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Abstract 

Disproportionality in disciplinary actions for certain racial groups has been well documented for 

several decades. In an effort to support all students, specifically those who are culturally and 

linguistically diverse (CLD), many have called for adopting a multi-tiered system of support 

framework that is considerate of student culture and school context. This framework applies to 

supporting students’ learning and behavior across settings, particularly in the classroom. To 

bridge existing gaps between theory and practice, this empirical study sought to evaluate if 

teachers who self-assessed their own use of culturally and contextually relevant practices would 

implement a classwide behavior plan with high levels of implementation fidelity. Results 

indicated that teachers who engaged in self-assessment and training did implement the plan with 

high levels of implementation fidelity, particularly when given performance feedback. 

Additionally, students tended to display slightly higher rates of academic engagement upon 

consistent implementation of the plan.  
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Promoting Teachers’ Implementation of  

Culturally and Contextually Relevant Classwide Behavior Plans  

  In 2014, the National Center for Education Statistics indicated that 50% of students 

enrolled in public elementary and secondary schools reported a racial identity other than White. 

Many identified as Black (16%) and Hispanic (25%), while others identified as Asian/Pacific 

Islander (5%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (1%), or two or more races (3%). Projections for 

2026 indicate that percentages for some groups are expected to increase (i.e., Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific Islander and two or more races), while the percentage of White students is 

expected to decrease (i.e., 45%; NCES, 2014). In contrast with the racial identities of students in 

the United States, most public school teachers identify as White (82%), female (76%) (NCES, 

2012). This discrepancy is not problematic in and of itself; however, research results indicate that 

students from certain racial/ethnic groups are disproportionately referred to the office, and 

suspended and expelled from schools, possibly due to a cultural mismatch between students and 

teachers (Fenning & Rose, 2007; Kaufman et al., 2010; McIntosh, Moniz, Craft, Golby, & 

Steinwand-Deschambeault, 2014; Monroe, 2005; Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010; Skiba et al., 

2011; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Skiba, Peterson, & Williams, 1997; Wallace Jr, 

Goodkind, Wallace, & Bachman, 2008).  

Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students are disproportionately referred for 

disciplinary action outside of the classroom as compared to their White peers (Gregory, Skiba, & 

Mediratta, 2017). Black students in particular are more frequently suspended and receive 

suspensions that are longer in duration (Kaufman et al., 2010), often in response to behaviors that 

are subjective in nature (e.g., insubordination, noncompliance) (Cartledge, Singh, & Gibson, 

2008; Skiba et al., 2002). Black students also receive harsher consequences than White students 
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for the same disciplinary offenses (Browne-Dianis, 2011). These disparities appear to both 

impact students’ perceptions of school climate and correlate to negative outcomes. Specifically, 

results from a recent large-scale analysis concluded that, as compared to their White peers, Black 

students at risk for out-of-school suspension reported lower ratings for perceived school equity 

and school belonging on a state school climate survey, and were at greater risk for adjustment 

problems (i.e., challenging, disruptive behavior) (Bottiani, Bradshaw, & Mendelson, 2017). 

A number of factors may contribute to these patterns of disproportionality. In general, 

teachers report feeling underprepared to manage classroom behavior (Chesley & Jordan, 2012) 

that in part may be attributed to deficits in preservice training (Freeman, Simonsen, Briere, & 

MacSuga-Gage, 2014). To support students who are culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 

in particular, teachers may lack professional development opportunities during which they are 

encouraged to consider students’ culture and the educational context to prevent misinterpretation 

of student behavior (Sugai, O’Keeffe, & Fallon, 2012). For instance, if a student has his/her head 

on a desk or uses inappropriate language to escape or avoid a difficult task, a teacher might 

interpret the behavior as exhibiting lack of motivation, disinterest in learning, and/or signs of a 

behavior disorder (Delpit, 2012). Other researchers have theorized that cultural mismatch or 

misunderstanding between teachers and students (Delpit, 2006; Irvine, 1990), racial stereotyping 

by school staff (Skiba et al., 2011), and/or conscious or unconscious racial bias by teachers 

(McIntosh et al., 2014) contribute to disproportionality in disciplinary action.  

Supporting CLD Learners 

To reduce disproportionality in disciplinary actions and support students’ learning and 

behavior in the classroom, numerous researchers, policymakers, and practitioners have called for 

the development of a culturally responsive, multi-tiered system of support framework in schools 
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(Bal, Thorius & Kozleski, 2012; Bohanon et al., 2006; McCurdy, Mannella & Eldridge, 2003; 

Vincent, Swain-Bradway, Tobin, & May, 2011). To accomplish this goal, a few steps appear 

critical. First, enhanced teacher training and professional development that focuses on universal 

prevention is needed (i.e., Tier 1; Skiba et al., 2002). Second, a shared focus on all educators 

supporting both students’ academic achievement and social behavior competence is necessary 

(Algozzine, Putnam & Horner, 2012; Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008). 

Third, consideration of the school context, classroom ecology and students’ culture are important 

when identifying, designing and implementing supports (e.g., Cartledge et al., 2008; Green, 

2005). Finally, classroom practices should be evidence-based (Horner et al., 2005), implemented 

with high levels of implementation fidelity (Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 

2008), and produce student progress data that can be monitored over time (Cook & Odom, 

2013). 

Supporting student classroom behavior. To provide more specific recommendations to 

support CLD students in particular, Fallon, O’Keeffe and Sugai (2012) conducted a systematic 

literature review that resulted in identification of a number of empirically supported, culturally 

and contextually relevant behavior management practices. These practices included increasing 

positive, equitable interactions with students, setting high expectations for the class, teaching 

social skills, and using students’ culture and language in instruction (Fallon et al., 2012), and 

were integrated into a model for positively supporting the behavior of CLD learners using 

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS; Sugai et al., 2012). This multi-tiered 

framework included recommendations for enhancing contextual and cultural relevance of PBIS 

outcomes (e.g., translate school-wide social expectations and behaviors into languages of 

students and families), data (e.g., develop data summarization, analysis, and presentation 
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procedures that are considerate of cultural and contextual factors and learning histories), systems 

(e.g., ensure that membership of school leadership team is representative of the cultural groups 

of the school and community) and practices (e.g., develop lesson plans, posters, practices, 

activities, etc. with language, images, messages, etc. that are appropriate across cultural groups 

and school contexts). By integrating these considerations into PBIS, teachers might improve 

outcomes for students across all cultural and linguistic backgrounds. 

Subsequently, Fallon, O’Keeffe, Gage, and Sugai (2015) surveyed school staff members 

(n = 330) nationwide to assess the social validity of the recommendations proposed by Sugai et 

al. (2012) and Fallon et al. (2012). Survey results indicated that school staff found the 

recommendations to be acceptable, feasible, and potentially efficacious in support of the 

behavior of all students, particularly CLD learners. These recommendations were then used to 

answer a call for more reliable and valid measures to accurately assess teachers’ use of culturally 

relevant practices (Debnam, Pas, Bottiani, Cash, & Bradshaw, 2015). Although there exists a few 

tools that measure a single construct of culturally and contextually relevant practice or a 

teachers’ beliefs about his/her ability to deliver culturally responsive instruction (e.g., Culturally-

Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale, Siwatu, 2007; Double Check Self-Reflection Tool, 

Hershfeldt et al., 2009; Multicultural Efficacy Scale, Guyton & Wesche, 2005), these tools do 

not comprehensively assess instructional and behavior/social practices, use of data in assessing 

progress and decision making, and access to training and support systems (Sugai et al., 2012; 

Vincent et al., 2011). As such, a teacher self-assessment tool, the Assessment of Culturally and 

Contextually Relevant Supports (ACCReS; available from first author upon request) was 

developed. Items included recommendations suggested for student behavior as well as academic 
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achievement, teachers’ use of data in the classroom, and teachers’ access to professional 

development opportunities. 

 ACCReS content validity. The teacher self-assessment items were created and sent for 

review to 10 subject-matter experts in the field including researchers who had published 

extensively in the areas of behavior management (n = 3), academic achievement (n = 3), or 

CLD learners (n = 4). All were university professors. Six held the rank of full professor, one 

was an associate professor, and three held the rank of assistant professor. To recruit these 

individuals, the current study’s authors created a list of possible experts, then the first author 

reviewed each nominee’s most recent curriculum vitae to confirm he/she had an extensive 

publication record (> 5 publications) related to one of the content areas identified above. 

Experts were then contacted via email and asked to participate in reviewing the items. All 

who were contacted agreed to review and were paid a small stipend for their efforts (i.e., 

$100 stipend). Experts reviewed items and identified (a) the factor with which the item 

aligned (i.e., academic practice, behavior practice, use of data, access to professional 

development), (b) how certain the reviewer was of his/her factor assignment, and (c) 

perceived relevance of the item to that factor. Data were then analyzed to determine the 

content and face validity of the tool. Generally, the majority of items were (a) correctly 

identified, (b) rated with certainty, and (c) reported to be highly relevant to the tool. The self-

assessment was then revised to incorporate feedback from subject-matter experts and 

continues to be subject to validation activities for use in school settings, including initial pilot 

testing its use in intervention research in schools.  

 Intervention with fidelity. In addition to assessment, intervention is critical to 

addressing behavioral concerns in the classroom. As previously described, comprehensive 
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classwide behavioral intervention should include consideration of empirical 

recommendations for instructional practice, as research has linked achievement and social 

behavior (Algozzine, Wang, & Violette, 2011; Marchant & Anderson, 2012) in addition to 

the use of data to support decision-making (Eagle, Dowd-Eagle, Snyder, & Holtzman, 2015). 

Implementation of a comprehensive classwide intervention should be consistent and 

complete (i.e., with high levels of implementation fidelity) (Sanetti & Kratochwill, 2009). 

Implementation fidelity data are important in determining the impact of a comprehensive 

intervention on student outcomes (e.g., academic engagement, disruptive behavior; Sanetti, 

Chafouleas, Fallon, & Jaffery, 2014). That is, if implementation is low, educators may 

require support to improve intervention implementation to maximize outcomes. 

Implementation support. When educators struggle to deliver classroom-based 

interventions, ongoing implementation support may be useful (Sanetti & Collier-Meek, 2015). 

Implementation support can include a variety of activities ranging from requesting that an 

educator self-monitor his/her own implementation (Simonsen, MacSuga, Fallon, & Sugai, 2013), 

to providing an educator with comprehensive performance feedback related to implementation 

(Sanetti et al., 2014). Performance feedback includes offering an educator praise for steps of the 

intervention implemented completely, and suggestions for how to improve implementation of 

intervention steps regularly missed (Collier-Meek, Fallon, Sanetti, & Maggin, 2013). 

Implementation support can range from low (e.g., self-monitoring) to high (e.g., performance 

feedback) levels of intensity. Researchers propose providing more intensive strategies to 

educators once less intensive strategies have proven ineffective (Sanetti & Collier-Meek, 2015). 

Ultimately, implementation support is intended to bolster educators’ intervention delivery to 

support students’ learning and behavior in the classroom. 
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Purpose of Study 

 For educators seeking to improve support provided to all students, particularly CLD 

learners, we recommend a comprehensive classwide behavior support plan and the provision of 

implementation training for educators. In this study, teachers were asked to self-assess their 

practice with the ACCReS tool. Teachers’ self-assessment results were subsequently analyzed 

and a universal classwide behavior support plan was developed based on items teacher 

participants consistently rated the lowest. Teachers were then trained to implement the plan and 

asked to self-monitor implementation. When implementation fidelity fell below 80%, teachers 

received performance feedback. In addition to teachers’ implementation of the classwide plan, 

students’ academic engagement and disruptive behavior were tracked. Specifically, the purpose 

of the current study was to address the following research questions: 

1. Will engaging in self-assessment and subsequent training on a comprehensive classwide 

plan increase teachers’ use of culturally and contextually relevant strategies in the 

classroom? 

2. Will teachers implement the classwide plan consistently and comprehensively while self-

monitoring implementation? If needed, will performance feedback increase teachers’ use 

of culturally and contextually relevant strategies in the classroom? 

3. Will students’ displays of academic engagement increase and disruptive behavior 

decrease upon teachers’ implementation of the classwide plan (i.e., use of culturally and 

contextually relevant strategies in the classroom)? 

The current study employed a single case research design to investigate experimentally the above 

research questions.  

Method 
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Participant Recruitment and Setting 

 The first author solicited participation by contacting the superintendent of an urban 

district in the Northeast. Once the superintendent approved the study, district principals were 

contacted via email. One principal of a middle school in the district expressed interest. The 

middle school included Grades 6-8. Of the 275 students enrolled, 47.3% of students were female, 

60% identified as a race other than White (Black = 30.9%; Hispanic = 10.5%; Asian = 9.8%; 

Multiracial = 7.6%), 26.5% were students with disabilities, 16.7% spoke English as a second 

language, and 28.0% were considered economically disadvantaged.  

The principal met with the first author about the study’s purpose. Afterward, the principal 

and the first author presented details about the study to teachers at a staff meeting. During the 

meeting, two sixth grade and a seventh grade teacher volunteered to participate in the study with 

students in the one class period for which they were noticing the most disruptive behavior. Once 

informed consent was secured for teacher participants, parents in participating classrooms were 

notified about the study and given the option to opt their child out of study participation; 

however, no parents selected this option.  

 Participating teachers included one Caucasian male, one Black female, and one Hispanic 

female. Teachers ranged in age from 28 – 40 (M = 35.7 years) and had three to eight years of 

teaching experience (M = 5.6 years). All had at least a master’s degree and were certified as 

general education teachers. Each participating class had 23 or 24 students and reflected the 

demographic trends of the school population. The number of females in each class ranged from 9 

– 14 (39 - 61%). Furthermore, students who identified as (a) Black ranged from 6 – 13 (30 – 

57%), (b) Caucasian ranged from 6 – 11 (26 – 48%), (c) Asian ranged from 1 – 4 (4 – 17%), (d) 

Hispanic/Latino ranged from 1 – 3 (4 – 13%), and Multiracial ranged from 0 – 3 (0 – 13%). 
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The consultant in the current study, a doctoral-level school psychologist and board 

certified behavior analyst, was a faculty member at a nearby university. Data collectors were two 

doctoral students in school psychology with advanced coursework in behavior assessment. 

Training for data collectors involved three steps. First, the consultant trained data collectors on 

how to use the data collection forms in detail, providing data collectors with opportunities to ask 

clarifying questions and discuss various scenarios in data collection. Second, data collectors  

practiced conducting direct observation with video clips of classwide student behavior prior to 

conducting classroom observations. Third, data collectors conducted a classroom observation 

with the consultant. Disagreements in the observation data between consultant and data 

collectors were discussed. Once acceptable interobserver agreement (i.e., > 90%) on training had 

been achieved, data collectors completed observations independently and with the consultants for 

interobserver agreement. 

Independent Variables  

Self-Assessment, Plan Development, and Plan Implementation. The independent 

variable in the current study contained multiple components. First, each teacher participant 

completed the ACCReS online (via www.SurveyMonkey.com) independently. The first author 

reviewed results from the three teachers’ responses and identified items universally rated lower 

than other items (e.g., “My lessons reflect students' interests and preferences.”). These items 

were used to create action steps (e.g., “Ask students to provide examples related to the content of 

the lesson that reflect their interests, experiences and/or preferences.”). These action steps were 

compiled to create a universal classwide behavior support plan. 

Data collectors observed teachers to determine which steps were indeed lacking in the 

classroom. For each teacher, nine of the 13 steps were not being implemented consistently in the 
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classroom, and differed by teacher (see Appendix A for steps each teacher was trained to 

implement). After baseline data collection, each teacher received comprehensive training on the 

plan. The completion of the self-assessment, training, and implementation of the plan served as 

the primary multi-component independent variable. 

Self-Monitoring. Once teachers received training, teachers were asked to self-monitor 

their implementation of the plan daily within the class period they identified during recruitment. 

Teachers indicated if each step of the plan was implemented fully, partially, or not at all that day. 

Data collectors collected teachers’ self-monitoring data once per week.  

Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback. When a teacher’s implementation was 

determined to be below 80% for three consecutive days, he/she was eligible to enter the Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase. In this phase, the teacher continued to self-monitor, 

but also receive a daily email before implementing the plan each day. The email included (a) a 

graph depicting the percentage of the plan implemented during the last observation, (b) a graph 

depicting the percentage of the plan implemented over the last five observations, (c) praise for 

three randomly selected steps for which the teacher was implementing fully, and (d) feedback to 

increase implementation for three randomly selected steps for which the teacher was not 

implementing completely. Teachers were asked to respond to the email when it was read, and a 

read receipt was requested in the email. Mr. Johnson (88.9%) and Ms. Watson (85.7%) opened 

all but one email, while Ms. Garcia (100%) opened every performance feedback email 

immediately before the next observation during this phase. 

Dependent Variables  

 To evaluate the impact of the independent variables, individual teacher and classwide 

student data were collected. Data collectors gathered observation data in classrooms three times 
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per week throughout the study. All observations took place for 40 min during the instructional 

period identified by the teacher during recruitment (i.e., the class period with the most disruptive 

student behavior): Mr. Johnson during Period 1 English class, Ms. Watson during Period 2 

Social Studies class, and Ms. Garcia during Period 4 English class. Teacher social validity data 

were collected as well.  

 Treatment fidelity. Data collectors used a researcher-derived measure of implementation 

fidelity to evaluate adherence (i.e., steps implemented as planned). Each step of the plan was 

listed and rated using the following scale: implemented fully, implemented partially or with 

deviation, not implemented at all, or no opportunity to implement. Similar measures have been 

used in previous research studies to provide accurate estimates of implementation (e.g., Sanetti & 

Collier-Meek, 2015). For 30% of observations sessions across all phases, two data collectors 

observed so that interobserver agreement could be calculated by dividing the total number of 

intervals for which there was agreement between two raters by the total number of intervals, then 

multiplying by 100 (i.e., percent agreement) (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Acceptable 

agreement was documented for treatment fidelity for Mr. Johnson (M = 94.6%; R = 85.7 – 

100%), Ms. Watson (M = 93.3%; R = 77.8 – 100%), and Ms. Garcia (M = 95.5%; R = 88.9 – 

100%). 

 Classwide student behavior. Data collectors also used a researcher-derived measure of 

classwide academic engagement and disruptive behavior using a momentary time sampling 

procedure with 15-sec intervals for the entire observation (Ferguson, Briesch, Volpe, & Daniels, 

2012). Data collectors employed an individual-random observation scheme, where observers 

randomly selected a different student in the class to observe during each consecutive 15-sec 

interval (Briesch, Hemphill, Volpe, & Daniels, 2015). Such measures have been previously used 
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in research and demonstrated to provide accurate estimates of student behavior (Chafouleas, 

Sanetti, Kilgus, & Maggin, 2012).  

Two data collectors observed 30% of observations sessions across all phases for the 

purpose of calculating interobserver agreement by dividing the total number of intervals for 

which there was agreement between two raters by the total number of intervals, then multiplying 

by 100 (i.e., percent agreement) (Cooper et al., 2007). Acceptable agreement was documented 

for student academic engagement for Mr. Johnson (M = 97.7%; R = 91.6 – 100%), Ms. Watson 

(M = 99.1%; R = 95.5 – 100%), and Ms. Garcia (M = 97.9%; R = 94.5 – 100%), and disruptive 

behavior for Mr. Johnson (M = 99.2%; R = 98.5 – 100%), Ms. Watson (M = 99.3%; R = 97.6 – 

100%), and Ms. Garcia (M = 97.9%; R = 94.5 – 100%) (Kratochwill et al., 2010). 

 Social validity. Teachers were asked to complete an adapted version of the Usage Rating 

Profile – Intervention Revised (URP-IR) (Briesch, Chafouleas, Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 

2013). Items on URP-IR aim to reliably assess the acceptability (α =.96), understanding (α =.90), 

and feasibility (α =.85) of implementing a school-based intervention by having educators rate the 

extent to which he/she agrees or disagrees with 35 statements (e.g., “This intervention is a good 

way to handle the child’s behavior problem”) using a six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree to 6 = strongly agree). 

Design  

 Study procedures followed an experimental single case research design, specifically, a 

randomized A-B-C-D multiple baseline across participants design. This research design allows 

an opportunity for an effect replication within and across at least three or more participants, 

settings, or behaviors to control for threats to internal validity (e.g., maturation, history) 
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(Kratochwill et al., 2010). All participants entered the Student Baseline Phase (Phase A) at the 

same time to collect baseline data for students’ academic engagement and disruptive behavior.  

After five observations, all teachers completed the ACCReS and began the 

Implementation Baseline Phase (Phase B). After three observations in this phase, Mr. Johnson 

and Ms. Watson demonstrated low, stable implementation. Mr. Johnson was randomly selected 

(using www.random.org) to receive training and enter the Self-Monitoring Phase (Phase C). Ms. 

Watson and Ms. Garcia remained in the Implementation Baseline Phase (Phase B). After five 

additional observations, Ms. Watson and Ms. Garcia demonstrated low and either stable or 

decreasing implementation, and were eligible for training to enter the Self-Monitoring Phase 

(Phase C). Ms. Watson was randomly selected and Ms. Garcia remained in the Implementation 

Baseline Phase (Phase B) for an additional three observations before entering the Self-

Monitoring Phase (Phase C). Once each teacher implemented the intervention below 80% for 

three observation periods, the teacher became eligible to be staggered into the Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase (Phase D).  

This design meets What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) standards for a multiple baseline 

design as (a) the independent variable was systematically manipulated, (b) interobserver 

agreement was assessed across at least 20% observations, and (c) at least three replications were 

used to demonstrate an effect across participants (Kratochwill et al., 2010). However, this study 

meets standards with reservations since there were not six, but at least three, data points per 

phase for the primary dependent variable (i.e., implementation fidelity) (Kratochwill et al., 

2010). 

Procedures 
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As previously noted, data collectors observed students’ behavior (and later, teachers’ 

implementation fidelity) for 40 min across phases during each observation for three days a week 

each week over the course of three months. After student baseline data were collected during the 

Student Baseline Phase (Phase A), teachers completed the ACCReS online via Survey Monkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com) before the first observation in the Implementation Baseline Phase 

(Phase B). The first author reviewed teachers’ responses to identify items rated lower than other 

items universally (i.e., across the three teachers). As assessment items pertain to educators’ use 

of behavioral supports, academic practices, and data, the first author selected items rated low 

from each of these three sections to target creating action steps to populate a universal classwide 

behavior support plan. Items on the ACCReS also assess professional development, but these 

items were not used to inform the creation of the universal classwide plan used in the current 

study, as the plan targeted action steps that could be implemented daily. 

 For items rated low by all three teachers on the ACCReS, the first author generated 

corresponding action step(s) to include in the universal classwide plan (see Appendix A). Once 

action steps were generated, data collectors observed teachers again, the Implementation 

Baseline Phase (Phase B) was initiated, and data collectors observed student behavior (academic 

engagement and disruptive behavior). During this phase, teachers had not yet been trained on the 

steps of the plan, yet observers assessed for teachers’ baseline adherence to steps of the plan 

while observing to determine if teachers were implementing steps of the plan despite provided a 

low rating for the corresponding item(s) on the ACCReS. The first author noted that each teacher 

inconsistently implemented nine of the 12 steps of the intervention. Immediately before each 

teacher was staggered into the Self-Monitoring Phase (Phase C), the first author provided 

training to that teacher to implement these nine steps in practice.  
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 The training entailed a detailed description of each intervention step and verbal modeling 

for how teachers might implement the step in practice. Teachers were given comprehensive 

verbal descriptions for how to self-monitor their implementation using the treatment fidelity 

form researchers used during observations. Finally, teachers were asked if they had any 

questions before beginning to implement the plan the next day in class. In total, this training took 

30-45 min. 

 Once teachers received training, they were asked to implement the plan the next day and 

to self-monitor implementation (Phase C). As described above, once implementation fell below 

80% for three observation periods (as evidenced by data collectors’ implementation fidelity 

ratings), teachers were eligible to receive performance feedback emails. They were once again 

staggered into this condition (Phase D). Email content included a graph of implementation 

fidelity data from the previous observation and the past five observations, praise for three steps 

implemented consistently, and suggestions to improve three steps not implemented consistently. 

Data collectors continued to track students’ behavior and teachers’ implementation fidelity. At 

the completion of the study, teacher participants were given a $60 Amazon gift card as 

compensation for their voluntary involvement in this study. 

Data Analysis 

For data reflecting teachers’ implementation fidelity and students’ behavior, graphed data 

(see Figure 1 and 2) and descriptive results (mean, standard deviation; see Table 1 and 2) were 

analyzed by phase. Visual analysis of graphed data was supplemented with the calculation of 

TauU (Parker, Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2010) using an online calculator 

(singlecaseresearch.org). Tau-U was used to provide a quantitative estimate of study effects by 

participant across phases. Guidelines used for interpreting Tau-U results aligned with those 
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applied in other single case design research studies (small = 0–0.65, moderate = 0.66–0.92, large 

= 0.93–1.00) (Sanetti, Collier-Meek, Long, Byron, & Kratochwill, 2015). 

Results 

Treatment Fidelity 

 During Implementation Baseline (Phase B), all teachers implemented the classroom plan 

with low levels of implementation fidelity (see Figure 1 and Table 1). Upon the introduction of 

the Self-Monitoring Phase (Phase C), two of the three teachers’ levels of implementation fidelity 

substantially increased, while one teacher’s levels slightly increased. When performance 

feedback was introduced with self-monitoring (Phase D), all teachers’ levels of implementation 

fidelity increased. 

Mr. Johnson demonstrated stable, but low levels of implementation fidelity in the 

Implementation Baseline Phase. During the Self-Monitoring Phase, Mr. Johnson’s 

implementation fidelity immediately increased, indicated by an upward trend. Specifically, for 

Mr. Johnson, average treatment fidelity increased 29.8% from the Implementation Baseline to 

the Self-Monitoring Phase, a large effect (Tau-U = 1.00). During the Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase, Mr. Johnson’s levels of implementation fidelity decreased slightly 

but remained stable and above Implementation Baseline. Additionally, average implementation 

fidelity increased 42.4% from the Implementation Baseline to Self-monitoring + Performance 

Feedback indicating a large effect (Tau-U = 1.00).  

Ms. Watson implemented the classroom plan with variable and low levels of 

implementation fidelity during the Implementation Baseline phase. During the Self-Monitoring 

Phase, Ms. Watson’s implementation fidelity increased slightly while remaining variable. For 

Ms. Watson, average implementation fidelity increased 5.7% from the Implementation Baseline 
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to Self-Monitoring Phase, a small effect (Tau-U = 0.34). During the Self-monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase, Ms. Watson’s implementation fidelity demonstrated an increasing 

trend and average implementation fidelity increased 17.5% from the Implementation Baseline 

Phase, a moderate effect (Tau-U = 0.74). 

Finally, Ms. Garcia initially implemented the intervention with moderate, but variable 

levels of implementation fidelity during the Implementation Baseline Phase. During the Self-

Monitoring Phase, the level of implementation fidelity increased substantially. For Ms. Garcia, 

average implementation fidelity increased 33.0% from the Implementation Baseline to Self-

Monitoring Phase, a moderate effect (Tau-U = 0.88). During the Self-Monitoring + Performance 

Feedback Phase, Ms. Garcia’s implementation fidelity increased, but became more variable. For 

Ms. Garcia, average implementation fidelity increased 43.4% from the Implementation Baseline 

to the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase, a moderate effect (Tau-U = 0.91). 

Student Outcomes 

 In addition to implementation fidelity improvements across phases, students’ behavior 

also improved throughout the study (see Table 2). For Mr. Johnson’s class, academic 

engagement increased from Student Baseline to the Implementation Baseline Phase (+ 5.1%). 

Subsequently, an increase was noted from the Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring 

Phase (+ 5.7%), resulting in a small effect (Tau-U = 0.38), and Implementation Baseline to Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase (+ 8.2%), resulting in a small effect (Tau-U = 0.51).  

Levels of disruptive behavior remained constant from Student Baseline to the Implementation 

Baseline Phase (+ 0.03%). The Tau-U estimate for the difference between academic engaged 

behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase indicated a moderate effect (Tau-U = 0.88). Subsequently, levels 
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of disruptive behavior was constant from the Student Baseline to Implementation Baseline 

(+0.3%). Levels were also constant from Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring Phase 

(+ 0.9%), indicating a small effect (Tau-U = 0.13). Also, levels increased slightly from 

Implementation Baseline to Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase (+ 1.0%), resulting 

in a small effect (Tau-U = 0.07). The Tau-U estimate for the difference between disruptive 

behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase indicated a very small effect (Tau-U = 0.12). 

Ms. Watson’s class demonstrated higher levels of academic engagement in comparison to 

Mr. Johnson’s and Ms. Garcia’s class from Baseline Student to the Implementation Baseline 

Phase (+ 9.4%). In addition, Ms. Watson’s class’ levels of academic engagement increased from 

Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring Phase (+ 2.9%), indicating no effect (Tau-U = 

0.05), and Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase (+ 

4.4%), a small effect (Tau-U = 0.08). The Tau-U estimate for the difference between academic 

engaged behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase indicated a moderate effect (Tau-U = 0.65).  Levels 

of disruptive behavior remained relatively constant from Student Baseline to the Implementation 

Baseline Phase (- 0.4%), and from Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring Phase (- 

0.4%), indicating a small effect (Tau-U = 0.33). Levels of disruptive behavior slightly decreased 

from the Implementation Baseline Phase to the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase 

(-1.3%), demonstrating a small effect (Tau-U = 0.14). The Tau-U estimate for the difference 

between disruptive behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase indicated a very small effect (Tau-U = 0.14). 

Finally, Ms. Garcia’s class demonstrated increased academic engagement during 
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Implementation Baseline Phase as compared to the Student Baseline (+ 11.4%). Additionally, 

academic engagement increased slightly from Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring 

Phase (+ 2.9%), indicating no effect (Tau-U = 0.05), and from the Implementation Baseline to 

Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase (+ 0.6%), indicating no effect (Tau-U = 0.08). 

For disruptive behavior, a more substantial decrease was noted from Student Baseline to the 

Implementation Baseline Phase (- 4.2%). The Tau-U estimate for the difference between 

academic engaged behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase indicated a small effect (Tau-U = 0.35).  Levels of 

disruptive behavior increased from the Implementation Baseline to the Self-monitoring Phase (+ 

2.7%), a small effect (Tau-U = 0.44). Despite this increase, disruptive behavior decreased from 

the Implementation Baseline to Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase (- 2.7%), 

indicating no effect (Tau-U = 0.02). The Tau-U estimate for the difference between disruptive 

behavior during Student Baseline + Implementation Baseline Phase and Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase indicated a very small effect (Tau-U = 0.16). 

Social Validity  

Overall, teachers responded favorably to most items on the URP-IR. Specifically, the 

mean teacher rating overall was 4.43 (SD = 1.20), with a mean of 4.63 for acceptability (SD = 

0.97), 4.89 for understanding (SD = 0.33), 4.06 for feasibility (SD = 1.51), and 4.22 for systems 

support (SD = 1.09). Mr. Johnson reported that the classroom plan was very acceptable (M = 

5.33; SD = 0.71), very understandable (M = 5.00; SD = 0.00), very feasible (M = 5.17; SD = 

0.41), and required some systems support (M = 3.67; SD = 1.15). Ms. Watson reported that the 

classroom plan was somewhat acceptable (M = 4.78; SD = 0.44), very understandable (M = 5.00; 

SD = 0.00), somewhat feasible (M = 4.00; SD = 1.79), and required some systems support (M = 
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4.67; SD = 0.58). Ms. Garcia reported that the classroom plan was somewhat acceptable (M = 

3.78; SD = 0.97), understandable (M = 4.67; SD = 0.58), somewhat feasible (M = 3.00; SD = 

1.51), and required some systems support (M =4.33; SD = 1.53). 

Discussion 

 Schools are becoming increasingly diverse settings serving students from a variety of 

racial, language, and ethnic backgrounds. Researchers, educators and policymakers are 

proposing recommendations for behavioral strategies that support all students, particularly CLD 

learners. These efforts are critical considering the extent to which research results indicate 

disproportionality related to school discipline for certain groups over the past several decades 

(e.g., Skiba et al., 2002). To address this issue, many researchers and practitioners have proposed 

culturally and contextually relevant approaches to behavior management framed within a multi-

tiered system of support model (Bal et al., 2012; Bohanon et al., 2006; McCurdy et al., 2003). 

This framework is particularly flexible to support students’ behavior schoolwide (Vincent et al., 

2011), but also can be used in the classroom by encouraging teachers to implement empirically-

supported, Tier 1 culturally relevant behavior and academic practices, as well as use data to 

inform decision-making (Sugai et al., 2012). Although previous research in this area has been 

largely theoretical, the results of this experimental study are promising, 

This study is the first to empirically evaluate the impact of self-assessment and teacher 

training in the use of culturally and contextually relevant strategies in the classroom. It took 

place in a middle school, a setting in which limited intervention research is available (Lane, 

Oakes, Carter, & Messenger, 2015). Results from the current study provide preliminary data 

related to the impact of performance feedback on teachers’ implementation fidelity of a 
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classwide plan, as well as the impact of the plan on students’ academic engagement and 

disruptive behavior.  

On average, all teachers implemented more components of the classwide plan during the 

Self-Monitoring Phase than during Implementation Baseline, and even more during Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback versus both the Implementation Baseline and Self-

Monitoring Phases alone (see Table 1). Specifically, Figure 1 illustrates that teachers’ 

implementation was relatively low and stable during Implementation Baseline. During the Self-

Monitoring Phase, all teachers demonstrated an increase in level, although results were more 

pronounced for Mr. Johnson and Ms. Garcia. Mr. Johnson also demonstrated an increasing trend 

in this phase. These preliminary data suggest that a receiving brief training and self-monitoring 

plan implementation appeared to be more effective than self-assessing alone. Teachers did not 

report during or after the study exactly when and how they self-monitored their implementation. 

Teachers’ data sheets were merely collected weekly.  

During the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase, Mr. Johnson and Ms. 

Garcia’s implementation remained relatively high and stable, while Ms. Watson demonstrated an 

increasing trend. Tau-U effect size estimates were high for Mr. Johnson from Implementation 

Baseline to the Self-Monitoring Phase and Implementation Baseline to the Self-Monitoring + 

Performance Feedback Phase. For Ms. Watson and Garcia, Tau-U was larger for Implementation 

Baseline to the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase. Overall, teachers appeared to 

implement more components of the plan when receiving performance feedback in addition to 

self-monitoring their implementation. Performance feedback emails included visual graphs of 

implementation that may have impacted teachers’ behavior. Emails were sent before class and 
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may have also served as a prompt to provide specific steps of the intervention, increasing the 

number of steps implemented overall in the phase. 

Although performance feedback seemed to make a difference to teachers’ 

implementation, a large difference in student outcomes was not noted from the Self-Monitoring 

Phase to the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase. Average academic engagement 

increased slightly for Mr. Johnson and Ms. Garcia, but decreased for Ms. Garcia (see Table 2). 

Disruptive behavior was slightly higher when Mr. Johnson received performance feedback, but 

declined for Ms. Watson and Ms. Garcia during the Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback 

condition. Tau-U estimates indicate there was a larger change in academic engagement from 

Implementation Baseline to Self-Monitoring + Performance Feedback condition for Mr. Johnson, 

but small to no effect was noted for differences between other phases across participants.  

Although an increase in academic engagement data was only noted during the Self-

Monitoring + Performance Feedback Phase for two teachers (Mr. Johnson and Ms. Watson), 

evaluation of the effort involved in sending performance feedback is important and justified. 

Although Ms. Garcia’s class did not have an increase in academic engagement, an overall 

decrease in disruptive behavior was observed during the Self-Monitoring + Performance 

Feedback condition. Future research should replicate this study and expand these phases to 

determine if a clearer effect for academic engagement and disruptive behavior is observed over 

time. 

Limitations 

Several limitations are important to consider when evaluating the results from this study. 

First, teachers volunteered after a meeting with the study’s first author and the school principal, 

potentially introducing a selection bias (i.e., teachers who volunteered might be more receptive 
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to training than other teachers). Furthermore, although all teachers in the current study had a 

master’s degree (which is aligned with national teacher trends, n = 56%; NCES, 2012), 

participant characteristics did not necessarily reflect the demographic of national teacher trends 

otherwise. Rather than White female teacher participants, the three teachers who volunteered 

included a male and two women of color, possibly impacting self-assessment responses and 

subsequent implementation of suggested practices. Also, as this was a single case design study, 

only three teachers were needed to demonstrate three replications of a treatment effect across 

participants (Kratochwill et al., 2010). Yet, future research might seek to replicate the method 

with a larger sample of teachers with diverse characteristics to increase the generalizability of 

findings. 

Also, ceiling and floor effects were evident when tracking academic engagement and 

disruptive behavior across phases. As such, student outcome dependent variables may not be as 

sensitive to change as other possible variables may have been given the current research 

questions. However, lack of substantive change in rates of academic engagement and disruptive 

behavior across classrooms throughout the study also indicates that implementing the classwide 

plan did not appear to adversely impact student outcome data. If in future studies academic 

engagement and disruptive behavior are tracked as dependent variables, researchers might screen 

classrooms initially to ensure high levels of disruptive behavior and low levels of academic 

engaged behavior are present to more adequately warrant classwide intervention.  

Furthermore, teachers implementing the universal plan were making an effort to engage 

in more culturally and contextually relevant practice. Rather than measuring academic 

engagement and disruptive behavior, another dependent variable may be more responsive to 

teachers’ change in practice (e.g., perception of connectedness to teacher or lesson). Future 



CLASSWIDE BEHAVIOR PLANS            26	

research may explore this possibility and identify alternative dependent variables that seem to be 

more impacted by teachers’ treatment fidelity to these types of classwide plans. In addition, 

although the justification for the current study includes reported trends related to 

disproportionality in school discipline, we did not directly measure variables related to race or 

disproportionality in the current study, which should be explored in subsequent research. Finally, 

breaks and scheduling interruptions limited data collection during certain phases, affecting 

adherence to single case design standards (Kratochwill et al., 2010). 

Conclusion 

Findings from the current preliminary study indicate engaging in self-assessment and 

subsequent training on a comprehensive classwide plan seemed to be associated with increases in 

teachers’ use of culturally and contextually relevant strategies in the classroom. Teachers 

implemented the classwide plan relatively consistently and comprehensively while self-

monitoring implementation; however, the introduction of performance feedback increased 

slightly teachers’ implementation of the plan. Results related to the relationship between 

teachers’ implementation and students’ behavior were less clear. Overall, some evidence 

suggested a relationship between increased academic engagement and decreased disruptive 

behavior upon teachers’ implementation of the classwide plan, but future research should further 

explore this relationship or consider an alternative student dependent variable to monitor over 

time. 

 Educators needing assistance to support the behavior of all students in his/her class, 

particularly CLD learners, might consider engaging in self-assessment and seeking technical 

support to change his/her classroom practice. Teachers might seek this assistance from support 

staff in the school (e.g., school psychologist, lead teacher, behavior coach) and self-monitor 
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progress toward changes implemented over time. Collecting student data may also assist teachers 

in determining if changes in classroom practice are having the desired effect. Future research 

should evaluate if these procedures can be implemented effectively by a wider range of teachers.  
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Table 1 
 
Teachers’ Implementation Across Phases 
 

 Baseline  Intervention  Effect Size 
Estimates 

 
Implementation 

Baseline 
(IB) 

 
Self-

monitoring 
(SM) 

SM + 
Performance 

Feedback (PF) 
 

ES 
IB to 
SM 

ES 
IB to       
PF 

Treatment Adherence 
Mr. Johnson 31.6 (4.0)  61.4 (17.5) 74.0 (6.5)  1.00 1.00 
Ms. Watson 45.2 (8.7)  50.9 (18.6) 62.7 (18.1)  0.34 0.74 
Ms. Garcia 35.6 (18.9)  68.6 (7.0) 79.0 (13.5)  0.83 0.91 
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Table 2 
 
Student Outcomes Across Phases 
 

 

 Baseline  Intervention  Tau-U Estimates 

 
Student 
Baseline 

(SB) 

Implement. 
Baseline 

(IB) 
 

Self-
monitoring 

(SM) 

SM + 
Performance 

Feedback 
(PF) 

 Tau-U 
IB to SM 

Tau-U 
IB to PF 

    Tau-U 
SB + IB 

to  
SM + PF 

Academic Engagement  

Mr. Johnson 81.4 (12.8) 86.5 (4.8)  92.2 (1.4) 94.1(1.8)  0.38 0.51 0.88 

Ms. Watson 83.8 (10.1) 93.2 (4.1)  96.1 (1.7) 97.6 (1.8)  0.05 0.08 0.65 

Ms. Garcia 77.8 (12.0) 89.2 (4.0)  91.9 (2.8) 89.8 (6.5)  0.17 0.08 0.35 

Disruptive Behavior  

Mr. Johnson 2.2 (0.9) 2.5 (1.5)  3.4 (2.0) 3.5 (2.3)  0.13 0.07 0.12 

Ms. Watson 4.0 (0.4) 3.6 (3.1)  3.4 (1.4) 2.3 (1.8)  0.33 0.14 0.14 

Ms. Garcia 10.7 (3.8) 6.5 (4.7)  9.2 (3.3) 3.8 (1.9)  0.44 0.02 0.16 

 

 

 


