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Abstract 

Self-monitoring (SM) is a cognitive-behavioral intervention which involves evaluating and 

documenting one ' s own behavior. Research has repeatedly found self-monitoring to be a highly 

effective intervention for a variety of problem types. However, just because an intervention has 

been shown to be effective does not ensure that a teacher will implement the intervention; they 

must find the intervention acceptable. The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers ' 

acceptability of SM interventions and to examine if acceptability ratings differ significantly based 

on problem type (academic, behavioral and social-emotional) and grade of teacher (preschool-5 , 

6-8, and 9-12) . A total of 3 7 teachers completed a procedural acceptability, situational 

acceptability, and a demographics form. Mean ratings of acceptability, overall and for each 

problem type, are reported and an ANO VA was performed to determine main effects of problem 

type and grade of teacher. Overall, teachers found SM acceptable. Additionally, acceptability 

ratings were higher for academic problems than behavioral, which in tum were higher than social­

emotional problems. Finally, acceptability ratings did not differ significantly based on grade of 

teacher. 
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Teachers' Acceptability of Self-Monitoring Based on 

Problem Type and Grade of Teacher 

The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA- 1997) 'd h h · · , pro Vl es t at eac child with a 

disability be afforded a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment. As a 

result ohhis legislation, many students with disabilities are included in the regular classroom. The 

manifestations of the students ' disabilities in this environment often require some type of 

inter\'ention. One type of intervention that has been shown to be effective in the inclusion 

classroom. as welJ as the spec ial education and regular classroom, is self-monitoring (Reid, 1996). 

Self-monitoring is a cogniti \'e-behavioral strategy that consists of self-assessment and self­

recording. Self-assessment in\'o lves exarnining and quest ioning one' s own behavior. For example, 

students may ask themselws ··Am I paying attention?'" Self-recording is the process of 

doc ument ing the response to one· s se lf-assessment ( 1cDougalJ, 1998). Specifically, the student is 

asked to record certain aspects of a target behavior. such as freq uency, rate, amplitude, or 

duration. uch se lf obser\'at ion has routinely been u ed to obtain baseline and post-inter ention 

data to monitor treatment effect (John o n & \Vhite, 1971 ). Ho\ ever, the act of recording one' s 

O\\ll beha\'ior has been shown to have reac tive effects. thu changing the observed behavior 

(Kazd in, 1974 ). 

In a re\'iew of literature. Webber. cheuermann, McCall, and Coleman ( I 993) disco ered 

three emerging \'ie\\'S as to why reactivity to elf-monitoring occurs. A metacognitive view 

· · · If · · be se attending to one ' s behavior leads to suggest that reactt\'lty occurs dunng se -morutonng cau 

h · · hi h · I d to self-regulat ion A second view a e1ghtened a\\'arenes o f the beha\'1or. \\' c m turn ea s · 

· · f If · · is described as an external pro\'ides a beha\'ioral explanatton. The act o se -morutonng 



antecedent " ·hich leads to internalized self-adrnin.i t d 
s ere consequences. As people self-morutor 

their beha\'iors. they make judgments of their perfonnan hi h . 
ces, w c are either reinforcing or 

unishing. This self-evaluation motivates behavior ch 1 P ange. n contrast , the third view offers an 

e:-.1 ernally controlled explanation. Self-monitoring is seen h 
· as a cue t at precedes external 

consequences. According to this view, internalized consequence . d 
s are V1ewe unnecessary for 

behavior change (Webber, et al. , 1993). 

While \Ve are unsure how self-monitoring leads to reactivity h h dl , researc as repeate y show 

that self-monitoring is an effective behavior management technique (McDougall, 199S). This 

technique has been used successfully in classroom settings with a variety of problem types 

including academic, behavioral, and social-emotional (Shapiro & Cole, 1999). I will consider thest 

in turn. 

Self-monitoring has been used as an intervention for a variety of academic problems 

including academic skills, academic behaviors, and learning strategies. Academic self-monitoring 

includes observation and recording of disc rete behaviors related to production and accuracy 

(Shapiro & Cole. 1999). Harris ( 1986) studied the effects of self-monitoring on productivity for 

four students with learning disabilities. The students were instructed to record the number of 

spelling words \Vritten for practice during the allotted class time. The results indicated an increase 

in production with the use of self-monitoring. Similar results were found by Maag, Rutherford, and 

DiGangi ( J 992) in their study of productivity and on-task behavior of students with learning 

d' b'I' · • · If d' d contingent reinforcement were used isa 1 1t1es. In this study, self-observat1on, se -recor mg, an 

h · · · · asured by counting the number of as t e mter\'ention technique . Acaderruc productivity was me 

h · t cher's aide would randomly tap the 
math problems attempted. To measure on-task be avior, a ea 
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shoulder o f each partic ipant to cue them to asses d 
s an record whether or not they were working 

their assignment. Both productivity and on-task b h . . 
on e av1or mcreased after the 

implementation of self-monitoring . 

Self-monitoring has also been shown to be high} ffi . . 
Ye ect1ve 111 dealing with problem 

behaviors. Clees ( 1995) had students self-monitor five behaviors • 1 d' b . . . 
me u mg rmgmg rnatenals to 

class, beginning class on-task, turning in homework, completing class work, and writing 

assignments in an assignment book. Each participant was provided training · th lf . . 
m e se -morutormg 

process during which each target behavior and teacher expectations were operationally defined. 

Throughout the study, participants kept a notebook to record whether they met each of the 

teachers expectations. Participants showed significant gains in performance after the 

implementation of self-monitoring . Another study involving students with classroom behavior 

difficulties used self-monitoring techniques to increase on-task behaviors while decreasing off-task 

disruptive behavior (Rumsey & Ballard , 1985 ). The students were provided with self-recording 

charts and at the sound of a to ne they were to record whether they were working or not working. 

On separate charts the students reported how many reading words they had copied from the 

blackboard. Both on-task behavio r and productivity increased with the use of the self-monitoring 

technique. 

A review ofliterature by Shapiro and Co le ( 1999) describes how self-monitoring has been 

used as both an assessment tool and an inten ,ent ion fo r children with soc ial-emotional problems 

· k d 'to r and record positive thoughts such as depression. Children in these studies were as e to morn 

1 d Lederer ( 199 1) found that self-recording 
or e\'ents to reduce negative tho ughs. Seidel, ea , an 

. . . . ver treatment effects were not measured. 
can be a useful tool in assessing anxiety m children, howe ' 
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~ 
Research overwhelmingly supports the use of self-m . . . 

orutonng as an mtervention technique 

fi a variety of problem types (Shapiro & Cole 1999) H . 
or , . owever, snnply because research supports 

self-monitoring does not ensure that teachers will implement and dh . . 
a ere to this technique. They 

must first find self-monitoring acceptable. Judgements of acceptab'lit b d 1 Y are ase on an overall 

evaluation of the procedures used in the intervention Specifically • d f .. · , JU gements o acceptability 

usually examine the appropriateness of the treatment for the problem, the c.arm· bl 
1; ess, reasona eness, 

and intrusiveness of the treatment ; and if the treatment matches conventional notions of what 

treatment should be (Kazdin, 1980) . Several instruments have been developed to measure 

treatment acceptability (Elljot & Treuting, 1991 ). Acceptability research has assessed a great 

number of behavioral interventions including self-monitoring. A review of literature by Mitchem 

and Young (200 I) found that acceptability research in the area of self-monitoring was either 

unclear or informally reported. Olympia, Sheridian, Jenson, and Andrews ( 1994) reported that 

teachers· mean response to questions concerning the acceptability of self-management was 

"slightly agree. " A study by Harris, Pre liar, and Graham ( 1990) found self-monitoring to be 

acceptable using the Intervention Rating Profile-IS (IRP-15) . Additionally, they found that self-

. · · · · t ' c.or mild problems verses severe monnonng was significantly more acceptable as an mterven ton 11 

problems. 

hesent Study 

tabilit of self-monitoring. Additionally, 
The present study examined teachers ' overall accep Y 

thi . . . tin s for the use of self-monitoring 
5 study mvestigated differences between acceptability ra g 
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hniques fo r \·ario us pro blem types (academic beh . 
tee ' av1oral, and social emotional) and 

grade le\'els (preschoo l-5; 6-8 ; 9-12). This study has the fi 11 . 
o owing hypotheses: (I ) Teachers will 

rate self-monitoring in general as acceptable; (2) Teachers .11 find . . 
w1 self-morutormg more 

cceptable for less disruptive problem types (academic d . 
1 

. 
a an soc1a -emot1onal, rather than 

behavioral) because self-monitoring is viewed as a minimal' t 
is treatment ; (3) Teachers in higher 

grades (grades 6-8 ; 9-12) w ill find self-monitoring more acceptabl than h 
e teac ers of lower grades 

(preschool-5) because this technique emphasizes independence (D nl Dunl 
u ap, ap, Koegel, & 

Koegel, J 991 ). However, self-monitoring has been shown to be effie 1· c. • f c 1ve 1or a vanety o age 

gro ups (Kopp, 1988). 

Method 

Participants 

Packets were sent out to 120 elementary and secondary school teachers solicited from a 

rural Kentucky school district. Thirty-six teachers completed and returned their packets, which is a 

30 percent response rate . Eighty-one percent of the respondents were female , while 19 percent 

,,·ere male. The fo llowing are the percentage of partic ipants that fell within the various age ranges: 

18-25 years, 16%; 26-35 years, 24% ; 36-45 years, 32%; 46-55 years, 27%. Of those who 

responded, 62 percent taught preschool- 5th grade , 16 percent taught grades 6-8 , and 22 percent 

taught grades 9-12. Twenty-four percent of the respondents taught in special education 

classrooms, 14 percent taught in inclusion classrooms, and 62 percent taught in regular education 

cla · c __ :1: · 'th the self-monitoring technique. ssrooms. Respondents also reported thelf 1c1111War1ty WI 

F . S ndents ( 16%) indicated that 
ourteen percent were not familiar with the technique. orne respo 

the,_, \\'ere f:""";liar w1'th h d sed it in their classrooms. Many teachers ' c.u, u the technique, but a never u 

5 



, 80 ) \\'ere familiar with the technique and had d .. 
( , o use 1t m the b 
- past, ut do not currently use it in 

their classrooms. Thirty percent of the respondents were f: . . . 
amil1ar with and currently used self-

monitoring in their classrooms. 

Materials 

Instructions Sheet 

The instructions sheet provided the participants w'th 1 . . 
I genera d1rect1ons for completing the 

study and a description of self-monitoring. The description prov'd d 1 1 e genera procedures of the self-

monitoring technique, which included defining a target behavior ide tifyin' :_c. . . , n g reuuorcers, des1grung 

a monitoring method, teaching the method, and fading (Dunlap, et al. , 1991) (See Appendix A) . 

Procedural Acceptability Measure 

The Procedural Acceptability Measure was modeled after Sheridan and Steck· s ( 1995) 

adaptation of the Behavioral Intervention Rating Scale (BIRS; Elliot & Treuting, 

1991). The BIRS has been frequently used as a measure of treatment acceptability (Firm & 

Sladeczek, 200 1). A factor analysis of the BI RS revealed three factors including acceptability, 

effectiveness, and time of effectiveness (Elliot & Treuting, 1991 ). Modeling Sheridan and Steck 

(1995). this study will use only the 15 acceptability factor items from the BIRS. Elliot and Treuting 

(1991) reported a reliability coefficient of .97 for the acceptability factor. The acceptabiljty 

measure for the present study will also include six items measuring logistical barriers of time and 

administrative support (Sheridan & Steck, 1995). Each of the items consists of a statement wruch 

is rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree (See Appendix 

8) . d ·t ms ( e g self-monitoring wo uld 
· Before scoring this measure, all ratings for negauvely state I e · ., 

not I' , . ) will be reversed. Mean scores for the 
ikely be successful in changing a student ' s behavwr 
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eptability factor and the log istical barriers fact . . 
;ice or, mcludmg logistical b . . 

. . . arners of tune and 

d 
•r·iistrati\'e items, will be obtamed for each pa t' . a Jlll . r IC!pant. 

Situational Acceptability Measure 

The Situational Acceptability Measure consists of? 
_ J student problems that fall into three 

aregories: academic problems, behavioral problems and . 1 . 
c , socia -emotional problems (Sheridan & 

Steck, I 995). For each of the student problems, participant k 
s are as ed to rate the acceptability of 

self-monitoring as an intervention technique using a 6-point Lik 
ert scale ( 1 = very unacceptable to 

6 == very acceptable) (See Appendix C). Scores for each participant will be b . d . 
o tame by computmg 

means and standard deviations for items in each of the three problem t • ca egones. 

Demographics Form 

The demographics form consists of 5 items that indicate each participant ' s age, gender, 

grade level. classroom type and familiarity with self-monitoring (See Appendix D). 

Procedures 

Packets containing an informed consent docwnent (See Appendix E) , an instructions sheet, 

a demographics questionnaire, the Procedural Acceptability Measure, the Situational Acceptability 

Measure. and a se lf-addressed envelope were placed in the school mailboxes of each teacher in the 

five Kentucky schools. The informed consent document explained participant rights and the 

purpose of the study. The participants were informed that completing and returning their packets 

implied consent. Each potential participant received a pen valued at less than one dollar regardless 

of participation. The instructions sheet informed the participants to complete each of the enclosed 

fo . . • ing the enclosed self-addressed 
rrns and mail all completed forms to the principle mvestigator us 

en . l 1 din each teacher ' s mailbox 
\e ope. Four days after the initial mailing, a postcard was Pace 
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k' 112 those who partic ipated and reminding tho h . 
than 11 - se w o rrught still be interested m· . . . 

part1c1patmg 
rn their packets. 

10 retu 

dural Acceptability Measure p,oce 

Results 

The Procedural Acceptability Measure consists of? 1 't Th 
-

1 ems. e first 15 items make up the 

eptability factor , while the last 16 items make up the logistical fact 
1 ace or. terns were rated on a 6-

. t Likert scale from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree " Of th ,., 7 d 
pain · e ., returne Procedural 

Acceptability Measures, two had one response missing and one had two respo . . 
0 nses rrussmg. ue to 

the limited response rate, means were obtained for these questionnaires using the remairiing 

responses. The overall mean score for the acceptability of self-monitoring factor was rated as 

"slightly agree· ' (M=4. 73 , sd=0.61 ) . Additionally, the overall mean score for the logistical factor 

11as also rated as "slightly agree" (M=4.4 7, sd=0. 74). The overall acceptability mean scores were 

Yery similar for teachers of different grade levels [preschool-5 (M=4.81 , sd= 0.68) ; 6-8 (M=4.82, 

sd=0.28): 9-12 (M=4 .6, sd=0.63)] and were rated from '·slightly agree" to "agree ." A 1 x 3 factor 

analysis of variance (ANOV A) did not indicate a signi_ficant difference between groups (F[2]=0.36, 

p>.05). 

Situwional Acceptability Measure 

. f ? 1 d t ro bl ems that fall within three The Situational Acceptability Measure consists o - stu en P 

. . • t d the acceptability of self-
categones (academic , behavioral, social-emotional) . Participants ra e 

rno · · 6 oint Likert scale from "very 
n.nonng as an intervention for each student problem on a -p 

a . . nal Acceptability Measures, one 
cceptab)e· ' to '·very unacceptable." Of the 37 completed Situatio 

had . The mean was caJculated for the 
no response to one item and one had no responses to 11 items. 
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• . 11111etire miss ing one response; however the q . . 
Ll uc~l K , uest1onna1re that had 11 . 

. . items unanswered was 
d The use of self-momtonng as an intervent" c: 

1101 use · ion 1or academic p bl 
ro ems was rated as "slight! 

P
table .. (M ==4.2 7, sd= l .04). However, ratings for both beha . Y 

3cce v1oral (M==3 ?? sd== 1 1) d . ·-- , • an soc1al-
e!110tional (M ==2.79, sd=.91) problems were "slightly unacceptable ,, A I , 3 f: 

· x actor ANOV A 

)lowed a significant main effect for problem type (F[2]==4J _836 < . 
s ,p .O0l). A parred samples t-test 

. s used to further examine the differences among the acceptabili . . 
\\3 ty ratmgs. Specifically, 

cceptability ratings were significantly higher for academic problems th beh . 
a an av1oral problems 

(1[35]==6.53 , p<.001 , Bonferroni adjusted) and social problems (t[3S] ==7 84 00 . . 
· , p<. 1, Boruferoru 

adjusted). Additionally, self-monjtoring was rated as more acceptable for behavior problems than 

social-emotional problems (t[35]=2.94, p <.05 , Bonferroni adjusted). 

Discussion 

The first hypothesis of this study predicted that self-monitoring would be rated as 

acceptable. As this study hypothesized, the overall acceptabiljty of self-monitoring was favorable . 

These results may have occurred because self-monitoring is a minimalist intervention that has been 

shO\\TI to be highly effective and allows students to take some responsibiljty for their own behavior. 

Additionally, logist ical acceptability was also rated favorably. Overall, teachers felt that the time 

required to implement the intervention was reasonable and they also felt that their adminiStration 

would be supportive of them using this techruque. 

S f d 6 g and 9-1 2 wo uld find self econdly, this study hypothesized that teachers o gra es -

mo · · d ( school-5) because self-nnormg more acceptable than teachers of younger stu ents pre 

mo · . . h 3 oups were consistent. Self-
lUtonng promotes independence. However, ratings fort e gr 

tnonj . 1 This may be due to the fact that 
tonng was rated as acceptable regardless of grade )eve · 

9 



. •ioring is a simplistic intervention that can d . 
, e Jt -1110 111 use effectively with a . 
. . variety of age groups. It 

Id be noted that the sample SIZes for the groups wer . . 
shou e vaned, which resulted in a limi' d 

te number 
b' cts falling within the 6-8 (n=6) and 9-1? (n=S) 

of su ~e - groups when compared to preschool-5 

(n==23 ). 

While acceptability ratings did not vary based on gr d f 
a e o teacher, acceptability ratings did 

based on problem type. The third hypothesis of this study d' d 
var)' pre 1cte that self-monitoring would 

be ore acceptable for less disruptive problem types such as acad . d . . 
m ' enuc an soc1al-emot1onal 

Oblems. This study found that self-monitoring was rated as most acceptabl ~ d . 
pr e 1or aca enuc problem 

rynes. However, the use of self-monitoring for behavior problems was rated as less acceptabl d 
. r e, an 

self-inorutoring for social-emotional problems was rated as least acceptable. As we have stated 

before, self-monitoring is a minimalist intervention and teachers tended to rate it as more acceptable 

fo r less severe problem types . For example, academic problems listed on the Situational 

Acceptability measure, such as incomplete work and inaccurate work, were less complex and severe 

than some behavioral problems including vandalism, fighting, and alcohol abuse and social­

emotional problems like depression and suicide threats. Additionally, teachers may find self­

monitoring more acceptable for those problem types with which they are most familiar and 

comfortable. 

In summary, we have found that overall teachers find self-monitoring acceptable regardless 

of h • · e acceptable for academic t e grade level they teach. However, they found self-morutonng mor 

P bl Tru information can prove valuable 
ro ems rather than behavioral and social-emotional problems. s 

to sch t number of interventions are available 
001 psychologists when consulting with teachers. A vas 

r Many of these ,or sch 1 ~ ariety of problem types. 00 psychologists to recommend to teachers ior a v 



. . itions ha,·e research attesting to their effect' 
int ct , e1 iveness. However this do 

' es not mean teachers 
. fi d these int er\'entions acceptable and use them Th 

,,,ii n . ey must also find them acceptable. If 

1 inter\'entions are suggested to teachers wruch th d 
se,·era ey O not find acceptable th , ey may not 

h e to the intervention wruch will lead to failure and . 
ad er may comprorruse the consulting 

1 
tionship. Acceptability research provides valuable infonnat. h 

re a ion to sc ool psychologist when 

a-. rina interventions for teachers to use in their classrooms R 1 fr . . . 
oue O 

• esu ts om this study indicate that 

he self-monitoring would be a good technique to suggest to teachers h h d . t w o ave stu ents with 

Cademic problems, rather than behavioral or social-emotional problems Furth h a • er researc on the 

acceptability of other intervention types is recommended to provide school psychologists with 

infomiation on other techniques that are viewed as acceptable by teachers. 

The following limitations of this study should be considered when interpreting the results. 

The main limitation of this study was the small response rate. Only 30 percent of teachers who were 

sent packets completed and returned their questionnaires. The small response rate may have been 

due to the timing of the study. The study was conducted right before spring break when teachers 

were preparing fo r district-wide achievement testing. AdditionalJy, many teachers were attending 

spring programs and field trips with their students. 

Another limitation of this study is a limitation inherent in self-report research. The 

r I · · · · t' ble While teachers rated self-e at1onsh1p between self-report and actual behavior 1s ques 10na · 

rn · · • "f h Id actually implement the orutonng as acceptable, this study cannot predict I t ey wou 

in fi t of the responses were at tef\ention in their classrooms. Additionally, less than ve percen 

extreme ends of the Likert scale, indicating no significant floor or ceiling effects. 

l l 
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APPENDIX A 
Instructions Sheet 

nk yo u for agreeing to participate in this study. Please fill out th I 
Tha d. ral Acceptability Measure, Situational Acceptabilit M e enc osed questionnaires 
(proce u . d • • Y easure Demog hi . to the foUowmg escnpt1on of self-monitoring U ' . rap c Form) 

ferr!I1g · pon completion, t h re . nnaires in the self-addressed envelope provided Rem be . re um t e 3 
uestIO . . . · em r, retunung th 

1 q . nnaires implies yo ur consent to part1c1pate. Please do not . e competed 
quest10 . wnte yo ur name on any of the 

estionnalfes. 
~ Self-monitoring 

If monitorino is an inten-ention that is used to improve problem beha 
1
· Th fi 

11 
. . 

Se -
0 

\ ors. e o owmg 1s a 'pt i·o n of the general procedures used for this technique descn · 

Step t. Operati~naUy ?efine targ~t behavi_or. . 

Describe m _detail t_he behavior you wish to mcrease or decrease (Example: wear glasses 
during readmg penod each day). 

tep 2. Identify functional reinforcers ( optional). 

You may choose reinforcers such as praise or free time to reward the student fo r the act of 
self-monitoring (see step 4) or improving behavior. 

Step 3. Design self-monitoring method/device. 
A method of recording the target behavior sho uld be developed (example: 
chart. check sheet or notebook). 

I" Pcriod 2 Pcriod 3n1 Pcricd -t "" Period ~ Pericd ~ ?criod 

I. I hmught m~ b..."Jk to d as.,,. 

2. I \\n)(c m~ ai,,ignrncnLs in 
Ill) :i.,,ignmcnt hook. 

tep 4. Teach child to use self-monitoring device. h . hart 
. d d the be av1or on a c • 

Help the child to clearly identify the target behavior an recor hild if-monitor behavior 
\ • if ary Have the c se Jv1odel the act of recording the behavior necess · . sary Review 

Y , pro vide cues as neces • at predetennined times throughout the day. ou ma) 

the record with the child daily. 

tep S. Fade use of the self-monitoring device. • se until it is no longer 
d ally reduce its u . ) After behavior has been improved, you can gra u . . tead of every 5 rrunutes · 

· , 1 O mmutes 1J1S needed. (Example: record on-task behavmr e\ery 

p I L K & Koegel, R. L. ( I 991 ). 
ro edu d D nJ G Koege ' . . . 17 ?? 

L. . re a apted from: Dunlap, L. K. . u ap, ., . £ 
1 
·onal Children. ---· 

sing elf . . Teach111g xcep , -ino rutormg to increase independence. 1 ' 
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APPENDI X B 
Procedural Acceptab·li 1 ty Measure 

_ rhe descrip tion of self-monitoring on the Instr t . S 
R ,ter to h - h b . uc 10ns heet Pl 

e; -·cling the number w tc est descn bes your agreem d". ease evaluate the interven( 
bl' ell ent or isagreement . h ion 
. wit each statement 

I}' Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Slightly Disagree 4= SI · 
1:cStroag - ightly Ag ree S= Agree 

6= Strongly Agree 

I. Self-monitoring seems consistent with other procedures I have used. 

~- Sclf~monitoring would not likely be successfu l in changing a student ' behavior. 

, 
1 
encounter student problems evere enough to warrant use of elf-monitoring. 

) . 

-L I bclie--•e elf-monitoring would be appropriate for use with a variety of tudent 

problems. 

, I bdit'\l'. most teachers ,.vou ld find self-monitoring to be an appropriate 
-· m,thod of intervention for a variety of student problems. 

6. 1 bdim: that most teachers would find self-monitoring uitable 
for certa in srudcnt problems. 

· elf-monitoring is not a reasonable method of intervention for tudent problem . 

S Seif-monitoring would likely re ult in negative side-effects fo r the tudent. 

~ I hdine I \\Ould fl'.d comfortable recommrnding the use of elf-monitoring tooth r 
Il'a ·hcrs. 

iO. ! iikcd the self-monitoring procedures described. 

1 · 1 would be willing to u e self-monitoring with the tudcnt , parent , and teacher 
with whom I work . 

12--elf-mo · · - d bl nnormg 1s not a good way to handle stu ent pro ems. 

13-Seif- - -
monnonng does not seem fair to the students. 

--elf-m · - - - ·th student's problems. 
onnormg 1s an acceptable approach for intervention W1 

1· 
) °'-er ll . - th rudent, teacher 

a · 1 belie,.·e self-monitoring would likely be beneficial to e 
anct Parent. 
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SD D SLD SLA A SA 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 



rn
1
s of the potential benefits, the amount f . 

SD D SLD 

J6 In 1e . o tune . 
SL.A A 

· If 
0100

iconng would be wel l worth the inve requ1red to imp! 

SA 

sl:'. - stment. ement 2 3 4 5 6 

C rnpared to other interventions I use the am I 7. o . . ' ount of m · 
iJnplcment self-monitoring would be much greater Y tune required to 2 3 4 5 6 

8 
considering my demands on time, self-monito . I . nng would b · 
rne IO implement. e unpossible for 2 3 4 5 6 

19
_ My adm inistrator(s)/supervisor(s) would like! b. 

self-monitoring as described. y 
O 

~ect to my providing 2 3 4 5 6 

20
_ My administr~tor(s)/supervisor(s) would consider self- . . 
,aluable sernce for me to provide. monitoring to be a 2 3 4 5 6 

21 My adm inistrator(s)/supervisor(s) would bes . . . . upport1ve to my tT · 
self-momtormg as described. u 1 12mg 

2 3 4 s 6 

\IOdified l\lJ\• from: Sheridan S & S . . · · · J I · · A . I ey of sch 

1 

· · · teck, M. ( 1995). Acceptab1hty of conJomt behav1ora consu tauon. nauona 

00 psycho! · og1sts. School Psychology Review, 24, 633-647. 
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APPENDIX C 
Situational Acceptance 

. . .r self-monitoring on the Instruction Sheet. Please rate the acceptability 
0

r 
d criP11O11 

OJ · bl b · 1· h · 'J 
the es h J thefiollowm g pro ems y c1rc .mg t e number which best describes your 

I. r to . r, eac OJ . . 
R~ e 11011 ;1or111gJ ~r- Acceptab ility 1s define~ as t~e appropriateness of the treatment fo r the problem, 
seif-

1 
facceptabil1tY. sonableness and 1ntrus1veness of the treatment, and how well the treatment / o • ss rea ' 

/e i•e it 05 1hefa1~ne 
1
• ( ons of what treatment should be. 

OS ,1,e onvent wna no I 

atches c 
m 

1 3=Slightly Unacceptable 4= Slightly Acceptable S=Acceptable 6=Very Acctptablt 
2=Unacceptab c 

, . \ loacceptable 
1~\ er) 

--------
lete homework 

\.fails to comp 

tration problems 
~-Anention/concen 

, \oppy work 
) . 

. Truancy 

;_ Oepre ion 

6. fighting 

&. Poor self-esteem 

Q_ Anxiety 

\0. Inaccurate work 

\\. >;on ompliant 

\~. Withdrawal 

3.Fai\ to ask for needed a si tance 

\4 r . . 
· JU1c1de Threat 

\ 
\ 
I 

\\ Yanda\i m 

1 
· hoo\ phobia 

vu 

l 

l 

u SU SA A VA 

2 3 4 5 6 

1 3 4 s 6 

1 3 4 5 6 

2 
., 4 s 6 ;) 

2 
., 4 s 6 ;) 

1 
., 4 s 6 ;) 

1 3 4 s 6 

2 3 4 s 6 

2 3 4 s 6 

2 3 4 s 6 

2 3 4 s 6 

3 4 s 6 
2 

3 4 s 6 
l 2 

3 4 s 6 
l 2 

4 s 6 
l 2 3 

4 s 6 
2 3 
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vu u SU SA A VA 

7 
L)~s not bring materials to class 

2 3 I . 4 5 6 

8 Abuse of alcohol or other drugs 
2 3 I . 4 5 6 

. M . * 
19_ Sck ctivc ut1sm 2 3 4 5 6 

2o. fa ils co grasp academic concepts 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Stea ling 2 3 4 5 6 

* Selective M t · . . 
speak in u ~sm is a disorder in which a child speaks normally in some situations (such as home) but refuses to 

0ther situations (such a s school). 

Modified fr . Sh . . . . 
surv om. endan, S . & Steck, M. (I 995). Acceptability of conJomt behavioral consultant 

ey of school h I · · 7 psyc o og1sts. School Psychology Revtew, 24, 633-64 . 
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APPENDIX D 
Demographics Form 

I e Check the appropriate response peas · 

Age: 18-25 years ( ) 26-35 years ( ) 36-45 years ( 
46-55 years ( ) 56-65 years ( ) 66 and above ( 

Gender: Male ( ) Female ( ) 

Grade Level: Preschool-5 ( ) 6-8 ( ) 9-12 ( ) 

Type of Classroom: Special Education ( ) Inclusion ( ) 

) 
) 

Regular ( 

Familiarity with Self-Monitoring technique prior to this study: (Select one) 

I was not fam.iliar with this technique. ( ) 

I was famil iar with this technique, but have never used it in my classroom. ( ) 

) 

I was farnjliar with trus technique and have used it in the past, but I do not currently use it. ( ) 

I was familiar with this technique and currently use it in my classroom. ( ) 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX E 
Consent to Participate in R . a esearch Stud 

Austm Peay State University Y 

Y are being asked to participate in a research stud Thi c: • • 
ou hi d y y. s ionn is mtended 

information about t s stu y. ou may ask the researchers listed below a t~ provide you with 
ail the Office of Grants and Sponsored Research Box 4517 A ~ut this study or you may 

~!arksville, TN 37044, (931) 221-7881 , with questio~ about th , . hustm Peay State University, 
e ng ts of research participants. 

1. TITLE OF RESEARCH STUDY 
Teachers' acceptability of self-monitoring based on problem typ d d e an gra e of teacher. 

2. pR]NCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 
Kim Justice, M.A. 
Graduate Student, Psychology Department 
Home: (931) 503-0936 
E-mail: justicek@apsu.edu 

Dr. Patti Wilson 
Facultv Supervisor 
Office: (93 I) 221-6407 
E-mail: wiJsonp@apsu.edu 

3. THE PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH 
The purpose of this study is to investigate teachers ' acceptability of self-monitoring interventions and 
to examine if acceptability ratings differ based on problem type (academjc, behavioral, and social­
emotional) and grade of teacher (preschool-5 , 6-8 , 9-12) . This research project is being completed 
to fulfill degree requirements for the Education Specialist degree. The data and results obtained in 
this study may be published or presented. 

4. PROCEDURES FOR TillS RESEARCH 
If you choose to participate in this study, yo u will be asked to complete a demographlcs 
quest ionnaire, a Procedural Acceptability Measure, and a Situational AcceptabiJjty Measure. The 
demographics questionnaire will request infonnation about your age, gender, grade level, type_ of 
classroom, and familiarity with the self-monitoring technique prior to the study. Informa~IOn 
pertaining to grade level will be used to determine if acceptability ratings differ for teach~~s at vano~s 
grade levels. All other demographic infonnation will be used to describe the participants. T e 
Proc d I • . If · · by reading statements and e ura Acceptability Measure asks you to· evaluate se -morutonng . 
rat' . . na1 A t bility Measure lists a 

mg on a scale of 1 to 6 if you agree or disagree. The S1tuatio ccep a . . Id be 
~•ariety of problem types and asks you to rate how acceptable you feel self~morutonnpg ':~u t'on: 
inter · · fi in this study. arucipa 1 

hi 
\ ention. You will not be asked to place your name on any orms . nfid 1· 1 and will 

t s t d . d d will emam co en ta 
be s u Y will take approximately 10-15 mmutes. All collecte ata . r If h ollected data is 

st0red in a locked filing cabinet at the Principal Investigator' s residence. t e c 
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I. hed or presented, it will be done in a way that does not I h . . 
Pub ,s . . . h' d revea t e ident1t f 

lo not participate mt 1s stu y, yo u may keep yo ur k Yo Participants If choose . pac et or return th • you 
to the Principal 1 nvest1gator. e uncompleted packet 

s. pOTENTIAL RI~KS OR BENEFI:S TO YOU 
· h esearch packet includes a pen that 1s yours to keep even if h 
Eac r hi d . . you c oose not to • . 

d The risks fort s stu y are minimal. You do not have to an . Part1c1pate in the 
stu Y· swer any quest 

S
wer Additionally, you may feel a sense of pride for helping the p . . ion you do not wish 

to an · . . nnc1pal Invest' 
search project and for contnbutmg to research in the field of ed . igator complete 

her re . . . . . ucat1on and research t hni 
Th risks for part1c1pat1on m this study are minimal. A possible risk . 1 ec ques. 

e may me ude sens f I k 
d Cation for teachers who report that they are unfamiliar with the t hni e O ac of 

e u . . ec que of selfm · · 
C ntact information for the Prmc1pal Investigator and the Faculty Supe . h . - oru~ormg. 

o h 1 . d Li rv1sor, w o is a nat1onall 
rtified school psyc o og1st an a censed psychologist with Health Se..., ,; p 'd . Y ce . . . • uCe fOVl er des1gnat' 

is provided below should any potential comphcat1ons arise. ion, 

6. INFORMED CONSENT ST A TEMENT 

1 have read the above and understand what the study is about, why it is being done, and any benefits 
or risks invo lved. 
I understand that I do not have to take part in this study, and my refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of rights. 
J agree to participate in this study and understand that by agreeing to participate I have not given up 
any of my hwnan rights. 
I understand that returning my completed packet implies consent. 
I understand that I may choose to withdraw from the study at any time until I mail the surveys. At 
that time, there will be no way to identify a particular survey. 
I understand that I will receive a copy of this form. 

If! ha\'e questions about this study I may call Kim Justice (graduate student, Psychology Department) 
at (93 I )-503-0936 or Dr. Patti Wilson (faculty supervisor, Psychology Department) at (93 1 )-22 1-
6407. 
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► 

Vita 

Kim Justice was born and raised in Clarksville, TN. She went to grade schoo l at 

Woodlawn Elementary School and attended middle school at New Providence Middle School in 

Clarksville. She graduated with honors from Northwest High School in 1993. After graduation, 

she began working on her Bachelor 's degree in Psychology and graduated in I 999. Directly after 

earning her B.S. degree, she began working on her Master 's degree in School Psychology and 

graduated with honors in 2002 . She is currently pursuing her Education Specialist degree and 

anticipates graduating in May 2003. 
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