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CHAPTER I 

 
Introduction 

 
In the United States (US), from 2016 to 2020, there was an increase in children ages 0-17 

being diagnosed with emotional and behavioral disorders as reported on the National Survey of 

Children’s Health (NSCH; Health Resources & Services Administration, 2021). During that 

same time frame, the NSCH reported that eight of the 12 most commonly reported conditions for 

children were mental, behavioral, or developmental conditions (Health Resources & Services 

Administration, 2020). Poor social emotional skills often present themselves through episodes of 

challenging behavior resulting in immediate and if unaddressed, long-term consequences for 

children, teachers, and families. Immediate consequences for children can include poor 

relationships with others, decreased academic achievement, and decreased access to services 

(Powell et al., 2006). Long-term effects of untreated social emotional deficits may appear in 

adolescence as violence and anti-social behaviors (Moffit et al., 1996; Nagin & Tremblay, 1999). 

Interventions and supports are critical to address children’s social emotional competence during 

the early childhood years (Frydenberg et al., 2020).  

 The Pyramid Model (PM), a multi-tiered framework, is used by teachers and caregivers 

to support young children’s social emotional development (Fox et al., 2003; Hemmeter, Ostrosky 

et al., 2021). The universal tier of the PM includes strategies to support the development of 

responsive and nurturing relationships in the context of high-quality supportive environments. 

Environmental strategies include creating predictable schedules, transitions, and routines; 

providing clear directions by telling children what to do; and creating clear boundaries and 

expectations for children’s interactions with peers, adults, and materials. Nurturing relationships 
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are established by supporting play with and between children; engaging in brief and extended 

conversations with children; and providing positive descriptive feedback around appropriate 

engagement, skills, and behaviors. Tier two includes practices used to systematically teach social 

emotional skills to all children and to individualize instruction for children needing additional 

support to develop social emotional competencies. Skills include peer interaction skills, social 

problem solving with peers, emotional literacy, and self-regulation. Whole group, small group, 

and embedded instruction are used to provide adequate opportunities for teaching and practicing 

these skills (Snyder et al., 2018). Tier three supports are used for children who exhibit severe and 

persistent challenging behaviors. Intensive, individualized interventions can be developed 

through a function-based process called Prevent-Teach-Reinforce for Young Children (PTR-YC; 

Dunlap et al., 2022). A team, including the family, collects data through a variety of sources 

(e.g., observation, teacher/parent interviews) to develop a hypothesis about the function of the 

challenging behavior. From the hypothesis, a behavior support plan is created and includes 

prevention strategies, strategies to teach replacement skills, and new responses to desired and 

challenging behaviors (Dunlap et al., 2022; Harvey et al., 2019). 

Evidence of teachers’ successful implementation of PM practices to support young 

children exists in the literature from a wide variety of studies conducted in early childhood 

classrooms (Hemmeter et al., 2016, Hemmeter, Fox, et al., 2021). While kindergarten is 

considered a critical part of the early childhood years (Division of Early Childhood, 2017), 

published PM studies have not included kindergarten teachers. Much of the research for social 

emotional learning (SEL) in kindergarten falls within the multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) 

literature and is grouped with older grade levels (Shepley & Grisham-Brown, 2019). However, 

teachers’ use of traditional MTSS may not effectively address the unique developmental and 
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learning needs of kindergarten children and their teachers (Steed & Shapland, 2020). 

Environmental differences (e.g., schedule) and developmental differences between 

kindergarteners and older children suggest a need for a more developmentally appropriate social 

emotional learning framework (Steed & Shapland, 2020; Tillery et al., 2010). In kindergarten, 

children are required to meet more stringent behavioral expectations (e.g., staying on task, 

following stricter routines) and spend more time in direct instruction in math, literacy, and other 

academic subjects when compared with preschool classrooms (Jiang et al., 2021; Rimm-

Kaufman & Pianta, 2000). Steed and Shapland (2020) suggested that while PM practices may be 

appropriate for kindergarten classrooms, it may not have been designed to consider the unique 

routines, activities, and developmental expectations of kindergarten. To date, only one study, 

with data analysis still in progress, has examined teachers’ use of PM practices in kindergarten 

classrooms (Hemmeter et al., 2022).  

 
Supporting Fidelity of Pyramid Model Practices  

To be effective, PM practices must be implemented with fidelity (Hemmeter et al., 2016; 

Hemmeter, Fox et al., 2021). To support implementation fidelity, current research suggests 

traditional professional development (PD) must be supplemented with ongoing support (i.e., 

coaching) that includes feedback on teachers’ implementation of targeted practice(s) and how 

those practices impact child outcomes (Snyder et al., 2022). Several studies have found coaching 

to be effective for increasing and sustaining teachers’ use of PM practices in preschool 

classrooms (e.g., Fettig & Artman-Meeker, 2016; Golden et al., 2021; Hemmeter et al, 2016; 

Hemmeter, Fox et al., 2021).  
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Practice-Based Coaching  

 One coaching model that has been used effectively to increase teacher implementation of 

PM practices is Practice-Based Coaching (PBC; Snyder et al., 2022). PBC is a content-ready 

model that uses a cyclical process to support teachers’ use of evidence-based practices. The PBC 

cycle occurs in the context of a collaborative partnership between the coach and the teacher. 

Together, the coach and teacher identify shared goals and develop action plans to support the 

teachers’ implementation and sustained use of targeted practices (e.g., PM practices). Progress 

monitoring of action plan goals is facilitated through focused observations of the targeted 

practices followed by debriefing sessions that include reflection and performance-based 

feedback. Cycles continue until mastery is achieved at which time new goals and action plans are 

developed.  

Empirical Evidence. A Google Scholar electronic search of the literature was conducted 

to locate studies examining the effects of a coaching framework that included the components of 

PBC on teacher use of effective practices. We will refer to this as PBC even though all articles 

did not refer to it as PBC, it included the components of PBC. As of July 2023, there were 41 

studies using PBC to improve teacher performance on a variety of practices. Of those studies, 35 

were found in peer reviewed journals. Six of the studies were dissertations available through the 

affiliated university, five of which utilized single case design research methods and one used a 

multi-method research design (i.e., single case design, pre/post group, qualitative). Seventeen of 

the published studies used group design methodology (i.e., quasi-experimental, within group 

pre/post, randomized control trial), 21 studies used single case design research (i.e., multiple 

probe, multiple baseline), two studies used mixed methods, and one study used a case study 

design.  
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A total of 1,138 teachers were included across the 41 PBC studies. The majority of 

teachers were white females working primarily in preschool settings (i.e., public, private, Head 

Start, childcare, Early Head Start). Two studies (Sutherland et al., 2019; 2020) included 

kindergarten teachers in their combined sample of 34 teachers in grades K-3. There were no 

additional kindergarten teachers included in the PBC literature. A range of practices were 

targeted for intervention using PBC. Pyramid Model or social emotional learning strategies were 

the focus in 10 studies. The remaining 29 studies coached on practices including: (a) 

instructional strategies (e.g., embedded instruction, systematic instruction, opportunities to 

respond) (n = 16), (b) BEST in CLASS (Conroy & Sutherland, 2008; Sutherland et al., 2019) 

practices (n = 6), (c) literacy or language instruction (n = 5), and (d) culturally sensitive practices 

(n = 2). 

 Positive outcomes were found using PBC to improve teacher practices across the various 

evidence-based practices. In three studies, (Greenwood et al., 2017; Hsieh et al., 2009; 

McCollum et al., 2011), PBC was found to be effective for increasing teachers’ use and quality 

of literacy practices. PBC was found to be effective in increasing teachers’ competence and 

adherence to BEST in CLASS practices (Conroy et al., 2015; 2018; 2019; 2022; Sutherland et 

al., 2019, 2020). PBC was used in three studies to increase teachers’ implementation of 

embedded instruction learning targets. Two group design studies (Snyder et al., 2018, 2021) 

demonstrated statistically significant outcomes for teachers in an on-site coaching intervention 

condition and one single case design study (Bishop et al., 2015) found “positive relationships 

between video self-monitoring with training and feedback and the fidelity with which teachers 

implemented” embedded learning trials. Kranski and Steed (2022) found a functional relation 
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between the use of PBC and increases in teachers’ use of culturally responsive practices in three 

of four teachers.  

The findings also provided evidence of the effectiveness of coaching to support teacher 

implementation of Pyramid Model practices. Hemmeter et al. (2015) found a functional relation 

between PBC and three preschool teachers’ increased use of targeted PM practices. Artman-

Meeker and colleagues (2021) field tested a tiered coaching approach with PBC as their intensive 

intervention tier. They found increased use of PM practices for 23 coached preschool teachers. 

Hemmeter et al. (2016; 2021) conducted two separate randomized controlled trials on the use of 

in-person PBC to improve 65 preschool teachers’ implementation of PM practices. The number 

of coaching sessions ranged from seven to 17 in the 2016 study, and 16-17 sessions in the 2021 

study. Teachers in the treatment condition significantly increased their use of PM strategies 

compared to teachers in the control condition in both studies. 

While most studies used in-person debriefing sessions, some studies have examined the 

effects of electronic delivery of one or more of PBC components (i.e., goal setting and action 

planning, focused observation, reflection/feedback). A growing body of evidence demonstrates 

the effectiveness of PBC delivered electronically to increase teachers’ use of PM practices. 

Hemmeter et al (2011) examined the effects of PBC via email feedback on four teachers’ use of 

descriptive praise. All four teachers increased their use of descriptive praise statements. Three of 

the four classrooms saw a reduction in child challenging behavior with a slight increase in child 

engagement. Artman-Meeker et al. (2012) found email feedback to be effective to increase four 

teachers’ use of targeted PM practices (e.g., transitions warnings, rule reminders). Golden (2021) 

was the first to deliver PBC through text messaging to increase teacher use of discreet PM 

practices (e.g., choices, emotion words, positive descriptive feedback). Results showed a 
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functional relation between PBC delivered via text and increased use of targeted PM practices 

for all three participating early childhood teachers.  

Other variations of PBC delivery include a hybrid model of live and email feedback, and 

reciprocal peer coaching. Hemmeter and colleagues (2015) examined the effects of live coaching 

and email feedback on three participants’ use of PM practices as measured by the Teaching 

Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT; Hemmeter et al., 2013). All three participants met criteria 

(80% or above) on the post TPOT assessment, and two of three classrooms demonstrated a 

decrease in children’s instances of challenging behavior. Golden et al. (2021) used a reciprocal 

peer coaching strategy to deliver PBC cycles. Teaching teams were supported to plan, observe, 

and provide feedback to each other. Results showed that all teaching teams improved their 

implementation of targeted PM practices. Arman-Meeker et al. (2021) developed and tested a 

tiered delivery approach to PBC cycles. Coaching was implemented in three different formats: 

(a) self-coaching with supporting materials (e.g., checklist) and regularly scheduled remote 

coach check-ins, (b) small group coaching, and (c) individualized coaching. Teachers were 

placed in a tier based on researcher developed teacher profiles. These profiles included data from 

initial TPOT scores, teacher-reported stress levels, engagement/commitment, and disciplinary 

efficacy. Dosage and intensity varied for each tier and teachers could change tiers based on 

changes in teacher practices and classroom needs (e.g., staffing, ratio, challenging behaviors). 

This study was interrupted due to Covid-19, conclusive results are not available. However, 

preliminary results show this intervention to be promising as teachers’ use of PM practices 

increased from their pre-intervention TPOT scores.  

 PBC practices are implemented within a collaborative relationship between coaches and 

coachees (i.e., teachers). This context is critical for successful delivery of PBC and improved 
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teacher outcomes. Collecting social validity data from coachees in PBC studies provides 

meaningful evidence of the effectiveness and feasibility of the intervention from the perception 

of participants. Social validity data are considered a quality indicator in single case design 

research (Barton et al., 2018; Horner, 2005; Kratochwill et al., 2021). Horner (2005) reported 

enhancements to social validity data could include: (a) examining socially significant dependent 

variables, (b) endogenous interventionists’ (e.g., teachers) delivery of interventions with fidelity 

in typical contexts, (c) determining if endogenous interventionists found the intervention to be 

effective, feasible, and sustainable, and (d) determining if the intervention was effective (Barton 

et al., 2018b). Seventy-six percent (n = 31) of the PBC studies collected social validity data. 

Sixty-eight percent (n = 28) of the studies surveyed participants’ perception of the effectiveness 

and feasibility of the PBC intervention and twenty-four percent (n =10) interviewed participants. 

About half (n = 16) of the 31 PBC studies that examined social validity, included data on the 

benefits or appropriateness for students. Of the PBC studies focused on PM practices, 92% (n = 

11) collected social validity data, but only four studies collected data on the benefits to children. 

Additional social validity data are needed to evaluate practitioners’ perceptions of the benefits 

and appropriateness of implementing PMK practices with kindergarteners. 

 Sustainability or maintenance is another important dimension of social validity (Barton et 

al., 2018b). Maintenance data were collected in 51% (n = 21) of the PBC studies. Across the 12 

studies examining the effectiveness of PBC interventions on teachers’ use of PM practices, 

maintenance data were collected in five studies (Fox et al., 2011; Golden et al., 2021; 2022; 

Hemmeter et al., 2011; 2015). Maintenance data were collected as a single follow-up measure 

after intervention from one week to one month after intervention. To date, minimal maintenance 

data are available in the PBC literature.  
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 Four of the 12 PBC studies examined the extent to which teachers’ generalized PM 

practices to other activities (Golden et al., 2021; 2022; Hemmeter et al., 2011; 2015). 

Experimental examination of generalization data includes continuous collection of these data 

across all conditions (Ledford et al., 2018b). With so few studies collecting and reporting 

generalization data, more work is needed to identify the generalization effects of PBC on 

teachers’ use of PM practices.  

 
Purpose 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of PBC on kindergarten 

teachers’ use of Pyramid Model practices, and it extends research on both the Pyramid Model 

and PBC literature in four ways. First, this study examined the effects of PBC on kindergarten 

teachers’ use of Pyramid Model practices adapted for kindergarten (PMK) . Previous PBC 

intervention work focused primarily on early interventionists and preschool teachers. The unique 

instructional and developmental needs of kindergarten students warrant examining practices best 

suited to their growth and development. Second, this study examined the generalization of PMK 

practices to a different activity than the one used for intervention. Minimal data are available on 

the generalization of PM practices to other contexts. Third, this study examined two separate 

measures of social validity: (a) teachers’ perceptions of the PBC intervention and (b) teachers’ 

perceptions of the effects of PMK on the children with whom they work. Previous studies that 

collected social validity data primarily focused on teachers’ perceptions of the intervention. 

Finally, this study examined sustainability of PMK practices after coaching was discontinued. 

Few studies in the PBC literature collected maintenance data following the completion of 

coaching.  
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Research Questions 

This study answered the following research questions: 

1. Is Practice-Based Coaching effective for increasing kindergarten teachers’ use of a 

teacher-selected subset of PMK practices?  

2. Does teacher overall use of PMK practices increase following the PBC intervention?  

3. Does teacher use of targeted PMK practices maintain after intervention? 

4. Does teacher use of targeted PMK practices generalize to other activities? 

5. Do kindergarten teachers find Practice-Based Coaching effective and feasible for 

increasing their use of PMK practices? 

6. Do kindergarten teachers find PMK practices appropriate and effective for supporting 

kindergarten children’s social emotional skills and addressing challenging behavior? 
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CHAPTER II 

 
Method 

 
Participants and Implementer 

Following approval from the Institutional Review Board, principals and kindergarten 

teachers from local public and private elementary schools were contacted via email, word of 

mouth, and face-to-face conversations. Principals and teachers were given a brief summary of 

the purpose of the study and rationale for using Pyramid Model practices to support children’s 

social emotional development and address challenging behavior. Two kindergarten teachers from 

a suburban private school in a southeastern state consented to participate. To be included, 

participants met the following criteria: (a) teach in a kindergarten classroom where the majority 

of students were between the ages of 60 and 83 months old, (b) communicate verbally and in 

writing in English, and (c) demonstrate low levels of implementation of PMK practices targeted 

for intervention as measured by the Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool modified for 

Kindergarten (TPOT-K, Hemmeter et al., 2022). After teachers consented to being participants in 

the study, they were asked to complete two demographic surveys: (a) participant demographics 

(e.g., age, race, teaching experiences; see Appendix A), and (b) classroom demographics (e.g., 

number of students, age, gender, disability; see Appendix B). Demographic information is 

presented in Table 1. Teachers received a $200 Amazon gift card for their participation after 

completing all required activities in the maintenance phase of the study (i.e., maintenance 

observations, TPOT-K observation, social validity survey, follow-up behavior interview). 
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Table 1 
 
Participants Characteristics 
 

Teacher 
Age 

(years) 
Race/ 

Ethnicity Gender Education 

Teaching 
Experience

(years) 
No. 

Students 

Student 
Gender 
(F, M) 

Student 
Age 

(months) BSP 
Darla 40 White Female Master’s in 

Elementary 
Reading and 
Literacy 

18 15 8, 7 71-90  0 

Odette 51 White Female Bachelor’s in 
Elementary 
Education 
(K-3) 

26 13 5, 8 65-80  1 

Note. No. = number; F = female; M = Male; BSP = behavior support plan. 

Odette was a 50-year-old White female who had been teaching for 26 years. She held a 

bachelor’s degree in Elementary Education. Her classroom enrolled 13 students (5 girls, 8 boys) 

ranging from 62 to 72 months. One of her students had an informal behavior support plan. Darla 

was a 40-year-old White female who had 18 years teaching experience. She held a master’s 

degree in Elementary Reading and Literacy. Her classroom enrolled 15 students (8 girls, 7 boys) 

ranging from 71 to 90 months. One of her students received an attention-deficit/hyperactivity 

(ADHD) diagnosis after intervention began. No data were collected on students, so their parents 

were only asked to sign a consent form allowing them to be videotaped.  

The first author, a 46-year-old White female doctoral candidate in an early childhood 

special education graduate program, served as the coach (i.e., implementer) in this study. She 

had 22 years of teaching experience with 10 years of mentoring and coaching early childhood, 

kindergarten, and special education teachers. The coach had received extensive training on the 

Pyramid Model and had been training and coaching teachers on PM practices for 13 years. She 

was also a trained PBC coach and used PBC to support preschool special education teachers and 

external PBC coaches to implement PM practices.  
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Setting 

 This study was conducted in two kindergarten classrooms at a private suburban faith-

based academy serving students from prekindergarten through the twelfth grade. Of the 207 

students, 85% were White/non-Hispanic, and 15% were African American, Korean, Russian, 

Chinese, Pacific Islander, American Indian and other. The school employed 19 faculty members, 

95% (n = 18) were White and 5% (n = 1) were Japanese. Prior to baseline, the coach met with 

both kindergarten teachers either in-person in their classrooms or virtually on Zoom to review 

the purpose of the study and provide a brief overview of PMK. During this meeting, the coach 

supported each teacher to select a primary (i.e., intervention context) and secondary (i.e., 

generalization context) activity from their instructional school day during which they would be 

observed implementing PMK practices. Odette selected math as the primary activity and reading 

as the secondary activity. Darla selected reading as the primary activity and math as the 

secondary activity. Generalization data were collected during the secondary activity.  

All primary and secondary activities were video recorded for data collection purposes. 

Coaching occurred after each observation of the primary activity. Twice a week, the coaching 

sessions were delivered live (i.e., in person or virtually on Zoom) at a time selected by the 

teacher. Approximately every third coaching session was conducted through email to minimize 

the impact of meetings on teachers’ time while maximizing the effects of the intervention. Table 

2 shows the number of sessions for each session type. No students were present during in-person 

debrief sessions. Zoom sessions were typically conducted during “nap time.” The teacher used 

headphones during Zoom debrief sessions to avoid disturbing the students.  
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Table 2 

Number of Sessions by Coaching Session Type 

 Session Type 

Participant In-Person Zoom Email 

Darla 0 16 8 

Odette 14 0 5 
 

Materials 

 A handheld video camera (i.e., iPad, handheld camcorder) was used to record observation 

data. ProcoderDV (Tapp & Walden, 1993) was used to code teacher outcome data. A version of 

the Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT; Hemmeter et al., 2013) that included 

modifications for use in Kindergarten Classrooms (TPOT-K; research version; Hemmeter et al., 

2022) was used to collect pre- and post-intervention data on teacher implementation of PMK 

practices. Researcher-created data collection forms were used to measure procedural fidelity (see 

Appendices C, D, and E). Microsoft® Excel® software was used to compare and graph 

ProcoderDV output data. REDCap (Harris et al, 2009; 2019) survey software was used to collect 

informed consents, demographic information about participants and classrooms, and social 

validity data. Participants were trained using a presentation software package (i.e., Google 

Slides). Instructional materials were created for teachers’ use in their classrooms after each PMK 

practice was introduced. Teacher materials were prepared (e.g., printed, laminated, bound) from 

the resource library from the National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations and from coach-

created materials using Google Slides and Lesson Pix.  
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Data Collection  

Two types of data were collected: (a) a comprehensive measure of Pyramid Model 

practice use and (b) observational data on teachers’ use of targeted PMK practices. TPOT-K data 

were used to select PMK practices for each teacher to target. The following sections provide an 

overview of each measure and data collection procedures.  

 
Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool 

The Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT; Hemmeter et al., 2013) with 

kindergarten guidance (TPOT-K) was used as a pre- and post-intervention measure of 

kindergarten teachers’ comprehensive use of Pyramid Model practices. This observational 

measure consisted of a 90-120 min classroom observation followed by a 30-60 min teacher 

interview. The TPOT-K includes three subscales. Key Practices included 16 items consisting of 

multiple indicators of practices for a total of 74 observation-only practices, 21 interview-only 

practices, and 33 practices scored using either observation or teacher report. Red Flags included 

21 practices that are countertherapeutic to implementing high-quality PMK practices. The final 

subscale included a single indicator for observed Responses to Challenging Behavior based on 

the presence or absence of three essential responses to each occurrence of a challenging 

behavior.  

TPOT-K observations were conducted by a graduate student in the doctoral program in 

early childhood special education (Data Collector 3) and the coach. The coach served as the 

secondary coder to reduce potential bias. Both completed a two-day training on the TPOT-K 

conducted by a certified trainer. To become certified to collect TPOT-K assessment data, data 

collectors had to meet at least 80% reliability on an independently scored video observation 
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using the TPOT-K assessment. See additional information about TPOT-K data collectors in 

Table 3.  
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Table 3 

Implementer and Data Collectors 

Note. Imp = Implementer; DV = dependent variable; DV IOA = dependent variable interobserver agreement; PF = procedural fidelity; PF 
IOA = procedural fidelity interobserver agreement; F = female; Wh = White/non-Hispanic; ECSE = early childhood special education; PD = 
professional development; ABA = Applied Behavior Analysis; BCBA = Board Certified Behavior Analyst; HI = high incidence disabilities; 
Ch = Chinese. 

 Demographics Role 

Label Age Gender 
Race/ 

Ethnicity Education Experience  Imp 
DV 
Data 

DV 
IOA 

TPOT-
K 

TPOT-K 
IOA PF 

PF 
IOA Videography 

Coach  46 F Wh 
ECSE 
Doctoral 
Student 

10 years K-12 
teacher; 10 years 
ECSE coach/PD 
trainer 

X X   X  X X 

Data 
Collector 1  

26 F Wh 
ABA Masters 
Student 

2 years research 
experience 

   
  

X  X 

Data 
Collector 2  

28 F Wh 
ECSE 
Doctoral 
Student 

M. Ed.; 5 years 
ECSE teacher; 
BCBA 

   
  

  X 

Data 
Collector 3  

35 F Wh 
ECSE 
Doctoral 
Student 

M. Ed.; 10 years 
teacher/admin 
Head Start 

   X 
 

   

Data 
Collector 4 

24 F Ch 
Child Studies 
Masters 
Student 

2 years research 
experience 

  X 
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Teacher Use of Targeted PMK Practices 

The primary dependent variable was teachers’ use of targeted PMK practices. The 

practices each teacher targeted were selected by the teacher, with guidance from the coach, based 

on her TPOT-K data. Table 4 provides operational definitions, examples, and non-examples of 

individual PMK practices, adapted from those used by Golden et al. (2021). Data on teachers’ use 

of targeted PMK practices were collected from videos of both primary and generalization 

activities (Yoder et al., 2018). Video recording allows for multiple passes when coding the same 

sessions. It also supports the probability of higher interobserver agreement data since observers 

can stop and replay the video to maximize accuracy (Yoder et al., 2018).  The recordings were 

made by both the coach and a data collector on an alternating basis. (Coach and Data Collectors 1, 

2; see Table 3) to minimize potential effects associated with the presence of the coach. Each 

week, the coach typically filmed the first observation and a data collector filmed the second 

observation. The third observation varied between the coach and a data collector. Some sessions 

did not follow the prescribed cycle of filming due to availability and scheduling. Coaching 

debriefing sessions occurred following every session regardless of who did the filming. After 

every recorded observation, the coach would view the video and code the teachers’ use of PMK 

practices. During each coaching session, the coach used data from focused observations to prompt 

reflection, provide feedback, and offer suggestions for improving or sustaining teachers’ use of 

PMK practices.  
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Table 4 

Operational Definitions of Subset of Pyramid Model Practices 

Practice Definition Example Non-Example 
Rule 
reminders 

A verbal utterance, physical 
gesture, or visual aid directed 
toward a child(ren) with the 
purpose of (a) reminding the 
child(ren) of the posted classroom 
rules or expectations, or (b) 
positively correcting a child’s 
behavior. 

Teacher points to posted rules 
during circle time when a child is 
demonstrating behaviors 
inconsistent with the expected 
behaviors (e.g., rolling around on 
the floor instead of sitting on their 
bottom). 

Teacher points to the 
child and says, “sit on 
your bottom,” but there 
are no posted visual 
expectations. 
 

Comments on 
appropriate 
behavior 

A verbal utterance directed toward 
a child(ren) acknowledging that 
child’s/group’s positive behavior 
by referring to a posted classroom 
rule or expectation. 

“You are being responsible by 
cleaning up your materials!” (Be 
Responsible is a posted 
expectation). 

“You are so helpful 
cleaning up” (no 
posted expectations or 
rules state being 
helpful or cleaning up). 

Choices* An explicit or implicit opportunity 
for a student or group of students 
to make choices within teacher-
directed activities. Choices must 
be (a) stated in a positive way, and 
(b) non-threatening. 

“You may write with the blue 
marker or the red marker.” 
[Explicitly state the offered 
choices] 
Material selection, peer partners, 
where to work or play, how to use 
materials, how to sit or move 
bodies may be implicit choices 

“You can choose to get 
started on your work 
or do it during recess.” 
“What do you think 
will happen next?” 
“How do you feel 
today and why?” 

Emotion 
words 

A verbal utterance including a 
positive (e.g., happy, excited, 
proud) or negative (e.g., sad, 
angry, frustrated) emotion word 
used to (a) describe a child’s or 
teacher’s current emotions, (b) 
describe how a situation may 
make someone feel, (c) as part of 
a discussion, or (d) as part of a 
play scheme. 

“When you feel sad, your face my 
look like this. Your eyes may have 
tears, your mouth may turn down, 
your lips may stick out in a pout. 
Show me your sad face.” 
 
A discussion about the feelings of 
a character in a book 
 
Asking, “How would you feel if 
___?” or “When ___ happens, 
how do you feel?” 
 

Physical states of 
being “You are hungry 
today!” 
“You look sleepy. You 
may need a nap.”  

Positive 
descriptive 
feedback on 
friendship, 
social or 
emotional 
skills 

A verbal statement directed 
toward a child(ren), 
acknowledging their use o a 
friendship, social, or emotional 
skill. The statement has to (a) be 
both positive and (b) include a 
specific statement about what the 
child did. 

“You asked nicely for a turn, and 
your friend gave you a turn! That 
is being a good friend.” 
“You took a breath to calm your 
body. That helps you feel better.” 

“We don’t push our 
friends. That is not 
nice.” 
“Keep your hands to 
yourself.” 

Positive 
descriptive 
feedback on 
engagement 

A verbal statement directed 
toward a child(ren), 
acknowledging their engagement 
within an activity. The statement 
has to (a) be positive, (b) include a 
description of what the child is 

“You three are working so hard 
on your [activity].” 
“I like the way you are keeping 
your eyes on your partner while 
he is talking. I can tell you are 
really listening.”  

“Great job!” 
“You finished the 
puzzle together.” 
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Note. Operational definitions adapted from Golden et al., 2021. Definitions include Pyramid 
Model practices applicable to kindergarten classrooms. * = can only be selected if observations 
occur during teacher-directed activities 
 

Initially, videos were coded using continuous timed-event recording. Because of issues 

related to reliability, we moved to a partial interval recording system (Yoder et al., 2018). Partial 

interval can be used when the behaviors of interest are of short duration and the dimension of 

interest is count (Ledford et al., 2018a). Each 15 min session was divided into 5 s intervals for a 

total of 180 intervals. An interval was marked when a target practice occurred at least once during 

the interval. Emotion words and gestured rule reminders were coded in the interval where the 

onset of the practice was observed. Social interactions, choices, positive descriptive feedback, and 

Practice Definition Example Non-Example 
doing, and (c) be focused on the 
child or group of children’s 
current engagement with peers, 
adults, activities, or materials.  

Positive 
descriptive 
feedback for 
creating a 
caring 
community  

A verbal statement directed 
toward a child(ren), 
acknowledging them helping 
classmates or taking care of the 
classroom. The statement has to 
(a) be positive, (b) include a 
description of what the child is 
doing, and (c) be focused on the 
behavior(s) used to help another 
child or adult, or taking care of the 
classroom (e.g., picking up trash, 
putting away materials). 

“You were such a good friend to 
[student] when you helped pick up 
her crayons.” 
“Cougars, great job helping take 
of the classroom by stacking your 
chairs. That helps our custodians 
sweep in the afternoon.” 

“Thank you for 
helping” 
“You were nice to 
[student]” 

Suggesting 
interactions 
between 
peers 

A verbal statement directed 
toward a child(ren) who 
encouraged two or more children 
to play, complete an activity 
together, or engage in a 
conversation. The statement has to 
include a specific statement telling 
the child(ren) with whom they 
could interact and what they could 
do to initiate the interaction.  

“You can ask [student] if you can 
have a turn in the game.” 
“Go ask [student] if they want to 
help you with your puzzle.” 

“Go find someone to 
play with.” 
“Go sit beside 
[student] in the block 
center.” 

Ways to 
Respond* 

The teacher provides a student or 
group of students with multiple 
ways to respond or participate 
within teacher-directed activities. 

Singing, hand motions, choral 
responding, open-ended questions, 
close-ended questions, physical 
movement, using prop or 
manipulatives, writing 

Only one way to 
respond is offered 
(e.g., close ended 
questions) 
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verbal rule reminders were marked in the interval where the offset was observed. Given the nature 

of the practices, it is unlikely the teachers could do two practices faster than 5 s apart. Thus, using 

a 3 s interval provides an acceptable estimate of count.  

 
Interobserver Agreement 

TPOT-K. Interobserver agreement (IOA) was collected in 100% (n = 2) of pre-baseline 

TPOT-K assessments and 50% (n = 1) of post-intervention TPOT-K assessments. TPOT-K 

observers were not masked to condition. Reliability was not collected on post-intervention TPOT-

K for both teachers to reduce potential bias by the coach. Odette was selected for reliability due to 

her availability and coaching sessions were still on-going for Darla. Agreement was calculated by 

dividing the total number of agreements by the number of agreements plus disagreements and 

multiplying by 100 (i.e., point-by-point agreement; Ledford et al., 2018a). Overall agreement for 

TPOT-K was 80% (72%–85%). IOA data for TPOT-K observations are shown in Table 5. Data 

collectors met and consensus coded TPOT-K assessment data (see Table 6).  

 

Table 5 

Interobserver Agreement for TPOT-K  

Timeframe Darla Odette 

Pre-Baseline TPOT-K 85 72 

Post-Intervention TPOT-K NA 84 

Overall Agreement 80 
Note. NA = not applicable. 
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Table 6 

Pre- and Post TPOT-K Summary 

 Darla Odette 

TPOT-K Item 

Pre Post Pre Post 

#yes #no % #yes #no % #yes #no % #yes #no % 

1. Schedules, routines, and activities 1 6 14% 2 5 29% 1 6 14% 2 5 29% 

2. Transitions between activities 5 3 63% 5 3 63% 5 3 63% 5 3 63% 

3. Supportive conversations 1 6 14% 5 2 71% 4 3 57% 5 2 71% 

4. Promoting children's engagement 4 2 67% 4 3 57% 6 0 100% 7 0 100% 

5. Learning Context 3 3 50% 5 1 83% 4 2 67% 3 3 50% 

6. Providing directions 6 1 86% 4 3 57% 5 2 71% 6 1 86% 

7. Collaborative teaming  NA NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA NA 

8. Teaching behavior expectations 0 9 0% 5 4 56% 6 3 67% 4 5 44% 

9. Teaching social and emotional competencies 1 7 13% 5 3 63% 2 6 25% 3 5 38% 

10. Creating a caring community 4 5 44% 4 5 44% 4 5 44% 4 5 44% 

11. Teaching peer interaction skills 2 6 25% 6 2 75% 6 2 75% 5 3 63% 

12. Teaching emotional regulation 3 6 33% 6 3 67% 4 5 44% 8 1 89% 

13. Teaching problem solving 0 9 0% 3 6 33% 3 6 33% 3 6 33% 

14. Persistent challenging behavior 4 2 67% 3 3 50% 4 2 67% 2 4 33% 

15. Connecting with families 4 5 44% 6 3 67% 7 2 78% 8 1 89% 

16. Supporting Families 1 4 20% 1 4 20% 4 1 80% 3 2 60% 

Key Practices Subscale 39 74 35% 64 50 56% 65 48 58% 68 46 60% 

Red Flags 17-37 11 10 52% 6 15 29% 4 17 20% 5 16 24% 

Note.  Bold = positive change in desired direction comparing pre- and post-intervention scores (i.e., increased desired practices; 
decreased undesired practices); NA = not applicable. 
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Teachers’ Targeted Use of PMK Practices. A graduate student in the Child Studies 

master’s program (Data Collector 4), masked to condition, collected IOA data on each teacher’s 

use of targeted PMK practices. Prior to collecting data for this study, the coach trained the 

secondary coder on data collection procedures. The training included: (a) reviewing operational 

definitions of targeted PMK practices, (b) reviewing examples and non-examples, (c) showing 

video examples, (d) discussion, (e) discussing ProcoderDV procedures, and (f) providing 

opportunities for trainees to ask questions. Following training, the coder practiced coding using 

study and non-study video recordings. The coach and data collector met after each practice to 

discuss discrepancies. Data collectors were considered reliable when they reached 90% 

agreement on two consecutive observations. Study videos (n = 2 per teacher) that were used for 

coding practice were not used for IOA. 

   IOA data were collected for a minimum of 33% of sessions across all teachers, tiers, and 

conditions by a masked coder. IOA data for Darla were collected on 33% of baseline and 

intervention sessions, 50% of maintenance sessions, and 47% of generalization sessions. IOA 

data for Odette were collected on 33% of baseline sessions, 37% of intervention sessions, 50% of 

maintenance sessions, and 46% of generalization sessions. IOA was calculated using interval-by-

interval comparisons (Ledford et al., 2018a). IOA was calculated by dividing the number of 

intervals in which the coders agreed by the total number of intervals (i.e., 180), and multiplying 

by 100. Occurrence agreement was also calculated for all IOA sessions. Occurrence agreement 

was calculated by dividing the number of occurrence agreements (i.e., number of intervals where 

both coders observed the same behavior) by the total number of occurrence agreements and 

occurrence disagreements (i.e., number of intervals in which one observer coded a behavior) 
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multiplied by 100 (Ledford et al., 2018; Yoder et al., 2018). The IOA coder’s data were graphed 

to show the relationships between the data patterns of the two observers. 

 
Experimental Design 

 A multiple baseline (MB; Gast et al., 2018) across behaviors design, replicated across 

two teachers, was used to examine the effects of PBC on kindergarten teachers’ use of targeted 

PMK practices. This design allowed for simultaneous manipulation of the independent variable 

(IV) for multiple participants and decreased the likelihood of attrition, as participants were 

accessing the intervention independent of other participants. This design was selected for its 

utility for non-reversible behaviors. A MB design allows for the demonstration of experimental 

control by comparing data points between conditions and across tiers using vertical analysis 

upon the introduction of the intervention in the previous tier. Additionally, a MB design allows 

for the detection of threats such as history and maturation using visual analysis (Gast et al., 

2018). 

 
Procedures 

 Figure 1 describes the sequence of study events. The following sections describe each of 

the four conditions of the study: pre-baseline, baseline, intervention, and maintenance. 

Generalization data were collected across all conditions. All observations during baseline, 

intervention and maintenance were 15 min, and data were coded from recorded video.  
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Figure 1 
 
Sequence of Study Events 

 

Pre-Baseline
• Teacher Demographics Survey
• Classroom Demographics Survey
• TPOT-K Observation
• Teacher-Coach Meeting to choose 

4 target practices

Baseline
• Business as usaul
• Recorded Focused Observation
• PMK data collection from video 

(no feedback)
• Email confirmation of observation 

dates
• Recorded generalization 

observation
• Data collected across 4 PMK 

practices

Intervention
• Brief training of target practice 1
• Write action plan for target 

practice 1
• PBC coaching cycles (2 live, 1 

email)
• Recorded Focused Observation
• PMK data collection from video
• Coaching Debrief during selected 

time (i.e., nap)
• Recorded generalization 

observation
• Conducted across 4 PMK practices

Fading
• Recorded Focused Observation
• PMK data collection from video
• Every 3rd coaching debrief provide 

feedback and suggestions for 
integration

• Recorded generalization 
observation

• Conducted across 4 PMK practices

Maintenance (2xs between 
1- 3 weeks)
• Business as usual
• Recorded Focus Observation
• PMK data collection from video 

(no feedback)
• Email confirmation of 

observations
• Recorded generalization 

observation
• Social Validity Surveys
• Collected across 4 PMK practices
• TPOT-K Observation
• Gift Card Distribution
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Pre-Baseline 

Before the start of the baseline condition, a TPOT-K was conducted to determine present 

levels of PMK implementation for each participant. After completing the TPOT-K assessment, 

the teacher and coach met to review the purpose and scope of the study and begin establishing a 

collaborative partnership. During the pre-baseline meeting, the coach was required, per study 

protocols, to engage in the following behaviors: (a) thank the teacher for participation, (b) review 

the purpose of the study, (c) review TPOT-K data on teachers’ use of targeted PMK practices, 

(d) provide an overview of potential target PMK practices based on TPOT-K data, (e) support 

the teacher to select four practices to target for intervention, (f) review PBC procedures (i.e., 

action planning, focused observations, reflection/feedback), (g) support the teacher to select 

primary and generalization activities that allow for implementation of selected PMK practices, 

(h) support the teacher to select days for observations, (i) support the teacher to identify a debrief 

time within 24 hours of each observation without leaving students unattended, (j) support the 

teacher to decide coaching support strategies (e.g., modeling, in vivo feedback) to be used during 

focused observations, and (k) address teacher’s questions and finalize logistical details (e.g., 

preferred camera location, students not consented to be videoed). See Appendix F for an outline 

of the pre-baseline planning meeting. 

Based on areas of need identified using TPOT-K data, the coach provided the teachers 

with a menu of PMK practices (e.g., rule reminders, choices, emotion words) they could choose 

to target with coaching. Together, the coach and teacher reviewed the list of practices and chose 

four for the teacher to target. The coach engaged the teachers in conversations about which 

practices were most meaningful for the teacher to target or which practices might have the most 

impact on student behavior or classroom climate. Odette chose to target suggesting social 
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interactions, offering choices, using emotion words, and providing positive descriptive feedback 

for friendship skills. Darla chose to target suggesting social interactions, rule reminders, using 

emotion words, and providing positive descriptive feedback engagement. See Table 4 for 

definitions, examples, and non-examples of the chosen practices. During the first three baseline 

sessions, Darla demonstrated variable, but high frequency use of rule reminders. As a result, the 

coach reviewed Darla’s TPOT-K data and presented Darla two options for an additional targeted 

PMK practice (i.e., offering choices, variety of ways to respond). Darla selected offering choices 

as a fourth targeted practice. Data collection on Darla’s baseline use of offering choices began in 

the fourth session and continued throughout all phases of the study. 

 
Baseline Sessions 

 During baseline sessions, teachers were asked to conduct business as usual. Observers 

coded sessions for the presence of the target PMK strategies. No coaching strategies were used 

during baseline. Research staff collecting video data quietly greeted or acknowledged the teacher 

and provided a lavalier microphone during the pre-selected instructional or learning activity. At 

the end of 15 min, the research staff thanked the teacher and collected the microphone before 

leaving the classroom. The coach confirmed the time of the next observation session verbally 

following sessions she observed and by text for observations conducted by another data 

collector.  

A minimum of three baseline data points were collected from recorded focused 

observations for each targeted practice before intervention began. Visual analysis was conducted 

to assess level, trend, and variability of baseline data. After three data points were collected 

across each tier, the practice with the lowest level, minimal variability, and most stable data was 

selected for intervention. When data were similar across practices, a practice was randomly 
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assigned to the tier. Baseline data were continuously collected across all tiers until intervention 

began in that tier. 

 
Intervention  

 Intervention included two components: (1) training and (2) Practice-Based Coaching. 

PBC cycles occurred three to four times each week. For each PBC cycle, the coach reviewed the 

recorded observation and conducted a debriefing session (i.e., live, email). Each week, two 

debrief sessions were conducted live (e.g., either in-person or virtually), and one debriefing was 

delivered via email feedback. The following sections provide in-depth information about training 

and coaching. 

Training. Target practices were assigned to tiers based on visual analysis that involved 

identifying the target practice with the most stable baseline data. When patterns were similar 

across practices, they were randomly assigned to a tier. Once a targeted practice was selected for 

the first tier, the coach presented a 30 min training on that practice. The coach used Google 

Slides to present the definitions of the practice, the significance and rationale of the practice, and 

examples and non-examples of the practice in conjunction with short video clips (about 30 s to 2 

min). The coach provided teachers opportunities to ask questions and participate in discussion. 

After training, an action plan was collaboratively written with the teacher and included a 

description of the practice, actionable steps to master the practice, and materials needed to 

support the practice. All intervention materials were provided by the coach (e.g., visuals, social 

stories). The coach reviewed the date, time, and format of the next observation and debrief 

sessions with the teacher.  

Coaching. Intervention sessions consisted of PBC cycles: (a) action planning/goal 

setting, (b) focused observations, and (c) debrief sessions with reflection and feedback. These 
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sessions occurred up to four times per week on a schedule determined by the teacher and coach. 

Action planning occurred during the training for each tier. Observations of the pre-determined 

activity were recorded, and the coach either was present or watched the video. The coach 

implemented the teacher’s preferred coaching strategies (e.g., modeling, in vivo feedback) 

during focused observations when the coach was present. The teachers, however, rarely asked 

the coach to use in vivo strategies. Each 15 min observation was followed by a live debriefing 

session or email feedback. Live debrief sessions occurred on the same day as the observation 

during nap/rest time except on the rare occurrences that the teacher was not available. The 

following three sections describe the debriefing sessions and email feedback procedures. 

Live Debriefing Sessions. Each live debrief session was conducted either in-person or via 

Zoom and included the same procedural steps (see Appendix C). Table 2 shows the number of 

sessions of each format that was used. First, the coach reviewed the teacher’s current action plan 

and goals. The coach gave the teacher a reflection prompt (e.g., “How do you feel your 

implementation of choices is going?”). After prompting the teacher to reflect on their current use 

of the targeted PMK practice, the coach summarized the teacher’s comments and made 

connections to the observation data (e.g., “You definitely are using more choices than our 

previous visit. I counted 5 offered choices.”). Supportive feedback and constructive feedback 

were provided during each debrief session. Supportive feedback included the observed 

behavior(s) the teacher did that demonstrated the targeted practice and related observational data 

on the practice (e.g., number of occurrences, quotes). For example, “Of those five choices, two 

were related to seating options and three were students selecting the next person to write part of 

the morning message.” Constructive feedback included a statement about how to enhance or 
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improve the targeted practice (e.g., “Having students choose the next person or activity would be 

a great opportunity for offering an explicit choice.”).  

Constructive feedback was based on observational data (e.g., direct teacher quotes, 

missed opportunities). Suggestions for improving the teacher’s implementation of the targeted 

practice (e.g., “Provide at least 3 opportunities to make a choice for seating, student selection, or 

song choice.”) were provided. At the end of the debrief session, the coach confirmed the 

observation schedule and next steps for improving implementation. Debrief sessions were 

recorded and coded for procedural fidelity. 

Email Feedback. Every third debriefing session was conducted via email (see Appendix 

D). Email was used as a way to decrease the amount of time teachers were pulled from other 

classroom responsibilities. Email feedback included the same procedural steps as live sessions 

(e.g., reflection prompt, feedback, suggested practices to try for the next observation) provided in 

written form. Differences between the two coaching formats included: (a) electronic instead of 

live, and (b) no teacher response (e.g., reflection, selecting a practice to try) was required other 

than to confirm receipt of the email.  

Fading. Once data were high and stable or demonstrated an ascending trend as compared 

to baseline, the practice was moved to a fading condition while simultaneously introducing 

intervention on the next targeted practice. It was anticipated that practices would decrease in 

frequency as new practices were implemented during the same activity. The coach continued 

coding the frequency of the teacher’s use of the practice but decreased the amount of feedback 

provided. During this phase, the coach systematically provided feedback to the teacher every 

third session on how she used the practice in the session and how to integrate the practice in the 

fading condition with the practice that was currently in intervention.  



 31

 
Maintenance  

 Maintenance data were collected using the same procedures used during baseline. Two 

maintenance sessions were conducted between one and three weeks after the end of intervention 

in the last tier. No feedback was provided during maintenance. The coach confirmed 

maintenance sessions via text after the final intervention session. 

 
Generalization 

 Generalization was assessed across all conditions in the secondary activity from video 

recorded observations. Generalization observations occurred at a minimum of 33% (33%–60%) 

of sessions across all conditions and tiers. The coach confirmed generalization sessions via text 

during all conditions. Generalization sessions were also confirmed as part of verbal and email 

debrief sessions during intervention.  

 
Procedural Fidelity 

 Procedural fidelity (PF) data were collected on 100% of workshops provided to 

participants on the targeted behaviors (see Appendix F). Fidelity data were calculated using the 

gross method by determining the number of correctly implemented procedural steps divided by 

the total number of procedural steps, multiplied by 100 (Ledford et al., 2018a). Fidelity of 

workshops were evaluated on the following eight elements: (a) reviewing the purpose of the 

study, (b) presenting an overview of the targeted PMK practice, (c) providing examples and non-

examples of targeted PMK practices, (d) viewing and discussing video exemplars of practices, 

(e) reviewing examples, (f) writing an action plan, (g) reviewing the coaching process, and (h) 

answering the teachers’ questions. Interobserver agreement of PF was collected for all 

workshops for each participant by the videographer. PF was calculated by dividing the number 
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of steps correctly implemented by the total number of steps and multiplying by 100. Feedback 

was provided to the coach if fidelity fell below 90%. IOA on PF of trainings was calculated 

using the point-by-point method (Ledford et al., 2018a). 

PF was collected for 100% of coaching sessions (i.e., in person, email) for both teachers 

using a coaching log (see Appendices C and D). Fidelity data for live debriefing sessions were 

collected on six components: (a) reminder of current action plan, (b) providing a reflection 

prompt and relating the reflection to observation data, (c) providing supportive feedback linked 

to observation data, (d) providing constructive feedback linked to observation data, (e) providing 

suggestion(s) for improving targeted PMK practices, and (f) confirming the schedule. Procedural 

fidelity for email feedback was collected on the following six elements: (a) positive opening 

greeting, (b) reflection prompt, (c) supportive feedback linked to observation data, (d) 

constructive feedback linked to observation data, (e) providing suggestion(s) for improving 

targeted PMK practices, and (f) confirming the schedule. PF data were not collected on specific 

fading practices (i.e., every third session, feedback, integration suggestions). PF was calculated 

by dividing the number of steps correctly implemented by the total number of steps and 

multiplying by 100. Feedback was provided to the coach when PF dropped below 90%.  

 
Social Validity 

 Two measures of social validity were collected. First, teachers were asked to complete a 

social validity survey via REDCap following the end of their participation in the study (see 

Appendix G). Teachers rated: (a) their comfort level engaging in PBC components (i.e., focused 

observations, reflection and feedback, action planning), (b) the effectiveness and feasibility of 

PBC to improve targeted practices, (c) the likelihood of continuing to use PMK practices, (d) the 

likelihood of participating in coaching in the future, and (e) how the use of PMK practices 
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impacted students’ engagement, social emotional learning and challenging behavior. The second 

measure of social validity was a semi-structured teacher interview conducted by the coach (see 

Appendix H). Interviews lasted approximately 30-45 min. The coach conducted the interviews to 

support the collaborative relationship and continue in the conversational approach used in 

coaching debrief sessions. Before the study began, the teachers were asked to identify up to three 

students who had the most challenging behavior or who they struggled the most to provide social 

emotional supports. Teachers’ answers were recorded without any personally identifiable 

information about the students. Teachers were asked to identify each child with a corresponding 

letter (i.e., A, B, C) and make note of the assigned letter for future reference. During the post-

intervention interview, teachers reflected on their identified students and reported how they 

perceived their implementation of Pyramid Model practices impacted each child.  

 
Data Analysis 

 Teachers’ use of PMK practices was coded and graphed daily for each tier. Data were 

evaluated using formative visual analysis to identify a change in teachers’ use of PMK practices 

within and across conditions (Barton et al., 2018a). Data were examined for level, trend, and 

variability within conditions. Immediacy of change and overlap were examined between adjacent 

conditions (Barton et al, 2018a). Visual analysis of primary outcome data was used to make 

phase-change decisions. Targeted PMK practices were moved from baseline to intervention once 

data were low and stable or demonstrated a descending trend. Targeted PMK practices in 

intervention were moved to the fading condition once data were high and stable or demonstrated 

an ascending trend and intervention was introduced in the next tier. Summative visual analysis 

was used to identify the presence of a functional relation (Barton et al., 2018a).  
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CHAPTER III 

 
Results 

 
 The results are organized as follows: (a) effects of coaching on teachers’ use of targeted 

practices in intervention, generalization, and maintenance sessions; (b) pre and post TPOT-K 

data; (c) social validity; (d) procedural fidelity and (e) IOA.  

 
Darla 

  Darla’s baseline, intervention, generalization, and maintenance data are displayed in 

Figure 2. During the initial baseline sessions, Darla rarely used suggesting social interactions, 

positive descriptive feedback (PDF) for engagement, or emotion words. However, Darla’s use of 

rule reminders was high during baseline. Thus, we identified an additional target practice (i.e., 

offering choices).  

Suggesting social interactions (SSI) was randomly selected for intervention in the first 

tier. Following training and after the first coaching session, there was an increase in Darla’s use 

of SSIs. There was a slight increase but variable trend through intervention session 7 and then a 

dramatic increase when Darla began to implement direct instruction on social skills. During the 

last two intervention sessions, Darla’s use of SSIs decreased but remained above baseline levels. 

Following the beginning of intervention in tier 2, there was an increasing trend in her use of 

choices with some variability. In tier 3, Darla’s use of emotion words immediately increased 

following training but dropped over three sessions before stabilizing at levels higher than those 

observed in baseline. We did not intervene in tier 4 due to end-of-the-year activities or tier 5 

because of her high levels of using rule reminders in baseline. Based on these data, a functional 
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relation was demonstrated between the training and coaching intervention and Darla’s use of her 

targeted PMK practices. 

 

Figure 2 

Percentage of Intervals of PMK Practice Use by Darla 
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During fading, the coach provided feedback on previously learned practices every third 

session, integrating practices across tiers whenever appropriate (e.g., offering the child a choice 

of who to socially interact with). Feedback on previously learned practices also occurred when 

requested by the teacher. For both SSIs and Choices, Darla’s data remained above baseline levels 

during the fading condition. These data were not collected on her third tier due to the end of the 

school year.  

Two maintenance sessions were conducted after intervention ended in the final tier. 

During this time, no intervention procedures were used. Darla’s use of SSIs and choices 

maintained at levels higher than baseline and similar to the intervention condition. Darla’s use of 

emotion words did not maintain.  

 To measure generalization, Darla’s targeted PMK practices were observed during math 

instruction. During baseline, Darla rarely used her targeted practices in the generalization 

activity. During intervention, Darla’s use of SSIs increased in both level and trend. While there 

was a decrease during fading, her use of SSIs in maintenance remained above baseline levels. 

During fading, Darla’s generalized use of SSIs remained higher than baseline until the last 

session before maintenance. Darla’s use of choices in the generalization setting increased 

throughout intervention and fading and remained high during maintenance. While her use of 

emotion words increased in the generalization setting during intervention, they returned to 

baseline levels during maintenance. By tier 3, Darla used all three targeted PMK practices in 

most sessions in the generalization activity.  

 Figure 3 shows the total number of intervals in which Darla used at least one of her 

targeted practices by session. In this graph, we counted an interval only once even if multiple 

PMK practices were used in that interval. Figure 4 presents the sum of the number of intervals 
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for each coached PMK practice. In this graph, the total number was determined by adding the 

number of intervals in which each practice occurred. This means the same interval would be 

counted twice if two different practices occurred in that interval. The overall trends in these data 

are similar regardless of which formula we used for estimating count. 

During baseline, Darla used choices in one interval during session 1 and emotion words 

in one interval in session 3. Upon the introduction of intervention, Darla’s combined use of 

targeted PMK practices demonstrated an increasing trend over the course of intervention. After 

the introduction of intervention in tier 3, Darla demonstrated consistent use of all 3 PMK 

practices during five of six observations. Her use of practices decreased during maintenance 

sessions but were higher than baseline levels. Further, once she had been trained on her third 

practice, Darla used all three targeted practices in six of the final eight sessions. 

Figure 3 
 
Total Number of Intervals of Targeted PMK Practice Use for Darla by Session 
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Figure 4 

Number of Targeted PMK Practices Demonstrated by Interval for Darla  

 

 
Odette 

Odette’s baseline, intervention, generalization, and maintenance data are displayed in 

Figure 5. During baseline, Odette’s use of her targeted practices demonstrated low levels of 

implementation, little variability, and a stable predictable trend. Upon introduction of 

intervention on SIs, Odette demonstrated a gradual change in level and an increasing trend 

throughout intervention compared to baseline. Choices was selected for intervention in the 

second tier. Upon the introduction of training and coaching for choices, Odette demonstrated a 

slight increase in level which continued through intervention. Odette was trained on the use of 

emotion words for tier 3. There was an immediate change in level that continued throughout 
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intervention. Intervention was not implemented in tier 4 because of the end of the school year. 

Based on these data, a functional relation was demonstrated between the training and coaching 

intervention and Odette’s use of her targeted PMK practices. 

Figure 5 

Percentage of Intervals of Targeted PMK Practice Use by Odette 

 

 
 

During the fading condition in the first two tiers, there was a decrease in level; however, 

the data remained within the range of intervention sessions and slightly above baseline levels. 

Due to timing, we did not collect fading data in tier 3. During the two maintenance sessions 

conducted following the end of intervention in the final tier, Odette’s use of choices, emotion 

words, and SSIs decreased to levels similar to the baseline condition and therefore did not 

maintain. 
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 Odette’s use of PMK practices was observed during reading and literacy to measure 

generalization. During baseline, her use of SSIs, offering choices, and emotion words was low 

and stable. Upon introduction of intervention, Odette’s use of SSIs during generalization sessions 

increased slightly. Her use of SSIs was highly variable and demonstrated a decreasing trend 

during fading and maintenance. During intervention, her use of choices showed an increasing 

trend but decreased during fading and maintenance. Odette’s use of emotion words showed an 

immediate change in level and an increasing trend during intervention and remained above 

baseline levels in the maintenance condition. In most generalization observations during 

intervention, Odette used all three of her targeted practices. 

 Figure 6 shows the total number of intervals in which Odette used any of the targeted 

PMK practices. Figure 7 shows the combined number of intervals in which Odette used each 

practice. Odette rarely used her targeted practices during baseline. Following the introduction of 

intervention, Odette demonstrated an increasing trend in her combined use of targeted practices. 

Once intervention was introduced in tier 3, Odette used all three PMK practices in five of six 

observations. Although her use of practices decreased during maintenance, Odette continued to 

use all three practices in both maintenance sessions.  
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Figure 6 
 
Total Number of Intervals of Targeted PMK Practice Use for Odette by Session 
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Figure 7 

Number of Targeted PMK Practices Demonstrated by Interval for Odette 
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TPOT-K Assessment 

 The TPOT-K was conducted pre and post intervention (see Figures 8-11). Prior to the 

beginning of the study, Darla used 35% of the PMK practices during the observation (Figure 8). 

In addition, she demonstrated 52% of the Red Flags (i.e., undesired practices; Figure 9). After 

intervention, her TPOT-K usage increased to 56%, and her use of Red Flags decreased to 23%. 

Odette’s pre-intervention use of TPOT-K practices was 58% (Figure 10), and she had 20% of 

Red Flags (Figure 11). There was a slight increase of 4% in her TPOT-K practice data and 4% in 

her Red Flags following intervention. TPOT-K data can also be found in Table 6.  
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Figure 8 
 
TPOT-K Assessment Data for Darla 

 
 
 
 
Figure 9 
 
TPOT-K Red Flags for Darla 
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Figure 10 
 
TPOT-K Assessment Data for Odette 

 
 
 
 
Figure 11 
 
TPOT-K Red Flags for Odette 
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Procedural Fidelity 

 Table 7 shows PF data for both teachers. Average fidelity for training sessions was 100% 

for Darla and 95.2% (92.9%–100%) for Odette. PF for live coaching sessions averaged 97% 

(88.9%–100%) for Darla and 99.2% (88.9%–100%) for Odette. Fidelity for electronic mail 

sessions was 97.0% (75%–100%) for Darla and 100% for Odette.  

Interobserver agreement was collected on PF for 100% of all coaching (i.e., live, 

electronic) and training sessions for both teachers. IOA for training sessions was 100% for Darla 

and 95.2% for Odette (92.9%–100%). IOA for live coaching sessions for Darla was 98.5% 

(88.9%–100%) and 100% for Odette. IOA for electronic sessions for both teachers was 100%.  

Table 7 

Procedural Fidelity 

  Darla Odette 

  Score IOA Score IOA 

T
ra

in
in

g 

Suggesting Social Interactions 
 100 100 92.9 92.9 

Offering Choices 
 

100 100 92.9 92.9 

Using a Variety of Emotion 
Words 
 

100 100 100 100 

 Average  100 100 95.2 95.2 

C
oa

ch
in

g 

Live Coaching 
 

n=15 
97.0 

(88.9-100) 

n=14 
99.2  

(88.9-100) 

IOA 
n=15 
98.5 

(88.9-100) 

n=14 
100 

Electronic Coaching 
n=8 
97 

n=5 
100 

IOA 
n=8 
100 

n=5 
100 

Note.  n = number of sessions coded for procedural fidelity. Data are presented as the percentage 
of fidelity (range) and percentage of agreement (range). 
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Interobserver Agreement 

 Interobserver agreement data on targeted PMK practices are presented in Table 8. The 

average agreement across all conditions for Darla was 99.4% for baseline, 98.73% (97.4%–

99.2%) for intervention, 98.68% (98.0%–99.6%) for generalization, and 99.30% for 

maintenance. Average agreement across all conditions for Odette was 99.25% for baseline, 

98.71% (98.3%–99.5%) for intervention, 99.29% (98.8%–99.8%) for generalization, and 98.50% 

for maintenance.  

Interobserver occurrence agreement data are presented in Table 9. Average occurrence 

agreement across all conditions for Darla was 66.60% for baseline, 63.30 (7.0%–78.4%) for 

intervention, 61.25% (15.6%–93.2%) for generalization, and 63.00% for maintenance. Average 

occurrence agreement across all conditions for Odette was 50% for baseline, 51.79% (31.3%–

69.0%) for intervention, 62.25% (50.0%–87.5%) for generalization, and 56% for maintenance.  

IOA data were graphed and visually analyzed. IOA data for Darla are presented in Figure 

12 and Odette in Figure 13. The data patterns are similar across both observers suggesting that 

the issues with IOA would not have influenced the decisions about a functional relation. 
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Table 8 

Interobserver Agreement  

 Baseline Intervention Generalization Maintenance 

Participant 
Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Darla 
99.40 
(NA) 

33 
98.73 

(97.4-99.2) 
33 

98.68 
(98-99.6) 

47.1 
99.30 
(NA) 

50 

Odette 
99.25 
(NA) 

33 
98.71 

(98.3-99.5) 
37 

99.29 
(98.8-99.8) 

46.2 
98.50 
(NA) 

50 

Note. % of Sessions = percentage of sessions coded for interobserver agreement; NA = not applicable.  

 

 

Table 9 

Interobserver Occurrence Agreement 

 Baseline Intervention Generalization Maintenance 

Participant 
Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Average 
(Range) 

% of 
Sessions 

Darla 
66.60 
(NA) 

33 
63.30 

(7-78.4) 
33 

61.25 
(15.6-93.20) 

47.1 
63 

(NA) 
50 

Odette 
50 

(NA) 
33 

51.79 
(31.25-69) 

37 
62.25 

(50-87.5) 
46.2 

56 
(NA) 

50 

Note. % of Sessions = percentage of sessions coded for interobserver agreement; NA = not applicable.



 49

Figure 12 

Interobserver Agreement for Darla 
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Figure 13 

Interobserver Agreement for Odette 
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Social Validity 

 Two measures of social validity were collected. The first measure was a survey (see 

Appendix G) that included 14 closed ended questions and 6 open-ended questions. Results from 

the survey are presented in Table 10. Teachers in this study rated their use of PMK practices as 

moderately effective for promoting their students’ social emotional skills and behavior. They also 

agreed that PMK practices were very appropriate for kindergarten children. Both teachers rated 

all items about coaching practices as moderately comfortable/effective or very 

comfortable/effective. These results indicate that teachers were generally satisfied with coaching 

and found it to be effective. Both teachers expressed a moderate to very high likelihood of 

continuing to participate in coaching and reflection to strengthen their practice. One teacher 

responded to the open-ended question for additional comments and stated she was appreciative 

for coaching and materials provided and felt the experience was helpful.  

  



 52

Table 10 

Social Validity Summary 
 
Item Darla Odette 
Overall1   

Overall, how do you rate the effects of your use of Pyramid Model skills on 
children’s social emotional skills? 

4 4 

Overall, how do you rate the effects of your use of Pyramid Model practices on 
children’s behavior? 

4 
 

4 

Appropriateness2  

How appropriate do you feel the Pyramid Model practices were for kindergarten 
children? 

4 4 

Focused observations3 

How comfortable are you with focused observations of your practice? 4 4 

How effective were focused observations for changing your practice? 4 4 

Action Planning/Goal Setting3 

How comfortable are you with creating actionable goals? 5 4 

How comfortable are you creating an Action Plan to monitor and achieve your 
goals? 

4 4 

How effective is creating an Action Plan to monitor and achieve your goals 4 4 

Coaching Support and Feedback3 

How comfortable are you with receiving feedback through observations and/or 
debrief sessions and communications?  

4 4 

How effective was coaching for improving your implementation of PM practices? 5 4 

How feasible was receiving coaching? 4 5 

If given the opportunity, how likely are you to continue in coaching relationships to 
improve your practice? 

4 4 

Reflection3 

How comfortable are you with reflecting on your practice? 4 5 

How effective was reflection for changing your practice? 4 5 

How feasible was engaging in reflection on your practice? 4 5 

How likely are you to continue to engage in reflection of your practice to strengthen 
your instruction? 

4 5 

1 5-point Likert scale: 1 = decreased/negative, 2 = no change in effects, 3 = some increase in 
effects, 4 = moderate increase in effects, 5 = large increase in effects 
2 4-point Likert scale: 1 = not appropriate, 2 = somewhat appropriate, 3 = mostly appropriate, 4 = 
very appropriate 
3 5-point Likert scale: 1 = not at all effective/comfortable/likely, 3 = somewhat 
effective/comfortable/likely, 5 = very effective/comfortable/likely 
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The second measure of social validity was a semi-structured interview conducted pre- 

and post-intervention regarding the teachers’ perceptions of up to three students with challenging 

behaviors (see Appendix H). A summary of teacher responses is found in Table 11. Children’s 

behaviors that teachers identified as challenging before intervention included off-task behaviors, 

class and peer disruptions, and defiance, among others. Teachers anticipated their use of PMK 

practices would decrease children’s challenging behaviors and increase desired or socially 

appropriate behaviors (e.g., increased attention to instruction, appropriate social interactions 

between peers). Teachers rated all children’s behaviors as either showing some or moderate 

improvement post-intervention. Both teachers identified their use of PMK practices as 

responsible for specific increases in children’s attentiveness, positive peer interactions, and 

decreases in disruptions and meltdowns. 
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Table 11 
 

Social Validity Child Behavior Interview Summary 

 Pre Post 

Teacher/Child Child Description Challenging Behaviors Expected Changes 

Behavior 
Improvement 

Rating Specific Behavior Improvements 
Darla 

A 
often off task and exhibiting 
disruptive behaviors to gain 
peer’s attention.  

squatting in the chair, making 
noises, acting like a chicken (e.g., 
flapping, pecking, squawking) or 
dog; 

provide Child A and the 
class the opportunity to 
hear the whole lesson 
without interruptions 

4 Decreased class disruptions and 
distracting neighbors 

B playful, easily angered, 
talkative, and easily distracted 

disturbing others, inattentiveness, 
“anger,” and lack of interest when 
tasks are difficult 

allow Child B to 
distinguish appropriate 
times for play from times 
to listen 

3 Increased listening and attention to the 
lesson; improved social interactions as 
he is able to deal with those around him 
and understanding how to deal with 
others correctly instead of “losing his 
mind”  

C impulsive, disruptive, and 
refusing to follow the 
expectations for silent requests 
(e.g., raising three fingers in 
the sign for W requesting 
“water”) 

arguing and suggesting 
inappropriate responses to the 
teacher (e.g., “maybe you heard 
that in your head”)  

allow Child C to learn to 
distinguish between 
appropriate times to play 
and appropriate times to 
listen 

3-4 Decreased attention seeking behaviors 
and disruptions or audible outbursts 
through the use of choices and 
improved social interactions 

Odette 
A 

less mature than others, 
staying on task and completing 
routines are difficult; He has 
not had a typical childhood 
prior to K like other children; 
it’s tough for him to be 
behaving at a more mature 
way compared to peers 

Blurting out answers, off task 
during instruction, disturbing 
others around him, melts down 
quickly, cannot accept no, 
repeating requests, whining, 
waiting on positive reinforcement 
is difficult 

successful in the 
classroom, behave in 
classroom at a level where 
he is more accepted by his 
friends and feels more 
successful, decrease in 
disturbing peers, increase 
in friends, stay on task 

3-4 Decreased emotional outbursts and melt 
downs, improved social interactions 
using language to communicate with 
peers and express his emotions more 
appropriately and the confidence to 
know he is being heard  

B Second year in kindergarten, a 
lot of attention seeking 
behaviors, regressed in 

Wanders often, engages with 
other peers to get off task, 
complains of aches and pains or 

See her ready for first 
grade, being able to follow 
classroom procedures with 

4 Decrease in attention seeking behaviors 
(e.g., less aches and pains during 
unpreferred tasks), goes along with 
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behavior after Christmas, 
suffers from lack of sleep, has 
difficulty leaving a preferred 
activity, non-compliant even 
after re-directions or “clipping 
down”, fidgets often, disrupts 
others, often off task 

emotional distress through health 
troubles (e.g., belly aches) 

rules and routines, decrease 
in attention seeking 
behavior from peers (e.g., 
laugh, off task, team up 
w/friend to play, make 
notes) 

deep breathing, used the safe spot to 
relax to get emotions together, responds 
well to options to self-soothe, increased 
us of problem solving with peers and 
use of emotion words to describe 
feelings, decreased anger outbursts 
towards friends, has been one to come 
up with solutions 

Note. Behavior Improvement Rating: 1 = worse; 2 = no improvement; 3 = some improvement; 4 = moderate improvement; 5 = significant improvement.
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CHAPTER IV 

 
Discussion 

 
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate the use of PBC to increase kindergarten 

teachers’ use of targeted PMK practices. Additional topics investigated included: (a) teachers’ 

use of non-target PMK practices, (b) maintenance and generalization of targeted PMK practices, 

and (c) teachers’ perceptions of effectiveness and feasibility of coaching to increase their use of 

PMK practices and the effects on children. A functional relation was found between PBC and 

teachers’ use of targeted PMK practices. While there was evidence of maintenance and 

generalization, the data were limited and not sufficient for establishing a functional relation. 

Social validity data showed teachers were satisfied with the intervention and reported some 

improvement in children’s behavior.  

 
Contributions 

 This study contributes to the current literature in several ways. First, the methods and 

outcomes from this study extend the coaching literature for kindergarten teachers by finding 

PBC to be an effective intervention to improve teacher practices. While previous coaching 

literature for kindergarten teachers focused on the use of BEST in CLASS (McCullough et al., 

2021; Sutherland et al., 2019), this is the one of the first studies to use PBC to support 

kindergarten teachers’ use of PM practices. Though maintenance and generalization data were 

inconclusive, the inclusion of these data provides researchers with additional information to 

consider when developing future studies.  

An important contribution was the inclusion of social validity data through survey and 

interview questions collected from participants (Snodgrass et al., 2018). Survey data showed that 
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teachers responded positively to engaging in PBC (i.e., action planning, focused observations, 

reflection/feedback) to improve their practice and were likely to engage in a coaching 

relationship in the future. As this study is one of the first to examine teachers’ use of PM 

practices in kindergarten classrooms, the teachers felt the use of PMK practices to support 

kindergarten children’s social emotional development was appropriate and effective. Teachers 

perceived that there was some improvement in children’s challenging behavior. Strain and 

colleagues (2012) suggest participants’ perceptions of the intervention and benefits are equally as 

important as the demonstration of effect of the intervention on the dependent variable. These 

data suggest utilizing PBC to increase teachers’ use of PMK practices can positively affect child 

outcomes and inform future research.  

While child data were not collected in this study, noteworthy anecdotal information 

provided by teachers and observed by the coach over the course of the study suggests that 

coaching teachers to use PMK practices positively impacts children’s behavior. Odette 

commented that upon the introduction of using emotion words, she noticed a significant increase 

in children’ ability to appropriately express their emotions. The coach also noted that children 

almost never used emotion words to express positive (e.g., happy, excited) and negative or 

uncomfortable (e.g., anger, sad, disappointed) emotions during baseline but frequently used them 

in tier 3. The coach observed children’s use of emotion words during general peer-to-peer 

conversations and independent conflict resolution exchanges. This anecdotal information 

supports evidence found in the literature on the importance of providing direct instruction on 

social emotional learning (Daunic et al., 2021). 

Odette also reported an increase in her facilitation of problem-solving conversations 

between children that integrated social skills such as emotional literacy, emotional regulation and 
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problem-solving. The teacher was not observed engaging in facilitated conversations for problem 

solving prior to the learning to use emotion practices. She reported that the children she 

identified as exhibiting challenging behavior were positively impacted by her use of emotion 

words and facilitation of problem-solving skills. Similar findings have been reported in studies 

examining the explicit instruction of problem-solving strategies (e.g., naming solutions, using 

solutions) to children (Barnes et al., 2018; Hune & Nelson, 2002; Korba et al., 2021; Walker et 

al., 2013). 

As the study progressed, both teachers’ reflections during debrief sessions resulted in 

their implementation of explicit instructional lessons for teaching social emotional skills that 

included opportunities for child discussion and practice. The coach provided materials and 

suggestions for lessons in support of their individual decisions to provide direct instruction. 

Darla regularly scheduled social skills instruction during reading group. Darla provided direct 

instruction on: (a) friendship skills (e.g., get a peer’s attention, share a play idea), (b) problem-

solving steps and possible solutions, (c) self-regulation skills including breathing strategies and 

the Tucker technique, and (d) a variety of emotion words. Odette conducted social skills lessons 

during morning meetings. She provided direct instruction on (a) friendship skills (e.g., get a 

peer’s attention, share a play idea) and how to be a Super Friend; (b) problem-solving steps and 

possible solutions; (c) self-regulation skills including breathing strategies, the Tucker technique, 

and how to use a calming spot or safe place; and (d) a variety of emotion words. By the end of 

the study, both teachers reflected on ways to begin the school year with explicit social skills 

instruction. Additionally, both teachers recognized a need for increased social interaction 

opportunities during teacher-led center activities/rotations. With coach support, Odette replaced 

independent work time with center choices during math groups to systematically structure 
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learning time to incorporate social interactions among students. Darla expressed the desire to 

implement centers in the fall of the following school year.  

Finally, during several debrief sessions, both kindergarten teachers reported that they 

shared information on the positive outcomes in their students’ behavior with their colleagues and 

administration. The administration requested additional training on social emotional instructional 

strategies for their other faculty for the fall of the following school year.  

 
Limitations 

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the outcomes of this study. 

First, the coach collected video observation data and may have served as a discriminative 

stimulus for the teacher. To address this issue, data collectors recorded at least a third of all 

observations. The coach also served as primary data collector for the dependent variable (DV) 

data. Coaching and phase change decisions were made by the coach using these data. This 

created the potential for bias. To minimize the potential effects of bias, a secondary coder 

collected occurrence and non-occurrence IOA data. IOA data were graphed to detect observer 

bias.  

Second, IOA was low when using timed-event recording. Reliability improved when we 

moved to a partial interval recording system, but occurrence IOA remained low. In response to 

low occurrence IOA, data for the IOA coder were graphed along with the primary coders’ data. 

Visual analysis of these data indicated implementation decisions would not have changed based 

on the secondary coder’s data. While using a PIR system improved the IOA, PIR systems can 

underestimate rates of behavior (Ledford et al., 2018a). Therefore, the determination of a 

functional relation might be stronger using a more precise measurement system (i.e., timed-event 

recording).  
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Third, this study did not include a direct observation measure of the effects of the 

intervention on children. While it is important to demonstrate that coaching is effective for 

changing teacher practice, one of the limitations of the coaching literature is understanding the 

impact of these changes on children’s skills (Kraft et al., 2018). 

Fourth, this study occurred in kindergarten classrooms in a faith-based school which may 

limit the extent to which these findings would generalize to other school settings. There were two 

teachers in each classroom, and there were few students with disabilities or intensive 

instructional needs. Class size was smaller than most public kindergarten classrooms. Students’ 

families paid tuition to attend the program, suggesting families were more economically stable 

compared to some families in public schools.  

 
Implications for Research 

Outcomes and limitations from this study offer several implications for future research. 

First, future research should investigate the use of naïve data collectors for video data collection 

and DV data collection instead of using the coach as the primary data collector to address 

potential bias. Second, researchers should consider training more than one IOA data collector at 

a time. In addition, the operational definitions for this study may need to be revised for clarity. 

Third, systematic replications of this study should include measures of the impact of the 

intervention on child behavior. While we have extensive evidence supporting the use of coaching 

to improve teachers’ implementation of PM practices, the extent to which it impacts children’s 

social skills and behavior is more limited. Fourth, researchers should begin coaching studies 

early in the school year to allow for more demonstrations of effect across behaviors to increase 

internal validity through stronger confidence in outcomes. Lastly, future research should 

consider selecting PMK practices based on the needs of children rather than deficits in teachers’ 
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practices. The literature is clear that coaching teachers is an effective strategy to improve teacher 

performance. Investigating the effectiveness of coaching teachers to increase their use of 

practices based on children’s needs might increase the likelihood of positive child outcomes 

(Kraft et al., 2018).  

 
Implications for Practice 

 The extant literature provides a plethora of evidence supporting PBC to positively affect 

teacher use of PM practices in pre-k settings. However, several contextual factors should be 

considered when engaging in a coaching relationship to implement PM practices in kindergarten 

classes. The kindergarten teachers in this study had no prior experience with Pyramid Model 

practices which may have increased the intensity of coaching needed to demonstrate an effect of 

intervention. The use of PMK practices in a kindergarten classroom may need to look different 

than in preschool classrooms due to the increased focus on academic content (Steed & Shapland, 

2020).  Teachers in this study determined that direct social skills instruction was necessary to 

effectively implement some of their selected targeted practices (i.e., emotion words, suggesting 

social interactions, positive descriptive feedback on friendship skills). They had to adapt their 

daily schedule and planned lessons to incorporate the new content. Another consideration when 

engaging in coaching on PM practices in kindergarten classrooms is the amount of time required 

for teachers to successfully engage in the PBC process (e.g., action planning, 

reflection/feedback). This study utilized a hybrid feedback approach through face-to-face and 

electronic feedback delivery. Teacher-coach dyads should determine the best reflection/feedback 

delivery based on the individual teacher and classroom needs.  

 
Conclusion 
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In conclusion, using PBC to increase teachers’ use of PMK practices was found to be effective 

with some evidence of maintenance and generalization. Teachers’ attitudes toward the 

intervention and the skills learned were positive such that they recommended PMK practices to 

their administration and colleagues. Although there is extensive evidence that coaching is an 

effective practice to improve teacher performance, additional research is needed to examine the 

selection of targeted behaviors that maintain and generalize while positively impacting children’s 

behavior. For the question should no longer be “Does coaching work to improve teachers’ 

behaviors?” but, “Does improving teachers’ behaviors make a positive difference on child 

outcomes?”. 

  



 63

References 

Artman-Meeker, K., Fettig, A., Cunningham, J. E., Chang, H. C., Choi, G., & Harbin, S. (2021). 

Iterative design and pilot implementation of a tiered coaching model to support socio-

emotional teaching practices. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/02711214211050122 

Artman-Meeker, K. M., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2013). Effects of training and feedback on 

teachers’ use of classroom preventive practices. Topics in Early Childhood Special 

Education, 33(2), 112–123. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121412447115 

Artman-Meeker, K., Hemmeter, M. L., & Snyder, P. (2014). Effects of distance coaching on 

teachers’ use of pyramid model practices: A pilot study. Infants and Young Children, 

27(4), 325–344. https://doi.org/10.1097/IYC.0000000000000016 

Barnes, T. N., Wang, F., & O’Brien, K. M. (2018). A meta-analytic review of social problem-

solving interventions in preschool settings. Infant and Child Development, 27(5). 

https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2095 

Barton, E. E., Lloyd, B. P., Spriggs, A. D., & Gast, D. L. (2018a). Visual analysis of graphic 

data. In J. R. Ledford & D. L. Gast (Eds.). Single case research methodology (3rd ed., pp. 

179-214), Routledge.  

Barton, E. E., Meadan-Kaplansky, H., & Ledford, J. R. (2018b). Independent variables, fidelity, 

and social validity. In J. R. Ledford & D. L. Gast (Eds.), Single case research 

methodology (3rd ed., pp. 133–156). Routledge. 

Bigelow, K. M., Carta, J. J., Irvin, D. W., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2019). Teaching Pyramid Infant-

Toddler Observation Scale. Paul H. Brookes. 



 64

Bishop, C. D., Snyder, P. A., & Crow, R. E. (2015). Impact of video self-monitoring with 

graduated training on implementation of embedded instructional learning trials. Topics in 

Early Childhood Special Education, 35(3), 170–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121415594797 

Blair, K. C., Fox, L., & Lentini, R. (2010). Use of positive behavior support to address the 

challenging behavior of young children within a community early childhood program. 

Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 30, 68–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121410372676 

Branson, D., & Demchak, M. (2011). Toddler teachers’ use of teaching pyramid practices. 

Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 30(4), 196–208. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121410369184 

Catherine, E. (2019). Effects of practice-based coaching intervention on preschool teachers’ 

response to black boys’ negative emotion expression [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. 

Virginia Commonwealth University. https://scholarscompass.vcu.edu/etd/5998 

Conroy, M. A., Sutherland, K. S., Algina, J., Ladwig, C., Werch, B., Martinez, J., Jessee, G., & 

Gyure, M. (2019). Outcomes of the BEST in CLASS intervention on teachers’ use of 

effective practices, self-efficacy, and classroom quality. School Psychology Review, 

48(1), 31–45. https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2018-0003.V48-1 

Conroy, M. A., Sutherland, K. S., Algina, J., Werch, B., & Ladwig, C. (2018). Prevention and 

treatment of problem behaviors in young children: Clinical implications from a 

randomized controlled trial of BEST in CLASS. AERA Open, 4(1), 233285841775037. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858417750376 



 65

Conroy, M. A., Sutherland, K. S., Algina, J. J., Wilson, R. E., Martinez, J. R., & Whalon, K. J. 

(2015). Measuring teacher implementation of the BEST in CLASS intervention program 

and corollary child outcomes. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 23(3), 

144–155. https://doi.org/10.1177/1063426614532949 

Cuevas Guerra, J. G. (2020). The effects of the practice-based coaching model in emerging 

biliteracy instruction: A descriptive case study of early head start mentor coaches and 

caregivers chair of committee [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Texas Tech 

University. 

Daunic, A. P., Corbett, N. L., Smith, S. W., Algina, J., Poling, D., Worth, M., Boss, D., Crews, 

E., & Vezzoli, J. (2021). Efficacy of the social-emotional learning foundations 

curriculum for kindergarten and first grade students at risk for emotional and behavioral 

disorders. Journal of School Psychology, 86, 78–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2021.03.004 

Division of Early Childhood of the Council of Exceptional Children. (2017). Position statement 

on challenging behavior and young children. Zero to Three, 38(2), 33–42.  

Donegan-Ritter, M., Van Meeteren, B. (2018). Using practice-based coaching to increase use of 

language facilitation strategies in early head start and community partners. Infants and 

Young Children, 31(3), p. 215-230.  

Dunlap, G., Strain, P., Lee, J. K., Joseph, J., & Leech, N. (2018). A randomized controlled 

evaluation of prevent-teach-reinforce for young children. Topics in Early Childhood 

Special Education, 37(4), 195–205. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121417724874 



 66

Dunlap, G., Strain, P. S., Wilson, K., & Lee, J. K. (2022). Prevent-teach-reinforce for young 

children: The early childhood model of individualized positive behavior support (2nd ed.) 

Paul H. Brookes. 

Fettig, A., & Artman-Meeker, K. (2016). Group coaching on pre-school teachers’ 

implementation of Pyramid Model strategies: A program description. Topics in Early 

Childhood Special Education, 36(3), 147–158. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121416650049 

Fox, L., Carta, J., Strain, P. S., Dunlap, G., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2010). Response to intervention 

and the pyramid model. Infants and Young Children, 23(1), 3–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/IYC.0b013e3181c816e2 

Fox, L., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2009). A program-wide model for supporting social and addressing 

challenging behavior in early. In H. R. Sailor W., Dunlap G., Sugai G. (Ed.), Handbook 

of positive behavior support. issues in clinical child psychology (pp. 177–178). Springer. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09632-2_8 

Fox, L., Hemmeter, M. L., Snyder, P., Binder, D. P., & Clarke, S. (2011). Coaching early 

childhood special educators to implement a comprehensive model for promoting young 

children’s social competence. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 31(3), 178–

192. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121411404440 

Frydenberg, E., Deans, J., & Liang, R. (2020). Coping, stress, and mental health in pre-school. In 

Promoting well-being in the pre-school years (pp. 89–103). Routledge. 

Fullerton, E., K., Conroy, M. A., & Correa, V. I. (2009). Early childhood teachers’ use of 

specific praise statements with young children at risk for behavioral disorders. Behavioral 

Disorders, 34(3), 118–135. 



 67

Gast, D. L., Lloyd, B. P., & Ledford, J. R. (2018). Multiple baseline and multiple probe designs. 

In J. R. Ledford & D. L. Gast (Eds.), Single case research methodology (3rd ed., pp. 239-

281). Routledge. 

Golden, A. K., Hemmeter, M. L., Edmonds, M., & Ledford, J. R. (2021). Reciprocal peer 

coaching and teaching teams’ use of pyramid model practices. Journal of Early 

Intervention, 43(3), 255–274.  

Golden, A. K., Hemmeter, M. L., & Ledford, J. R. (2023). Evaluating the Effects of Training 

Plus Practice-Based Coaching Delivered Via Text Message on Teacher Use of Pyramid 

Model Practices. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 0(0). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10983007231172188 

Greenwood, C. R., Abbott, M., Beecher, C., Atwater, J., & Petersen, S. (2017). Development, 

validation, and evaluation of Literacy 3D: A package supporting tier 1 preschool literacy 

instruction implementation and intervention. Topics in Early Childhood Special 

Education, 37(1), 29–41. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121416652103 

Harris, P. A., Taylor, R., Minor, B. L., Elliott, V., Fernandez, M., O’Neal, L., McLeod, L., 

Delacqua, G., Delacqua, F., Kirby, J., Duda, S. N., & REDCap Consortium (2019). The 

REDCap consortium: Building an international community of software platform partners. 

Journal of Biomedical Informatics, 95, 103208. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2019.103208 

Harris, P. A., Taylor, R., Thieke, R., Gonzalez, N., & Conde, J. G. (2009). Research electronic 

data capture (REDCap) – A metadata-driven methodology and workflow process for 

providing translational research informatics support. Journal of Biomedical Informatics, 

42(2), 377-81. 



 68

Harvey, H., Dunlap, G., & McKay, K. (2019). Primary and secondary effects of prevent-teach-

reinforce for young children. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 00(0), 1–15. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121419844315 

Health Resources & Services Administration. (2021). National survey of children’s health: Data 

brief on key findings for 2019/2020 as well as five-year trends. 

https://mchb.hrsa.gov/sites/default/files/mchb/data-research/national-survey-childrens-

health-2021-overview-fact-sheet.pdf 

Health Resources & Services Administration. (2020). National survey of children’s health: 

NSCH data brief. https://mchb.hrsa.gov/sites/default/files/mchb/about-us/nsch-data-

brief.pdf 

Hemmeter, M. L., Fox L., Golden, A. K., Horth, K., Kinder, K., & Binder, D. (2022). Assessing 

the Pyramid Model in Kindergarten Classrooms Manual: Research Edition Version I 

(TPOT-K) [Unpublished instrument]. Peabody College, Vanderbilt University. 

Hemmeter, M. L., Fox, L., & Snyder, P. (2014). Teaching pyramid observation tool for 

preschool classrooms. Paul H. Brookes. 

Hemmeter, M. L., Fox, L., Snyder, P., Algina, J., Hardy, J. K., Bishop, C., & Veguilla, M. 

(2021). Corollary child outcomes from the Pyramid Model professional development 

intervention efficacy trial. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 54, 204–218. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2020.08.004 

Hemmeter, M. L., Hardy, J. K., Schnitz, A. G., Adams, J. M., & Kinder, K. A. (2015). Effects of 

training and coaching with performance feedback on teachers’ use of pyramid model 

practices. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 35(3), 144–156. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121415594924 



 69

Hemmeter, M. L., Snyder, P. A., Fox, L., & Algina, J. (2016). Evaluating the implementation of 

the Pyramid Model for promoting social-emotional competence in early childhood 

classrooms. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 36(3), 133–146. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121416653386 

Hemmeter, M. L., Ostrosky, M., & Fox, L. (2006). Social and emotional foundations for early 

learning: A conceptual model for intervention. School Psychology Review, 35(4), 583–

601. 

Hemmeter, M. L., Ostrosky, M. M., & Fox, L. (2021). Unpacking the Pyramid Model: A 

practical guide for preschool teachers. Brookes. 

Hemmeter, M. L., Snyder, P., Kinder, K., & Artman, K. (2011). Impact of performance feedback 

delivered via electronic mail on preschool teachers’ use of descriptive praise. Early 

Childhood Research Quarterly, 26(1), 96–109. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2010.05.004 

Horner, R. H., Carr, E. G., Halle, J., McGee, G., Odom, S. L., & Wolery, M. (2005). The use of 

single subject research to identify evidence-based practice in special education. 

Exceptional Children, 71(2), 165–191. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290507100203 

Horner, R. D., & Baer, D. M. (1978). Multiple-probe technique: a variation on the multiple 

baseline. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 11(1), 189–196. 

https://doi.org/10.1901/jaba.1978.11-189 

Hsieh, W. Y., Hemmeter, M. L., McCollum, J. A., & Ostrosky, M. M. (2009). Using coaching to 

increase preschool teachers’ use of emergent literacy teaching strategies. Early 

Childhood Research Quarterly, 24(3), 229–247. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2009.03.007 



 70

Hune, J. B., & Nelson, C. M. (2002). Effects of teaching a problem-solving strategy on preschool 

children with problem behavior. Behavioral Disorders, 27(3), 185–207. 

Hunter, A., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2009). Addressing challenging behavior in infants and toddlers: 

The center on the social and emotional foundations for early learning. Zero to Three, 

29(3), 5–12. 

Korba, J., Hemmeter, M. L., Golden, A. K., & Nuhring, K. (2021). The effects of progressive 

time delay to teach social problem-solving to preschoolers. Journal of Early Intervention. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10538151211052004 

Kranski, T. A., & Steed, E. A. (2022). Practice-based coaching to improve culturally responsive 

practices in early childhood classrooms: A single-case experimental design. Psychology 

in the Schools, 59(8), 1587–1608. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22703 

Ledford, J. R., Lane, J. D., & Gast, D. L. (2018a). Dependent variables, measurement, and 

reliability. In J. R. Ledford & D. L. Gast (Eds.), Single case research methodology (3rd., 

pp. 97–131). Routledge. 

Ledford, J. R., Lane, J. D., & Tate, R. (2018b). Evaluating quality and rigor in single case 

research. In J. R. Ledford & D. L. Gast (Eds.), Singe case research methodology (3rd ed., 

pp. 365–392). Routledge. 

McCollum, J. A., Hemmeter, M. L., & Hsieh, W. Y. (2013). Coaching teachers for emergent 

literacy instruction using performance-based feedback. Topics in Early Childhood 

Special Education, 33(1), 28–37. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121411431003 

Moffitt, Caspi, A., Dickson, N., Silva, P., & Stanton, W. (1996). Childhood-onset versus 

adolescent-onset antisocial conduct problems in males: Natural history from ages 3 to 18 



 71

years. Development and Psychopathology, 8(2), 399–424. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400007161    

Nagin, D., and Tremblay, R.E. (1999), Trajectories of boys' physical aggression, opposition, and 

hyperactivity on the path to physically violent and nonviolent juvenile delinquency. Child 

Development, 70, 1181-1196. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00086  

National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations. (n.d.). https://challengingbehavior.org/ 

Powell, D., Dunlap, G., & Fox, L. (2006). Prevention and intervention for the challenging 

behaviors of toddlers and preschoolers. Infants and Young Children, 19(1), 25–35. 

Shepley, C., & Grisham-Brown, J. (2019). Multi-tiered systems of support for preschool-aged 

children: A review and meta-analysis. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 47, 296–

308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2019.01.004  

Snodgrass, M. R., Chung, M. Y., Meadan, H., & Halle, J. W. (2018). Social validity in single-

case research: A systematic literature review of prevalence and application. Research in 

Developmental Disabilities (Vol. 74, pp. 160–173). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2018.01.007 

Snyder, P., Hemmeter, M. L., Algina, J., Bishop, C., Shannon, D., & McLean, M. (2021). 

Professional development effects on preschool teachers’ implementation of embedded 

instruction practices. [Manuscript in preparation]. 

Snyder, P., Hemmeter, M. L., & Fox, L. (2022). Essentials of practice-based coaching. Paul H. 

Brookes.  

Snyder, P. A., Hemmeter, M. L., & Fox, L. (2015). Supporting implementation of evidence-

based practices through practice-based coaching. Topics in Early Childhood Special 

Education, 35(3), 133–143. https://doi.org/10.1177/0271121415594925 



 72

Snyder, P., Hemmeter, M. L., McLean, M., Sandall, S., McLaughlin, T., & Algina, J. (2018). 

Effects of professional development on preschool teachers’ use of embedded instruction 

practices. Exceptional Children, 84(2), 213–232. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402917735512 

Snyder, P., Hemmeter, M. L., & Mclaughlin, T. (2011). Professional development in early 

childhood intervention: Where we stand on the silver anniversary of PL 99-457. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053815111428336 

Steed, E. A., & Shapland, D. (2020). Adapting social emotional multi-tiered systems of supports 

for kindergarten classrooms. Early Childhood Education Journal, 48(2), 135–146. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-019-00996-8 

Stormont, M.A., Smith, S.C., & Lewis, T.J. (2007). Teacher implementation of precorrection and 

praise statements in Head Start classrooms as a component of a program-wide system of 

positive behavior support. Journal of Behavioral Education, 16(3), 280–290. 

Strain, P. S., Barton, E. E., & Dunlap, G. (2012). Lessons learned about the utility of social 

validity. Education & Treatment of Children, 35(2), 183–200. 

Sutherland, K. S., Conroy, M. A., McLeod, B. D., Granger, K., Broda, M., & Kunemund, R. 

(2020). Preliminary study of the effects of BEST in CLASS–Elementary on outcomes of 

elementary students with problem behavior. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 

22(4), 220-233. 

Tapp, J. & Walden, T. A. (1993). Procoder: A professional tape control, coding, an analysis 

system for behavioral research using videotape. Behavior Research Methods, 25(1), 53-

56. DOI: 10.3758/BF03204449    



 73

Tapp, J., Wehby, J., & Ellis, D. (1995). A multiple option observation system for experimental 

studies: MOOSES. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments & Computers, 27(1), 25–31. 

https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03203616 

Tillery, A., Varjas, K., Meyers, J., & Collins, A. S. (2010). General education teachers’ 

perceptions of behavior management and intervention strategies. Journal of Positive 

Behavior Interventions, 12(2), 86–102. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300708330879 

Walker, O. L., Degnan, K. A., Fox, N. A., & Henderson, H. A. (2013). Social problem solving in 

early childhood: Developmental change and the influence of shyness. Journal of Applied 

Developmental Psychology, 34, 185–193. 

Yoder, P. J., Lloyd, B. P., & Symons, F. J. (2018). Observational measurement of behavior (2nd 

ed.). Paul H. Brookes. 

Zimmerman, K. N., Ledford, J. R., & Barton, E. E. (2017). Using visual activity schedules for 

young children with challenging behavior. Journal of Early Intervention, 39(4), 339–358. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053815117725693 

  

 

  



 74

Appendix A 

Teacher Demographics Survey
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Appendix B 

Teacher Classroom Demographics Survey 
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Appendix C 

Live Coaching Fidelity 
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Appendix D 

Electronic Coaching Fidelity Form 

PBC-PMK Electronic Debrief Fidelity 
This form applies to texts or emails. The coder will read the email/text and complete the form.  

Score Yes or No for each item. 
Teacher ID: Coach ID: 

 
Session: Session Date:  

 
Date Email/Text Sent: 
 

Rater: Date Rated: Check One: 
☐ Primary   ☐ Secondary 

Feedback to Coach: 
(write date sent or NA) 
 

Check One:  ☐ Text- if text teacher responses should follow prompts in a text thread     ☐ Email 
 

Coaching Components Examples 
Non-Examples 

 
Circle 
One 

Opening Comment 

1. I made a general, 
positive statement about 
what I observed. 

“Thanks for letting me sit in again this week 
They did such a great job working together!” 
“It was great to be in your classroom yesterday 
and see the changes you have already made!  
You are on your way to being a "Pyramid 
Model" teacher!” 

"I hope you had a 
great weekend."   
"Your children were 
so cute!" 

 

 
 
Y        N 

Reflection 

2. I provided a prompt for 
the teacher to reflect on 

his/her current 
implementation progress. 

“How do you feel you have improved in 
offering choices to your children?” 
“How are the children responding to your use 
of emotion words? How is that different from 
before coaching?” 

“What have you 
tried?” 
 Y        N 

Supportive Feedback 

4. Feedback was positive 
and highlighted teacher’s 
strengths on progress on 
goals. 

“Wonderful to watch; you are really making 
progress on your action plan goal. You used 
(praise/ feedback) for (child) when s/he 
(behavior).”   

“You’re such a good 
teacher.” 

 
“I really enjoy being 
in your classroom!” 

 
Y        N 

 
 

Y        N 

Constructive Feedback  

6. I gave the teacher 
descriptive feedback on 
how to improve his/her 
implementation of a 
practice related to an 
action plan goal. The 
constructive feedback 
included describing what 
the teacher did and how 
the practice might be 
improved. 

“As we talked about at our meeting, you didn’t 
consistently implement transition warnings. As 
we discussed, use of a timer might be helpful 
to remind you about providing transition 
warnings consistently.” 
“When you did (an element of the Pyramid) 
with (child description) you did this well, but 
you might think about trying __________ next 
time.” 

“You didn’t use the 
strategies we 
discussed. Check out 
this website for more 
information.”  

 
 
 
 
 

Y        N 
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8. I provided suggestions 
for strategies to work on 
during the following week 
that may improve 
implementation of TPOT 
items and/or progress on 
goals. 

 “Let’s think about a few different ways to use 
visuals in your classroom. I think it might be 
really useful to ______.” 

“You need to work 
on________” 

Y        N 

Scheduling 

10. I reminded the teacher 
of next observation/ 
meeting. 

"We decided that I would observe next 
Monday. Does that still work for you?"   
“Please let me know if an observation on 
Tuesday morning and meeting after school still 
work for you.” 

"We decided that I 
would observe next 
Monday.” 

 
 

Y        N 
 

11. I asked or directed the 
teacher to reply via 
email/text. 

“Please take a moment to send a quick reply so 
I know you received this message. Let me 
know if you are still available for our next 
observation and confirm our next meeting.” 

Y        N 
 

Closing 

12. I closed with a general 
positive and/or 
encouraging statement. 

"I really appreciate your involvement with this 
project." 

"Have a great 
weekend!" 

 
Y        N 

Total # of Indicators Scored “Yes” = 
 
Total # of Indicators (# indicators scored “yes” + total # indicators scored “no”) = 
 
Overall Implementation Fidelity (# of indicators scored “yes”/total # indicators) = 
 

 

Rater Notes for Feedback 
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Appendix E 

Training Fidelity Form 

 

Planned Activity 
Observed 
Yes No 

1. Welcome participants to the training.   
2. Review agenda and purpose for training   
3. Briefly review study purpose and timeline   
4. Introduce target practice   
5. Provide examples of target practice   
6. Provide non-examples of target practice   
7. Show and discuss video examples of target practice   
8. Watch video example of target practice   
9. Review examples   
10. Write an action plan for the target practice   

11. Confirm the observation activity for the target practice (e.g., literacy 
instruction)   

12. Confirm the observation schedule (e.g., Tuesdays and Thursdays, Fridays 
10:15-10:30am)   

13. Confirm the debrief schedule and format (e.g., Zoom, Tuesday/Thursday 
1:00pm, email on Fridays)   

14. Opportunities for participant questions were provided throughout the 
training   

TOTAL   
 

 / 14 × 100 = %
#YES  ALL  FIDELITY 

 

 

Date of training:  Trainer ID:  
Participant ID:  Fidelity Coder ID:  
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Appendix F 

Outline of Pre-Baseline Teacher-Coach Meeting 

I. Opening 
a. Thank teacher for participation in the study and allowing the TPOT-K assessment 
b. Review the purpose of the study 

i. Use PBC to increase teacher’s use of PMK practices  
ii. Briefly highlight potential target PMK practices (Table 4) 

II. Data Review 
a. Review purpose of TPOT-K  
b. Review summary data for target PMK practices  
c. Support teacher to select practices to target for feedback 

III. Schedule Observations and Coaching 
a. Review PBC cycle  

i. Action Planning during intervention training 
ii. Focused Observations 

1. Teacher selects preferred coaching strategies 
iii. Coaching with Reflection and Feedback 

1. 2-3 observations per week 
2. During intervention, 2 verbal coaching sessions, 1 email 

b. Teacher selects primary and secondary activity for 15 min observations 
c. Teacher selects observation days 
d. Teacher selects debrief time and format (e.g., in person, Zoom) 

IV. Closing 
a. Questions and answers 
b. Logistical details (e.g., camera placement, children not consented for video) 

 

  



 83

Appendix G 

Teacher Social Validity Survey
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Appendix H 

Supplemental Teacher Demographics-PBC-K Qualitative Interview Parts I and II

 

Part I 

Instructions to Researcher: The following questions are to be administered after collecting 
informed consent, before the Intervention condition. Interview should be conducted live (e.g., in-
person, Zoom) and data should be collected by the researcher. Read the following script 
including the questions. Collect teacher responses below.  

Script: Thank you for your participation in this study and making time for this brief interview. 
The Pyramid Model is a framework to support children’s social emotional development and 
prevent challenging behavior. Think about the challenging behavior demonstrated by students in 
your classroom. Without naming children, tell me about 1 to 3 children that you struggle most 
with around social emotional skills or challenging behavior. We will refer to these children as 
Child A, B, C.  

Response for Child A: 
 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child A: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child A: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child A? 
 

 

Response for Child B: 
 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child B: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child B: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child B? 
 

 

Response for Child C: 
 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child C: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child C: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child C? 
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Script: Now that you have identified X (i.e., 1, 2, 3) children. Write these children down with 
their corresponding letter code and the behaviors you identified as challenging. Keep this list in a 
secure location to refer to at the end of the study. I will not need to see this information at any 
time, nor will any research staff. 

Script: That concludes our interview. Do you have any questions? Thank you for your time. I 
will see you at the first observation, (date, time).  

Part II 

Instructions to Researcher: The following questions are to be administered after completion of 
intervention during the Maintenance condition. Interview should be conducted live (e.g., in-
person, Zoom) and data should be collected by the researcher. Read the following script 
including the questions. Collect teacher responses below.  

Script: Thank you, again, for your participation in this study and making time for this brief 
interview. At the beginning of this study, you identified X children that you struggled with 
around social emotional skills or challenging behavior. If you have your list, you can refer to it. 
Since implementing your chosen Pyramid Model skills W, X, Y, Z (enter skills from 
intervention), think about the changes in children’s problem behavior.  

Response for Child A: 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child A: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child A: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child A? 
Copied from Part I 
Part II Question 1 for Child A: How would you rate Child A’s change in behavior since 
implementing Pyramid Model skills? 1 = worse; 2 = no improvement; 3 = some 
improvement; 4 = moderate improvement; 5 = significant improvement 
 
Part II Question 2 for Child A: What specific behaviors have you seen improved? 
 

 

Response for Child B: 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child B: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child B: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child B? 
Copied from Part I 
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Part II Question 1 for Child B: How would you rate Child B’s change in behavior since 
implementing Pyramid Model skills? 1 = worse; 2 = no improvement; 3 = some 
improvement; 4 = moderate improvement; 5 = significant improvement 
 
Part II Question 2 for Child B: What specific behaviors have you seen improved? 
 

 

Response for Child C: 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 1 for Child C: What does this child do that you find challenging? Can 
you describe specific behaviors and instances? 
Copied from Part I 
Follow-up Question 2 for Child C: If our work together is successful, what would you 
expect to change for Child C? 
Copied from Part I 
Part II Question 1 for Child C: How would you rate Child C’s change in behavior since 
implementing Pyramid Model skills? 1 = worse; 2 = no improvement; 3 = some 
improvement; 4 = moderate improvement; 5 = significant improvement 
 
Part II Question 2 for Child C: What specific behaviors have you seen improved? 
 

 


