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Drs. Melissa Maras & Wendy Reinke, Dissertation Supervisors 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 Teachers’ classroom management skills have a significant impact on students’ short and 

long-term behavioral outcomes, as well as their academic achievement. Despite the importance 

of these skills, teachers often struggle to effectively manage classrooms. As such, researchers 

have examined methods of improving teachers’ classroom management skills. One method that 

has emerged in the literature is the use of consultation or coaching to increase classroom 

management skills; however, little research has been done related to supporting novice teachers 

with consultation or coaching. Pre-service education is an important place to learn classroom 

management strategies; it provides the foundation for teacher theory and practice. Additionally, 

pre-service education programs are ideal because they have built-in opportunities for practicing 

developing skills with feedback.  This study examined the integration of a classroom 

management consultation model, the Classroom Check-up, into the student teaching component 

of a pre-service education program for four participants. Impacts on teacher behaviors, including 

praise, opportunities to respond, precorrections, reprimands, and time spent teaching, and student 

behaviors, including disruptive and aggressive behaviors, were examined using a multiple 

baseline design. Results indicated positive teacher behavior change related to praise, 

opportunities to respond, precorrections, reprimands, and time spent teaching and decreased 

student disruptive behaviors. Overall, both student teacher and student behaviors were positively 

impacted by participation in the Classroom Check-up consultation model. Study limitations are 
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presented and directions for future research are provided. Implications for educators, school 

psychologists, and teacher educators are discussed.  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem  

Teachers are one of the most important factors affecting student academic achievement 

(Akiba, LeTendre, & Scribner, 2007; Wentzel, 2002; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997), and their 

classroom management skills have a significant impact on student learning (Callahan, Clark, & 

Kellough, 2002; Freiberg, Huzinec, &Templeton, 2009; Rimm-Kaufman, Fan, Chiu, & You, 

2006). A comparison of effective and ineffective teachers found classroom management 

practices to be one of the common characteristics of more effective teachers (Stronge, Ward, & 

Grant, 2011). Specifically, Espin and Yell (1994) categorized ineffective teachers as those with 

high rates of discipline problems attributed to the teachers’ inability to manage the classroom 

environment. A cyclical relationship exists between academic difficulties and behavioral 

concerns (Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008); children who display lower 

academic performance are at greater risk for behavioral problems. This phenomenon is likely due 

to a cycle of negative reinforcement which is created when a student is reinforced by the removal 

of an academic taskand the teacher is reinforced when a disruptive behavior is no longer present. 

In addition, teachers’ reactions to misbehavior may unintentionally reinforce inappropriate 

behavior through attention.  

Overall, effective classroom management practices increase student engagement and 

academic performance (Lewis & Sugai, 1999), whereas ineffective classroom management 

practices are linked to long-term negative academic and behavioral outcomes including 

antisocial behaviors (Maguin & Loeber, 1996; Kazdin, 1993; Reinke & Herman, 2002). When 

considering long-term student outcomes, ineffective classroom management practices (e.g. 
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punitive classroom management practices, coercive interactions, inconsistent expectations) can 

maintain and even exacerbate students’ aggressive and antisocial behaviors (Reinke & Herman, 

2002). Disruptive behaviors and academic concerns are correlated; therefore, schools and 

teachers need to employ effective behavior management strategies if they are to maximize the 

potential of students. 

In general, teachers often struggle with classroom and behavior management (Baker, 

2005; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Puri, & Goel, 2011). Novice teachers have more difficulty and 

feel less self-efficacious than their more experienced counterparts (Cook, 2002; Darling-

Hammond, 1997; Melnik & Meister, 2008). An examination of the literature suggests teachers’ 

difficulties with classroom management could be caused and exacerbated by a variety of factors. 

The quantity and quality of training related to classroom management is likely a factor 

(Freeman, Simonsen, Briere, & MacSuga-Gage, 2014; Ladd, 2000; Walter, Gouze, & Lim, 

2006). Hemmeter, Santos, and Ostrosky (2008) surveyed faculty members from institutions of 

higher education with teacher preparation programs. Faculty members reported their graduates 

had not mastered skills related to managing students challenging behaviors, citing lack of room 

in the curriculum as one contributing factor. Freeman and colleagues (2014) found that 77 

percent of studied teacher training programs required a course on classroom management. 

However, only 65 percent of the training programs provided evidence of curriculum based on 

evidence-based classroom management practices. After an examination of course syllabi across 

multiple universities, researchers found the total time pre-service teachers spent learning about 

topics related to emotional and behavioral concerns ranged from no time to around twenty hours 

(State et al., 2011). Overall, the research suggests that the time spent learning about classroom 
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management may be a contributing factor as it is largely inconsistent across training programs. 

Additionally, the quality of instruction could be a factor because some programs have failed to 

include strategies that have an evidence-base. 

 Pre-service teacher level factors may also contribute. Even when coursework includes 

topics associated with classroom management, students have difficulty internalizing the 

information and applying it to real world settings. This could be due to an overreliance on 

abstract discussion in courses that are not connected to actual classroom practices (Siebert, 

2005). A recent study (Oram, Maras, Reinke, & Neier, under review) found that when pre-

service teachers were asked to identify areas of additional training, they most commonly 

identified recognizing and addressing student’s mental health issues, followed by 

behavior/classroom management. Junior and senior pre-service teachers were also more likely to 

report need for additional training in classroom management than the freshman and sophomore 

participants. Upper level pre-service teachers spend more time in classrooms through their 

practicum experiences, where the need for effective classroom management practices is likely 

more apparent. In sum, research shows teachers’ instruction in their preparation programs related 

to classroom management is sometimes limited and may be ineffective (Ladd, 2000; Hemmeter, 

Santos, & Ostrosky; 2008; Siebert, 2005). 

Pre-service teachers need practical experiences implementing classroom management 

strategies in a safe environment with direct feedback from a knowledgeable mentor (Fixsen, 

Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005; Scheeler, 2008).  All pre-service preparation 

programs are required to have these practical opportunities, such as field placements or student 

teaching internships, as part of training. These practical experiences are included so that pre-
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service teachers have opportunities to apply their classroom learning. However, many teachers 

continue to leave their preparation programs with insufficient classroom management skills 

despite participation in these experiences (Ladd, 2000; Hemmeter, Santos, & Ostrosky; 2008; 

Siebert, 2005). Hence, an examination of these practical experiences is necessary in order to 

determine ways in which they could be enhanced so teachers leave their programs with effective 

classroom management skills.   

One area of consideration is the quantity and quality of the supervision provided during 

these experiences. Research has shown pre-service teachers often emulate their mentors 

(Armstrong, 1976; Kagan, 1992). This is advantageous if the mentor uses effective classroom 

management strategies, but concerning if the mentor does not use effective practices.  

Unfortunately, many practicing teachers feel ill-prepared to address students’ emotional and 

behavioral concerns and frequently do not use effective evidence-based classroom management 

strategies (Walter, Gouze, & Lim, 2006; Reinke et al, 2011). This could be due to their own lack 

of training specific to evidence-based classroom management practices.  Greenberg, Pomerance, 

and Walsh (2011) collected data on the student teaching portion of teacher preparation programs 

from 134 institutions of higher education across the United States.  The authors found only 28% 

of institutions required cooperating teachers to have demonstrated efficacy as teachers. 

Additionally, only 38% required cooperating teachers to demonstrate the qualities associated 

with effective mentors. Research has shown mentoring teachers often have little training related 

to effective supervisory or mentorship methods (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002). Consequently, 

during these practical experiences pre-service teachers are exposed to mentors who may or may 

not use effective strategies and who may or may not be effective mentors. There is evidence to 
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suggest pre-service teachers need access to knowledgeable and effective professionals in order to 

develop classroom management skills; however, not all student teachers have access to effective 

mentors.  

Research has shown that for teachers to sustain new practices and develop new skills they 

must practice, receive feedback, and then be reinforced (Fixsen et al., 2005). A growing body of 

evidence supports the use of consultation or coaching in order to strengthen teachers’ skills 

(Carter & Norman, 2010; Duchaine, Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2011; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & 

Merell, 2008). Both consultation and coaching involve a trained individual working one-on-one 

with a teacher to build a specific set of skills in order to best meet the needs of students (Caplan, 

1970).  Consultation and coaching provide opportunities for these essential acquisition 

components. Therefore, consultation or coaching could be an effective avenue for increasing 

teachers’ skills by allowing them to practice, receive feedback from a trained individual, and 

then be reinforced for strategy use. Consultation and coaching methods have been used to 

increase a variety of teachers’ skills (Duchaine, at al., 2011; Fixsen et al., 2005; Kretlow, Cooke, 

& Wood, 2012), including classroom management (Reinke, et al., 2008).  

One consultation model that has demonstrated efficacy in increasing teachers’ use of 

effective strategies and decreasing students’ disruptive behaviors is the Classroom Check-up 

(CCU: Reinke, et al., 2008). Through this approach, a teacher and consultant form a 

collaborative relationship and progress through six sequential steps: 1) assess the classroom, 2) 

provide feedback, 3) develop a menu of options, 4) choose an intervention, 5) form an action 

plan and encourage teacher self-monitoring, and 6) provide ongoing feedback (Reinke, Herman, 

& Sprick, 2011). The CCU was specifically designed to provide support in implementing 
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classroom level behavior management strategies; positively impacting the classroom context 

versus targeting individual students. Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, and Merrell (2008) used the 

Classroom Check-up and visual performance feedback with in-service teachers and found 

improvements in teacher use of general praise, use of behavior-specific praise, and decreased use 

of reprimands. Further, the changes in teacher behavior resulted in decreased student disruptive 

behaviors (Reinke, et al., 2008). The current CCU research, in addition to a substantial amount of 

the coaching and consultation literature, is exclusively at the in-service teacher level. Finding 

applications for this model to the teachers most in need of support is a logical next step. 

Researching this model with novice teachers, who have consistently demonstrated need for 

support with classroom management, moves this research base forward. 

Research Questions 

Therefore, this study aimed to answer the following research questions: 

R1: Did the implementation of the Classroom Check-up (CCU) model during student teaching 

impact student teachers’ use of classroom management strategies?  

H1:  It was hypothesized that student teachers who received the CCU would demonstrate 

an increase in effective classroom management practices, including behavior-specific 

praise, general praise, precorrections, and opportunities to respond. Participating student 

teachers would demonstrate a decrease in reprimands. 

R2: Was there a functional relationship between pre-service teachers’ use of effective classroom 

management practices and student disruptive and aggressive behaviors?  
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H2: It was hypothesized that disruptive and aggressive student behaviors would decrease 

if the student teachers effectively used the classroom management strategies. 

R3:  Did participation in the CCU impact student teacher self-efficacy in classroom 

management?  

H3: Student teachers who received the CCU model would indicate increased self-

efficacy with regards to their classroom management skills. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter includes a review of the literature relevant to this study. This review will 

discuss classroom management in schools, pre-service training and classroom management, 

evidence-based classroom management strategies, and classroom management consultation.  

Finally, the Classroom Check-up Consultation Model will be reviewed in detail.  

Classroom Management in Schools 

Many students come to school lacking the prerequisite knowledge of social behaviors 

necessary to navigate the academic classroom (Raver & Knitzer, 2002), leading to social, 

emotional, and behavioral difficulties. Approximately one in five children exhibit diagnosable 

mental health concerns (National Institute of Mental Health, 2009; Doll, 1996). In schools, 

mental health concerns often manifest as overactivity, lack of self-regulation, aggressive 

behaviors, and disruptive behaviors (Reid, Patterson, & Snyder, 2002). Many teachers feel 

unprepared to manage student behavior, citing the lack of training and lack of support they 

receive in effective classroom practices as contributing factors (Begeny & Martens, 2006; 

Reinke, et al., 2011). For instance, Reinke et al. (2011) surveyed practicing teachers and found 

only 34% of teachers believed they had the skills necessary to support the behavioral and 

emotional needs of their students.  Similarly, Baker (2005) surveyed practicing teachers and 

discovered teachers reported low self-efficacy in involving defiant students in instruction, 

reaching difficult students, and keeping behavioral problems from ruining class.  

Impact on Teacher Performance. Ineffective classroom management practices have 

negative impacts on teachers. Specifically, research has found a correlation between student 

misbehavior, student disrespect, and other student stressors and increased job dissatisfaction, 
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teacher stress, and low teacher self-efficacy (Byrne, 1994; Hastings & Bham, 2003; Hastings & 

Bham, 2003; Sass, Seal, & Martin, 2011). Researchers have found that teacher stress, low self-

efficacy, and job dissatisfaction are contributing factors to teacher burnout and attrition (Beaman 

& Wheldall, 2000; Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Gavish & Friedman, 2010). Teacher attrition has 

been a concern in education for years, particularly when considering fifty percent of teachers 

leave the profession within the first five years (National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 2003).  

Impact on Student Performance. Classroom management practices also have a 

significant impact on student performance (Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Stronge, Ward, & Grant; 

2011). Research has shown a connection between higher academic performing students and well 

managed classrooms (Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 2011). Well managed classrooms included 

established routines, active monitoring of student behavior, and effective and efficient use of 

time, easily accessible materials, clear physical layouts, and effectively used space (Stronge, 

Ward, & Grant, 2011). Freiberg, Huzinec, and Templeton (2009) examined the achievement 

effects of a classroom and instructional management program—Consistency Management & 

Cooperative Discipline (CMCD), which emphasized discipline problems prevention, the 

improvement of school and classroom climate, and effective use of instructional time. Students 

in CMCD schools outperformed control students in both reading and math. Similarly, Dotterer 

and Lowe (2011) examined the relationships between classroom context, school engagement, 

and academic achievement and found classroom context (e.g. effective teacher classroom 

management, positive student/teacher interactions, and teacher sensitivity) positively impacted 
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student academic achievement. In addition, behavioral and psychological engagement mediated 

the link between classroom context and academic achievement (Dotterer & Lowe, 2011).   

Furthermore, research shows that ineffective classroom management practices have 

short-term and long-term impacts on student behavioral outcomes (Reinke & Herman, 2002).  

Numerous behavioral changes have resulted from reduced use of negative teacher statements and 

punitive practices including increased on-task behaviors, decreased talk-out behaviors, decreased 

hyperactive and oppositional behaviors (Leflot, van Lier, Onghena, & Colpin, 2010), decreased 

aggressive behaviors long-term (Kellam, Ling, Merisca, Brown, & Ialongo, 1998), and decreased 

likelihood of the development of antisocial behaviors (Kazdin, 1993; Reinke & Herman, 2002). 

This suggests that negative student and teacher interactions potentially exacerbate behavioral 

concerns, drawing a direct connection between classroom management practices and student 

outcomes. This is concerning given that research shows that without successful intervention, 

behavioral concerns persist into adolescence and adulthood (Kazdin, 1998; Darney, Reinke, 

Herman, Stormont, & Ialongo, 2013). For instance, a recent study (Darney et al., 2013) examined 

the twelfth grade outcomes of students that had been identified as having academic and behavior 

problems in first grade. The study found that the both boys and girls with both academic and 

behavior problems in first grade had a greater likelihood of special education placement, mental 

health service use, poor academic achievement, and school drop-out. Furthermore, the boys 

identified as only having behavior problems were more likely to have a conduct disorder 

diagnoses in high school, more likely to receive special education services, and more likely to 

have been arrested. Overall, the research suggests that aggressive behaviors are not often 

remediated and are potentially reinforced in schools with the use of ineffective classroom 
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strategies. Therefore, given the importance of effective classroom management on student 

outcomes and the impact that ineffective practices have on teachers in the field, it is important to 

understand and improve the preparation of pre-service teachers in relation to behavior and 

classroom management. 

Pre-Service Education and Classroom Management 

Research shows that novice teachers particularly struggle with classroom management 

(Reupert & Woodcock, 2010; Veenman, 1984). School administrators recognize novice teachers’ 

limitations when it comes to classroom management (Ladd, 2000). Specifically, a study 

examining principals’ perceptions of novice teachers, classroom management has been identified 

by principals as an area that pre-service teachers needed more experience. In the study a 

principal was quoted as saying “…they could have used more experience in real life situations 

and in classroom management” (Ladd, 2000). Further, novice teachers often rate their classroom 

management abilities significantly less positively than more experienced teachers (Melnik & 

Meister, 2008). Research has shown that pre-service teachers are significantly more confident in 

their abilities to teach students with learning disabilities than those with emotional/behavioral 

disorders (Cook, 2002). In a recent study of pre-service teachers (Oram, et al., under review), no 

significant differences were found across classification (e.g., freshman, sophomore, junior, and 

senior) related to pre-service teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge and skills related to 

students with emotional and behavioral concerns. This suggests that even as pre-service teachers 

progress through their preparation programs they continue to feel that they lack the knowledge 

and skills necessary to address students’ emotional and behavioral concerns. Additionally, when 

students were asked about training needs, the most commonly identified areas were recognizing 
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and addressing students’ mental health issues, followed by behavior/classroom management. 

Interestingly, junior and seniors were more likely to report need for additional training in 

classroom management. This is likely tied to the fact that these students have more 

responsibilities in the field for practicum, thus experiencing challenges related to managing 

student behavior.   

Not only do novice teachers have difficulty using effective classroom management 

practices, but they tend to rely on punitive and reactive strategies. Observation and perceptual 

research has shown that novice teachers become disillusioned with student behaviors, which 

results in increasingly authoritarian, custodial, and control focused classroom environments 

(Kagan, 1992). Pre-service teachers tend to use proactive strategies when the classroom was 

running smoothly; however, they often rely on punitive strategies when addressing problematic 

behavior (e.g., sending students out of the room or applying a form of punishment) (Shook, 

2012). This occurs despite previous instruction on positive and proactive behavior management 

strategies for handling student behavioral concerns. In addition, when asked over half of the pre-

service teachers indicated that they would not have changed how they handled the misbehavior 

(Shook, 2012). This may be connected to the fact that considerable research has demonstrated 

that pre-service teachers enter teacher preparation programs with personal beliefs about the 

characteristics of good teachers, their own perceptions of themselves as a teacher, and memories 

of themselves as students in classrooms (Balli, 2011; Kagan, 1992). These personal beliefs, 

including the beliefs related to classroom management, do not change during the course of 

teacher preparation and followed the pre-service teachers into their field and student teaching 

experiences (Kagan, 1992). 
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Overall, research suggests that novice teachers do not have sufficient knowledge of 

classroom management strategies, as expressed by pre-service teachers and school 

administrators. Pre-service teachers come into education programs with prior beliefs about 

classroom management, and often maintain these beliefs despite instruction. This often includes 

relying on ineffective, punitive strategies when students demonstrate behavioral challenges. In 

general, it is apparent that there are a number of factors that contribute to teacher difficulties with 

classroom management. This suggests that enhancing novice teachers’ classroom management 

skills is a systemic issue that requires systems level intervention.  

Evidence-based Classroom Management Strategies 

 Effective classroom management practices have been researched for decades (Brophy, 

1988). However, the research methods were descriptive or correlational (Kounin, Friesen, & 

Norton, 1967). A shift in policy and research has resulted in the identification and scientific 

validation of classroom management practices with the use of experimental research methods 

(Odom et al., 2005). Simonsen et al. (2008) compiled twenty universal classroom management 

strategies that have been found to decrease disruptive student behaviors and have sufficient 

empirical support to be considered evidence-based. The strategies were condensed into five 

effective classroom management strategies. The empirical literature supporting each of these 

strategies is summarized below.   

Classroom Structure and Predictability.  Classroom structure refers to the physical 

layout of the classroom, quantity of teacher directed activity, and extent to which routines are 

explicitly defined (Simonsen et al., 2008).  McGill, Teer, Rye, and Hughes (2003) identified 
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crowded rooms as one factor that contributed to problem behaviors. In another study, classroom 

structure had an impact on rates of off-task and attention-seeking behaviors (Stichter, Lewis, 

Johnson, & Trussell, 2004). Additionally, well-designed classrooms with clearly defined 

procedures have been shown to result in increased proficiency of learning time and reduced 

occurrences of problem behavior (Mayer, 1995).  

Teach Expectations.  Selecting, defining, teaching, and monitoring expectations that 

cover all desired behaviors is one essential universal behavior management strategy. Research 

has shown that posting, teaching, and reinforcing the classroom expectations serves to prevent 

behavior problems (Johnson, Stoner, & Green, 1996). Ideally, the number of expectations should 

not exceed five and they should all be positively stated (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Positively stated 

expectations are more likely to be followed and reduce management problems than negatively 

stated expectations (Brophy, 1988). Once expectations have been defined they should be posted 

and explicitly taught to students. When expectations are not clearly defined or clearly 

communicated then students are less likely to follow them and are more likely to engage in 

antisocial behaviors (Mayer, 1995). Teachers should monitor the expectations and review them 

when needed (Simonsen et al., 2008). When students meet expectations the student behavior is 

reinforced and when they fail to meet expectations they are reminded of appropriate behaviors. 

Sugai and Horner (2002) emphasize the importance of reinforcing student behaviors when they 

meet expectations. When student behavior is reinforced the student is more likely to engage in 

that behavior. 

Actively Engage Students.  Engagement refers to student participation during classroom 

instruction (Simonsen et al., 2008). Research shows student engagement has a significant impact 
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on a variety of factors including academic performance, dropout rates, and student behavior 

(Partin, Robertson, Maggin, Oliver, & Wehby, 2010; Sutherland, Adler, & Gunter, 2003; 

Sutherland & Wehby, 2001). For instance, Sutherland and Wehby (2001) conducted a literature 

review focused on the effects of opportunities to respond.  They found research supporting OTRs 

as a method of increasing academic on-task behavior, increasing task engagement, and 

decreasing disruptive behaviors. Several strategies for increasing student engagement include 

response cards, increasing academic opportunities to respond (OTR), using direct instruction 

approaches, and building rapport with students (Simonsen et al., 2008; Sutherland, Adler, & 

Gunter, 2003). Increasing academic opportunities also increases the opportunity for correct 

academic responses (CAR) (Sutherland, Adler, & Gunter, 2003). 

Acknowledge Appropriate Behaviors.  Research shows that teachers should employ 

multiple evidence-based strategies, ranging from simple to complex, in order to increase 

appropriate classroom behavior (Simonsen et al., 2008). One of the less complex evidence-based 

strategies is the use of teacher praise. Research has shown that increased rates of praise have a 

positive impact on academic skills and behavior (Partin, Robertson, Maggin, Oliver, & Wehby, 

2010; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). Behavior-specific praise is considered the most 

effective type of praise because it explicitly tells the student the reason for the praise, which in 

turn increases the likelihood of that specific behavior (Reinke, et al., 2008). On-task behaviors 

are impacted by behavior-specific praise; as the number of behavior-specific praise statements 

increase, so does student on-task behavior (Allday, Hinkson-Lee, Hudson, Neilsen-Gatti, 

Kleinke, & Russel, 2012; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, and 

Martin (2007) used visual performance feedback in order to increase teachers’ use of behavior-
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specific praise. They found that when teacher use of behavior-specific praise increased, students’ 

disruptive behaviors decreased.  More complex evidence-based strategies include behavior 

contracts, group contingencies, and token economies (Simonsen et al., 2008).  

Respond to Inappropriate Behavior. Teachers who most effectively decrease 

inappropriate behaviors use a continuum of evidence-based strategies (Simonsen et al., 2008). 

Brief and specific error correction statements, often called explicit reprimands, are one strategy 

for decreasing inappropriate behavior (Simonsen et al., 2008).  Owen, Slep, and Heyman (2012) 

reviewed forty-one studies of different strategies for addressing child non-compliance. Across 

the studies they found that reprimands and negative nonverbal responses consistently increased 

rates of compliance. However, excessive use of reprimands and error corrections, particularly 

those that are punitive or harsh, often serve as setting events for both aggressive and escape 

behaviors (Mayer, 1995). Therefore, research suggests that teachers should balance the use of 

positive statements with negative statements at a ratio of approximately four to one (Reinke, 

Herman, & Sprick, 2011). Ignoring is another strategy with an evidence-base (Ryan, Sanders, 

Katsiyannis, & Yell, 2007). Ignoring is an extinction procedure which requires the teacher to 

systematically withhold attention from the student when undesired behaviors are observed 

(Alberto & Troutman, 2009). Other strategies listed in Simonsen et al. (2008) include differential 

reinforcement, response cost, and time-out from reinforcement. 

As discussed, there are a variety of preventative and proactive classroom management 

strategies that have been scientifically validated. However, many of these strategies are 

inconsistently employed by novice teachers. The next step involves determining the most 
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effective and efficient way to educate novice teachers on these practices and encourage their use 

in schools.  

Classroom Management Consultation 

 Fixsen et al. (2005) reviewed the implementation science literature and found that 

training is necessary for the successful implementation of evidence-based practices. However, 

training alone does not result in positive implementation outcomes. In-service professional 

development workshops are one commonly employed method for increasing the use of evidence-

based practices. However, they do not consistently have long term impacts on implementer 

behavior (Fixsen et al., 2005; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007). Teachers need 

opportunities to observe the skills, practice them in “real-world” settings, receive on-going 

performance feedback, and receive positive reinforcement about their performance (Fixsen et al., 

2005). Consequently, consultation and coaching models, which allow for observation, practice, 

feedback, and reinforcement, are quickly becoming best practices in teacher training (Fixsen et 

al., 2005; MacSuga & Simonsen, 2011; Nadeem, Gleacher, & Beidas, 2013).  

 A review of the consultation and coaching scholarship suggests that a number of models 

(i.e. named models) of consultation and coaching have emerged (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; 

Hershfeldt, Pell, Sechrest, Pas, & Bradshaw, 2012; Reinke, Stormont, Webster-Stratton, 

Newcomer, & Herman, 2012). Although many of the models have been categorized in the 

research literature (see Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009) based on their activities/procedures, goals, 

and applications, many models have significant overlap. This overlap could be due to lack of 

consensus in the literature regarding what constitutes coaching and what constitutes consultation 
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and what each entails (Hershfeldt, et al., 2012). One definition of coaching is a process by which 

an individual provides another with direction and support to accomplish specific goals (Denton 

& Hasbrouck, 2009). Consultation has been defined as a process by which an individual works 

one-on-one with a teacher to build a specific set of skills in order to best meet the needs of 

students (Caplan, 1970). Overall, both processes are usually triadic and are an indirect service 

delivery system, in which a person with knowledge or experience in a particular area works with 

professionals in order to help increase student academic, behavioral and/or social-emotional 

achievement (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). Although the processes have significant overlap, 

consultation is typically considered a collaborative process whereas coaching may be less 

collaborative and more directive (Denton and Hasbrouck, 2009). Additionally, consultation is 

sometimes considered a shorter term process. Overall, much of the research literature discusses 

consultation and coaching processes simultaneously (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009) for the reasons 

described. Therefore, both coaching and consultation are explored in this literature review as 

methods of providing teacher support. 

Nadeem and colleagues (2013) reviewed literature on consultation in child mental health 

and outlined the following outcomes of consultation: ongoing training, increased engagement 

and buy-in, mastery skill building, implementer accountability, and sustainability planning.  

Ongoing training and mastery skill building is particularly important with complex skills, such as 

those involved with effective classroom management. Engagement, buy-in, and accountability 

are essential because they lead to higher implementer fidelity. Intervention fidelity and 

sustainability planning have been linked to increased teacher and student outcomes (Nadeem, et 

al., 2013; Simonsen, Eber, Black, Sugai, Lewandowski, Sims, & Myers, 2012). In general, 
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research suggests that both consultation and coaching have a number of benefits (Hershfeldt et 

al., 2012; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010).    

 Research suggests that both coaching and consultation are effective methods for 

increasing teachers’ use of universal evidence-based classroom management strategies (Carter & 

Norman, 2010; Duchaine, Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2011; Reinke, et al., 2008). Carter and Norman 

(2010) assessed the impact of teacher consultation on the implementation of universal PBS 

practices and found an immediate and sustained increase in the teachers’ use of PBS practices 

(e.g., clear and specific praise, pre-corrections, and use of three to five positively stated rules). 

The researchers noted that the process provided hands-on support for teachers, allowed for 

positive and constructive feedback, and provided time for teachers to reflect on classroom 

practices (Carter & Van Norman, 2010). Including performance feedback as a component of the 

process has demonstrated increased teacher the use of behavior-specific praise (Duchaine, 

Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2011). Further, Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, and Merrell (2008) implemented a 

classroom consultation model, the Classroom Check-up, with practicing teachers. They found 

that the consultation model combined with visual performance feedback increased teachers’ rates 

of praise and the use of behavior-specific praise, and decreased the use of reprimands. Decreases 

in students’ disruptive behaviors were also observed with the use of the consultation model 

(Reinke, et al., 2008).  

Several evidence-based programs have developed coaching or consultation components 

in order to provide support for evidence-based program implementers. For example, Hershfeldt, 

Pell, Sechrest, Pas, and Bradshaw (2012) incorporated a coaching model (PBSplus) into schools’ 

implementation of PBS. Similarly, the Good Behavior Game (GBG), a class-wide evidence-
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based behavior management strategy, has been augmented with a coaching model (Becker, 

Bradshaw, Domitrovich, & Ialongo, 2013). The Incredible Years Teacher Classroom 

Management Training (IY TCM) is an evidence-based program that has coaching embedded in 

the model (Reinke, Stormont, Webster-Stratton, Newcomer, & Herman, 2012).   

Overall, there is evidence to suggest that consultation and coaching can be used with 

teachers in order to develop and strengthen a variety of skills, including those associated with 

classroom management. Pre-service teachers are actively learning new skills and already have 

practical experiences built into their training. Therefore, incorporating a coaching or consultation 

model at the pre-service level has the potential to be efficacious way of increasing pre-service 

teachers’ use of evidence-based classroom management practices. 

The Classroom Check-Up (CCU) Consultation Model 

The Classroom Check-up (CCU) provides a model for supporting teachers in effective 

classroom management practices, and has the potential for use in pre-service teacher training 

programs. The CCU has demonstrated efficacy in increasing teachers’ use of effective classroom 

management practices and decreasing students’ disruptive behaviors (Reinke, et al., 2008). The 

CCU was specifically designed to meet the need for classroom level support in implementing 

universal behavior management strategies and minimizing treatment integrity concerns often 

associated with intervention implementation. The CCU was designed using a framework similar 

to the Family Check-up (FCU), an effective intervention used with families of children with 

behavior problems (Dishion & Kavanaugh, 2003). The CCU uses motivational interviewing (MI) 

techniques in order to illicit change in teacher behavior (Reinke, et al., 2011). Specific MI 
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strategies include giving personalized feedback to the teachers, encouraging teacher 

responsibility for decision making but also offering direct advice if solicited, and identifying 

teacher strengths and past successes at classroom behavior change (Miller & Rollnick, 2002). 

The goals of the CCU are to: 1) target teachers’ motivation to maintain current practices 

that are important to student success; 2) reduce teacher and student interactions that are likely to 

maintain or exacerbate problem behaviors; and 3) increase teacher behaviors that promote 

student competence and success (Reinke, et al., 2011). The consultant guides the teacher through 

the six CCU steps which are: 1) assessing the classroom; 2) providing feedback; 3) developing a 

menu of intervention options; 4) choosing an intervention; 5) action planning and encouraging 

teacher self-monitoring; and 6) providing ongoing feedback (Reinke, et al., 2011).  

 

Figure 1:Visual of the CCU Process. From “Motivational Interviewing for Effective Classroom 

Management: The Classroom Check-up,” by Wendy M. Reinke, Keith C. Herman, and Randy 

Sprick, 2011, p.74. Copyright 2011 by The Guilford Press. 
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 Step one of the model involves an interview and assessment. To begin the consultant 

meets with the teacher and conducts an informal interview using MI techniques in order to build 

rapport and to collect information about the teachers’ classroom management practices. The 

consultant would use the CCU Interview Form (Appendix B) to guide the interview and 

document the interview information (Reinke et al., 2011). The consultant would then have the 

teacher self-assess his/her classroom using the Classroom Ecology Checklist (Appendix B). The 

CEC requires the teacher to rate the classroom across several domains including classroom 

structure, expectations and routines, instructional management practices, and behavioral 

management strategies. The consultant would also complete the consultant version of the CEC.  

The CEC helps facilitate discussions about areas of strength and areas of improvement (Reinke, 

et al., 2011). The consultant then observes the classroom during a challenging time of the day.  

The consultant completes the 10-minute Classroom Observation Form (Appendix B), which 

tallies a frequency of critical classroom variables (opportunities to respond, correct academic 

responses, praise, reprimands, and disruptive classroom behaviors) (Reinke, et al., 2011). The 

consultant will also conduct a momentary time sampling of student on-task behavior, using the 

5-Minute Academic Engagement Observation Form (Appendix B). The consultant will then 

complete a brief Overall Classroom Rating Form (Appendix B) which will be used for discussion 

purposes with regard to the areas of strengths and improvements (Reinke, et al., 2011).  

Step two involves compiling all of the data, reviewing it, and then preparing the CCU 

Feedback Form (Appendix C) (Reinke, et al., 2011). The form uses a continuum in order to help 

clarify areas of strength and areas of improvement. The teacher then presents the findings to the 

teacher using MI techniques to encourage teacher change. Step three requires the consultant and 
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teacher to work together to identify areas that the teacher wants to improve. They develop a 

menu of intervention options based on the areas of improvement using the CCU Menu of 

Options Form (Appendix D). Next, the teacher and consultant determine which intervention the 

teacher wishes to focus on and they develop a plan of action for intervention implementation.  

The CCU Action Planning Form (Appendix D) documents that action plan (Reinke, et al., 2011).  

The fifth step involves the teacher implementing the selected intervention. The teacher will self-

monitor the intervention to ensure they are implementing with integrity (Reinke, et al., 2011).  

For step six, the consultant will conduct several follow-up consultation sessions in order to 

determine if the intervention is working. If the intervention is not working then the teacher and 

consultant would discuss revising the action plan. Ongoing performance feedback can be used 

during the final steps to encourage teacher behavior change (Reinke, et al., 2011).     

Summary 

 Teachers’ classroom management practices have significant impacts on both teachers and 

students. For teachers the impacts of ineffective classroom management practices include 

increased stress, increased burnout, and decreased self-efficacy (Byrne, 1994; Hastings & Bham, 

2003; Sass, et al., 2011). In addition, teacher attrition has been correlated with the inability to 

manage student behaviors (Beaman & Wheldall, 2000). For students, ineffective classroom 

management practices can have negative academic impacts and lead to short and long-term 

negative behavioral outcomes (Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Reinke & Herman, 2002; Stronge, et al.; 

2011). Even though classroom management skills are critical skills for teachers, research shows 

that this is an area in which teachers struggle (Baker, 2005; Reinke, et al., 2011). Novice teachers 

are particularly vulnerable in terms of competence in classroom management, often resorting to 
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punitive and reactive strategies (Shook, 2012). There are a variety of evidence-based classroom 

management practices that focus on developing positive classroom environments via 

preventative strategies for managing student behavior; therefore, changes in novice teachers’ 

classroom management skills has not been stymied by a lack of strategies (Simonsen et al., 

2008). Proper training is necessary for the successful implementation of these evidence-based 

practices, and research shows simply training novice teachers in evidence-based classroom 

management strategies does not result in positive implementation outcomes (Balli, 2011; Kagan, 

1992). Teachers need opportunities to practice the skills and receive feedback on them, which 

can be achieved through consultation (Fixsen et al., 2005). Coaching and consultation are 

effective and viable methods for increasing novice teachers’ use of evidence-based classroom 

management strategies (Carter & Norman, 2010; Duchaine, et al., 2011; Reinke, et al., 2008). 

The Classroom Check-up has demonstrated efficacy at increasing practicing teachers’ use of 

evidence-based practices (Reinke, et al., 2008), but the research has been singularly focused on 

practicing teachers. Therefore, a logical next step is to see if the CCU is effective at increasing 

novice teachers’ use of evidence-based classroom management strategies.  

Purpose of the Current Study 

  This was an exploratory project to determine if integrating an effective method of 

classroom management skill development, the CCU, into pre-service education had an impact on 

student teacher behavior and in turn, student behavior. Implementing a consultation model as a 

component of student teaching could potentially be a sustainable and efficacious way to 

supersede current barriers that inhibit teacher development of effective classroom management 

skills. Pre-service education is an ideal time for training intervention because pre-service 
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teachers are actively learning new skills. The study occurred while pre-service teachers were 

student teaching so that they could practice the skills and receive feedback on their skills in 

practical, “real-world” situations. Overall, the study was conducted to determine if integrating 

the CCU model into pre-service education is an effective and feasible way to overcome some of 

the barriers that currently inhibit the use of effective classroom management practices in schools. 

It was anticipated that as the pre-service teachers participate in the CCU model their use of 

effective classroom management practices would increase and the students’ disruptive behaviors 

would decrease.   
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CHAPTER III: METHOD 

This chapter will focus on the research methods of this study. The following sections are 

discussed: (1) participants and setting, (2) measures, (3) procedures, (4) data decision rules, and 

(5) data analysis.  

Participants & Setting 

The setting for the study included four classrooms within three elementary schools in one 

Mid-Western community. Demographic information about the elementary schools was gathered 

from Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) and is reported in 

Table 1. All study participants were from the University of Missouri teacher education program. 

Their student experience was structured over the course of two semesters. During the fall 

semester the student teachers conducted weekly classroom observations in their student teaching 

placement. Spring semester the student teachers completed their student teaching internship. This 

study occurred in the spring semester. Demographic information about the participants is located 

in Figure 1.  

Information was disseminated to school building administrators who then informed both 

the mentor and student teachers about the study. Four student teachers expressed interest in the 

study and met with the primary investigator to learn more; all participating student teachers and 

mentor teachers volunteered to participate in the study. Student teacher participants completed a 

primary consent allowing a 20-minute observation in order to determine eligibility for the study. 

To be eligible the student teachers must have used more reprimands than praise statements. The 

four student teachers were observed during classroom instruction when they were solo teaching 

(i.e. without any aid from their mentoring teacher, co-teacher, etc.). Participants with low rates of 

praise were needed in order to determine the functional relationship between teacher behaviors 
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and student behaviors. The four observed student teachers were found to be eligible for the 

study. Therefore, the student teachers and their mentoring teachers were asked to provide written 

consent for inclusion in the study and all four agreed to participate in the study. All data was 

collected in compliance with the Institutional Review Board at the University of Missouri as well 

as the participating school district. The four student teacher participants and their mentors were 

assigned a numeric code to protect confidentiality.   

Student teacher participants were asked the time of day when they were most likely to be 

engaged in instruction and experienced the most difficulty with classroom management. All 

participants were observed in general education classrooms. However, due to the format of the 

student teaching experience and the various grade levels taught by the student teachers, the 

content and format of instruction during observations differed across participants. Specific 

information about the instructional content for the student teacher participants is located in Table 

1. In all classrooms there were times that the students were involved in independent practice or 

group work, and observations during these times were unavoidable.  

The primary investigator, a doctoral student in School Psychology, conducted the CCU 

consultation model.  

Table 1: Participant Demographics 

 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher3 Teacher 4 

School Demographics 

Number of Students 256 students 439 students 286 students 439 students 

Free and Reduced Lunch 74% 32% 46% 32% 

Racial/Ethnic 

Background 

2% Asian, 53% 

African 

American, 2% 

Hispanic, and 

42% Caucasian 

2% Asian, 20% 

African 

American, 1% 

Hispanic, <1% 

Native American, 

and 78% 

Caucasian 

15% Asian, 22% 

African 

American, 7% 

Hispanic, <1% 

Native American, 

and 55% 

Caucasian 

2% Asian, 20% 

African 

American, 1% 

Hispanic, <1% 

Native American, 

and 78% 

Caucasian 
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Participant Demographics 

Participant Gender Female Male Female Male 

Participant Racial/Ethnic 

Background 

Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian 

Grade Level  3
rd

 Grade 5
th
 Grade Kindergarten 4

th
 Grade 

Content Observed Reading: small 

group instruction 

Math: whole 

group instruction 

Morning Meeting 

& Reading: 

whole group 

instruction 

Reading: whole 

group instruction 

Measures 

Table 2 provides an overview of the measures and corresponding research questions. The 

following section provides a detailed explanation of the study variables. 

Table 2: Study Measures 

Research Question Dependent Variable 

 

Independent 

Variable 

Design 

1) Does the implementation of the 

Classroom Check-up (CCU) model 

during student teaching impact the 

student teacher’s use of classroom 

management strategies? 

 

BCIO-R: Rate of 

precorrections, 

praise statements, 

reprimands, and 

opportunities to 

respond; Quantity of 

time teaching  

DBR-CM: Level of 

praise, 

communication, 

engagement, 

enthusiasm, and 

rapport 

(direct observation) 

Classroom 

Check-up  

Multiple-

baseline Design 

2) Is there a functional relationship 

between pre-service teacher’s use 

of effective classroom management 

practices and student disruptive 

behaviors? 

 

BCIO-R: Rate of  

student disruptive 

and aggressive 

behaviors 

(direct observation) 

Classroom 

Check-up 

Multiple-

baseline Design 

3) Does participation in the CCU 

impact student teacher self-efficacy 

in classroom management? 

 

TSES: Self-efficacy 

 

Classroom 

Check-up 

Pre and post 

surveys 
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Dependent Variables 

 There are two types of dependent variables for this study: teacher variables and student 

variables.   

Teacher Variables 

Independent observers conducted daily direct observations during academic instruction to 

collect research data; observations were twenty minutes in duration. Data was collected using the 

Multi-Option Observation System for Experimental Studies (MOOSES; Tapp, 2004) interface 

for hand-held computers. The Brief Classroom Interaction Observation Revised observation code 

(BCIO-R; Reinke & Newcomer, 2010) was used to in order to get a frequency count of behavior-

specific praise, general praise, precorrections, opportunities to respond, explicit reprimands and 

harsh reprimands simultaneously during each observation. Each teacher variable is operationally 

defined below, as defined by the BCIO-R code; the code is presented in Appendix A. 

Praise. The definition of praise is a positive statement or gesture that occurs when a 

student exhibits a desired academic or social behavior (Simonsen et al, 2008).  During data 

collection, praise was coded as either specific or general praise.  Those two types of praise 

statements were then combined in order to calculate a total number of praise statements. 

General Praise. General praise statements were recorded when a teacher made a praise 

statement, but did not link the statement directly to a student’s exhibited behavior (e.g. “Good 

work Jane!” or “Nice job class”). Nonverbal praise was also coded in this category (e.g. thumbs-

up, head nod, high-five, stickers). 

Specific Praise.  Statements that provide specific feedback for a student’s behavior were 

recorded as specific praise statements (e.g. “Jane, I like the way you raised your hand” or “Class, 

you did a nice job using walking feet in the hallway”). 
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Academic Opportunity to Respond (OTR).  An academic opportunity to respond was a 

teacher behavior (e.g. question, statement, or gesture) that prompted or solicited a student oral 

response (Sutherland, Adler, & Gunter, 2003). For this study, OTRs must have had an academic 

component to them and could not be specific to behavior only. OTRs were recorded for 

individual, group, and whole-class opportunities. 

Precorrection.  Precorrections were teacher statements that provided a description of the 

behavioral expectation of an upcoming task in which the teacher had noticed that students often 

demonstrated behavioral difficulties (Reinke, Herman, & Sprick, 2011). “Before we line up, 

remember walk in a straight line, quiet voices with hands to self” is an example of a 

precorrection. 

Reprimand. Reprimands were statements or gestures of teacher disapproval of student 

behavior (Reinke, Herman, & Sprick, 2011). Reprimands were recorded if they were directed at 

an individual student, group of students, or the entire class. Reprimands were recorded as either 

explicit or harsh and then combined to gain a total number of reprimand statements. 

Explicit Reprimand. An explicit reprimand was a verbal comment or gesture made by 

the teacher in order to indicate disapproval of behavior; the statements were concise and 

delivered in a normal speaking tone, without a harsh, critical, or sarcastic tone (Reinke, Herman, 

& Sprick, 2011). Examples of explicit reprimands include “Jane, have a seat” or “I don’t like the 

way this group is working together.” 

Harsh Reprimand. A harsh reprimand was a verbal comment or gesture in which the 

teacher indicated disapproval of behavior in a voice that was louder than typical for the setting 

and/or is harsh, critical, or sarcastic (Reinke, Herman, & Sprick, 2011). Some examples include 
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grabbing a student, using excessive physical control, or making statements such as “How many 

times do I have to tell you to be quiet?” 

 Time Teaching. During the daily twenty-minute direct observations using the MOOSES 

software, the observers recorded the quantity of time the teacher was actively engaged in 

instruction.  The observers recorded whether the teacher was engaged (Teach) or not engaged in 

instruction (NoTeach). For a teacher to be considered engaged in instruction he/she must have 

either been directly instructing, actively supervising, or circulating to support students as they 

worked.  Examples of not teaching included the teacher checking his/her email, talking on 

his/her phone, and pulling a student into the hallway to provide a reprimand. 

In addition to direct observation of teacher behaviors, several other teacher variables 

were gathered. 

Direct Behavior Rating – Classroom Management (DBR-CM). The observers 

completed the Direct Behavior-Rating – Classroom Management External Rater Form (DBR-

CM:ER) (Sims, Reinke, Riley-Tillman, & Herman, in preparation) at the end of each 

observational period (Appendix E). The observers rated the level of classroom structure on a 

scale of yes, somewhat, or no. Praise, communication, engagement, enthusiasm, and rapport will 

be rated on a 10 point likert scale ranging from 0 (Low) to 10 (High). The participating student 

teachers also completed the Direct Behavior-Rating – Classroom Management Self Report Form 

(DBR-CM:SR) (Appendix E; Sims, Reinke, Riley-Tillman, & Herman, in preparation ) during 

the implementation of the CCU model. The participants rated their level of classroom structure 

on a scale of yes, somewhat, or no. Praise, communication, engagement, enthusiasm, and rapport 

were rated on a 10 point likert scale ranging from 0 (Low) to 10 (High). 
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Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES). The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001)  is comprised of 24 items and uses a 9 point likert scale 

ranging from 1 (Nothing) to 9 (A Great Deal). The measure has three 8-item sub scales reflecting 

1) efficacy for instructional strategies, 2) efficacy for classroom behavior management, and 3) 

efficacy for student engagement. Cronbach’s alpha for the subscale is .92. The student teacher 

participants completed the 8-item classroom management subscale of the TSES during the 

baseline phase and then at the end of the intervention (Appendix F).    

Student Variables 

Independent observers additionally collected several student variables during the twenty 

minute daily direct observations. These variables were also gathered using the Multi-Option 

Observation System for Experimental Studies (MOOSES; Tapp, 2004) interface for hand-held 

computers to gather real time data using the Brief Classroom Interaction Observation Revised 

observation code (BCIO-R; Reinke & Newcomer, 2010). The BCIO-R (Reinke & Newcomer, 

2010) collected a frequency count of student disruptive and aggressive behaviors. 

 Classroom Disruptive Behavior. Disruptive behaviors were defined as any student 

actions or statements that disrupted or interfered with classroom activities or clearly disrupted 

peers (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). Some examples include student talk-outs, 

questions or comments unrelated to instruction, distracting noises, or poking/touching peers. 

 Aggressive Behavior.  Aggressive behaviors were defined as any physically or verbally 

aggressive action towards objects, peers, or the teacher (Reinke, Sprick, & Herman, 2011). Some 

examples of verbal aggression include statements such as “Shut up!” or “You’re stupid” or 

swearing at a teacher or peer.  Some examples of physical aggression include hitting a peer, 
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pushing or shoving a peer, kicking a chair, or making inappropriate hand gestures at teacher or 

peers. 

Interobserver Reliability 

All observations were conducted by rigorously-trained observers who were 

undergraduate or graduate students in education, psychology, or school psychology. All 

observers reached 80% or higher reliability before they conducted independent observations.  

Reliability checks were made on 30% of observations and observers received continuing 

supervision to minimize observer drift throughout the study (Ostrov & Hart, 2012). For further 

details on the code, see Appendix A. For further details on observer reliability see Table 4. All 

observers remained blind to the study hypotheses throughout the duration of the study. 

Table 3: Interobserver Reliability Results for Student and Teacher Variables 

 

Target Behaviors Range 
Kappa 

(Acceptable ≥ .60) 

Percent Agreement 

(Acceptable ≥ .80) 

Teacher Behaviors    
Opportunity to Respond   .69-1 -- .90 

General Praise .63-1 -- .85 

Specific Praise .50-1 -- .84 

Explicit Reprimand .60-1 -- .90 

Harsh Reprimand 0-1 -- .79 

Precorrection 0-1 -- .86 

Teach .50-.97 .59 -- 

No Teach .50-.97 .59 -- 

Student Behaviors Range Kappa Percent Agreement 
Disruptive .63-1 -- .95 

Aggressive 1 -- 1 

Overall Interobserver Reliability  .59 .88 

 

Additional Variables 

Social Validity. Participants and their mentoring teachers each completed a survey 

related to the CCU process after the consultation process was complete (Appendix G). The 
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student teacher survey included 18 items related to the importance, helpfulness and effectiveness 

of consultation process and the materials. Their mentoring teachers completed a separate 20 item 

questionnaire about the importance, helpfulness, and effectiveness of the consultation process 

and materials. The survey was developed by previous researchers of the CCU and modified by 

the primary investigator for the purposes of this study. Psychometric properties of the measure 

are not known. 

Independent Variable 

The Classroom Check-up (CCU) was implemented by the primary investigator with each 

of the student teacher participants. The CCU has six steps to full implementation (Reinke, 

Herman, & Sprick, 2011). The first step involved assessing the classroom, which included a 

structured teacher interview (Appendix B), completion of a Classroom Ecology Checklist 

(Appendix B), and classroom observations (Appendix B). The Classroom Ecology Checklist is a 

24 item questionnaire that assessed classroom practices and was completed by both the teacher 

and the consultant. The consultant conducted a ten minute classroom observation using the CCU 

10-minute Classroom Observation Form during instruction (Appendix B). The consultant also 

conducted a five minute observation using the CCU 5-minute Academic Engagement 

Observation Form (Appendix A) during instruction. The consultant collected this data as part of 

the CCU consultation process. It is considered separate from the research data and was used for 

the purposes of tailoring the intervention, not as a method of measuring the dependent variables. 

After all of the classroom assessment data was compiled the CCU Overall Classroom Rating 

Form (Appendix B) was completed. The second step required the delivery of assessment 

feedback to the teachers with regards to the observed strengths and weaknesses. The CCU 

Feedback Form was a tool used to provide this feedback (Appendix C). The third step required 
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the consultant to work collaboratively with the teacher in order to develop a menu of intervention 

options, using the CCU Menu of Options Form (Appendix D). The student teacher selected the 

interventions he/she wished to implement as the fourth step. The fifth step required the teacher 

and consultant to develop a plan of action. This was done using the CCU Action Planning Form 

(Appendix D). The teacher monitored the daily implementation of the chosen intervention, using 

a self-monitoring form that was tailored to the interventions developed.  The sixth and final step 

involved the consultant providing weekly ongoing consultation. Most of the ongoing 

consultation occurred face-to-face on a weekly basis. In some instances the consultation 

followed-up more frequently via email. During this time the consultant and teacher worked 

together to revise the intervention plan if necessary and the consultant provided weekly visual 

performance feedback. Table 4 provides a summary of the CCU data and action planning for 

each of the student teacher participants. 
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Table 4: CCU Feedback and Action Planning 

 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Consultant 

Identified Areas 

of Strength 

physical layout of the 

classroom, posted classroom 

rules, and posted and practiced 

classroom routines 

classroom expectations and 

routines, posted classroom 

schedule, and clearly 

posted/stated academic goals 

physical layout of the room, 

clear routines which were 

practiced, a posted and followed 

schedule, and active supervision 

of students 

physical layout of the 

classroom, clear expectations 

and routines, posted and 

followed classroom schedule, 

active supervision of students, 

and few disruptive student 

behaviors 

Consultant 

Identified Areas 

of Improvement 

pacing of instruction, use of 

praise (e.g. few praise 

statements and more general 

praise than specific praise), and 

positive to negative interaction 

ratio 

pacing, student engagement, 

positive to negative interaction 

ratio, and use of noncontingent 

attention 

smooth transitions, instructional 

pacing, and student engagement 

during instruction 

pacing, student engagement, 

and positive to negative 

interaction ratio 

Participant 

Identified Areas 

of Strength 

reviewing classroom 

expectations with the students 

and the layout of the classroom  

mentor teacher had already 

established very clear 

behavioral expectations in the 

classroom, he sets clear 

academic objectives and 

conveys them throughout 

lessons, student accuracy when 

responding 

students seemed comfortable in 

the classroom, it was a warm, 

friendly environment, and 

classroom expectations and 

routines were clear 

“good students with few 

disruptive behaviors”, clearly 

stated academic objectives, and 

behavioral expectations that are 

posted, taught, and practiced. 

Participant 

Identified Areas 

of Improvement 

student engagement and the 

positive to negative interaction 

ratio 

pacing of instruction in order to 

more actively engage students, 

increase positive student 

interactions and decrease 

negative student interactions 

lengthy transitions that had an 

increased likelihood of 

behavioral concerns, her 

positive to negative interaction 

ratio that was lower than 

expected, and instructional 

pacing that lead to student 

misbehaviors 

smoother transitions, better 

instructional pacing to increase 

student engagement, and 

increasing positive interactions 

(positive to negative ratio).   

Goal 1 

 

Action Steps 

Increase engagement by 

increasing her number of 

opportunities to respond to 1.5 

per minute. 
1. Visual reminders in 

multiple locations of the 

Reach a positive to negative 

ratio of 3:1. 

1. Observe teachers in the 

building that use large 
quantity of praise and few 

reprimands 

Reach a positive to negative 

ratio of 4:1. 

1. Post visual reminders 

around the classroom for 
praise 

2. Provide praise after a 

Increase student engagement 

during academic instruction to 

85% engagement. 

1. Using a variety of OTRs 
(student questions, think-

pair-shares, marker boards) 
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room 

2. Incorporate OTRs (e.g. 

drawing student names, 

marker boards, partner 

work, sticky notes) into 

lesson plans 

 

2. Use a visual reminder. 

3. Frequent feedback from 

consultant and mentor 

teacher about his use of 

praise. 

reprimand 

3. Use behavior-specific 

praise more frequently than 

general praise 

4. Receive immediate 

feedback from her mentor 

teacher  

 

to increase engagement  

2. Plan OTRs into lesson 

plans 

3. Using praise to reinforce 

engaged behaviors 

Use a sticker reinforcement 

system targeting off-task 

students 

Goal 2 

 

Action Steps 

Reach a positive to negative 

ratio of 3:1. 

1. Post visual reminders for 

praise around the room 

2. If she reprimands a student, 

provide several praise 

statements immediately 

3. Instead of saying a 

reprimand, find another 

student to praise 

4. Use the PBIS “bee bucks” 

more frequently by setting 

aside a specific number to 

give away during reading. 

Increase number of OTRs to a 

rate of 3 per minute. 

1. Observe other teachers in 

the building on how they 

use OTRs 

2. Use a visual reminder 

3. Plan OTRs (white boards, 

pair share activities, 

manipulatives, popsicle 

sticks with student names) 

into lesson plans when he is 

developing them 

4. Receive frequent feedback 

from consultant and mentor 

teacher 

Increase the use of opportunities 

to respond to 2.5 per minute. 

1. Post visual reminders 

around the room 

2. Received immediate 

feedback from the mentor 

teacher 

Decrease time of transitions to 

45 seconds or less. 

1. Teach, model, and practice 

transitions 

2. Use a class-wide sticker 

reinforcement system 

3. Use praise during 

transitions 

Goal 3  

 

Action Steps 

 

 

 

 

 

--- 

 

 

 

 

 

--- 

Use at least one precorrect at 

every transition. 

1. Post visual reminders 

around the room 

2. Receive immediate 

feedback from mentor 

teacher 

Reach a positive to negative 

interaction ratio of 4:1 

1. Decrease reprimands 

(“shhhhing” and finger to 

mouth) 

2. Increase the use of praise, 

targeting students that are 

off-task or with behavioral 

difficulties 

3. Use a class-wide sticker 

reinforcement system 

Level of 

Importance of 

Goals 

0 (not at all 

10 - The strategies will decrease 

inappropriate student behaviors 

and will increase student 

academic performance. 

8 – Meeting the goals could 

improvement engagement and 

overall quality of instruction; 

thus, increasing student 

7 -  The strategies were could 

help improve student/teacher 

relationships, improve the 

classroom environment, and 

9 - He is working on developing 

his classroom management 

skills and wants to improve. He 

thought that the plan would 
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important – 10 

(very important) 

academic performance. 

 

help the students be more 

successful now and in the 

future. 

especially help struggling 

students as he could target them 

for praise and reinforcement. 

Level of 

Confidence in 

Meeting Goals  

0 (not at all 

confident) – 10 

(very confident) 

7 – She was motivated to 

improve her skills and her 

mentor teacher “holds her 

accountable.” 

7 – Strategies identified were 

“good strategies” and he had a 

lot of resources and support 

from his mentor teacher and 

other staff within the building. 

5 - She set high goals, but she is 

confident in her ability to make 

improvements. 

7 – The plan included effective 

strategies and it would “force 

him to think about improving 

his skills.” 

Barriers to Reach 

Goals 

Forgetting to use the strategies 

was the primary barrier. 

Forgetting the strategies and 

“reverting to old habits” were 

potential barriers. 

Forgetting to use the strategies 

was the primary barrier. 

Scheduling and time might be 

barriers to the meeting his goal. 

Ways to 

Overcome the 

Barriers 

Frequent reminders and 

feedback from consultant and 

mentor. 

Frequent feedback and 

reminders from consultant and 

mentor. 

Frequent feedback from the 

consultant and mentor teacher. 

Frequent feedback and 

reminders from consultant and 

mentor. 

Mentor Teacher 

Participation 

Participated in the feedback 

portion of the action planning 

meeting and one follow-up 

consultation session. She 

indicated that the suggested 

level of OTRs and praise 

seemed unreasonably high. 

However, she agreed that 

Teacher 3 could improve in 

these areas. Additionally, she 

indicated that the class of 

students was particularly 

challenging, so she was 

encouraging the student teacher 

to use the following strategies: 

posting expectations, 

conferencing each morning as a 

class, and reminding students 

frequently of rules. 

 

Did not participate in the 

feedback/action planning 

session or any of the follow-up 

consultation sessions. 

Participated in the feedback and 

action planning meeting.  She 

agreed with the areas of 

strength and improvement. 

Additionally, she offered to 

provide Teacher 4 with daily 

feedback on her goals (e.g. use 

of OTRs, praise, and 

precorrects). 

Did not participate in the 

feedback/action planning 

session and due to time 

constraints there were no 

follow-up consultation sessions. 
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Experimental Design 

A single-subject multiple-baseline design was implemented to determine if there was a 

functional relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variables. The 

student teacher participants and their classrooms were the units of analyses. A multiple-baseline 

design demonstrates the effect of an intervention by showing behavior change at the time of the 

intervention introduction across different points in time (Kazdin, 1998). Multiple-baseline design 

does not require the removal of the intervention to demonstrate effect, which is advantageous in 

this study given that it was not possible to reverse the effects of the intervention (CCU).  

Procedures 

Baseline. For all of the participating teachers, daily baseline data (e.g. teacher behavior 

and student behavior) collection began the first week of the study. The baseline phase continued 

until all teachers had a stable trend in the baseline data. It was expected that as the student 

teachers participated in the CCU their behavior would change, while those that remained in the 

baseline phase would not exhibit behavior change. Teacher 1 was the first participant to begin 

the CCU Consultation Model. She was chosen due to high rates of disruptive student behaviors 

and her reprimand to praise statement ratio. After Teacher 1’s behavior had stabilized, the CCU 

Consultation Model was implemented with Teacher 2 while the other two teachers remained in 

the baseline. Next, the CCU Consultation Model was implemented with Teacher 3 and lastly, it 

was implemented with Teacher 4. Overall, in multiple baseline design a causal relationship is 

demonstrated if behavior change occurs immediately after, but not before, implementation of the 

intervention across participants (Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009). 
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Data Decision Rules 

The phase change variable for this study was overall rate of praise (general praise plus 

behavior-specific praise). Teacher praise was selected because research shows that an increase in 

teacher praise often leads to decreases in students’ disruptive behaviors (Partin, Robertson, 

Maggin, Oliver, & Wehby, 2010; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). Therefore, the goal 

was to keep the student teacher participants in the baseline phase until a stable number of data 

points were collected indicating consistent rates of overall praise. For example, once the first 

teacher maintained a stable rate of overall praise, the second teacher started the CCU phase while 

the two other teachers were still in the baseline phase of the study. However, due to extraneous 

factors associated with student teacher participants (e.g. days absent due to job interviews, 

inclement weather, MAP testing, and ending student teaching internship prior to the end of the 

school year) stable trend was not always possible.  Overall, the goal was to display stable trend 

in overall praise prior to phase change. 

Procedural Fidelity 

 Procedural fidelity measures whether the intervention procedures were used with 

teachers as intended. The consultant completed the CCU procedural fidelity checklist (Appendix 

H) when consulting with each of the participants. The checklist included a total of 20 steps.  

Seven steps were related to the initial interview, seven were related to the personalized feedback, 

and six were related to action planning. The consultant completed 100% of the steps with all four 

participants.    
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Data Analysis 

 The following summarizes how data was analyzed in order to answer each of the study 

research questions. 

R1:  Does the implementation of the Classroom Check-up (CCU) model during student teaching 

impact the student teacher’s use of classroom management strategies? 

 Teacher variables (praise, precorrection, opportunities to respond, reprimands, and time 

teaching from BCIO-R; communication, enthusiasm, and rapport from DBR – CM:ER) were 

graphed and analyzed for trend, level, variability, and immediacy of effect (Horner et al., 2005; 

Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009). Descriptive statistics, including the mean, were calculated. In 

addition, the percentage on nonoverlapping data points was used to calculate effect size (Riley-

Tillman & Burns, 2009; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1998).   

R2: Is there a functional relationship between pre-service teacher’s use of effective classroom 

management practices and student disruptive behaviors?  

Student variables (disruptive behaviors and aggressive behaviors from BCIO-R; 

engagement from DBR – CM:SR) were graphed and then analyzed for trend, level, variability, 

and immediacy of effect (Horner et al., 2005; Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009). Descriptive 

statistics, specifically the mean during the baseline phase and the intervention phase, were 

calculated.  In addition, the percentage of nonoverlapping data points was used to calculate effect 

size (Riley-Tillman & Burns, 2009).   

R3:  Does participation in the CCU impact student teacher self-efficacy in classroom 

management? 
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Paired t-tests were used to determine if the pre and post survey responses related to 

classroom management are statistically significant.   

Additional Findings 

 The participants and mentor teachers completed social validity surveys at the completion 

of the CCU.  Responses are presented. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

Overview  

The purpose of this study was to determine if integrating an effective method of 

classroom management skill development, the CCU, into pre-service education had an impact on 

student teacher behavior and in turn, student behavior. The results of this study are presented in 

three sections. First, the effects of the CCU on student teacher behavior are presented.  Next, the 

effects of the CCU on student behavior are presented. Lastly, information from the social validity 

surveys is presented. 

Teacher Behavior 

Rates of Overall Praise 

 For each student teacher the mean rate of overall praise (i.e. general and specific praise 

statements) was calculated for the baseline phase and the intervention phase.  The CCU 

intervention began with a teacher interview. However, specific goals related to teacher behavior 

change were not established until the action planning phase. Therefore, throughout the results 

and discussion sections the intervention phase refers to the time frame after action planning.  

The rates of overall praise are provided in Figure 2. The mean rates of overall praise and 

percent change are displayed in Table 5. Teacher 1 had an overall praise rate of .33 praise 

statements per minute during baseline. It increased during the intervention phase by 60.61 

percent. Her data demonstrated an immediacy of effect. Teacher 2 had a total praise baseline rate 

of .13 praise statements per minute; this was the lowest of all participants. During the 

intervention phase his rate of praise increased to .54 total praise statements per minute, which 
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was a 315% increase. Visual analysis reveals an increase in trend, level, and immediacy of 

effect. At baseline Teacher 3’s rate of praise was .83 praise statements per minute, which was the 

highest of all participants. During the intervention phase this increased by 49.30 percent to 1.24 

praise statements per minute. Visual analysis reveals decreased variability, an increasing trend, 

and immediacy of effect during the intervention phase. Teacher 4’s rate of total praise was .61 

praise statements per minute at baseline. His rate of total praised decreased to a rate of .44 praise 

statements per minute during the intervention phase, which was a 27.87 percent decrease.  
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Figure 2: Overall Rates of Praise 
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Rates of General Praise 

 Two participants had an increase in general praise and two participants had a decrease in 

general praise. The mean rates of overall praise and percent change are displayed in Table 5. 

Teacher 1 had a baseline rate of .23 general praise statements per minute. This increased to a rate 

of .28 general praise statements per minute. This was a 21.74 percent increase. Teacher 2’s 

baseline rate of general praise was .05 praise statements per minute. During the intervention 

phase his rate of general praise statements increased 500 percent to a rate of .30 per minute. 

Teacher 2 began with the lowest rate of praise and experienced the largest percent increase. 

During the baseline phase Teacher 3 had a rate of .49 general praise statements per minute, 

which was the highest rate of general praise for all participants at baseline. Her rate decreased by 

8.16 percent per minute to a rate of .45 general praise statements per minute. At baseline, 

Teacher 4 had a rate of .40 general praise statements per minute. During the intervention phase 

this decreased to .29 general praise statements per minute; this was a 27.5 percent decrease.   

Rates of Specific Praise 

 Three of the four participants had an increase in specific praise statements during the 

intervention phase. The mean rates of specific praise and percent change are displayed in Table 

3. During the baseline phase, Teacher 1 had a rate of specific praise statements that was .10 

praise statements per minute. This increased by 150% to a rate of .25 specific praise statements 

per minute. At baseline, Teacher 2 had a rate of .08 specific praise statements per minute. During 

the intervention phase, Teacher 2 increased by 200 percent to a rate of .24 specific praise 

statements per minute. Teacher 2 began with the lowest rate of specific praise and experienced 

the largest percent increase of his use of specific praise from baseline phase to intervention 
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phase. Teacher 3 started with a rate of .34 specific praise statements per minute at baseline. 

During the intervention phase, she increased to a rate of .79 specific praise statements per 

minute. This was a 49.39 percent increase. Teacher 4 had a rate of .21 specific praise statements 

during the baseline phase. During the intervention phase, this decreased to a rate of .15 specific 

praise statements per minute. This was a 28.57 percent decrease. He began with the second 

highest rate of praise during the baseline phase and was the only teacher to experience a 

reduction in his use of specific praise.  

 A graph depicting the rates of general and specific praise is provided in Figure 4. The 

proportion of specific to general praise statements is provided in Figure 3. This was calculated by 

determining the mean rate of specific praise for each phase and then dividing that number by 

overall praise. Next, the general rate of praise was calculated for each phase and then divided by 

the overall rate of praise. The total percent calculated equaled 100 percent.   

Figure 3: Proportion of Specific to General Praise Statements  
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Figure 4: Rates of General and Specific Praise 
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Rates of Total Reprimands 

 For each student teacher the mean rate of total reprimands (i.e. explicit and harsh 

reprimand statements) was calculated for the baseline phase and the intervention phase.  The 

rates of overall reprimands are provided in Figure 5. The mean rates of overall reprimands and 

percent change are displayed in Table 5. Three of four participants had decreases in rates of 

overall reprimands from the baseline phase to the intervention phase. During the baseline phase, 

Teacher 1 had a rate of .53 reprimand statements per minute.  During the intervention phase her 

rate decreased by 47.17 percent, which was an average of .28 reprimand statements per minute.  

At baseline Teacher 2 had a total reprimand rate of .19 per minute. His rate of reprimand 

statements increased during the intervention phase to an average rate of .30 reprimands per 

minute, which was a 57.90 percent increase. Teacher 3’s rate of reprimand statements during the 

baseline phase was .37 reprimands per minute. During the intervention phase this decreased to a 

rate of .21 reprimand statements per minute. This was a 43.24 percent decrease. Visual 

inspection showed a decrease in trend and variability; immediacy of effect was also observed. 

Teacher 4 had a rate of .19 reprimands per minute during baseline. His rate decreased to .10 

reprimands per minute, which was a 47.37 percent decrease. Visual inspection revealed a 

decrease in trend, level, and variability. Immediacy of effect was also observed. Overall, Teacher 

4 had the largest reduction in his use of reprimand statements from baseline phase to intervention 

phase.  
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Figure 5: Overall Rates of Reprimands 
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Rates of Explicit Reprimands  

Three of four participants had decreased rates of explicit reprimands from baseline to 

intervention phase. At the baseline phase, Teacher 1 had a rate of .50 explicit reprimands per 

minute. This decreased by 46 percent during the intervention phase to a rate of .27 explicit 

reprimand statements per minute. Teacher 1 had the second largest percent decrease in her use of 

explicit reprimands during the intervention phase. During baseline Teacher 2 had a rate of .19 

explicit reprimand statements per minute. This increased to a rate of .29 reprimand statements 

per minute; this was a 52.63 percent increase. Teacher 3’s rate of explicit reprimands was .37 

statements per minute during baseline. This decreased to a rate of .21 explicit reprimand 

statements per minute, which was a 43.24 percent decrease. Teacher 4’s rate of explicit 

reprimands was .19 explicit reprimand statements per minute at baseline. This decreased to a rate 

of .09 reprimand statements per minute during the intervention phase, this was 52.63 percent 

decrease. Teacher 4 had the largest percent reduction in the number of explicit reprimands during 

the intervention phase. The mean rates of explicit reprimands are presented in Table 5.  

Rates of Harsh Reprimands 

 At baseline Teacher 1 had a harsh reprimand rate of .03 statements per minute, which 

was the highest of all participants. This decreased during the intervention phase to a rate of .01 

harsh reprimands per minute; this was a 66.67 percent decrease. During baseline, Teacher 2 did 

not use any harsh reprimand statements. His use of harsh reprimands increased during the 

intervention phase to a rate of .01 harsh reprimands per minute, which was a 10 percent increase. 

Teacher 3 did not use any harsh reprimand statements at baseline or during the intervention 

phase. Similarly, Teacher 4 did not use any harsh reprimands during the baseline phase, but 
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increased to a rate of .01 harsh reprimand statements per minute during the intervention phase. 

This was a 10 percent increase. The mean rates of harsh reprimands are presented in Table 5. 

 The proportion of explicit to harsh reprimand statements is provided in Figure 6. This 

was calculated by determining the mean rate of explicit reprimands for each phase and then 

dividing that number by overall reprimands. Next, the harsh reprimand mean rate was calculated 

for each phase and then divided by the overall rate of reprimands. The total percent calculated 

equaled 100 percent. 

Figure 6: Proportion of Explicit to Harsh Reprimand Statements 

 

Rates of Opportunities to Respond 
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rate of .73 OTRs per minute; this was a 32.73 percent increase. Her percent increase was the 

largest of all participants. During the baseline phase Teacher 2’s rate of OTRs per minute was 

.92 per minute, which was the highest of all participants. His rate decreased to a rate of .66 OTRs 

per minute, which was a 28.26 percent decrease. Teacher 3’s rate of OTRs was .84 per minute at 

baseline. This increased by 20.24 percent to a rate of .01 OTRs per minute during the 

intervention phase. Her intervention rate of OTRs was the highest of all participants. Teacher 4 

had a rate of .90 OTRs per minute during the baseline phase, which was the second highest of all 

participants at baseline. This decreased by 87.78 percent to a rate of .11 OTRs per minute. OTR 

data is presented in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7: Opportunities to Respond  
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Rates of Precorrections 

 Three of the four participants experienced an increase in their rate of precorrections from 

the baseline phase to the intervention phase, which is presented in Table 5. At baseline, Teacher 

1 had a rate of .03 per minute. Her rate increased to a rate of .06 precorrection statements per 

minute, which was a 100 percent increase. During the baseline phase, Teacher 2 had a rate of .03 

precorrection statements per minute. His rate of precorrection statements decreased to a rate of 

.01 per minute, which was a 66.67 percent decrease. Teacher 3 had a rate of .03 precorrection 

statements per minute during baseline. Her rate increased by 166.67 percent to a rate of .08 per 

minute. Teacher 3 experienced the largest percent increase in her use of precorrections. Teacher 

4 had a rate of .05 precorrection statements per minute during the baseline phase. His rate of 

precorrections increased to a rate of .11 precorrections per minute. This was a 120 percent 

increase, which was the second largest increase of all participants. 

Percent of Time Teaching 

 The percentage of time teaching during the observation period was calculated for each 

student teacher. Figure 8 displays the results of the proportion of time spent teaching during the 

baseline and intervention phase. Three of the four participants experienced increased time 

teaching when comparing their baseline mean rate to their intervention mean rate. Teacher 1 

began with the lowest percent of time teaching at baseline with a rate of 88.875. Her mean time 

spent teaching increased during the intervention phase to 99.97 percent. Teacher 1 had the 

highest percent increase, as well as the highest overall percent of time teaching during the 

intervention phase. At baseline, Teacher 2 spent an average of 96.04 percent of the observation 

period teaching. This increased to 99.475 percent during the intervention phase. At baseline, 
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Teacher 3 spent an average of 96.89 percent of the observation period teaching. This increased to 

98.6 percent during the intervention phase. Teacher 4 spent an average of 98.983 percent of the 

observation period teaching during the baseline phase. This decreased to an average of 94.85 

percent during the intervention phase.  

Figure 8: Proportion of Time Teaching and Time Not Teaching  

 

Percent of Teacher Behavior Change 

 Table 5 shows the results of the percent change of teacher behavior from baseline phase 

to intervention phase. This information can be used to help determine the effectiveness of the 

CCU consultation on each student teacher’s use of certain classroom management practices (e.g. 

praise, reprimands, OTR’s, and precorrection).The percent change was calculated by subtracting 

the CCU mean rate for each teacher behavior from the baseline mean rate of the behavior and 

then dividing by the baseline mean rate and multiplying by 100. Percentage change results with a 

plus sign (+) indicate an increase in the specific teacher behavior. A minus sign (-) indicated a 

decrease in the specific teacher behavior. 
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Table 5: Percent Change for Teacher Behaviors 

Target 

Behaviors 

Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Teacher 

Behaviors 

Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 

Opportunity 

to Respond   
.55 .73 +32.73 .92 .66 -28.26 .84 1.01 +20.24 .90 .11 -87.78 

General Praise .23 .28 +21.74 .05 .30 +500 .49 .45 -8.16 .40 .29 -27.5 

Specific 

Praise 
.10 .25 +150 .08 .24 +200 .34 .79 +132.35 .21 .15 -28.57 

Total Praise .33 .53 +60.61 .13 .54 +315 .83 1.24 +49.39 .61 .44 -27.87 

Precorrection .03 .06 +100 .03 .01 -66.67 .03 .08 +166.67 .05 .11 +120 

Explicit 

Reprimand 
.50 .27 -46 .19 .29 +52.63 .37 .21 -43.24 .19 .09 -52.63 

Harsh 

Reprimand 
.03 .01 -66.67 .00 .01 +10 .00 .00 0 .00 .01 +10 

Total 

Reprimand 
.53 .28 -47.17 .19 .30 +57.90 .37 .21 -43.24 .19 .10 -47.37 

Note: All pre and post behavior ratings are presented as rate per minute. 

 

Effect Size of Teacher Behavior Change 

 To determine the practical significance of student teacher behavior change, effect size 

was calculated. Effect size estimates the magnitude of the change associated with the 

intervention phase in comparison to the baseline phase. The percentage of nonoverlapping data 

points was calculated to determine effect size. PND involves finding the most extreme positive 

data point (highest if increased rates are desired, lowest if decreased rates are desired) and 

drawing a straight line from that point through the intervention data. Points that fall above or 

below (depending on a desired increase or decrease in behavior) are then divided by the total 

number of intervention data points. Scruggs and Mastropieri (1998) provide suggestions for 

interpreting PND results. PND scores above 90 are considered very effective treatments, scores 

from 70 to 90 represent effective treatments, scores from 50 to 70 are considered questionable, 
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and scores below 50 represent ineffective interventions. Table 6 provides the PND scores for the 

four student teacher participants. The lack of effective findings in relation to PND was somewhat 

due to the high levels of variability in the baseline data.   

Table 6: Percentage of Nonoverlapping Data Points for Teacher Behaviors 

Target 

Behaviors 

Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Teacher 

Behaviors 

PND Effect  PND Effect  PND Effect  PND Effect  

Opportunity 

to Respond   
25% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

General 

Praise 
7% Ineffective 75% Effective 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

Specific 

Praise 
50% Questionable 50% Questionable 14% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

Precorrection 13% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 14% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

Explicit 

Reprimand 
0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 29% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

Harsh 

Reprimand 
0% Ineffective 0%  Ineffective -- -- 0% Ineffective 

 

DBR – CM:ER 

 The independent observers completed the Direct Behavior-Rating – Classroom 

Management External Rater Form (DBR-CM:ER) at the end of each observational period during 

both the baseline and intervention phases. The observers rated several teacher behaviors 

including praise, communication, enthusiasm, and rapport on a 10 point likert scale ranging from 

0 (Low) to 10 (High). The results of communication, enthusiasm, and rapport are presented in 

Figures 9, 10, and 11 respectively. Praise is not presented; as it is included the BCIO-R code. 

The means rates for the baseline and intervention phases are presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7: DBR-CM:ER Teacher Behavior Mean Ratings 

Target 

Behaviors 

Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Teacher 

Behaviors 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Communication 4.83 7.5 6 6.5 5.48 7.71 6.50 6.56 

Enthusiasm 4.08 6.81 5.92 6.33 5.7 7 6.67 7 

Rapport 5.08 7.13 6.38 7.83 6.91 8.14 7.22 6.5 
Note: All pre and post behavior ratings are based on a 10 point likert scale ranging from 0 (Low) to 10 

(High) 

Teacher 1’s data reveals several behavioral changes. Teacher 1’s communication mean 

rating was the lowest of the group at baseline with a rating of 4.83. She demonstrated the largest 

mean increase from baseline to intervention with an intervention mean rating of 7.5. 

Additionally, changes in level, trend, and variability were observed with regard to 

communication. Immediacy of effect was also noted in terms of communication. With regard to 

enthusiasm, Teacher 1 had a mean rating of 4.08 at baseline. Her mean rating increased to a rate 

of 6.81 during the intervention phase. Her enthusiasm data reveals an increasing trend and 

immediacy of effect during the intervention phase. In terms of rapport, Teacher 1 had a mean 

rating of 5.08 at baseline, which was the lowest of all participants. Her mean rapport rating 

increased during the intervention phase to a rating of 7.13. Visual inspection shows an increasing 

trend. 

Teacher 2’s communication rating increased from a mean of 6 at baseline to a mean 

rating of 6.5 during the intervention phase. Additionally, visual inspection indicates decreased 

variability from baseline to intervention. In terms of enthusiasm, Teacher 2 increased his rating 

from a mean of 5.92 at baseline to a mean rating of 6.33 during the intervention phase. Visual 

inspection reveals immediacy of effect as well as increasing trend from baseline to intervention 
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phase. In terms of rapport, Teacher 2’s mean rating increased from 6.38 at baseline to 7.83 at 

baseline. Visual inspection reveals increasing trend. 

Behavioral changes were noted for Teacher 3.  In terms of communication, Teacher 3 had 

a mean rating of 5.48 during the baseline phase. This increased to a rate of 7.71 during the 

intervention phase. Visual inspection demonstrates increasing trend. With regard to enthusiasm, 

Teacher 3 began with a rate of 5.7, which increased during the baseline phase to a rate of 7. 

Changes in variability are noted for enthusiasm. With regard to rapport, Teacher 3 had a baseline 

rate of 6.91; during the intervention phase as her mean rating increased to 8.14. Visual inspection 

demonstrates increasing trend. 

 For Teacher 4, visual inspection and descriptive statistics reveal several behavioral 

changes. In terms of communication, during the baseline phase Teacher 4 had a mean rating of 

6.5.  This rating increased during the intervention phase to a mean rating of 8.5. Visual 

inspection indicates immediacy of effect, change in level, and change in variability related to 

communication. Teacher 4’s enthusiasm mean rating was 6.67 at baseline and increased to 7 at 

baseline. Visual inspection did not show any changes. In terms of rapport, Teacher 4 had a mean 

rating of 7.22 at baseline; his mean rating decreased to 6.5 during the intervention phase. In 

general, Teacher 4 consistently demonstrated high rapport ratings during both baseline and 

intervention phases. 
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Figure 9: DBR-CM:ER Rating of Teacher Communication  
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Figure 10: DBR-CM:ER Rating of Teacher Enthusiasm 
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Figure 11: DBR-CM:ER Rating of Teacher Rapport 
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Teacher Self-Reported Treatment Integrity 

 All teachers were asked to complete the CCU Teacher Self-Monitoring Form (Appendix 

D) during the CCU intervention phase. Teacher 1 indicated consistent treatment integrity related 

to including OTRs in lesson plans and using a variety of OTR strategies (e.g. white boards, 

sticky notes, and popsicle sticks). However, she inconsistently used a visual reminder related to 

behavior-specific praise and explicit reprimands. Although her teacher gave her consistent 

feedback as part of student teaching, her teacher inconsistently gave her feedback specific to the 

use of the CCU strategies. Teacher 2 indicated high rates of treatment integrity related to using 

visual reminders for praise and OTRs. However, he indicated inconsistent integrity related to 

observing other teachers, planning OTRs in lessons, and using a variety of strategies to increase 

OTRs (e.g. popsicle sticks, student questions, marker boards). Teachers 3 and 4 indicated they 

used all planned strategies that were developed during the CCU action planning phase for each 

day of intervention. Specific strategies can be found in Table 3. 

Student Behavior   

Classroom Disruptions 

For each student teacher the mean rate of classroom disruptions was calculated for the 

baseline phase and the intervention phase. The rates of disruptions are provided in Figure 12. 

The mean rates of disruptions and percent change are displayed in Table 8. Teacher 1’s mean 

rate of student disruptions was .52 disruptions per minute during the baseline phase, which was 

the highest rate of disruptions for all student teacher participants. During the intervention phase 

she experienced a 46.15 percent decrease, to a rate of .28 disruptions per minute. Her data show 

decreased trend and variability. For Teacher 2, the rate of student disruptions was .19 disruptions 
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per minute at baseline, which was the lowest rate of all participants. This increased to .30 

disruptions per minute during the intervention phase, which was a 57.89 percent increase. At 

baseline, Teacher 3 had a mean rate of .37 disruptions per minute. Her rate decreased to a rate of 

.21 disruptions per minute during the intervention phase; this was a 76.19 percent decrease. 

Visual inspection reveals decreasing trend. During the intervention phase, Teacher 4’s mean rate 

of student disruptions was .40 disruptions per minute. This decreased to a rate of .09 disruptions 

per minute, which was a 77.5 percent decrease. Teacher 4 experienced the largest decrease in 

disruptions from the baseline phase to the intervention phase. Visual inspection reveals a change 

in variability and trend.  
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Figure 12: Rates of Student Disruptions 
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Aggressive Student Behaviors 

 The mean rate of aggressive student behaviors was calculated for each student teacher 

participant. Mean rates and percent change of aggressive behaviors are found in Table 8. Teacher 

1 had a rate of .01 aggressive behaviors per minute during the baseline phase. Her students’ rates 

of aggressive behaviors stayed the same during the intervention phase at the rate of .01 

aggressive behaviors per minute. At baseline, Teacher 2 did not have any aggressive behaviors. 

Teacher 3 had a rate of .02 aggressive behaviors per minute during baseline. She was the only 

teacher to see a decrease, with a rate of .01 aggressive behaviors per minute during the 

intervention phase. During the intervention phase the student rate of aggressive behaviors was 

.01 per minute. Teacher 4 did not have any aggressive behaviors during baseline or during the 

intervention phase.  

Percent of Student Behavior Change 

Table 8 presents the results of the percent change of student behavior from baseline phase 

to intervention phase. This information can be used to help determine the effectiveness of the 

CCU consultation on each student behaviors (e.g. disruptive and aggressive behaviors). The 

percent change was calculated by subtracting the CCU mean rate for each student behavior from 

the baseline mean rate of the behavior and then dividing by the baseline mean rate and 

multiplying by 100. Percentage change results with a plus sign (+) indicate an increase in the 

specific teacher behavior. A minus sign (-) indicated a decrease in the specific teacher behavior. 
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Table 8: Percent Change for Student Behaviors 

Target 

Behaviors 

Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Student 

Behaviors 

Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 
Pre Post % 

Change 

Disruptive .52 .28 -46.15 .19 .30 +57.89 .37 .21 -76.19 .40 .09 -77.5 

Aggressive .01 .01 0 .00 .01 +10 .02 .01 -50 .00 .00 0 

Note: All pre and post behavior ratings are presented as rate per minute. 

Effect Size of Student Behavior Change 

The percentage of nonoverlapping data points was calculated to determine effect size for 

student behaviors.  PND of student behaviors is presented in Table 9. The high level of 

variability in the baseline data was partly responsible for the lack of effective findings in relation 

to PND. 

Table 9: Percentage of Nonoverlapping Data Points for Student Behaviors 

Target 

Behaviors 

Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 

Student 

Behaviors 

PND Effect  PND Effect  PND Effect  PND Effect  

Disruptive 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 14% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

Aggressive 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 0% Ineffective 

 

DBR – CM:ER 

 The independent observers completed the Direct Behavior-Rating – Classroom 

Management External Rater Form (DBR-CM:ER) at the end of each observational period, which 

included one scale associated with student behavior. The engagement scale rated the level of 

student engagement on a10 point likert scale ranging from 0 (Low) to 10 (High) percent.  Figure 

13 includes student levels of engagement for each student teacher participant.  
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 Three of the four student teachers experienced an increase in student engagement from 

the baseline phase to the intervention phase. During baseline, Teacher 1’s students had a mean 

engagement level of 4.67. Her student engagement levels increased to a rate of 7.25 during the 

intervention phase, which was the largest observed increase. Additionally, visual analysis 

indicated increasing trend and a change in level. The mean rate of student engagement for 

Teacher 2 at baseline was 5.52. During the intervention the mean rate increased to an 

engagement level of 6.33. Teacher 3’s students had a mean engagement level of 7.04.  During 

the intervention phase this increased to a mean level of 8.14. Teacher 4’s students had a mean 

engagement level of 7.17.  His students’ engagement level decreased to 7 during the intervention 

phase.  
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Figure 13: DBR-CM:ER Rating of Student Engagement 
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Teacher Overall Praise Statements and Classroom Disruptions 

 Figure 14 depicts the student teachers’ use of overall praise and their students’ disruptive 

behaviors. Teacher 1’s levels of praise and student disruptions were often similar during the 

baseline phase. After the CCU action planning stage, Teacher 1 more consistently had higher 

rates of praise than student disruptions. In fact, during 11 out of the 16 observations that 

followed the action planning process (69%) she had higher rates of praise than disruptions, 

compared to 3 out of 12 (25%) observations prior to the action planning process. Increasing her 

use of praise was one of the goals determined during the CCU action planning process. Teacher 

2 had consistently low levels of both praise statements and student disruptive behaviors during 

the baseline phase. His level of praise statements increased in level and trend after the action 

planning phase, which was associated with one of his selected goals during the CCU action 

planning process. Despite increased use of praise, disruptive student behaviors also increased 

during the intervention phase. After the fifth observation Teacher 3 consistently had higher rates 

of praise than disruptions until the two observations prior to the CCU interview. After CCU 

action planning Teacher 3 had less variability in her use of praise. All observations after action 

planning showed higher levels of praise than disruptive behaviors. During action planning she set 

a goal of increasing her use of praise. She explained that she was particularly invested in this 

goal due to her personal philosophy of positive relationships with students. Teacher 4 had 

variable levels of praise and student disruptions during the baseline phase. After beginning the 

CCU process, Teacher 4 had consistently higher rates of praise than disruptions. Visual 

inspection reveals that the number of disruptions became less variable. It is important to note that 

Teacher 4 did not participate in any follow-up consultation sessions due to time constraints. 
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Figure 14: Overall Rates of Praise and Student Disruptions  
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Teacher Self-Efficacy 

 During the baseline phase and again after the completion of the intervention, participants 

completed the 8-item classroom management subscale of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Paired t tests were conducted for the eight TSES 

items in order to compare the participants’ responses at baseline and after the intervention. A 

paired t test was conducted on the Efficacy in Classroom Management Subscale (Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy, 2001) in order to assess overall change in classroom management self-efficacy.  

The subscale score was created by calculating pre and posttest unweighted means for the 

participants’ responses. Results are presented in Table 8. 

Table 10:  Results of T-Tests and Means (SD) For Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 

Responses (n =4) 

 Pretest Posttest T p 

1. How much can you do to control disruptive 

behavior in the classroom? 
7.00 (1.633) 7.25 (.957) .333 .761 

2. To what extent can you make your 

expectations clear about student behavior? 
7.50 (1.000) 8.00 (.816) .775 .495 

3. How well can you establish routines to keep 

activities running smoothly? 
7.25 (.957) 8.00 (.816) 1.000 .391 

4. How much can you do to get children to 

follow classroom rules? 
7.50 (1.000) 7.75 (1.500) .397 .718 

5. How much can you do to calm a student who 

is disruptive or noisy? 
6.75 (1.500) 7.75 (.500) 1.000 .391 

6. How well can you establish a classroom 

management system with a group of 

students? 

6.75 (1.708) 7.75 (1.258) 2.449 .092 

7. How well can you keep a few problem 

students from ruining entire lessons? 
7.00 (1.414) 8.00 (1.414) 1.095 .353 

8. How well can you respond to defiant 

students? 

 

7.25 (1.708) 8.00 (.816) .878 .444 

Efficacy in Classroom Management 

Subscale 

 7.13 (1.113) 7.88 (.654) -1.508 .229 

Note: Likert scale for mean ratings: 1 (nothing), 3 (very little), 5 (some influence), 7 (quite a bit), 

9 (a great deal) 
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 Overall, there was not a significant difference on the Efficacy in Classroom Management 

Subscale when comparing pre-intervention (M=7.13, SD=1.113) to post- intervention (M=7.88, 

SD=.654); t(3)= --1.508, p = .229. Although there was growth in self-efficacy across all 

individual TSES items, paired t tests did not reveal any significant increases from baseline to 

post-intervention (see Table 8).  The lack of findings is likely related to the small sample size.  

Individual participant TSES Efficacy in Classroom Management Subscale scores are presented 

in Figure 15. 

Figure 15: TSES Efficacy in Classroom Management Subscale 

 

Note: Likert scale for mean ratings: 1 (nothing), 3 (very little), 5 (some influence), 7 (quite a bit), 

9 (a great deal) 
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Social Validity 

 All participants and mentoring teachers had positive feedback related to their 

involvement in the CCU process. Participants responded to seven 4-point likert scale items 

ranging from not to very. Their responses are presented in Table 11.  

Table 11: Student Teacher Participants Responses to Social Validity Likert Items (n=4) 

 Not Somewhat Fairly  Very 

How important do you think 

classroom management skills are 

to a student teacher?  

   100% (4) 

How helpful was the consultation 

process in increasing your 

knowledge of classroom 

management strategies? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

How helpful was the consultation 

process in increasing your 

knowledge of developing 

relationships with students? 

 75% (3) 25% (1)  

How helpful was the consultation 

model in helping increase your 

skills and competence with regard 

to responding to student problem 

behavior in your classroom? 

  50% (2) 50% (2) 

How effective do you believe the 

consultation process to be? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

How intrusive do you believe the 

consultation process to be? 

100% (4)    

Is the amount of time, resources, 

and effort required to participate 

in the consultation process 

reasonable? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

 

Additional items from the student teacher social validity survey were summarized. The 

four participants agreed that the consultation process and materials addressed questions they had 

about classroom management. They also agreed that the consultation process was an effective 

use of their time.  Three of the participants said that their general reaction to the consultation 

process and materials was very positive; one participant said it was fairly positive.  Four of four 
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participants said that, if asked, they would be very likely to participate in consultation in the 

future.  With regard to the relationship with their mentoring teacher, four of four student teachers 

said they had a very good relationship. Three student teachers endorsed that their relationship 

with their mentoring teacher had positively changed as a result of the CCU consultation model, 

and one said there was no change.  All four participants said their mentoring teachers were 

supportive as they worked to develop new classroom management skills during the CCU 

consultation process.   

Mentor teachers responded to eight 4-point likert scale items ranging from not to very. 

There responses to the items are presented in Table 12. 

 Table 12: Mentor Teacher Responses to Social Validity Likert Items (n=4) 

 Not Somewhat Fairly  Very 

How important do you believe the 

classroom management consultation 

materials and strategies to be? 

 

   100% (4) 

How skilled do you typically think 

student teachers are with regard to 

classroom management?  

 75% (3)  25% (1) 

How helpful was the consultation 

process in increasing your knowledge 

of classroom management strategies? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

How helpful was the consultation 

process in increasing your knowledge 

of developing relationships with 

students? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

How helpful was the consultation 

model in helping increase your skills 

and competence with regard to 

responding to student problem 

behavior in your classroom? 

   100% (4) 

How effective do you believe the 

consultation process to be? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 

Is the amount of time, resources, and 

effort required to participate in the 

consultation process reasonable? 

  25% (1) 75% (3) 
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Additional social validity items were asked of the mentor teachers.  Four mentor teachers 

said that their general reaction to the consultation process and materials was very positive; one 

mentor teacher said it was fairly positive. Of the three mentoring teachers that responded to the 

item, all three said that with training, they would be willing and would feel confident in 

conducting the CCU consultation model. Three of the mentoring teachers responded that they 

had a very good relationship with the student teachers and one responded that she had a good 

relationship with her student teacher.  All four mentoring teachers said their relationship with the 

student teachers positively changed as a result of the CCU consultation model.  

The social validity surveys asked open-ended items of both the participants and the 

mentors. The results of these items were summarized. Both student teacher participants and their 

mentors were asked how many times per week their mentoring teacher gave them feedback on 

their classroom management skills. Teacher 1 said she got feedback on a daily basis; her mentor 

teacher agreed. Teacher 2 indicated his mentor teacher gave him feedback one to two times per 

week. His mentor teacher said “we don’t have assigned times, we naturally debrief after lessons 

or outbursts”. Teacher 3 said that she got feedback approximately four times per week. Her 

mentor teacher indicated that she gave feedback daily through written observations and through 

discussions. Teacher 4 indicated that his mentor teacher gave him feedback on a daily basis.  His 

mentor teacher indicated she gives him feedback about classroom management multiple times 

per day.  

Mentor teachers were asked their primary method for delivering feedback to the student 

teachers. Teacher 1’s mentor said, “Through discussions.  Our discussions are very reflective as I 

also ask a lot of questions.” Teacher 2’s mentor said “verbally”. Teacher 3’s teacher said, 

“Evernote, notability, and verbal.” Teacher 4’s mentoring teacher did not respond.   
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Mentoring teachers were asked if their method of delivering feedback changes as a result 

of the CCU process. Teacher 1’s mentor said, “Not really – except for incorporating more 

relationship building.” Teacher 2’s mentor teacher said “Did not change.” Teacher 3’s mentor 

said, “Content changed, focus changes or became more detailed.” Teacher 4’s mentoring teacher 

did not respond.  

When asked if they like having their mentor teacher participate in the CCU model, 

Teacher 1 noted, “Yes, because it was her classroom and not mine. I think it was helpful to get 

two professional opinions.” Teacher 2 said, “Yes, I liked being on the same page with my mentor 

teacher and being able to make plans.” Teacher 3 remarked, “I like having her as part of the 

steps.  It was helpful because she could contribute to the plan and was aware of everything going 

on.” Teacher 4 said, “It’s her classroom and her students, we all benefit from the work.”  

The student teacher participants were asked what they liked best about the consultation 

process and materials. Teacher 1 remarked, “The consistent feedback and the way the feedback 

was provided through email, in person, and in visual graphs. Constant communication was 

great!” “I liked to have the ability to see my data over time and to see how my OTRs and PBIS 

strategies were being tracked.” replied Teacher 2. Teacher 3 said, “I liked the close monitoring, 

goal setting, and ideas for improving my classroom management. I also liked that I was able to 

have my meetings during school.” Teacher 4 said, “The data was an unbiased indicator of 

classroom activities.”  

Mentoring teachers were asked what they liked best about the consultation process and 

materials. Teacher 1’s mentor said she liked that data was an essential component of the 

feedback.  Teacher 2’s mentor said she liked the data collection and immediate feedback.  
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Teacher 3’s mentor said, “Teacher 4 improving! Feedback, flexible meetings, and measurable 

goals.” Teacher 4’s mentor declined to answer.   

The four student teachers were asked to identify what they liked least about the 

consultation process and materials. Teacher 1 said, “Towards the end of the process, observers 

came when I wasn’t teaching.” Teacher 2 noted, “I didn’t like that I sometimes had to abandon 

my co-teaching model.”  Teacher 3 said, “Observing at the same time every day was necessary, 

but sometimes I wouldn’t be teaching during that time.” Teacher 4 said, “Planning ahead when 

the observers would be there when activities and teachable moments came up.”  

When asked what they liked least, Teacher 1’s mentor said, “Honestly I cannot think of 

anything. It was an amazing program for teachers (not just student teachers).” Teacher 2’s 

mentor said she did not like that “It sometimes took away from co-teacher models”.  Teacher 3’s 

mentor said “Would have liked to set goals earlier. She was almost done solo teaching by the 

time she knew data feedback and areas of concern.” Teacher 4’s mentor declined to answer.   

The student teachers were asked if other student teachers would benefit from 

participation process. Teacher 1 replied, “Yes, because it caused me to reflect on my own 

strategies even more than I was before. It also held me more accountable to my behavior 

management strategies and gave me helpful feedback”. “Yes, the study forced me to be more 

aware of my behavior strategies I was using while I was teaching”, reported by Teacher 2.  

Teacher 3 said, “Yes, because it offers new and effective ideas and strategies for managing our 

classroom. It might even be good for existing teachers who need help.” Teacher 4 said, “Yes, the 

data and response methodology prepares student teachers for data teams and RtI framework.”  
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When asked about the feasibility of the CCU for student teachers, Teacher 1’s mentor 

noted, “Yes, because it had immediate positive effects with my own student teacher”. Mentor 

teacher 2 said, “Yes, sometimes it’s hard to maintain the consistent time to observe – it’s a great 

way to gather accurate data.” Teacher 3’s mentor said, “Yes, data collection helps guide focus. 

Third party to buffer feedback and keep positive relationship.” Teacher 4’s mentor said, “Yes, 

works well.”  
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CHAPTER V: Discussion 

The current study evaluated the effectiveness of integrating the Classroom Check-up 

consultation model into the student teaching experience. The study examined the relationship 

between implementation of the Classroom Check-up and student teachers’ use of classroom 

management strategies. Additionally, it assessed the functional relationship between pre-service 

teachers’ use of effective classroom management practices and student disruptive and aggressive 

behaviors. Lastly, the study evaluated the impact that participation in the CCU had on student 

teacher self-efficacy related to classroom management. This chapter discusses the findings, 

implications of the findings, study limitations and future directions, and practical implications of 

the findings. 

Summary of Findings 

Teacher Behavior 

 Overall, visual inspection and comparison of the baseline and intervention mean results 

indicate that the implementation of the CCU consultation model positively impacted student 

teachers’ use effective classroom management practices. These findings lend support to the use 

of the CCU consultation model with novice teachers, specifically as a component of the student 

teaching experience. It was hypothesized that the implementation of the Classroom Check-up 

(CCU) model would lead to increases in effective classroom management practices (e.g. 

behavior-specific praise, general praise, precorrections, and opportunities to respond) and a 

decrease in reprimands.   

All four participants set goals during the action planning phase related to their ratio of 

positive to negative statements. Research has found that the ideal positive to negative ratio falls 
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between 3:1 and 4:1 (Kalis, Vannest, & Parker, 2007; Reinke, Herman, & Sprick, 2011); 

therefore, all participants set goals within this range. An increase in use of praise and/or decrease 

in the use of reprimands would be expected if participants were working towards this goal. 

Overall, three of the four participants increased their overall use of praise. Specifically, half of 

the participants increased their use of general praise, while three of four participants increased 

their use of behavior-specific praise. Two of the four participants had a higher proportion of 

behavior-specific praise statements compared to general praise statements as a result of 

participation in the CCU consultation model. Additionally, three of the four participants 

decreased their use of reprimands. 

Overall, Teacher 1’s mean rates of praise (overall, general, and behavior-specific) 

revealed increases when the baseline phase is compared to the intervention phase. Additionally, 

visual analysis indicated an immediacy of effect. However, due to variability of the baseline 

data, PND effect size fell in the Questionable range. Furthermore, although not at a significant 

level as measured by PND, Teacher 1 decreased her use of both explicit and harsh reprimands. A 

goal developed by Teacher 1 during action planning was to reach a positive to negative ratio of 

3:1. Her baseline positive to negative ratio was .62:1, and reached 1.89:1 which shows 

movement towards her goal. Visual inspection reveals that Teacher 1 had an initial increase in 

her use of praise following the CCU action planning meeting. Her use of behavior-specific praise 

decreased while her rates of general praise increased. However, as the intervention continued she 

reported low treatment integrity related to behavior-specific praise; she explained that she often 

forgot to post her visual reminder and subsequently forgot to use the strategy despite regular 

feedback from the consultant and her mentor. This is important to consider because research has 

shown that treatment integrity significantly impacts the success of behavioral interventions 
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(Arkoosh et al., 2007). This likely contributed to her variable use of praise during the later 

observations of the intervention phase. Despite some concerns with treatment integrity, an 

analysis of all relevant data suggests that Teacher 1 made strides in terms of her use of praise and 

reprimands. 

Teacher 2 started with the lowest rate of overall praise and had the highest percentage 

increase. He had the largest intervention effect size related to both general and specific praise of 

all participants; with an Effective effect size for general praise and a Questionable effect size for 

behavior-specific praise as measured by PND. Visual analysis indicated immediacy of effect, 

increasing trend, and change in level. His goal in action planning was specifically to reach a 

positive to negative ratio of 3:1. Although he did not reach this goal, his ratio for the intervention 

phase was 1.8:1, which was an increase from baseline ratio of .68:1.  

Teacher 3 had mixed data related to praise as visual analysis revealed changes in 

variability, trend, and immediacy of effect, but PND revealed a non-significant effect. There are 

several possible reasons that the data is mixed. Teacher 4 had the highest rate of overall praise 

during the baseline of all participants with .83 praise statements per minutes, or approximately 

17 praise statements per 20 minute observation. Teacher 3 had highly variable data during 

baseline, which created outliers that could have impacted PND. During the intervention phase 

she had the highest rates of praise with 1.24 praise statements per minute. During the action 

planning process she explained that she wanted to reach a positive to negative ratio of 4:1 by 

decreasing reprimands and increasing her use of behavior-specific praise. At baseline her 

positive to negative ratio was 2.24:1; during the intervention phase her positive to negative ratio 

reached 5.9:1, surpassing her goal. Although the data shows a decrease in Teacher 3’s use of 

general praise, this is not necessarily reflective of her growth and is likely due to her focus on an 
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increase in behavior-specific praise. Furthermore, she was able to decrease her use of reprimands 

to .21/minute, which translates to approximately two reprimands per twenty minute observation. 

Although data is mixed, it appears that Teacher 3’s use of praise and reprimands was improving 

as a result of the consultation process. 

During the action planning meeting Teacher 4 expressed that he was comfortable with his 

quantity of praise, although he recognized that it could be increased. Overall, he seemed less 

motivated to focus on increased praise and instead wanted to decrease reprimands. This is a 

reason that one of his goals was to reach a positive to negative ratio of 4:1. During baseline his 

positive to negative ratio was 3.2:1, during the intervention phase he surpassed his goal by 

reaching a ratio of 4.4:1. Teacher 4 was the only participant that did not see an increase in his use 

of praise. Additionally, PND did not yield a significant effect in terms of praise or reprimands. 

However, with regards to reprimands visual inspection revealed immediacy of effect, decreased 

variability, decreased trend, and decreased level. During the intervention phase Teacher 4 was 

only using approximately two reprimands per twenty minute observation. Therefore, even 

though he was the only teacher to not see gains in his number of praise statements, it could be 

argued that he still made positive growth in his use of effective classroom management strategies 

as demonstrated by his positive to negative ratio and by his decreased use of reprimands. 

Overall, these findings suggest that despite the mixed evidence as demonstrated by PND 

and visual inspection, all participants made positive gains related to their use of praise and 

reprimands. These findings are important because research has consistently shown that teacher 

rate of praise has a significant impact on student/teacher relationships, student behavior, and 

academic achievement (Dotterer & Lowe, 2011; Partin, Robertson, Maggin, Oliver, & Wehby, 

2010; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000).  
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 Three of the four participants increased their use of precorrection statements during the 

intervention phase, although not at a significant level as measured by PND. Two of the 

participants (Teacher3 and Teacher 4) had specifically set goals related to precorrections during 

the action planning phase. They wanted to use at least one precorrection before every transition. 

Participant growth may not have been fully captured due to the limitations of the data collection 

methods. For instance, precorrections are not a strategy that would be used frequently during a 

twenty minute observation, especially as they are most commonly used during transitions 

(Colvin, Sugai, & Patching, 1993). Because the two participants saw increases in their use from 

baseline to intervention and used approximately once precorrection statement each observation 

period, it can be assumed that they were making progress towards their goal. In general, this 

information is important because precorrections can positively impact student behavior and are 

considered a key universal behavior management strategy (Colvin, Sugai, Good, & Lee, 1997; 

Miao, Darch, & Rabren, 2002).  

Half of the participants saw an increased use of OTRs during the intervention phase of 

the study, although not at a level that would be considered significant as measured by PND.  

Increasing OTRs are important because OTRs impact academic pacing, reduce behavior 

problems, and increase correct academic responses (Skinner, Smith, & McClean, 1994). The two 

teachers (Teacher 2 and Teacher 4) that had the highest rates of OTRs during the baseline phase 

were the two participants that did not see growth during the intervention phase. Teacher 2 

admitted in a follow-up consultation meeting that this component of his intervention plan was 

inconsistent; he often forgot to think through possible OTRs prior to lesson which caused him to 

forget “in the moment.” The consultant provided weekly feedback on his rates of OTRs, but this 

did not cause significant behavior change for Teacher 2. The mentoring teacher did not provide 
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feedback on his use of OTRs; she may have been an underutilized resource as she could have 

provided more frequent feedback. Due to the time limitations of the study, Teacher 4 did not 

participate in any follow-up consultation sessions; therefore, discussion of the barriers to this 

strategy did not occur. Teacher 1 specifically established a goal rate of 1.5 OTRs per minute 

during the action planning meeting; she averaged a rate of .75 OTRs per minute during the 

intervention phase. Teacher 3 established a rate of 2.5 OTRs per minute during action planning 

and reached a rate of 1.01 per minute during the intervention phase. Overall, there was some 

growth in this area for half of the participants, although it was not at a significant level. 

Several other teacher behaviors were impacted by the implementation of the CCU 

consultation model. All participants saw increased ratings in communication and enthusiasm 

during the intervention phase. Three of four participants saw increased rapport as a result of the 

CCU consultation model. While none of these factors were specifically addressed as goals during 

the CCU action planning phase, it is likely that the increase in the use of effective classroom 

management practices (e.g. increases in praise, OTRs, and precorrections; decreases in 

reprimands) impacted these factors. This concept is supported by the fact that Teacher 4 

increased his use of precorrections, which is a form of communication with students, and 

simultaneously saw increased trend, immediacy of effect, and decreased variability in his 

communication ratings. Teacher 1 started with the lowest mean rating of  enthusiasm, 

communication, and rapport during baseline, with her mean ratings all falling on the medium to 

low range. After action planning Teacher 1 saw a fairly large increase in her all ratings, with her 

all mean ratings falling in the medium to high range. Visual inspection corroborated behavioral 

change. During a follow-up consultation session Teacher 1 was shown graphed data related to 

these factors. She explained that she felt more confident in her abilities and the CCU strategies 
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seemed to help her “get along better” with her students. These findings are important because 

research has shown that communication, enthusiasm, and rapport impact student behavior and 

student learning (Frisby & Martin, 2010; Patrick, Hisley, & Kempler, 2000). Additionally, low 

levels of rapport and enthusiasm are correlated with depersonalization, stress, and burnout 

(Hastings & Bham, 2003; Kunter, Frenzel, Nagy, Baumert, & Pekrun, 2011). Burnout is 

developmental in nature and can begin as early as the student teaching experience (Fives, 

Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007; Gavish & Friedman, 2010), but with effective supports (e.g. 

university supervisors, mentor teachers, etc.), student teachers demonstrate fewer signs of 

burnout (Fives, Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007). This provides an additional rationale for using an 

effective consultation model, such as the CCU, with student teachers.  

Time teaching was a factor that increased after the implementation of the CCU 

consultation model; although an effect size was not calculated for this variable. Specifically, 

three of the four teachers had increased time teaching during the intervention phase compared to 

the baseline phase. The three teachers that saw increases were the three teachers to participate in 

the CCU consultation model (Teacher 1, Teacher 2, and Teacher 3) for the longest periods of 

time. In fact, the increases in the amount of time spent teaching were in line with when the 

teachers began the CCU consultation model. For instance, Teacher 1 had the largest gains in time 

teaching and she began the CCU first. Teacher 2 had the second highest gain in time teaching 

and the CCU was implemented with him second. Teacher 3 started the CCU third and she has the 

third highest gains in time teaching. This is an interesting finding because none of the student 

teachers set goals specifically related to increasing the amount of time they spent on instruction. 

This suggests that the increased use of effective classroom management strategies, as well as 

decreased student disruptive behaviors likely impacts time spent teaching. This supports the 
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research literature which has documented a reciprocal relationship between instructional time 

and problem behaviors (Roberson, Woolsey, Seabrooks, & Williams, 2004; Stronge, Ward, & 

Grant, 2011). 

Student Behavior 

 It was hypothesized that disruptive and aggressive student behaviors would decrease if 

the student teachers effectively used evidence-based classroom management strategies. Overall, 

the evidence was mixed in terms of the student teachers’ use of effective classroom management 

strategies and student disruptive and aggressive behaviors. 

 Three of the four student teacher participants (Teacher 1, Teacher 3, and Teacher 4) saw 

decreased disruptive student behaviors after the action planning meeting, although the decreases 

were not at a significant level as measured by PND.  Teacher 4 saw the largest decrease in 

disruptive behaviors and visual inspection revealed decreased variability and trend. During the 

action planning meeting he shared with the consultant that many of the students’ disruptive 

behaviors occurred during transitions. Therefore, although his data does not suggest an increase 

in some of the effective classroom management practices (e.g. general and behavior-specific 

praise), he often used the practices more strategically during problem times, such as transitions. 

Teacher 1 specifically mentioned disruptive behaviors as an area of concern during the CCU 

action planning meeting. As her use of effective classroom management strategies increased, 

student disruptions decreased, which is consistent with classroom management research (Espin 

& Yell, 1994; Reinke, Herman, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). When she less consistently 

used the planned strategies, her level of student disruptions increased. Overall, the comparison of 

baseline and intervention means indicated decreased student behaviors and visual inspection 
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revealed decreased variability and trend. Teacher 3 also expressed concerns with disruptive and 

aggressive behaviors. As her rates of effective classroom management strategies increased, her 

levels of both disruptive and aggressive behaviors decreased as evidenced by decreasing trend. 

Additionally, Teacher 3 was the only teacher to see a decrease in aggressive behaviors. These 

findings are significant because decreased disruptive and aggressive behaviors positively impact 

students in a number of ways, including academic performance and long-term behavioral 

outcomes (Maguin & Loeber, 1996; Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008). 

Teacher 2 had the lowest rate of student disruptive behaviors during the baseline phase of the 

study. He was the only teacher to have an increase in disruptive behaviors during the intervention 

phase. Teacher 2 inconsistently used the planned strategies, which likely impacted the level of 

disruptions during the intervention phase. 

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

It was hypothesized that participation in the CCU consultation model would lead to 

increased student teacher self-efficacy related to classroom management. While the results show 

teacher self-efficacy moving in a positive direction across all TSES items, unfortunately, the 

increase was not at a statistically significant level. The TSES items that showed the most growth 

were related to getting students to follow classroom rules, to calm a student who is disruptive 

and noise, and to establish a classroom management system with a group of students. Like 

similar studies (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008), results of this study indicate increased 

self-efficacy, although for this study not at a significant level, related to classroom management 

from the beginning of the study to the end of the study. 
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Social Validity 

 All student teacher participants and their mentoring teachers had favorable attitudes 

towards the CCU consultation model. For instance, all participants and mentoring teachers said 

that the consultation process was very helpful to fairly helpful at increasing the student teachers’ 

knowledge of classroom management and increasing the student teachers’ skills and competence 

in responding to student problem behaviors. Additionally, in open ended items the student 

teachers made positive comments about their participation in the model and all student teachers 

expressed that other student teachers would benefit from the CCU consultation model. These 

findings are consistent with research literature which suggests that when asked, teachers often 

positively rate coaching/consultation activities (Gutkin 1980; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010). 

Participants and student teachers generally agreed that it was only somewhat helpful at 

increasing the student teachers’ relationships with students. When looking through the goals 

developed during the CCU action planning process, none of the student teachers chose goals 

directly related to student/teacher relationship, which could account for their ratings. Participants 

and mentoring teachers agreed that the amount of time required to participate in the CCU 

consultation process was reasonable. Additionally, the student teachers considered participation 

in the CCU consultation process to be an effective use of time. Time required was an initial 

barrier in recruiting student teacher participants and has been identified in the school 

consultation literature as a barrier to consultation (Kratochwill & Van Someren, 1995). All 

participants agreed that if they were asked they would be very likely to participate in 

consultation in the future. This is an interesting finding, which warrants future research into the 

relationship between teacher consultation experiences and their likelihood of participating in 

school-based consultation in the future.  
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All mentoring teachers indicated positive attitudes towards the CCU consultation model 

in their open ended responses, saying that the appreciated the data and feedback provided, as 

well as the skill development of their student teachers. Half of the mentoring teachers indicated 

positive changes related to their feedback style after observing the CCU consultation model. 

Those who indicated changes were also the two mentor teachers that chose to participate in the 

feedback meeting, which is important because critical feedback has been identified as a key 

feature of effective student teacher mentorship (Borreen, Johnson, Niday, & Potts, 2000) and can 

positively impact student teacher behavior (Scheeler, McKinnon, & Stout, 2012). All mentoring 

teachers indicated positive changes in the student teacher/mentor teacher relationships as a result 

of the CCU consultation process. Further examining the impact of the CCU consultation model 

on mentoring teachers could be an area of research. Additionally, mentoring teachers said that 

with training, they would be willing and would feel confident in conducting the CCU 

consultation. Transitioning the research to examine the CCU as used by internal consultants (e.g. 

mentoring teachers, school counselors, school psychologists) versus external consultants (e.g. 

researchers) would be a logical next step in expanding the research base and determining 

practical applications of this consultation model.   

Limitations and Future Directions 

 While the results of this study are promising, there are several limitations that should be 

considered. There are several limitations associated with the sampling procedures. The sample 

size for this study was small, with four participants. Additionally, all study participants were 

elementary education majors from one Midwestern university and were completing their student 

teaching internship in one small Midwestern city’s school district. These factors limit the 

generalizability of the findings, as it cannot be assumed that student teachers at the middle school 
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or secondary levels, from different training programs, or from different geographic locations 

would yield the same study results. While there were both male and female participants, all 

identified as Caucasian. The limited racial and ethnic diversity of the participants is a limitation 

of this study. Overall, external validity can be improved with replications across settings and 

participants. Future research is encouraged to build an evidence-base across a variety of settings 

and participants. 

 The study sample was a convenience sample, which is a limitation. All participants 

volunteered for the study, which may have impacted their openness to the consultation process 

and the strategies discussed during the CCU consultation process. Research involving student 

teachers with varying levels of interest and motivation is suggested. 

 Due to challenges with recruiting participants and training observers, the study did not 

begin until the beginning of March which caused significant gaps in the data due to state testing. 

Observations were not always possible due to end of the year activities such as assemblies and 

field trips. Additionally, observations were not possible because of factors associated with 

student teacher participants such as absences associated with job interviews, days in which the 

mentor teacher taught the class, and the student teaching internships ending with the end of their 

university’s academic calendar, not the school district’s academic calendar. Overall, missing data 

points and the shorter timeline were problematic because in order to implement the CCU with all 

participants, the CCU had to be implemented with one participant before stable trend was 

observed with the phase change variable. Additionally, Teacher 4 was not able to participate in 

any follow-up consultation sessions. These factors create threats to internal validity. With future 

studies involving student teacher participants, it is suggested that recruitment begin the semester 
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before the participants begin their student teaching internship. The study should begin as soon as 

student teachers are teaching independently.  

 Additionally, no follow-up data was collected related to teacher behavior. Previous 

research suggests that behavior change may decrease over time (Sutherland & Wehby, 2001).  

Therefore, we cannot know if student teacher behavior change was maintained after the 

conclusion of this study. Future research should include follow-up data collected at different 

intervals of time to determine how long treatment effects are observed. 

 Inter-observer reliability levels for time teaching and harsh reprimands fell below 

acceptable levels, although both were within .01 percent of the acceptable levels. The low 

reliability level for harsh reprimand was likely may have been due to the low frequency of the 

behavior. Low reliability associated with time teaching was likely due to observer confusion over 

what constituted time teaching and time not teaching, as this was not a variable frequently 

practiced in the training sessions. In future studies, additional training of data collectors related 

to these two variables is suggested. 

 While observers completed the DBR-CM:ER during training sessions and additionally 

completed several DBR-CM-ER training activities, no formal methods of collecting DBR-

CM:ER  reliability data were used during the study. Therefore, the reliability of the DBR-

CM:ER data cannot be guaranteed. However, the DBR-CM:ER data still provided a picture of 

teacher and student behavior over time that was not assessed using the BCIO-R code. In general, 

research measuring the reliability of this measure is suggested. 

 PND has been established as an acceptable method of measuring effect size in single 

subject research and is the most commonly used method by researchers (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 



  

94 
 

1998). However, this method of analysis is not without limitations. PND is subject to ceiling 

effects and is based off of only one data point, which could be an outlier (Riley-Tillman & 

Burns, 2009). The subjects of this project were student teachers with highly variable baseline 

data. While it is not surprising that student teachers have not developed consistent patterns of 

behavior being so new to the field, the variability of data likely impacted the PND results. 

 Lastly, school-based consultation is a nuanced process which makes research inherently 

challenging. This study analyzed several aspects of the CCU process, including overall student 

and teacher outcomes; however, there were a number of nuances left unstudied.  For example, it 

would be interesting to study participant goal attainment as an outcome measure of practical 

significance, as goal setting is a key component of most school-based consultation processes 

(Caplan, 1970), including the CCU consultation model (Reinke, Herman, & Sprick, 2011). 

Additionally, the quality of the consultee and consultant relationship has been identified as a 

facilitator of consultation (Kratochwill & Van Someran, 1995). Gathering data and analyzing 

information about the consultee/consultant relationship in order to determine if it had impact on 

overall consultation outcomes would be useful. Further, the CCU incorporates MI techniques 

into the consultation process. Future research should collect and analyze information about the 

specific MI techniques used with the consultees. Researching to find if certain MI techniques are 

a better fit for certain consultees or for certain consultation situations, would provide valuable 

information for future consultants. 

Practical Implications  

 The findings of this study have implications for a number of education disciplines 

including general and special educators, school psychologists, and teacher educators. Discipline 

specific considerations are discussed.  
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 General and Special Educators. Classroom management often poses challenges for 

teachers, particularly those who are just beginning their careers. Unfortunately, there are 

documented negative student and teacher outcomes associated with poor classroom management, 

including lower academic achievement (Freiberg, Huzinec, &Templeton, 2009; Rimm-Kaufman, 

Fan, Chiu, & You, 2006), increased short-term and long-term behavioral issues (Maguin & 

Loeber, 1996), and increased teacher stress and burnout (Sass, Seal, and Martin, 2011). Teachers, 

particularly novice teachers, need support as they develop these essential skills. Consultation and 

coaching have emerged as methods of impacting teacher behavior and increasing their classroom 

management skills (Carter & Norman, 2010; Duchaine, Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2011). This study 

demonstrated that, in general, student teachers used low or highly variable rates of effective 

classroom management practices before receiving targeted support. Once they began receiving 

targeted support in the form of the CCU consultation model, the novice teachers’ use of universal 

behavior management strategies was moving in a positive direction. This was especially true for 

the strategies targeted during the action planning phase of the CCU consultation process. 

Additionally, student disruptive behaviors were impacted by the student teachers’ use of 

effective classroom management practice. Overall, this study adds to the consultation literature; 

it suggests that consultation, specifically using the CCU consultation model, may have promise 

for developing novice teachers’ classroom management skills and decreasing disruptive student 

behaviors. Furthermore, participants expressed that the CCU was a positive experience and they 

would be willing to participate in consultation in the future. This is important because an 

identified barrier to teacher consultation is low teacher receptiveness (see Wilczynski, Manda, & 

Fusilier, 2000); by exposing teachers to positive consultation experiences during training they 
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may be more likely to turn to school-based consultants, such as school psychologists, as 

practicing teachers. 

 School Psychologists. As research-practitioners, school psychologists have training in 

both teacher consultation and evidence-based practices. School psychologists’ knowledge and 

skills make them ideal candidates for providing teacher support related to classroom 

management (Ysseldyke et al., 2006). Research suggests that ongoing feedback and consultation 

yields better outcomes than a single training or consultation session (Fixsen et al, 2005). This 

study, in combination with prior research (see Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008) suggests 

that the CCU consultation model, which provides ongoing feedback and support, is a viable tool 

for school psychologists as they consult with teachers related to classroom management. School 

psychologists may specifically target novice teachers, as research suggests a need for support 

(Cook, 2002; Darling-Hammond, 1997; Melnik & Meister, 2008), and this study provides 

emerging evidence for using the CCU with this population. 

 Teacher Trainers. In terms of classroom management, there are documented barriers 

with pre-service training including little room in the curricula for classroom management (State 

et al., 2011), pre-service teacher difficulty internalizing the material (Siebert, 2005), and lack of 

application and feedback related to their classroom management skills (Scheeler, 2008). For 

most pre-service teachers, the application of classroom management skills begins during the 

student teaching experience. Since these experiences shape student teachers’ theory and practice 

it is imperative that pre-service teachers receive direct instruction and feedback on effective and 

evidence-based classroom management skills. This instruction and feedback should come from 

mentors skilled at classroom management, which research suggests may not consistently be the 

case (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002). Overall, the outlined barriers point to the need for systems 
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level intervention at the pre-service training level. Integration of the CCU into the student 

teaching experience would provide the opportunity for instruction, feedback, and support of all 

pre-service teachers. Mentoring teachers are in the ideal position to take on the role of consultant 

because they work with the student teachers on a daily basis and are expected to provide 

consistent feedback (Borreen, Johnson, Niday, & Potts, 2000). A feasible method of ensuring 

that all pre-service teachers receive the necessary classroom management supports would be to 

train mentor teachers in the CCU consultation model prior to supervising student teachers. Each 

mentor teacher could then use the CCU with all future student teachers and could potentially 

train future mentors, creating a sustainable training method. Not only would this ensure that all 

student teachers received supports related to classroom management, it standardizes the 

strategies promoted by mentoring teachers to ensure they are based on sound evidence. The CCU 

is ideal for student teachers because while it would standardize suggested classroom 

management strategies, the model is flexible enough to focus on individual student teacher 

needs. 

Conclusion 

 Overall, there is a need to examine methods of enhancing teachers’ classroom 

management skills. Pre-service education sets the foundation for teachers’ practice. 

Unfortunately, as it pertains to classroom management, pre-service education is not always 

effective at developing effective classroom management skills in pre-service teachers (Reupert & 

Woodcock, 2010; Veenman, 1984).Therefore, methods of enhancing pre-service education 

related classroom management are needed. The CCU consultation model has demonstrated 

efficacy at increasing teachers’ use of evidence-based classroom management practices (Reinke, 

Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). The purpose of this study was to determine if the integration of 
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the CCU consultation model into the student teaching experience had an impact on student 

teacher behavior and student behavior. The findings of this study are promising and expand the 

consultation and pre-service education literature. When provided consistent support and 

feedback, student teachers made progress towards established classroom management goals and 

more effectively used classroom management practices. Furthermore, both the student teachers 

and their mentor teachers had positive feedback about their consultation experiences. Teachers, 

school psychologists, and teacher educators would benefit from continued research on the CCU 

and integration of the model into student teaching. 
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Brief Classroom Interaction Observation-Revised 
Elementary 

12/2/13 
 

iPAQ: Mini-moose Quick Reference 
offtask on task 

START 
STOP 

FIX 

 downtime 

No Teach Teach 

  

oppResp Spef-T (specific praise) Spef-O (specific praise) 

preCorr Gen-T (general praise) Gen-O (general praise) 

 disrp-T (disruptive) disrp-O (disruptive) 

 aggr-T (aggression) aggr-O (aggression) 

 exRep-T  (explicit reprimand) exRep-O  (explicit reprimand) 

 haRep-T (harsh reprimand) haRep-O (harsh reprimand) 

Student Level: finaloct17.cod; Time = 300; Fidelity code: Classroom.cod; Time = 1200. 
 
Save Observation using the following code: 
a. Student number (2 digits) 
b. Data collector number (2 to 3 digits) 
c. Student Sex (M, F) 
d.  Student Race (A, B, H,W) 
e.  Primary or reliability indicator (1 digit) primary = 1, reliability =2) 
then add txt to save as a text file 
 
Notes for the field: 
Ask teachers name to ensure you are coding when participating teacher is teaching. 
Code during the following times ONLY (ranked from ideal to acceptable times to code): (1) Reading; (2) Math; (3) Science (4) 
Centers – okay if teacher is meeting with small reading groups while other students engage in structured independent work 
DO NOT: If the actual teacher is not the one teaching (e.g., counselor, student teacher, etc.); during prolonged testing; RTI; 
spelling tests; or videos.  
Only code participating teacher behavior:  If another adult enters the room and praises the students etc. do not code.  
Code all teacher behaviors even if directed towards another child who is not on the class roster.    
 
Frequency Codes 
 

Code T if behavior is demonstrated by target student, O if behavior is demonstrated by student other 
than the target student. 
 

Disruptive 
disrp-T 
disrp-O 

Student displays a behavior that violated the classroom expectations which interferes with instruction.  
Typically the teacher must reprimand the behavior for it to be considered disruptive.  However, a target 
student can receive a disruption if they interfere with the learning of a peer(s).  Ex.  Target student talks 
to a peer when not supposed to and peer talks back= disrp-T without a reprimand 
 
Not considered disruptive: 

 Academic “call-outs” (e.g., saying the answer before prompted) ≠ disruption unless there is 
a reprimand. 
 

 Teacher reprimands aggressive behavior.  Code as aggressive/ reprimand 
 

Disruptions without a reprimand: 

 DisruptionT without a Reprimand = for Target who initiates off-task behavior from another 
student. 
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 When a student asks a question or makes a comment unrelated to the subject matter which 
stops instruction (e.g., teacher asks “What is 4+4, Keith?” (OTR); Keith is not target: “Can I go 
to the bathroom?” (Disrt O) 
 

Disruption (no reprimand)  & Specific Praise  

 Disruption = teacher provides proximal praise related to disruptive behavior of a target or 
other student [e.g., I see that students are seated in their desk ready to do their work (when 
target is out of seat) (code: SpO, Disrt T)].  

 Specific Praise + disruption = clear teacher is using praise to get students back on track. 
However, code only once for each behavior specified.  Ex. Student is up walking around the 
room. Teacher: “I like how Kennedy is sitting and ready to work. (Sp)(Disrt). I see Lori sitting 
and ready to learn (Sp- same behavior). Kim has her pencil and books out (Sp)(Disrt—student 
still not at desk ready to work.) 

 Ex: “I appreciate how patiently you are waiting for others to put their things away (code: Disrt T, 
SpO) (target student has not put materials away.)  

 
 

Explicit Reprimand 
exRep-T 
exRep-O 

Verbal comments or gestures by teacher to indicate disapproval of behavior; reprimand is concise 
(brief) in a normal speaking tone. Reprimands always follow a disruption.  If you hear a teacher 
reprimand determine who the reprimand is targeting (target vs other) and code for disruption then 
reprimand.   
 

 Rep-O = reprimand is directed to the whole group or a small group in which the target 
belongs  

 

 One instance in which Explicit Reprimand can occur without disruption.  Disruptions 
always occur before a reprimand with one exception.  If the teacher provides a punishment at 
end of class due to disruptions that occurred earlier during that period of instruction (e.g., 
makes them sit quietly for 30 seconds before they can leave) this is coded as exRep-O 

 
 
 

Harsh Reprimand 
haRep-T 
haRep-O 

Verbal comments or gestures indicate disapproval of behavior using a voice louder than typical for 
setting or harsh, critical or sarcastic tone. In addition, any prolong discussion about behavior with 
students (30 sec or longer) is coded as a Harsh reprimand. 
 
Ex: Teacher says in raised voice “I am talking, eyes on me.” (when group is talking).  Teacher grabs 
student using excessive physical control. Teacher says sarcastically, “What a surprise, you haven’t 
finished your work.” Teacher says “Shut-up.”; “You want my attention. I can give you negative attention, 
until change behavior”.  
 

 Harsh Reprimands can occur without disruption in instances when a teacher 
reprimands behavior that did not occur in the classroom, occurred at another time, or 
are unrelated to current student work .  EX.  Teacher pulls students who are engaged in 
work to have a prolonged discussion of their behavior during recess (30 seconds or longer) 
(code HarshRep); While students are working the teacher begins to ask them why no one in 
the room has ever been able to get a 90% or higher on the reading quiz (code HarshRep), 
teacher goes over list of misbehaviors from the day the substitute was teaching that last longer 
than 30 seconds.  

 
 
 

Aggressive 
aggr-T 
aggr-O 

Student is physically or verbally aggressive toward objects, peer(s) or teacher. If physical and verbal 
aggression occur simultaneously code for both (2 aggressive behaviors).  You must observe the 
behavior to code it (do not rely on peer reporting aggression to teacher).   
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Ex: Student makes poking movement to peer with scissors or pencil. Student says “I don’t like you.”  
“You are mean.” Student hits, kicks, pokes or bites peer or adult.  Student throws object in an angry way 
(not playful).  Cursing, name calling.  “Student says “shut up.”  Student says to peer or adult, “Get away 
from me.”  “You are not my friend.” Any negative words directed toward person.   
 

 Aggression can occur without a reprimand. It often occurs when the teacher is not looking. If 
wondering if it is aggression, then it is not aggression. 
 

 If aggression followed by a reprimand code: Agg and Rep.  Do not also code disruption 
because aggression is a form of disruptive behavior. 
 

 Aggression other occurs when obviously aggressive (e.g., hitting a peer, swearing at a peer, 
flipping off the teacher). Includes relational aggression (e.g., you are not my friend, excluding 
from groups).  
 

 Do not code aggression when another student states that another student hit them or said 
something aggressive unless you actually observed the behavior. 
 

 Ex. Walking back to her chair, student sticks her pencil point into the back of a peers head. 
(code Agg). 
 

 Ex. One student telling another to “shut up” or “you’re stupid”(Agg) 
 

 Ex. A student grabbing materials away from another student. (Agg) 
 

 Ex. Name-calling between two students. (2 Agg= one for each student). [stupid (Agg), stupid 
(Apg)] 
 

 Ex. A group of students at a listening center wearing headphones, one student keeps turning 
the sound down, the other turns it back up and they start slapping at each other’s hands and 
arms to push the other away. (Agg for each child slapping). 
 

 Ex. Group of student slapping each other (Agg for each involved) stop for at least 30 seconds.  
Then, begin calling each other names (Agg for each) and slap each other (Agg for each 
involved).  Code verbal (1Agg) and physical (2nd Agg) for each student involved. 
 

 Ex. Students arguing during cooperative work, making “angry” faces (Agg for each child 
involved) 

 

Praise [coders notes: When a praise statement occurs wait until the end of the statement and then quickly code.  A praise 
statement ends when teacher moves on to another group or another topic.  For instance, “Keith, good job. (end Gp); Lindsay, 
your eyes are on me. Good Job. (end Sp)]. String of praise = 1 for each student  
 

 Not Praise = Correct, Right, Correct answer, Right answer, exactly [ indications that got answer right]  

 Not Praise=  Teacher says “I am feeling excited about this.” as collecting papers. 

 Praise-O = praise is directed to the whole group or small group even if target is in the group.  

 
Specific Praise 
Spef-T  
Spef-O 

Verbal statement that indicates approval and names a specific behavior. This includes descriptors 
related to emotional regulation or social skills (friendly, kind, respectful, honest, responsible). Includes 
behaviors that are referred to that students have learned (body basics).  
 

 Specific = Good job using your head. Good thinking, Excellent thinking, Good answering, 
Thank you for answering 

 Specific praise is coded when the statement includes descriptors related to emotional 
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regulation and social skills (e.g., friendly, kind, honest, helpful, etc). Ex: “Thanks for being so 
friendly.”; “That was so friendly” 

 Specific praise is coded when previously stating behavior want to see, then acknowledge 
those who are doing that behavior.  = I am looking for tables with body basics.  I see table 1 
has it. (SpO) Jamie (target) has it (SpT). Jamie’s group has it (SpO).  This class is really good 
at body basics (SpO). Thank you (GenO).  I need everyone attention.  I can see Yolanda is 
ready (SpO).  Maggie’s eyes are on me (SpO).  Jonah is focused (SpO).   

Examples 

 Bubba has his eyes on me (Sp). 

 I appreciate the way you raised your hand (Sp.) 

 I’m looking for Assembly Basics.  Bubba has assembly basics (Sp), so does Wendy (Sp), and 
Keith (Sp), and Heather (Sp).  Lindsay has Assembly basics (Sp).   

 Target & Peer; guys on task = SPO 

 Table 3 is working quietly (Sp). 

 You all did a good job moving quietly through the hall (Sp). 

 Kara is showing me she is ready (Sp). 

 George has his eyes on me (Sp). 

 You guys listened and worked hard on this.  Give yourselves a roller-coaster cheer (Sp).  

 Lindsay, Keith, Heather, you guys are on task. = 3 Sp  

General Praise 
Gen-T 
Gen-O 

Verbal statement or gestures that indicate approval and do not name a specific behavior. 
e.g. “Kiss your brain”; “Give me a bam”. Good job.  Rings bell to show approval, high five to student, 
clapping, thumbs up. 
 

 General praise = Thank you; Specific praise = Thank you for raising your hand 

 General= variations on “good job”  Good answer, good question, good remark, excellent 
answer, excellent question, perfect answer, well read 

 
 

OTR [coders note]:  When students are in small groups or individual student work do not code OTRs that are not directed to the 
target students or students within the group.   
 

 OTR= If a teacher provides OTRs in a small group or individually with a student that includes the target student, 
code all OTRs to the target and others in the group. 

 
Exception:  if during small group or independent work peers are asked to go to front of room to demonstrate their work (go to 
board, type up on screen all can see) then this is counted as an OTR regardless if involved target or not.   
 
If 4 students are at board working on problems individually then code (OTR, OTR, OTR, OTR); 1 for each student. 
If 4 students working together as a group on problem at board then code (OTR); just 1 for group. 

Opportunity to 
Respond 
oppResp 

Instructional prompt (statement gesture, or visual cue) that requires immediate academic response to 
teacher.  No OTR= opportunities that are written and not displayed (spelling test, workbook completion).  
OTR=  Writing on a white board and holding up to teacher  
 
Ex: “Who can tell me what 4x4 equals?” “Raise your hand if you hear the letter ‘a’ in cat.”  “Turn to your 
partner and tell them the answer.” “Roland, read the next question.”  Teacher tells students to copy a 
problem from the board onto their white board and solve it (NOT an OTR).  She then signals the students 
to show their boards (1st OTR). 
 
Opportunities to Respond [coders notes: When an OTR occurs wait until the end of the statement 
and then quickly code.  Code when student name is called, or at the end of the question when the 
name is used at the start (e.g., “Keith, tell me the answer for number 2 (end OTR).  If no name = wait 
for response from students (e.g., Tell me the answer to number 2 (pause). Student: “4” (end OTR)].   

 Wait until student's name is called for an OTR.  Code when teacher provides name.  

 If OTR does not include name, does not point to a student, or is not clearly asking for choral 
group responding, wait until a student actually replies following a pause (code at start of 
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student response)  
o If teacher asks rhetorical question, but student answers anyway, code as OTR. 
o If teacher rephrases question when no student responds, then code the first question 

when the teacher asks the second question.  

 No OTR = Singing / dancing / stretching  

 No OTR = Spelling test because all written [Code if have to show it to teachers]  

 No OTR = Singing  because just singing; mimicking  

 No OTR = Videos (not teacher) giving OTRs  

 No OTR = Do you understand? 

 No OTR = We are going to do line basics. What do I want to see with line basics? [This is 
focusing on behaviors] 

 OTR = Do you understand what 2 + 4 is? 

 Code an OTR each time a student reads his part from a play or reads from a story. 
o Reading = Code at the beginning of reading  

 ORT= 1 OTR/sentence in a poem ; Reading sentence = 1 OTR  

 Several OTRs can occur quickly with the same student [e.g., Lexi, read question number 2 
(OTR). Lexi: 4+4. Teacher: “What’s the answer?” Lexi: “8” (OTR). Teacher: “That’s right. Good 
Job (Gp)]. 

 
 

Precorrect 
preCorr 

 Teacher provides specific statement to prompt expected student behavior(s) before the behavior 
occurs. (e.g. before transition).  The teacher must have anticipated potential for problem behavior and 
make the statement before problem behaviors occur.  Direction prompts specific behavior expectation, 
not academic or content related tasks. [Wait until the end of the statement] Ex:  “Remember to push your 
chairs in before your line up.”   “While you’re working, remember to raise your hand when if you have a 
question.”   
 
EXAMPLE:  Teacher is about to transition to teacher led instruction: “Alright we are going to be doing 
some math problems.  Remember to raise your hand to answer. (precorrect).” 
 
NON-example: Teacher is asking questions and several student call out. Teacher says “Remember to 
raise your hand to answer. (coded as disruption/ reprimand; the reprimand is the reminder). I like how 
Lindsay is raising her hand (Spec Praise). 
 
EXAMPLE: Teacher says “We are about to line up. What am I looking for?” At the start of the first  
student answer, code Precorrect. Student answers:: “hands to self”; Second student replies “space 
between each other.” = 1 Precorrect. 
 
EXAMPLE [Teacher handing out crayons] When you get your crayons, I want to remind you to share 
your crayons nicely = 1 precorrect. 
 
NON-example:  Teacher: “I am looking for my friends who are ready to learn.” She then sends students 
who are “ready to learn” to their desk with a worksheet.  The reason this is a non-example is because 
she is not telling them what to do when they go their desk, but is instead looking for individuals ready to 
transition.   
 
NON-example: Here is the math homework. It has addition and subtract. Remember to watch the signs. 
[Statements about academics do not count as pre-corrects.]  

 
Duration Codes: 

Duration Code: 5 second rule applies for switching duration codes  

Teaching 
5-second rule 
teach 

Teacher is engaged in instruction, active supervision, or is circulating supporting students as they work. 
Ex: Teacher is giving instruction to whole class.  Teacher is demonstrating how to complete a task.  
Teacher is actively supervising group as they transition from desk to floor. 

Not Teaching Teacher is not engaging students and is involved in independent task with no interaction with students. 
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5-second rule 
noTeach 

Ex: Teacher working at desk or computer while students work on worksheets.  Teacher is engaged in off-
topic conversation with a student or another adult.  Teacher is engaged in management issues with 
individual student (e.g. reprimanding, writing office referral slip). Teacher is talking on phone. 
 

 No teach = not teaching.  EX. Teacher stops instruction to answer the phone and is on the 
phone for more than 5 seconds. 
 

 No teach= students are working in small group or independently and teacher does not actively 
supervise the activity (e.g., checking email, grading papers, reading through workbook to 
identify next activity for more than 5 seconds).   
 

 Do not switch to no teach until a consecutive 5 seconds occur in which teacher is not 
supervising students (e.g., teacher goes to desk and begins reading while students work at 
desk- begin count-at four seconds she looks up and scans room- end count.  She looks down 
again-begin count- looks up- end count. If count ever reaches 5 seconds, switch to no teach 
and give same 5 second rule to returning to teach. 

 

Down Time 
Downtime 
5-second rule 

No task expectations are present for the student to engage in.  Use 5 second rule before switching on or 
off. 
Ex: Student has completed their work and has free time.  Students are waiting for teacher to begin class 
after transition.  Teacher stops instruction to engage in lengthy reprimand.   
 

 Downtime = no clear expectations.  This does not include transition time in which the student 
is putting away items or lining up (expectations to do so).  

 

Student Duration 
Codes 

 2-second rule on student off task/on task duration change. If student starts to look off task 
begin counting 1-1000, 2-1000: switch to off task if student is off @2-1000 (even if during count 
he went back and forth between on and off task).  Once the count starts don’t discontinue.  If 
he is back on task at 2-1000. Then, you do not switch.  If he is off at 2-1000 switch.  Further, if 
student look like back on task start count over with decision to switch back occurring exactly on 
2-1000. 

 

On Task 
Ontask 
2-second rule 

Student is engaging with instructional content or activity via choral response, raising hand, responding to 
teacher instruction, listening, writing, reading, or otherwise completing assigned task.  If target student is 
not obviously off task, record as on task.   
Ex: Student is writing on worksheet. Student is working on computer for assigned task. Student is sitting 
quietly while teacher is talking, but eyes are not on instructor.  Student is sitting with cooperative work 
group, but is not talking or writing.   
 

 On Task = passive engagement  
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CCU Initial Forms 
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Classroom Ecology Checklist 
Consultant Version 

 
Please check the box that represents the best answer for each question based on the observation of 

classroom practices. 
 

A. Classroom Structure     

1. The traffic patterns in the classroom are clearly 
defined and allow movement without disrupting 

others. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

2. The desks and furniture in the classroom are 
arranged so that students can be seen at all times 

and the teacher has easy access to all areas of 
the classroom. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 
 

 

3. The materials in the classroom are clearly labeled, 
easily accessible, and organized to minimize 

clutter. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

4. There is a system in place for students to turn in 
completed work and to retrieve graded materials. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

B. Behavioral Expectations     

1. Classroom routines and expectations are clearly 
defined, stated in the positive, and visible. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

2. It is easy to figure out the classroom expectations 
when observing the class. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

3. Ask the teacher if not directly observed: The 
teacher actively teaches classroom rules and 

expectations several times throughout the year. 

No 
 

Only once 
per year 

 

Yes 
 

 
 
 
 

4. When the teacher uses an attention-getting signal, 
over 85% of the students respond within a few 

seconds. 

Never 
responded 
or within 5 

minutes 
 

Within a 
few 

minutes 

Yes Not 
observed 

 
 
 

5. Transitions between activities occur smoothly 
without interruption caused by behavior problems. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

C. Instructional Management     

1. The teacher gains the attention of all students at 
the beginning of a lesson or transition. 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 
 
 

2. Based on review of the classroom schedule and 
observation, it appears that 70% or more of class 

time is allocated to academic instruction. 

Less than 
50% 

 

50-69% 
 
 

70% or 
more 

 

 

3. A high percentage of students are observed as 
being engaged during classroom instruction. 

Less than 
60% are 
engaged 

 

61-89% are 
engaged 

 
 

90% or 
more are 
engaged 
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4. The teacher provides an appropriate pace with an 
optimal number of opportunities to respond while 
adjusting for complex content. (4-6 opportunities 
per minute for new material; 9-12 per minute for 

drill and practice). 

No Sometimes Yes 
 

 

 

 

 

5. The teacher solicits both group and individual 
responses to questions with an effort to provide the 
majority of students with individual opportunities to 
respond (not targeting the same students for every 
question).  

No Somewhat Yes 
 

 

6. The students generally answer questions with a 
high rate of accuracy during teacher-led instruction.  

Less than 
60% 

 

61-84% 
 
 

85% or 
more 

 

 

7. The teacher uses effective error corrections such 
as telling, showing, or demonstrating the correct 
answer rather than saying “no” or “wrong”. 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

Not 
observed 

 

D. Interacting Positively     

1. The teacher provides noncontingent attention to 
every student in the classroom (e.g., greeting them 
at the door, taking an interest in what they do 
outside of school). 

Not 
observed 

 

Sometimes Yes 
 

 

2. The teacher acknowledges expected student 
behaviors more frequently than misbehaviors 
(positive to negative ratio). 

Less than 
2:1 

 

Less than 
3:1 

 

3:1 or 
higher 

 

 

E. Responding to Appropriate Behavior     

1. There is a system for documenting and rewarding 
appropriate student behavior (classwide and 
individual students).  

No 
 
 

Somewhat/ 
Informally 

Yes 
 

 

2. The teacher uses behavior-specific/descriptive 
praise to encourage appropriate behavior. 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Most of 
the time 

 

F. Responding to Inappropriate Behavior     

1. The number of problem behaviors/disruptions in the 
classroom is generally minimal. 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

 

2. The teacher uses a continuum of consequences to 
discourage rule violations (e.g., ignore, praising 
others, proximity, explicit reprimand).  

No 
 
 

Somewhat Yes 
 

 

3. There is a documentation system for managing 
specific behavioral violations.  

No 
 
 

Somewhat/ 
Informally 

Yes 
 

 

4. The teacher is consistent when 
reprimanding/correcting misbehavior. 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

 

5. The teacher is calm, clear, and brief when providing 
reprimands/corrections. 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
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Classroom Ecology Checklist 

Teacher Version 

 

Please check the box that represents the best answer for each question based on your current classroom practices.  

 

G. Classroom Structure    

5. Are the traffic patterns in your classroom clearly defined and do they 
allow for movement without disrupting others? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

6. Are the desks and furniture in the classroom arranged so that 
students can be seen at all times and so that you have easy access 
to all areas of the classroom? 

No Somewhat Yes 
 
 

7. Are the materials in the classroom clearly labeled, easily accessible, 
and organized to minimize clutter?  
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

8. Do you have a system in place for students to turn in completed work 
and to retrieve graded materials? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

H. Behavioral Expectations    

6. Are classroom routines and expectations clearly defined, stated in the 
positive, and visible? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

7. Do you directly teach and practice classroom routines and 
expectations regularly? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

8. Do you use an attention-getting signal that you have directly taught, 
practiced, and positively reinforced?  
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

9. Do transitions between activities occur smoothly without interruption 
caused by behavior problems? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

I. Instructional Management    

8. Do you gain the attention of all students at the beginning of a lesson 
or transition? 
 

No Somewhat Yes 
 

9. How much class time is allocated to academic instruction? 
 
 

Less than 
50% 

 

50-69% 
 
 

70% or 
more 

 

10. What percentage of your students would you estimate are engaged 
during classroom instruction? 

 
 

Less than 
60% are 
engaged 

 

61-89% are 
engaged 

 
 

90% or 
more are 
engaged 

 

11. Do you pace your instruction to provide an optimal number of 
opportunities to respond while adjusting for complex content (4-6 
opportunities per minute for new material; 9-12 per minute for drill and 
practice)? 

No Sometimes Yes 
 

12. Do you solicit both group and individual responses to questions with 
an effort to provide the majority of students with individual 
opportunities to respond (not targeting the same students for every 
question)?  

No Somewhat Yes 
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13. Do students generally answer questions correctly when you provide 
instruction? What percentage of the time are they correct?  

Less than 
60% 

 

61-84% 
 
 

85% or 
more 

 

14. Do you use effective error corrections such as telling, showing, or 
demonstrating the correct answer rather than saying “no” or “wrong”? 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

J. Interacting Positively    

3. Do you provide noncontingent attention to every student in your 
classroom (e.g., greeting them at the door, taking an interest in what 
they do outside of school)? 

No 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

4. How often do you acknowledge expected student behaviors versus 
misbehaviors (positive to negative ratio)? 

Less than 
2:1 

 

Less than 
3:1 

 

3:1 or 
higher 

 

K. Responding to Appropriate Behavior    

3. Do you have a system for documenting and rewarding appropriate 
student behavior (classwide and individual students)? 

No 
 
 

Somewhat/ 
Informally 

Yes 
 

4. Do you use behavior-specific/descriptive praise to encourage 
appropriate behavior? 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Most of the 
time 

L. Responding to Inappropriate Behavior    

6. Are the number of problem behaviors/disruptions in your classroom 
generally minimal? 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

7. Do you use a continuum of consequences to discourage rule 
violations (e.g., ignore, praising others, proximity, explicit reprimand)?  

No 
 
 

Somewhat Yes 
 

8. Do you have a documentation system for managing specific 
behavioral violations?  

No 
 
 

Somewhat/ 
Informally 

Yes 
 

9. Are you consistent when reprimanding/correcting misbehavior? No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

10. Are you calm, clear, and brief when providing reprimands/corrections 
for misbehavior? 

No 
 
 

Sometimes Yes 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

127 
 

CCU 10 Minute Observation Form 

 

Teacher: 
 

Date: Topic: 
 
 

Observer: 
 

Start time: Activity: 
 
 

 
Type of Instruction (circle): 

 
New Material 
   

 
Drill and Practice   
 

During the 10 minute observation period mark a tally for each time the following behaviors are observed in 
the classroom. Then, calculate total, # per minute (rate), % correct academic responding, and ratio of 
interactions (positive : negative) 
 

 10 minute Frequency Count Total # Rate:  
# /total 
minutes 

% correct= 
CAR/OTR*100 

Opportunity to Respond 
(OTR) 

 
 
 

   
 
 
(       )% Correct Academic 

Response 
(CAR) 

 
 
 

  

Disruptive Behavior  
 
 

  Ratio + to neg.= 
Total rep/ total 
praise=  
      1   : (      )  

Praise 
Behavior-specific 

 
 
 

  Specific + 
General= 
 

Total: (          ) Praise 
GENERAL 

 
 
 

  

Reprimand 
Explicit/Fluent  

 
 
 

  Explicit + 
Critical= 
 
Total: (       ) 
 

Reprimand 
Critical/ Harsh/Emotional 

  

   

 

Comments:   
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  CCU 5 Minute Academic Engagement Observation Form 
 

Teacher: 
 

Date: Topic: 
 
 

Observer: 
 

Start time: Activity: 
 
 

   
For the next 5 minutes, every five seconds you will indicate if a student is on task or off task.  Therefore, each box 
indicates two things: 1) the number of seconds into the observation that you will look up at the student to determine 
on-task (+) or off task (0) at that moment, and 2) the interval number.  Continue observing students (repeating 
students as necessary) until the 5 minute period is complete for a total of 60 intervals.  Then, calculate the % of time 
the students in the classroom were engaged.  
 
(+) indicates on task (engaged) 
(0) indicates off task (not engaged) 

 

5 sec 
 
 

1 

10 sec 
 

 
2 

15 sec 
 

 
3 

20 sec 
 
 

4 

25 sec 
 
 

5 

30 sec 
 
 

6 

35 sec 
 
 

7 

40 sec 
 
 

8 

45 sec 
 
 

9 

50 sec 
 
 

10 

55 sec 
 
 

11 

1 min 
 

 
12 

1:05 sec 
 

 
13 

1:10 sec 
 
 

14 

1:15 sec 
 
 

15 

1:20 sec 
 
 

16 

1:25 sec 
 
 

17 

1:30 sec 
 
 

18 

1:35 sec 
 
 

19 

1:40 sec 
 
 

20 

1:45 sec 
 
 

21 

1:50 sec 
 

 
22 

1:55 sec 
 

 
23 

2 min 
 
 

24 

2:05 sec 
 
 

25 

2:10 sec 
 
 

26 

2:15 sec 
 
 

27 

2:20 sec 
 
 

28 

2:25 sec 
 
 

29 

2:30 sec 
 
 

30 

2:35 sec 
 
 

31 

2:40 sec 
 

 
32 

2:45 sec 
 

 
33 

2:50 sec 
 
 

34 

2:55 sec 
 
 

35 

3 min 
 
 

36 

3:05 sec 
 
 

37 

3:10 sec 
 
 

38 

3:15 sec 
 
 

39 

3:20 sec 
 
 

40 

3:25 sec 
 
 

41 

3:30 sec 
 

 
42 

3:35 sec 
 

 
43 

3:40 sec 
 
 

44 

3:45 sec 
 
 

45 

3:50 sec 
 
 

46 

3:55 sec 
 
 

47 

4 min 
 
 

48 

4:05 sec 
 
 

49 

4:10 sec 
 
 

50 

4:15 sec 
 
 

51 

4:20 sec 
 

 
52 

4:25 sec 
 

 
53 

4:30 sec 
 
 

54 

4:35 sec 
 
 

55 

4:40 sec 
 
 

56 

4:45 sec 
 
 

57 

4:50 sec 
 
 

58 

4:55 sec 
 
 

59 

5 min 
 
 
        60 

          

 
% On task = # interval + / total number of intervals coded  * 100 %       1.  Total # intervals coded (+) =  (        ) 
                                2.  Total # intervals coded (+) + (0) = (        ) 

                              3.   1 / 2 = (         )  
 

Comments: 
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APPENDIX C 

CCU Feedback Form 
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APPENDIX D 

CCU Intervention Planning Forms 
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Teacher Self-Monitoring Form 
 

1. Write in the date for each day this week.   
2. Write in the strategies to be used. 
3. Check off those strategies you use each day.  
4. Provide comments about any challenges encountered. 

Strategy: Date: Date: Date: Date: Date: 

 
 
 

□ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
 

□ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
 

□ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
 

□ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
 

□ □ □ □ □ 

Comments: 
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APPENDIX E 

Direct Behavior Rating – Classroom Management (DBR-CM) 
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APPENDIX F 

Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
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These questions are to help us gain a better understanding 

of the kinds of things that create difficulties for teachers.  

Please indicate your opinion for each of the statements 

below.  As always, your answers are confidential. 

 

 

How much can you do? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior 

in the classroom? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2. To what extent can you make your expectations clear 

about student behavior? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3. How well can you establish routines to keep activities 

running smoothly? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4. How much can you do to get children to follow 

classroom rules? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5. How much can you do to calm a student who is 

disruptive or noisy? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. How well can you establish a classroom 

management system with a group of students? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

7. How well can you keep a few problem students from 

ruining entire lessons? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8. How well can you respond to defiant students? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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APPENDIX G 

Social Validity Surveys 
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Classroom Check-up Project - Participant 
Acceptability/Feasibility/Social Validity Form 

 

Please answer the following questions by circling one response. 

 

How important do you believe the classroom management consultation materials and strategies to 

be? 

Not at all important Somewhat important  Fairly important Very important 

 

How helpful was the consultation process in increasing your knowledge of classroom management 
strategies? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

How helpful was the consultation process in increasing your knowledge of developing relationships 
with students? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

How helpful was the consultation model in helping increase your skills and competence with regard 
to responding to student problem behavior in your classroom? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

Did the consultation process and materials address any questions or concerns you had about 
classroom management? 

Yes No Not applicable 

 

Overall, what is your general reaction to the consultation process and materials? 

Very negative Somewhat negative  Fairly positive Very positive 
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How effective do you believe the consultation process to be? 

Not at all effective Somewhat effective  Fairly effective Very effective 

 

How intrusive do you believe the consultation process to be? 

Not intrusive Somewhat intrusive  Mostly intrusive Very intrusive 

 

Is the amount of time, resources, and effort required to participate in the consultation process 
reasonable? 

Not reasonable Somewhat reasonable  Mostly reasonable Very reasonable 

 

If someone asked you to participate in consultation in the future, how likely would you be to 
participate? 

Not at all likely Somewhat likely  Fairly likley Very likely 

 

 

Please write in your responses to the following questions. 

What did you like best about the consultation process and materials? 

 

 

What did you like least about the consultation process and materials? 

 

 

Would other student teachers benefit from participation in this consultation process?  Why or why 
not? 
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Classroom Check-up Project – Mentor Teacher 
Acceptability/Feasibility/Social Validity Form 

 

Please answer the following questions by circling one response. 

How important do think classroom management skills are to a student teacher?  

Not at all important Somewhat important  Fairly important Very important 

 

How skilled do you typically think student teachers are with regard to classroom management?  

Not at all skilled Somewhat skilled  Fairly skilled Very skilled 

 

How helpful did you think the consultation model was at increasing the student teacher’s classroom 
management skills? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

How helpful did you think the consultation model was at increasing the student teacher’s knowledge 
of developing relationships with students? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

How helpful did you think the materials and suggested strategies were in helping the student teacher 
increase his/her skills and competence responding to student problem behavior in the classroom? 

Not helpful Somewhat helpful  Fairly helpful Very helpful 

 

Was the consultation process an effective use of the student teacher’s time?  

Yes No 
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Overall, what is your general reaction to the consultation process and materials? 

Very negative Somewhat negative  Fairly positive Very positive 

 

Overall, how effective did you believe the consultation process to be? 

Not at all effective Somewhat effective  Fairly effective Very effective 

 

How intrusive did you believe the consultation process to be? 

Not intrusive Somewhat intrusive  Mostly intrusive Very intrusive 

 

Is the amount of time, resources, and effort required to participate in the consultation process 
reasonable for a student teacher? 

Not reasonable Somewhat reasonable  Mostly reasonable Very reasonable 

 

With training, would the CCU consultation model be something you would feel confident in 
conducting?  

Yes No 

 

With training, is the CCU consultation model something you would be willing to conduct with 
future student teachers?  

Yes No 

 

Please write in your responses to the following questions. 

What did you like best about the consultation process and materials? 

 

What did you like least about the consultation process and materials? 

 

Is this consultation model feasible to use with future student teachers?  Why or why not? 
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APPENDIX H 

CCU Fidelity Checklist 
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Classroom Check-up Fidelity Checklist 

 

Coach ID #:__________________ Teacher ID#:______________________ Date:_____________ 

 Completed 

Yes No 

Initial Interview    

1. Build rapport   

2. Complete the interview obtaining information for each question.   

3. Explain the purpose of classroom observations.   

4. Explain next steps to CCU process (classroom assessment, feedback, and 

action planning). 
  

5. Explain that the data will not be shared with others.   

6. Schedule time to visit classroom to conduct observations.   

7. The teacher seemed comfortable and willing to participate. 

  strongly            

                DISAGREE 

 

somewhat 
disagree 

 disagree slightly 

more than agree 

 agree slightly 

more than disagree 

 

 somewhat 

agree 

 

 strongly AGREE 

 

Personalized Feedback   

8. Explain the CCU feedback form (meaning of color coding, use of menu)   

9. Summarize data on feedback form for review with teacher.   

10. Provide examples of teacher strengths and areas in need of attention.   

11. Ask for teacher input throughout the feedback session (e.g., Did anything 

surprise you?  What are your thoughts about that?) 
  

12. Write down areas to focus intervention on menu of options.   

13. Provide advice only when solicited by teacher.   

14. The teacher seemed comfortable and willing to participate. 

  strongly            

                DISAGREE 

 

somewhat 
disagree 

 disagree slightly 

more than agree 

 agree slightly 

more than disagree 

 somewhat 

agree 

 strongly AGREE 

 

Action Planning   

15. Review action planning process.   

16. Collaboratively design a plan of action with the teacher.   

17. Ask the confidence ruler.   

18. Ask the importance ruler.   

19. Brainstorm any possible barriers to the plan with the teacher.   
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20. The teacher seemed comfortable and willing to participate. 

  strongly            

                DISAGREE 

 

somewhat 
disagree 

 disagree slightly 

more than agree 

 agree slightly 

more than disagree 

 

 somewhat 

agree 

 

 strongly AGREE 

 

Totals/Percentages   

Comments: 
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