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ABSTRACT

Current research suggests schools face many barriers in effectively monitoring
student’s response to behavioral interventions in the classroom. The purpose of this
study was to evaluate the FastBridge - Direct Behavior Rating (FastBridge-DBR), a brief,
novel progress monitoring measure, designed to assess student behavioral change in
response to a classroom behavioral intervention. Twenty-four elementary teacher-student
dyads implemented a daily progress report intervention to promote positive student
behavior during pre-specified classroom activities. FastBridge-DBR data were then
collected for three target behaviors (i.e., Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior,
Withdrawal) and compared to Systematic Direct Observation (SDO) data. Five change
metrics (i.e., absolute change, percent of change from baseline, improvement rate
difference, Tau-U, effect size; Gresham, 2005) were used to examine sensitivity to
change. The Usage Rating Profile - Assessment (URP-A) was used to evaluate teacher
acceptability of FastBridge-DBR. FastBridge-DBR scores were highly correlated with
SDO data, demonstrating evidence of concurrent validity. FastBridge-DBR change
metrics were significantly correlated with SDO change metrics. Additionally, while
teachers provided high acceptability ratings for FastBridge-DBR, there was a lack of
association between teachers’ ratings of acceptability and student behavioral change.

Implications for practice, study limitations, and areas of future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides the reader with information about the prevalence of mental
health and behavioral concerns in children and youth, as well as associated negative
outcomes. This is followed by an overview of the need to address behavioral concerns,
including provision of behavioral interventions in schools. A discussion regarding the
need for behavioral progress monitoring tools within a behavioral framework follows.
Finally, the reader is presented with: (1) the obstacles faced within schools to implement
the necessary component of progress monitoring students’ responses to behavioral
interventions, and (2) the need for additional research examining progress monitoring
measures to identify tools that are effective and feasible for use in the school setting.
Mental Health and Behavioral Concerns

Of the millions of children who attend public schools in the United States (U.S.
Department of Education, 2014), estimates indicate that 20% are experiencing emotional,
behavioral, or mental health symptoms that would qualify them for a psychiatric
diagnosis (Dowdy, Ritchey, & Kamphaus, 2010; Gresham, 2005). However, only 1% of
these students receive services, which are through special education (National
Association of School Psychologists, 2009), with many never receiving any support
services for their emotional difficulties (Bradley, Doolittle, & Bartolotta, 2008). As a
result of overlooked mental health disorders and problem behaviors, many children may
suffer multiple limitations in functioning while in school with potential long-term
negative outcomes once they reach adulthood (Kessler & Wang, 2008; Lane, Oakes, &
Menzies, 2010). This may include poor problem-solving skills, difficulties with self-

regulation, impaired social skills with peers and/or adults, and difficulties with aggression
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or withdrawal (Lane, 2007; Walker et al., 2009). These behaviors often interfere with a
student’s ability to develop relationships with peers and adults, engage in academic
activities within the classroom setting, and negatively impact academic achievement
(Lane et al., 2010; Spanjers, Burns, & Wagner, 2008; Wagner, Friend, et al., 2006; Weist,
Rubin, Moore, Adelsheim, & Wrobel, 2007; Whitted, 2011). Long-term negative
outcomes of behavioral concerns include school failure; high rates of under- and
unemployment; difficulties with adjusting to the community post-high school; substance
abuse; incarceration; and the need for mental health services (Bradley et al., 2008; Center
for Evidence-Based Practice. 2004; Raines, Dever, Kamphaus, & Roach, 2012; Wagner
& Davis, 2006).

Given the high levels of mental health concerns among children and youth,
researchers indicate the need for early identification and intervention for social,
emotional, and behavioral difficulties (Fox, Halpern, & Forsyth, 2008; Kessler & Wang,
2008; Renshaw et al., 2009; Sulkowski, Joyce, & Storch, 2012). As special education is
often the path by which struggling students receive behavioral supports (Lane et al.,
2012; Weist et al., 2007), additional strategies are needed to address these concerns prior
to students’ behaviors reaching a level of severity that qualifies them for special
education services. As data reveal up to 50% of mental disorders begin prior to age 14
(World Health Organization, 2013), it is imperative to address the mental and behavioral
health needs of school-aged youth.

Progress Monitoring Tools within a Behavioral Framework
Given the prevalence of mental health concerns among children and adolescents,

schools need to be prepared to serve emotionally and behaviorally at-risk students (Lane

11
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et al., 2009). Many schools have developed multi-tiered systems of support to address
the behavioral and academic needs of students. In this framework, universal behavioral
assessment and intervention strategies consider the needs of all students. This could
include the use of universal screening methods to identify children at risk of emotional
and behavioral difficulties (Kilgus, Chafouleas, & Riley-Tillman, 2013a; Severson,
Walker, Hope-Doolittle, Kratochwill, & Gresham, 2007) or other problem-solving based
strategies that include the use of teacher referral, self-nomination procedures, and/or
problem solving teams (Eklund & Dowdy, 2014; National Association of School
Psychologist, 2015). Once identified, children are provided evidence-based interventions
to decrease, or potentially eliminate problem behaviors before they become worse
(Harrison, Vannest, & Reynolds, 2013; Hawken, O'Neill, & MacLeod, 2011; Predy,
Mclintosh, & Frank, 2014; Walker, Cheney, Stage, Blum, & Horner, 2005). Progress
monitoring data are then used to determine whether interventions are effective in
decreasing or improving problem behaviors (Dowdy et al., 2010; Greenwood, Carta, &
McConnell, 2011; Yell, Shriner, & Katsiyanis, 2006). As schools are required to
implement interventions and monitor progress as part of a pre-referral process (IDEA,
2004), it is imperative for school personnel to determine if students with behavioral
difficulties are responding to interventions, such as decreasing unwanted behaviors
and/or increasing desired behaviors. If progress monitoring data indicate a student is not
making improvements, then the intervention may need to be changed or adjusted to meet
the student’s needs (Borntrager & Lyon, 2015; Briesch, Chafouleas, & Riley-Tillman,
2010).

In spite of the need for progress monitoring data as part of a comprehensive data-
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based decision making process (Epstein, Atkins, Cullinan, Jutash, & Weaver, 2008;
Hawken, Vincent, & Schumann, 2008), schools have faced difficulties implementing
behavioral progressmonitoring procedures. Barriers include: (a) access to
psychometrically sound tools that are sensitive to behavioral change, (b) time efficient
measures that have demonstrated acceptability and reliability, (c) tools appropriate for
monitoring student response to school-based interventions, and (d) personnel who are
trained and available to support intervention implementation (Greenwood et al., 2011,
Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner, 2008). Broad-based progress monitoring tools are
needed that address a wide range of behavioral concerns, including externalizing
behaviors, internalizing behaviors, academic engagement, and adaptive behaviors. As
current progress monitoring practices primarily focus on externalizing behaviors (e.g.,
disruptive/defiant behaviors, impulsivity; Gresham et al., 2010; Irvin, Tobin, Sprague,
Sugal, & Vincent, 2004), student internalizing behaviors (e.g., sadness, depression,
anxiety) can be frequently overlooked (Walker et al., 2005). It is also important that
school personnel have the necessary training and support to efficiently and effectively
utilize these measures. Additional research is needed to identify and validate progress
monitoring tools that are psychometrically defensible, address a broad range of student

concerns, and are acceptable to teachers and school staff.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter provides an empirical review of progress monitoring for behavioral
concerns among children and youth. It begins with a review of the implementation of
behavioral supports, the history of progress monitoring, and federal legislation supporting
its use in practice. Next, empirical evidence is provided to support the use of progress
monitoring procedures, as well as barriers to implementation. This chapter concludes
with the purpose of the current study, research questions, and study hypotheses.
A Behavioral Framework

Schools have traditionally operated in a refer-test-place model of service delivery
(Albers, Glover, & Kratochwill, 2007; Dowdy et al., 2010; Volpe & Briesch, 2012). In
this model, students who have consistently demonstrated difficulties in the educational
setting are referred for individual evaluations to determine whether or not they are
eligible for supports, including special education services (Dowdy et al., 2010; Levitt,
Saka, Romanelli, & Hoagwood, 2007). While this model is implemented with the intent
of helping students, research suggests this often delays referral and/or services to at-risk
students, while alternative methods exist that better serve students’ needs (Lane et al.,
2010; Mills et al., 2006). For example, schools focused on delivering early intervention
strategies to students, paired with progress monitoring, may see a decrease and even
elimination of educational difficulties whereby special education services are not needed
(Greenwood et al., 2011; Morgan, Farkas, & Wu, 2009).

Identification. As part of a behavioral framework, students with behavioral

difficulties must be identified prior to providing them with evidence-based interventions
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and collecting essential progress monitoring data (Oakes, Lane, Cox, & Messenger, 2014;
Saeki et al., 2011; Severson et al., 2007). ldentification methods may include office
disciplinary referrals (Predy et al., 2014), teacher referral (Eklund & Dowdy, 2014), and
behavioral screening measures (Kilgus et al., 2013a). A number of studies have focused
on examining screeners to identify behaviorally at-risk students (Kilgus et al., 2013a;
Kilgus, Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & von der Embse, 2013b), as screeners are more
likely to identify a broader range of behavioral concerns than teacher referral (Dever,
Mays, Kamphous & Dowdy, 2012; Raines et al., 2012; Walker et al., 2009). For
example, one study was conducted with the purpose of developing and providing initial
validation of the Social and Academic Behavior Risk Screener (SABRS), designed to be
an efficient school-based measure to assess a wide range of behavioral concerns (Kilgus
et al., 2013a). This study consisted of 54 teachers and 243 students from elementary
schools with kindergarten through fifth grade. Study researchers reviewed
developmental research on the course of behavior problems and related competencies;
reviewed various models of social, emotional, and academic competence; and conducted
a content validation process, further examining reliability and factor analyses (Kilgus et
al., 2013a). Their endeavors lead to the development of a 12-item social and academic
behavior risk screener scale from which two factors emerged. These two factors
consisted of six items that corresponded to social behavior and six items that
corresponded to academic behavior. Further analyses indicated each scale, including the
overall combined scale, to be a concurrently valid and diagnostically accurate predictor
of the Social Skills Improvement System Teacher Rating Scale (SISS; Gresham & Elliott,

2008), a comprehensive rating scale designed to assess a student’s social skills.
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Subsequent to the SABRS initial validation study, additional research (Kilgus et
al., 2013b) was conducted to expand the scope of the SABRS. The continued research
efforts led to the development of the Social, Academic, and Emotional Behavior Risk
Screener (SAEBRS; Kilgus et al., 2013b). The conceptual model of the SAEBRS is
based on research results indicating that school success is not exclusively predicted by
academic achievement, but also includes success within various interconnected
behavioral domains, which includes adaptive and maladaptive behaviors. The SAEBRS
is 19-item measure, designed to assess Kindergarten through 12" grade student behavior
across the following domains: Social Behavior (6 items), Academic Behavior (6 items),
and Emotional Behavior (7 items). Study results found the SAEBRS to be an efficient
and effective universal screening tool for students demonstrating risk of social-emotional
and behavioral difficulties. Two additional studies have also examined the SAEBRS and
study results indicated further support for its reliability, validity, and diagnostic accuracy
(Kilgus, Eklund, von der Embse, & Taylor, 2014a; Kilgus, Sims, von der Embse, &
Riley-Tillman, 2014c) with sensitivity and specificity values ranging from > .80 - .90
(Kilgus, Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, Christ, & Welsh, 2014b). Given the amount of
research devoted to the design, development, and examination of the SAEBRS as a
behavioral screening measure, initial research supported the creation of a behavioral
progress monitoring tool, based on SAEBRS item content.

Progress Monitoring Practices

Once students have been identified and provided appropriate interventions, data

are needed to assess the performance or progress of students over time. Progress

monitoring is broadly defined as a means of examining individual growth over time in

16
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response to a specific intervention (Borntrager & Lyon, 2015; Deno, 1997; Stecker,
Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2008a). According to Deno (1997), there is no clear indication as to
when schools began to monitor students’ individual growth and employ progress
monitoring procedures. Academic progress monitoring tools increased in popularity over
the last two decades in response to a need for empirically validated, formative assessment
measures that quickly and efficiently monitor student’s academic performance (Mellard,
Frey, & Woods, 2012). Curriculum-Based Measurements (CBMs; Busch & Reschly,
2007; Fuchs & Deno, 1991; Hosp & Ardoin, 2008; Jenkins, Dunlap, & Hoffman, 2009;
Stoolmiller, Biancarosa, & Fien, 2013) are one example of a suite of progress monitoring
tools that can be used to assess student response to academic instruction and/or
intervention. For example, a student may be struggling with reading fluency. A reading
intervention is then selected that will best meet the student’s individual needs, paired with
the development of a reading fluency goal (e.g., in 10 weeks, the student will read 50
words correctly per minute from randomly selected grade level passages; see Stecker,
Lembke, & Foegen, 2008b; Yell & Stecker, 2003). After the intervention is
implemented, a CBM could be used once a week to monitor the student’s response to the
selected intervention. This includes graphing CBM data so that educators are able to
quickly and effectively adjust the selected intervention (Stecker et al., 2008b).
Behavioral progress monitoring measures are used in a similar manner as described
below.

Behavioral progress monitoring. Early examples of progress monitoring
occurred in the 1960s with the use of single-case intervention studies of applied behavior

analysis (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968; Bijou, Peterson, & Ault, 1968). These early

17
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studies of behavior analysis laid the foundation for positive behavioral interventions and
supports (PBIS; Sugai & Horner, 2002; Sugai et al., 2000), which began to be
implemented in schools in the 1990s (Artesani & Mallar, 1998; Dunlap, Kern-Dunlap,
Clarke, & Robbins, 1991; Mayer, 1995). During that time, research also clearly
emphasized the need for accurate and efficient student progress monitoring methods as
part of a larger PBIS framework (Artesani & Mallar, 1998; Horner, Sugai, & Anderson,
2010; Sugai et al., 2000). Progress monitoring data are used within both academic and
behavioral models to inform educational decision-making, including a timely review and
modification of interventions (National Association of School Psychologists, 2009;
Stecker et al., 2008a; Sugai et al., 2000).

Behavioral progress monitoring data can be used to address a variety of
behavioral concerns. For example, consider a student who exhibits on-going
externalizing behavioral difficulties, such as calling out during instructional time,
disrupting the teacher and other students’ learning. In response to this behavior, the
school-based problem solving team works with the classroom teacher to select and
implement a behavioral intervention. Once the intervention is implemented, the student’s
response to the intervention is consistently monitored; progress monitoring data are
collected and reviewed for data-based decision making purposes; and, as previously
described, adjustments to the intervention are made, as needed (see Hawken et al., 2008;
Martens & Andreen, 2013; Shores, 2009). Student behavioral progress monitoring data
may also be valuable for community service providers, such as psychiatrists and
pediatricians wanting to monitor student response to selected interventions (e.g.,

medications, therapy), as well as in building and strengthening school-home-community
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relationships (Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011; Marteens & Andreen, 2013).

While academic progress monitoring tools are currently used in many schools
(Mellard et al., 2012), this same process has become more challenging when applied to
behavioral interventions (Greenwood et al., 2011; Todd et al., 2008). Due to a lack of
efficient, effective, and psychometrically sound measurement tools, there is a scarcity of
available tools and progress monitoring is not being implemented on a consistent basis
(Volpe, Briesch, & Gadow, 2011; Volpe & Gadow, 2010; Walker et al., 2005). While
initial research suggests behavioral progress monitoring tools, paired with the use of
evidence-based interventions result in positive student outcomes (Cheney, Flower, &
Templeton, 2008; Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011; Lindsley, 1971), additional research is
needed to expand support for these methods.

Federal law. Progress monitoring practices are further outlined in federal law.
In 1997, amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1997)
incorporated language that included the use of positive behavioral interventions strategies
and supports to address behaviors that interfere with a child’s learning. Amendments
also included implementation of a behavioral intervention plan prior to suspension and a
requirement to review and revise student behavioral plans prior to considering suspension
from school. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB; 2001) and the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA; 2004) both incorporated language
indicating schools must utilize evidence-based practices, including behavioral
interventions, with a focus on prevention, early intervention, and progress monitoring.
Using Progress Monitoring Tools to Address Behavioral Concerns

Research has identified externalizing problems, internalizing problems, adaptive

19
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behavior/skills, and attention/learning problems as core constructs of children’s
behavioral and emotional functioning (Edelbrock & Achenbach, 1980). Given these
constructs are related to mental health difficulties among school-age youth (Frick, Barry,
& Kamphaus, 2010), it is imperative to not only develop evidence-based interventions,
but to consider progress monitoring tools that can effectively monitor student behavioral
functioning.

Externalizing behaviors. Externalizing behaviors are generally defined as
problem behaviors that are easily noticed by teachers or other school personnel given the
way students exhibit these behaviors (Cheney et al., 2008; Lane et al., 2012). Examples
of externalizing behaviors include aggressive behaviors, conduct problems, disruptive
behaviors, hyperactivity-impulsivity, opposition/defiance, and acting out (Hunter,
Chenier, & Gresham, 2014). A number of negative outcomes are associated with
externalizing behaviors among youth, including peer rejection, increased rates of school
dropout, and substance abuse (Reinke, Herman, Petras, & lalongo, 2008; Schaeffer,
Petras, lalongo, Poduska, & Kellam, 2003).

Internalizing behaviors. Internalizing behaviors are generally defined as over
controlled behaviors, as individuals attempt to excessively control internal emotions or
cognitions (Gresham & Kern, 2004; Merrell & Gueldner, 2010; Richardson, Caldarella,
Young, Young, & Young, 2009). Student internalizing behaviors may include anxiety,
depression, social withdrawal, somatic complaints, poor self-esteem, and negative self-
thoughts (Hunter et al., 2014). Research has indicated that children who exhibit
internalizing problem behaviors are at increased risk of school failure (Center for

Evidence-Based Practice, 2004), suicidal ideation, (Colman., Wadsworth, Croudace, &
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Jones, 2007), obesity, long-term disease, and premature mortality (von Strumm, et al.,
2011).

Academic engagement. Academic engagement can be defined as students
raising hands to participate in whole class discussions, interacting with peers during small
group discussions, and sustaining attention to task during instructional lessons (Baker,
Clark, Maier, & Viger, 2008; Opdenakker & Minnaert, 2011). Baker and colleagues
(2008) examined academic engagement behaviors exhibited by second-grade students
with and without behavior difficulties. Results indicated that, during independent
seatwork, students without behavior difficulties exhibited academic engagement almost
three-fourths of the time, while students with behavioral difficulties only exhibited
academic engagement approximately half of the time. Furthermore, research indicates
that academic engagement is a positive predictor for academic achievement (Montague,
Enders, & Castro, 2005; Spanjers et al., 2008).

Behavior Progress Monitoring Tools

As schools work to provide necessary behavioral or emotional supports for at-risk
students, progress monitoring tools are needed to assess behavioral change. In order to
fulfill this need, a number of researchers have focused on examining established and
novel behavioral progress monitoring tools that may better serve students’ needs (see
Briesch et al., 2010; Burke & Vannest, 2008; Chafouleas, Kilgus, & Hernandez, 2009b;
Gresham et al., 2010; Hintze, Volpe, & Shapiro, 2002; Volpe & Gadow, 2010).

Systematic direct observation. Systematic Direct Observation (SDO) is
considered the gold standard method of assessing and monitoring problem behaviors in

children (Burke & Vannest, 2008; Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, Briesch, & Eckert, 2008a;
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Stichter & Riley-Tillman, 2014; Volpe & Gadow, 2010). An SDO is defined as an
observation of one or more behaviors (e.g., out of seat, calling out) that is triggered by a
predetermined set of environmental stimuli (e.g., independent math work, whole class
reading instruction) from which quantifiable data are obtained (Hintze & Matthews,
2004). A general description of SDO procedures are as follows: an external observer is
identified (e.g., school psychologist); target student is identified; target behavior(s) is/are
identified and clearly defined (e.g., calling out; i.e., operational definition); observation
period, time, and intervals are identified (e.g., independent math work, 30 minutes, 30-
second intervals); observational recording method is chosen (e.g., momentary time-
sampling); and, finally, the external observer conducts the observation and collects
quantifiable behavioral data (Hintze & Matthews, 2004; Hintze et al., 2002). As
indicated by Volpe and McConaughy (2005), by using SDOs: (1) specific target
behaviors are measured; (2) the target behaviors are operationally defined to assist with
ease of identification; (3) standardized coding procedures are used; (4) quantitative scores
are provided; and (5) SDOs can be tested for reliability and validity across different
observers, periods of time, and across different settings. Due to the large body of data
supporting the use of SDOs in schools, a number of studies have evaluated the
psychometric properties of newer recording tools in comparison to SDOs. For example,
SDOs have been used as a criterion measure in previous studies to assess Direct Behavior
Ratings and the Daily Behavior Report Card (Briesch et al., 2010; Chafouleas, Riley-
Tillman, Sassu, LaFrance, & Patwa, 2007b). Study results indicated that data from the
newer recording tools were similar to that obtained from SDOs.

Depending on the nature of the target behavior, frequency of target behavior, as
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well as specific interests of the observer, there are a number of methods by which student
behavioral data can be systematically collected (Hintze et al., 2002). SDO methods may
include frequency or event recording, which is typically used when behaviors have a
discrete beginning and ending (e.g., hitting, raising hand); duration recording, which may
be used when interested in the duration of the behavior (e.g., temper tantrum, social
isolation); and latency recording, which is used to measure the elapsed time between the
onset of the stimulus (e.g., teacher gives verbal directive to begin math assignment) and
the initiation of the specific behavior (e.g., student begins math assignment). Time-
sampling interval recording is another SDO method that requires selecting a specific
period of time for observation, dividing up the period of time into equal intervals (e.g., 30
minutes divided into 120 15-second intervals), and recording whether or not the targeted
behavior was exhibited during the specific interval. Time-sampling schedules can
include whole-interval, where target behavior must occur during the entire interval,
partial interval, where target behavior is counted only once during the interval; and
momentary time-sampling, where target behavior is counted only at the beginning of the
interval (Hintze et al., 2002). Interestingly, researchers (Hintze & Matthews, 2004) have
noted that use of momentary time sampling procedures result in an equal probability of
scored intervals to underestimate as well as overestimate the student’s actual behavior.
Therefore, the overall estimation of errors is apt to be smaller than errors that may be
obtained by using partial or whole interval time-sampling recording (Hintze & Matthews,
2004).

While SDOs have been widely used in schools, a number of limitations have been

noted (Burke & Vannest, 2008; Stichter & Riley-Tillman, 2014; Volpe & Gadow, 2010).
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First, SDOs can be considered intrusive to the classroom environment due to the need to
have frequent observational data points collected by outside observers in order to obtain
accurate data regarding problematic behaviors (Hintze et al., 2002; Volpe &
McConaughy, 2005). SDOs can also be time intensive, with observations lasting from 10
to 40 minutes over a period of 5 to 10 separate observations (Christ, Riley-Tillman, &
Chafouleas, 2009). SDOs also require well-trained observers who understand
standardized procedures by which to collect observational data points. As a result, SDOs
may lack feasibility and practicality in the school setting (Briesch et al., 2010; Chafouleas
et al., 2007b; Hawken et al., 2008; Hintze & Matthews, 2004). Additional tools or
strategies are needed to address these shortcomings.

Direct behavior rating. The direct behavior rating (DBR) is an umbrella term
for a behavior measurement tool that incorporates components of SDO (e.g., data
recorded at specific time, place, and within specific conditions) and behavior rating scales
(e.g., Behavior Assessment System for Children, Third Edition [BASC-3]; Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 2015) (Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & Christ, 2009c; Christ et al., 2009).

DBR forms may look somewhat different from one another; however, DBR procedures
are generally conducted in the following manner: (a) prior to an observation, a specific
student’s target behavior is identified and defined; (b) a specific observation period is
identified (e.g., when student typically displays unwanted behavior); (c) observation
occurs for specified period of time; and (d) immediately following specified observation
period, the observer (e.g., teacher, school psychologist) quantifiably rates the target
behavior (e.g., using a 0 to 10 rating scale, rate Jane’s academic engagement during

small-group reading; Chafouleas et al., 2009b; Chafouleas et al., 2009c; Christ et al.,
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2009). DBRs have been a focus of numerous studies over the years as researchers have
examined their use as a behavioral progress monitoring tool (Chafouleas et al., 2009b;
Christ et al., 2009; Steege, Davin, & Hathaway, 2001).

An early study conducted by Steege et al. (2001) investigated the reliability and
accuracy of a version of a DBR (referred to as a performance-based behavioral recording
procedure) by comparing DBR data to SDO data. Researchers examined specific
behaviors (e.g., stereotypy, opposition) displayed by three participants with
developmental disabilities. The DBR included a Likert-type scale (0-5) with
corresponding increments of time the participant engaged in the target behavior. Two
participants resided in a group home where the direct care staff and the group home’s
administrator conducted the DBR ratings during the day, while the third participant was
in a self-contained special education classroom at an elementary school where an
educational assistant and special education teacher conducted DBR ratings during the
school day. Trained observers conducted SDOs in these same settings during multiple
randomly selected observations sessions to make equitable comparisons between the
SDO and DBR measures. Study results suggested similar behavior ratings over time
between the DBR and SDO data.

Other researchers studied the similarity of data provided by teacher-rated DBRS to
data from SDOs completed by external observers within typical classroom settings
(Chafouleas, McDougal, Riley-Tillman, Panahon, & Hilt, 2005). This study included 32
teacher participants from six elementary schools. The DBR used for this study included a
Likert-type scale (0-5) with corresponding descriptor and percentage (e.g., 1 = Student

engaged in off-task behavior occasionally during (1-20%) of the period). Results
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indicated a correlation of .67 between the mean DBR and mean SDO ratings of off-task
behavior. A follow up study (Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, Sassu, Chanese, & Glazer,
2008b) sought to provide additional concurrent validity of DBRs and SDO using the
same version of DBR as the previous study (Chafouleas et al., 2005). More specifically,
SDO data collected from external observers were compared to 15 teacher-rated DBRs for
on-task and disruptive behavior. Study results revealed significant correlations between
mean teacher DBRs and external observer SDO ratings of on-task behavior (.81) and
disruptive behavior (.87).

DBR instrumentation includes both multiple item scales (MIS) and single item
scales (S1S) with the DBR-SIS having received the majority of researchers’ attention
(Volpe & Briesch, 2012). A DBR-MIS incorporates multiple specific behaviors within a
general class of behavior, while a DBR-SIS incorporates a single broad behavior that
represents the multiple specific behaviors (Chafouleas, Jaffery, Riley-Tillman, Christ, &
Sen, 2013; Volpe & Briesch, 2012). For example, a DBR-MIS may include specific
behaviors such as task refusal, talking back, and whereas the DBR-SIS would include a
single broad behavior of disruptive behavior (Christ et al., 2009). It is important to note
that the DBR-SIS can include multiple general behaviors (e.g., disruptive behavior,
academic engagement) on one DBR-SIS rating form with each behavior corresponding to
its own rating scale. Some researchers have noted that the DBR-SIS has potential for
behavioral progress monitoring given that data are quick to collect and interpret
(Chafouleas et al., 2013; Christ & Boice, 2009; Christ et al., 2009). Other researchers
have noted that changes in specific behaviors may be missed if the measurement tool is

only focused on broad behaviors (Volpe & Briesch, 2012). As the majority of research
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has focused on the DBR-SIS, the DBRs discussed throughout this study will refer to
DBR-SIS unless otherwise noted.

One study sought to provide initial psychometric data about the generalizability
and dependability of the DBR for evaluating social behaviors (i.e., works to resolve
conflicts, interacts cooperatively) of a sample of 15 preschool children (Chafouleas,
Christ, Riley-Tillman, Briesch, & Chanese, 2007a). Four teachers simultaneously
observed and rated all 15 students twice per day for 30 minutes per observation for a total
of 13 consecutive school days. Study results suggested that DBRs were likely to obtain a
reliability that would approximate or exceed .70 after seven ratings had been conducted
across 4-7 days. In addition, results also suggested the possibility of obtaining a
reliability estimate of > .90 of the social behaviors of preschoolers when a single rater
conducted at least 10 DBRs. Researchers noted that results were preliminary, but that the
burden placed on school psychologist to conduct SDOs may be decreased if teachers
could be trained to conduct behavioral ratings. Researchers replicated this study using
eighth-grade middle school students (Chafouleas et al., 2010). This study included seven
students, four of whom received special education services, in a class of only 12 students.
The class was co-taught by a general education teacher and a special education teacher
and the DBR was used to rate the seven students on academic engagement and disruptive
behavior. Students were rated three times per day for six days with observation session
lasting 10 minutes. Study results differed from the previous study, suggesting 10-20
DBRs were needed to obtain levels of reliability of .80. Researchers noted that the need
to complete 10 or more DBRs may seem overwhelming to teachers; however, DBRS

could realistically be completed in less than one minute.
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Research has also investigated variations of scale construction and the potential
for flexibility when constructing the DBR-SIS. Examples of scales used include a
vertical list of ratings from 0-5 with corresponding qualitative descriptors and
percentages (e.g., 1 = occasionally = 1%-20% of the observation period; Chafouleas et
al., 2007b); a 105 mm horizontal line divided into 15 equal intervals with percentage
anchors of 0, 50, and 100% (Chafouleas et al., 2007a); and a 105 mm horizontal line
divided into 10 equal intervals with percentage anchors of 0, 50, and 100% (Chafouleas
et al., 2010). Some researchers have suggested that using a scale of 7-10 equal intervals
may result in technically defensible data (Chafouleas, Christ, & Riley-Tillman, 2009a;
Christ et al., 2009). Other researchers, not exclusive to DBRs, examined four variations
of'a scale’s line length (i.e., 5-, 10-, 15-, and 20-cm lines) and results indicated that the
shortest line (i.e., 5-cm) appeared to be associated with greatest error (Revill, Robinson,
Rosen, & Hogg, 1976). The number of response categories included on a scale has also
been investigated with results that indicated study respondents had the highest preference
for a 10-point scale with 7-point and 9-point scales close behind (Preston & Colman,
2000). One study used a DBR with a 100-mm line that was divided into 10 equal
intervals (Riley-Tillman, Christ, Chafouleas, Boice-Mallach, & Briesch, 2011).
Participants were randomly assigned to use a DBR that had either a proportional scale
(i.e., 0%, 20%) or an absolute scale (i.e., 1 min., 4 min.) to rate academic engagement and
disruptive behavior. Study findings indicated that the type of scale anchoring used was
not associated with greater rating accuracy. Researchers noted that, with regard to
proportional and absolute anchoring, the findings suggested teachers and other school

personnel could use the type of anchoring they favored, which also supported the
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potential for the DBR to be a flexible instrument.

A more recent study investigated number of scale intervals (i.e., 5 or 10), length
of the scale line (i.e., 50 or 100 mm), and use of a discrete or continuous scale (Briesch,
Kilgus, Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & Christ, 2013). Participants were randomly
assigned to use one of the DBR formats to rate academic engagement and disruptive
behavior. Results of this investigation indicated that, in general, there were not
significant variations of ratings across the different DBR-SIS formats. Researchers
suggested that these findings lend further support to the potential flexibility of the DBR
for use in schools. Interestingly enough, researchers also noted that the greatest
proportion of variance in rating of academic engagement and disruptive behavior
(approximately 40%), was due to the interaction between persons (i.e., students being
observed) and occasions (i.e., different observation sessions).

Previous studies have sought to investigate wording used for target behaviors as
part of DBRs and compared results to SDOs. For example, one study examined how
rater accuracy was affected by positively and negatively worded target behaviors (Riley-
Tillman, Chafouleas, Christ, Briesch, & LeBel, 2009). The DBR data were compared to
SDO criterion data with results indicating greater rater accuracy with positively worded
academic engagement items than unengaged, and equal levels of accuracy when
participants rated either well-behaved (positive wording) or disruptive (negative wording)
items. A second replication study included positively and negatively worded target
behaviors and found academically engaged and unengaged items converged most with
SDO data, with the positively worded items (i.e., academically engaged) having slightly

less rater error than the negatively worded items (i.e., academically unengaged) (Christ,
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Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, & Jaffery, 2011). Interestingly, researchers found that when
compared to SDO data, raters substantially underestimated well-behaved behaviors and
overestimated disruptive behavior. A third study that investigated positive and negative
target wording (Chafouleas et al., 2013) also examined rater accuracy by comparing
participants’ DBR results to both SDO data and data from DBRs completed by a group of
experts (e.g., professors, postdoctoral fellows, school psychology graduate students).
When using SDO as the criterion, results suggested support for the use of positive
wording of academic engagement and nondisruptive behavior. The results for respectful
behavior suggested more support for negative wording (i.e., disrespectful). When using
the expert DBR as the criterion, results supported greater rater accuracy for positive
wording of academically engaged and negative wording of both disruptive and
disrespectful behaviors.

Research has also examined use and acceptability of DBRs, discovering that 64%
of a sample of 123 teachers who were surveyed had used some form of a DBR-like tool
with students (Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & Sassu, 2006). In addition, when using a 6-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree, to 6 = strongly agree), 113 teachers indicated that their
overall acceptability of a DBR-like tool for behavior-monitoring purposes was in the
slightly agree to agree range (M = 4.73, SD =.98). Study results suggested DBR-like
tools were used and accepted in school settings. A second study examined school
psychologist use and acceptability of DBR-like tools and SDOs (Riley-Tillman et al.,
2008a). Members of the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) were
surveyed with 191 useable surveys returned and randomly placed in group 1 (99 surveys)

and group 2 (92 surveys). Results for both groups suggested 68% of participants
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endorsed moderate or frequent use of SDOs for assessment purposes, while 54%
endorsed moderate or frequent use of DBR-like tools. Researchers remarked these
differences were not surprising given the emphasis on SDO in literature and training
programs. With regard to acceptability, participants responded using a 6-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree, to 6 = strongly agree) with SDO acceptability ratings from both
groups considered high (group 1: M = 4.9, group 2: M =4.81) and DBR acceptability
ratings from both groups (group 1: M = 4.54, group 2: M = 4.63), which were also
considered high. Researchers noted that study findings suggested that school
psychologists found SDO and DBR-like tools acceptable for behavioral assessment
purposes.

It is important to note that the intended users of the DBR are educators working in
applied settings (Chafouleas et al., 2009a) and they are in need of instruments that
incorporate features such as feasibility and flexibility (Briesch et al., 2013). One
component of the DBR that makes it more practical for educators to use in the classroom
setting, as compared to SDOs, is that observers (e.g., teachers, interventionists) are able
to continue to do business as usual (e.g., teach whole class reading lesson) and, after the
specified activity, the teacher indicates an estimate of time the student exhibited the target
behavior. In contrast, SDO requires the observer to focus only on the target student (and
possibly a peer comparison) during the entire observation. It would not be feasible for
the classroom teacher to conduct SDOs on a target student because the teacher is
responsible for an entire classroom of students. A teacher would not be able to ignore the
remaining students to devote individualized attention for an extended period of time (e.g.,

20-minute SDO observation session) to one student. As an alternative, given the amount
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of time and training required for use of SDO, as well as the need of an external observer,
the SDO method might be reserved for further exploration of specific students’
behaviors. For example, the school’s problem solving team may need additional data
indicating the intensity or latency of a student’s behavior to provide the student with the
appropriate supports. These types of data would need to be collected by an external
observer such as a school psychologist. Once the SDO data were collected, the school
team could use the data to select behavioral supports for the target student.

DBRs have also been investigated to determine their utility as effective progress
monitoring tools in schools by examining their sensitivity to behavioral change
(Chafouleas, Sanetti, Kilgus, & Maggin, 2012b). For example, Chafouleas and
colleagues (2012b) used SDO as a well-established behavior assessment tool in their
investigation of the sensitivity of the Direct Behavior Rating Single-Item Scales (DBR-
SIS) to children’s behavioral changes in response to an intervention. The researchers
examined how student behavioral change, as monitored by the DBR-SIS, resembled data
from SDO. Their study consisted of 20 elementary teacher-student dyads, with students
nominated by their teachers due to chronic behavior that was difficult to manage in the
classroom. Teachers used the DBR-SIS each day to collect baseline phase
(approximately 5 school days) and intervention phase (approximately 20 school days)
data during previously specified classroom activities. A daily behavior report card to
help students engage in self-monitoring strategies of their own behavior (discussed in
more detail in the methods section) was used as the primary intervention in the current
study. Research team members conducted approximately three SDOs to collect

behavioral data during baseline phase and conducted three additional SDOs during the
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final week of the intervention phase. Study results revealed that, overall, DBR-SIS data
were commensurate with SDO data and (1) both indicated treatment (i.e., the Daily
Progress Report intervention) improved student behavior; and (2) after comparing DBR-
SIS and SDO data, the DBR-SIS demonstrated sensitivity to changes in student

behaviors. In addition, the study examined teachers’ acceptability of the intervention.

Results suggested limited association between students’ behavioral changes and teachers’

ratings of acceptability.

Additional research needs were identified in the Chafouleas (2012b) study,
including: (1) the use of different change metrics, as the effect size measure they used
appeared to lack the variability to adequately evaluate student response to the
implemented intervention; (2) more clearly defined target behaviors (e.g., compliance
versus respectful behavior) as the selected terms appeared to influence how teachers
attended to certain behaviors; and (3) the need for a more diverse sample as 17 of the 20
students were White.

Daily behavior report card. Similar in design and use to the DBR, a daily
behavior report card (DBRC) has been used in schools for decades using a variety of
names (e.g., home-school communication, daily report cards; Bailey, Wolf, & Phillips,
1970; Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & McDougal, 2002; Lahey et al., 1977). Although
frequently used for intervention purposes, researchers have also examined its use as a
progress monitoring tool (e.g., Briesch et al., 2010; Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, &
Briesch, 2007). The overall format of a DBRC includes (1) specific definition of target
behavior(s); (2) determining how often behavior(s) will be rated and selection of rating

scale (e.g., Likert-type scale); (3) designing the card; (4) establishing whether or not
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consequences will be incorporated, and if so, defining criteria; (5) creating lists of
potential consequences; and (6) establishing responsibilities of those involved (Riley-
Tillman, Kalberer, & Chafouleas, 2005). Study results examining the DBRC as a
behavioral progress monitoring tool (Chafouleas et al., 2006; Riley-Tillman et al., 2005)
and a similar measure, the Electronic Daily Behavioral Report Card (e-DBRC; Vannest,
Burke, & Adiguzel, 2006) were inconclusive. Both studies found that further
investigation as to the viability of these measures as progress monitoring tools, are
needed.

A second study investigating a type of DBRC, referred to as the Daily Progress
Report, examined its utility as a progress monitoring tool while implementing the Check,
Connect, and Expect (CCE; Cheney & Stage, 2004) program (Cheney et al., 2008). The
CCE program consists of a morning check-in with a target student, use of the Daily
Progress Report throughout the day, and an end of the day check out, which includes
tallying points earned on the Daily Progress Report. Daily Progress Report progress
monitoring results indicated 67% of the 127 students demonstrated a response to the
intervention. However, study results also suggested that given the variability of
behaviors and teacher perceptions and poor fidelity of teacher feedback, collecting direct
observational data may have been more beneficial than the DPR for monitoring student
progress.

Behavior rating scales. A behavior rating scale can be described as a measure
that assesses a wide spectrum of behaviors (e.g., aggression, impulsivity, anxiety),
requires minimal training for informants to complete, and includes different versions for

various informants (e.g., teacher, parent, self-report; Volpe et al., 2011). Most rating
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scales ask the rater to read each statement, consider the target behavior in relation to the
student of interest, and circle a Likert-type response (e.g., never, sometimes, often,
almost always). In one study, Volpe and colleagues (2011) examined the efficiency of
using behavior rating scales as progress monitoring tools. Results indicated that the
broad-scoped rating scales were not sensitive to changes in individuals’ targeted
behaviors and would not be useful for collecting progress monitoring information for the
purposes of data-based decision making. In addition, researchers noted that, due to the
length of such measures (often 100 items or more), (a) the scales lacked feasibility due to
the length of administration; (b) the quality of data might be compromised by length; and
(c) many informants would, most likely, be unwilling to participate due to time
constraints. Best practice considerations do not support the use of full-length behavior
rating scales for progress monitoring purposes.

Brief behavior rating scale. Emerging research has explored the use of brief
behavior rating scales, a shorter, modified version of a full-length behavior rating scale
(e.g., 15 versus 100 items), as a potential progress monitoring tool (Gresham et al., 2010;
Volpe & Gadow, 2010). In one study, Gresham and colleagues (2010) examined the
effectiveness of the brief behavior rating scale (BBRS), a shorter form of the Social Skills
Rating System — Teacher Form (SSRS - TR; Gresham & Elliot, 1990) as a progress
monitoring tool for social behavior. The researchers used pre- and post-intervention
SSRS - TR data from a randomized control trial (see Walker et al., 2009) that involved
200 first- through third-grade students and their teachers. Study researchers used four
change sensitive-metrics (i.e., odds ratio, t tests, standard mean difference effect size,

analysis of variance) and calculated each metric for each item on the SSRS, excluding
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items related to intellectual functioning. After calculating change metrics, items were
rank ordered from most to least change sensitive and only items that were change
sensitive to three of the four metrics were included, for a final pool of 29 items.
Researchers then deleted the weakest change sensitive item one at a time, then
calculating, and subsequently recalculating, reliability and criterion validity estimates.
The resulting BBRS was a 12-item scale that maintained reliability estimates above .70
and criterion-related validity above .50. Results suggest that the BBRS was appropriate
for use as a social behavior progress monitoring tool to assess externalizing behaviors,
but that it did not effectively assess internalizing behaviors.
Implementation Considerations

Sensitivity to behavioral change. The National Center on Intensive Intervention
(NCII; 2015) identified key components of behavioral progress monitoring tools. These
include (a) sensitivity to student behavioral change in response to an intervention; (b)
assessments that can occur repeatedly over short periods of time (e.g., once per week for
eight weeks); and (c) established psychometric properties, including reliability and
validity. While initial research on behavioral progress monitoring tools have begun to
investigate these key components (i.e., sensitivity to behavioral change, reliability,
validity; Burke & Vannest, 2008; Greenwood et al., 2011; Gresham et al., 2010; Volpe &
Gadow, 2010), the NCII has identified the DBR-SIS format for academically engaged
and disruptive behavior as sensitive to behavioral change. However, there continue to be
a limited number of tools that demonstrate substantive empirical evidence, utility, and
acceptability for use in schools.

Teacher Acceptability. An additional key component of a measure is teacher

36
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acceptability of the instrument (Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Riley-Tillman et al., 2008a;
Volpe & Gadow, 2010). Two prominent variables influencing teacher acceptability are
time (e.g., the amount of time taken from instruction, planning) (Martens, Witt, Elliott, &
Darveaux, 1985; Roach & Elliott, 2005) and amount of skill level/training required for
use and/or implementation (Roach & Elliott, 2005). A concern with whether a teacher
perceives a procedure (e.g., using a progress monitoring tool) as acceptable, is that lack
of teacher acceptability may affect the fidelity with which the teacher implements/uses
the progress monitoring tool (Chafouleas et al., 2006). As teachers are the primary
providers of behavioral interventions and supports in the classroom, their perceptions and
opinions are essential in school-based implementation.
Current Study

Research has well established the need for progress monitoring as an essential
component of a behavioral framework to effectively address problem behaviors among
at-risk youth (Burke & Vannest, 2008; Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011; Stecker et al., 2008a;
Sugai et al., 2000). In order to appropriately and accurately monitor student response to
behavioral interventions, schools are in need of progress monitoring tools that are
efficient and effective in monitoring a wide range of behaviors (Gresham et al., 2010;
Volpe & Gadow, 2010). While the SDO has demonstrated many merits as a behavioral
progress monitoring tool (e.g., operationally defined behaviors, objective observation;
Hintze et al., 2002; Volpe & McConaughy, 2005), many of its limitations may outweigh
the intended benefits. These include the need for well-trained observers, the time to
conduct observations, and the potential impact of an outside observer on the classroom

environment (Hawken et al., 2008; Hintze & Matthews, 2004; Riley-Tillman et al., 2007,
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Riley-Tillman et al., 2008a). As previously discussed, there has been an extensive
amount of research on different variations of the DBR with results supporting its use as a
behavioral progress monitoring tool. However, researchers of a number of the DBR
studies indicated additional research in applied settings (e.g., schools) with teachers raters
was needed (Briesch et al., 2013; Chafouleas et al., 2009a; Chafouleas et al., 2013; Christ
et al., 2011; Riley-Tillman et al., 2009), as several studies used only university
undergraduate students who watched simulated classroom videos as the DBR raters (e.g.,
Briesch et al., 2013; Chafouleas et al., 2009a). Furthermore, most of the existing research
on progress monitoring tools, including DBRs, has focused exclusively on externalizing
behaviors (Gresham et al., 2011; Volpe & Gadow, 2010) and/or academic engagement
(Briesch et al., 2010; Chafouleas et al., 2012b), which excludes students with behavioral
concerns that do not fit into one of these two areas. Given that individuals with
internalizing disorders, such as anxiety or depression, experience initial symptoms prior
to reaching adolescence (World Health Organization, 2013), tools are needed that can
assess students’ responses to a wide range of behavioral interventions including those
directed at addressing internalizing (or emotional) behaviors.

Given these limitations, the current study evaluated a novel measure, the
FastBridge Direct Behavior Rating (FastBridge-DBR; Kilgus, von der Embse, &
Fabiano, 2015). FastBridge-DBR was built off of previously established research on the
aforementioned SAEBRS, which study results indicated to be a reliable, valid, and
diagnostically accurate screener for behaviorally at-risk youth (see Kilgus et al., 2013a;
Kilgus et al., 2014a, b, & c). FastBridge-DBR is a single-item DBR that is considered to

be a brief, novel progress monitoring tool designed to assess the presence or absence of a
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wide range of behavioral concerns among school-aged youth. Because this is a new
measure, this was the first study to investigate the utility of FastBridge-DBR tool. As
this measure was designed to (1) monitor externalizing behaviors, academic engagement,
and internalizing behaviors; (2) incorporate components of direct observations including
operational defined target behavior(s), duration of time observed, quantified
demonstrations of behavior(s) in a brief measure; and (3) be incorporated into typical
classroom routines without an external observer, FastBridge-DBR warranted additional
examination as a potential school-based progress monitoring tool.

In the current study, FastBridge-DBR was used to monitor student behavioral
change in response to an evidence-based intervention. The intervention focused on
positive reinforcement of desired and socially acceptable behaviors that was used with
students with problem behaviors of a higher level of severity than what was considered
typical in a classroom setting (e.g., problem behavior is chronic, disruptive, interferes
with learning) while consistently collecting progress monitoring data. FastBridge-DBR
data were compared to the SDO, a gold standard assessment tool, to evaluate FastBridge-
DBR’s sensitivity to change. The Chafouleas et al. (2012b) study, which sought to
examine another format of a DBR-SIS’s sensitivity to behavioral change, was used as a
template for the current study, given the similarities of the overall purpose (i.e.,
examining a potential progress monitoring tool’s sensitivity to behavioral change) and its
comparison to an already established measure. The previous section on DBRs provides a
review of this study.

The current study included three research questions: (1) do FastBridge-DBR data

as measured using five different change metrics (i.e., absolute level of change, percent
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change from baseline, no assumptions standardized mean difference, Tau-U, and robust -
improvement rate difference) demonstrate sensitivity to behavioral change in response to
an evidence-based intervention?; (2) how do the results correspond with evidence of
change from already established Systematic Direct Observation (SDO) methods?; and (3)
how do metrics for calculating behavioral response from FastBridge-DBR correspond
with teacher perception of progress monitoring acceptability? The researcher
hypothesized that: (1) FastBridge-DBR data would demonstrate sensitivity to behavior
change; (2) FastBridge-DBR data would be similar to data collected from SDO’s; and (3)
teacher perceptions of progress monitoring acceptability would align with student

behavioral change.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Empirical research on behavioral assessment and intervention have outlined a
number of gaps in current research, including (1) establishing effective methods for
delivering and monitoring behavioral interventions, given the limited school-based
resources available (e.g., time, personnel; Riley-Tillman et al., 2007; Todd et al., 2008;
Walker et al., 2005); (2) developing measurement tools that are easy to use and can be
consistently implement as needed (Burke & Vannest, 2008; Hintze & Matthews, 2004;
Riley-Tillman et al., 2008a); (3) creating current measurement tools that address a broad
spectrum of behavioral concerns versus narrowly defined categories (e.g., internalizing
behaviors, academic engagement, externalizing behaviors; Baker et al., 2008; Fox et al.,
2008; Lane et al., 2012); and (4) assessing teacher acceptability of progress monitoring
tools to ensure school staff are willing and able to use measures with ease (Chafouleas et
al., 2006; Miller, Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & Fabiano, 2014). While some progress
monitoring tools have demonstrated potential utility in schools (e.g., Riley-Tillman et al.,
2008b; Volpe & Gadow, 2010), additional research is needed to address the
aforementioned considerations.
Participants

The current study included 24 teacher-student dyads ranging from Kindergarten
through sixth grade from six elementary schools in the southwest region of the United
States. After obtaining consent from district and school administrators, participating
schools were asked to identify students at risk of behavioral and emotional concerns via
existing school data sources by using (a) behavior screening measures; (b) office

discipline referrals, which are commonly used to identify students engaging in
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problematic behavior within the school setting (Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011; Spaulding et
al., 2010); and/or (c) teacher referral. Study researchers obtained consent to conduct all
procedures in accordance with a university-approved Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board (HSIRB) protocol.

Twenty-four teachers participated in the current study with female teachers
accounting for the majority of the sample (see Table 1). Fifty-percent of teacher
participants were White, 45.8% Hispanic/Latino, and 4.2% Mixed Ethnicity. First-year
teachers comprised 20.8% of the participants, 33.3% taught for 2-7 years, 20.8% taught
for 8-13 years, and 25% taught for 14 or more years. The highest degree earned for a
majority of the participants was a bachelor’s degree (67%); the remainder of teachers
earned a master’s degree (33%).

Of the 24 student participants, 62.5% were Hispanic/Latino, 16.7% were White,
8.3% were African-American, 8.3% were Mixed Ethnicity, and 4.2% were Native
American. The majority of the student participants were male (70.8%), while 29.2%
were female. In addition, 70.8% of the students were in grades K-2, with Kindergarten

having the highest percentage of participants (41.7%).

Table 1

Teacher and Student Demographics

Demographics Teacher Student
Frequency (Percent) Frequency (Percent)

Gender

Male 1(4.2) 17 (70.8)

Female 23 (95.8) 7 (29.2)

Ethnicity

Hispanic/Latino 11 (45.8) 15 (62.5)

42



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

White 12 (50) 4 (16.7)
Native American 0 1(4.2)
African-American 0 2 (8.3)
Mixed Ethnicity 1(4.2) 2 (8.3)
Grade Level

Kindergarten 10 (41.7) 10 (41.7)
1 5 (20.8) 5 (20.8)
2" 2 (8.3) 2 (8.3)
3" 2 (8.3) 2 (8.3)
4" 2 (8.3) 2 (8.3)
5t 2 (8.3) 2 (8.3)
6" 1(4.2) 1(4.2)
Years Taught - Teacher

1% year 5 (20.8) -

2 -4 years 5(20.8) -
5—7 years 3(12.5) -

8 -10 years 3(12.5) -

11 — 13 years 2 (8.3) -

14 plus years 6 (25) -
Highest Degree Earned —

Teacher

Bachelor’s 16 (66.7) -
Master’s 8 (33.3) -

- = Not applicable.

Measures

FastBridge-Direct Behavior Rating. FastBridge-DBR (see Appendix A) was
used to progress monitor students’ behavioral changes over time in response to an
implemented intervention. There are two components of FastBridge-DBR that include

(1) elements of SDOs that are merged into a brief measure, and (2) a list of operationally
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defined targeted social, academic, and emotional behaviors from which the teacher
selects those that are applicable to the target student (see Appendix B). FastBridge-DBR
scale includes a 100 mm horizontal line divided into 10 equal intervals with anchors of
0% or never, 50% or sometimes, and 100% or always, with additional number markers of
0 —10to represent 0 — 100%. The scale is displayed under each of the operationally
defined target behaviors. All students were assessed on three standard behaviors,
including Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior, and Withdrawal. This allowed
for comparisons to be made across participants on three common student behavioral
concerns. Once target behaviors were identified, each teacher identified the activities
(e.g., independent reading time, large group math instruction) when the student’s
behaviors were of most concern. The teachers then used FastBridge-DBR scales to
indicate the percentage of time the student was engaged in the target behaviors (e.g.,
10%, 30%, 70%) at the end of the pre-specified activity. For the purposes of this study,
the completion of FastBridge-DBR coincided with the completion of the intervention
tool, described in more detail in the procedures section.

Systematic Direct Observation tool. As previously discussed, SDOs are a
widely accepted and used behavioral measurement tool (Briesch et al., 2010; Burke &
Vannest, 2008; Hintze et al., 2002; Witmer, Nasamran, Parikh, Schmitt, & Clinton,
2015). SDOs are used in the following manner: (1) specific target behaviors are
measured; (2) the target behaviors are operationally defined to assist with ease of
identification; (3) standardized coding procedures are used; (4) quantitative scores are
provided; and (5) SDOs can be tested for reliability and validity across different

observers, periods of time, and across different settings (Volpe & McConaughy, 2005).
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For the purposes of the current study, momentary time-sampling recording were used for
all SDOs of target students’ behaviors, whereby target behaviors were recorded during a
selected interval of time during which teachers identified student behaviors to be most
problematic. To ensure consistency, all students were assessed on the same three
standard behaviors that were included on FastBridge-DBR (i.e., Academic Engagement,
Disruptive Behavior, Withdrawal). This allowed for comparisons to be made across
participants on three common student behavioral concerns. Student observations
occurred using 15-second intervals with each observation session lasting 60 intervals, for
a total of 15 minutes. At the beginning of each 15-second interval, the observer
evaluated a target student to determine if he/she was exhibiting each of the three target
behaviors. All behaviors were recorded on the SDO form (see Appendix C) using a
check mark when the behavior was present in the selected interval.

To ensure inter-rater agreement, a second research team member observed each
student for approximately one-third of the total observations (i.e., two research team
members observed 1 of every 3 student observations). Inter-observer agreement ensured
the accuracy of classroom observational data. All research team members received
didactic training on direct observation procedures and coded sample classroom videos
until they reached a minimum of 90% agreement. Following observations, inter-observer
agreement was calculated across 180 cells (60 intervals x 3 behaviors = 180) by dividing
the total number of agreement cells (AC) by the total number of cells (Total # AC + 180
C=%A).

Usage Rating Profile — Assessment (URP-A). The Usage Rating Profile (URP-

A; Chafouleas, Miller, Briesch, Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 2012a; see Appendix D)
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was used to examine teachers’ acceptability of FastBridge-DBR. This tool was adapted
from the Usage Rating Profile — Intervention Revised (URP-IR; Chafouleas, Briesch,
Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 2011) and uses a 6-point Likert-type scale (from Strongly
Disagree to Strongly Agree). The URP-A is divided into six factors consisting of a total
of 28 items. Acceptability (factor 1, 9 items), includes statements assessing the
intervention/assessment as being effective, fair, a good way to assess a child, and that the
procedures fit easily into the respondent’s current practices. Understanding (factor 2, 3
items) focuses on the respondent’s overall knowledge and understanding about the
intervention/assessment and how to implement/use it. Home-School Collaboration
(factor 3, 3 items), includes statements regarding a positive home-school relationship.
Feasibility (factor 4, 6 items) assesses the amount of respondent time and resources the
intervention/assessment requires. System Climate (Factor 5, 4 items), focuses on the
school-wide, or external, support established with respect to the intervention. System
Support (factor 6, 3 items) measures the respondent’s perception of whether or not
support would be provided as needed with respect to the intervention/assessment. In
general, higher scores correspond to greater acceptability of the respective assessment.
For the purposes of the current study, the URP-A was completed by teachers upon
completion of the intervention.
Intervention

Daily progress report. Each teacher was trained to implement the Daily
Progress Report intervention (see Table 2) with one student in their classroom, following
the same template used in previous behavioral intervention research (e.g., Chafouleas et

al., 2012b; Pelham & Fabiano, 2008). The Daily Progress Report is an effective self-
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monitoring intervention that emphasizes setting, encouraging, and reinforcing positive
behavioral expectations (Chafouleas, et al., 2006; Epstein et al., 2008; Todd et al., 2008).
Previous research has established positive behavior change in students using this
intervention (Ayllon, Garber, & Pisor, 1975; Bailey et al., 1970), including students
diagnosed with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD; Fabiano et al., 2010;
Owens, Murphy, Richerson, Girio, & Himawan, 2008; Power et al., 2012), anxiety
(Cheney et al., 2008; Power et al., 2012), and depression (Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011;
Power et al., 2012). Furthermore, this type of intervention has been demonstrated to
cause little change in teachers’ established classroom procedures (Lahey et al., 1977).
Standardized procedures were developed to ensure fidelity of implementation for
the Daily Progress Report in each classroom. While use of Daily Progress Report
interventions is common practice in schools (Cheney et al., 2008; Epstein et al., 2008;
Shores, 2009; Vannest, Davis, Davis, Mason, & Burke, 2010), implementation protocols
were created to ensure each teacher employed the same standardized procedures
(described below). The Daily Progress Report intervention included reinforcement of
positive behaviors via a tiered rewards system, as well as skill-building instruction (e.g.,
identifying, monitoring and evaluation, providing feedback about behavior). The
intervention procedures targeted three activities (e.g., reading, math, writing centers)
identified by each teacher as times during which the target student demonstrated target
behavior(s) (e.g., noncompliance, disruptive behavior, withdrawal). Each school day, the
teacher reminded the student of the three standard goals before each of these activities, as
well as reminded the student that they, the student and teacher dyad, would complete the

Daily Progress Report at the end of the activity. At the end of the activity, the teacher
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and student collaboratively determined whether the student met each of the three goals
included in the Daily Progress Report. The standard goals for all students included, “Did
I follow class rules?”, “Did I follow teacher directions?”, and “Did I do my best work?”
Goal attainment was indicated by circling a “Yes” or “No” rating displayed next to each
goal. Teachers summed all ratings at the end of the day. The student was able to earn
one of three rewards, depending on the ratio of “Yes” to “No” ratings. The levels of
“Yes” to “No” ratios included (a) 1:1, (b) 2:1, and (c) 1:0 (e.g., skill building — provide
feedback about behavior). Each level had a corresponding menu of rewards from which
the student selected. The Daily Progress Report was printed in duplicate so one copy
went home daily with each student for parents to view and the second copy was placed in
a folder to be collected by the research team member. The intervention lasted for 20

occurrences (approximately 20 school days).

Table 2

Daily Progress Report

Name: Date:

(Target Activity 1) | (Target Activity 2) (Target Activity 3)

Goals

Did | follow the class Yes No Yes No Yes No
rules?
Did | follow teacher Yes No Yes No Yes No
directions?
Did I do my best work? Yes No Yes No Yes No

Total Number of “Yes™: Total Number of “No”*:
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Circle the “Yes” to “No” Ratio Level: 1:1 2:1 1:0

Reward Chosen: Time provided reward: Teacher’s Initials:

Teacher Comments:

Rewards menu. The rewards menu (see Table 3) was developed prior to the
implementation of the intervention. First, each research team member provided the
teacher with a list of common rewards, asking the teacher to highlight and/or add
acceptable rewards that were likely to be reinforcing to the student. The reward list
included three levels of rewards that corresponded to the three possible “Yes” to “No”
ratio outcomes indicated on the Daily Progress Report (e.g., 1:1 ratio = sticker, 2:1 ratio =
line leader). The teacher was asked to identify which rewards correspond to each of the
three tiers of rewards. The student did not earn a reward if the outcome ratio was
something other than the three identified on the Daily Progress Report. Second, the
teacher reviewed the revised reward list with the student, who indicated which rewards he
or she wanted to earn. The final menu was individualized for student participants and
included a list of potential rewards the respective student could earn throughout the study.
If the reward could not be provided at the end of that day (e.qg., if the reward was to “have
lunch with the teacher”), the student was provided with a token (e.g., a chip, notecard)
that could be exchanged for the reinforcer at a later time. The teacher recorded the
reward chosen, time the reward was provided, and any additional comments on the Daily

Progress Report.

Table 3
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Sample Rewards Menu

1. Free time for X minutes

13. Sit next to a friend for a certain amount
of time (1:0)

. Talk to best friend for X minutes

14. Eat lunch at a special table

. Extra time on the computer

15. Eat lunch with the teacher (1:0)

. Be the teacher’s helper

16. Choose stickers (1:1)

Gl |WIN

. Read to a friend

17. Choose from the treasure box/grab bag
(2:1)

6. Read with a friend (1:1)

18. Help the teacher decorate a bulletin
board

7. Draw for X minutes

19. Receive a positive phone call (any
ratio)

8. Color for X minutes

20. Help the librarian

9. Be the messenger for the office (1:0)

21. Choose which group gets to line up
first

10. Care for the class pet (2:1)

22. Play a game with a friend for X
minutes

11. Help a teacher from another class (1:0)

23. Borrow a book from the class library to
read at home (1:1)

12. Be a line leader

24. Extra recess time (1:0)

Note. Some rewards are identified as 1:2, 1:1,

Teacher acceptance is necessary.

Procedures

and 1:0 ratios for example purposes.

Aligned with previous research, one research team member worked directly with

each teacher to provide consultation and support throughout baseline and intervention

phases. This included reviewing intervention procedures (i.e., Daily Progress Report;

rewards menu), implementing the assessment protocol (i.e., FastBridge-DBR), discussing

classroom observations, making modifications as needed, and examining the assessment

data to evaluate student outcomes.

Step 1: Consultation. The research team member and teacher procedures followed the

behavioral consultation model (Kratochwill & Bergan, 1990), using three of the four

interview procedures within this model: (1) problem identification interview, (2) problem

analysis interview, and (3) treatment evaluation. When completing the problem
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identification interview, each research team member and teacher dyad worked
collaboratively to: (a) identify and define the problem behaviors that were of greatest
concern to the teacher; (b) identify the antecedent conditions preceding the problem
behaviors (e.g., transitioning from one subject to the next and starting instruction in
specific content areas); (c) determine the consequences that may have reinforced and
maintained the problem behaviors; (d) review the procedures for collecting the baseline
measurements; and (e) review standard goals for the Daily Progress Report intervention
(e.g., “Did I follow class rules?”, “Did I follow teacher directions?” and “Did I do my
best work?””). Research team members included the author, a school psychology faculty
member, and school psychology graduate students trained to conduct study procedures.
Step 2: Baseline data collection. Subsequent to conducting the problem
identification interview, each teacher used FastBridge-DBR to collect baseline data. This
included completing daily ratings for the behavior displayed by the student during three
predetermined activities for approximately five days. During this same time period,
research team members conducted approximately three observations of the target
student’s behaviors during one of the three targeted activities using the SDO. Once
baseline data were collected, research team members met with each teacher to conduct
the problem analysis interview. During this interview, the research team member
reviewed baseline data with each teacher and confirmed that the student’s behaviors of
academic disengagement and being disruptive, for example, were greater than what the
teacher expected and therefore necessitated an intervention. Modifications and
adjustments were made to selected activities and monitoring behaviors so as to

correspond with collected data and teacher concerns.
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Step 3: Intervention and progress monitoring. The research team member
provided each teacher with an overview of intervention procedures and the intervention
began on a pre-selected date at the conclusion of the problem analysis interview. The
Daily Progress Report intervention was implemented for 20 school days. FastBridge-
DBR was completed after each of the three target activities. One Daily Progress Report
and three FastBridge-DBRs were placed in a researcher folder at the end of each day.
The folder was then collected by a research team member. During the last five days of
the intervention, the research team members reentered classrooms and conducted three
additional SDOs. This provided comparison SDO progress monitoring data.

Step 4: Acceptability. Once all interventions and observations were completed,
the research team members met with each teacher to complete the URP-A and to conduct
treatment evaluation interviews to examine teachers’ acceptability of the progress
monitoring tool (i.e., FastBridge-DBR). This meeting was used to review student data
collected during the baseline and intervention phases (e.g., discuss student response to
implemented intervention) and to review the URP-A. The research team member also
answered any questions presented by the teacher. All data were submitted to the lead
researcher.

Data Analysis

As there do not appear to be a specific set of change metrics used on a consistent
basis in behavioral research, this has resulted in some sense of uncertainty as to which are
the correct metrics researchers should use when examining behavioral change (see
Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Cheney et al., 2008; Gresham et al., 2010). Given the

uncertainty of which metrics to use and the need to accurately analyze data, this study
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used five different change metrics proposed by Gresham (2005). These five metrics
provided multiple data points to analyze and compare measures as each metric acted as a
check for the other change metrics. In other words, by using multiple change metrics,
study researchers were able to compare each change metric’s results with one another for
consistency of results instead of relying on data from only one change metric. The
metrics were used for each student participant across each FastBridge-DBR target
behavior and activity. The metrics included absolute level of change, percent of change
from baseline, no assumptions standardized mean difference, a nonoverlapping data
points method, and robust - improvement rate difference. This provided 45 indices for
each participant in the current study (5 metrics x 3 FastBridge-DBR x 3 activities). These
data were analyzed descriptively to determine the average level and variation of student
response to the intervention.

Absolute level of change. Absolute level of change is defined as the amount of
change an individual demonstrates from baseline phase to phases of the intervention
(Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Gresham 2005). Absolute change was calculated by
subtracting each student’s FastBridge-DBR baseline phase mean score from the student’s
FastBridge-DBR intervention phase mean score.

Percent of change from baseline. The percent of change from baseline is the
percent of an individual’s behavioral change from baseline phase levels to intervention
phase levels (Gresham, 2005). The benefit of this metric is that it is not greatly affected
by floor and ceiling effects, as well as outlier data points. The percentage of change from
baseline was calculated by subtracting the mean baseline FastBridge-DBR score from the

mean intervention FastBridge-DBR score, and dividing this difference by FastBridge-
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DBR mean baseline score.

No assumptions standardized mean difference. The no assumptions
standardized mean difference (Busk & Serlin, 1992) effect size metric was used in the
current study. This statistic was calculated by subtracting FastBridge-DBR baseline
phase mean score from FastBridge-DBR intervention phase mean score, and then
dividing the results by the standard deviation of FastBridge-DBR baseline.

Nonoverlapping data points: PND and Tau-U. While the percent of non-
overlapping data points (PND) is a proposed metric used in previous research (Gresham,
2005), it was not used in the current study due to persistent limitations. Research has
suggested limitations include high and low data points skew interpretation due to floor
effects (i.e., majority score at the bottom) and ceiling effects (i.e., majority score at the
top); outlier data points made for difficult interpretation; and there was a lack of well-
established guidelines for interpreting effect size when using PND (Chafouleas et al.,
2012b; Cheney et al., 2008; Gresham, 2005). Instead, to increase confidence in the
accuracy of outcome measures, this study used two alternate methods, the Tau-U (Parker,
Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011b) and the robust - improvement rate difference (robust-
IRD; Parker, Vannest, & Brown, 2009; Parker, Vannest, & Davis, 2011a). The Tau-U
resulted from Kendall’s Rank Correlation (Kendall & Gibbons, 1990) and Mann-Whitney
U (Mann & Whitney, 1947) (for a thorough explanation, see Parker et al., 2011b). Parker
et al. (2011b) indicated that the Tau-U combined Phase AB (i.e., baseline and
intervention phase) nonoverlap with the Phase B trend, as well as allowed for control of
the unwelcomed positive Phase A trend (i.e., positive trend during the baseline phase).

Calculations for each student were derived using a web-based application created by
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Vannest, Parker, and Gonen (2011) that included a Tau-U calculator.

Robust - Improvement rank difference (robust-IRD). Robust-IRD (Parker et
al., 2009; Parker et al., 2011a) is an additional effect size metric that indicates the
difference in improvement of student performance between baseline and intervention
phase. According to Parker and colleagues (2011a), calculating robust-IRD begins with
identifying the minimum number of data points that need to be removed to eliminate
overlap between phase A and B. Once the minimum number of data points are removed,
these points are split between the two phases (e.g., 2 overlap data points are removed,;
these are split between the two phases, 2/2 = 1) and then the robust-IRD is obtained (see
Parker et al., 2011a for a more comprehensive description of the robust-IRD method).
Calculations for each student were derived using a web-based application created by
Vannest, Parker, and Gonen (2011) that included a robust-IRD calculator. In addition,
IRD results have been found to be a metric that is easy to explain to school personnel
(Parker et al., 2009).

Correlations. Spearman’s rho (p) coefficients were calculated to evaluate
FastBridge-DBR sensitivity to change. Specifically, correlations corresponded to the
association among FastBridge-DBR and SDO change metrics, thus permitting evaluation
of the extent to which FastBridge-DBR change data were similar to SDO change data.
Spearman’s p coefficients were also calculated to evaluate the relationship between the
resulting change metrics and the Usage Rating Profile-Assessment (URP-A). This
indicated if there was a relationship between teacher acceptability of FastBridge-DBR
and improvement in student behavior (i.e., is teacher acceptability of the novel progress

monitoring tool positively correlated with an improvement in student behavior?).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Table 4 summarizes participants’ data obtained across baseline and intervention
phases for FastBridge-DBR and SDO. FastBridge-DBR baseline data indicated students
demonstrated problematic levels of Academic Engagement (M = 41.29, SD = 3.74),
Disruptive Behavior (M = 25.42, SD = 2.32), and Withdrawal (M = 10.56, SD = 3.87).
FastBridge-DBR baseline student means for Academic Engagement ranged from 0 to
60%, Disruptive Behavior baseline student means ranged from 3.33 to 53.33%, and
Withdrawal baseline data means ranged from 0 to 93.33%. FastBridge-DBR intervention
phase data suggested an increase in overall Academic Engagement (M = 64.44, SD =
5.24), a decrease in Disruptive Behavior (M = 17.92, SD = 5.05), and a decrease in
Withdrawal (M = 4.86, SD = 1.58). Intervention phase FastBridge-DBR Academic
Engagement means ranged from 0 to 100%. Disruptive behavior means ranged from 0 to
36.67%. Withdrawal means ranged from 0 to 80%.

Similar patterns were revealed for SDO data. The baseline SDO data indicated on
average, students were academically engaged during 42.87% (SD = 6.06) of observed
intervals, disruptive during 29.42% (SD = 2.20), and withdrawn during 7.88% (SD =
2.75) of the intervals. SDO baseline Academic Engagement means ranged from 2.78 to
62.78%, Disruptive Behavior means ranged from 0 to 60%, and Withdrawal means
ranged from 0 to 90.56%. Intervention phase SDO data indicated student behavior
improved on average, with intervention means equal to 73.19% (SD = 1.99) for

Academic Engagement, 12.57% (SD = 0.66) for Disruptive Behavior, and 4.42% (SD =
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0.46) for Withdrawal. SDO intervention means ranged from 0 to 95.56% for Academic
Engagement; 1.67 to 43.33% for Disruptive Behavior, and 0 to 96.67% for Withdrawal.
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics Across Outcomes and Phases

Method Target Behavior Phase Mean SD
FastBridge- Academic Engagement  Baseline 41.39 3.74
DBR

Intervention 64.44 5.24

Disruptive Behavior Baseline 25.42 2.32
Intervention 17.92 5.05

Withdrawal Baseline 10.56 3.87
Intervention 4.86 1.58

SDO Academic Engagement  Baseline 42.87 6.06
Intervention 73.19 1.99

Disruptive Behavior Baseline 29.42 2.20
Intervention 12.57 0.66

Withdrawal Baseline 7.88 2.75
Intervention 4.42 0.46

Note. FastBridge-DBR = FastBridge-Direct Behavior Rating; SDO = systematic direct
observation.
Research Questions and Results
Question 1: Do FastBridge-DBR data as measured using five different
change metrics (i.e., absolute level of change, percent change from baseline,

no assumptions standardized mean difference, Tau-U, and robust -
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improvement rate difference) demonstrate sensitivity to behavioral change in

response to an evidence-based intervention?

Absolute Level of Change. Across students, Academic Engagement as measured
by FastBridge-DBR increased by 23.06 (SD = 21.85), while there was a decrease in
Disruptive Behavior at 7.50 (SD = 14.82) and Withdrawal at 5.69 (SD = 11.40). Results
indicated 83.3% of students demonstrated increases in Academic Engagement, 62.5%
demonstrated decreases in Disruptive Behavior, and 45.8% demonstrated decreases in
Withdrawal (see Table 5).

Percent of Change from Baseline. Percent of change statistics indicated that
across phases, the average percentage of time during which students exhibited Academic
Engagement increased by 86.3% (SD = 1.21), relative to baseline levels. In addition,
percentage of change statistics indicated that the average level of Withdrawal decreased
by 58.5% (SD = 0.72) and the average level of Disruptive Behavior increased by 13.5%
(SD =1.33). Sixty-two and one-half percent of students exhibited a decrease in
disruptive behavior, 25% of students exhibited increases in disruptive behavior, and
12.5% of students’ behavior did not change.

No Assumptions Standardized Mean Difference. The average effect size for
Academic Engagement was 2.22 (SD = 1.97), with effect sizes ranging from -1.12 to 5.77
and 91.67% of students exhibiting positive effect sizes. The average effect size for
Disruptive Behavior was -0.77 (SD = 2.12), with effect sizes ranging from -5.20 to 2.89
and 60.9% of students exhibiting negative effect sizes. (Note: in this scenario, negative
effect sizes correspond to a desired treatment outcome for both Disruptive Behavior and

Withdrawal). Another 13% of students exhibited an effect size of 0. Withdrawal had an
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average effect size of -0.32 (SD = 1.37), with effect sizes ranging from -3.08 to 3.46.
Forty percent of students exhibited negative effect sizes. An additional 53.3% of student
results indicated an effect size of 0, as many teachers rated an absence of withdrawal
behavior during observation across baseline and intervention.

Tau-U. Results across all students indicated an average Tau-U effect size of 0.56
(SD = 0.48) for Academic Engagement. Effect sizes ranged from -0.67 to 1.00 with
83.3% of students exhibiting positive effect sizes. Of these students, 37.5% exhibited an
effect size of 1.00. The average Tau-U effect size for Disruptive Behavior was -0.32 (SD
= 0.52). Effect sizes ranged from -1.00 to 0.56, with 75% of students exhibiting positive
effect sizes, 20.8% exhibiting negative effect sizes, and 4.2% (one student) having an
effect size of 0.00. The average Tau-U effect size for Withdrawal was -0.22 (SD = 0.33),
with effect sizes ranging from -1.00 to 0.22. Individual student results indicated 45.8%
having negative effect sizes, 50% having an effect size of 0.00, and 4.2% (one student)
having a positive effect size (i.e., 0.22).

Robust - Improvement Rate Difference. Robust — Improvement Rate Difference
(robust-IRD) is equivalent to Cramer’s V (Parker et al., 2011a) with effect sizes of 0.10
considered small, 0.30 considered medium, and effects sizes of 0.50 and greater
considered large (Cohen, 1988). The average robust-IRD effect size for Academic
Engagement was 0.67 (large effect size; SD = 0.35), Disruptive Behavior was 0.56 (large
effect size; SD = 0.32), and Withdrawal was 0.17 (small effect size; SD = 0.33). The
robust-1RD effect sizes for Academic Engagement and Disruptive Behavior ranged from
0.00 to 1.00 with 87.5% of students for both behaviors having effect sizes from 0.33 to

1.00. For Withdrawal, the effect sizes also ranged from 0.00 to 1.00; however, only 25%
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of students had medium to large effect sizes from 0.33 to 1.00. This may be the result of
a small portion of teachers reporting working with students who had difficulties with

Withdrawal behaviors during baseline and intervention.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Change Metrics Across FastBridge-Direct Behavior Rating
(FastBridge-DBR)

Academic Disruptive Behavior Withdrawal

Engagement
Change M SD M SD M SD
Metric
Absolute 23.06 21.85 -7.50 14.82 -5.69 11.40
Change
Percent 0.863 1.21 0.135 1.33 -0.585 0.72
Change
No 2.22 1.97 -0.77 2.12 -0.32 1.37
Assumptions
Tau-U 0.56 0.48 -0.32 0.52 -0.22 0.33
robust-IRD 0.67 0.35 0.56 0.32 0.17 0.33

Note. Absolute change = absolute level of change. Percent change = percent of change
from baseline. No assumptions = no assumptions standardized mean difference. Robust-
IRD = robust - improvement rank difference.
Question 2: How do the results correspond with evidence of change from
already established Systematic Direct Observation (SDO) methods?

FastBridge-DBR baseline and intervention data were averaged within each phase

for each target behavior. This resulted in baseline and intervention mean scores for each

60



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 61

student for each behavior. These scores were compared to SDO baseline and intervention
phase mean scores for each student for the same three target behaviors. A Spearman’s p
correlational analysis (see Table 6) was conducted to compare FastBridge-DBR baseline
and intervention phase data to SDO baseline and intervention data. Results revealed
statistically significant correspondences (at the p = 0.01 level) between FastBridge-DBR
and SDO data for Academic Engagement and Withdrawal for the intervention phase, and
Disruptive Behavior for the baseline phase. There was also a statistically significant
correlation (at the p = 0.05 level) between FastBridge-DBR and SDO for Academic
Engagement for the baseline phase. No statistically significant correlation was revealed
for Disruptive Behavior during the intervention phase (p = 0.16) or Withdrawal during

baseline (p = 0.24).

Table 6

Correlation between FastBridge-DBR and SDO Baseline and Intervention Data for each
Behavior

Behavior Baseline Intervention
AENG 0.44* 0.60**
DSRP 0.87** 0.29
WDRL 0.25 0.52**

* = correlation significant at the p < .05 level (2-tailed). ** = correlation significant at
the p < .01 level (2-tailed). AENG = academic engagement. DSRP = disruptive
behavior. WDRL = withdrawal. N = 24.

Next, a Spearman’s p correlational analysis was conducted to examine
FastBridge-DBR and SDO change data (see Table 7). It should be noted that Percentage
of Change and Standardized Mean Difference statistics could not be calculated for

particular students. This was becauase teachers rated Withdrawal and Disruptive
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Behaviors as occurring 0% of the time for these students during baseline and
intervention. As these change metrics require the division of the differences between
baseline and intervention mean scores and some other number (e.g., percentage of
change), these scores could not be calculated. Two change metrics that yielded results
for all 24 students were absolute change from baseline (Absolute) and robust-IRD.
Results across all 24 student participants for Absolute indicated a significant correlation
(at the p < .01 level) between FastBridge-DBR and SDO change data for Academic
Engagement and Disruptive Behavior, with no correlation for Withdrawal. The robust-
IRD results indicated a significant correlation (at the p < .01 level) for Academic

Engagement, but no correlation for Disruptive Behavior or Withdrawal.

Table 7

Correlation Between FastBridge-DBR and SDO Behaviors Across All Participants
for Two Change Metrics

Measure Absolute robust-IRD
AENG 0.57** 0.55**
DSRP 0.72** 0.32
WDRL 0.00 0.07

** = correlation is significant at p < .01 level (2-tailed). FastBridge-DBR = FastBridge-
Direct Behavior Rating. SDO = systematic direct observation. Absolute = absolute level
of change from baseline. Robust-IRD = robust — improvement rate difference. AENG =
academic engagement. DSRP = disruptive behavior. WDRL = withdrawal.

An additional Spearman’s p correlational analysis was conducted to examine the
correspondence between the two raters during collection of SDO observational data, thus

yielding data of inter-observer reliability (see Table 8). Results revealed strong,

statistically significant correspondences (at the p = 0.01 level) across all behaviors and
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for both baseline and intervention phases.
Table 8

Correlation Between Two Raters During SDOs for each Target Behavior During
Baseline and Intervention Phases

Behavior Baseline Intervention
AENG 0.93** 0.98**
DSRP 0.90** 0.95**
WDRL 0.99** 1.000**

* = correlation significant at the p < .05 level (2-tailed). ** = correlation significant at
the p <.01 level (2-tailed).

Question 3: How do metrics for calculating behavioral response from
FastBridge-DBR correspond with teacher perception of progress monitoring
acceptability?

Additional Spearman’s p correlational analyses were conducted to examine the
association between FastBridge-DBR change metrics and URP-A data (see Table 9).
Overall results suggested a lack of correlation between teacher reported acceptability of
FastBridge-DBR and student responsiveness to the intervention (i.e., student behavioral
improvement). However, Percent of Change from Baseline for Withdrawal behaviors
was statistically significantly correlated (at the p < .05 level) with teacher acceptability.
Results indicate teachers provided high ratings of intervention acceptability, regardless of

positive or negative changes in student behavior across all three target behaviors.

Table 9

Correlation between URP-A and FastBridge-DBR Behaviors for Change Metrics
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Measure Absolute Percent No Tau-u IRD-robust
Change  Assumptions

AENG 0.899 -0.16 -0.10 -0.09 -0.05

DSRP 0.21 0.18 0.13 0.23 -0.25

WDRL -0.31 -0.65* -0.28 -0.31 0.16

* = correlation is significant at p < .05 level (2-tailed). FastBridge-DBR = FastBridge-
Direct Behavior Rating. URP-A = user rating profile assessment. AENG = academic
engagement. DSRP = disruptive behavior. WDRL = withdrawal.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine FastBridge-Direct Behavior Rating’s
(FastBridge-DBR) sensitivity to behavioral change in response to an evidence-based
intervention as compared to systematic direct observations (SDOs). Participants included
24 student-teacher dyad consultation cases from Kindergarten through sixth grade,
employing an A-B design across all cases. It was hypothesized that FastBridge-DBR, a
brief behavioral progress monitoring tool, would demonstrate sensitivity to behavior
change in response to an evidence-based intervention and FastBridge-DBR data would be
similar to SDO data. In addition, it was hypothesized that teacher perception of progress
monitoring acceptability would align with improved student behavioral change. Primary
study results indicate (1) both FastBridge-DBR and SDO data demonstrated the
intervention resulted in increased Academic Engagement and reductions in Disruptive
Behavior and Withdrawal across students; and (2) FastBridge-DBR data across several
change metrics and in comparison to SDO data demonstrated behavioral change in the
expected direction, providing initial support for FastBridge-DBR as an effective progress
monitoring tool. Study results also indicated high levels of teacher acceptability for
FastBridge-DBR, however results were not correlated with student behavioral change
data.
Sensitivity to Behavioral Change

Research question one evaluated whether FastBridge-DBR data demonstrated
sensitivity to behavioral change in response to the use of an evidence-based intervention.

FastBridge-DBR data for all 24 participants were evaluated using five change metrics

65



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

(i.e., absolute level of change, percent change from baseline, no assumptions standardized
mean difference, Tau-U, and robust - improvement rate difference) to examine
FastBridge-DBR’s sensitivity to behavioral change. Given that researchers within the
field have not yet agreed upon a set of metrics to use in single-case research to examine
sensitivity to change (see Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Cheney et al., 2008; Gresham et al.,
2010), using five different metrics allowed for a more elaborate check regarding whether
or not different metric results were similar to one another. Results confirmed study
hypotheses, indicating FastBridge-DBRs were sensitive to behavioral change when
examining Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior, and Withdrawal student
behaviors across change metrics. Similar to the Chafouleas (2012b) study, percent
change metric for Disruptive Behavior did not converge with the other change metrics;
however, overall results confirmed FastBridge-DBR’s sensitivity to change for all three
target behaviors.
FastBridge-DBR and SDO Correlations

The second research question examined how FastBridge-DBR results correlated
with evidence of change from already established SDO methods. To address this
question, a Spearman’s p was conducted using change metric data across all 24
participants. Results indicated a medium correlation for Academic Engagement, large
correlation for Disruptive Behavior, and no correlation between FastBridge-DBR and
SDO for Withdrawal.

In addition to examining change metric correlations, corresponding FastBridge-
DBR and SDO data for each of the three target behaviors (i.e., Academic Engagement,

Disruptive Behavior, Withdrawal) across phases were obtained. Overall, results
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indicated significant correlations between FastBridge-DBR and SDO data. Specifically,
correlations for Academic Engagement were small for baseline phase and medium for
intervention phase. Disruptive Behavior baseline phase correlations were large and
Withdrawal intervention phase demonstrated medium correlations.

There were two exceptions to these results as Withdrawal (baseline phase) and
Disruptive Behavior (intervention phase) demonstrated nonsignificant correlations
between FastBridge-DBR and SDO data. Anecdotal teacher comments made during the
Withdrawal baseline phase indicated teachers found it difficult to estimate the amount of
time students were engaged in Withdrawal behaviors as these behaviors were difficult to
observe and subsequently rate (e.g., “Withdrawal examples: stays away from people,
refusal to interact with others, does not speak, unusually quiet, keeps to self, disinterested
in environment”; Kilgus et al., 2015). These results align with previous studies
suggesting disruptive behaviors represent more active behaviors that provide easier and
more accurate ratings (Chafouleas et al., 2013) compared to Withdrawal behaviors that
may be more difficult for an outside observer to rate. As the study protocol included
ongoing consultation to teachers throughout the intervention phase, teachers reported
greater confidence in rating student Withdrawal behaviors throughout the intervention.
This may have resulted in the changes demonstrated during the intervention phase, as
significant correlations were found between FastBridge-DBR and SDO data for
Withdrawal. Several teachers also reported that having an increased knowledge of
Withdrawal behaviors throughout the consultation process, improved their ability to more
accurately rate these behaviors in future observations for all students.

Secondly, insignificant correlations were found between FastBridge-DBR and
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SDO data for Disruptive Behavior during the intervention phase. Comparable
observations from previous researchers found that, when compared to SDO data, raters
substantially underestimated well-behaved student behavior and overestimated disruptive
behavior (Christ et al., 2011). A possible explanation from the current study is that some
participants were in need of behavioral supports much earlier in the school year, but had
not received support and behaviors continued to get worse. Thus, by the time they
participated in this study, teachers’ thinking of target students as highly disruptive may
have become a habit that may have been difficult to change when rating student
disruptive behavior. Therefore, some teachers may have overestimated Disruptive
Behavior, which may have affected intervention phase SDO correlations.
Teacher Acceptability

Finally, the third research question addressed how the metrics for calculating
behavioral response from FastBridge-DBR were correlated with teacher ratings of
progress monitoring acceptability. Teacher results indicated that, regardless of whether
or not their students’ behaviors improved, they found FastBridge-DBR to be an
acceptable and feasible progress monitoring tool for use within the classroom setting. As
such, these initial findings support the potential use of this tool outside the parameters of
this study. To examine this question, Spearman’s p correlational analyses were
conducted using the five FastBridge-DBR change metrics data and the majority of the
teacher responses from the URP-A subscales of Acceptability (9 items), Understanding (3
items), Feasibility (6 items), System Climate (4 items), and System Support (3 items).
The lack of correspondence between teacher acceptability and improved student behavior

were similar to findings from Chafouleas et al. (2012b), except their results indicated a

68



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

significant correlation between one of their target behaviors (i.e., compliance) and three
of the change metrics they used. With regard to the current study, there was a correlation
between one target behavior, Withdrawal, which was statistically significant at the p =
0.05 level, and only one change metric, percent of change. In view of the current’s study
lack of overall correlation between teacher acceptability of FastBridge-DBR and
improved student behavior, the final hypothesis was not supported.
Limitations and Future Research

The current study is not without limitations. As this is one of the first studies to
examine FastBridge-DBR’s sensitivity to behavioral change, more research is needed to
further examine reliability and validity. Second, the current study was comprised of a
predominantly White and Hispanic/Latino teacher sample, and the student sample was
predominantly Hispanic/Latino, limiting the generalizability of results to other racial and
ethnic groups. Including a diverse sample is important as a number of other studies that
examined other DBR-type of progress monitoring tools had samples that consisted of
predominantly White students (see Briesch et al., 2013; Chafouleas et al., 2013;
Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Christ et al., 2011; Riley-Tillman et al., 2009). Given the
limited number of studies that have included diverse samples, along with the growing
culturally and linguistically diverse student population (Schon, Shaftel, & Markham,
2008), more research that includes increasingly diverse student and teacher samples is
needed.

Third, while the relatively small sample size of teacher student dyads (n = 24)
permitted examination of the current research questions, additional data are needed to

confirm findings with larger samples. For example, future research may include both
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younger and older grade levels (e.g., preschool, middle school, high school).
Furthermore, future research should continue to conduct studies within school settings
with teachers and other school support personnel as the primary FastBridge-DBR raters
as a number of other DBR-type studies have used undergraduate students who watched
simulated videos of elementary students in classrooms as the primary raters (see Briesch
et al., 2013; Chafouleas et al., 2013; Christ et al., 2011; Riley-Tillman et al., 2009).
Conducting research in applied school settings during day-to-day events, routine or
otherwise, will allow for continued examination of teacher acceptability and feasibility of
DBR use within school settings. Future research should also consider using parents as
raters of the child’s behavior in the home environment to allow for multi-setting data
collection and application of progress monitoring tools in other contexts.

Finally, this study examined student behavioral change with respect to only three
target behaviors (i.e., Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior, Withdrawal). While
a defining feature of FastBridge-DBR is its purported capability of progress monitoring a
wide range of social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties, additional research is needed
to examine other behaviors of interests. While the current study aligned with previous
research examining similar behaviors (e.g., academic engagement, disruptive behavior,
disrespectful behavior; see Briesch et al., 2013; Chafouleas et al., 2010; Chafouleas et al.,
2013; Christ et al., 2011; Riley-Tillman et al., 2009) and aligned with previous findings,
future research should examine FastBridge-DBR’s sensitivity to a wider range of
problem behaviors faced within schools to further support at-risk students. This may
include distractedness, a student behavior frequently cited by teachers to be problematic

in the current study.
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Implications for Practice

Progress monitoring has been cited as a crucial element of a behavioral
framework to effectively address problem behaviors among at-risk children and
adolescents (Burke & Vannest, 2008; Gruman & Hoelzen, 2011; Stecker et al., 2008a).
In order for schools to appropriately and accurately monitor student response to
behavioral interventions, they are in need of progress monitoring tools that are efficient
and effective in monitoring a wide range of behaviors (Gresham et al., 2010; Volpe &
Gadow, 2010) for which FastBridge-DBR was examined. Given the increasing need for
these types of behavioral progress monitoring tools, the current study’s FastBridge-DBR
results are promising.

First, FastBridge-DBR results indicated, overall, sensitivity to behavioral change
and they were significantly correlated with SDO methods. These findings are important
as previous research have cited a number of limitations to SDO methods, noting SDOs
(1) are time intensive (Christ et al., 2009); (2) require an external observer that may
interrupt regular classroom procedures (Hintze et al., 2002; Volpe & McConaughy,
2005); and (3) require an extensive amount of observational training (Stichter & Riley-
Tillman, 2014). Conversely, FastBridge-DBR can be completed in less than one minute;
the classroom teacher is the rater and classroom procedures continue as usual with no
interruptions; and training time is minimal (e.g., 5-10 minutes). Given the limited time
and resources available in schools (Kilgus & Eklund, 2016), FastBridge-DBR
demonstrates promise as a progress monitoring tool appropriate for use in the school
environment.

Second, while previous studies have examined two of the three behaviors in the
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current study (i.e., Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior; see Briesch et al., 2013;
Chafouleas et al., 2010; Christ et al., 2011; Riley-Tillman et al., 2009), additional
research is needed to further explore Withdrawal behaviors. While results were mixed
for Withdrawal behaviors during the baseline phase in the current study, it is believed
that with appropriate teacher training and consultation, teachers may be able to more
accurately rate students in this area of behavioral concern. By expanding the range of
student behaviors that available behaviors progress monitoring tools can assess,
FastBridge-DBR data may continue to gain momentum as a tool acceptable for use
among teachers and other school personnel.

Third, results suggest that regardless of student improvements in behavior,
teachers consider FastBridge-DBR to be an acceptable and feasible behavioral progress
monitoring tool for use within the school environment. As previous research has
highlighted teacher acceptability is largely influenced by the amount of time a tool takes
away from instruction or planning (Martens et al., 1985; Roach & Elliott, 2005) and the
amount of skill or training required for use or implementation (Roach & Elliot, 2005),
FastBridge-DBR measure overcomes these two potential obstacles by requiring few
resources and little teacher training. This suggests teachers may be able to progress
monitor multiple student behaviors, due to the ongoing need to provide behavioral
interventions to multiple students within the classroom (Hawken et al., 2011; Whitted,
2011). In addition, other researchers have noted that teachers are typically the primary
providers of student behavioral and academic needs and acceptability of a tool can affect
the fidelity with which a tool is used (Chafouleas et al., 2006). Thus, the initial findings

that indicate teacher acceptability of FastBridge-DBR may also increase fidelity of
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implementation in the classroom.
Conclusion

The results from this study add to a body of research that have previously
examined behavioral progress monitoring tools (see Chafouleas et al., 2012b; Greenwood
et al., 2011; Gresham et al., 2010; Miller et al., 2014; Riley-Tillman et al., 2008b;
Strichter & Riley-Tillman, 2014). The current study’s initial findings indicate
FastBridge-DBR demonstrated sensitivity to student behavioral change data across
Academic Engagement, Disruptive Behavior, and Withdrawal. In addition, FastBridge-
DBR data were significantly correlated with SDO data, allowing for a potentially more
efficient method for teachers interested in using behavioral progress monitoring tools.
Finally, teachers indicated high ratings of FastBridge-DBR acceptability, regardless of
improvements in student behaviors. Although this is an initial study, findings from
FastBridge-DBR show promise as an effective behavioral progress monitoring tool that
may help schools effectively monitor student’s response to selected behavioral

interventions in the classroom.
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APPENDIX A

FASTBRIDGE - DIRECT BEHAVIOR RATING

FastBridge - Direct Behavior Rating: FastBridge—DBR

Student: Date:

Rater: Start & End Time:

Activity Description: (Ex: Large-group math instruction on fractions)

Instructions: Using the lines below, indicate the percentage of time the student displayed each
target behavior during the observation period by placing an X on the vertical lines. Please note,
as behaviors improve, desired behaviors may have higher ratings and undesired behaviors may
have lower ratings.

Behavior: Academic Engagement

Definition: Passive or active participation in ongoing academic activities. Examples: reading a book, raising
one's hand, answering a question, writing, looking at the teacher or relevant instructional materials

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0% 50% 100%
Never Sometimes Always

*Please note, disruptive behavior and withdrawal are undesired behaviors and the percentage of
time engaged may be lower than ratings for desired behaviors (e.g., academic engagement).

Behavior: Disruptive Behavior

Definition: Actions with the potential to interrupt classroom activities. Examples: calling out,
talking to others, getting out of seat, throwing objects, "silly" comments

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0% 50% 100%
Never Sometimes Always

Behavior: Withdrawal

Definition: Drawing back from or out of a place or position. Examples: stays away from people,
refusal to interact with others, does not speak, unusually quiet, keep to self, disinterested in
environment
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0% 50% 100%
Never Sometimes Always

Behavior: (*Additional behavior, as needed)

Definition:

0% 50% 100%
Never Sometimes Always
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APPENDIX B

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS FOR FASTBRIDGE-DBR

List of Possible Social Behaviors

Behavior

Behavior Definition

Daily Report Card Stem

Arguing

Expression of disagreement with

others. Examples: negotiating to

avoid responsibility, exaggerated

response to others' opinions or
choices.

No more than X instances of verbal
abuse; No more than X instances of
arguing with adults/peers

Temper outbursts

Exaggerated expression of anger or
frustration. Examples: crying,
property destruction,
hitting/kicking, yelling.

No more than X instances of temper
tantrumming; No more than X
instances of aggression; No more
than X instances of property
destruction

Disruptive
behavior

Actions with the potential to
interrupt classroom activities.
Examples: calling out, talking to
others, getting out of seat,
throwing objects, "silly"
comments.

No more than X instances of
interrupting/getting out of seat
without permission/distracting

others

Impulsiveness

Sudden actions lacking advanced
planning or consideration of
consequences. Examples:
impatience, blurting out comments,
difficulty waiting, interruptions.

No more than X instances of
interrupting others; Waits turn with
no more than X redirections

Physical
aggression toward
others

Attempted or actual physical
contact with another. Examples:
hitting, kicking, biting, spitting.

No more than X instances of
intentional aggression

Verbal aggression
toward others

Loud and/or inappropriate verbal
comments directed at another.
Examples: shouting in one's face,
threats, taunts, screaming, insults.

No more than X instances of
bullying/verbal
abuse/teasing/yelling

Property
destruction

Breaks or damages items or
structures. Examples: throws a
glass, purposefully breaks a pencil,
punches a wall, rips pages out of a
book.

No instances of intentional
destruction of property

Lying

Telling of false statements.
Examples: untruthful comments
intended to avoid responsibility,

exaggerated statements that
embellish the truth.

No more than X instances of lying

Stealing

Taking others' possessions without
permission. Examples: taking of

No more than X instances of
stealing; No more than X instances
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toys, unpermitted use of classroom
materials.

of accusations of stealing

Respect

Polite and socially appropriate
responses to others. Examples:
following classroom rules, waiting
for one's turn, saying "please" and
"thank you," taking care of others'
belongings.

Child uses appropriate manners in
lunch/classroom/adult
interactions/peer interactions

Appropriate
interactions with
others

Socially acceptable interactions
with peers. Examples: appropriate
initiation of conversations, waiting

one's turn, listening to others,
cooperation, and use of
appropriate tone.

(Really any of these items could fit
here)

Respect for
personal
boundaries

Keeps hands, feet, and others

objects to him or herself. Examples:

walks with hands at side, stays one
foot or more away from others
when walking, does not give
unwanted hugs.

No more than X reminders to keep
hands/feet to self; No more than X
reminders to respect personal space

Noncompliance

Lack of response to adult directions
in a timely manner. Examples: not
completing an assigned task within
5 seconds of direction, completion
of an academic task in an
alternative and unpermitted
fashion.

No more than X instances of
noncompliance; No more than X
instances of repeated
noncompliance

List of Possible Academic Behaviors

Behavior

Behavior Definition

Daily Report Card Stem

Difficulty working
independently

Excessive reliance upon others to complete
academic tasks. Examples: frequent requests
for assistance from peers or adults, difficulty

persisting in work without prompts or

supervision.

No more than X requests
for assistance after
instructions are
provided; Completes
work independently;
Seatwork completed
with 80% accuracy or
better

Distractedness

Lack of attention to ongoing academic or social
activities. Examples: staring off, attending to
items or events unrelated to instruction,
difficulty following ongoing conversations with

peers.

Needs no more than X
reminders to stay on
task; Completes work
independently; No more
than X interruptions
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Cheating

Dishonesty intended to improve academic
performance. Examples: copying a peer's exam
answers, plagiarizing a paper found on the
internet, falsifying lab results, not citing
relevant sources.

No instances of
cheating; Needs no
reminders to keep eyes
on own work

Unresponsiveness
to corrective
feedback

Lack of response to adult feedback in a timely
and socially acceptable manner. Examples:
ignoring adult feedback, delayed response to
feedback, arguing with suggested revisions
whining about additional work, only partial
response to noted shortcomings.

No more than X
instances of arguing;
Complies with adult

redirection with no more
than X reminders

Organization

Materials and assignments are kept in order
and are readily accessible. Examples: student's
desk is neat and organized, homework
assignments are kept in relevant folders,
materials are brought home or to school when
necessary.

Child is prepared with all
materials needed for
class; Child puts
materials in the
designated place;
Agenda is appropriately
completed

Interest in
academic topics

Appropriate engagement in and excitement for
instruction. Examples: active participation in
classroom activities, expression of enjoyment
in academic tasks, completion of tasks quickly

and independently.

Needs no more than X
reminders to stay on
task

Production of
acceptable work

Academic work is of sufficient quality.
Examples: submitted work is complete,
completed assignments are sufficiently
detailed, performance meets teacher
expectations and suggests adequate growth.

Seatwork completed
with 80% accuracy or
better; Work is
completed and
submitted on time

Timely completion
of work

Submits completed academic work on time.
Examples: hands in independent seatwork
within allotted time, returns completed
homework the following day.

Seatwork completed
with 80% accuracy or
better; Work is
completed and
submitted on time

Use of appropriate

Engagement in activities intended to promote

Notes are appropriately

study skills learning. Examples: accurate note-taking, completed; Child is
review of prior notes, use of graphic organizers, prepared with all
creation and review of note cards, completion notebooks and books
of assigned readings, minimization of needed for the
distractions. assignments
Academic Passive or active participation in ongoing Makes X or more
engagement academic activities. Examples: reading a book, contributions to the

raising one's hand, answering a question,
writing, looking at the teacher or relevant
instructional materials.

group discussion; Needs
no more than X
reminders to stay on
task; Completes work
independently; No more
than X interruptions
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Persistence in
academic tasks

Continuing an action despite difficulty or
disruptions. Examples: completing a task
despite losing a group member, continuing to
work on a difficult problems, seeking out
additional resources to complete a difficult

homework task.

Seatwork completed
with 80% accuracy or
better; Work is
completed and
submitted on time

List of Possible Emotional Behaviors

Behavior Behavior Definition Daily Report Card Stem
Sadness Expression of grief or unhappiness. Does not respond to adult
Examples: displays lethargic interaction; Refuses to join group
behavior, subdued mood or affect, activities
restricted use of preferred items or
tasks
Crying Expression of distress through visible | Crying continuously for greater than

tears. Examples: tears after
corrective feedback, loud tantrum,
audible yelling

1 minute; Putting head down when

upset; Contrasting example: Crying

in an appropriate situation such as
when injured

Complains of
aches or pains

Verbal expression of physical or
emotional pain. Examples: Child
states that his belly hurts

Child makes more than X number of
complaints about
headaches/stomachaches/pains

Fearfulness

Verbal expression or physical display
of fear or apprehension. Examples:
reluctant to try new things, lack of
initiative in situations, clings to care
objects, appears anxious or fidgety

Child does not participate in group
activities; Child does not participate
in situations that were previously
agreed upon (e.g., eating lunch in
the cafeteria)

Difficulty Inability to return to typical Avoiding tasks that have a potential
rebounding from emotional states following setback for failure; Exhibits a tantrum in
setbacks or correction. Examples: cries when response to frustration.
situation is unresolved, inability to
divert attention from upsetting
situations, goes to unusual lengths
to avoid failure
Withdrawal* Drawing back from or out of a place | Child does not participate in group

or position. Examples: stays away
from people, refusal to interact
with others, does not speak,
unusually quiet, keeps to self,
disinterested in environment

activities; Child does not participate
in situations that were previously
agreed upon (e.g., eating lunch in
the cafeteria)

79



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

Adaptable to
change

Ability to change to fit in some
situation or for some purpose.
Examples: appears easygoing, willing
to try new things, responsive to
abrupt changes in schedule or
routine

Child switches to a different group
instead of staying with assigned
group when asked; Child switches to
a different activity instead of
assigned activity when asked

Happiness

Expression of positive behavior such
as smiling or laughing in response to
a social cue. Examples:
demonstrates enjoyment and
contentment, shows curiosity, smiles
or laughs with peers, appears
hopeful

Child laughs at joke shared by peer
or school personnel; Child smiles
when participating in an activity or
game;

Fatigue

Weariness or exhaustion from labor,
exertion, or stress. Examples:
yawning, expression of feelings of
tiredness, falls asleep during
inappropriate times, moves slower
than usual through daily activities

Child has no instances of falling
asleep in class; No instances of
putting head down on the desk

Restlessness

Feeling nervous or bored and
tending to move around a lot.
Examples: continuously moving,
verbal expression of discontent,
inability to sit still

No more than X instances of being
out of assigned seat or area.
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APPENDIX C
SYSTEMATIC DIRECT OBSERVATION FORM

Systematic Direct Observation (SDO) Form
Momentary Time Sampling Recording: Use a v to indicate behavior is observed at beginning of

interval only
[Key: AENG=Academic Engagement; DSRP=Disruptive Behavior; WDRL=Withdrawal]
Name: Grade/Teacher: Activity:
Date: Time Start: End: Interval: __15-s

Operational Definition (adtl beh):

Operational definitions for standard behaviors:

Academic Engagement: Passive or active participation in ongoing academic activities. Examples: reading
a book, raising one's hand, answering a question, writing, looking at the teacher or relevant instructional
materials.

Disruptive Behavior: Actions with the potential to interrupt classroom activities. Examples: calling out,
talking to others, getting out of seat, throwing objects, "silly" comments.

Withdrawal: Drawing back from or out of a place or position. Examples: stays away from people, refusal
to interact with others, does not speak, unusually quiet, keep to self, disinterested in environment.

Beh> AENG DSRP WDRL (adtl. beh) Anecdotal Log

\|/ Inter

1(15s)

2(30s)

3 (45s)

4 (00s)

5 (15s)

6 (30s)

7 (45s)

8 (00s)

9 (15s)

10 (30s)

11 (45s)

12 (00s)

13 (15s)

14 (30s)

15 (45s)

16 (00s)

17 (15s)

18 (30s)

19 (45s)

20 (00s)

21 (15s)
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22 (30s)

23 (45s)

24 (00s)

25 (15s)

26 (30s)

27 (45s)

28 (00s)

29 (15s)

30 (30s)

31 (45s)

32 (00s)

33 (15s)

34 (30s)

p.1

Beh >

\[/Inter

AENG

DSRP

WDRL

(adtl. beh)

Anecdotal Log

35 (45s)

36 (00s)

37 (15s)

38 (30s)

39 (45s)

40 (00s)

41 (15s)

42 (30s)

43 (45s)

44 (00s)

45 (15s)

46 (30s)

47 (45s)

48 (00s)

49 (15s)

50 (30s)

51 (45s)

52 (00s)

53 (15s)

54 (30s)

55 (45s)

56 (00s)

57 (15s)

58 (30s)

59 (45s)

60 (00s)

Operational Definition (adtl beh):
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Operational definitions for standard behaviors:

Academic Engagement: Passive or active participation in ongoing academic activities. Examples: reading
a book, raising one's hand, answering a question, writing, looking at the teacher or relevant instructional
materials.

Disruptive Behavior: Actions with the potential to interrupt classroom activities. Examples: calling out,
talking to others, getting out of seat, throwing objects, "silly" comments.

Withdrawal: Drawing back from or out of a place or position. Examples: stays away from people, refusal
to interact with others, does not speak, unusually quiet, keep to self, disinterested in environment.

p.2
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APPENDIX D

USAGE RATING PROFILE — ASSESSMENT (URP-A)

(& URP-Assessment

Directions: Consider the desoibed assessment when answering each of the following statements. Circle the number that
best reflects your agreement with the statement, wsing the scale provided below.

Page 1

Slhgkdy
M graa
Agres

Swrongly
M graa

Srongly
Dizagma
Dizagma
Slhghdy

Dizagma

This assessment k5 an effective cholce for
UNdersENMng 3 Vanety of pIosiems.

I would need additional resources to camy out this

2 i 1 2 3 4 3 ]
I 'would be aibie 10 aliogate my ime i Implement this
3. i 1 2 3 4 5 B
4, | understand how o wse this assassment. 1 2 3 4 5 ]
g A posiTve home-school relationship ks needed to wse
T this assessmeni 1 2 3 4 5 g
| am knowiedgeabie about the assessment
B. i 1 2 3 4 5 =1
7 The assessment £ 3 falr way 0 evaluate the childs . 5 3 . s .
© behavior problem.
g The otal time required io impiement he assessment . - - - E -
procedures would be manageaie.
I 'would not be Inmeresied In Impiemeanting this
Q. { 1 2 3 4 5 ]
4o, My administrator would be suppartive of my use of ; 5 5 . . :
© this asseEEMEML
41, |would have positive attiudes about Implementing
" this asseEEMEn. 1 2 3 4 5 g
This Is 2 good way 1o assess the chlld's bahavior
12.
probien. 1 2 3 4 3 ]
Ereparation of materals nesdad for Tils assessment
13 woulkd be minimal. ' : 3 4 5 &
14, Use of this assessment would be consistent with the 1 2 3 4 5 6

milssion of my school,

URP-A waa crestss Dy Sancre B Chafouks e, Faith G, Miller, Amy B Brisnch, Sebine Ask Neu gebaver, & T. Chris Rilep-Tliman
Coprpright & LI by e Unkhandty ol Corns . Al rights rmmsrved. Perminden grantsd o ph fer pamaonal med ﬂ UbfLE Hal ML ECeILE
d uenbiorm |uss 53 long 51 e rmea of the creabor srsd B Sl copyeight nobice sre inchuded in sl coplec
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Page 2
o o o
1 & EE ’E‘E E\ ;E\
5§ § =% = B
wa @& 2 ws o owT % =
Parenial colaboration s required In onder o use this
15. | 1 2 3 4 5 B
Maberial resources nesded for this assessment ane
1E. e 1 2 3 4 5 B
| 'would Implement tis assessment with a good deal
i7. of enth . 1 2 3 4 5 B
This assessment I o0 complex to camy out
18, ety 1 2 3 4 ] =]
;g These assessment procedures are consistent with ; 5 5 . s -
" the way things are done In my systam,
Lise of this assessment would not be disnupiive to
200
— 1 2 3 4 5 B
I would be commitied fo camying out this
21. | 1 2 3 4 5 B
The SESEEEMENt procedures eashy i In with my
- CUTESTE practices. 1 2 3 4 3 &
| would need consuitative suppaet o Impiement this
23,
| 1 2 3 4 5 B
24.  lunderstand the procedures of this assessment. 1 2 3 4 ] =]
o5 MY work environment s conuchve to Implementation ; 5 5 . s -
* of an assessment ke this one.
Thie @mourt of tme requined for record keaping
2% woul be reasonanie. 1 2 3 4 5 g
o7 FEQUIar NOme-school communication Is needed to ; . . . . .

Impiement Mese assessment procedunes.

o5 | Would require addtional prosessional developement ; - 5 . . :
hmhmwmm

LRP-A wia creness Dy Sandre B Chafcoleax, Faith G, MBer, Sy B Brisech, Sei
Copyright & 112 s Al rights rmerved . Permimicn
o uembiorm | uss m o

(i viecE RaTeC PRCFLE




BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

REFERENCES

Albers, C., Glover, T., & Kratochwill, T. (2007). Where are we, and where do we go
now? Universal screening for enhanced educational and mental health outcomes.
Journal of School Psychology, 45, 257-263. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.12.003

Artesani, A. J., & Mallar, L. (1998). Positive behavior supports in general education
settings: Combining person-centered planning and functional analysis.
Intervention in School and Clinic, 34, 33-38. do0i:10.1177/105345129803400104

Ayllon, T., Garber, S., & Pisor, K. (1975). The elimination of discipline problems
through a combined school-home motivational system. Behavior Therapy, 6, 616-
626. doi:10.1016/S0005-7894(75)80183-3

Baer, D. M., Wolf, M. M., & Risley, T. R. (1968). Some current dimensions of applied
behavior analysis. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1, 91-97. doi:10.1901
/jaba.1968.1-91

Bailey, J. S., Wolf, M. M., & Phillips, E. L. (1970). Home-based reinforcement and the
modification of pre-delinquents’ classroom behavior. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 3, 223-233. doi:10.1901/jaba.1970.3-223

Baker, J. A., Clark, T. P., Maier, K. S., & Viger, S. (2008). The differential influence of
instructional context on the academic engagement of students with behavior
problems. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24, 1876-1883. doi:10.1016/j.tate.
2008.02.019

Bijou, S. W., Peterson, R. F., & Ault, M. H. (1968). A method to integrate descriptive
and experimental field studies at the level of data and empirical concepts. Journal

of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1, 175-191. doi:10.1901/jaba.1968.1-175

86



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 87

Borntrager, C., & Lyon, A. R. (2015). Client progress monitoring and feedback in school-
based mental health. Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, 22, 74-86.
doi:10.1016/j.cbpra. 2014.03.007

Bradley, R., Doolittle, J., & Bartolotta, R. (2008). Building on the data and adding to the
discussion: The experiences and outcomes of students with emotional disturbance.
Journal of Behavioral Education, 17, 4-23. doi:10.1007/s10864-007-9058-6

Briesch, A. M., Chafouleas, S. M., & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2010). Generalizability and
dependability of behavior assessment methods to estimate academic engagement:
A comparison of systematic direct observation and direct behavior rating. School
Psychology Review, 39, 408-421.

Briesch, A. M., Kilgus, S. P., Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & Christ, T. J.
(2013). The influence of alternative scale formats on the generalizability of data
obtained from direct behavior rating single-item scales (DBR-SIS). Assessment
for Effective Intervention, 38, 127-133. doi:10.1177/1534508412441966

Burke, M., & Vannest, K. (2008). Behavioral-progress monitoring using the electronic
daily behavioral report card (e-DBRC) system. Preventing School Failure:
Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 52, 51-60. doi:10.3200/PSFL.
52.3.51-60

Busch, T. W., & Reschly, A. L. (2007). Progress monitoring in reading: Using
curriculum-based measurement in a response-to-intervention model. Assessment
for Effective Intervention, 32, 223-230. doi:10.1177/15345084070320040401

Busk, P., & Serlin, R. (1992). Meta-analysis for single-case research. In T. Kratochwill &

J. Levin (Eds.), Single-case research design and analysis: New directions for



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

psychology and education (pp. 187-212). Hilldsale, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Inc.

Center for Evidence-Based Practice. (2004). Facts about young children with challenging
behaviors. Retrieved from http://challengingbehavior.fmhi.usf.edu/do/resources/
documents/facts_about_sheet.pdf.

Chafouleas, S. M., Briesch, A. M., Neugebauer, S. R., & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2011).
Usage Rating Profile — Intervention (Revised). Storrs, CT: University of
Connecticut.

Chafouleas, S. M., Briesch, A. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Christ, T. J., Black, A. C., &
Kilgus, S. P. (2010). An investigation of the generalizability and dependability of
direct behavior rating single item scales (DBR-SIS) to measure academic
engagement and disruptive behavior of middle school students. Journal of School
Psychology, 48, 219-246. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2010.02.001

Chafouleas, S. M., Christ, T. J., & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2009a). Generalizability of
scaling gradients on direct behavior ratings. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 69, 157-173. doi:10.1177/0013164408322005

Chafouleas, S. M., Christ, T. J., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Briesch, A. M., & Chanese, J. A.
M. (2007a). Generalizability and dependability of direct behavior ratings to assess
social behavior of preschoolers. School Psychology Review, 36, 63-79.

Chafouleas, S. M., Jaffery, R., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Christ, T. J., & Sen, R. (2013). The
impact of target, wording, and duration on rating accuracy for direct behavior
rating. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 39, 39-53. doi:10.1177/153450

8413489335



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

Chafouleas, S. M., Kilgus, S. P., & Hernandez, P. (2009b). Using direct behavior rating
(DBR) to screen for school social risk: A preliminary comparison of methods in a
kindergarten sample. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 34, 214-223. doi:10.1
177/15345084093 33547

Chafouleas, S. M., McDougal, J. L., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Panahon, C. J., & Hilt, A. M.
(2005). What do daily behavior report cards (DBRCs) measure? an initial
comparison of DBRCs with direct observation for off-task behavior. Psychology
in the Schools, 42, 669-676. doi:10.1002/pits.20102

Chafouleas, S. M., Miller, F. G., Briesch, A. M., Neugebauer, S. R., & Riley-Tillman, T.
C. (2012a). Usage Rating Profile Assessment. Storrs, CT: University of
Connecticut.

Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & Christ, T. J. (2009c). Direct behavior rating
(DBR): An emerging method for assessing social behavior within a tiered
intervention system. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 34, 195-200. doi:
10.1177/1534508409340391

Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & McDougal, J. L. (2002). Good, bad, or in-
between: How does the daily behavior report card rate? Psychology in the
Schools, 39, 157-169. doi:10.1002/pits.10027

Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & Sassu, K. A. (2006). Acceptability and
reported use of daily behavior report cards among teachers. Journal of Positive
Behavior Interventions, 8, 174-182. doi:10.1177/10983007060080030601

Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Sassu, K. A., LaFrance, M. J., & Patwa, S. S.

(2007b). Daily behavior report cards: An investigation of the consistency of on-

89



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 90

task data across raters and methods. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 9,
30-37. doi:10.1177 /10983007070090010401

Chafouleas, S. M., Sanetti, L. M. H., Kilgus, S. P., & Maggin, D. M. (2012b). Evaluating
sensitivity to behavioral change using direct behavior rating single-item scales.
Exceptional Children, 78, 491-505.

Cheney, D., Flower, A., & Templeton, T. (2008). Applying response to intervention
metrics in the social domain for students at risk of developing emotional or
behavioral disorders. The Journal of Special Education, 42, 108-126.
doi:10.1177/0022466907313349

Cheney, D., & Stage, S. (2004). Evidence based practices for severe behavior problems
(Award #324P040012). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office
of Special Education Programs.

Christ, T. J., & Boice, C. (2009). Rating scale items: A brief review of nomenclature,
components, and formatting to inform the development of direct behavior rating
(DBR). Assessment for Effective Intervention, 34, 242-250. http://dx.doi.org/10.1
177/153450840 9336182

Christ, T. J., Riley-Tillman, T., C., & Chafouleas, S., M. (2009). Foundation for the
development and use of direct behavior rating (DBR) to assess and evaluate
student behavior Assessment for Effective Intervention, 34, 201-213.
doi:10.1177/153450840934 0390

Christ, T. J., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Chafouleas, S., & Jaffery, R. (2011). Direct behavior
rating: An evaluation of alternate definitions to assess classroom behaviors.

School Psychology Review, 40, 181-199.



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 91

Colman, 1., Wadsworth, M., Croudace, T., & Jones, P. (2007). Forty-year psychiatric
outcomes following assessment for internalizing disorder in adolescence.
American Journal of Psychiatry, 164, 126-133. doi:10.1176/ajp.2007.164.1.126

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).
Hillsdale, N.J: L. Erlbaum Associates.

Deno, S. L. (1997). Whether thou goest... perspectives on progress monitoring. In J. W.
Lang, E. J. Kameenu, & D. J. Chard (Eds.), Issues in educating students with
disabilities: The LEA series on special education and disability (pp. 77-99).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Dever, B. V., Mays, K. L., Kamphaus, R. W., & Dowdy, E. (2012). The factor structure
of the BASC-2 behavioral and emotional screening system teacher form,
Child/Adolescent. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 30, 488-495.
doi:10.1177/07342829124 38869

Dowdy, E., Ritchey, K., & Kamphaus, R. W. (2010). School-based screening: A
population-based approach to inform and monitor children’s mental health needs.
School Mental Health, 2, 166-176. doi:10.1007/s12310-010-9036-3

Dunlap, G., Kern-Dunlap, L., Clarke, S., & Robbins, F. R. (1991). Functional assessment,
curricular revision, and severe behavior problems. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 24, 387-397. doi:10.1901/jaba.1991.24-387

Edelbrock, C., & Achenbach, T. M. (1980). A typology of child behavior profile patterns:
Distribution and correlates for disturbed children aged 6-16. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 8, 441-470. doi:10.1007/BF00916500

Eklund, K., & Dowdy, E. (2014). Screening for behavioral and emotional risk versus



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

traditional school identification methods. School Mental Health, 6, 40-49.
doi:10.1007/s12310-013-9109-1

Epstein, M., Atkins, M., Cullinan, D., Kutash, K., & Weaver, R. (2008). Reducing
behavior problems in the elementary school classroom: A practice guide (NCEE
#2008-102). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of
Education. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides
/behavior_pg_092308.pdf.

Fabiano, G. A., Vujnovic, R., Pelham W.E., Waschbusch, D. A., Massetti, G. M., Yu, J.,
... Volker, M. (2010). Enhancing the effectiveness of special education
programming for children with ADHD using a daily report card. School
Psychology Review, 39, 219-239.

Fox, J. K., Halpern, L. F., & Forsyth, J. P. (2008). Mental health checkups for children
and adolescents: A means to identify, prevent, and minimize suffering associated
with anxiety and mood disorders. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 15,
182-211. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2850.2008.00129.x

Frick, P. J., Barry, C. T., & Kamphaus, R. W. (2010). Clinical assessment of child and
adolescent personality and behavior (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Springer.

Fuchs, L. S., & Deno, S. L. (1991). Paradigmatic distinctions between instructionally
relevant measurement models. Exceptional Children, 57, 488-501.

Greenwood, C. R., Carta, J. J., & McConnell, S. (2011). Advances in measurement for
universal screening and individual progress monitoring of young children.

Journal of Early Intervention, 33, 254-267. doi:10.1177/1053815111428467

92



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 93

Gresham, F., & Elliot, S. N. (1990). Social skills rating system. Circle Pines, MN:
American Guidance Service.

Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (2008). Social skills improvement system: Rating scales.
Bloomington, MN: Pearson.

Gresham, F. M. (2005). Response to intervention: An alternative means of identifying
students as emotionally disturbed. Education and Treatment of Children, 28, 328-
344.

Gresham, F., Cook, C., Collins, T., Dart, E., Rasetshwane, K., Truelson, E., & Grant, S.
(2010). Developing a change-sensitive brief behavior rating scale as a progress
monitoring tool for social behavior: An example using the social skills rating
system-teacher form. School Psychology Review, 39, 364-379. Retrieved from
http://go.galegroup.com.ezproxy?.library.arizona.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA23
9530643&v=2.1&u=uarizona_main&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w&asid=32d13c0df70
63910d75c9a2bf4627a6e.

Gresham, F. M., & Kern, L. (2004). Internalizing behavior problems in children and
adolescents. In R. B. Rutherford, M. M. Quinn & S. R. Mathur (Eds.), Handbook
of research in emotional and behavioral disorders (pp. 262-281). New York, NY:
Guilford.

Gruman, D. H., & Hoelzen, B. (2011). Determining responsiveness to school counseling
interventions using behavioral observations. Professional School Counseling, 14,
183-190. http://dx.doi.org/10.5330/PSC.n.2011-14.183

Harrison, J. R., Vannest, K. J., & Reynolds, C. R. (2013). Social acceptability of five

screening instruments for social, emotional, and behavioral challenges.



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 94

Behavioral Disorders, 38, 171-189. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com.
ezproxyl.library.arizona.edu /ps/i. do?id=GALE %7CA363191079&v=2.1&u=
uarizona_main&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w&asid=d2c0a6fabl5a4a5eal09chadd242b
138.

Hawken, L. S., O'Neill, R. E., & MacLeod, K. S.(2011). An investigation of the impact of
function of problem behavior on effectiveness of the behavior education program
(BEP). Education and Treatment of Children 34, 551-574. http://dx.doi.org/10.13
53/etc.2011.0031

Hawken, L. S., Vincent, C. G., & Schumann, J. (2008). Response to intervention for
social behavior: Challenges and opportunities. Journal of Emotional and
Behavioral Disorders, 16, 213-225. doi:10.1177/1063426608316018

Hintze, J. M., & Matthews, W. J. (2004). The generalizability of systematic direct
observations across time and setting: A preliminary investigation of the
psychometrics of behavioral observation. School Psychology Review, 33, 258-
270.

Hintze, J. M., Volpe, R. J., & Shapiro, E. S. (2002). Best practices in the systematic direct
observation of student behavior. Best Practices in School Psychology, 4, 993-
1006. Retrieved from http://www.emporia.edu/~persingj/systematic
observation.pdf,

Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., & Anderson, C. M. (2010). Examining the evidence base for
school-wide positive behavior support. Focus on Exceptional Children, 42, 1-14.

Hosp, J. L., & Ardoin, S. P. (2008). Assessment for instructional planning. Assessment

for Effective Intervention, 33, 69-77. doi:10.1177/1534508407311428



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

Hunter, K. K., Chenier, J. S., & Gresham, F. M. (2014). Evaluation of check In/Check
out for students with internalizing behavior problems. Journal of Emotional and
Behavioral Disorders, 22, 135-148. doi:10.1177/1063426613476091

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. §1400 (1997).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 20 U.S.C. §1400 (2004).

Irvin, L. K., Tobin, T. J., Sprague, J. R., Sugai, G., & Vincent, C. G. (2004). Validity of
office discipline referral measures as indices of school-wide behavioral status and
effects of school-wide behavioral interventions. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 6, 131-147. doi:10.1177/10983007040060030201

Jenkins, J., Dunlap, S., & Hoffman, A. (2009). Using DIBELS: A survey of purposes and
practices. Reading Psychology, 30, 1-16. doi:10.1080/02702710802274820

Kendall, M. G. & Gibbons, J. D. (1990). Rank correlation methods (5th ed.). London:
Edward Arnold.

Kessler, R. C., & Wang, P. S. (2008). The descriptive epidemiology of commonly
occurring mental disorders in the United States. Annual Review of Public Health,
29, 115-129. doi:10.1146/annurev.publhealth.29.020907.090847

Kilgus, S. P., Chafouleas, S. M., & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2013a). Development and initial
validation of the social and academic behavior risk screener for elementary
grades. School Psychology Quarterly: The Official Journal of the Division of
School Psychology, American Psychological Association, 28, 210-226.
doi:10.1037/spq0000024

Kilgus, S. P., Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & von der Ebmse, N. P. (2013b).

The social, academic, and emotional behavior risk screener. Retrieved from

95



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 96

http://ebi. missouri.edu/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/SAEBRS-Teacher-Rating-
Scale-3.3.14.pdf.

Kilgus, S. P., & Eklund, K. (2016). Consideration of base rates within universal screening
for behavioral and emotional risk: A novel procedural framework. School
Psychology Forum, 10, 120-130.

Kilgus, S., Eklund, K., von der Embse, N., & Taylor, C. (2014a). Diagnostic accuracy of
the social, academic, and emotional behavior risk screener (SAEBRS) in
elementary and middle school. Manuscript in preparation.

Kilgus, S., Riley-Tillman, T., Chafouleas, S., Christ, T., & Welsh, M. (2014b). Direct
behavior rating as a school-based behavior universal screener: Replication across
sites. Journal of School Psychology, 52, 63-82. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2013.11.002

Kilgus, S. P., Sims, W. A., von der Embse, Nathaniel P, & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2014c).
Confirmation of models for interpretation and use of the social and academic
behavior risk screener (SABRS). School Psychology Quarterly: The Official
Journal of the Division of School Psychology, American Psychological
Association, 30, 335-352. doi:10.1037/spq0000087

Kilgus, S. P., von der Embse, N. P., & Fabiano, G. A. (2015). FastBridge: Direct
Behavior Rating. Minneapolis, MN: Theodore J. Christ & Colleagues.

Kratochwill, T. R., & Bergan, J. R. (1990). Behavioral consultation in applied settings:
An individual guide. New York, NY: Plenum.

Lahey, B. B., Gendrich, J. G., Gendrich, S. 1., Schnelle, J. F., Gant, D. S., & McNees, M.
P. (1977). An evaluation of daily report cards with minimal teacher and parent

contacts as an efficient method of classroom intervention. Behavior Modification,



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 97

1, 381-394. doi:10.1177/014544557713006

Lane, K. L. (2007). Identifying and supporting students at risk for emotional and
behavioral disorders within multi-level models: Data driven approaches to
conducting secondary interventions with an academic emphasis. Education and
Treatment of Children, 30, 135-164. doi:10.1353/etc.2007.0026

Lane, K. L., Little, M. A., Casey, A. M., Lambert, W., Wehby, J., Weisenbach, J. L., &
Phillips, A. (2009). A comparison of systematic screening tools for emotional and
behavioral disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 17, 93-105.
doi:10.1177/ 1063426608326203

Lane, K., Menzies, H., Oakes, W., Lambert, W., Cox, M., & Hankins, K. (2012). A
validation of the student risk screening scale for internalizing and externalizing
behaviors: Patterns in rural and urban elementary schools. Behavioral Disorders,
37, 244-270.

Lane, K. L., Oakes, W., & Menzies, H. (2010). Systematic screenings to prevent the
development of learning and behavior problems: Considerations for practitioners,
researchers, and policy makers. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 21, 160-172.
doi:10.1177/1044207310379123

Levitt, J. M., Saka, N., Romanelli, L. H., & Hoagwood, K. (2007). Early identification of
mental health problems in schools: The status of instrumentation. Journal of
School Psychology, 45, 163-191. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.11.005

Lindsley, O. R. (1971). Precision teaching in perspective: An interview with Ogden R.
Lindsley. Teaching Exceptional Children, 3, 114-119.

Mann, H. B., & Whitney, D. R. (1947). On a test of whether one of two random variables



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

is stochastically larger than the other. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 18,
50-60. doi:10.1214/aoms/1177730491

Martens, B. K., Witt, J. C., Elliott, S. N., & Darveaux, D. X. (1985). Teacher judgments
concerning the acceptability of school-based interventions. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 16, 191-198. doi:10.1037/0735-
7028.16.2.191

Martens, K., & Andreen, K. (2013). School counselors’ involvement with a school-wide
positive behavior support intervention: Addressing student behavior issues in a
proactive and positive manner. Professional School Counseling, 16(5), 313-322.
http://dx.doi.org /10.5330/PSC.n.2013-16.313

Mayer, G. (1995). Preventing antisocial behavior in the schools. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 28, 467-478. doi:10.1901/jaba.1995.28-467

Mellard, D. F., Frey, B. B., & Woods, K. L. (2012). School-wide student outcomes of
response to intervention frameworks. Learning Disabilities: A Contemporary
Journal, 10, 17-32.

Merrell, K. W., & Gueldner, B. A. (2010). Preventive interventions for students with
internalizing disorders: Effective strategies for promoting mental health in
schools. In M. R. Shinn & H. M. Walker (Eds.), Interventions for achievement
and behavior problems in a three-tier model including RTI (pp. 799-824).
Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.

Miller, F. G., Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., & Fabiano, G. A. (2014). Teacher
perceptions of the usability of school-based behavior assessments. Behavioral

Disorders, 39, 201-201.

98



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

Mills, C., Stephan, S. H., Moore, E., Weist, M. D., Daly, B. P., & Edwards, M. (2006).
The president's new freedom commission: Capitalizing on opportunities to
advance school-based mental health services. Clinical Child and Family
Psychology Review, 9, 149-161. doi:10.1007/s10567-006-0003-3

Montague, M., Enders, C., & Castro, M. (2005). Academic and behavioral outcomes for
students at risk for emotional and behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 31,
84. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org.ezproxyz2.library.arizona.edu/stable
/123890402.

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., & Wu, Q. (2009). Kindergarten predictors of recurring
externalizing and internalizing psychopathology in the third and fifth grades.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 17, 67-79. doi:10.1177/106
3426608324724

National Association of School Psychologists. (2009). Appropriate behavioral, social,
and emotional supports to meet the needs of all students (Position Statement).
Bethesda, MD: Author. Retrieved from http://www.nasponline.org/about_
nasp/position papers / AppropriateBehavioralSupports.pdf.

National Association of School Psychologist. (2015). School psychologist: Qualified
health professionals providing child and adolescent mental health and behavioral
services [White Paper]. Bethesda, MD: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.nasponline.org/resources/documents/WP_Qualified_Mental_and
_Behavioral_Health_Professionals.pdf.

National Center on Intensive Intervention, American Institutes for Research. (2015).

Behavioral progress monitoring tools chart. Washington, DC: U.S. Department

99



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

of Education, Office of Special Education Programs. Retrieved from
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/ chart/behavioral-progress-monitoring-tools.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, P.L. 107-110, 20 U.S.C. § 6301 et seq. (2002).

Oakes, W. P., Lane, K. L., Cox, M. L., & Messenger, M. (2014). Logistics of behavior
screenings: How and why do we conduct behavior screenings at our school?
Preventing School Failure, 58, 159-170. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2014.895572

Opdenakker, M., & Minnaert, A. (2011). Relationship between learning environment
characteristics and academic engagement. Psychological Reports, 109, 259-284.
doi:10.2466/09.10.11.PR0.109.4.259-284

Owens, J., Murphy, C., Richerson, L., Girio, E., & Himawan, L. (2008). Science to
practice in underserved communities: The effectiveness of school mental health
programming. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 37, 434-447.
doi:10.1080/153744 10801955912

Parker, R. I., Vannest, K. J., & Brown, L. (2009). The improvement rate difference for
single-case research. Exceptional Children, 75, 135-150.

Parker, R. I., Vannest, K. J., & Davis, J. L. (2011a). Effect size in single-case research: A
review of nine nonoverlap techniques. Behavior Modification, 35(4), 303-322.
doi:10.1177/014 5445511399147

Parker, R. I., Vannest, K. J., Davis, J. L., & Sauber, S. B. (2011b). Combining
nonoverlap and trend for single-case research: Tau-U. Behavior Therapy, 42, 284-
299. doi:10.1016/ j.beth.2010.08.006

Pelham, W., & Fabiano, G. (2008). Evidence-based psychosocial treatments for attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder: An update. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent

100



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 101

Psychology, 37, 184-214. doi:10.1080/15374410701818681

Power, T. J., Mautone, J. A., Soffer, S. L., Clarke, A. T., Marshall, S. A., Sharman, J., ...
Jawad, A. F. (2012). A family-school intervention for children with ADHD:
Results of a randomized clinical trial. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 80, 611-623. doi:10.1037/a0028188

Predy, L., Mclntosh, K., & Frank, J. (2014). Utility of number and type of office
discipline referrals in predicting chronic problem behavior in middle schools.
School Psychology Review, 43, 472-489. http://dx.doi.org/10.17105/SPR-13-
0043.1

Preston, C. C., & Colman, A. M. (2000). Optimal number of response categories in rating
scales: Reliability, validity, discriminating power, and respondent preferences.
Acta Psychologica, 104, 1-15. doi:10.1016/S0001-6918(99)00050-5

Raines, T. C., Dever, B. V., Kamphaus, R. W., & Roach, A. T. (2012). Universal
screening for behavioral and emotional risk: A promising method for reducing
disproportionate placement in special education. The Journal of Negro Education,
81, 283-296.

Reinke, W. M., Herman, K. C., Petras, H., & lalongo, N. S. (2008). Empirically derived
subtypes of child academic and behavior problems: Co-occurrence and distal
outcomes. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36, 759-770. doi:10.1007/s
10802- 007-9208-2.

Renshaw, T. L., Eklund, K., Dowdy, E., Jimerson, S. R., Hart, S. R., Earhart Jr, J., &
Jones, C. N. (2009). Examining the relationship between scores on the behavioral

and emotional screening system and student academic, behavioral, and



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

engagement outcomes: An investigation of concurrent validity in elementary
school. The California School Psychologist, 14, 81-88. doi:10.1007/BF03340953

Revill, S. I., Robinson, J. O., Rosen, M., & Hogg, M. 1. J. (1976). The reliability of a
linear analogue for evaluating pain. Anaesthesia, 31, 1191-1198. doi:10.1111/j.
1365-2044.1976.th11971.x

Reynolds, C. R., & Kamphaus, R. W. (2015). Behavior Assessment System for Children,
Third Edition. New York, NY: Pearson Education, Inc.

Richardson, M. J., Caldarella, P., Young, B. J., Young, E. L., & Young, K. R. (2009).
Further validation of the systematic screening for behavior disorders in middle
and junior high school. Psychology in the Schools, 46, 605-615. doi:10.1002
/pits.2040

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Chafouleas, S. M., & Briesch, A. M. (2007). A school practitioner's
guide to using daily behavior report cards to monitor student behavior.
Psychology in the Schools, 44, 77-89. doi:10.1002/pits.20207

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Chafouleas, S. M., Briesch, A. M., & Eckert, T. L. (2008a). Daily
behavior report cards and systematic direct observation: An investigation of the
acceptability, reported training and use, and decision reliability among school
psychologists. Journal of Behavioral Education, 17, 313. doi:10.1007/s10864-
008-9070-5

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Chafouleas, S. M., Christ, T., Briesch, A. M., & LeBel, T. J. (2009).
The impact of item wording and behavioral specificity on the accuracy of direct
behavior ratings (DBRs). School Psychology Quarterly, 24, 1-12. doi:10.1037

/a0015248

102



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 103

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Chafouleas, S. M., Sassu, K. A., Chanese, J. A. M., & Glazer, A. D.
(2008b). Examining the agreement of direct behavior ratings and systematic direct
observation data for on-task and disruptive behavior. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 10, 136-143. doi:10.1177/1098300707312542

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Christ, T. J., Chafouleas, S. M., Boice-Mallach, C. H., & Briesch,
A. (2011). The impact of observation duration on the accuracy of data obtained
from direct behavior rating (DBR). Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
13, 119-128. doi:10.1177/1098300710361954

Riley-Tillman, T. C., Kalberer, S. M., & Chafouleas, S. M. (2005). Selecting the right
tool for the job: A review of behavior monitoring tools used to assess student
response to intervention. California School Psychologist, 10, 81-91. Retrieved
from http://dx.doi.org /10.1007/BF03340923

Roach, A. T., & Elliott, S. N. (2005). Goal attainment scaling: An efficient and effective
approach to monitoring student progress. Teaching Exceptional Children, 37, 8-
17.

Saeki, E., Jimerson, S. R., Earhart, J., Hart, S. R., Renshaw, T., Singh, R. D., & Stewart,
K. (2011). Response to intervention (Rtl) in the social, emotional, and behavioral
domains: Current challenges and emerging possibilities. Contemporary School
Psychology, 15, 43-52. doi:10.1007/BF03340962

Schaeffer, C. M., Petras, H., lalongo, N., Poduska, J., & Kellam, S. (2003). Modeling
growth in boys' aggressive behavior across elementary school: Links to later
criminal involvement, conduct disorder, and antisocial personality disorder.

Developmental Psychology, 39, 1020-1035. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 104

1649.39.6.1020

Schon, J., Shaftel, J., & Markham, P. (2008). Contemporary issues in the assessment of
culturally and linguistically diverse learners. Journal of Applied School
Psychology, 24, 163-189. doi:10.1080/15377900802089395

Severson, H. H., Walker, H. M., Hope-Doolittle, J., Kratochwill, T. R., & Gresham, F. M.
(2007). Proactive, early screening to detect behaviorally at-risk students: Issues,
approaches, emerging innovations, and professional practices. Journal of School
Psychology, 45, 193-223. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.11.003

Shores, C. (2009). A comprehensive RTI model: Integrating behavioral and academic
interventions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. doi: http://dx.doi.org.ezproxyl.
library.arizona.edu/10.4135/9781452219141

Spanjers, D. M., Burns, M. K., & Wagner, A. R. (2008). Systematic direct observation of
time on task as a measure of student engagement. Assessment for Effective
Intervention, 33, 120-126. doi:10.1177/1534508407311407

Spaulding, S. A,, Irvin, L. K., Horner, R. H., May, S. L., Emeldi, M., Tobin, T. J., &
Sugal, G. (2010). Schoolwide social-behavioral climate, student problem
behavior, and related administrative decisions: Empirical patterns from 1,510
schools nationwide. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 12, 69-85.
doi:10.1177/1098300708329011

Stecker, P. M., Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2008a). Progress monitoring as essential
practice within response to intervention. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 27,
10-17.

Stecker, P., Lembke, E., & Foegen, A. (2008b). Using progress-monitoring data to



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

improve instructional decision making. Preventing School Failure: Alternative
Education for Children and Youth, 52, 48-58. doi:10.3200/PSFL.52.2.48-58

Steege, M. W., Davin, T., & Hathaway, M. (2001). Reliability and accuracy of a
performance-based behavioral recording procedure. School Psychology Review,
30, 252-261.

Stichter, J. P., & Riley-Tillman, T. C. (2014). Considering systematic direct observation
after a century of research--commentary on the special issue. Behavioral
Disorders, 39, 245-247.

Stoolmiller, M., Biancarosa, G., & Fien, H. (2013). Measurement properties of DIBELS
oral reading fluency in grade 2: Implications for equating studies. Assessment for
Effective Intervention, 38, 76-90. doi:10.1177/1534508412456729

Sugali, G., & Horner, R. (2002). The evolution of discipline practices: School-wide
positive behavior supports. Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 24, 23-50.
doi:10.1300/J019 v24n01_03

Sugali, G., Horner, R. H., Dunlap, G., Hieneman, M., Lewis, T. J., Nelson, C. M., . ..
OSEP Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions. (2000). Applying positive
behavior support and functional behavioral assessment in schools. Journal of
Positive Behavior Interventions, 2, 131-143. doi:10.1177/109830070000200302

Sulkowski, M. L., Joyce, D. K., & Storch, E. A. (2012). Treating childhood anxiety in
schools: Service delivery in a response to intervention paradigm. Journal of Child
and Family Studies, 21, 938-947. doi:10.1007/s10826-011-9553-1

Todd, A. W., Campbell, A. L., Meyer, G. G., & Horner, R. H. (2008). The effects of a

targeted intervention to reduce problem behaviors: Elementary school

105



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

implementation of check in-check out. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
10, 46-55. doi:10.1177/ 109 8300707311369

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core
of Data (CCD), "State Nonfiscal Survey of Public Elementary and Secondary
Education,"” 1990-91 through 2011-12; Parent and Family Involvement in
Education Survey of the National Household Education Surveys Program
(NHES), 2012; Private School Universe Survey (PSS), 1995-96 through 2011-12;
National Elementary and Secondary Enrollment Projection Model, 1972 through
2023; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall
Enrollment Survey" (IPEDS-EF:90-99); and IPEDS Spring 2001 through Spring
2013, Enrollment component. (This table was prepared January 2014). Retrieved
from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_105.20.asp.

Vannest, K., Burke, M., & Adiguzel, T. (2006). Electronic daily behavioral report card
(e-DBRC). College Station, TX: Texas A&M University.

Vannest, K. J., Davis, J. L., Davis, C. R., Mason, B. A., & Burke, M. D. (2010). Effective
intervention for behavior with a daily behavior report card: A meta-analysis.
School Psychology Review, 39(4), 654-672.

Vannest, K.J., Parker, R.l., & Gonen, O. (2011). Single Case Research: Web based
calculators for SCR analysis. (Version 1.0) [Web-based application]. College
Station, TX: Texas A&M University. Available from http://www.single
caseresearch.org/calculators/

Volpe, R. J., & Briesch, A. M. (2012). Generalizability and dependability of single-item

and multiple-item direct behavior rating scales for engagement and disruptive

106



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL 107

behavior. School Psychology Review, 41, 246-261.

Volpe, R. J.,, Briesch, A. M., & Gadow, K. D. (2011). The efficiency of behavior rating
scales to assess inattentive—overactive and oppositional-defiant behaviors:
Applying generalizability theory to streamline assessment. Journal of School
Psychology, 49, 131-155. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2010.09.005

Volpe, R. J., & Gadow, K. D. (2010). Creating abbreviated rating scales to monitor
classroom inattention-overactivity, aggression, and peer conflict: Reliability,
validity, and treatment sensitivity. School Psychology Review, 39, 350-363.

Volpe, R. J., & McConaughy, S. H. (2005). Systematic direct observational assessment of
student behavior: Its use and interpretation in multiple settings: An introduction to
the miniseries. School Psychology Review, 34, 451-453.

von Stumm, S., Deary, 1. J., Kivimaki, M., Jokela, M., Clark, H., & Batty, G. D. (2011).
Childhood behavior problems and health at midlife: 35-year follow-up of a
Scottish birth cohort. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 52, 992-1001.
doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.2011.02373.x

Wagner, M., & Davis, M. (2006). How are we preparing students with emotional
disturbances for the transition to young adulthood?: Findings from the national
longitudinal transition study-2. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders,
14, 86-98. doi:10.1177/10634 266060140020501

Wagner, M., Friend, M., Bursuck, W. D., Kutash, K., Duchnowski, A. J., Sumi, W. C., &
Epstein, M. H. (2006). Educating students with emotional disturbances: A
national perspective on school programs and services. Journal of Emotional and

Behavioral Disorders, 14, 12-30. doi:10.1177/10634266060140010201



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

Walker, B., Cheney, D., Stage, S., Blum, C., & Horner, R. H. (2005). Schoolwide
screening and positive behavior supports: Identifying and supporting students at
risk for school failure. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 7, 194-204.
doi:10.1177/109830070500700 40101

Walker, H. M., Seeley, J. R., Small, J., Severson, H. H., Graham, B. A, Feil, E. G, . ..
Forness, S. R. (2009). A randomized controlled trial of the first step to success
early intervention: Demonstration of program efficacy outcomes in a diverse,
urban school district. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 17, 197-
212. doi:10.1177/1063426609341645

Weist, M. D., Rubin, M., Moore, E., Adelsheim, S., & Wrobel, G. (2007). Mental health
screening in schools. Journal of School Health, 77, 53-58. doi:10.1111/j.1746-
1561.2007.00167.x

Whitted, K. S. (2011). Understanding how social and emotional skill deficits contribute
to school failure. Preventing School Failure:Alternative Education for Children
and Youth, 55, 10-16. doi:10.1080/10459880903286755

Witmer, S. E., Nasamran, A., Parikh, P. J., Schmitt, H. A., & Clinton, M. C. (2015).
Using parents and teachers to monitor progress among children with ASD: A
review of intervention research. Focus on Autism and Other Developmental
Disabilities, 30, 67-85. doi:10.1177/1088357614525659

World Health Organization. (2013). Mental health action plan 2013-2020. Geneva,
Switzerland: Author. Retrieved from http://www.who.int/mental
_health/action_plan_2013/bw_version .pdf?ua=1.

Yell, M. L., Shriner, J. G., & Katsiyannis, A. (2006). Individuals with disabilities

108



BEHAVIOR PROGRESS MONITORING TOOL

education improvement act of 2004 and IDEA regulations of 2006: Implications
for educators, administrators, and teacher trainers. Focus on Exceptional
Children, 39, 1-24.

Yell, M. L., & Stecker, P. M. (2003). Developing legally correct and educationally
meaningful 1EPs using curriculum-based measurement. Assessment for Effective

Intervention, 28, 73-88. doi:10.1177/073724770302800308

109



