ABSTRACT
GALANTI, SALLY BETH. Potential Interpersonal Relationship Moderating Effects in the

Relations between the Daily Progress Report and Problem Behavior for Students Receiving
the Check, Connect and Expect Intervention. (Under the direction of Dr. Scott Stage).

This study examined potential moderating effects of the coach-student and teacher-
student relationship on the relationship between the Daily Progress Report (DPR) and
problem behavior for elementary students in a Tier 2 behavioral intervention called Check,
Connect, and Expect (CCE). Seventy-five elementary students at risk for severe behavior
problems, their classroom teachers, and CCE behavior coaches were included in this study.
The data collected for this study was during a follow-up year of a two-year outcome
investigation of CCE. Results from a path analysis indicated that there was a significant
negative direct effect between students’ average DPR percentage across the academic year,
and the amount of total problem behaviors reported on the Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher
Report Form (CBCL-TRF; Achenbach, 2001) by the student’s classroom teacher. Another
significant negative direct effect was found between the student-teacher relationship, as rated
by the student, and amount of total problem behaviors, as rated by the teacher. These findings
suggest that a poorer quality student-teacher relationship from the student’s perspective is
related to an increase in problem behaviors rated by the student’s classroom teacher. The
path analysis model did not reveal any moderating effects of the interpersonal relationships
on the direct association between students DPRs and their problem behaviors. The discussion
focuses on what the average DPR percentage reflects in the relationship to total problem

behavior as well as the students’ attitude about their teachers.
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Introduction

Some School-wide Positive Behavior Intervention and Support systems aimed at reducing
externalizing problem behaviors in students at-risk for special education referral, such as
Check & Connect (C&C; Evelo et al., 1996), Check-in and Check-out (CICO; Fairbanks,
Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007), and the Check, Connect & Expect program (CC&E;
Cheney et al., 2009), use a coach (i.e., a paraprofessional) who is responsible for coaching
the student on school derived behavior expectations. These interventions (i.e., C&C, CICO,
and CCE) explicitly describe the importance of the relationship between the coach and
student as a way to increase the student’s engagement in school and reduce problem
behaviors.

This research suggests that the quality of the coach-student relationship moderates the
student’s change in externalizing problem behavior (Tsai & Cheney, 2011). A moderator is a
third variable that affects the relationship between an independent and dependent variable.
The moderator variable can affect either the direction or strength of the relation, or both
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). What is needed, but has not been explored, is the moderating effect
of the student-teacher relationship on the student’s externalizing problem behavior as rated
by the teacher (Tsai & Cheney, 2012; Cheney et. al, 2009; Shirk & Karver, 2003). It is
important to note that for the purposes of this document, the subject listed first in the
relationship is the person rating the relationship. For example, if student-teacher relationship

is cited, this means that it is the student-teacher relationship as rated by the student.



First, it is important to provide some general background about the theoretical therapeutic
models of the children’s relationships with adults (i.e., a therapist, a parent, or a teacher)
including therapeutic alliance, school bonding, and teacher-student relationships. Next, the
theoretical therapeutic models and empirical findings of Check and Connect (C&C; Evelo et
al., 1996), the Behavior Education Program (BEP; Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004), the
Check-in Check-out program (CICO; Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007), and
Check, Connect, and Expect program (CCE; Cheney et al., 2009) will be described in terms
of the importance of the coach-student relationship and the empirical findings of these
interventions. These evidence-based interventions for school age children with emotional and
behavioral problems rely on an adult-student relationship as an essential feature of the
intervention.

Therapeutic Alliance

The following section will provide a review of the literature surrounding the finding that
the interpersonal relationship between a therapist and child moderates treatment outcome. It
is important to note that this area of literature is broader than what is described. For the
purposes of this study the literature reviewed in the following section was narrowed to only
include child studies, and more specifically child studies with a subpopulation of emotional
and behavior disorders. The term therapeutic alliance refers to the bond and the quality of the
client’s relationship with the therapist (Kazdin & Durbin, 2012). Research suggests that the
quality of the therapeutic relationship is more important for children than for adults. In a

meta-analytic review of 23 studies, Shirk and Karver (2003) investigated whether the quality



of therapeutic relationships with children and adolescents therapist affected their treatment
outcomes. The authors found that therapeutic alliance had a moderate effect (» =.21) on
treatment outcomes for children and adolescents. After the initial analysis, the authors were
interested in examining other potential moderator variables including age, type of behavior
problem, and type of treatment. They found statistically significant differences between the
average correlation coefficients of the therapeutic relationship and outcome for children with
externalizing problem behavior (M r = .30) compared to children with internalizing problem
behavior (M r=.10). Additionally, therapeutic relationships were harder to form with
children who exhibited externalizing behaviors. None of the other moderating effects (i.e.,
age or type of treatment) were supported. In summary, Shirk and Karver (2003) suggest that
therapeutic relationships with children who have externalizing behavior problems are
difficult to establish; but, once established, these relationships affect treatment outcomes.
Shirk and Karver (2003) also noted the importance of collecting data from the child’s
perspective because this moderating variable might yield valuable treatment outcome data.
None of the prior studies reviewed included a measure of the child’s perspective of the
relationship. In 2012, Kazdin and Durbin examined the association between therapeutic
alliance and therapeutic outcome or improvement, from both the therapist’s and child’s
perspective. All of the children who participated in this study exhibited oppositional,
aggressive, and/or antisocial behavior (identified by an intake assessment after referral to the
treatment clinic) and received Cognitive Behavioral Therapy. The researchers collected

alliance measures at the beginning and end of treatment. They found that the ratings of



therapeutic alliance from Time 1 (session 4) to Time 2 (session 8) were moderately
correlated for the therapist-child and child-therapist ratings (» = .65 and r = .67, respectively).
The change in quality of therapeutic alliance, meaning that the relationship quality increased
from Time 1 to Time 2, was only statistically significant for the child-therapist ratings.

After looking at the association between the same raters ratings of therapeutic alliance, the
researchers were interested in looking at the agreement of the measurement of alliance
between the child’s and therapist’s ratings. They found that there was a moderate association
between the child-therapist ratings and the therapist-child ratings (r = .47, p <.001) of the
therapeutic relationship. This level of association suggests that the child and therapist had a
moderate agreement of therapeutic alliance. The results indicate that although the two ratings
were related, they were not redundant measures.

Lastly, the researcher’s examined the association between the quality of therapeutic
alliance and treatment outcome. They hypothesized that higher quality therapeutic
relationships would be associated with better treatment outcomes. Treatment outcome was
measured by the Treatment Improvement Scale, which was developed by Kazdin and
colleagues. Three versions (i.e., parent, child, and therapist) of this scale were administered
to evaluate treatment outcome. Both the child’s and therapist’s ratings of alliance were
significantly related to therapeutic change as rated by the parent, child, and therapist. More
specifically, child ratings of therapeutic alliance were positively associated with therapeutic
change as rated by the therapist (r = .41, p <.001), parent (r = .30, p <.01), and child (» =

.62, p <.001). Similarly, therapist ratings of therapeutic alliance were positive correlated



with therapeutic change as rated by the therapist (r = .59, p <.001), parent (» = .21, p <.05),
and child (r = .41, p <.001). Although the significant findings are not restricted to common
raters, it is important to note that the relationship is stronger when the same rater completes
both measures. This suggests that mono-rater bias could be a confounding variable for
studies that use the same rater for alliance and outcome measures. Overall, this study
supports the idea that as the quality of the child-therapist relationship increases, so, too, does
the improvement on treatment outcome increases.

Teacher Student Relationships

The following section will review several studies that have found significant results
between the teacher-student relationship and academic and behavior outcomes. At the end of
this section, conclusions will be made about the effect of the teacher-student relationship on
the student’s academic and behavior outcomes.

Research on the teacher-student relationship in schools has focused solely on the teacher’s
perception of the relationship (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Fowler, Banks, Anhalt, Der, &
Kalis, 2008). The research in this area has shown that the teacher-student relationship has an
association with student’s academic success. For example, in 2008 a study examining the
influence of the quality of the teacher-student relationships on academic performance
revealed that as the quality of the relationship increased, the students’ grades also increased
(Fowler, Banks, Anhalt, Der, & Kalis). However, the students’ perception of their

relationship with their teacher may also offer valuable information about their academic and



behavioral success in school, but there is a lack of research regarding the student’s perception
of their relationship with their teacher.

Hamre and Pianta (2001) looked at teacher-student relationships and academic and
behavioral outcomes for children who were in elementary school and middle school.
Children who were rated high in conflict and dependency showed significantly more negative
academic outcomes (i.e., poor performance on test scores, higher rates of office discipline
referrals, and fewer positive work habits) from first through eighth grade. However, this was
only true for boys and not girls. Additionally, ratings from kindergarten teachers uniquely
predicted academic and behavioral outcomes for elementary school students (Hambre &
Pianta). Other studies have found similar results. In 1997, Birch and Ladd examined
associations between the teacher-student relationship and academic and behavior outcomes
using the same conflict and closeness scale as Hamre and Pianta. They found that the
teacher’s rating of closeness to a student was positively associated with the student’s
academic performance. Thus, the more positive the teacher-student relationship, the higher
the student’s academic performance was rated by the teacher. In addition, as the teacher-
student relationship increased in closeness, so did teacher ratings of the student’s school
liking and self-directedness. Furthermore, teachers who rated their relationship high in
conflict with students also indicated poorer student academic performance, less engagement
in school, and increased negative attitudes towards school (Birch & Ladd, 1997).

Once evidence to support the association between the teacher-student relationship on

students’ academic and behavioral outcomes was established, researchers began to explore



differences between children with externalizing behavior problems and those without. One
reason for the particular interest in this subset of students is because research has consistently
shown that children with externalizing behavior problems have a difficult time forming
relationships with peers and teachers. Fowler and colleagues (2008) examined the
relationship between children with externalizing behavior problems and the quality of the
teacher-student relationship. The study revealed that students who were ranked by their
teachers as high on measures of externalizing behavior problem were also rated high on
measures of teacher-student conflict. In other words, students who exhibited more disruptive
behaviors in class were also likely to have a negative relationship with their teacher. They
also found a negative association between conflict ratings in the teacher-student relationship
and teacher-student prosocial behavior ratings. It is important to note that there was no
difference in total relationship quality between students who scored high on externalizing
behaviors and students who scored low on externalizing problems if they were rated high on
prosocial behavior (Fowler et al.). This suggest that prosocial skills could be a protective
factor for students who exhibit externalizing problem behaviors in building relationships with
teachers. Similar to the previously mentioned studies, all of the measures were completed by
the teacher and therefore do not include any measurement of the student’s perception of their
relationship with their teacher. Given the results of the studies reviewed, it is evident that
there is an association between the quality of the teacher-student relationship and student
behavioral and academic outcomes, both as behavior rated by the teacher but also in terms of

academic performance.



Other studies have looked beyond associations and examined whether or not the teacher-
student relationship could predict later academic and behavioral outcomes. Pianta and
Stuhlman (2004) examined the predictive value of preschool, kindergarten, and first grade
teachers’ perceptions of their relationship with students on those students’ social and
behavioral outcomes in the first few years of school. The researchers used the same conflict
and closeness scale mentioned in the previous studies. They found that the teachers’
perception of their relationship with students positively predicted later academic
achievement, externalizing behavior, and social competence. Pianta and Stuhlman mention
that the results of the study are not entirely conclusive due to problems with
multicullinearity. These findings highlight the importance of collecting measures from
multiple raters in order to avoid multicullinearity, or teacher mono-rater bias (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959).

In summary, research on teacher-student relationships shows that there is a significant and
unique effect of the relationship on academic and behavior outcomes. Teacher-student
relationships have been found to uniquely predict academic and behavior outcomes even
after controlling for gender, age, ethnicity, and quality of parent relationships. Although this
interpersonal relationship between the teacher and the student has been examined and
measured in numerous studies, the studies reviewed fail to include the perception of the
student in this relationship. There are multiple reasons as to why it is important to include the
perspective of the student. First, findings revealed that even though the two perspectives are

moderately correlated with one another, they are not redundant measures of the relationship



(Kazdin & Durbin, 2012). Second, there is a problem of mono-rater bias due to the fact that
all of studies included predictor and outcome measures that were both rated by a teacher.
Lastly, researchers in the field of psychology who study interpersonal relationships are
interested in understanding both perspectives of the relationship (e.g., Shirk & Karver, 2003).
Interventions

The Check and Connect program (C&C; Evelo et al., 1996), the Behavior Education
Program (BEP; Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004), Check-in and Check-out (CICO;
Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, and Lanthrop, 2007), and the Check, Connect, and Expect
program (CCE; Cheney et al., 2009) are all interventions that aim to enhance the student’s
appropriate behavior (e.g., academic engagement and prosocial behavior) and reduce
problem behavior through the facilitation of an adult at school. In the next section, each
intervention is discussed in more detail.

Check and Connect. Check and Connect (C&C) is an intervention program designed to
increase school engagement for youth who are at risk for dropping out of school. The
development of the intervention was based on research findings that showed increased
academic engagement led to a decrease in truancy rates, an increase in persistent attendance
(e.g., no periods of 15 day absences), and an increase in 5 year graduation rates (Sinclair,
Christenson, Lehr, & Anderson, 2003). In order to facilitate change in academic engagement,
a monitor, or coach who assesses indicators of engagement (e.g., absenteeism, tardiness, and
grades) at school on a daily basis for the student is a key element to this intervention. The

“Connect” component of the C&C program refers to the development of a relationship or
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connection with the coach and aims to help the formation of positive relationships with peers
and teachers. All students receive the same basic intervention, which involves daily coaching
with the monitor. The coach then uses the school engagement data on each student to develop
an individualized intensive intervention (Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson, 2004). Core elements
of this intervention include relationship building and problem solving. In addition, the
monitor follows the student if they switch schools during the course of the intervention
(Sinclair, Christenson, Lehr, & Anderson, 2003).

Several longitudinal studies revealed that Check and Connect was effective when students
were in the program for two years. Sinclair, Christenson, Evelo, and Hurley (1998) examined
the efficacy of the Check and Connect program on children with disabilities during middle
school and their transition to high school. Participants included 94 children who were in
special education and classified as having a learning disability or an emotional/behavioral
disability in accordance with their state special education guidelines. All of the students
received interventions in 7" and 8" grade, and then half were randomly assigned to continue
to receive treatment in 9™ grade while the other half did not. The results indicate that the
students in the treatment group were significantly more likely to be engaged in school, and
more likely to complete course assignments compared to the control group. They also found
that special education teachers rated students in the treatment group as more academically
competent and demonstrated fewer behavior problems compared to the control group. The
researchers were also interested in examining if the C&C program changed their views on

identification or motivation to go to school. Students completed an identification
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questionnaire, but no significant findings were found between groups on the measure of
identification with school.

In 2004, another evaluation of the Check and Connect program was conducted by Lehr,
Sinclair, and Christenson. The researchers targeted elementary school students who were
typically absent or tardy to school (e.g., 12% or more of the time during the year prior to this
study). They also looked for other factors that have been shown to influence truancy and
dropping out of school including low parental support, sibling history of dropout,
incompletion of school work, or other academic and behavioral problems. The two outcome
measures included direct measures of student participation (i.e., tardies and absences) and
measures of staff perceptions of student engagement and program effectiveness through a
School Staff Feedback Survey (Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson).

The authors used data from prior research to develop four categories of level of
engagement: engaged (tardy 0-1 day/month), mildly disengaged (tardy 2 days/month),
moderately disengaged (tardy 3 days/month), and highly disengaged (tardy 4-20
days/month). Prior to the study, only 42% of the students were considered to be in the
engagement category, 20% in the mildly disengaged, 15% in the moderately disengaged, and
23% in the highly disengaged category. After participating in the Check and Connect
program for two years, the researchers collected posttest data, which revealed significant
effects from the Check and Connect program on this sample of elementary school students.
They reported that 86% of students were in the engaged category, 9% in the mildly

disengaged category, 3% in the moderately disengaged category, and 2% in the highly
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engaged category. In addition, teachers and school staff reported that parents were more
involved in the child’s education as seen through increased communication between parents
and school (Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson, 2004). It is important to note that there is a lack of
an outcome measurement of inappropriate behavior. Due to the lack of this outcome
measure, it is hard to draw any conclusions about whether or not the intervention decreased
problem behaviors which was one of the aims of the intervention.

Behavior Education Program. The Behavior Education Program (BEP) is a Tier 2
intervention, meaning that it is intended for students who do not respond to school wide
interventions (e.g., classroom clip charts, positive behavior supports). The BEP focuses on
preventing children from engaging in problem behavior. There are five key elements to the
BEP that are very similar to the elements of Check and Connect. Students are required to
check-in daily with a behavior coach before school and after school. The student’s teacher
fills out a Daily Progress Report (DPR), which the behavior coach reviews with the student at
the end of every day. Students then receive rewards if they meet their daily point goal.
Students also take their DPR home to be signed by their parent or guardian, which is then
returned to school the next day (Hawken, 2006; Hawken, MacLeod, & Rawlings, 2007).

Hawken, Macleod, and Rawlings (2007) examined the effects of the BEP on 12
elementary school students who were nominated by their teachers as needing additional
behavior support. Baseline and post intervention data were collected on office discipline
referrals, which was the outcome measure of the study. The results reveal that 9 out of 12 of

the students had a significant reduction in office discipline referrals and did not require any
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additional support beyond the BEP intervention (Hawken, MacLeod, and Rawlings).
However, it is difficult to know whether the reduction in ODRs was due to consequences of
the DPR or whether it was the result of an interpersonal relationship with the coach.

Check In and Check Out. Check In and Check Out (i.e., CICO) is also a targeted
intervention for students with emotional and behavior difficulties and very similar to BEP. In
addition to checking in and out with an adult in the school (i.e., usually the student’s teacher),
CICO includes additional prompts and feedback (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop,
2007). Parent and teacher communication is an important component of CICO. A DPR card
is sent home every day and includes the data on daily goals and a section for teacher
feedback. The DPR includes a description of daily behavior expectations and goals, and
whether or not those expectations were met. When the student meets their daily goal, they
receive a reward to reinforce the appropriate behavior.

In 2007, Filter and colleagues studied the effectiveness of the CICO program in reducing
problem behaviors, with 19 students in three different elementary schools who were
unresponsive to previous class-wide interventions. Each student who participated in this
study was nominated by a teacher or an administrator based on frequent office discipline
referrals. The researchers were interested in whether or not the CICO program decreased
office discipline referrals. The results from the study revealed that there was a significant
decrease in office discipline referrals for 13 out of 19 of the students when the student was in

the CICO program.
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In a similar study to the Filter and colleagues (2007) study, Todd, Campbell, Meyer, and
Horner (2008) examined the effects of CICO on four elementary school-age boys who were
nominated by administrators and teachers due to the high frequency of office discipline
referrals. All of the students exhibited a reduction in problem behavior upon implementation
of CICO. The reduction of problem behaviors ranged from 15%-19% compared to baseline
data. In addition to the reduction of problem behaviors, the students’ behaviors were also less
variable across intervals. Office discipline data was also collected and revealed, on average,
students were receiving 0.14 referrals per day prior to the intervention compared to 0.04
referrals per day post intervention (Todd et al.). In summary, it is difficult to separate the
active treatment ingredients in the CICO intervention because both reinforcement using the
DPR and student-adult coaching are involved.

Check, Connect, and Expect. The developers of the Check, Connect, and Expect (CCE)
program integrated key components from the CICO program and the BEP. The key
components of the CCE program include: an adult checking in and out with the student;
monitoring the student’s behavior daily through the use of a DPR; reinforcement of
appropriate behavior; and teacher feedback (Cheney et al., 2009). During the CCE
intervention, each student had a DPR, on which his or her classroom teacher provided
feedback and rated the student’s behavior. The DPR was composed of approximately four
behavior expectations (e.g., participate respectfully, act responsibly, will be safe, and will
follow directions). The teacher rated the student on a one to four scale, ranging from low/try

again (one) to excellent (four). The teacher assesses the student’s performance on the DPR
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from three to five different times per day and adds comments on the DPR at the end of the
day (e.g., “Try harder to act responsibly!”). A coach recorded the ratings and input the scores
into an Internet based system at the end of the day (Cheney et al.).

In addition to the feedback the student received from the teacher, the student also
checked in with an adult mentor daily, referred to as a coach. The coach reviewed the
student’s DPR and provided positive and encouraging feedback regardless of whether the
student met their daily goals. If the student met their goal, then the coach provided positive
verbal reinforcement. However, if the student did not meet their daily goal, then the student
was encouraged on how the student could meet their goals the following day. The coach also
provided social skill training and or problem solving instruction in order to facilitate the
success of the student in developing these skills (Cheney et al.).

A two-year longitudinal study of the CCE program was conducted to examine several
different outcomes of the intervention (Cheney et al., 2009). The outcomes the researchers
assessed included social skills, academic competence, and problem behaviors. There were
eight measurements of outcome gathered from multiple assessments; three scales from the
Social Skills Rating Scale (SSRS; Gresham & Elliot, 1990), two scales from the Teacher
Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 2001), two subtests from the Woodcock-Johnson-III Tests of
Achievement (WJ-1II; Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001), and Academic Engagement
Time (AET; Walker & Severson, 1992). Students in first through third grade were recruited
from 18 different schools and were either enrolled in the CCE program or in a comparison

group. Sixty percent of the students in the CCE program were successful in meeting the
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graduate criteria (i.e., 75% on their DPR on 8 out of 10 consecutive days for 8 weeks). The
intervention group also fell into the normal range of problem behavior as rated by their
teacher on both the TRF and SSRS scales. The students in the comparison group as well as
the nongraduates of the CCE program remained in the clinically at-risk category (Cheney et
al.). In summary, the CCE program is a multi-component integrated intervention so the
contribution of an adult-student relationship was not well determined in the two-year
outcome study.

However, Tsai and Cheney (2012) examined the influence of both the teacher-student
relationship and the coach-student relationship on the student’s social outcomes, academic
competence, and school engagement using data from the CCE study. The study examined
data from a larger investigation of the CCE program, and included 103 elementary school
students and 111 teachers from 9 elementary schools. Details regarding participants and
procedures can be found in the method section of this paper, as the previous study and
current study are form the same dataset. The researchers conducted hierarchical multiple
regressions to examine the predictive relationship between the teacher-student and coach-
students relationships on student social skills, academic competence, and school engagement,
while controlling for amount of initial problem behaviors and reinforcement. Both the
teacher-student and coach-student relationships were measured using the short form of the
Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS, Pianta 2001). The STRS consists of 15 items on
a 5-point Likert scale, and contains two subscales: Closeness (e.g., “This child values his/her

relationship with me” and “I share an affectionate, warm relationship with this child”) and
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Conflict (e.g., “This child is sneaky or manipulative with me” and “This child’s feelings
toward me can be unpredictable or change suddenly”). Teachers completed the Social Skills
Rating System-Teacher Form (SSRS-T; Gresham & Elliot, 1990) to assess students’ social
skills, problem behaviors, and academic competence.

Tsai and Cheney (2012) found that the coach-student relationship did not significantly
predict social skills, total amount of problem behaviors, or academic competence. Although
there was not a statistically significant relationship between the increase in quality of the
coach-student relationship and amount of total problem behaviors, there was a negative
relationship between the two. As the quality of the coach-student relationship increased, the
amount of total problem behaviors decreased. They did find that the teacher-student
relationship accounted for 29% of the variance in social skills ratings, 5% of the variance in
total amount of problem behaviors, and 23% of the variance in academic competence.
Additionally, the teacher-student relationship significantly predicted student engagement in
school, accounting for 23% of the variance. However, there is some question about shared
variance between the coach-student and teacher-student relationship variables. Although the
correlation values are not reported in the Tsai and Cheney article, there is evidence to support
this claim. The hierarchical regression model for social skills revealed that the coach-student
relationship was only significant when the teacher-student relationship was not in the model.
After the teacher-student relationship was added to the model, the coach-student relationship
was not significant and changed directions. This indicates the possibility coach-student and

teacher-student relationship variables show a moderate level of shared variance and therefore



18

are redundant. Second, the teacher completed both the relationship and outcome variables,
which is subject to a mono-rater bias (Campbell & Fiske, 1955). In addition, the student’s
perception of the relationship is not accounted for in this study.

After the two-year outcome study, Stage et al., 2012 examined the validity of the DPRs
used in the study. Three separate studies were conducted to examine different types of
validity. First, the researchers examined the link between problem behaviors (externalizing
and internalizing) and scores on DPRs in order to establish criterion-referenced validity.
Second, they looked at the treatment validity of using DPRs to make student treatment
decisions. Specifically, Stage and colleagues were interested in assessing the validity of the
treatment decisions the behavior specialists made based on students’ scores on DPRs in the
two-year outcome study. Lastly, the researchers investigated the validity of the treatment
duration of the CCE program in the longitudinal study. A total of 104 elementary school
students and 71 teachers from the original outcome study were included in the studies. For
the purposes of the current study, only results from the first study are discussed in detail.

Results from the first study revealed that externalizing problem behavior, as measured by
three CBCL-TRF subscales (i.e., Attention Problem, Rule Breaking, and Aggression), was
the only variable that significantly predicted change in DPR score. Externalizing problem
behavior was negatively associated with the final DPR score (7 =-2.34, p <.05) and
positively associated with the slope of DPR scores (7= 3.4, p <.0001). This means that

student’s with fewer externalizing problem behaviors at the end of the intervention, had a
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higher final DPR score. Additionally, students with more externalizing problem behavior,
made more progress on the DPR (Stage et al., 2012).
Statement of the Problem and Hypotheses

The present study is an extension of Tsai and Cheney’s (2012) study in order to gain a
better understanding of the effect of the student-teacher relationship and the student-coach
relationship in Check, Connect, and Expect. The present study examines the coach-student
relationship as a potential moderator of the students overall performance on their average
DPR performance across the year in relationship to the teachers’ rating of their problem
behavior. Secondly, this study examines the quality of the student-teacher relationship as a
moderater of the students’ average DPR performance across the year in relationship to the
teachers’ rating of their problem behavior. The questions of the present study are discussed
more thoroughly in the next section.

1. Does student CCE outcome status as measured by the average DPR points earned over
the year directly predict teachers’ rating of students’ problem behavior?

There is evidence of a relation between change in DPR over time and change in ratings of
externalizing behavior problems (Stage et al., 2012). Due to this finding, it is expected that a
student who performs poorly on the DPR will have more total problem behaviors reported by
their teacher.

2. Does the coach-student relationship quality moderate the level of total problem

behaviors reported by the student’s teacher?
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Under conditions of a better coach-student relationship, as rated by the coach, it is
expected that the total amount of problem behavior, as rated by the teacher, will be
significantly lower compared to conditions of a poorer coach-student relationship. This is
expected because of findings that suggest that the better the quality of therapeutic alliance,
the better the therapeutic outcome (Kazdin & Durbin, 2012). Furthermore, there is evidence
from a previous study that indicates that as the coach-student relationship increases, the total
amount of problem behaviors decrease, however this finding was not statistically significant
(Tsai & Cheney, 2012).

3. Does the quality of the student-teacher relationship moderate the amount of total
problem behavior reported by the student’s teacher?

It is expected that under conditions where the student-teacher relationship is better in
quality, as rated by the student, then the total amount of problem behaviors, as rated by the
teacher, will be significantly lower, compared to conditions of a poorer student-coach
relationship. This is hypothesized because of Kazdin and Durbin’s results, which state that
the child’s perspective of the therapeutic relationship is related to the amount of change in
outcome as rated by the teacher (2012).

Method
Participants

The sample for the current study includes 75 elementary school-age children, 54 teachers,

and CCE Coaches, who participated in a larger investigation, which included 280 children

and 127 teachers, examining the effectiveness of the Check, Connect, and Expect program.
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More specifically, the participants in the present study were in the third year of the larger
intervention study. Not all participants were in the study for the same amount of time. Of the
75 students in this study, 38 were a part of the study for three years, 3 were in the study for
two years, and 34 were only in the study for one year. All student participants (n=75) were
identified by their classroom teacher as being ‘at risk’ for developing serious emotional and
behavioral problems using the Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders (SSBD; Walker
& Severson, 1992). The children were recruited from 18 elementary schools in western
Washington to participate in the longitudinal study. The specific sample for the proposed
study includes students from 15 of those 18 elementary schools.

The sample included 46 male and 29 female students whose ages ranged from 6 to 9 years
old (M =17.15, SD = .98). The majority of this sample was Caucasian (55%). Other race and
ethnicities included small numbers of Hispanic (11.3%), African American (8.8%), and
Asian/Pacific Islander (8.8%) students. Approximately 16% of the sample of students did not
provide ethnicity or race information. Approximately 34% of the students in this sample
received free and reduced lunch. Approximately 35% of the students in the sample were
receiving special education services and had an Individualized Education Plan (IEP). The
most frequently reported disabilities in the sample fell under the classification of Specific
Learning Disability (13%), followed by Other Health Impaired- not including ADHD (8%),
Other Health Impaired- only ADHD (7%), Speech or Language Impairment (4%), and

Emotional Disturbance (3%). Austim, Hearing Impairment, and Intellectual disabilities
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combined, accounted for 4% of the sample, with one participant falling in each of those
categories.

As noted above, there were 54 teachers in the sample for the proposed study, which
included 4 male teachers and 50 female teachers. Four teachers in the sample did not provide
gender or ethnicity information. Most of the teachers were Caucasian (90%). However,
approximately 5% of the teachers were Asian/Pacific Islander and approximately 1% were
African American. The majority (87%) of the teachers had at least three years of teaching
experience. In addition, approximately 76% of the teachers had been teaching at their school
for at least three years during the time of data collection.

Procedures

Students were selected for participation in the larger study according to a specific cut-
score on the SSBD (Walker & Severson, 1992). The SSBD is a multi-step screening tool that
identifies students with severe internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. First,
teachers nominate the top three students in the class that exhibit externalizing or internalizing
characteristics as defined by the SSBD. During the second step of the SSBD, teachers fill out
three additional scales for each student: Critical Events, Maladaptive Behavior, and Adaptive
Behavior. Students in the second step who met the criteria on the SSBD were automatically
enrolled in the CCE program once parental consent was received. Students who meet that
criterion were considered to be at risk for developing severe emotional and behavior
disorders. In terms of the participants for the proposed study, the average score on the

Critical Events, Maladaptive Behavior, and Adaptive Behavior scales were all above the
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critical cut-score developed for the instrument (see Appendix for details about decision
making with the SSBD). Students in the present study were screened at the beginning of their
first year of participation in the larger investigation. For the students who participated in only
the third year of study, they were screened in at the beginning of that year.

Teachers attended a one-day workshop on providing positive and productive feedback to
learn how to develop more positive relationships with the students in the CCE program. Each
school participating in the CCE program had a CCE coach who worked 6 and half hours per
day and who was a paraprofessional funded by grant resources. Each CCE coach attended a
three-day workshop on the training and implementation of the CCE program. The training
included topics such as forming positive relationships, resolving problematic situations with
students, and communicating effectively with students and teachers. Coaches were also given
a manual on the CCE program and a Behavior Specialist supervised each Coach. The
Behavior Specialist was a master’s level full time employee who was in charge of
supervising the Coach. More specifically, the responsibilities of the Behavior Specialist
included meeting with administrators, collecting fidelity and adherence data, and consulting
with teachers in addition to the supervision and support of the Coach.

All students in the intervention group entered the Basic level of CCE program at the
beginning of the school year. The Basic level of the CCE program involves a coach checking
in with the student at the beginning of the day and checking out with the student at the end of
the day. The check-in morning routine included steps such as giving reminders to the student

about daily expectations, checking to see if the student’s parent(s) signed the DPR from the
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previous day, and redirecting inappropriate behavior. The check-out routine prior to
afternoon dismissal included steps such as tallying the student’s DPR points and giving
verbal feedback for appropriate and or inappropriate behavior. Coaches also entered CCE
data into the internet-based data system and then reviewed it on a weekly basis with a
behavior specialist.

If the student was not successful (i.e., the student earned less than 75% of the possible
points on 8§ out of 10 of days) after 8 weeks of receiving the Basic level intervention, then
they were moved to the Basic Plus intervention. In addition to all of the aspects of the Basic
level, the Basic Plus level included social skills training (Knoff, 2001) for behaviors noted by
the student’s DPR performance and a lowered daily criterion until the student can meet that
goal successfully for five consecutive days. If the student was not successful in the Basic
Plus level after 12 weeks, they are moved to the Intensive level, which included a functional
behavior assessment (Stage et al., 2006) accompanied by a functionally based intervention.
If the student was successful (i.e., student earned 75% or more of possible points on at least
80% of days) in the intervention after 8 weeks, then the student was moved into the Self-
Monitoring stage. During the Self-Monitoring stage, the student rated his or her own
behavior on the DPR and then compared the ratings to the teacher’s ratings. Once the student
and teacher reached partial agreement (i.e., within one point of each behavioral expectation)
for 10 out of 15 consecutive days, the student was then the only one to rate his or her

behavior. After being successful in Self-Monitoring for four weeks, the student graduated.
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See Appendix A for a table of what level of intervention the participants received across the
years of the intervention.

The outcome measures described below were administered by project staff (i.e., graduate
students in special education or school psychology) to the students in the fall and spring. At
the end of each year of the study, teachers, coaches, and students completed rating scales
measuring the student-coach relationship and the student-teacher relationship from each of
their perspectives, also described below.

Measures

Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders (SSBD; Walker Severson, 1992). The
SSBD was used as a screening tool to determine participant eligibility for the proposed study.
The SSBD is a multi-gated screening tool to identify students in kindergarten through sixth
grade who have externalizing or internalizing behavior problems and are at-risk for
developing severe behavior and emotional disorders. In stage one, the teacher rank orders the
top ten students in the classroom who exhibit the most externalizing problems and the top ten
students who exhibit the most internalizing problems. During stage two the teacher then rates
the top three students on each list (externalizing and internalizing) on three indices: the
Critical Events Index, the Adaptive Behavior Index, and the Maladaptive Behavior Index.
The SSBD Ceritical Events Index is composed of 33 items (e.g., steals, sets fires) on which
the teacher reports as occurring or not occurring. The SSBD Adaptive Behavior Index
consists of 12 items that assess peer-related and teacher-related adaptive behavior on a 5-

point scale. The SSBD Maladaptive Behavior Index is made up of 11 items, which the
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teacher rates on a 5-point scale that assesses peer, and teacher related problem behavior.
Stage three consists of several behavioral observations in multiple settings, which were not
used in this study as other research has shown that this is not necessary (McKinney,
Montague, & Horcutt, 1998). See a copy of the SSBD in Appendix D.

Validity of the SSBD was established on a sample of 158 teachers and the students in
their classroom (average classroom size was 25 students) from 15 elementary schools. In
terms of discriminant validity of the SSBD, overall the levels of classification accuracy (i.e.,
classified as externalizing, internalizing, or non-ranked) far exceed the level of chance. More
specifically, 81% of children were correctly classified as externalizing, 68% of the students
categorized as internalizers were correctly classified, and 95% of the students in the
comparison (non-ranked) group were correctly not ranked by their teacher. The authors
investigated the criterion validity of the three stages of the SSBD by examining whether or
not the stages could predict a student’s status on an independently recorded measure from
school archival records. Multiple regression analyses were conducted and revealed that all
three of the stages of the SSBD were found to be predictive of at least one of the following
measures: Disruption, Needs Assistance, and Low Achievement. From this sample, the
researchers also established normative cutoff points for the externalizing and internalizing
scales (Walker et al., 1990).

Reliability of the SSBD was established in another study including 40 teachers and the
students in their classroom from 17 elementary schools. Each teacher had at least one student

who was previously classified as severely behavioral disordered (SBD). In terms of
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sensitivity of the SSBD, of the 54 students who were previously classified as SBD, all of
them were ranked on either the externalizing list or the internalizing list in stage one. This
reveals that the SSBD is sensitive in stage one at identifying children with behavior problems
in school. The average test-retest reliability using rho over a one-month period for
externalizing lists and internalizing lists was .88, and .74 respectively. Test-retest reliability
over a one-month period of the three indices used in the second stage of the SSBD was
examined using Pearson’s correlation coefficient. The correlations for the Critical Events
Index, Adaptive Behavior Rating scale, and Maladaptive Behavior Rating scale were .81, .90,
and .87 respectively, and were all statistically significant. Normative cutoff scores from the
previous study were compared to the sample of this study and proved to be consistent with
the previous normative cut scores (Walker et al., 1990). It is important to note that both
samples aforementioned were predominately Caucasian.

Daily Progress Report (DPR, Crone et al., 2004). The DPR included three to five
behavioral expectations that were evaluated by the teacher three to five times a day. The DPR
rating scale is a four-point rating scale that consists of ratings ranging from low/try again to
excellent. Studies have shown that teacher ratings of students on social and behavioral
expectations at school have a functional relationship with problem behavior observed in the
classroom (Fairbanks et al., 2007; Todd et al., 2008). Construct validity was established
through a factor analysis, which showed the predictive validity of change in DPR over time
and change in a standardized measure of externalizing behaviors (Stage et al., 2012). See

Appendix E for copy of DPRs used in this study.
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Behavior Assessment System for Children 2" edition (BASC-2; Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 2004). The BASC-2 is a multi-method scale used to evaluate the behavior and
self-perceptions of children and young adults between the ages of 2 and 25 years old. It is
multi-method in that it has multiple forms for different raters including one for teachers,
parents, and one self-report. There is also a form of the BASC-2 that can be used for a
student observation in a classroom setting. The BASC-2 uses a four point scale (i.e., Never,
Sometimes, Often, and Almost Always) and was designed to facilitate a diagnosis of a
variety of emotional and behavior disorders.

For the purposes of the proposed study, the Attitude to Teachers scale was adapted from
the BASC-2 self-report form (i.e., the Self Report of Personality; SRP) to assess the students’
level of negative attitude about their teacher. Specifically, the researchers took out one of the
ten items on this subscale. In addition, research assistants administered the BASC-2 orally to
the participant. The BASC-2 is a widely used assessment and demonstrates good
psychometric properties. The BASC-2 SRP was nationally normed on a sample of 3,400
children. All of the reliability and validity psychometrics of the BASC-2 discussed in this
paragraph were derived from that sample. In terms of reliability, the internal consistency of
the Attitude to Teachers scale was .72. The reliability of each item on this scale was not
reported in the manual. Rob Altmann, Randy Kamphaus’ statistician (personal
communication, December 2™, 2013) was contacted to determine the internal consistency of
the scale without the one question that was removed from the scale regarding the teachers’

feedback on the students’ academic assignments. The rationale for the exclusion of that item
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was that it was about the students’ perception of their teachers’ attitude about their academic
ability, and the study is about interpersonal or behavioral feedback. The reliability of the
BASC-2 SRP without the item was .70 which is a change from .72 reported in the manual.
The Attitude to Teachers scale is highly correlated with the School Problems scale (r = .84)
suggesting that there is a strong association between the two scales. Raw scores of the
BASC-2 Attitude to Teachers scale were used in this study.

Coach-Student Relationship Scale. The primary researchers of the CCE program
developed the Coach-Student Relationship scale by adapting items from the Teacher and
Student Monitor Form (Anderson, Christenson, & Sinclair, 2004). The Coach-Student
relationship scale is a 15-item questionnaire that was used in the two-year longitudinal study
(Cheney et al., 2009) to assess the coach’s relationship with the student as completed by the
coach. Some examples of questions on the scale include: “The child and I always seem to be
struggling with each other,” and “This child values his/her relationship with me.” The
average Cronbach’s alpha for the two-year study was .68. See the Appendix for a copy of this
measure.

Child Behavior Checklist Teacher’s Report Form (CBCL-TRF; Achenbach, 2001).
CBCL-TRF is completed for children between the ages of 5 through 18 years old by their
teacher. It assesses problem behaviors (both internalizing and externalizing), adaptive
behaviors, and academic functioning; however for the proposed study only the problem
behaviors scale will be used. The Total Problem Behavior scale is composed of 118 items

and uses a 3 point rating scale which includes “Not True”, “Somewhat or Sometimes True”,



30

and “Very True or Often True.” The CBCL is a nationally normed standardized assessment
that is commonly used. Test-retest reliability over one to four-week intervals was on average
r =92 for the Total Problem Behaviors scale. In terms of internal consistency, Cronbach’s
alpha of the Total Problem Behaviors scale on average was .96. Multiple validity studies on
the CBCL-TREF revealed that the classification of scaled scores differentiates between
clinical and non-clinical samples.
Statistical Analysis

Preliminary Analyses. Analyses were conducted to determine whether data follow a
normal distribution and to obtain sample descriptive information. In addition, the distribution
for the present study was checked for skewness, kurtosis, restriction of range, and
homoscedasticity. Because path analysis can be adversely affected when independent
variables share too much variance resulting in mullicollinearity, this condition needs to be
tested statistically. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggest using both tolerance (1 - R *of all
predictors) and the variance inflation factor (i.e., VIF or 1/tolerance). A tolerance of less than
0.20 or 0.10 and/or a VIF of 5 or 10 indicate a multicollinearity problem. Another index of
multicollinearity is the Condition Number Test which is computed by finding the square root
of the maximum eigenvalue divided by the minimum eigenvalue. If the Condition Number is
above 30, the regression is said to have significant multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007).

Testing Hypotheses. A path analysis was conducted with Mplus (Muthen & Muthen,

2004). The analysis is designed to determine the direct effect of average DPR score on Total
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Problem Behavior which is represented in the model by a single causal path (i.e., ‘c’). In
addition, the indirect effects of the paths from average DPR score on Total Problem Behavior
which passes through the Coach-Student Relationship (i.e., ‘a’ and ‘b’), and the indirect
effect from average DPR score through students’ attitude about teachers (i.e.,‘d’ and ‘e”)
were examined. In the case that either of the indirect paths account for all the variance
associated with the direct path ‘c’ that would indicate the presence of a mediator according to
Kenny and Baron (1986). Moderator variables are identified by at significant indirect

relationships with all the variables in the path.

a Coach-Student
Relationship b

Average c CBCL-TRF

DPR Score p| Total
Problem
Behavior

Student Attitude /
d towards Teacher e

Figure 1. Proposed Model. This figure depicts the proposed path analysis model.
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Results

Descriptive Statistics

Prior to testing the hypotheses of the current study, descriptive statistics were conducted
to determine whether the sample variable distributions were normally distributed. Each
variable’s mean and standard deviation is shown along with measures of skewness and
kurtosis (see Table 1). The significance to the degree of each variable’s skewness and
kurtosis was determined by converting these scores into z-scores by dividing the scores by
their respective standard errors and comparing this to 1.96. All variables with z-scores above

1.96 were considered significantly skewed and/or kurtotic (Field, 2009).

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics (N=75)

M SD Min. Max. Skew Kurtosis
Avg. DPR Score 91.22 7.89 68.00 100.00  -97* 028
C-S Relationship 4.12 41 3.00 4.80 - 70% 32
Student’s Attitude
Towards Teacher 3.41 49 1 4 -1.30* 2.14
CBCL-TREF Total
Problem Behavior 58.73 8.98 38 79 -.054 -.255

Note. Avg. DPR Score = Average DPR Score over the 2007-2008 academic year; C-S
Relationship = the Coach-Student Relationship as rated by the coach.
*Indicates skewed variable
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Because all of the predictor variables were significantly negatively skewed, all were
entered into a multiple regression equation and potential outliers were examined using the
Mahalanobis distance feature in SPSS. The statistical significance of the potential influence
for each case was determined using a y ° test of significance that was set at a significance
level of p <.05. Therefore, any case that had a Mahalanobis distance greater than the criterion
level was considered to be a multivariate outlier and was excluded from the path analysis
model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The results of these tests indicated that there was one
case with leverage that statistically significantly correlated with the dependent measure, and
as a result it was removed from the data set. Thus, the following analysis were conducted
without that case and the total N = 74.

Prior to conducting the path analysis, a correlation matrix was generated (See Table 2). A
significant negative correlation was found between Student Attitude toward Teacher and
CBCL-TREF Total Problem Behavior scores, indicating that children with a more positive
attitude towards their teacher tended to score lower on the Total Problem Behavior scale of
the CBCL-TRF (r =-.26, p = .025). A significant negative correlation also was found
between average DPR score and CBCL-TRF Total Problem Behavior score, indicating that
children with higher average scores on the DPR tended to have lower teacher ratings on the
Total Problem Behaviors scale of the CBCL-TRF (r =-.37, p <.01). All other correlations
between variables were non-significant. The regression analysis yielded scores that did not
indicate any problems with multicollinearity, as evidenced by tolerance, VIF, and Condition

Number values all within acceptable ranges.
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Table 2
Correlation coefficients of relations between independent and dependent variables (N=75)
CBCL-TRF TPB Avg. DPR Score C-S Relation.

Average DPR Score - 37w
C-S Relation. -.04 -.01
Student’s Attitude Toward Teacher -.26* .06 21

Note. Avg. DPR Score = the Average DPR Score over the 2007-2008 academic year; C-S
Relation. = the Coach-Student Relationship as rated by the coach.
*p <.05, **p<.0l.

Testing of Primary Hypotheses

In order to address the three aims of the study, a path analysis was conducted using Mplus
(Muthen & Muthen, 2004). The analysis was designed to determine if there was a direct
relationship between the average DPR score and teacher ratings of problem behaviors
measured by the CBCL-TRF Total Problem Behavior scale through a single direct path (i.e.,
‘c’). In addition, indirect effects of average DPR performance on Total Problem Behavior
were included with the Coach-Student Relationship and the Student’s Attitude towards
Teacher as potential moderating variables in the model. The two indirect paths included the
effect of average DPR on the Coach-Student Relationship (i.e., ‘a’) and then the effect of
Coach-Student Relationship on Total Problem Behavior (i.e., ‘b’). The other indirect effect
tested was the average DPR on the Students’ Attitude towards their Teacher (i.e.,’d”) and
then the effect of Students’ Attitude on teacher’s Total Problem Behavior (i.e., ‘e’). In the

case that either of the indirect paths accounts for all the variance then the direct path ‘¢’
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would be not significant and minimal in magnitude. The significant indirect path(s) would
indicate the presence of a mediator variable according to Kenny and Baron (1986).
Model Fit

There are several fit indices to assess how well a model represents the data. First, the chi-
square statistic may be used as a measure of fit between the sample covariance and the fitted
covariance matrices. A model would be considered a good fit if the result of the chi-square
was greater than the p = .05 level. This means that the higher the probability associated with
the chi-square, the closer the fit between the proposed model and perfect fit. In addition,
other indices of fit that are typically used in the literature include the Non-Normed Fit Index
(NNFT) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Values greater than .95 for these indices of fit
are indicative of models with good fit. Furthermore, the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) are
two additional indices of fit. A model is considered to be a good fit if the values of those
indices are less than .07 and .08, respectively. Due to the fact that each index of fit has
several strengths and limitations, there is no one agreed upon statistic to use as the best
index; therefore, multiple indices of fit are reported. However, it is agreed that parsimony in
the relationships among multiple variables with concomitant fit indices indicates a model
with optimal fit. See Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen (2008) for a complete description of
these fit indices.

The proposed model proved to be a good x “model of fit (* (3) = 1.52, p = .22). The

values for other fit indices including the NNFI and CFI were .79 and .96, respectively.
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Therefore only the CFI was indicative of good fit, whereas the NNFI was not. In addition, the
SRMR value of .05 suggests that the proposed model was a good fit. However, the RMSEA
value of .08 indicated that the proposed model was not a good fit. Overall, three out of five of
the indices indicated that the model was a good fit and two did not.

The path analysis model revealed that there was a significant direct effect (z=-3.44, p <
.00001) between the average DPR score and the Total Problem Behavior score on the CBCL-
TRF (path coefficient= -.353). This significant direct effect indicates that students with
higher average scores on their DPRs had less problem behaviors as rated by their teachers.
There were no significant indirect effects found in the model. However, there was a
significant direct effect of students’ attitudes about their teacher on teachers’ Total Problem
Behavior scores (z = -2.96, p = .0015) with a path coefficient of -.304. All of the path
coefficients are reported below in Figure 2.

After an initial model is tested, weak variables should be taken out of the model, if the fit
indices are below acceptable levels, then the model should be tested again without them
(Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Therefore, the Coach-Student Relationship variable
was removed. A model is considered to be improved, or a better fit, if all indices of fit
increase in statistical significance (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). The revised post-
hoc model (3 > (3) = 1.54, p = .67) proved to be a better fit compared to the hypothesized
model (3 *(3) = 1.52, p = .22). The NNFI and CFI improved to 1.15 and 1.00, respectively.
Furthermore, the RMSEA (.00) and SRMR (.04) both indicated a good fit for the revised

model. In addition to improved indices of fit, decreases in the BIC and AIC statistics indicate
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a model has improved (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). The BIC and AIC decreased

from 540.43 and 522.11 in the initial model to 523.28 and 514.12, respectively in the second

model.
Coach-Student
-014 Relationship 005
/ CBCL-TRF
-353%% Total
Average DPR : > Problem
Score Behavior
.067\A Student Attitude toward /
Teacher -.304%*
Figure 2. Proposed Model. This figure depicts the results of the proposed path
analysis model. Note. ** Indicates significance at the .001 level.
Post Hoc Analysis

A series of cross tabulations were conducted to examine other demographic variables that
might be associated with the type of students who were likely to have a negative attitude
about their teacher. Prior to conducting the crosstabs analyses, the Student Attitude towards
Teacher variable was converted into z-scores. Next, the scores were divided into groups
based on cut scores generated by an SPSS descriptive variable analysis to create three equal
groups: 1=Slightly Negative (M = 2.87, SD = .55); 2= Positive (M = 3.55, SD = .08);

3=Extreme Positive (M = 3.88, SD = .10). The descriptive name chosen for each level of the
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variable was derived from the relative magnitude of the average score for each separate
group to indicate their relative standing on the Student Attitude towards Teacher measure.

Results from the crosstab analyses reveal that there were no significant differences
between the three Student Attitude towards Teacher groups on the student characteristics
(i.e., gender, ethnicity, IEP status, lunch status, and their SSBD ranking). Similarly, the
number of office discipline referrals that a child received during the 2007-2008 academic
year was not significantly related to the student’s perception of his or her teacher.
Furthermore, there was no association between whether the student had graduated (i.e., self-
monitoring and graduated) from the intervention program or was a non-graduate (i.e., basic,
basic +, and intensive) and the reported attitude towards the teacher (y > (2) = .251, p = .882).
See Table 3 for results. Additionally, results from a one-way ANOVA revealed that there
was no significant difference between internalizers’ (M = 3.46, SD = .39) and externalizers’
(M =3.32, SD = .66) average ratings on the Student’s Attitude towards Teacher (F (1) =
1.04, p = .31).

In addition to statistically testing the three levels of Student’s Attitude towards Teacher by
student characteristics, crosstab analyses were conducted examining potential associations
between teacher characteristics and the three levels of Student’s Attitude towards the
Teacher. Teacher variables tested included demographic characteristics and whether they
stated that they had some sort of training in their career on how to manage problem behavior
within their classrooms. Results from the crosstab analyses did not reveal any significant

results between teacher characteristics and students ratings of the student-teacher
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relationship. More specifically, there was no association between years of teaching

experience (x > (4) = 4.64, p = .347), behavioral management training (x > (2) = 1.95, p =

.374) and three levels of Student’s Attitude towards Teacher.

Table 3

Characteristics of student participants by student’s attitude towards teacher

Slightly Negative Positive Extreme Positive
N % N % N %
Gender
Male 19 41% 14 31% 13 28%
Female 11 38% 8  28% 10 34%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 17 40% 12 29% 13 31%
African-American 0 0% 2 40% 3 60%
Hispanic 3 33% 4 45% 2 22%
Asian or Pacific 3 43% 2 28.5% 2 28.5%
Islander
American Indian 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Unknown 7 58% 2 17% 3 25%
IEP Status
Yes 11 38% 6 21% 12 41%
No 17 39% 15 35% 11 26%
Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0%
Primary Disability
Category
Emotional Disturbance 1 50% 0 0% 1 50%
Other Health Impaired 3 50% 1 17% 2 33%
(not ADD or ADHD)
Other Health Impaired 1 20% 0 0% 4 80%
(ADD/ADHD)
Specific Learning 4 40% 2 20% 4 40%
Disability
Speech-Language 2 18% 1 17% 0 0%
Impaired
Intellectual Disability 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
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Table 3 continued

Autism 0 0% 1 100% 0 0%
Hearing Impaired 0 0% 1 100% 0 0%
Intervention Status

Non-graduate 4 45% 2 22% 3 33%
Graduate 26 40% 20 30% 20 30%
Number of ODRs

0-1 13 31% 14 33% 15  36%
2-5 10 53% 4  21% 5 26%
6 or more 3 50% 1 17% 2 33%

Note. Number of ODRs= the number of Office Discipline Referrals during the 2007-
2008 school year split into group according to the Oregon Model of PBIS.

Table 4
Characteristics of teacher by student’s attitude towards teacher
Slightly Negative Positive Extreme Positive
N % N % N %
Teacher Gender
Male 4 15% 5 17% 11 29%
Female 22 85% 25 83% 27 71%
Teacher Ethnicity
Caucasian 26 74% 17 85% 19 73%
African-American 3 9% 2 10% 3 11.5%
Hispanic 1 3% 0 0% 0 0%
Asian or Pacific 4 11% 0 0% 0 0%
Islander
American Indian 0 0% 0 0% 1 4%
Other 1 3% 0 0% 0 0%
Unknown 0 0% 1 5% 3 11.5%
Years of Teaching
Experience
1-3 years 7 29% 8 30% 5 14%
4-9 years 5 21% 8 30% 15 40%

10+ years 12 50% 11 41% 17 46%
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Table 4 continued

Problem Behavior

Training
Yes 15 60% 12 44% 12 32%
No 10 40% 15 56% 25 68%

Discussion

Several Positive Behavior Intervention and Support systems (PBIS) interventions aim to
reduce problem behaviors in students who are at-risk for special education referral through
behavioral coaching provided by a trained adult coach. Although emphasis of the importance
of the coach-student as well as the teacher-student relationship is present in the literature on
these interventions, examination of the contribution of these relationships is very limited (cf.
Tsai & Cheney, 2012). Furthermore, there is research to support the importance of
therapeutic alliance in regards to treatment outcome (Shirk & Karver, 2003). More
specifically, research has found that the better the quality of relationship between the child
and therapist, the better the treatment outcome (Kazdin & Durbin, 2012). While the behavior
coaches in the previously described interventions are not viewed as therapists, nor do they
have the training of a therapist, they could be considered a therapeutic agent of the treatment.
Additionally, there is a body of research on the importance of the teacher-student
relationships on academic and behavior outcomes (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Hamre &
Pianta, 2001).

Only one study by Tsai and Cheney (2012) has examined the contribution of the teacher-

student and behavior coach-student relationships on treatment outcomes. The purpose of the
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present study was to further examine the contribution of the relationship between average
DPR performance and the total problem behaviors, when the direct effect of DPR
performance was moderated by the coach-student and student-teacher relationships The
current study is the only study to date that has looked at the influence of the student-teacher
relationship on behavioral outcomes from the students’ perspective.
Results of Hypotheses

The first hypothesis for the current study was that students’ average performance on DPRs
across a school year would directly predict teachers’ ratings of students’ problem behavior.
The results supported this hypothesis, indicating that there is a moderate effect of students’
average DPR performance in relationship to teachers’ evaluations of student problem
behavior at the end of the year. Specifically, there is a significant direct negative relationship
between the average DPR score and the amount of total problem behaviors. In other words,
teachers rated fewer problem behaviors for students who received higher scores on average
on the DPRs. Therefore, the outcome measure of CCE, significantly predicted fewer total
problem behaviors as assessed by the teacher. Furthermore, this supports one of the primary
aims of the CCE intervention, which is to decrease student’s problem behaviors. This
significant direct effect is similar to findings from previous research. In a recent validity
study of DPRs in the CCE intervention, Stage and colleagues (2012) found a significant
association between DPR scores over time and the change in student’s behavior from fall to
spring in the first year of the intervention on the Child Behavior Checklist-TRF.

Specifically, the change in ratings on the externalizing components of the CBCL-TREF (i.e.,
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Attention Problems, Rule Breaking, and Aggression) were negatively correlated with the
slope and final DPR percentages. That is as the students average DPR percentage increased
their externalizing problem behavior decreased over the year of CCE intervention.

One possible explanation for the significant direct effect of student DPR performance on
teacher evaluation of problem behavior is that the DPR feedback that the student receives
teaches them how to achieve higher evaluations on the behavior expectations form. The
Behavior Education Program (BEP) manual suggests that students learn appropriate behavior
through positive reinforcement and daily feedback on the student’s DPR (Crone, Horner, &
Hawken, 2003). Applying this principle to the students in the CCE program would indicate
that students who self-monitored their behavior or graduated had been taught the behavior
expectations and were able to self-regulate themselves. Although operant behavior learning
or social learning theory would suggest that learning had occurred, the evidence of tangible
or social reinforcement through specially arranged social privileges is not evident (i.e., Tsai
& Cheney, 2012).

The second hypothesis of the present study was that the quality of the coach-student
relationship, as rated by the coach, would moderate the relationship between the average
DPR percentage and total problem behaviors, as rated by the teacher. This hypothesis was
not supported by the results. The coach-student relationship was not significantly related to
total problem behaviors. This finding is similar to a previous finding from the Tsai and

Cheney (2012) study, which revealed that the coach-student relationship did not account for
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any unique variance in total problem behaviors (as rated by the SSRS problem behaviors
score) when initial level of problem behavior and amount of reinforcement were controlled.

Both findings from the previous study and the current study suggest that the coach-student
relationship does not have an effect on the student’s behavior in relationship to their problem
behavior or in moderating their DPR performance on total problem behavior. However, there
might be other possible alternative explanations for the lack of significance in the coach-
student relationship findings. First, it is important to note that on average the coaches’ rated
their coach-student relationship high (M =4.12, SD= .41). The scale used to measure the
coach-student relationship ranged from 1 (lowest quality) to 3 (neutral) to 5 (highest quality),
which indicates that on average that about 95% of the coach-student relationships were rated
as a positive quality relationship. This might suggest a possible ceiling effect and restriction
of range on this instrument, as well as that the coaches might be described as overly
optimistic about the their relationship with the students. Second, is that the scale used to
measure the relationship did not adequately measure the coach-student relationship. It could
be that the scale did not provide enough choices to discriminate between different qualities of
relationships. Examples of items on the measurement include “When I praise this child,
he/she beams with pride,” “It is easy to be in tune with what this child is feeling,” and “This
child openly shares his/her experiences with me” (See Appendix B for the complete
measurement).

Another possible explanation for the coach-student relationship not acting as a moderator

to teacher evaluation of problem behavior is that the relationship measured is more indicative
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of social skills and not problem behaviors. Tsai and Cheney (2012) found a positive
association between the coach-student relationship and students’ social skills. They found
that students who were rated high on social skills by their teachers, were also rated high on
the coach-student relationship scale. Therefore, it is possible that the coach-student
relationship was simply a proxy measure of the students’ social skills.

In summation of the second hypothesis, the measurement of coach-student relationship
does not appear to function similarly to therapeutic alliance. The results suggest that the
direct feedback on the DPR, which is given by the behavior coach, has a direct effect on
teacher rated problem behavior. Therefore, it may be the case that the therapeutic agent in the
CCE program could be better described as behavioral learning, and not therapeutic alliance.
It could be that social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) is a better explanation for why the
CCE intervention works. The direct instruction and feedback given by the coach, teaches the
student how to appropriately behave in the classroom and therefore, decreases the student’s
problem behaviors.

The final hypothesis of the current study was that the student-teacher relationship, as rated
by the student, would moderate the relationship between the average DPR score and the total
problem behaviors as rated by the teacher. The results did not support this hypothesis.
However, there was an independent and direct moderate effect of students’ attitudes towards
their teacher’s evaluation of their problem behavior. The model revealed a positive
significant direct relationship between the student-teacher relationship and the total amount

of problem behaviors. There was not a significant relationship between the average DPR
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score and the student’s perception of the student-teacher relationship. These findings suggest
that the student-teacher relationship had an influence on the teacher’s rating of the student’s
total problem behaviors, but student’s attitude towards their teacher was not influenced by
their average score of the DPR. This finding is important for several reasons. First, the
significant results between the student-teacher relationship and the total problem behaviors
on the TRF are similar to the findings from Tsai and Cheney (2012). Tsai and Cheney found
that the teacher-student relationship (as rated by the teacher) was negatively associated with
problem behavior. The results of the current study are important because one limitation of the
previous study was that both the predictor variables and outcome variables were rated by the
teacher, which could lead to possible issues of common rater bias. The present study
measured the student-teacher relationship from the student’s perspective and the total
problem behaviors from the teacher’s perspective. Therefore, this new finding further
validates the previous study’s results by reducing the issue of common rater bias. Taken
together, a lower quality relationship from both the teacher and student’s perceptive is
associated with the teacher’s increased identification of the student’s problem behavior and is
also independent of the performance evaluation as measured by the DPR.

Secondly, this finding is important because it reveals the significance of the role of the
student-teacher relationship on the student’s outcome, as measured by total problem
behaviors, in the CCE intervention. As previously mentioned in the literature review, several
studies (e.g., Fowler, Banks, Anhalt, Der, & Kalis, 2008; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Pianta &

Stuhlman, 2004) have shown the importance of the teacher-student relationship on academic
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and behavioral outcomes. The present study found no significant demographic variable of
either the student or the teacher to explain this negative reciprocal relationship. Previously,
the CCE intervention and other similar behavior interventions (e.g., BEP, CICO, and C&C)
emphasize the importance of a positive relationship between the behavior coach and student.
In CCE, specifically, the behavior coaches are instructed to only provide positive
reinforcement, statements, and support. The teachers are also instructed to provide only
positive feedback as well (Cheney et al., 2009; Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004). Adherence
and quality checks of teachers during the previous study by Cheney et al. (2009) showed that
teachers were over 90% on both of these indicators. It is possible that there are subtle
indications of the relationship between teachers and students that is difficult to determine.
This issue will be further discussed in the future directions sections of this paper.

Overall, these findings suggest that the student-teacher relationship had an influence on
the amount of total problem behaviors, while the coach-student relationship did not show a
significant relationship to the outcome measure. Several post-hoc chi square tests were
conducted to look into the sample of participants in the present study to see if there were
specific differences in student or teacher characteristics that could further explain the results
from this study. However, none of the post-hoc analyses revealed significant findings.
Limitations and Future Directions

There are several limitations of the present study that may have influenced the results.
First, the sample size was relatively small and thus limited the power of identifying

significant effects. In addition to the size of the sample, the sample was primarily comprised
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of Caucasian students and may reduce the generalizability of the results to other student
populations. Future studies should include a larger and more diverse sample of students to
increase the external validity. Second, the range on the rating form of the coach-student
relationship was restricted. This lack of variability could be due to issues with the assessment
in accurately measuring the quality of the relationship. As previously discussed, there is
limited information regarding the validity of the measurement used in the present study.
Although there is not a norm-referenced and psychometrically sound instrument specifically
designed to measure a coach-student relationship, future studies could use a different adapted
measure (e.g., Therapeutic Alliance Scale for Children, Shirk & Saitz, 1992). Third, the
student ratings of the student-teacher relationship are relatively high and may not reflect
ratings from other similar samples of students. Lastly, the relationship from the student’s
perspective was measured once and only for the student-teacher relationship. It would be
beneficial for future studies to measure the relationship at multiple times, such as pre and
post intervention, to examine the change over time of the student-teacher relationship.
Furthermore, including an assessment on the student-coach relationship, from the student’s
perspective, would provide more measurement of this relationship, which in turn could reveal
a better understanding of the student’s relationship with the coach, which might differ from
their relationship with their teacher.

Additionally, not all participants entered the study at the same time. Specifically, of the 75
students in the present study, 35 began in 2005, 4 began in 2006, and the remainder joined

the study during the follow up year in 2007. This could potentially impact the relationship



ratings in several ways. It is possible that students who had been in the intervention for

longer had a more positive view of their teacher.
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Appendix A

Table 1
Frequency and Percentage for Treatment Level Across Two Years

Student status at end of Year 3

Intensive  Basic Self- Graduate Total
Monitoring

N % N % N % N % N %
Student status at
end of Year 2
Intensive 0 0 0 0 0 O
Basic Plus 0 0 1 13% 7 87% 8 11%
Basic 0 0 0 2 100% 2 3%
Self-Monitoring 0 0 3 50% 3 50% 6 8%
Graduate 0 0 0 23 100% 23 30%
Data for students who were only in the study for the third year

N % N % N % N % N %

1 2% 2 6% 2 6% 31 86% 36 48

%

Total 1 1% 2 3% 6 8% 66 88% 75
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Appendix B

BASC-2 Attitude to Teachers — Items used as interview with students

Items Never | Sometimes Often Almost always

My teacher understands
me.

My teacher cares about me.

My teacher trusts me.

Teachers make me feel
stupid.

Teachers look for bad
things that you do.

Teachers are unfair.

My teacher is proud of me.

My teachers want too
much.

My teacher gets mad at me
for no good reason.




CCE Coach-Student Relationship: Short Form

Coach ID:

Appendix C

Student ID:

Please reflect on the degree to which each of the following statements currently applies to your relationship with this student.

Using the scale below, circle the appropriate answer for each item.

1. I share an affectionate, warm Definitely Does | Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
relationship with this child. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
2. This child and I always seem to be | Definitely Does Not Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
struggling with each other. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
3. If upset, this child will seek Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
Not Really N
comfort from me. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
4. This child is uncomfortable with Definitely Does | Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
physical affection from me. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
5. This child values his/her Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
Not Really
relationship with me. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
6. When I praise this child, he/she Definitely Does | . oo Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
beams with pride. Not Apply 4 Sure Sometimes Applies
7. This child spontaneously shares Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
. . . Not Really . N
information about himself/herself. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
8. This child easily becomes angry at | Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
Not Really
me. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
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CCE Coach-Student Relationship: Short Form

9. It is easy to be in tune with what | Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
Not Really

this child is feeling. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies

10. This child remains angry or is Definitely Does | Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely

resistant after being disciplined. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies

11. Dealing with this child drains my | Definitely Does | \ Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely

energy. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies

12. When this child wakes up in a bad ) )

mood. I know we're in for a long and Definitely Does Not Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely
A ’ 9 Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies

difficult day.

13. This child's feelings towards me Definitely Does Neutral, Not Applies Definitely

. 1} 7

can be unpredictable or can change Not Apply Not Really Sure Sometimas Applies

suddenly.

14. This child is sneaky or Definitely Does | Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely

manipulative with me. NotApply | - Sure Sometimes Applies

15. This child openly shares his/her | Definitely Does Not Really Neutral, Not Applies Definitely

feelings and experiences with me. Not Apply Sure Sometimes Applies
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Appendix D

SYSTEMATIC SCREENING FOR BEHAVIOR DISORDERS (SSBD)
| SSBD Stage Two Rating
for Externalizing Students

Critical Events Index

Date__~ Teacher ‘ School

Student  Sex Grade

Cireck one: Stage One SSBDRank: O 1 Q2 o Q3

INSTRUCT’IONS: Check each behavior from the list below that you are aware the student has ex-
hibited during this school year.

L Steals.

——— 2. Setsfires.

C— 3. Vomits after eating.
—_ 4 Has tantrums.
— 5 Physically assaults an. adult.
—__ 6. Exhibits painful shyness.

—_— T Exhibits large weight loss or gain over past three months. (Significant weight
fluctuation would be in excess of 20% change in body weight.)

—_ 8 Exhibits sad affect, depression and feelings of worthlessness to such an extent
' as to interfere with normal peer and classroom activities.

_ 9 Is physically aggressive with other students or adults (hits, bites, chokes, or

throws things).

—_10. Damages others’ property (academic materials, damages personal posses-
sions).

—_— 11, Demonstrates obsessive-compulsive behaviors. (Student can’t get his/her

mind off certain thoughts or obsessions.)
—_ 12 . Reports having nightmares or significant sleep disturbances.

—_ 13, Engages in inappropriate sexual behaviors (masturbation, exposes self).

© 1990 Hill M. Walker & Herbert Severson
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14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31
32.

33.
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Is self-abusive (biting, cutting or bruising self, head banging).
Attempts to seriously physically injure another using weapons or objects.
Suddenly cries or displays highly inappropriate affect in normal situations.

Complains of severe headaches or other somatic complaints such as stomach
aches, nausea, dizziness, or vomiting.

Talks of killing himself/herself. Reports having suicidal thoughts or being
preoccupied with death.

Exhibits thought disorders or gets lost in own thbughts.
Ignores teacher warnings or reprimands. |
Makes lewd or obscene gestures.

Shows evidence of physical abuse.

Shows evidence of drug use. A

Reports being sexually abused.

Uses obscene languagé or swears.

Exhibits cruelty to animals.

Is teased, neglected and/or avoided by peers.
Has severely restricted activity levels.

Is enuretic (inadequate bladder control or bed wetting).
Is encopretic (inadequate bowel control).

Sexually molests other children.

Has auditory or vis'ual hallucinations.

Has severe lack of interest in activities which were previously of interest.

Please specify any serious behavior not appearing on this list.

—~—__ 35.

— 36.

TOTAL CRITICAL EVENTS



SYSTEMATIC SCREENING FOR BEHAVIOR DISORDERS (SSBD)
Stage Two Rating for
Internalizing Students

Critical Events Index
Date Teacher School
Student ] Sex Grade

Check one: Stage One SSBDRank: O 1 Q2 o O3

INSTRUCTIONS: Check each behavior from the list below that you are aware the student has ex-
hibited during this school year.

_ 1 Stea.ls.
2 Sets fires.
—_ 3 Vomits after eating.
' 4 Has tantrums.
_ 5. - Physically assaults an adult.
__ 6. Exhibits painful shyness.

_ T Exhibits large weight loss or gain over past three months. (Significant weight
fluctuation would be in excess of 20% change in body weight.)

_ 8. Exhibits sad affect, depression and feelings of worthlessness to such an extent
as to interfere with normal peer and classroom activities.

—_ 9 Is physically aggressive with other students or adults (hits, bltes, chokes, or

throws things).

—_10. Damages others’ property (academic materials, damages personal posses-
sions).

_— 11. Demonstrates obsessive-compulsive behaviors. (Student can’t get histher

mind off certain thoughts or obsessions.)
_— 12, Reports having nightmares or significant sleep disturbances.
—_ 13. Engages in inappropriate sexual behaviors (masturbation, exposes self).

© 1990 Hill M. Walker & Herbert Severson
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15.
16.

17.

18.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

30.
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19.

29.

31.
32.

33.
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Is self-abusive (biting, cutting or bruising self, head banging).
Attempts to seriously physically injure another using weapons or objects.
Suddenly cries or displays highly inappropriate affect in normal situations.

Complains of severe headaches or other somatic complaints such as stomach
aches, nausea, dizziness, or vomiting.

Talks of killing himself/herself. Reports having suicidal thoughts or being

" preoccupied with death.

Exhibits thought disorders or gets lost in own thoughts.

Ignores teacher warnings or reprimands.

Makes lewd or obscene gestures.

Shows evidence of physical abuse.

Shows evidence of drug use.

Reports being sexually abused.

Uses obscene language or swears.

Exhibits cruelty to animals.

Is teased, neglected and/or avoided by peers.
Has severely restricted activit;y levels.

Is enuretic (inadequate bladder control or bed wetting).
Is encopretic (inadequate bowel control).
Sexually molests other children.

Has auditory or visual hallucinations.

Has severe lack of interest in activities which were previously of interest.

Please specify any serious behavior not appearing on this list.

N

35.

36.

TOTAL CRITICAL EVENTS
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SYSTEMATIC SCREENING FOR BEHAVIOR DISORDERS (SSBD)
Combined Frequency Index
for Adaptive and Maladaptive Behavior

Instructions: The numbers 1 through 5 are a continuous scale and are used to indicate your esti-
mate of the frequency with which each item occurs for a given student. Circle a number between 1
and 5 t9 represent the frequency of a given item. Complete the scale in relation to your observations
of the student during the past 30 days.

ADAPTIVE STUDENT BEHAVIOR

Never Sometimes Frequently
1...2...8...4...5 (1) Follows established classroom rules.

1...2...3...4...5 (2 Isconsiderate of the feelings of others.

1...2...8...4...5 (8) Produces work of acceptable quality given her/his skill
level.

1...2...3...4...5 (4) Gains peers’ attention in an appropriate manner.

1...2...3...4...5 (5) Expresses anger appropriately, e.g., reacts to situation
without being violent or destructive.

1...2...3...4...5 ~(6) Cooperates with péersingroup activities or situations.

1...2...83...4...5 (7) Makes assistance needs known in an appropriate man-
ner, e.g., asks to go to the bathroom, raises hand when
finished with work, asks for help with work, etc.

1...2...3...4...5 (8 Is socially perceptive, e.g., “reads” social situations
accurately.

1...2...3...4...5 (9) Does seat-work assignments as directed.

1...2...3...4...5 (10) Compliments peers regarding their behavior or per-
sonal attributes, e.g., appearance, special skills, etc.

1...2...3...4...5 (11) Complies with teacher requests and commands.

1...2...8...4...5 (12) Initiates positive social interactions with peers.

Total Adaptive Behavior Score

© 1990 Hill M. Walker & Herbert Severson



MALADAPTIVE STUDENT BEHAVIOR

Never Sometimes Frequently

1..

* e .

-2,

3.,

4...

5

(1) Requires punishment (or threat of same) before s/he
will terminate an inappropriate activity or behavior.

(2) Refuses to participate in games and activities with

other children at recess.

- (3) Behaves inappropriately in class when corrected, e.g.,
shouts back, defies the teacher, etc.

4) Résponds inappropriately when other children try to
interact socially with her/him.

(5) Child tests or challenges teacher-imposed limits, e.g.,
classroom rules.

(6) Uses coercive tactics to force the submission of peers;
manipulates, threatens, etc.

(7) Creates a disturbance during class activities, e.g., is
excessively noisy, bothers other students, out of seat,
ete. ‘

(8) Manipulates other children and/or situations to get
his/her own way.

(9) Is overly affectionate with others (peers and adults),
e.g., touching, hugging, kissing, hanging on, etc.

(10) Is excessively demanding, e.g., requires or demands
too much individual attention.

(11) Pouts or sulks.

Total Maladaptive Behavior Score
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Stage Two Decision Rules for Externalizers
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Stage Two Decision Rules for Internalizers

-
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Appendix E

Daily Progress Report Cards used in this Study

Expectations

Evaluation Periods

Scoring Key

Be safe
Be respectful

Be responsible

Participate Respectfully

Act responsibly
Will follow directions

Will be safe

Safe
Honest an accountable

Respectful and kind

Be safe
Be respectful

Be responsible

Morning to recess
Recess to lunch
Lunch to recess

Recess to end

Reading
Writing
Math

Science/social studies

Arrival to recess
Recess to lunch
Lunch to recess

Recess to dismissal

Period 1
Period 2
Period 3
Specialist

4 = Wow: Met expectations with
positive behavior; worked
independently without any
corrections/reminders.

3 = Good: Met expectations with
only 1 reminder/correction.

2 =0.K.: Needed 2-3
reminders/corrections.

1 = Tough time: Needed 4 or

more reminders/corrections.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.



DPR table continued
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Expectations Evaluation Periods Scoring key
Always try Morning to recess Same as above.
Be respectful and Recess to lunch

responsible Lunch to close

Cooperate

Respect yourself Opening to recess Same as above.

Respect others
Respect property

Respect learning

Be respectful
Be responsible
Be safe

Do your best

Communicate

Recess to lunch
Lunch to close

PE/Music/Library

Morning to recess
Recess to lunch

Lunch to departure

Same as above.




