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Abstract
Self-monitoring (SM) is a cognitive-behavioral intervention which involves evaluating and
Jocumenting 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 37 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 ANOVA 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 turn 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) provides that each child with a

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

result of this 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
intervention. One type of intervention that has been shown to be effective in the inclusion
classroom. as well as the special education and regular classroom, is self-monitoring (Reid, 1996).

Self-monitoring is a cognitive-behavioral strategy that consists of self-assessment and self-
recording. Self-assessment involves examining and questioning one’s own behavior. For example,
students may ask themselves “Am I paying attention?” Self-recording is the process of
documenting the response to one’s self-assessment (McDougall, 1998). Specifically, the student is
asked to record certain aspects of a target behavior, such as frequency, rate, amplitude, or
duration. Such self observation has routinely been used to obtain baseline and post-intervention
data to monitor treatment effects (Johnson & White, 1971). However, the act of recording one’s
own behavior has been shown to have reactive effects. thus changing the observed behavior
(Kazdin, 1974).

In a review of literature. Webber. Scheuermann, McCall, and Coleman (1993) discovered
three emerging views as to why reactivity to self-monitoring occurs. A metacognitive view
suggests that reactivity occurs during self-monitoring because attending to one’s behavior leads to
a heightened awareness of the behavior, which in turn leads to self-regulation. A second view

provides a behavioral explanation. The act of self-monitoring is described as an external



antecedent which leads to internalized self-

et
dministered consequences. As people self-monitor

(heir behaviors. they make judgments of their performances, which are either reinforci
; orcing or

punishmg- This self-evaluation motivates behavior change. In contrast the third view off
" iew offers an

externally controlled explanation. Self-monjtoring is seen as a cue that precedes external

consequences. According to this view, internalized consequences are viewed unnecessary for

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

While we are unsure how self-monitoring leads to reactivity, research has repeatedly show

that self-monitoring is an effective behavior management technique (McDougall, 1998). 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 these
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 discrete 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 written 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, anc
DiGangi (1992) in their study of productivity and on-task behavior of students with learning

. . ) . : / d
disabilities. In this study. self-observation, self-recording, and contingent reinforcement were use

' . , i r of
as the intervention technique. Academic productivity was measured by counting the numbe

) ‘e aide w mly tap the
math problems attempted. To measure on-task behavior, a teacher’s aide would randomly tap
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on their assignment. Both productivity and On-task behavior increased fter th
sed after the

implementation of self-monitoring.

Self-monitoring has also been shown to be highly effective in dealing with prob
€m

pehaviors. Clees (1995) had students self-monitor five behaviors including bringing material
erials to

class, beginning class on-task, turning in homework, completing class work, and writing
assignments in an assignment book. Each participant was provided training in the self-monitoring
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 tone 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 behavior and productivity increased with the use of the self-monitoring

technique.

A review of literature by Shapiro and Cole (1999) describes how self-monitoring has been

used as both an assessment tool and an intervention for children with social-emotional problems

such as depression. Children in these studies were asked to monitor and record positive thoughts

Or events to reduce negative thoughs. Beidel. Neal, and Lederer (1991) found that self-recording

) , were not measured.
¢an be a useful tool in assessing anxiety in children; however. treatment effects were



Teacher Acceptability

Research overwhelmingly supports the use of self-monitoring as an int
Intervention technique

fora variety of problem types (Shapiro & Cole, 1999). However, simply because research supports
Se1f.monitoring does not ensure that teachers wil] implement and adhere to this technique. They
must first find self-monitoring acceptable. J udgements of acceptability are based on an overall
evaluation of the procedures used in the intervention . Specifically, judgements of acceptability
usually examine the appropriateness of the treatment for the problem, the fairness, reasonableness,
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 (Elliot & Treuting, 1991). Acceptability research has assessed a great
number of behavioral interventions including self-monitoring. A review of literature by Mitchem
and Young (2001) 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, Prellar, and Graham (1990) found self-monitoring to be
acceptable using the Intervention Rating Profile-I15 (IRP-15). Additionally, they found that self-
monitoring was significantly more acceptable as an intervention for mild problems verses severe
problems.

Present Study

s itori itionally,
The present study examined teachers” overall acceptability of self-monitoring. ALMRoRE

: o . f self-monitoring
this study investigated differences between acceptability ratings for the use 0



grade levels (preschool-5: 6-8; 9-12). This study has the fol]owing hypotheses: (1) Teach ill
: achers wi

ate self-monitoring in general as acceptable: (2) Teachers will find self-monitoring
more

acceptable for less disruptive problem types (academic and social-emotional, rather th
. an

hehavioral) because self-monitoring is viewed as a minimalist treatment: (3) Teachers in high
s 1gner

grades (grades 6-8; 9-12) will find self-monitoring more acceptable than teachers of lower grades

(presch001'5) because this technique emphasizes independence (Dunlap, Dunlap, Koegel, &
Koegel. 1991). However, self-monitoring has been shown to be effective for a variety of age
groups (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
were male. The following are the percentage of participants 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- 5* 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

classrooms, Respondents also reported their familiarity with the self-monitoring technique.

: %) indicated that
Fourteen percent were not familiar with the technique. Some respondents (16%) indica

o ; . Many teachers
they were familiar with the technique, but had never used it in their classrooms )



(3300) were familiar with the technique and had used it in the past, but d
A 0 not currently use it in
. classrooms. Thirty percent of the respond
heir class pondents were familiar with
and currently used
self-

monitoring in their classrooms.

Vaterials

Instructions Sheet

The instructions sheet provided the participants with general directions for completing the

study and a description of self-monitoring. The description provided general procedures of the self:

monitoring technique, which included defining a target behavior, identifying reinforcers designing
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 (Finn &
Sladeczek. 2001). A factor analysis of the BIRS 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 acceptability
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 which

'rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree {Fie Appeactl

4 ated items (e.g., self-monitoring would

- Before scoring this measure, all ratings for negatively st

; ) ; . for the
M0t likely be successful in changing a student’s behavior) will be rev ersed. Mean scores 10



scceptability factor and the logistical barriers factor, including logistical b
‘ al barriers of time
and

qdministrati\'e items, will be obtained for each participant

Sjtuational Acceptability Measure

The Situational Acceptability Measure consists of 21 student problems that fall into three
categories: academic problems, behavioral problems. and social-emotional problems (Sheridan &
Steck, 1995). For each of the student problems, participants are asked to rate the acceptability of
self-monitoring as an intervention technique using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Vvery unacceptable to
¢ = very acceptable) (See Appendix C). Scores for each participant will be obtained by computing
means and standard deviations for items in each of the three problem categories.

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 document (See Appendix E), an instructions sheet,
ademographics questionnaire. the Procedural Acceptability Measure, the Situational Acceptability
Measure. and a self-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

ici - o8 nclosed
*Fparticipation. The instructions sheet informed the participants to complete each of the e

. . X d
forms ang mail all completed forms to the principle investigator using the enclosed self-addresse

i her’s mailbox
“elope. Four days after the initial mailing. a postcard was placed in gach {eacher's



ing those W ho p

: artici o s
thank pated and reminding those whq might stil
ght still be int .
erested in

(o return their packets. participating

Results
pmcedura/ Acceptability Measure
The Procedural Acceptability Measure consists of 21 items The fir
a - 1he first 15 items make y
p the

scceptability factor. while the last 16 items make up the logistical factor. Items were rated
ot Likert scale from “strongly agree™ to “strongly disagree.” Of the 37 returned Proc:d:r:la ’
Acceptability Measures, two had one response missing and one had two responses missing. Due t
. 0

the limited response rate, means were obtained for these questionnaires using the remaining
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
was also rated as “'slightly agree™ (M=4.47, sd=0.74). The overall acceptability mean scores were
very 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 significant difference between groups (F[2]=0.36,
p>.05).
Situational Acceptability Measure

The Situational Acceptability Measure consists of 21 student problems that fall within three
‘diegories (academic. behavioral. social-emotional). Participants rated the acceptabiliy of self-
Monitoring as an intervention for each student problem on a 6-point Likert scale from “very

a % =
“Ceptable” 1o “very unacceptable.” Of the 37 completed Situational Acceptability Measures, one

hag
10 Tesponse to one item and one had no responses t0 11 items. The mean was calculated for the



. aire MISSING ONE response; ) .
1ucsuonnam missing ponse: however, the questionnaire that haq 11 ;
( 1tems unanswer
\ o ed was
The of self-monitorin i :
qot used- The use & as an intervention for academic problems
Was rated as “slight]
~(M=4.27, sd=1.04). Howev i d
ple” (M=4.27, . €ver, ratings for bo ;
Jccepta th behavioral (M=3 2>
: 22, 8d=1.1) and social-

emotionﬂ1 (M=2.79, sd=91) problems were “slightly unacceptable.” A 1 x 3 factor ANOV
. v &

showed 3 significant main effect for problem type (F[2]=41 836, p<.001). A paired samples t-test
as used 10 further examine the differences among the acceptability ratings. Specifically,
cceptability ratings were significantly higher for academic problems than behavioral problems
(1[35]:6.53. p<.001, Bonferroni adjusted ) and social problems (t[35]=7.84, p<.001, Boniferoni
adjusted). Additionally, self-monitoring 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 acceptability of self-monitoring was favorable .
These results may have occurred because self-monitoring is a minimalist intervention that has been
shown to be highly effective and allows students to take some responsibility for their own behavior.
Additionally, logistical acceptability was also rated favorably. Overall, teachers felt that the time
fequired to implement the intervention was reasonable and they also felt that their administration
“ould be supportive of them using this technique.

Secondly, this study hypothesized that teachers of grades 6-8 and 9-12 would find self

. ¢
Monitoring more acceptable than teachers of younger students (preschool-5) because sel

. . consistent. Self-
momtormg promotes independence. However, ratings for the 3 groups Were

- ’ the fact that
moml()l’mg was rated as acceptab]e regardless Of grade le\’el. This may be due to



+oring is @ simplistic i ‘enti
|f-monitoring is a simplistic intervention that can used effectively with
' a variety of 5
g€ groups. It

he sample si
chould be noted that the sample sizes for the groups were varied, which resulteq ; 1
S ’ In a limited number

of subjects falling within the 6-8 (n=6) and 9-12 (n=g, 8roups when compared to preschoo
reschool-5

(0=23)

ihile amaeptaDil ratings did wor vary based on grade of teacher acceptabilit i
R 1ty ratings did

yary based N problem type. The third hypothesis of this study predicted that self. monitoring 1d
' 3 wou

e more acceptable for less disruptive problem types, such as academic and social-emotional

problems. This study found that self-monitoring was rated as most acceptable for academic problem

ypes. However, the use of self-monitoring for behavior problems was rated as less acceptable, and
self-monitoring for social-emotional problems was rated as least acceptable. As we have stated
hefore, self-monitoring is a minimalist intervention and teachers tended to rate it as more acceptable
for 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

ofthe grade level they teach. However, they found self-monitoring more acceptable for academic

s d i e valuable
Problems rather than behavioral and social-emotional problems. This information can prove valua

: ‘entions are available
¥ 5chool psychologists when consulting with teachers. A vast number of interventio

f . Many of these
" school psychologists to recommend to teachers for a variety of problem types. Many

10



,“Cr\emions have research attesting to their effectiveness, Ho
; - Howey

| | er, this doeg NOt mean teachers
L fndthese interventions acceptable and use them They must also fing th
€m acceptable, [f

, ‘nterventions are suggested to teachers whj h they
ce\eral n ¢h they do not find acce
S ptable they ma
s Y not

reIaIiO”Ship' Acceptability research provides valuable information to school psychologist wh
gist when

offering interventions for teachers to use in their classrooms. Results from this study indj h
y indicate that

(he self-monitoring would be a good technique to suggest to teachers who have students with
scademic problems, rather than behavioral or social-emotional problems. Further research on the
acceptability of other intervention types is recommended to provide school psychologists with
information 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 for district-wide achievement testing. Additionally, 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
"elationship between self-report and actual behavior is questionable. While teachers rated self-
monitoring as acceptable, this study cannot predict if they would actually implement the
re at

L , s we
Mervention in their classrooms. Additionally. less than five percent of the response

~ - ili cts.
“reme ends of the Likert scale, indicating no significant floor or ceiling effe

11
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APPENDIX A
lnstructions Sheet

vou for agreeing to participate in this study.
‘ bility Measure, Situationa] ili

dural AcceptabL S nal Acceptabilit .
(Pfr:rifng to the following description of self-mon; o Measur{eét.l)emographm Form)
re stionnaires in the self-addressed envelop " on, ren}irn the 3
qLlestionnaires implies your consent to participate. ‘ 8 1he completed

Please do n |

ot v ;
quest! o VTILe your name On any of the
uestlonnalre ;

queste—=——— e
Self-monitoring

Thank Please fill oyt the encloseq questionnaireg

Self-monitoring is an intervention that is used to improve problem behaviors. The following i
gescription of the general procedures used for this technique. R

Step 1. Operationally define target behavior.
Describe in detail the behavior you wish to increase or decrease (Example: wear glasses

during reading period each day).

Step 2. Identify functional reinforcers (optional).

You may choose reinforcers such as praise or free time to reward the student for 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 should be developed (example:
chart. check sheet or notebook).

1" Period 2™ Period 3 Period 4* Period 5* Period 6* Period

1.1 brought my book to class.

2. Twrote my assignments in
my assignment book.

Step 4. Teach child to use self-monitoring device.
: i chart.
Help the child to clearly identify the target behavior and record lh-?dbehl?rfgn?gf behavior
Model the act of recording the behavior if necessary. Ha\'e'the chi St; ecessary. Review
at predetermined times throughout the day. You may provide cues as ’

the record with the child daily.

SIEp 5. Fad L. -

*+ Tade use of the self-monitoring device. _ it is no longer
After behavior has been improved, you can gradually re'duce IFSSL:ZZduEIerl\‘er\' clursiel
heeded. (Example: record on-task behavior every 10 minutes i '

L. (199D).

17-22.

Koegel, L. K. & Koegel. R

Pro
L.L‘Ced“res . tedfoun Dumilap, L. K, Duntp, Guhing Exceptional Children.

SIng qelf o X ) e
g selt-momtormg to increase independence. Teac

17



APPENDIX B
Procedural Acceptability Measure

ease evaluate the intervention
I with each Statement.

Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Slightly Disagree 4=
- ly Dis
1=Strongl)

Slightly Agree 5= Agree 6= Strongly Agree

SD D SID SiA A sa

. . _ i

ing seems consistent with other procedures | have used. 1 2 3 4
B S
Co|f-monitoring

1. Self

w
=}

NOQQ

dent prOblcmS SEvere Cnough to warrant use of Sle‘lllOﬂltorulg.
~ounter studc

3 | encO

3

' i 2 3 4 5 6
late th a variety of student 1 2
3 itori 'ould be appropriate for use wi
ieve self-monitoring wou
4 | believe s€
problems. N L
/ ind sclf-monitoring to be an appropria
: st teachers would find se
5 [ believe most teac

I icty of's S )blcms.
1 1 { variety of student prc

" Intervention tor a A

I lC[hOd of1

[ CLICVC <

for certain student problems.

5 l - 3 R
F i rventl { Studcn[ pl’Ol)lCﬂL .
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0.1 liked the sclf-monitoring procedures describe

-achers
5, parents, and teac
o . > students, parents,
.1 would be willing to use self-monitoring with the stu
with whom | work.

“ms.

12.§ andle student problem

- \“lf~m0nitoring is not a good way to handle stu p

% Slf-monigor i > students.

13 \ch-momtormg does not seem fair to the stud R
i ith student S s

4 intervention with

) \df'm“nimfing Is an acceptable approach for inten

cher
. the student, teac

15 1elv be beneficial to the s

o Overal 1 believe self-monitoring would likely be benetic
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" th ])O[Cﬂtia] bCﬂCtl[S, [h c dmount ()f [im = S
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) quired to implement 1 2 3 4 5 g
ferms (: Jring would be well worth the investment
' self-momté .
.d to other interventions I use, the amount of my time required to 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
7 Compare ¢ self-monitoring would be much greater.
A
mplcme o '
‘jering my demands on time, self-monitoring would be impossible for 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
Consider
8. et0 implcmen[.
inistrator(s)/supervisor(s) would likely object to my providing 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
- adminis i
19. Mi\f onitoring as described.
selt-
inistrator(s)/supervisor(s) would consider self-monitoring to be a 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
- adminis ol
20. Nl.\lu‘;irlt service for me to provide.
va .
. — .
S ould be supportive to my utilizing 1 2 3 4 5
J| My administrator(s)/supervisor(s) would be supp
" Jf-monitoring as described.
:n: A national
chavioral consultation:
““dlﬁ\fd ﬁ_o

i njoint b
m: Sheridan, S. & Steck, M. (1995). ACCCP‘?‘Z‘? 22;?6317.
% of school psychologists. School Psychology Review, <%,

i



APPENDIX C
Situational Acceptance

_ -self-monitoring on the i

” desc‘f’l’”o" of };f et g p Instru.clm.n Sheet. Please rate the acceptabilit

e itoringJo" cach of the o ovn‘;g problems by circling the number which best describ e

""w{accepfab ility- Acceptability is efined as the appropriateness of the treatment for thee;r)())(;l;r
em,

dof O Gairness reasonableness, and intrusiveness of the treatment, and how well th
§ jons of what treatment should be. S B

VU U SU SA A VA

> cW 1 2 3 4 5
Failst0 complete homework 6
: 5
, Anmﬁon,’conccntratlon problems 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Sloppy work
» 1 2 3 4 5 6
4 TruanCy
' 1 2 3 4 5 6
3 Depression
9 5 6
6. Fighting 1 2 3 4
45
* Incomplete work 1 2 3 4 6
q
§. Poor self-csteem 1 2 3 4 6
- Ausicty , 2 3 4 56
10 Inaccurate work 1 2 3 4 5 6
! Noncompliant ; 2 3 4 5 6
o . 6
Fails 10 ask for needed assistance 1 2 3 4
 Vandalism , 2 3 4 5 6
16 Sk‘h(\\\ phObia 1 ’) 3 4 5 6



. not bring matcrials to class 1 2 5 i & *
17. Docs
2 5
\buse of alcohol or other drugs 1 3 3 £ 5
18 ADUS
: 1 2 3 4 5 &
9 .Sclccti\'c Mutism *
19. §
-ails to grasp academic concepts I 2 3 4 & ,
20. Fal
1], Stealing
t refuses to
ally in some situations (such as home) bu
" Selective Mutism is a disorder in which a child speaks norm
*Peak in other situations (such as school).

Modif

i Itant
ili joint behavioral consu
S. & Steck, M. (1995). Acceptability of conjoint
¢d from; Sheridan, S. eck, M. ,

) 71 2 24, 633'647
of school psychologists. School Psychology Review



APPENDIX D
l)emOgraphics Form

please check the appropriate response.

18-25 years () 26-35 years () 3
6-45
630 yoame !, ) 56-65years( ) 66 and Zlfoafii g

Age:
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)

| was not familiar with this technique. ()

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

I was familiar with this 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!

9
89



APPENDIX E
Consent to Participate in a R

: esearch S
Austin Peay State Un ay

iversity

) - ked to participate in a research i ;
you are being asked ’ ch study. This form is int .
nformation about this study. You may ask the researchers listed below a‘le;(])?:t:(ikiio S You with
call the Office of Grants an’il?Sponsorec! Research, Box 4517, Austin Peays SSttt;Ctly ‘G you may
Clarksville, TN 37044, (931) 221-7881, with questions about the rights of research pznicr_uversuy,
ipants,

{. TITLE OF RESEARCH STUDY
Teachers acceptability of self-monitoring based on problem type and grade of teacher

5. PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR

Kim Justice, M.A.

Graduate Student, Psychology Department
Home: (931) 503-0936

E-mail: justicek@apsu.edu

Dr. Patti Wilson

Faculty Supervisor

Office: (931) 221-6407
E-mail; wilsonp@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 (academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional) and grade of teacher (preschool-5, 6-8, 9-12). This research project is being completed
o fulfill degree requirements for the Education Specialist degree. The data and results obtained in
this study may be published or presented.

4. PROCEDURES FOR THIS RESEARCH .

If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a demographics
Questionnaire, a Procedural Acceptability Measure, and a Situational Acceptability Measure. Thi
demographics questionnaire will request information about your age, gender, grade level, type 0

classroom, and familiarity with the self-monitoring technique prior to the study. Informa_tlon
Pertaining to grade level will be used to determine if acceptability ratings differ for seachersat van_l?}li:
grade levels, All other demographic information will be used to (.iescrlbe tht? PamC‘pa":]St's and
Pr(?cedural Acceptability Measure asks you to evaluate self-monitoring by feaf.h.ng ;/tjaten:ree lists a
ran.ng onascale of 1 to 6 if you agree Or disagree. The Situational Acceptabl.ht)’. efou]d Esss
\ariety of problem types and asks you to rate how acceptable you feel self-monitoring

ey /. Participation in
interveng; / ' 7 e on any forms in this study. . :
thi on. You will not be asked to place your nam : a will remain confidential and will

is Study will take approximately 10-15 minutes. All collected dat A llected data is
Stored in a locked filing cabinet at the Principal Investigator’s residence. If the colle

23



plished oF presented. it will be done in a way that does n
ubIIS .. . . o

“poose 1o not participate in this study, you may keep you
:‘ the principal Investigator.

C

OTENTIAL RISKlstR BENEFITS TO YOU

esearch packet includes a pen that is yours to kee even if

qudy. The risks f_or this study are minimal. You do. not }f)ave to anyso\:jei};?f;s;llc;tt itoo participate in the
o answer. Addlt.lonally, you may.feel_ a sense of pride for helping the Principal Invent)'lou do not wish
er e search pro _]CC.[ .and _for f:ontr-lbutmg to research in the field of education and ress 1gator corr.1plete
The risks for participation in this study are minimal. A possible risk may iIlCludeearCh techniques,
education for teachers who report that they are unfamiliar sense of lack of

( - . with the techni s

Contact information for the Prmcxp.al Investigator and the Faculty Supervigcl)l: a’f;lzeg-momt'ormg_

certified school psychologist and a licensed psychologist with Health Service P;rovider ;e:?gt:\(;?;uy
n,

is pro\'ided below should any potential complications arise.

T ty Ofpan. i
1C1pantS. l /

5 P
EachT

6. INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT

[ have read the above and understand what the study is about, why it is being done, and any benefits
o risks involved. ;

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.

[ agree to participate in this study and understand that by agreeing to participate I have not given up
any of my human rights.

I understand that returning my completed packet implies consent.

| 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.

Iunderstand that I will receive a copy of this form.

IfThave questions about this study I may call Kim Justice (graduate student, Psychology Department)
at(931)-503-0936 or Dr. Patti Wilson (faculty supervisor, Psychology Department) at (931)-221-
6407,



Vita

Kim Justice was born and raised in Clarksville, TN. She went to grade school 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 1999. 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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