assessments, which indicates low to moderate oakttips (Achenbach, McConaughy, &
Howell, 1987; Gresham et al., 2010). Less reseaastfocused on the relationships between
parent and teacher ratings using a strengths-tEssesgsment. The limited research that is
available yields similar results of low to moderaterelations (Crane et al., 2011; Renk &
Phares, 2004); however, very little research hasded on early childhood specifically,
especially between parent and teachers. Of théuddes examined by Renk and Phares (2004),
which focused on one component of social emotistrahgths, social competence, only three of
the studies provided effect sizes for parent-teacktengs of children in early childhood.
Therefore, future research is needed to examineethgonship of cross informant ratings for
strength-based assessments. In addition, whilé4lstudies examined by Renk and Phares
(2004) is quite a few, more research is neededetterhines multiple components of social-
emotional strengths rather than just one constaughderstand if agreement is similar or
different across the different aspects of sociab&mmal competence.

Summary of theLiterature

In sum, there has been an increase in focus atiyeogsychology in recent years, which

has resulted in a need to reliably assess thegsh®f students rather than solely focusing on

their deficits. Specifically, students’ social-emooial strengths have been identified as being
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essential for a student’s success in school (Dgé&rklliot, 2002), and contribute to students’
adjustment to school (Denham, 2006; Shields e2@0}). Additionally, research has indicated
that teachers believe it is just as important, @iteh more important, for students to enter
kindergarten with social-emotional skills as ifas them to enter with academic skills (Johnson
et al., 1995; Lin et al., 2003; Rimm-Kauffman et 2D00). In terms of academic success,
research has found that students’ with higher tegékocial-emotional skills are more likely to
have higher levels of academic achievement (Cagtash, 2000; Hair et al., 2006; Raver &
Knitzer, 2002). Although research is limited in soareas, the link between social-emotional
strengths and achievement was found across allndiiores of social-emotional strengths. Given
the increasing focus on high stakes testing inschpols, and the push for academic success,
now is an important time to examine other factbeg tontribute to a student’s academic
achievement. Therefore, the purpose of the custeily was to contribute to the literature and
inform prevention and intervention based on thatr@hship of kindergarten student’s strengths
and their academic outcomes in reading and math.

Although previous research has indicated thatasd@cnotional strengths contribute to a
student’s academic success, less has focused ch dinmensions of social-emotional
competence contribute most to kindergarten stutaoc&lemic achievement. The current study
contributes to the literature by including a mulitmensional scale in which all strengths were
examined concurrently to determine which social-eomal competencies (rated by parents, as
the use of the short-form teacher measure preckexmsination of individual strengths) may be
most strongly associated with early academic aemant in reading and math. Additionally, the

current study controlled for demographic factoughsas gender and SES, as previous studies
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have indicated each contribute to a student’s anadadjustment and success in kindergarten
(Hair et al., 2006; Howse et al., 2003; Ladd et099).

Currently, there are only a handful of strengthdaasultidimensional, multi-informant
rating scales (the DECA and PreBERS), which limatgiitioners who are seeking high quality,
psychometrically sound instruments to conduct gfitedvased assessment for social-emotional
competencies. The current study provides infornrmatio a new, multidimensional scale that
assesses social-emotional strengths. Therefosestiily builds upon the limited research with
strength-based assessment, and adds to the validitg scale by examining cross-informant
ratings from the parent and teacher’s perspecpecifically in younger students. Previous
research has typically used one informant, thenraan the rating of social-emotional
competencies. The current study adds to thetitexdy including both the teacher and parents

as informants
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Chapter I11: Method

The purpose of the current study was to examinedia¢éionships between student social-
emotional strengths and academic outcomes in Bnlgicy and math in kindergarten students.
Specifically, this study examined the relationdbgtween the strengths as rated by the student’s
parents and teachers and the student’s acadencienoes in early literacy and early math.
Additionally, the current study examined the relaship between the ratings of parents and the
ratings of teachers. This study is quantitativeature, and analyzed data from a secondary
source. The current study analyzed data from aitiattigal study that collected data at three
time points (waves 1-3) across one academic sofe@wl The following chapter describes the
data for the study, the measures, data collectioogulures, and analyses.

Participants

Data source. The current study utilized an archival datasetaleere collected during
the 2011-2012 school year as part of a larger stwtich was approved by the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) at the University of South F&i(USF) and the school district IRB,
investigating parent and child factors relateditalkrgarten school readiness. The principal
investigator for this study was Dr. Julia Ogg. ®wafere collected from two sites, one in the
southeastern United States and one in Canada.akthsat utilized in the current study includes
data from kindergarten students, their parentsteachers from both sites. The author of this
study was a member of the research team that tadlend entered the data as part of his

participation with the research team led by Dr. Ogg
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Study sample. Demographic data for the participating schoolthanU.S. are located in
Table 2. Demographic data for participating schaolSanada were not collected. There were a
total of 181 students in the larger study. Howewaty data from 154 participants were analyzed
in the current study. A more detailed explanatibawd the decision to use 154 participants is
discussed in the results section. The total nurabstudents in the US sample included 97
participants, and the number from the Canadian Eamgluded 57 students (there was a range
of 2-14 participants from each school at the Caaradite, with a median of 9).

Student participants. All participants were kindergarten students entbifea public
elementary school in the Southeastern United SeatésCanada. Inclusion criteria to be included
in the larger study consisted of:

1. Student must be enrolled in a public kindergantea specified district

2. Parents and students must be fluent in English

3. Parent must provide consent for participation

4. Student must live with parent/guardian

5. Student’s teacher must agree to participate.

To ensure parents and students were fluent in &inglithe Canada sample, only students who
attended an English School Board were allowed togi@ate. French speaking families are not
allowed to attend these schools. Students werai@ed|from the study if they repeated
kindergarten. In addition to the inclusion critefiaa the larger study, to be included in the
present study, participants had to have data fravew 1 and 3 (the beginning and end of the
school year) and have data on the variables afastén this study. The demographic data listed
in Table 3 were examined for the student partidipameeting the criteria to be included in the

present study. Given that there was a larger tkpeated range for age of students (60 months
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to 89 months), age was included as a predictoalikgiin the regression equation in order to
control for the influence of age on the outcome.

Teacher participants. Kindergarten teachers from the seven participgtuigjic schools
in the southeast United States and the seven pdilimols in Canada participated in the current
study. Teacher patrticipation included recruitihgdent participants from their classroom and
completing rating scales about participating stislahwave 3. All kindergarten teachers from
both sites were female. Aside from gender, demducagata for teachers were not collected.

Par ent participants. Parent participation included completing a packeatng scales
about their involvement in their child’s educatimd their child’s behavior at waves 1 and 3.
One parent was asked to complete all of the messwrth the exception of one measure not
used in the current study, in which both parentapgeted it. For the measures used in the
current study, the primary responder for each nreasas one of the parents. Descriptive
statistics of the demographic information for dltlwe parents are listed in Table 4.
M easur es

A variety of assessments were given to studeatgnps, and teachers to assess academic
and social-emotional outcomes. Data for the lasggdy were collected at three separate time
points, with each window of data collection lastatgput two weeks. Only data collected at time
points one (fall 2011) and three (spring 2012) wesed for the current study. Although these
time points are considered to be waves one and threhe larger study, for the purpose of the
current study, these data points will be refererastime point 1 and time point 2. A timeline of

assessments included in the current study is Iddat&€able 5.
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Table 2

U.S. School Demographics

School A School B School C School G
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)

Gender

Male 52% (476) 53% (467) 53% (204) 50.5% (391%7% (307) 51% (310) 49% (434)

Female 48% (446) 47% (417) 47% (180) 49.5%4)38 53% (345) 49% (296) 51% (441)
Number of Students

Total 922 884 384 875

Kindergarten 2% (16) 15% (132) 6% (51) 1490010 19% (127) 15% (128)

Number of students in sample  3.2% (5) 4.5% (7)8.4% (13) 21.4% (33) 10.49% (16
Ethnicity

American Indian or Alaskan .33% (3) .23% (2) 1% (4) %303)
Native

Asian or Pacific Islander 3% (25) .80% (7) 8po) 3% (25)

Black, Non-Hispanic 8% (74) 11% (95) 42% (162) 8% (62) 20% (129) 22% (192)

Hispanic 22% (206) 34% (298) 28% (106) 45%rj34 16% (105) 28% (246)

Multiracial 7% (64) 5% (41) 4% (16) 6% (54)

White, Non-Hispanic 60% (550) 50% (441) 22%)(8 38% (295) 51% (333) 74% (448) 41% (355)
Free & Reduced Lunch 42% (388) 51% (450) 85% (32647% (366) 22% (143) 51% (445)
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Table 3

Demographic Features of Student Participants

U.S. Sample Canada Sample¢ Total Sample

Characteristics (n = 97) (n=57) (n = 154)

Age in Months*

60 0 2 2
62 1 7 8
63 10 3 13
64 4 2 6
65 6 1 7
66 3 3 6
67 12 8 20
68 8 7 15
69 6 5 11
70 5 3 8
71 12 8 20
72 7 1 8
73 10 5 15
74 8 0 8
75 2 0 2
78 1 1 2
82 1 0 1
89 1 0 1
Gender
Male 52 33 85
Female 45 24 69
Ethnicity*
American Indian or Native 1 0 1
Alaskan

Asian 3 1 4
Black or African 9 0 9
American/Canadian

Hispanic or Latino 20 0 20
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 0 0 0

Islander

White 51 45 96
Multi-Racial 6 5 11
Other 1 5 6

Note.*Some missing data for given variable.
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Table 4

Demographic Features of Parent Participants

Characteristics U.S. Sample Canada Sample Total
(n=97) (n=57) (n = 154)
Relationship to Child
Biological Mother 90 50 140
Biological Father 5 7 12
Other 2 0 2
Ethnicity*
American Indian or Native 1 0 1
Alaskan
Asian 5 2 7
Black or African American 10 0 10
Hispanic or Latino 20 1 21
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 0 0 0
Islander
White 57 47 104
Multi-Racial 0 2 2
Other 0 4 4
Family Income*
Less than $5000 0 1 1
$5001 — 10000 6 2 8
$10001 — 20000 3 1 4
$20001 — 30000 8 4 12
$30001 — 40000 14 1 15
$40001 — 50000 9 3 12
$ 50001 — 60000 11 5 16
Over $60000 45 40 85
Maternal Education Level
Less than high school 2 2 4
High school or GED 42 8 50
Some college, 2-year college, or 2 20 22
Vocational
Bachelor’s degree 3 22 25
Some graduate work 14 2 16
Master's degree 20 2 22
Doctoral degree 14 1 15

Note.*Some missing data for given variable.
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Table 5

Study Assessment Timeline

Time Point Assessment

Time 1: Parent Questionnaire: Demographics form

November 2011 Child Assessments: AIMSweb Test of Early Literakcgtter Naming Fluency
and Letter Sound Fluency); AIMSweb Test of Earlymduacy (Missing
Number Fluency)

Time 2: Parent Questionnaire: Social-Emotional Assets aggllience Scale-Parent

May 2012 Teacher Questionnaires: Social-Emotional AssetsRasilience Scale-
Teacher-Short Form

Child Assessments: AIMSweb Test of Early Literacgt{er Naming Fluency
and Letter Sound Fluency); AIMSweb Test of Earlynduwacy (Missing
Number Fluency)

Child Assessments

AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy (TEL). Two AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy (TEL;
Shinn & Shinn, 2008) measures were used in thetatydy to assess kindergarten students’
early literacy skills (Letter Naming Fluency, LNEetter Sound Fluency, LSF). The Tests of
Early Literacy (TEL) assesses children’s earlyrdity skills, such as naming letters (upper and
lower-case letters) and identifying sounds of tst{@nly lower case letters). Both measures of
TEL were used for the current study. The LNF measonsists of a sheet of paper with 10 rows
or letters, each containing a combination of 10enmase and lower case letters. Students are
asked to name as many letters as possible in emonge time frame. The LSF measure consists
of a sheet of paper with 10 rows of letters, eamftaining 10 lower-case letters. Students’ are
asked to say as many letter sounds as possiblene ainute time frame. During the data

collection in the U.S., three of each of these psolwvas administered consecutively. After
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completion, a score was calculated for each byingtéhe number of correct letter names or
sounds verbalized for each probe. The median $omrethe three probes was used as the final
score for LNF and LSF. Data collection in Canadaststed of administering these probes only
once, so a median score was not used. For thentsitely, after examining the relationship
between the LNF and LSF probes, the scores of firedes were combined by taking the mean
of the LNF and LSF scores to yield one score folyd#ieracy achievement. In regard to the
difference in number of probes administered at eitelh no research was found examining the
use of one probe versus three probes with LNF &€l Best practice dictates the use of three
probes, and the median score be taken to indicehédis performance because there may be
variability. However, Hintze, Christ, and KellerQ@2) examined the utility of a single probe
versus three probes with single skill and multgkdl math CBMs. Results of their study
showed no significant difference between the firstoe administered and the other two probes,
F (2, 61) = 984p = .61, and suggests that using only one probsifgle skilled math CBMs
was sufficient to identify the level of studentgrformance. This is due to the fact that such
probes only measure a single skill, so there magd®evariability within each probe. Therefore,
it is expected that there would be less error aréalsility in the LNF and LSF probes because
they reflect a single skill as opposed to multightdls, and that administering only one probe
may be sufficient to identify a student’s levelpgfrformance. To explore the reliability of one
probe versus three probes for early literacy, oiigs correlations (ICCs) were computed using
the three probes from the US sample across ak thinases. The reliability of the three
administrations was higher (range from .94 to @%ss three phases) than the reliability of
administering one probe (range from .84 to .88)yéwxer, all values are acceptable levels of
reliability.
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Letter Sound Fluency has been shown to have hagdlity for kindergarten students
(Ritchey, 2008). Ritchey (2008) conducted a stinghgstigating the criterion-related validity of
Letter Sound Fluency with 91 kindergarten studanfs/e different time points. Results of their
study indicated high criterion-related validity mgithe Word Identification subtest from the
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised, with coieffits ranging fromm = .66 tor = .81
depending on the time point.

Additionally, in a study of related Tests of Eallyeracy probes, Elliot, Lee, and
Tollefson (2001) assessed the interrater relighii@st-retest reliability, equivalent forms
reliability, and criterion validity of sound namirfigiency, which is an almost identical measure
as letter sound fluency, and letter naming fluentiz a group of 75 kindergarten students. Test-
retest reliability was assessed using the secoddhard testing sessions, two weeks apart, and
yielded a high reliability score for sound namihgehcy ¢ =.83) and letter naming fluency=
.90). Additionally, high interrater reliability & .82, SNFy = .94, LNF) and high alternate
forms reliability § = .82, SNFy = .80, LNF) were established. Moreover, moderateigh
criterion validity was established using the Woazkecdohnson Revised Broad Reading and
Woodcock-Johnson Revised Reading skills clusteSfF ¢ = .58;r = .72, respectively) and
LNF (r = .63;r = .75, respectively).

Missing Number Fluency (MNF). The missing number fluency probe was designed to
examine a student’s early numeracy skills (AIMSwélarke & Shinn, 2004b). This measure
consists of seven rows, each containing three baxbsa set of two numbers (1 — 10) and a
blank (e.g., 6, _ , 8). The student is asked toectly identify the missing number. The blank is
randomly placed at the beginning, middle, or enthefset of numbers in order to assess the

student’s fluency in naming the missing number. Stuelent is given one minute to orally
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identify as many missing numbers as possible, ha@dxaminer marks the answer as either
correct or incorrect on an identical examiners shlee students were given a different missing
number probe three times, and a median score ahthe probes was used as their fluency
score. For data collected in Canada, probes wdyeadministered once, so a median score was
not calculated. In regard to the use of only oraberversus three probes, no research was found
examining this difference in MNF. As referencedha above section, it is expected that there
may be less error and variability in the MNF probsst reflects a single skill as opposed to
multiple skills. Hintze et al. (2002) have suggddteat the use of only one probe may be
sufficient for single skills probes. To explore tiediability of one probe versus three probes for
missing number fluency, intraclass correlationgd$were computed using the three probes
from the U.S. sample across all three phases. dltability of the three administrations was
higher (.93 across three phases) than the retyabiliadministering one probe (.83); however, all
values were in the acceptable range of reliability.

The Missing Number Fluency probe has demonstraigdierate to high reliability and
validity for kindergarten students (Martinez, Miks&raney, Aricak, & Clarke, 2009). Martinez
and colleagues (2009) assessed the alternate é&hability and test-retest reliability two weeks
following the second administration of the probasmy spring of the school year. High
reliability was demonstrated for test-retest (.89) and alternate formn € .79). Additionally,
moderate correlations were found for concurrentlitsl (r = .47) and predictive validity &

.36) with the Stanford 10 Achievement Test (SAT-d@th subtest.
Teacher Measure
The Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience Scales-Teacher-Short Form (SEARS-T-

SF). The SEARS teacher report is designed to be contplstelassroom teachers or other
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educators who know the student well enough to asssstudent’s social-emotional strengths in
the school setting (Merrell, 2011). The SEARS-T barused with students in grades
Kindergarten — 12 grade. Separate norms have been derived for stitel-6" grade, and
students in 7-12" grade. However, the specific number of kindergasteidents included in this
sample is not specified in the manual.

The short form includes 12 items that are beligeeoest represent the four general
constructs measures by the full length measurealscampetence, self-regulation,
responsibility, and empathy), and include at I&éastitems representing each of the four main
constructs. Examples of questions on the SEARSeft $tbrm includes “Makes friends easily”
(social competence), “Understands how other pefeglé (empathy), “Knows how to identify
and change negative thoughts” (self-regulationd, ‘dtrust her/him” (responsibility). This short
form yields a total strengths score, but does na g breakdown of students’ scores by each
construct. This form was designed to take approteimawo minutes. Teachers answer each
guestion on an ordinal scale (i.e., N for neveigr&ometimes, O for often, and A for almost
always) depending on how each item relates tottiaest in the last three to six months.
Responses are then scored 1 — 4 for data enttyhigher scores indicating higher levels of
strengths being identified in the student.

The SEARS-T Short Form demonstrated high testtreddability over a two week
period ¢ = .90, Doerner, Kaye, Nese, Merrell, & Romer, 2014 .90, Merrell, 2011) and high
internal consistencyx(= .93, Doerner et al., 2014;= .93, Merrell, 2011). Additionally, the
SEARS-T Short Form demonstrated moderate to highergent validity with the Social Skills
Rating Scalesr(= .67 - .72, Doerner et al., 20115 .79, Merrell, 2011) and the School Social

Behavior Scales (= .88, Doerner et al., 2014 = .88, Merrell, 2011). Moreover, high
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correlations were found between the SEARS-T ShaminFand the SEARS-T Long Form=
.98).
Parent Measures

Demographic form. One parent completed a demographic form (see Appéndvhich
was comprised of 16 questions regarding theiricaiahip to the student, ethnicity, level of
education, and family income. The items utilizedtfee current study include family income and
education level of the mother, which was used esnabined variable to determine the student’s
socioeconomic status. Specifically, these itemsvwemmed, to yield a range of scores from 2-
15, with higher scores representing higher stu8&8, and lower scores representing lower
student SES. Part of this demographic form alsedglarents to provide demographic
information about their child including gender, aged race/ethnicity.

The Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience Scales-Parent (SEARS-P). The SEARS
parent report is designed to be completed by psyrgatardians, or other home-based caregivers
of children and adolescents to assess a studewial-®motional strengths in the home setting
(Merrell, 2011). The SEARS-P can be used with sitslm Kindergarten — {2grade.

The full length form used in the present studyudes 39 items that load onto three
separate scales. These scales include Social Cenueefl0 items), Self-
Regulation/Responsibility (22 items), and Empathytéms). Examples of questions on the
SEARS-P include “Other kids ask him/her to hang ¢Bbcial Competence), “Thinks before
he/she acts” (Self-Regulation/Responsibility), dReels sorry for other people when bad things
happen to them” (Empathy). This form was desigiehke approximately 10 - 12 minutes to
fill out, and parents answer each question on dmakscale (i.e., N for never, S for sometimes,

O for often, and A for almost always) dependindhow each item relates to their child in the

50



last three to six months. Individual item respongege transformed to scores ranging from 1 — 4
for data entry, with higher scores indicating geeatrengths being identified in the student.

The SEARS-P form has demonstrated strong interreli@bility (Merrell, Felver-Gant,
Tom, 2011) among mothers and fathers of students{2, Total; .71, Self-
Regulation/Responsibility; .68, Social Competen6B; Empathy; significance pt< .001), as
well as high reliability for tests of internal castency ¢ = .96, Total; .95, Self-
regulation/Responsibility; .89 Social Competence] £6, Empathy). Additionally, this form
has demonstrated high test-retest reliability (93, Total; .92, Self-Regulation/Responsibility;
.88, Social Competence; .90, Empathy) over a twekweriod (Merrell, 2011).

Moderate to strong convergent validity was demastt with parent reports on the
Social Skills Rating Scales, using the Cooperatfssertion, Responsibility, and Self-Control
subscales, as well as the Total Score 42 - .74; Merrell et al., 2011) for students in
kindergarten through"Bgrade. Additionally, strong convergent validitysialso established
using the Peer Relations and Self-Management/Cam#i subscales, and the Total Score on the
Home and Community Social Behavior Scales (51 - .87; Merrell et al., 2011) with students
in kindergarten through"bgrade. The specific number of kindergarten stuslgmiuded in this
sample is not specified in the manual.
Procedures

Recruitment of participantsin the U.S. The PI for the larger study sent an e-mail
through the Director of Psychological Serviceslteehool psychologists in a large, urban
district requesting them to recruit kindergartescteers for this study. Kindergarten teachers
were recruited for the study from their respectighool psychologists. After teachers

volunteered to participate in the study, the Pldtaned a meeting at each school to discuss the
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nature of the study, the requirements for partiocgmga and the incentives they would receive
(i.e., a $10 gift card for each student packet deteq). If the teachers agreed to participate, two
copies of the consent form were then sent home stuttients (see Appendix B). Parents were
instructed to sign and return one copy of the conhfem, and keep one copy for their records.
Students were given small incentives (e.g., stickeamall toy) for returning signed consent
forms to their teachers.

Recruitment of participantsin Canada. The PI for the larger study first met with
school principals. If the principal was interestegbarticipating, they then met with the
kindergarten teachers from their school. For tieaehers who were interested, the Pl met with
them to discuss the study, requirements for padtomn, and plan the next steps. Two copies of
the child consent form were distributed to studemtbeir classrooms. Parents were instructed to
keep one consent form for their own records, argigo and return one copy of the consent
form.

Data entry. Data were entered into an Excel spreadsheet by emsnolb the research
team. Ten percent of the data were checked foeatry errors by randomly selecting 10% of
the code numbers. The PI, who did not participatiae first round of data entry, compared the
data entered to questionnaire responses. Thera gk level of accuracy, which ranged from
97.4% to 100% across participants and measures.

Student Assessments

To ensure the competence of each research teamerisrability to administer the direct
measures with the students, each member of theweemequired to attend a training session on
the measures being administered in the study. appeopriate procedures for collecting the data

were also covered at this training. Additionabgch member had to conduct a practice
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administration with the PIl and another studentisuee each member had demonstrated 100%
on the administration integrity checklist for eanbasure. If the student did not demonstrate
100% on the checklists, they completed as mangvolip sessions as necessary to ensure that
each member demonstrated 100% accuracy on thelchdéokeach measure prior to data
collection with student participants.

Individual student data were collected by membéth@research team during
November 2011 (time point 1), February 2012 (tirosp2), and May 2012 (time point 3). For
the current study, only student data from wavesasmkthree were used for data analyses, and
will be referenced as time point 1 and time poinbfident assessment probes were
counterbalanced in order to control for order @ffermesulting in six different versions of the
assessment packets to be administered. The assegsomedures were conducted as followed:

1. One at a time, kindergarten students were askaddompany a member of the

research team to a quiet area in the school tetiway, library).

2. Assessment materials (i.e., timer, probes, clip®arere set up while also

establishing rapport with the student.

3. Averbal assent script (see Appendix C) was readdainforming the student they

could choose to not participate in the study, ot guany time.

4. Assessments were conducted orally in order oftidgglexd packets (lasting about 20-

30 minutes).

5. Probes were scored immediately upon completioh@bssessment.

6. The student was given a small incentive for conmpiethe assessments (e.g., eraser,

sticker, pencil, etc.)

7. The student was returned to his or her classroom.
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Parent Surveys

Parents who provided consent for their child tdipignate in the study were given a
packet of surveys during time point 1 (NovemberDQdnd time point 3 (May 2012). The
demographic form used in the current study wasctgd at time point 1, while the SEARS-P
form was collected at time point 3. Only one pafembther or father) filled out the survey,
yielding one rating. Parents were provided withtaohinformation for the Pl if they had
guestions related to the rating scales. They asked to complete the packet within a specific
time frame, and return them to the schools in seateelopes. The research team also made
themselves available at the schools on specifesdéaparents needed assistance or had
questions in completing their packets. Parents aks@ given the option of returning the packets
directly to research team members. Upon completidhe scales, the Pl and other members
picked up the packets from the schools, and incesitivere sent home for each parent in a
sealed envelope. Specifically, the parents werergav$10 gift card for completion of the
surveys at each time point. Finally, forms weret $&me to the parents for them to sign and
return to the school, informing the PI that they naceived the incentive.
Teacher Surveys

Informed consent (see Appendix D) was also calbétom all teachers agreeing to
participate in the study prior to administratiortloé¢ teacher survey. Teachers who gave consent
were provided with a packet of surveys during tpoent 3 (May 2012) which contained the
SEARS-T short form. Teachers were given a spetiifie frame to complete the scales. The
teachers were provided with the PI's contact infation in case they had questions related to the

rating scales. Upon completion, the Pl and othenbees picked up the packets from the school,
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and teachers received a $10 gift card for eachestyshcket completed. Teachers completed
from between 3 and 10 surveyd € 6,SD=1.74).
Analyses

Statistical analyses were conducted in order teestthe data and to answer each of the
research questions in the current study.

Preliminary analyses. Means, standard deviations, and additional desegijpata (e.g.,
range, skew, kurtosis) were calculated for eadh@key variables including: academic
achievement (i.e., LNF, LSF, MNF), SEARS-T scoeey] SEARS-P Total and subscale scores.
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the subscdldeeSEARS-P and SEARS-T short form to
assess internal consistency with this specific $an#mditionally, these alphas were compared
across the United States and Canadian sampledodee any differences among each
subsample. A correlation matrix was calculateddtednine the strength and direction of the
relationships between each variable in the studgddition, due to the fact that data were
collected at two sites, one in the U.S. and on@éadnada, several factors were considered in the
determination of whether the data from both sitesutd be combined. For example, correlations
for the Canadian sample, U.S. sample, and the ceedlsample were examined. Additionally, a
series of independent samptegssts were conducted to calculate mean differeacesss sites to
determine if there was a discrepancy between sullsarariables (e.g., parent and teacher
ratings of the SEARS, student academic data, amibdeaphic data). These factors, in
consideration with other strengths and weaknedsasirng both databases, were used to
determine whether data from both the U.S. and Qanadhmples would be combined for further

analysis.
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Primary analyses. Following the preliminary analyses, inferential Bsas were
conducted to answer each of the seven researchiangem the current study.

1. To what extent do parent ratings of students’ demmotional strengths predict early

literacy skills (i.e., LNF and LSF) at the end ofdergarten, while taking into
account scores at the beginning of kindergarten?

a. Specifically in the domain of social competence?

b. Specifically in the domain of self-regulation/respibility?

c. Specifically in the domain of empathy?

2. To what extent do parent ratings of students’ demmotional strengths predict early
math skills (i.e., MNF) at the end of kindergartesile taking into account scores at
the beginning of kindergarten?

a. Specifically in the domain of social competence?
b. Specifically in the domain of self-regulation/respibility?
c. Specifically in the domain of empathy?

To determine which domains of social-emotionalrgjths are most predictive of early
literacy and early math outcomes at the end ofddgarten, research questions 1 and 2 were
answered by conducting simultaneous multiple regpesanalyses, one for early literacy skills
and one for early math skills. Simultaneous mutiggressions allowed for the examination of
how each domain of social-emotional strengths edl&d each of the outcome variables (reading
and math) while controlling for the influence o&thther domains of social-emotional strengths.
Additionally, the initial level of achievement fboth reading and math (e.g., Math Time 1), age,
gender, and SES were entered as predictor variabtEmntrol for the influence of prior

academic achievement, age, gender, and SES onfitente.
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3. To what extent do teacher ratings of student’sademinotional strengths (i.e., total
strengths score) predict early literacy skills (i.eNF and LSF) at the end of
kindergarten, while taking into account scoresha beginning of kindergarten?

4. To what extent do teacher ratings of student’sadesinotional strengths (i.e., total
strengths score) predict early math skills (i.eNF) at the end of kindergarten, while
taking into account scores at the beginning of &ngdrten?

To answer research questions 3 and 4, two lingaessions were conducted to
determine the extent at which the total social-eomatl strengths score of kindergarten students
predicts early literacy and early math outcomeb@end of kindergarten. A linear regression
allowed for the examination of whether total stritisgas rated by the student’s teacher,
influences each of the outcome variables (i.e.hmat reading) while controlling for prior
academic achievement (i.e., Math Time 1), age, gerachd SES

5. To what extent are parent ratings of students’lteteength related to teacher ratings
of students’ total strengths?

To answer research question 5, Pearson productemozorrelations between the
parents’ and teachers’ ratings were computed ®SIBARS-P total score and SEARS-T short
form total score to determine the strength andctioe of the relationship.

6. Do parent or teacher ratings of social-emotionaiesgths better predict

kindergarten student outcomes in early literacy?

7. Do parent or teacher ratings of social-emotionaiesgths better predict
kindergarten student outcomes in early numeracy?

To answer research questions 6 and 7, a z-scodefp@ndent correlations with one

variable in common was computed using the followpngcedure. Correlation coefficients
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between social-emotional strengths and academtomés (e.g., reading, math) were obtained
for both parent and teacher raters, separatelyitidddlly, the correlation coefficient between
parent and teacher SEARS ratings were obtainedselt@relation coefficients were then
transformed into z scores using the Transformatianto z table. Next, the asymptotic

covariances were computed using the following fdasu

Yik,jn = NOji jn (1)
Naoj jn = th(l — Djk2 — DPjn2 ) _%(pjkpjh)(l —Djr2 — Pjrz — Pkn2) (2)
and

Cikjn = (N =3)0z25 = Wik jnWj-1Wjn-1 = Yjie,jn/(1 = Pjr2) (1 = pjp2). (3)

The final step was to calculate an asymptotiest using the following formuld; * =

1 1
(N - 3) Z(ij - Z]h)(Z - 2§jk,jh) 2, (4)
This z-score was then compared to the critical valuebP6 to determine if it was statistically
significant, meaning that the strength of the datien between social emotional strengths and

academic outcomes are significantly different betwparents and teachers.
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Chapter 1V: Results

This chapter contains the results of the analgsaducted in order to answer the research
guestions. First, data screening procedures anablarconstruction will be discussed. Next,
results of the preliminary analyses and descripgtegistics will be discussed. Correlations
among all of the variables will then be reporteithaly, results from the analyses used to answer
the research questions (regression analyses atwre for dependent correlations analysis) will
be reported.
Data Screening

A total of 181 cases were examined to determitigely met the criteria for inclusion to
be analyzed for this study. Of these 181 casepaltticipants were missing academic
achievement data (e.g., early literacy and earlghjnkeaving a total of 165 participants. Ten
cases were excluded from the data set due to mgidsita on the child’s gender since gender is
one of the control variables. One additional pgént was excluded for missing both parent and
teacher SEARS data, leaving a total sample sid®&4f From this sample size, an additional 38
participants were missing parent SEARS data, argk tharticipants were missing teacher
SEARS data. Of the 38 participants missing par&#®FSS data, 35 of them did not return the
measure. The other three participants were exclirdedthe study because they did not
complete the minimum number of items necessargdoring on a given subscale. In the
interest of preserving a larger sample size, thases were still included for analyses, yielding a
sample size of 116 for research questions 1 aedy2, questions related to parent data), and a

sample size of 151 for research questions 3 agdédstions related to teacher data). For research
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guestions 5, 6, and 7, a sample yielding 113 ppaints was used, as sample totals need to be
identical in order to determine significant diffaoes between parent and teacher ratings of
social-emotional strengths.

Variable Construction

The analyses for the current study included eigibles of interest: SES, early
literacy, early math skills, SEARS-P Total, SEARS®tial Competence, SEARS-P Self-
Regulation/Responsibility, SEARS-P Empathy, and BREATI Total. The construction of each
variable is described below.

SES. One variable was constructed to yield a scor&te$. This was done by taking the
mean of the two scores of maternal level of edooadind family income. For two cases,
maternal level of education was not available heofather’s level of education was used instead.

Early Literacy Skills. The median score for Letter Name Fluency and L&btemd
Fluency for data from the United States, and thglsidata point from time point 3 for these
measures from Canada were used to construct theliegnacy variable. The averages of these
two scores (LNF and LSF) was used to yield oneydiéelracy score.

Early Math Skills. The median score for the Missing Number fluenaydiata from the
United States, and the single data point from foi@t 3 for Missing Number Fluency from
Canada was used to construct the early math skiflable.

SEARS-P Social Competence. Items from the SEARS-P were used to construct the
Social Competence variable. This score was cakllay summing the 10 Social Competence
items from the SEARS-P form. Participants must hanapleted nine of the 10 items (90%) in
order to calculate Social Competence score. If only item was missing, that item was replaced

with the most frequent response in that subscatri@, 2011).
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SEARS-P Sdlf-Regulation/Responsibility. Items from the SEARS-P were used to
construct the Self-Regulation/Responsibility valésb This score was calculated by summing 22
of the items from the SEARS-P form. In order tcca#dte this variable, participants must have
completed at least 20 of the 22 items (91%). Asired in the SEARS manual (Merrell, 2011),
in order to replace any missing items, the frequaricesponses were tallied for this subscale,
and the most frequent response was used.

SEARS-P Empathy. Items from the SEARS-P were used to calculate thpdthy
subscale for the SEARS. In order to calculatevhigable, seven of the items were summed
from the SEARS-P form. Participants must have cetepl at least six of the seven (86%) items
in this subscale to reliably calculate this vamal#\s instructed by the SEARS manual (Merrell,
2011), when only one item was missing, it was regdiawith the most frequent response in this
subscale.

SEARS-P Total. All items from the SEARS-P were used to constrdleARS-P Total
score variable. This variable was calculated byraurg all of the items together. If one of the
subscales from the SEARS-P (i.e., social competesateregulation/responsibility, and
empathy) could not be calculated due to too marsgimg items (as described above), then the
total score could also not be calculated, and tberewas excluded from the data set.

SEARS-T Total. All of the items on the SEARS-T-Short Form werediseconstructing
the Total Score variable. To calculate this vagahll items were summed. All participants must
have completed at least 11 of the 12 items (92%herSEARS-T-Short Form to reliably
calculate this score. Per the manual instructidpgrticipants were missing more than one item,

they were excluded from the data set.
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Screening for Outliers

The data set was also screened for any outlienguBM SPSS 22.0. The minimum and
maximum values for all of the variables of inteneste first examined in order to determine if
they fell outside of the expected values. Nonéneke scores fell outside of the acceptable
ranges. Next, univariate outliers were assessenldating z scores for each of the variables of
interest. No z scores fell outside the acceptedeari 3.3, and thus, no univariate outliers were
detected. Finally, data were screened to detertha@resence of any multivariate outliers using
Mahalanobis distances. No multivariate outliersendetected.
Descriptive Analyses

Descriptive statistics for the data set are preskmt Table 6. Univariate normality was
assessed using the skewness and kurtosis valuedatadl for each variable of interest. All
scores for each variable of interest demonstrgppdoximate normal distributions as each
obtained value for skewness and kurtosis fell betwé&.0 and +1.0. Additionally, the averages
of the academic data utilized in the current stwdye similar to the means and standard
deviations from the national samples for the AIM®werms (Pearson, 2012). In terms of the
data utilized in the current study for studentgiabemotional strengths, the means for each of
the strengths fell between the™8nd 68 percentile according to the norms published in the
SEARS manual. More specifically, the mean totarsgths score as rated by teachers falls in the
60" percentile according to normative data. For stifengated by parents, the mean score for
social competence falls in the"Bercentile according to normative data, whicthshighest
percentile from the data in the current study. fifean score for self-regulation/responsibility
was the lowest percentile according to normativea éf@m the manual, and falls in the"™38

percentile.
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During time point 1, the means and standard dieviatfor all of the academic data were
higher than the AIMSweb norms. However, this wabdaxpected given that data were
collected later in the fall than typical. The meaatter Naming Fluency score in the fall was
36.67 with a standard deviation of 17.04 for therent study. The national AIMSweb norm
averages were 22 with a standard deviation of @a6LEtter Sound Fluency, the average of the
current study was 25.08 with a standard deviatiatdod4, while the national AIMSweb
averages was 9 with a standard deviation of 1@lkirfor math, Missing Number Fluency, the
average for the current study was 11.60 with adstethdeviation of 5.69. The AIMSweb
national norm average was 6 with a standard dewviaif 6.

The academic data for time point 2 were consistatht the AIMSweb national norms in
both reading and math. For Letter Naming Fluenoy,average for the current study was slightly
lower [49.84 (18.03)] as compared to the AIMSwetbameal average which was 52 with a
standard deviation of 18. For Letter Sound Fluettoy,average and standard deviation was
39.23 and 16.87 respectively for the current stddiye AIMSweb national average norms were
39 and a standard deviation of 16. Finally, theditig Number Fluency average for the current
study was 15.34 with a standard deviation of 5wiltich is consistent with AIMSweb national
norms [15 (16)].

Scale Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated in order to detegrthie internal consistency for each
of the measures used in the following analyses.dreabach’s alpha for each of the subscales
of the SEARS fell above .80, and the strengthd saoiare was above .90. Cronbach’s alpha for
each scale of interest is located in Table 7. Oléhe internal consistency for each of the scales

was good to excellent (Pallant, 2013).
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Interest

Variable N Minimum Maximum M (SD) Skew Kurtosis
Reading (LNF)

Time 1 154 0 83 36.67 17.04 0.04 -0.34

Time 2 154 0 90 49.84 18.03 -0.14 -0.31
Reading (LSF)

Time 1 154 0 61 25.08 14.44 0.26 -0.56

Time 2 154 0 83 39.23 16.87 0.22 -0.40
Early Literacy

Time 1 154 0 71.50 30.88 1491 0.16 -0.52

Time 2 154 0 83.50 4454 16.68 0.002-0.41
Math (MNF)

Time 1 154 0 21 11.60 5.69 -0.19 -0.66

Time 2 154 0 21 15.34 506 -0.72 -0.28
SEARS-T

Total Score 151 8 36 23.35 7.65 -0.17 950.
SEARS-P

Total Score 116 25 116 70.13 18.46 0.320.05

Social- 116 8 30 2154 519 -0.26 -0.60

Competence
Self-Regulation/ 116 10 65 34.16 11.68 0.53 0.10
Responsibility
Empathy 116 6 21 1442 3.76 -0.16 -0.70

Note Time 1 = Beginning of year; Time 2 = End of YdlaNF = Letter Naming Fluency; LSF = Letter Sound

Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency.
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Table 7

Cronbach’s Alphad) for all Measures Utilized in Analyses

Scale Number of tems  Cronbach’s Alplad (

SEARS-P

Total 39 .96

Social Competence 10 .88

Self-Regulation/Responsibility 22 .95

Empathy 7 .83
SEARS-T-SF

Total 12 .93

Note.SEARS-P = Social Emotional Assets and Resilierca#eS Parent form; SEARS-T-SF = Social Emotional
Assets and Resilience Scales Teacher short form.

Correlational Analyses

Pearson product-moment correlations for all comtusuvariables of interest are
presented in Table 8. Teacher’s total ratings ofademotional strengths were significantly
positively associated with all areas of academiiea®ment. Most notably, there was a
moderate, positive correlation between teachel sttangths ratings and early literacy (e.g.,
LNF and LSF combined score) at time point three (38,p < .01) and a small, positive
correlation with early math skills at time pointék ¢ = .20,p < .01), indicating that higher
teacher ratings of social-emotional strengths eleed to higher early literacy and early math
skills. There was also a small, positive correlati@tween parent ratings of social-emotional
strengths and early literacy at time point three (21;p < .05), but were not significantly
related to early math skills € .07). Therefore, higher parent ratings of stadecial emotional

strengths were associated with higher academi@aetment in early literacy, but not in early
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math skills. In terms of specific social-emotioskills, there was a small, positive correlation
between social competence and early literacy skiltsne point threer (= .26;p < .01), but not
with early math skills at time point three. Additally, neither parent ratings of self-
regulation/responsibility nor empathy were sigrafidy related to early literacy € .16 and =
.17, respectively) or early math skills£ .04 and = .13, respectively) at time point three. This
indicates that higher parent ratings of social cetapce were associated with early literacy skills
at time point three, but this association was weegk with early math skills at time point three.
Moreover, self-regulation and empathy were not @ased with either early literacy or early
math skills at time point three.
Comparison of United States and Canadian Data

Before further analyses were conducted to invetgtigach research question, a series of
preliminary analyses were run to compare sites (6. and Canada) to explore any
differences. These analyses were used to deterfriretotal data set should be combined into
one, or if the Canadian data set should be removed.
Descriptive Analyses Across Sites

Descriptive statistics for the U.S. and Canadiana dats are presented in Table 9.
Univariate normality was assessed using the skeswenad kurtosis values calculated for each
variable of interest. All values, with the exceptiof Letter Sound Fluency at time point three
(skewness = 1.10; kurtosis = 2.09) and Missing Nemftuency at time point three (kurtosis = -
1.02) for the Canadian data set fell between -ad+al.0, indicating approximate normal

distribution scores for each variable.
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Table 8

Intercorrelations between Variables

16

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age 1
2. Gender -.02 1
3. SES -.04 .05 1
4. Reading (LNF; .27* .16* A1 1
Time 1)
5. Reading (LNF; .29** .16* .04 81+ 1
Time 2)
6. Reading (LSF; .31** .16 .15 g9 72+ 1
Time 1)
7. Reading (LSF; .31* .09 .03 2% 83** 77 1
Time 2)
8. Early Literacy .30** A7 14 .96** 81%  94x 78 ]
(Time 1)
9. Early Literacy .31** A3 .04 .80**  96** 78 95¥ 83 1
(Time 2)
10. Math (MNF;  .22**  -.03 .15 B9+ Bl G5 40**  61** .48 1
Time 1)
11. Math (MNF; .28  -.01 .04 A8 B4r AB  Ag**  51** 52* 68 1

Time 2)

Note **p < .01, < .05. Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Time 1 =iBeimg of year; Time 2 = End of Year; LNF = Lettdaming Fluency; LSF = Letter

Sound Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency.
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Table 8 (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
12. SEARS-T Total  .25** .30%* .09 37 A% 26*  30**  .33*  38** 31 20 1
13. SEARS-P Total .14 32%* .09 A1 .20*% .16 .20* 14 21 .02 07 74 1
14. Social .05 .15 15 A7 25%  21* 24*%  20% .26% .07 .08 .38* 80** 1
Competence
15. Self- A7 .35%* .06 .07 .16 12 .16 .10 .16 -.02 .04 %5*.86* .64** 1

Regulation/ Resp.

16. Empathy A1 29 .05 .08 17 .13 .16 A1 17 .07 .13 37*%82*%* 7 72v 1

Note **p < .01, < .05. Male = 1; Female = 2; Time 1 = Beginning/eér; Time 2 = End of Year; LNF = Letter Namingi&hcy; LSF = Letter Sound
Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency.
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Although Letter Sound Fluency skewness and kurtrsisMissing Number Fluency kurtosis for
the Canadian data set at time point three excetbe@estringent criterion of plus or minus one,
these values fall within the range of plus or mitiuge, which is an acceptable range according
to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013).

Scale Reliability Across Samples

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated in order to detegrthie internal consistency for each
of the measures at each site used in the proceadadgses. The Cronbach’s alphas for each of
the subscales at each site fell above .70, an@ntiebach’s alpha for the total strengths score at
each site was above .90. Cronbach’s alpha for eezale of interest for the U.S. and Canadian
data sets are located in Table 10. Overall, eatheo€ronbach’s alphas fell in the range of
acceptable to excellent (Pallant, 2013).

Correlational Analyses

Pearson product-moment correlations for all comusuvariables of interest for each site
(i.e., U.S. and Canada) are presented in Tabl&d tan be seen in Table 11, correlations
coefficients between the two sites (U.S. and Canddaliffer. However, using the z-scores for
two independent samples formula,

Z1-Z
Zobs= T, 1)

N1-3 N32-3

it was determined that there were no significaffedeénces between the correlation coefficients

between the two sites.
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for U.S. and Canadian Valésof Interest

u.s. Canada
Variable N Range M (SD N Range M (SD)
Reading (LNF)
Time 1 97 5-83 40.51 15.73 57 0-68 30.14 17.33
Time 2 97 0-90 5430 17.00 57 0-81 42.26 17.32
Reading (LSF)
Time 1 97 0-61 28.93 13.95 57 0-48 18.54 12/93
Time 2 97 7-83 45,60 15.30 57 0-77 28.40 13.66
Early Literacy
Time 1 97 450-71.50 34.72 14.00 57 0-53.50 24.34 2314.
Time 2 97 450-83.50 49.95 15.30 57 0-79 35.33 14.90
Math (MNF)
Time 1 97 0-21 11.44 5.59 57 0-21 11.88 5.90
Time 2 97 0-21 15.01 5.30 57 6-21 15.89 4.60
SEARS-T
Total 96 8-36 2423 7.84 55 8-35 21.82 7.11
SEARS-P
Total 84 25-116 71.31 19.14 32 37-104 67.03 16.41
Social 84 8-30 21.85 5.24 32 11 -30 20.75 5.06
Comp.
Self-Reqg./ 84 10 - 65 3493 11.99 32 15 - 56 32.16 10.76
Resp.
Empathy 84 6-21 1454 3.96 32 7-19 14.13 3.21

Note Time 1 = Beginning of year; Time 2 = End of YidaNF = Letter Naming Fluency; LSF = Letter Sound
Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency; Social Comsocial Competence; Self-Reg./Resp. = Self-
Regulation/Responsibility.
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Table 10

Cronbach’s Alphad) for all Measures Utilized in Analyses

Scale Number Cronbach’s  Cronbach’s
of Items Alpha (@) Alpha (@)
(U.S) (Canada)

SEARS-P

Total 39 .96 .95

Social Competence 10 .88 .86

Self-Regulation/ 22 .95 .95

Responsibility

Empathy 7 .85 .78
SEARS-T-SF

Total 12 .93 .92

Note.SEARS-P = Social Emotional Assets and ResiliercaeS Parent form;
SEARS-T-SF = Social Emotional Assets and Resiliedcaes Teacher short form.

Independent Samplet-Test Analyses Across Samples

To further investigate any significant differendegween the U.S. and Canadian
samples, a series of independetgsts were conducted on all continuous variabié@sterest.
Results of thesetests are presented in Table 12. There were mifisent differences between
social-emotional ratings by parents or teachershierU.S. and Canadian samples. Additionally,
there were no significant differences for early Imathievement between sample sites.
Conversely, there were significant differencesdorss for Letter Naming Fluency, Letter Sound
Fluency, as well as the early literacy combinedecOn each of these variables, the U.S.

sample scored significantly higher on the earréty measures than the Canadian sample.
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Table 11

Intercorrelations Between Variables for U.S. anch@da

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Age 1 .01 -13 22 .18 .35** .25 29* 22 A8 72 21 -12 -.19 -.06 -11
2. Gender -05 1 A2 .08 -.03 -.01 -.05 .04 -04 06-. -12 A7 49 22 53+ 36*
3. SES -00 .07 1 -01 -.05 .03 -.05 .01 -.05 -.01-.04 -.05 24 37* .10 .33
4. Reading (LNF; .23* .21* .18 1 85**  76** 77  96* .84** 69** 54+ 33* -10 -.03 -17 A2
Time 1)
5. Reading (LNF; .27* .27** .08 .75* 1 75** .85 .86** .97**  5e** 57 20*  -10 .05 -.20 A7
Time 2)
6. Reading (LSF; .22* .24* 22 78 .65 1 83 Q2% 82% 60 57 17 .04 .07 -.01 A2
Time 1)
7. Reading (LSF; .25* .16 .07 .65* .80** .68** 1 84*  9h*x  B2* B4 26 -.09 .09 -.20 .07
Time 2)
8. Early Literacy .24* .24* .21* .95% 75% O4% 70** 1 89**  69** 59+ 28  -.05 .01 -12 A3
(Time 1)
9. Early Literacy .28** .23* .08 J4* Q5% 70*  94% 77 1 56 58 20  -10 .07 -21 .10
(Time 2)
10. Math (MNF;  .27** -004 .23 B60** 54+ 61**  46%* .64** 53 1 .68* 17 -31 -.26 -.34 -.02
Time 1)
11. Math (MNF;  .32** .05 .07 .53 .62*%*  53** 5o BE**  64** 68* 1 .20 -.27 -.14 -31 -.14

Time 2)

Note Intercorrelations for U.S. sample are presentdvbthe diagonal, and intercorrelations for the&#an sample are presented above the diagonal.
**p < .01. < .05; Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Time 1 =iBeipg of year; Time 2 = End of Year; LNF = Lettdaming Fluency; LSF = Letter Sound

Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency.
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Table 11 (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
12. SEARS-T 24 36%* .15 35%  45% 24* .26* 32%  38%  40** 23* 1 .39* .36 .32 40*
Total
13. SEARS-P 19 27 .07 A7 .28* A7 23* .18 27 .15 19 9 1 J7F 93 79
Total
14. Social .10 A2 .10 .24* 31+ 24* .26* .25* 30 21 A7 0 .38 81 1 B+ 63+
Competence
15. Self- 21 .28* .07 14 .25* 13 .20 .15 .24* A1 .16 *M9 97 .68 1 61+
Regulation/ Resp.
16. Empathy 15 27 -01 .06 .18 A2 A7 .09 19 A1 21 .36*%83**  56* 75** 1

Note Intercorrelations for U.S. sample are presentdvbthe diagonal, and intercorrelations for the&#an sample are presented above the diagonal.
**p < .01. p < .05; Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Time 1 =iBeipg of year; Time 2 = End of Year; LNF = Lettdaming Fluency; LSF = Letter Sound
Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluency.
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Table 12

Independent Samples T-tests for Continuous Vagab&tween U.S. and Canada Samples

Sample Site
U.S. Canada T p
M (SD) M (SD

SES 5.23 (1.55) 5.24 (1.28) -0.04 .97
SEARS-P Total 71.31 (1.55) 67.03 (1.28) 1.12 27
Social Comp. 21.85 (5.24) 20.75 (5.06) 1.02 31
Self-Reg./Resp. 34.93(11.99) 32.16 (10.76) 1.14 26
Empathy 14.54 (3.96) 14.13 (3.21) 52 .60
SEARS-T Total 24.23 (7.84) 21.82 (7.11) 1.88 .06
LNF Time 1 40.51 (15.73) 30.14 (17.33) 3.80*** .00
LNF Time 2 54.30 (16.99) 42.26 (17.32) 4.21%** .00
LSF Time 1 28.93 (13.95) 18.54 (12.03) 4.58*** .00
LSF Time 2 45.60 (15.30) 28.40 (13.66) 7.00%** .00
Early Literacy Time 1 34.72 (14.00) 24.34 (14.23) .41 .00
Early Literacy Time 2 49.95 (15.30) 35.33(14.90)  .7&** .00
MNF Time 1 11.44 (5.59) 11.88 (5.90) -.46 65
MNF Time 2 15.01 (5.30) 15.89 (4.60) -1.05 .30

Note *** p < .001. Standard deviations appear in parenthessdes means. LNF = Letter Name Fluency; LSF =

Letter Sound Fluency; Early Literacy = Early liteyacombined score using mean of Letter Name Fluancly
Letter Sound Fluency; MNF = Missing Number Fluentiyne 1 = Beginning of school year; Time 2 = End of

school year.

After conducting the preliminary analyses, it wasedmined to combine both the U.S

and Canadian data sets to yield one sample. Thiside was made due to the fact that no

significant differences were observed between tation coefficients between both sites, good
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reliability was found for each of the scales memguthe variables of interest for both sites, as
well as minimal differences between the continugarsables of interest. Significant mean
differences only exist for the early literacy véles between sites.

Regression Analyses

Following the preliminary analyses described abowgltiple regression analyses were
conducted to answer four of the research questmrthis study.

Assumptions. Prior to conducting multiple regression analysesumber of
assumptions must be considered. First, a certanpleasize is required for multiple regression
analyses. It is suggested that researchers usgtiadion: N > 50 + 8m to calculate a minimum
sample size, where m stands for the number of entignt variables (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Each analysis included between four andhsigpendent variables, which yield a
minimum sample size between 82 and 98. The prasemple ranged from 116 to 151, which
meets this criterion.

Second, multiple regression analyses assume naiistabution of variables. As
referenced earlier, the skewness and kurtosidifgaaables of interest fell within the
acceptable range of -1.0 to +1.0. Thus, the assampt normality was not violated.

Finally, multiple regression analyses are sensttiveaulticollinearity and singularity.
The independent variables of interest are not figbtrelated (see Table 8), nor is any variable a
combination of other independent variables. Theefthe assumptions of multicollinearity and
singularity are not violated.

Resear ch question one. In order to determine the extdntwhich parent ratings of
students’ social-emotional strengths predict elstdyacy skills at the end of kindergarten, a

multiple regression was conducted with early litgrakills as the dependent variable, and social
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competence, self-regulation, empathy, age in mgsthgient’s gender, SES, and prior academic
achievement (e.g., early literacy at time point)asethe independent variables (model 1). An
alpha level of .05 was used to determine statissignificance. Overall, the model was
significant,F(6, 109) = 30.36p < .001, and accounted for 67% of the variance ity éigeracy.
With all variables included in the model, only piews academic achievement (as measured by
early literacy time point 1) was significghit= .76,p < .001, indicating that only prior academic
achievement significantly predicted current acadeschievement in early literacy.

Given that previous literature has identified pagsademic achievement as a strong
predictor of current academic achievement, furtimalyses were conducted without this variable
included in the model (model 2). The second moded analyzed using early literacy skills at
time point 2 as the dependent variable, and soomlpetence, self-regulation/responsibility,
empathy, student’s age in months, student’s geather SES as the independent variables. This
was done to determine if specific domains of seerabtional strengths, as rated by parents,
predict current academic achievement without cdirigpfor prior academic achievement. The
results of this model demonstrated that studemgggsia months was the strongest predictor of

early literacy achievement at the end of kindeggafly = .35,p < .001). Additionally, results
from the second model revealed that the social-emaltstrengths explained only 8% of the
variance in academic achievement, which was naoifsignt, F(5, 110) = 1.88p = .10.

However, social competence was found to make estitatly unique contribution § = .27,p <

.05) to the equation. This indicates that for evamg unit increase in social competence, we can
expect an increase of .30 in the reading fluenoyesd-or a summary of results of both models,

see Table 13.
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Table 13

Summary Analyses for Parent Ratings of Social-EonatiStrengths as Predictors of Early

Literacy

Model 1 Model 2
Variable B (SE) B B (SE) B
Social Comp. .28 (.23) .09 91 (.34) .30*
Self-Reg./Resp. -.00 (.12) -.00 -.21 (.19) -.15
Empathy .16 (.35) .04 .04 (.52) .01
Age .37 (.23) 10 1.34 (.33) 35w
Gender -.61(1.97) -.02 .63 (2.86) 20*
SES -.78 (.62) -.08 57 (.92) .05
Early Literacy 1 .85 (.07) 6%
R .67 22
F 30.36*** 5.14xxx

Note *p < .05. ***p < .001. Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Social ComBocial Competence; Self-Reg/Resp. =
Self-Regulation/Responsibility; Early Literacy 1Early literacy achievement at beginning of the year

Resear ch question two. In order to determine the exteéotwhich parent ratings of
students’ social-emotional strengths predict eandh skills at the end of kindergarten, a
multiple regression was conducted with early métlssas the dependent variable, and social
competence, self-regulation, empathy, student’s stgelent’s gender, SES, and prior academic
achievement (e.g., early math at time point ongéh@sndependent variables (model 1). An
alpha level of .05 was used to determine statissigaificance. Overall, the model was
significant,F (6, 109) = 13.00p < .001, and accounted for 46% of the variance ity @aath
skills. With all variables in the model, only preus academic achievement (as measured by

missing number fluency time point 1) was statistycsignificant = .63,p < .001, indicating
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that only prior academic achievement significaptigdicted current academic achievement in
early math skills.

As previously stated, prior academic achievemestigen shown to be a strong
predictor of current academic achievement. Theegfiorther analyses were conducted without
prior academic achievement included as a predibtanodel 2, analyses were conducted with
early math skills at time point 2 as the dependantble, and social competence, self-
regulation/responsibility, empathy, student’s egjadent’s gender, and SES as the dependent
variables. Overall, the model was statisticallyngigant, F(5, 110) = 2.82p < .01, with an
explained variance of only 14%. In this model, nastruct of social-emotional strengths as
rated by parents made a unique contribution tortbdel. However, results of the analyses

revealed that student’s age made a statisticajlyifstant contribution to the model{ = .34,p

<.001) For a summary of both regression analysss Table 14.

Resear ch question three. In order to determine the extdntwhich teacher ratings of
students’ social-emotional strengths predict elstdyacy skills at the end of kindergarten, a
multiple regression was conducted with early liggrakills as the dependent variable, and
teacher social-emotional strengths total scorelesitls age, student’s gender, SES, and prior
academic achievement (e.g., early literacy at pmiat one) as the independent variables (model
1). An alpha level of .05 was used to determingssizal significance. Overall, the model was
statistically significantF(4, 146) = 69.91p <. 001, and accounted for 71% of the variance in
early literacy. With all variables included in thmdel, previous academic achievement

contributed the most and was statistically sigatfigg = .80,p < .001.
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Table 14

Summary Analyses for Parent Ratings of Social-EonatiStrengths as Predictors of Early

Math Skills

Model 1 Model 2
Variable B (SE) B B (SE) B
Social Comp. -.01 (.09) -.01 .07 (.12) .07
Self-Reg./Resp. -.02 (.05) -.04 -.09 (.06) -.19
Empathy 12 (.14) .09 .24 (.18) 17
Age 15 (.10) 12 43 (.12) 34x
Gender .08 (.79) .01 .16 (1.00) .02
SES -.29 (.26) -.08 25 (.32) .07
Missing Number 1 57 (.07) B63***
R 46 14
F 13.00*** 2.82**

Note **p < .01. ***p < .001. Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Social ComBocial Competence; Self-Reg/Resp. =
Self-Regulation/Responsibility; Missing Number Math skills at beginning of the year.

Additionally, the total strengths score as rateddachers was statistically significantfy= .12,
p < .05. This indicates that although prior acadeacitievement was the strongest predictor of
academic achievement in early literacy, teachedrabcial-emotional strengths also made a
significant contribution to the model as a prediaibacademic achievement in current early
literacy achievement. More specifically, we coukghect that for every one-unit increase in the
strengths total score, we can expect an increade?af the early literacy score.

Since prior academic achievement has been shoba tive strongest predictor of current

academic achievement, it likely minimizes the cittion made by other variables included in
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the regression equation. Therefore, less stringeallyses were again conducted excluding prior
achievement in the regression equation in ordeetter determine the unique contribution made
by teacher rated social-emotional strengths. Thersemodel was analyzed using early literacy
skills at time point 1 as the dependent varialie, strengths total score, student’s age, student’s
gender, and SES as the independent variable. Quwemodel explained 19% of the explained
variance in early literacy, and was statisticalgngficant F(3, 147) = 8.25p <. 001. When
excluding prior achievement, teacher rated totahsjths was statistically significghit= .28,p <
.01, and was the strongest predictor of currenrd@wéc achievement. Additionally, student’s age
was statistically significanp(= .23,p < .01). A summary of results from both regression
analyses is presented in Table 15.

Table 15

Summary Analyses for Teacher Ratings of Social-lemadtStrengths as Predictors of Early

Literacy Skills

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B (SE) B B (SE) B
Strengths Total .26 (.11) A12* .62 (.18) .28**

Score
Age .13 (.18) .03 .91 (.30) 23
Gender -.67 (1.60) -.02 2.33 (2.65) .07
SES -1.07 (.53) -.09 .25 (.88) .02
Early Literacy 1 .90 (.06) .80***
R 71 19
F 69.91*** 8.25%**

Note. *p< .05** p < .01. ***p < .001. Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female. Early Litgrd = Early literacy achievement
at the beginning of the year.
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Resear ch question four. In order to determine the exteontwhich teacher ratings of
students’ social-emotional strengths predict eandh skills at the end of kindergarten, a
multiple regression was conducted with early métlssas the dependent variable, and teacher
social-emotional strengths total score, studergés atudent’s gender, SES, and prior academic
achievement (e.g., Missing Number Fluency at timiatpone) as the independent variables
(model 1). An alpha level of .05 was used to deteenstatistical significance. Overall, these
variables explained 47% of the variance in earlyhns&ills, and the model was statistically
significant,F(4, 146) = 25.35p < .001. With all variables included, prior academohievement
was significanp = .69,p < .001, indicating that prior academic achievenvess the strongest
predictor of current academic achievement in eawdyh skills. Additionally, student’s age was
statistically significantf = .14,p < .05).

As referenced eatrlier, since previous literatutkdates prior academic achievement as a
strong predictor of current academic achievemesgcand regression analyses was conducted
without the inclusion of prior academic achievemasa predictor. The second model was
analyzed using early math skills at time point 2resdependent variable, and strengths total
score, student’s age, student’s gender, and SE#% asdependent variables. Overall, the model
explained 9% of the variance in early math skilljch was statistically significani(3, 147) =
3.61,p < .01. In this second model, students’ total stiiemgcore as rated by teachers was not
significant, indicating that it did not predict gents’ current achievement in early math skills at
the end of kindergarten. However, student’s agestasstically significantf = .24,p < .01),
indicating that it was the only significant predicbf current achievement in math skills at the

end of kindergarten For a summary of further ressiuim the regression analyses, see Table 16.
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Table 16

Summary Analyses for Teacher Ratings of Social-lemadtStrengths as Predictors of Early

Math Skills
Model 1 Model 2

Variable B (SE) B B (SE) B
Strengths Total -.03 (.05) -.05 .09 (.06) A3

Score
Age .17 (.08) 14 .28 (.10) 24**
Gender 40 (.66) .04 -.36 (.85) -.04
SES -.22 (.22) -.06 17 (.28) .05
Missing Number 1 .60 (.06) .B6***
R 47 .09
F 25.35%** 3.61**

Note. *p< .05. **p < .01. **p < .001. Gender (1 = Male; 2 = Female); Missing Meml = Early math skills at
beginning of the year.

Correlation Analyses

Resear ch question five. In order to determine the relationship between mtaieagtings of
students’ total social-emotional strengths andheacatings of students’ social-emotional
strengths, Pearson product-moment correlations earducted. As referenced in the correlation
matrix above, there was a moderate, positive ciogl between the two variabless .47,p <
.01. This indicates that high ratings of social-&éomal strengths as rated by parents are

associated with high ratings of social-emotionedrsgths by teachers (see Table 8).
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Z-scorefor Dependent Correlations Analysis

Resear ch question six. To determine whether parent or teacher ratingsuafents’
social-emotional strengths are more predictiveanlyditeracy skills, z scores for two dependent
correlations were computed. The correlations usethke analyses include the correlation
between parents ratings of social-emotional strenghd early literacy skills (r = .24 < .05),
teacher ratings of social-emotional strengths amty éiteracy skills (r = .39p < .01), and parent
and teacher ratings of social-emotional strengths.47,p < .01). An alpha level of .05 and a
critical level ofz = £ 1.96 was used to determine statistical sigaifce. Results of this analysis
were significant= - 2.03p < .05), which indicates a statistically signifitaifference
between the correlations of parent and teachergatf students’ social-emotional strengths and
early literacy skills. Specifically, teachers’ rags of social-emotional strengths were more
predictive of early literacy achievement than paratings of social-emotional strengths.

Resear ch question seven. In order to determine whether parent or teachargaif
students’ social-emotional strengths are more ptwei of early math skills, z scores for two
dependent correlations were conducted. The cowwaktised for the analyses include the
correlation between parents ratings of social-eomati strengths and early math skills (r = 7,
= .47), teacher ratings of social-emotional streagnd early math skills (r = .28< .05), and
parent and teacher ratings of social-emotionahgthes (r = .47p < .01). An alpha level of .05
and a critical level oz = + 1.96 was used to determine statistical sigaifce. Results of this
analysis were not significarg € -1.69,p = .09), indicating that there is no statistically
significant difference between parent and teacatengs of social-emotional strengths and early

math skills.
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Chapter V: Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to investitfae association between parent and
teacher-rated social-emotional strengths and acadsrhievement (e.g., early literacy and
math) in kindergarten students. This line of resie# important, as no study currently
examines the relationship between social-emotistnahgths and current academic achievement
in kindergarten students using a multidimensiostagngth-based assessment. To address this
purpose, the current study had four goals. Firstxamined if parent ratings of social-emotional
strengths predicted early academic achievemenbmés in both early literacy and early math
skills. More specifically, the current study aimeddentify which, if any, parent rated social-
emotional strength was most predictive of earlydacaic achievement. Second, the current
study examined if teacher rated social-emotionmahstths predicted academic achievement in
early literacy and early math skills. Third, it @achto determine the relationship between parent
rated social-emotional strengths and teacher del-emotional strengths. Finally, the current
study aimed to examine whether teacher or paréingsaof social-emotional strengths better
predicted early literacy and numeracy skills. Ha following sections, results from the current
study will be discussed, as well as contributianthe literature, limitations of the study, future
directions for research, and implications for sdhpsychologists.
Parent Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths and Academic Outcomes

Results of the current study demonstrated that nbtlee domains of social-emotional
strengths (e.g., social competence, self-regula&gsponsibility, empathy) as rated by parents

predicted early literacy scores in kindergartenemwhontrolling for other variables (e.g., prior
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achievement, age, gender, SES). When includingyesgerable in the analyses (i.e., prior
achievement, age, gender, SES, social competegiteegulation/responsibility, empathy),
together they accounted for 66% of the variancsamy literacy. Individually, only prior
academic achievement predicted early literacy, winas contrary to what was hypothesized, as
it was expected that social-emotional strengthslavptedict current achievement, given that
past research has demonstrated a link (Caprata 20@0; Feshbach & Feshbach, 1987; Howse
et al., 2003; McClelland et al., 2000; McClella2806). However, given that prior achievement
is likely to be the strongest predictor of currachievement, less stringent analyses were also
run without prior achievement included. When paohievement was removed from the
equation, social-emotional strengths (and the obmariables of age, gender and SES) only
accounted for 22% of the variability in early Iaey skills, with social competence being the
only significant predictor of the social-emotiosélengths. This is consistent with the hypothesis
that either social competence or self-regulatiamrdoutes to early literacy more so than other
domains of social-emotional strengths.

One possible reason that social competence wasprexfittive of early literacy
achievement in the current study is that studerits wgher levels of social competence may be
more apt to ask for help when needed, or be mdimgvto work with other students. These
results are consistent with findings by Ladd e{E398), which indicated that students with
higher levels of social competence participatedenmorclass and were more successful
academically. This highlights the importance ofipes social interactions with others for
academic outcomes. Furthermore, Ladd et al. (18883 discussed the idea that students with
positive social interactions tend to cultivate sbbienefits and positive outcomes, such as

helping others, or sharing access to outcomes efdrer; students who have higher ratings of
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social competence may be more willing, or betteetigoed, to work with other students and
their teachers. Specifically, social competence b®wg particularly important asset for academic
achievement because strong social skills may alt@istudent to advocate for themselves, ask
for help appropriately, and work collaborativelythvtheir peers on academic work.

In contrast, the findings in the current study wasatrary to the findings of McClelland
et al. (2000), in which they found work-relatedliskiself-regulation, responsibility,
independence, and cooperation) to be significaediptors of academic achievement, but
interpersonal skills (positive interactions withepesharing, cooperation) were not significantly
related to academic achievement. It is importamidie that McClelland et al. (2000) used
teachers as raters, rather than parents. AdditigrMtClelland et al.’s (2000) definition of
work-related skills also includes independence @aperation, which differs from the definition
of the construct of self-regulation/responsibibty defined by Merrell (2011) on the SEARS.
This difference in definitions suggest that thereaame overlap in the construct measured for
self-regulation/responsibility by both McClellandad. (2000) and Merrell (2011), but that they
also measure some distinct information. These rdiffees in definitions may be one explanation
for the contrary results of McClelland et al.’s Q®) finding that work-related skills were more
predictive, and the current study’s finding thatiabcompetence was more predictive.

As an additional factor related to how measureméstrengths could have related to the
outcomes, it is also important to note that the RBAs targeted for students between the ages of
5 and 18. Conversely, the Cooper-Farran BehaviRathg Scale, used in the study by
McClelland et al. (2000), was developed specificadl the kindergarten population. The scale
was developed from interviews with kindergarterckesas, and focuses solely on kindergarten

entry (Cooper & Farran, 1988). Given that the SEA&SIses on a more diverse age group, the
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language of the measure may be less applicabliededgarten students compared to the
Cooper-Farran scale. This is particularly truetha responsibility items such as “Accept
responsibility” and is “Trusted.”. Therefore, ifree of the items, especially those on the self-
regulation/responsibility subscale, are less applieto younger students, this may have
impacted the results of the current study in sualagthat the self-regulation/responsibility
subscale on the SEARS may not be as predictiveaafeanic outcomes, while the self-
regulation/responsibility subscale of the Cooperd&aBehavioral Rating Scale was.

Another reason why social competence, but notregiiation/responsibility and
empathy may not have positively predicted achievensethat some authors have suggested that
these skills are not evident, or developed, inkihdergarten population (Elliot et al., 2008).
Therefore, the items pertaining to responsibilitytbe SEARS may be more applicable or
appropriate for older students rather than yousgedents.

In terms of the relationship between social-ema@i@ompetence, as rated by parents,
and early math skills, results of the current stddgynonstrated that none of the domains of
social-emotional strengths as rated by parents sigraficant predictors of early math skills.
These results were consistent when controllingpferious academic achievement in math and
when excluding prior academic achievement fronréggession equation. When including
previous achievement in math, the variables @@&cjal competence, self-
regulation/responsibility, empathy, prior achievemege, gender, and SES) accounted for 46%
of the variability in math scores, with prior acade achievement contributing a statistically
significant amount of variance. With prior achievearremoved, social-emotional strengths (and
the control variables age, gender and SES) onlguatted for 14% of the variability in early

math achievement, with age being the only stasiyisignificant predictor of current
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achievement in early math skills at the end of &ngarten. These results were contrary to what
was hypothesized, as previous literature has stsoeral-emotional strengths to predict
academic achievement in math (Hair et al., 2006ys¢oet al., 2003; Ladd et al., 1999).

One possible reason for these contrary findingg Ineadue to the use of different raters.
As previously mentioned, most studies have focuserhters within the academic environment
(i.e., teachers and peers; Caprara et al., 2000eiHal., 2006; Howse et al., 2003) rather than
parents. One possibility for this discrepancy leswparent raters and those within the
academic setting may be that teachers may haver legtght in to which behaviors are related
to academic success, which will be explored in na@eth in a later section. This is important
because as school psychologists, we need to maikated decisions on who can provide the
most salient ratings when assessing students.

One other possibility regarding why social emotisteengths were not predictive of
current math achievement could be that these shremp not have an immediate effect on
achievement, but rather their benefits show up.I&epporting this point, previous literature has
demonstrated the impact of social-emotional stfengh later academic achievement (Hair et
al., 2006; Ladd et al., 1999; Miles & Stipek, 20@BNeil et al., 1997). More specifically, these
studies measure social-emotional development idekgarten, but examine their effects on
achievement at a later time point, such as betwreef' and & grade. Conversely, the current
study examined the effect of social-emotional cai®pee on concurrent academic achievement.
Given that previous literature has indicated seemabtional competencies are predictive of later
academic achievement, the benefits of strong seamltional competencies may be more

evident as the student gets older. One reasomidysbe true could be that a students get older,
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they continue to increase their social-emotionahgetence, and begin to better apply these
skills to their academic work.
Teacher Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths and Early Academic Outcomes

A second objective of the current study was to erani teacher ratings of social-
emotional strengths predicted academic achievemegdrly literacy and early math skills.
Results of the current study demonstrated thatulhenodel, including social-emotional total
strengths, prior academic achievement, age, geaddrSES, accounted for 71% of the
variability in current early literacy achievemeRtior academic achievement was the strongest
predictor of current early literacy scores. Howews expected, teacher rated social-emotional
strengths was also a statistically significant preed of current early literacy achievement, but
accounted for only 1% of the variance. The fact fugial-emotional strengths predicted current
academic achievement in early literacy suggestssttaal-emotional strengths do play an
important role in kindergarten students academmctioning, even when considering previous
achievement. This is consistent with previousditere that suggests social-emotional strengths
are predictive of reading achievement (Caprard €2@00; McClelland et al., 2000; McClelland,
2006). However, social-emotional strengths weresepiarated into specific domains, so it
cannot be determined which social-emotional sttepgedicts current academic functioning in
early literacy over and above the others. Therefotare research could examine teacher ratings
of specific social-emotional strengths to determireme predicts better academic outcomes over
the others.

In terms of math achievement, teacher ratings obs@motional strengths were
examined to determine if they were predictive afent early math skills. Results of the current

study demonstrated that social-emotional strengghsited by teachers were not significant
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predictors of early math skills whether previouagemic achievement was controlled for or not.
When all variables were included, the model ex@did7% of the variability in early math
scores. However, when excluding previous early rskilts from the equation, the variables
explained 9% of the variability in early math s&ilAge was the only statistically significant
predictor of current early math achievement ateth@ of kindergarten.. This finding was
contrary with previous literature that indicatesdieer-rated social-emotional outcomes predict
math achievement (Caprara et al., 2000; Feshbdéastbach, 1987; Howse et al., 2003,
McClelland et al., 2000; McClelland, 2006).

Although these results were expected for earlydig based on previous literature that
show social-emotional strengths predict acadenheaement, there are some differences
within the current study that allow it to furthesrdribute to this body of research. Previous
studies have typically focused on one specific darnfsocial-emotional development, such as
prosocial behaviors (Caprara et al., 2000), samatpetence (Ladd et al., 1999), empathy
(Feshbach & Feshbach, 1987), and self-regulatiawgé et al., 2003; Shields et al., 2001). In
contrast, the assessment used in the current studlyes a more comprehensive definition of
social-emotional strengths, as it includes fouregalty accepted constructs of social-emotional
competence rather than just one. By including teseempirically-derived domains this study
yields results that suggest that overall social#emnal competence is important to academic
achievement outcomes. This is important as onalpbigsis that overall strengths in these areas
are important and strengths in one domain coulgdiptysmake up for weaknesses in another
area. This is an important area of research fioréustudies.

In addition to the use of a total strengths scetech uses ratings of multiple social-

emotional strengths, the current study used arsaissnt tool with slightly different definitions
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for each social-emotional strength. Although presititerature has focused on similar constructs
(i.e., social competence, self-regulation, empading responsibility), their definitions of each
are inconsistent. More specifically, McClellancagét(2000) included independence and
cooperation in their definition of work-related ki which is slightly different than the

definition for the construct self-regulation/respinility given by the SEARS (Merrell, 2011).
Moreover, Zins et al. (2007) and CASEL (2003) imguhe building of relationships or
relationship management, while Merrell (2011) dssgs maintaining of friendships for the
construct of social-competence. Therefore, althdhgltonstructs measured for social-
emotional competence are similar, the actual dedims used vary across studies. There is a
need for future research in this field to use nsamdard definitions of constructs to ensure that
accurate comparisons across studies can be made.

As previously stated, one possibility why socialegional strengths were not predictive
of current math achievement could be that thesmgths do not have an immediate effect on
achievement. Rather, their benefit may be moreentithter, similar to the results of previous
studies in which they demonstrated the impact ofat@motional strengths on later academic
achievement (Hair et al., 2006; Ladd et al., 1998es & Stipek, 2006, O’'Neil et al., 1997).
Further discussion on why social-emotional stresgtRre predictive of current early literacy
achievement but not early math achievement is pteddater in this chapter.

Relationship Between Parent and Teacher Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths

A third aim of the current study was to determine telationship between parent and
teacher ratings of social-emotional strengths fod&rgarten students. As expected, results of
the current study demonstrated that there was @rata] positive relationship between parent

and teacher ratings € .47). This is consistent with previous literatthat indicates cross
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informant raters (specifically parents and teaghtersd to show a moderate correlation (Crane et
al., 2011; Renk & Phares, 2004). Although reseaashconsistently demonstrated that cross
informant raters show a low to moderate correlatinast previous research has focused on
deficit-based assessments. In fact, only one dtadyinvestigated the agreement between parent
and teacher ratings on a strength-based, multidraeal rating scale, which indicated similar
findings of a moderate, positive correlation (Crabhal., 2011). Therefore, the current study
contributes to the limited literature base aboatdhksociation between cross informant raters on
multidimensional, strength-based assessments. Mergihis strengthens the argument that
agreement of cross informant raters for strengdetlassessments is consistent or even more
consistent than for deficit-based assessments.

It is also important to note that while a positimederate relationship between parents
and teachers indicate they may both contribute sdgraeoverlapping, but also distinct
information about student competence, there areesbfferences in their ratings. One likely
reason is that parents and teachers observe ahilddifferent environments. This is important,
as parents and teachers may be observing diffeedvaviors. For example, a student may
communicate differently with parents or family mesndthan they would with teachers or other
peers. Additionally, a teacher may observe studetgsacting with their peers more so than
parents do, so they would potentially be able te aachild based on more social interactions
with peers than parents would be able to. Moredeachers may be better able to rate a
student’s social-emotional strengths based on #iwiity to complete school work. More
specifically, when measuring self-regulation, actea may be able to provide information on
how students regulate or manage themselves wheplebng assignments, as they complete

more work at school as compared to at home. Thisbraspecially true for kindergarten
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students, as they typically have less homeworkiatage as compared to older students,
resulting in parents having fewer opportunitiesée their child engaged in academic work.
Lastly, teachers in general have more studentsrigpare a child to when providing ratings, and
therefore may have a more clear understanding at vépresents typical behavior.
Parent and Teacher Ratings of Social-Emotional Strengths as Predictors of Academic
Achievement

The final objective of the current study was toraxee if parent or teacher ratings of
social-emotional strengths were more predictivagademic achievement in early literacy and
early math skills for kindergarten students. Thignportant to consider given that collecting
ratings from multiple informants can be difficutttanes. Therefore, a decision often needs to be
made about who can provide the most salient rabhgecial-emotional strengths for students.
As expected, teachers’ ratings of social-emotistr@ngths were more predictive of early
literacy achievement than parent ratings of so@mbtional strengths. This was not surprising
given that previous research has focused on thefusacher ratings as opposed to parent
ratings (Caprara et al., 2000; Hair et al., 200®j&, et al., 1997), as well as the fact that
teachers likely have more insight in academic ashmeent, and behaviors related to academic
achievement. Therefore, they may be better abdietermine those behaviors that set the child
up for academic success, whereas a parent may éocaslifferent set of behaviors such as
those that help the child get along with their figmrhis finding is important because if it is
difficult to collect multiple ratings of studentsocial-emotional strengths, teacher ratings are
likely to yield information that better predictsrigditeracy outcomes.

In contrast to the early literacy findings, resutshe current study demonstrated that

there were no significant difference between paaedtteacher ratings of social-emotional
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strengths related to early math achievement. Thexeheither parent nor teacher ratings of
social-emotional strengths are more strongly assediwith early math achievement in
kindergarten students. These results are contbamhat was hypothesized based on the
available literature. It was expected that teachngs would be more predictive or early
academic achievement given that previous literadtasefocused on teacher ratings (Caprara et
al., 2000; Hair et al., 2006; O'Neil et al., 199&3, well as the fact that both the teacher ratnfigs
social-emotional strengths and early math achiem¢mecur in the same setting and teachers
may have better insight in to the behaviors thatmmte academic success.

It is important to note that, while there was rgn#icant differences related to early
math achievement, there was a significant diffeeatated to early literacy between the
predictability of parent and teacher ratings ofi@eemotional strengths. Additionally, similar
results were found for the predictability of soeahotional strengths on early literacy and early
math achievement, in which social-emotional striesglid predict current achievement in early
literacy, but did not predict current achievemenearly math skills. One reason for this may be
that some of the social-emotional strengths incle@@munication. Social competence, for
example, is a multilayered construct (EisenberpeBa& Spinrad, 2006; Howes, 1987; Mayr &
Ulich, 2009) that includes the component of vedzmahmunication (Merrell, 2011). Given that
these social-emotional strengths include verbalmamication components, they may be better
related to reading skills, as they also requireen@rbal components than math. Math skills may
require less verbalization, and are more blackvamitk in terms of what is correct and incorrect.
Therefore, this level of communication and languiageoth reading and social-emotional
strengths, but not in math, may have contributetthécdifferences in predictability of social-

emotional strengths and academic achievement.
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ContributionstotheLiterature

The current study contributes to the existing éitere on social-emotional strengths and
academic outcomes in kindergarten given that ndystas specifically looked at the relationship
between social-emotional strengths and currenteamadachievement using a multidimensional,
strength-based assessment. Given that previousrchseas demonstrated a relationship between
these skills and academic achievement (currenfutnce achievement; Caprara et al., 2000;
Feshbach & Feshbach, 1987; Howse et al., 2003; 8ia@t et al., 2000; McClelland, 2006), it
is important to examine the relationship betweeashed the constructs of social-emotional
strengths and academic achievement to determinghwifiiany, are better predictors of
academic success. The current study showed thial sompetence in particular was very
important. Therefore, it may be beneficial to foousre attention on increasing kindergarten
students’ social-competence as compared to otlvgalsemotional strengths. Additionally,
although the individual constructs were not explongth teachers, the fact that a
comprehensive, empirically derived scale of soembtional strengths was used indicates that
overall strengths in these areas are also impoargtrengths in one area might make up for
weaknesses in others.

Additionally, the current study contributes to #hasting literature on the use of multiple
informants across settings as raters of socialHemaitstrengths. This is important, as past
research has focused mostly on the use of onenatialr (teachers), or raters from the same
setting (teachers and peers). It is important te tiwat previous studies have utilized measures in
which including multiple informants (teachers aradtgnts) would be possible, but only teacher
data was collected or utilized. For example, inghuely conducted by Hair et al. (2006), social

emotional development was measured by a studevis! of self-control. This was assessed
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using the Social Rating Scales (SRS). In the calghCLS study, both parent and teacher
information was collected using the SRS, but Haale(2006) utilized only the teacher data.
Additionally, currently only one study has examirkd relationship between multiple

informants across settings using a multidimensistatngth-based assessment (Crane et al.,
2011), which found a positive, moderate relatiopsfihis study validates the findings from the
Crane et al. (2011) study. The current study adlts @o this literature by utilizing a sample of
students in kindergarten, which is slightly oldear the preschool age students used by Crane et
al. (2011). Lastly, the current study adds to lisature as it used a different measure than that
of Crane et al. (2011) to measure social-emotistiahgths.

No study has examined if parent or teacher ratmig®cial-emotional strengths using a
multi-dimensional, strength-based assessment are pnedictive of academic success. In the
current study, the use of multiple informants akalfor the direct comparison of which
informants’ ratings of social-emotional strengths most predictive of academic achievement in
kindergarten students. Of particular importanbe,durrent study showed that teacher ratings of
social-emotional strengths are more predictivecafd@mic achievement in early literacy.
However, no difference was observed between rédeechievement in early math skills. It will
be important for future research to determineeféhare real differences between academic
areas, or if these were artifacts of the measwsed,as discussed above.

The current study also contributes to the liteatwy using a more diverse sample than
has been previously used in other studies. Ofttidiess that focus on social-emotional
development, only one study utilized a larger sanpresentative of the kindergarten
population across the country (Hair et al., 2068)wever, the study by Hair et al. (2006) only

included student participants from the US. Theenirstudy incorporated participants from two
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countries, the US and Canada, representing a nneesd population. The use of a more
geographically diverse sample helps to add to émegalizability of social-emotional strengths
predicting current early academic achievementmilé&rgarten students.

Additionally, the current study contributes to titerature on this topic by including
academic measures that are more sensitive to graentiss the academic year. Most of the
previous research has focused on broad measuaes@émic outcomes, such as letter grades
and standardized tests, as opposed to measurestess key basic early reading and math
skills. Therefore, the current study adds to ttexditure base by assessing reading and math
outcomes using curriculum-based measures, whichg®d a more detailed picture of specific
early numeracy and literacy skills (Shinn, 2008).

Finally, this study contributes to the literatarethis topic as very few studies have
utilized or examined the validity and reliability the Social Emotional Assets and Resilience
Scales (SEARS; Merrell, 2011). A search of theenirtiterature base revealed that there are
four published studies and two dissertations thatxw the SEARS or utilize the SEARS in
measuring social-emotional strengths in studentsvé¥er, none of these studies review the
reliability or validity of the SEARS solely in tHendergarten population. Additionally, the
literature currently available only includes aughowolved in the development of the
assessment tool. The current study provides jaatibn for SEARS to be a reliable tool when
measuring students’ social-emotional strengthsmgifaat it showed good to excellent internal
consistency.

Limitations and Future Directions for Research
Although these findings contribute to the curreterature on this topic, there are a

number of limitations that need to be considereédminterpreting results. The sample included
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in the current study is considered to be a convesisample, in which the director of
psychological services was used to recruit schaadsstudents. School psychologists may have
felt some pressure to participate in the studyayg were recruited from their supervisor.
Additionally, schools that have an important diélece on an unmeasured variable (e.g., higher
academic achievement, differing levels of parembivement, teachers more interested in
teacher involvement) may have been more willingddicipate than other schools in the district.
Therefore, the results may not be generalizabledaentire kindergarten population.

A second limitation to the current study is that tfata utilized are nested data. Intraclass
correlation coefficients (ICC) were examined toeatin the extent of this limitation. The
intraclass correlation analyses that were conduetzé relatively high. Specifically, the SEARS
ratings were clustered by teachers, yielding an &€Q@45, and by schools (using parent SEARS
ratings) yielding an ICC of .112. This indicatekigh level of variance could be contributed to
factors at different levels of the ecological sgstsuch as school or teacher characteristics.
Moreover, the relatively small sample size may haseilted in some of the unexpected
findings. To address these limitations, furtheeeesh studies should utilize a larger sample size,
which would allow for the use of multilevel modadinvhich is more appropriate for nested data.

Another limitation to the study is that the teactsting forms were brief. The use of the
SEARS-T short form is another potential limitattonthe study design. Using a short form
potentially leaves out components of certain dosiéiat may significantly affect outcomes.
However, the full scale score and the short fororesevere found to be highly related with a
correlation of .98 (Merrell, 2011). Additionall\he use of a short form only allowed for the
comparison of the total strengths score betweeangéie., parent and teachers) versus individual

dimensions of student strengths. Therefore, corapasi could not be made between individual
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domains of social-emotional strengths. This is ingd given that teachers’ ratings of total
strengths for kindergarten students significantlydicted early literacy achievement, as well as
the fact that teacher ratings were more prediafvecademic achievement in early literacy
compared to parents. Thus, future research shatldel examine the relationship between
academic achievement and individual social-emotistnangths as rated by teachers to
determine which, if any, are more predictive.

Implicationsfor School Psychologists

The findings from the current study yield multipheplications for school psychologists.
First, the indication that social-emotional strdrsgas a whole are related to current academic
achievement, specifically early literacy, has irogtions for building upon these skills in
kindergarten students. Although prior academiceament is a better predictor of academic
success, it is important to note that not all kngdeten students may attend preschool or have a
formal education before entering kindergarten. €foge, utilizing a strength-based assessment
measuring students’ social-emotional strengthsbeahnelpful. More specifically, building upon
their social-emotional strengths in children mayéhadded benefits of positive academic
outcomes.

Additionally, findings from this study indicate thiamay be beneficial to build
kindergarten students’ social-emotional strengthsromote academic success, which is
consistent with teacher beliefs that social-emati@kills and strengths are just as important, if
not more important than academic skills (Johnsaila@her, Cook, & Wong, 1995; Lin,
Lawrence, & Gorrell, 2003; Rimm-Kauffman, PiantaC&x, 2000). Moreover, those programs
that target building social-emotional strengths matonly impact those skills, but may also

impact students’ academic success. This is imppraant serves as a justification for using time
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in the classroom, or other resources, to implempesgrams focused on building students’
social-emotional strengths. There are a numberagrams that exist targeting the development
of social-emotional skills. For example, the Sec8tep and Strong Kids programs focus on
increasing the social-emotional competence of stisgd@and could be incorporated in to the
students’ curriculum. Additionally, while focusim increasing kindergarten students’ social-
emotional strengths as a whole is important, figdifrom the current study suggest it may be
most important to focus on social competence. Giliahsocial competence was more
predictive of early literacy achievement in kindentgn students than other social-emotional
strengths, choosing a curriculum that focuses oreasing social competence would be critical.
Moreover, if a teacher, school, or district is iedrabout the amount of time needed to focus on
increasing students’ social-emotional strengths ctirrent study would suggest that it would
then be most important to focus that limited amafritme on specifically increasing social
competence in kindergarten students.

The current study also has implications about wiay be best suited to rate kindergarten
students’ social-emotional strengths. There wagsatige, moderate relationship between parent
and teacher raters, indicating that they are srlat there are some differences between them.
More specifically, teacher ratings were found tarme predictive for early literacy skills, while
there was no difference for early math achievemgithough previous research has indicated
that the use of both parent and teacher ratindd pietter predictive power for students’
academic, behavioral, and health outcomes as ceapamusing one informant (Verhulst et al.,
1994), there will undoubtedly be times when itificllt to collect both ratings. Therefore,
school psychologist can make an informed decidiahgince teacher ratings are more predictive

of academic achievement, then teacher ratings rmgydferred.

100



In conclusion, the present study determined tbeias-emotional strengths are
significantly related to current academic achievenie kindergarten students. The only
exception to that finding was that of parent rating social-emotional strengths not being
predictive of early math achievement in kindergageidents. Additionally, the current study
demonstrated that teacher ratings of social-emalistnengths were more predictive than parent-
ratings of early literacy skills. Taken togethéede results show that teachers may offer more
meaningful ratings for social-emotional strength&indergarten students. This result could
potentially be beneficial, as teachers are ofteneedo access for school psychologists. Findings
from this study provide further insight in to thmeportance of measuring social-emotional
strengths in kindergarten students. It also pravidether evidence on the importance of
implementing social-emotional programs or curricalun to the education of our students. This
is important as this study provides informationt thach program may not only increase a
student’s social-emotional competence, but thalsth may yield positive results in terms of a

student’s academic achievement.
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Appendix A: Parent Demographic Questionnaire

Date:

Parent Information

Primary caregiver’s [your] name:

1. Your relationship to child:

oBiological oBiological oStepparent
Mother Father

oAdoptive oAdoptive oParent’s
Mother Father Partner (living

in household)

2. Your race/ethnicity:

o American Indian or Alaskan Native o
o Asian
o Black or African American

o O

o

0 Hispanic or Latino

3. Your level of education (please check the highes

o Less than high school

0 Some college, 2-year college or vocational
0 Some graduate work

o Doctoral degree

4. On average, how many hours per week

00-5 06-20

Other (please specify):

oFoster oOther (please
Parent specify):
oOther Adult
Relative

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White
Multi-racial (please

specify):

t completed):

o High school or GED
0 Bachelor’s degree
0 Master’'s degree

do you work?

021-40 040 or more
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5. Number of adults in the home who care for childr ~ en (including you):

6. What is your marital status?

o Single, never married 0 Separated
o Divorced 0 Married
o0 Living together as if married 0 Widowed

*If Single, never married, please skip to number 10.

Spouse/Partner’'s  name:

7. Spouse/Partner’s relationship to child:

oBiological  oBiological o Stepparent oFoster Parent  oOther (please
Mother Father specify)
oAdoptive oAdoptive oParent’s o0Other Adult
Mother Father Partner (living Relative

in household)

8. Your spouse/partner’s level of education (please check the highest completed):

o0 Less than high school o High school or GED
0 Some college, 2-year college or vocational 0 Bachelor’s degree
0 Some graduate work 0 Master’'s degree

o Doctoral degree

9. On average, how many hours per week  does your spouse/partner work?

00-5 06-20 021-40 040 or more

10. What is the primary language spoken in your hom  e?

o English 0 Spanish

o French 0 Vietnamese

0 Chinese 0 Korean

0 Russian o Other (please specify):

11. Family income per year (check one):
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olLess than $5,000 0$5,001-$10,000 0$10,001-$20,000 0$20,001-$30,000
0$30,001-$40,000 0$40,001-$50,000 0$50,001-$60,000 oOver $60,001

Child Information

Child’'s Name:

Child’'s Gender: Male Female

Child’s Date of Birth: (month / day / year)

Child’s Race/Ethnicity:

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White

Multi-racial (please specify):
Other (please specify):

o American Indian or Alaskan Native
o0 Asian

o Black or African American

0 Hispanic or Latino

O o0oo0oo

In the past 2 years, has your child seen a counselo r, therapist, psychologist, psychiatrist,
social worker or other mental health professional f or treatment for mental health or

behavior problems s/he may have been having?

Yes No Don’t Know
Is this child taking any medications for ADHD, OCD, or other behavioral or mental
disorder?
Yes No
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Appendix B: Parent Consent Form

Dear Parent or Legal Guardian:

This letter provides information about a reseatalysthat will be conducted at your school by
investigators from the University of South Floridaur goal in conducting the study is to examinddchi
and family factors that help children start schealdy to learn. The title of the study is “Predistof
Kindergarten Success: The Roles of Parental Invoére, Child Behavior, and Academic Skills and
Enablers” (USF IRB # Pro 4196).

v

Who We Are: Dr. Julia Ogg, an Assistant Professor in the College of Education at the University of
South Florida (USF), is the Primary Investigator for this study which will be conducted in conjunction
with the Early Childhood Research Group at USF.

Why We are Requesting You and Your Child’s Participation: This study is being conducted as part of
a project entitled, “Predictors of Kindergarten Success: The Roles of Parental Involvement, Child
Behavior, and Academic Skills and Enablers.” You and your child are being asked to participate
because your child is starting kindergarten in Hillsborough County Public Schools.

Why You and Your Child Should Participate: We need to learn more about how parents can help
their children start school ready to learn. This study will help us determine how to help parents
support their child’s development as it relates to getting ready to start school. In addition, you will
receive a $10 gift card in the fall for completing a packet of questionnaires and a $10 gift card in the
spring for completing another packet of questionnaires. Your child will receive a small incentive
(e.g., sticker, pencil) for participating in the study.

What Participation Requirelf you consent to participate in the study, yail lae asked to fill-out
guestionnaires regarding your involvement with sthactivities you do with your child at home,

your parenting practices, and your child’s behatway times during the school year: once when you
agree to participate (September), and again anbef the school year (April or May). The packet

of questionnaires will take you approximately 50r8ihiutes to complete. Your child will be required
to complete short assessments of their acadenlis gliee times throughout the school year: once
when you agree to participate (September), onagndrdanuary or February, and again in April or
May. These assessments will be completed duringdheol day at your child’s school and will take
approximately 5-10 minutes. Your child’s teachelt also be asked to complete questionnaires about
your child’s behavior and their interactions wittuyregarding your child’s education.

Please Note: Your decision to participate and to allow your child to participate in this research study
is completely voluntary. You are free to allow your child to participate in this research study or to
withdraw him or her at any time. Your decision to participate, not to participate, or to withdraw
participation at any point during the study will in no way affect your child’s student status, his or her
grades, or your relationship with your child’s school, USF, or any other party.
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v Confidentiality of You and Your Child’s Responses: The risks to you and your child for participating in
this research are considered minimal. Your privacy and research records will be kept confidential to
the extent of the law. Authorized research personnel, employees of the Department of Health and
Human Services, the USF Institutional Review Board and its staff, and other individuals acting on
behalf of USF may inspect the records from this research project, but your individual responses will
not be shared with school system personnel or anyone other than us. Your questionnaires and your
child’s completed assessments will be assighed a code number to protect the confidentiality of
responses. Only we will have access to the locked file cabinet kept by the Primary Investigator that
will contain: 1) all records linking code numbers to participants’ names, and 2) all information
gathered from assessments and surveys. All records from the study (completed surveys,
assessments) will be destroyed in five years.

v' What We’ll Do With You and Your Child’s Responses: We plan to use the information from this study
to inform what parenting and child factors help children be ready to start school. The results of this
study may be published. However, the data obtained from you or your child will be combined with
data from other people in the publication. The published results will not include your name or any
other information that would in any way personally identify you or your child.

v' Questions? If you have any questions about this research study, please contact Julia Ogg at (813)
974-9698. If you have questions about your child’s rights as a person who is taking part in a research
study, you may contact a member of the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of the USF at
(813) 974-5638.

v/ Want to Participate? To indicate your consent to participate and to have your child participate in
this study, please sign the consent form at the bottom of this page.

Sincerely,

Julia Ogg, Ph.D., NCSP
Assistant Professor

School Psychology Program
University of South Florida

Consent for Parent and Child to Take Part in this Research Study

| freely give my permission to let my child take part in this study. | also consent to participate in this
study. | understand that this is research. | have received a copy of this letter and consent form for my
records.

Printed name of child Date

Signature of parent taking part in the study Printed name of parent
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Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

| certify that participants have been provided with an informed consent form that has been approved by
the University of South Florida’s Institutional Review Board and that explains the nature, demands, risks,
and benefits involved in participating in this study. | further certify that a phone number has been
provided in the event of additional questions.

Signature of person Printed name of person Date
obtaining consent obtaining consent
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Appendix C: Verbal Assent Description

Verbal Description of Study

When meeting with the child, you will say the following:

“We are doing a study to learn about how kids get ready for kindergarten. We are asking you to help
because we want to learn more about what kids need to know to do well in school. Your parent has said
that it is ok for you to work with me today.

| am going to ask you to do a few activities with me that will let us know which letters, sounds, and
numbers you’ve learned. You will receive a [small prize] for working with me today.

You can ask me questions about the study at any time. If you decide at any time that you want to stop,

just let me know. No one will be upset if you want to stop.”
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Appendix D: Teacher Consent Form

Dear Teacher:

This letter provides information about a reseatalysthat will be conducted at your school by
investigators from the University of South Floridaur goal in conducting the study is to examinddchi
and family-level factors that help children staicol ready to learn. The title of the study iedictors
of Kindergarten Success: The Roles of Parentallawoent, Child Behavior, and Academic Skills and
Enablers (USF IRB # Pro 4196).

v Who We Are: Dr. Julia Ogg, an Assistant Professor in the College of Education at the University of
South Florida (USF), is the Primary Investigator for this study which will be conducted in conjunction
with the Early Childhood Research Group at USF.

v Why We are Requesting Your Participation: This study is being conducted as part of a project
entitled, “Predictors of Kindergarten Success: The Roles of Parental Involvement, Child Behavior,
and Academic Skills and Enablers.” You are being asked to participate because you are the teacher
for at least one student who is participating in the study.

v" Why You Should Participate: We need to learn more about how parents can help their children be
ready to start school. This study will help us determine how to help parents support their child’s
development as it relates to getting ready to start school. You will receive a $10 gift card for
completing a packet of questionnaires for each student in your classroom who is participating in the
study. You will be asked to complete this[these] packet[s] during the spring of 2012. You will be
asked to complete a packet for each child in your classroom who is participating in the study. You
will receive a gift card for each packet upon your completion of the packets.

v' What Participation Requireff you consent to participate in the study, yall e asked to fill-out a
packet of questionnaires for each child in yousstaom that is participating in the study in Al
May 2012. These guestionnaires will ask abouttalemic skills and behaviors of the child,
classroom behaviors, your interactions with thédthiparents, and your general classroom practices.
The packet of questionnaires will take you appratety 40 minutes to complete for each child.

v Please Note: Your decision to participate in this research study is completely voluntary. You are free
to participate in this research study or to withdraw at any time. Your decision to participate, not to
participate, or to withdraw participation at any point during the study will in no way affect your
relationship with your school, USF, or any other party.

v Confidentiality of Your Responses: The risks to you for participating in this research are considered
minimal. Your research records will be kept confidential to the extent of the law. Authorized
research personnel, employees of the Department of Health and Human Services, the USF
Institutional Review Board and its staff, and other individuals acting on behalf of USF may inspect
the records from this research project, but your individual responses will not be shared with school
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system personnel, the child’s parents, or anyone other than us. Your completed assessments will be
assigned a code number to protect the confidentiality of your responses. Only we will have access to
the locked file cabinet kept by the Primary Investigator that will contain: 1) all records linking code
numbers to participants’ names, and 2) all information gathered from assessments and surveys. All
records from the study (completed surveys, assessments) will be destroyed in five years.

v' What We’ll Do With Your Responses: We plan to use the information from this study to inform what
parenting and child factors help children start school ready to learn. The results of this study may be
published. However, the data obtained from you will be combined with data from other people in
the publication. The published results will not include your name or any other information that
would in any way personally identify you.

v' Questions? If you have any questions about this research study, please contact Julia Ogg at (813)
974-9698. If you have questions about your rights as a person who is taking part in a research study,
you may contact a member of the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of the USF at (813)
974-5638.

v/ Want to Participate? To indicate your consent to participate in this study, please sign the consent
form at the bottom of this page.

Sincerely,

Julia Ogg, Ph.D., NCSP
Assistant Professor

School Psychology Program
University of South Florida

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
| freely give my permission to take part in this study. | understand that this is research. | have received a
copy of this letter and consent form for my records.

Signature of teacher taking part in the study Date

Printed name of teacher

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

| certify that participants have been provided with an informed consent form that has been approved by
the University of South Florida’s Institutional Review Board and that explains the nature, demands, risks,
and benefits involved in participating in this study. | further certify that a phone number has been
provided in the event of additional questions.

Signature of person Printed name of person Date
obtaining consent obtaining consent
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