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The writing performance of all students is a critical factor for school success. In 

order for students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) to have increased 

positive social and academic outcomes, it is imperative to continue intervention research 

that addresses noncompliance behavior and completion of writing tasks. This study 

examined the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on the 

compliance behaviors and writing outcomes of two students with EBD using a multiple- 

baseline-across-participants design.  Additionally, this study examined the social validity 

of the intervention procedures through the use of questionnaires for both the teachers and 

the participants. Results indicated that the intervention is effective in increasing both 

behavioral and cognitive engagement in a writing task.  Educational and research 

implications, measures of social validity, and measures of intervention effectiveness are 

discussed.  



 vii 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables ......................................................................................................... xii	  

List of Figures ...................................................................................................... xiv	  

Chapter 1:  Introduction .......................................................................................... 1	  
Student Characteristics ................................................................................... 1	  
Academic Characteristics ............................................................................... 3	  

Writing Outcomes ................................................................................. 4	  
Behavioral Characteristics .............................................................................. 6	  

Noncompliance with Academic Tasks .................................................. 7	  
Strategies used for Noncompliance ....................................................... 8	  

The Theory of Behavioral Momentum .......................................................... 9	  
High-Probability Request Sequence Interventions ...................................... 10	  
Purpose of this Research Study .................................................................... 11	  

Chapter 2:  Related Literature Review .................................................................. 13	  
Behavioral Momentum ................................................................................. 14	  
High-Probability Request Sequence Interventions ...................................... 15	  

Research Findings in High-Probability Request Sequences ............... 16	  
High-Probability Request and Academic Tasks ................................. 18	  
High-Probability Request and Students with EBD ............................. 18	  

Writing ......................................................................................................... 21	  
Writing Instruction .............................................................................. 22	  

Process Model Approach ........................................................... 23	  
Strategy Model Approach .......................................................... 23	  

Writing Assessment ............................................................................ 24	  
Curriculum-Based Measurement ............................................... 25	  

Research in Writing Interventions for Students with EBD ................. 26	  
Writing Intervention for Students with EBD ............................. 29	  

Summary ...................................................................................................... 40	  



 viii 

Chapter 3:  Method ................................................................................................ 42	  
Participants ................................................................................................... 43	  

Criteria for Participation in the Study ................................................. 44	  
Description of Participants .................................................................. 44	  

Setting .......................................................................................................... 47	  
Materials ....................................................................................................... 47	  
Research Design ........................................................................................... 48	  

Baseline Phase ..................................................................................... 48	  
Intervention Phase ............................................................................... 49	  
Maintenance Phase .............................................................................. 49	  

Independent Variable ................................................................................... 50	  
High-Probability Request Protocol ..................................................... 50	  
Sam’s High-Probability Request Sequence List ................................. 51	  
Tom’s High-Probability Request Sequence List ................................. 52	  

Dependent Variables .................................................................................... 53	  
Compliance ......................................................................................... 53	  
On-task Behavior ................................................................................ 53	  
Production of Writing ......................................................................... 54	  
Quality of Writing ............................................................................... 54	  

Dependent Measures .................................................................................... 55	  
Latency ................................................................................................ 55	  
Momentary Time Sampling ................................................................ 57	  
Curriculum-Based Measurement ........................................................ 58	  

Scoring ....................................................................................... 59	  
Writing Probes ........................................................................... 62	  

Procedural Integrity ...................................................................................... 62	  
Fidelity of Implementation .................................................................. 63	  
Interobserver Agreement (IOA) for Observation Measures ............... 63	  
Interrater Reliability for Scoring the Measures ................................... 64	  

Social Validity .............................................................................................. 65	  



 ix 

Pilot Test ...................................................................................................... 66	  
Procedures .................................................................................................... 67	  

Baseline Condition .............................................................................. 67	  
Intervention Condition ........................................................................ 68	  
Maintenance Condition ....................................................................... 68	  

Data Analysis ............................................................................................... 68	  
Experimental Intervention Graphs ...................................................... 69	  
Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data Points (PND) .......................... 72	  

Chapter 4: Results ................................................................................................. 74	  
Research Question One ................................................................................ 74	  

Sam……. ............................................................................................. 75	  
Tom.. ................................................................................................... 76	  

Research Question Two ............................................................................... 78	  
Sam.. .................................................................................................... 79	  
Tom.. ................................................................................................... 80	  

Research Question Three ............................................................................. 83	  

Writing Production⎯Number of Words Written ............................... 83	  
Sam.. ........................................................................................... 84	  
Tom.. .......................................................................................... 85	  

Writing Quality⎯Correct Word Sequences ....................................... 87	  
Sam.. ........................................................................................... 88	  
Tom.. .......................................................................................... 88	  

Writing Quality⎯Correct Minus Incorrect Word Sequences ............. 91	  
Sam.. ........................................................................................... 92	  
Tom.. .......................................................................................... 92	  

Research Question Four ............................................................................... 95	  
Research Question Five ................................................................................ 96	  
Treatment Fidelity ........................................................................................ 97	  
Interobserver Agreement (IOA) ................................................................... 98	  
Interrater reliability (IRR) .......................................................................... 100	  



 x 
 

Maintenance ............................................................................................... 101	  
Summary of Results ................................................................................... 106	  

Chapter 5: Discussion ......................................................................................... 107	  
Research Question One:  Effects of High-Probability Requests on  
Latency .............................................................................................. 108	  
Research Question Two: Effects of High-Probability Requests on Time 

On-Task .................................................................................... 110	  
Research Question Three: Effects of High-Probability Requests on 

Writing Production and Quality ............................................... 112	  
Sam’s Writing Sample ............................................................. 114	  

         Tom’s Writing Sample ............................................................. 115	  
Research Question Four: Social Validity for Participants ................ 116	  
Research Question Five: Social Validity for Teachers ..................... 117	  

Limitations of the Study ............................................................................. 118	  
Sample Size ....................................................................................... 118	  
Practice Effects .................................................................................. 119	  
Summer Schedule .............................................................................. 119	  
Writing Skills .................................................................................... 120	  

Implications for Practice ............................................................................ 120	  
Directions and Future Research ................................................................. 121	  
Summary .................................................................................................... 122 
Appendix A ................................................................................................ 124 
Appendix B ................................................................................................ 128 
Appendix C ................................................................................................ 130 
Appendix D ................................................................................................ 131 
Appendix E ................................................................................................. 132 
Appendix F ................................................................................................. 133 
Appendix G ................................................................................................ 134 
Appendix H ................................................................................................ 135 
Appendix I .................................................................................................. 145 



 xi 

Appendix J .......................................................................................................... 146	  

Appendix K ......................................................................................................... 147	  

Appendix L .......................................................................................................... 155	  

Appendix M ........................................................................................................ 156	  

Appendix N ......................................................................................................... 157	  

Appendix O ......................................................................................................... 159	  

References ........................................................................................................... 160	  

Vita… .................................................................................................................. 178	  



 xii 

List of Tables 

Table 2.1:	   High-Probability Request Sequence Interventions for Students with EBD

 .......................................................................................................... 19	  

Table 2.2:	   Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data Points (PND) ........................ 21	  

Table 2.3:	   Summaries of Writing Studies for Students with EBD .................... 30	  

Table 3.1:	   Characteristics of Participants ........................................................... 45	  

Table 3.2:	   Dependent Variables, Dependent Measures, and Definitions ........... 56	  

Table 3.3:	   Example of Average PND for All Dependent Measures .................. 73	  

Table 4.1:	   Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Latency in Seconds ........................... 78	  

Table 4.2:	   Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Latency in Seconds ........................ 78	  

Table 4.3:	   Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Percentage of Time On-Task ............ 80	  

Table 4.4: 	   Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Percentage of Time On-Task ........ 81	  

Table 4.5:    Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Words Written (WW) ..... 84	  

Table 4.6:    Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Words Written (WW) .. 84	  

Table 4.7:	   Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Word Sequences 

(CWS) .............................................................................................. 87	  

Table 4.8: 	   Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Correct Word Sequences (CWS) .. 88	  

Table 4.9:	   Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Minus Incorrect  

                    Word Sequences (CIWS) .................................................................. 91	  

Table 4.10:	   Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Word Sequences 

(CIWS) ............................................................................................. 92	  

Table 4.11:	   Responses from the Participant Intervention Rating Scale .............. 95	  

Table 4.12:	   Responses from the Teacher Intervention Rating Scale ................... 97	  

Table 4.13: 	   Fidelity of Implementation Results .................................................. 98	  



 xiii 

Table 4.14: 	   	  Interobserver Agreement (IOA) Results ......................................... 99	  

Table 4.15:	    Interrater Reliability (IRR) Results for All Three CBMs ............. 100	  



 xiv 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.1:	   National Snapshot of EBD Population, 1999-2000 School Year ...... 3	  

Figure 3.1:	   Example of Latency Recordings ...................................................... 57	  

Figure 3.2:	   Example of Momentary Time Sample Data Sheet (t = task) ........... 58	  

Figure 3.3:	   Example of Number of Words Written (WW) Scored ..................... 60	  

Figure 3.4:    Examples of Scoring for Correct Word Sequence (CWS) .............. 60	  

Figure 3.5:	   An Example of Scoring For Correct Incorrect  

 Word Sequence (CIWS) ................................................................... 61	  

Figure 3.6:    Sample Graph for the Dependent Measure Words Written ............. 71	  

Figure 3.7:	   Hypothetical Graph Used to Calculate PND. ................................... 72	  

Figure 4.1:	   Behavioral Changes Across Participants - Latency in Seconds ....... 77	  

Figure 4.2:	   Behavioral Changes Across Participants - Percentage of  

                     Time On-Task .................................................................................. 82	  

Figure 4.3: 	   Academic Changes Across Participants - Number of Words  

                     Written (WW) .................................................................................. 86	  

Figure 4.4: 	   Academic Changes Across Participants - Number of Correct Word 

Sequences (CWS) ............................................................................. 90	  

Figure 4.5: 	   Academic Changes Across Participants⎯Number of Correct Minus 

Incorrect Word Sequences (CIWS) .................................................. 94	  

Figure 4.6:	   Maintenance Data - Latency .......................................................... 102	  

Figure 4.7: 	   Maintenance Data - Time On-Task ................................................ 103	  

Figure 4.8:	   Maintenance Data - Number of Words Written (WW) .................. 104	  

Figure 4.9:	   Maintenance Data - Correct Word Sequences (CWS) ................... 105	  

 



 xv 

Figure 4.10:	  Maintenance Data⎯Correct Minus Incorrect Word Sequences  

                    (CIWS)……… ................................................................................ 106	  

Figure 5.1:	    Sam’s Writing Intervention Phase Session Three ......................... 115	  

Figure 5.2:	   Tom’s Writing Intervention Phase Session Six ............................. 116	  



 1  

Chapter 1:  Introduction 

In a commentary in the journal Behavioral Disorders, Kauffman (2010) 

contended that future research for students with emotional and behavioral disorders 

(EBD) must include how to teach academic and behavioral skills more effectively, how 

to identify the students with EBD who need special education support more successfully, 

and to achieve it all through solid scientific research. Current trends and issues 

surrounding the prevalence, student characteristics, academic characteristics, and 

behavioral characteristics of children with EBD are discussed in this chapter. Academic 

and behavioral issues for students with EBD are examined with regard to written 

expression and noncompliance. Definitions of noncompliance and current interventions 

used to treat these behavioral challenges are discussed. Finally, the theory of behavioral 

momentum and how it is used to design high-probability request sequences that have 

been shown to support noncompliance are examined. Research questions are presented at 

the end of the chapter.  

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

By definition, students with EBD struggle in school. The federal education 

regulation, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, or IDEA 

(2004), defines EBD as a child’s having a long-lasting condition causing significant 

educational impairment that manifests in one of the following five areas; (a) learning 

difficulties not explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors, (b) difficulties 

developing or maintaining satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and 
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teachers, (c) age-inappropriate behaviors or feelings in response to normal circumstances, 

(d) pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression, and (e) tendencies to develop physical 

symptoms in response to personal problems or problems at school. This definition 

includes schizophrenia but excludes children who are socially maladjusted unless it is 

determined that they have EBD.  Children who are classified under this category of 

special education will have a wide variety of emotional problems and/or behavioral 

concerns. Identification rates vary from state to state, ranging from 0.2% to more than 2% 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2007) because each state has its own criteria for the 

identification of children with EBD. 

Forness, Freeman, Paparella, Kauffman, and Walker (2012) highlighted the 

implications of prevalence for children identified with EBD.  The implications of 

prevalence are discussed in relation to the underidentification, misidentification, gender 

and ethnicity differences, and the service gap for this specific population. In the study 

(Forness et al., 2012), prevalence was reviewed in two different ways; point prevalence 

or the number of children that qualified for the disorder at a given time and cumulative 

prevalence (eight studies) which referred to children qualified at any time during their 

school careers.  The researchers found point prevalence for students with EBD was an 

average of 12% across all studies reviewed.  More importantly for schools, the 

researchers found that 4 out of every 5 adults who have EBD may have had an onset of 

the disorder before they graduated from high school.  
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A nationwide snapshot of the race, ethnicity, and gender of students with EBD 

was taken in the 1999-2000 school year by the U.S. Department of Education (2002).  It 

was reported that in this school year the EBD population was identified as 61.5% 

Caucasian, 27.3% African American, 8.9% Hispanic, 1.2% Asian or Pacific Islander, and 

1.1% American Indian or Alaska Native.  Boys made up more than 80% of the sample.  

	  

 

Figure 1.1: National Snapshot of EBD Population, 1999-2000 School Year  

 

ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Students with EBD have more severe academic concerns in comparison to typical 

developing peers in the same general school environment (Bradley, Henderson, & 

Monfore, 2004; Lane, 2004; Reid, Gonzalez, Nordness, Trout, & Epstein, 2004; Trout, 

Caucasian	  

African	  American	  

Hispanic	  

Asian	  /	  Paci2ic	  Islander	  
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Alaska	  Native	  
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Nordness, Pierce, & Epstein, 2003) and in comparison to almost all other disability 

groups with the exception of intellectual disabilities (Lane, 2004).   A meta-analysis 

(Reid et al., 2004) of the academic status of students with EBD reported that this 

disability group had significant deficits in academic achievement with an overall effect 

size of -.69, which demonstrated a moderate to large overall difference in academic 

performance as compared to typical peers.   

A cross-sectional study conducted by Nelson, Benner, Lane, and Smith (2004) 

examined the academic achievement of more than 155 students with EBD in grades K- 

12 that were served in public school settings.  Nelson et al. found that students with EBD 

generally experience large academic deficits across all cognitive areas assessed (broad 

reading, broad math and broad written language, Woodcock-Johnson III) as compared 

with the norm group.  In fact, approximately 83% of the students with EBD scored below 

the mean of the norm group across the content areas. No significant differences in gender 

were found between students with EBD and academic achievement.  

In a review of the literature from 1961 to 2000, Trout, Nordness, Pierce, and 

Epstein (2003) found that more than 91% of students with EBD are below grade level.  In 

addition Lane (2004) found that students with EBD are deficient in three main areas: 

reading, mathematics, and written expression.  

Writing Outcomes 

Mastropieri et al.  (2009) found that only 15.9% of all peer reviewed special 

education research articles described an academic or behavioral intervention for students 
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with EBD with writing interventions being the least researched.  Writing outcomes for 

students with disabilities in general are abysmal.  According to A Nation’s Report Card: 

Writing 2007, when writing skills are tested, only 6% of eighth graders and 5% of twelfth 

graders with disabilities perform at or above the proficiency level (Salahu-Din, Persky, & 

Miller, 2008).  Writing is an expectation in school and writing is the primary method that 

students communicate their understanding of the subject matter to their teachers and 

peers (Graham, 2006).  Being deficient in writing will affect a person’s entire life, 

making it difficult to complete school, get a well-paying job, or attain a post-secondary 

degree (Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004).  It is important that the field continues to 

find ways to improve the academic outcomes of students with disabilities in general but 

specifically, it is important to improve the writing proficiency of students with EBD.  

In 2004 the Writing Study Group, an executive committee of the National Council 

of Teachers of English (NCTE), issued a research-supported position statement about the 

teaching of writing. This statement included the beliefs that everyone can write, writing 

can be taught, writing is a process, writing is a tool, and writing must be practiced. The 

idea that students must practice writing in order to become better writers is a difficult 

dilemma for those who work with students with EBD. These students are characterized 

with externalizing behavior such as noncompliance and internalizing behaviors such as 

social withdrawal, both of which can get in the way of actually practicing writing (Lane 

& Menzies, 2010; Mason, Harris, & Graham, 2002).  Children with these characteristics 

need targeted supports for both their behavior and writing skills so they can do the 

practice needed to become better writers. 
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BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Research has clearly shown that students with EBD tend to exhibit higher rates of 

problem behavior (Reid, Gonzalez, Nordness, Trout, & Epstein, 2004).  There is also 

evidence that academic failure is one of the strongest predictors of problem behavior and 

social dysfunction (Bradley, Henderson, & Monfore, 2004; Manguin & Loeber, 1996).  

Bradley et al. (2004) reported that 41% of secondary students with EBD scored in the low 

range on a direct social skills assessments (i.e. parent rating scales) and that only children 

with autism scored lower than those children with EBD in this study.  It was also reported 

by Bradley et al., that teachers rated one third of students with EBD in the low range for 

social classroom behaviors.  These behaviors included getting along with others in the 

classroom, following directions, and controlling behavior to act appropriately in class. 

Furthermore, problem behaviors found to be related to academic achievement problems 

in students with EBD are conduct and oppositional defiant disorder, attention deficit/ 

hyperactivity disorder, and disruptive behavior disorder (Mattison, 2008; Abikoff et al., 

2002) 

Children with EBD experience lower teacher expectations and fewer positive 

interactions with teachers than their typical peers because of the behavioral challenges 

that are paired with these disabilities (Farmer & Farmer, 1999; Lane, Menzies, Barton-

Arwood, Doukas, & Munton, 2005). Challenging behaviors such as noncompliance and 

incompletion of academic tasks are some of the most common struggles teachers face 

when working with students with EBD.  Teachers require specific skills to support this 

behavioral challenge.  Unfortunately, teachers have reported a lack of knowledge and 
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training in the use of interventions and strategies to help manage children with 

noncompliant behaviors specifically and behavioral challenges in general (Kauffman, 

Wong, Lloyd, Hung, & Pullen, 1991).  

In order for students with EBD to have increased positive social and academic 

outcomes, it is imperative to continue to study how teachers can support these students in 

the general education classroom and to continue the work of intervention research to 

determine how to address noncompliance behavior and completion of academic tasks.  

Noncompliance with Academic Tasks 

Noncompliance is a behavior frequently observed by practitioners teaching 

students with EBD.  Noncompliance is defined in the literature as: (a) slowness to 

respond to instructions or complete assigned tasks (Mace et al., 1988), and (b) the refusal 

to initiate or complete a requested task within a specified period of time (Wehby & 

Hollahan, 2000). Within noncompliance behaviors you find several scenarios; (a) the 

student can do the tasks but chooses not to, (b) the student is not motivated to complete 

the tasks, or (c) the student views the tasks as too challenging and avoids the task 

altogether. Regardless of the reason, as the student chooses to not start or complete the 

requested tasks day after day, the student falls further and further behind academically 

because the underlying academic skills are not practiced.  It is clear that strategies are 

necessary to address noncompliant behavior. 
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Strategies used for Noncompliance 

Researchers showed a relationship between challenging classroom behavior and 

academic learning (Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2003).  Students who are noncompliant have 

lower academic outcomes. Given this relationship, there has been a fervent interest in 

finding ways to increase compliance in the classroom.  For example, in a study by 

Gickling and Armstrong (1978) the researchers wanted to show the relationship between 

the type of reading materials presented to students and on-task behaviors in the 

classroom.  The authors altered the instructional level (i.e., instructional or independent 

reading level) of reading materials presented to eight first- and second-grade students. 

They recorded levels of on-task behavior at baseline (typical class assignment) and then 

during intervention (alternating reading levels).  The researchers found that students were 

on-task at higher rates when presented with materials on their instructional level.  In fact, 

students were off task more often if the work was either too easy or too hard.  The 

authors concluded that the type of assignment provided to children has implications for 

classroom behaviors (compliance and on-task) and classroom productivity (completion of 

work).  

 Lee, Belfiore, and Budin (2008) reported three strategies typically used by 

teachers to support students exhibiting noncompliance in the classroom.  One strategy is 

to provide positive reinforcement when a task is completed.  This positive reinforcement 

can be verbal praise or a small token such as a sticker.  This strategy can be challenging 

and unsuccessful because more often than not these students are not completing 
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assignments, thus, there is not sufficient opportunity to provide the positive 

reinforcement.    

A second strategy is to provide a punishment, such as time-out, sending a note 

home, or assigning additional work.  This too may not be a successful strategy for 

managing noncompliance behavior because students learn quickly that they can avoid an 

unwanted task; in effect the punishment serves as the reinforcer.    

A final strategy is to modify the task so as to make it easier or faster for the 

student to complete.  Lee et al. (2008) warned against such a practice because of the risk 

of creating a situation in which the student is not being challenged and falls further 

behind his or her peers academically.  

These interventions do not assure that the academic task is not modified or 

completed.  It is important to find ways to assure that the academic task is completed to 

support learning for the student with EBD.  

THE THEORY OF BEHAVIORAL MOMENTUM 

The theory of behavioral momentum is the relationship between the resistance to 

change and the rate of reinforcement; it is the tendency for the behavior to continue once 

started and reinforced (Belfiore, Lee, Scheeler, & Klein, 2002; Nevin, 1996).  The theory 

of behavioral momentum is explained with an analogy to physical momentum or 

Newton’s first law of motion  (Mace, et al., 1988).   The first law of motion states that an 

object at rest or in motion will continue its state of rest or motion unless acted upon by 

another force. In this analogy, noncompliant behaviors can be intervened upon through an 
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“act of force.” Stated in behavioral terms, this is “a reinforcement.”  Behavioral 

momentum is used to reduce the latency to initiate tasks that have a history of 

noncompliance by first presenting a series of tasks that have shown a history of 

compliance.  It was hypothesized (Mace et al., 1988) that beginning a sequence of tasks 

with a high rate of reinforcement will result in a high rate of compliance to the task.  

Compliance to academic requests in school is important and compliance to these requests 

may be increased by presenting a series of easy requests that have yielded high 

probability of compliance in the past right before a task that has been more challenging 

for a student.  

HIGH-PROBABILITY REQUEST SEQUENCE INTERVENTIONS 

A high-probability (high-p) request sequence is a set of easy-to-perform requests 

that have yielded a high level of compliance in the past paired with tasks that are usually 

followed with noncompliance or problem behavior (Banda, Neisworth, & Lee, 2003).  

These high-p requests build the momentum needed to help students carry through the task 

with a low probability of compliance.  Many researchers have examined the effects of 

high-p request sequences on challenging behavior (e.g., Banda & Kubina, 2006; Davis & 

Reichle, 2000).  For example, Banda and Kubina (2006) examined the effects of high-p 

request sequences on the transition behaviors of a middle school student with autism and 

showed a reduction in the number of minutes required to transition from one task to 

another.  In a similar study, Davis and Reichle (2000) examined the effectiveness of  

high-p request sequence interventions on the classroom transitions of two elementary 
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students with challenging behavior and also examined the social validity of the 

intervention.  The intervention was successful in increasing the number of successful 

transitions for both participants, and social validity measures showed a positive reaction 

to the use of high-p request sequences.  

The research conducted on high-p request sequences for the past 20 years has 

focused on all disability types as well as on students without disabilities.  Most of the 

research has been done on very young children with low incident disabilities (e.g. 

autism).  The variables in these studies have ranged from general request, transitions, 

social interactions, communication, medical care, and food intake.  

PURPOSE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY 

Increasing the opportunities for students with EBD to succeed academically in 

school and socially in life requires effective practices designed to improve behavior and 

academic performance. The purpose of this study was to continue to identify ways to 

increase the academic engagement and achievement of students with EBD specifically to 

academic writing tasks. This study will answer five research questions:  

1. What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on 

the initiation (as measured by latency) of a writing task for students with 

EBD?  

2.  What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on 

on-task behaviors (as measured by momentary time sampling) of a writing 

task for students with EBD? 
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3. What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on 

production (as measured by the number of words written in a composition) 

and quality (as measured by correct word sequences and correct minus 

incorrect word sequences) of a written composition by students with 

EBD? 

4. What are the perspectives of the participants towards high-probability 

request sequence interventions? 

5. What are the perspectives of the teachers toward high-probability request 

interventions?  
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Chapter 2:  Related Literature Review 

This chapter presents a narrative review of the two major concepts that form the 

foundation of the current study: high-probability request sequence intervention and the 

compliance and endurance of writing tasks for students with EBD. First, the review 

provides a theoretical explanation of behavioral momentum and its successful application 

of the treatment of noncompliant and on-task behaviors.  Then the review discusses the 

basic research finding in high-p request sequence interventions in general following the 

findings from studies that used high-p request sequence interventions to support 

academic compliance specifically.  This section ends with a review of the literature on 

high-p request sequence interventions for student with EBD.  

The second part of this chapter will discusses writing assessment and instruction 

and provides a review of the literature on writing interventions for students with EBD 

published from 2000–2012 in peer-reviewed journals.  There are two main emphases in 

this section of the chapter: (a) review the writing interventions that focused on improving 

written expression (i.e. compositions) through instructional methods (e.g. self-regulated 

strategy development), or behavioral methods (e.g. interventions used to target behaviors 

that would increase endurance to written academic tasks), or both; and (b) review how 

writing is assessed (i.e., what are the dependent measures used to determine the 

production and quality of writing in the studies used in the review?).  
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BEHAVIORAL MOMENTUM  

Nevin, Mandell, and Atak (1983) first introduced the concept and term behavioral 

momentum in a study that trained pigeons to peck a lighted key paired with food on a 

two-component multiple schedule of reinforcement.   Nevin et al. (1983) found that 

behavior was resistant to change in the component with a higher rate of reinforcement.  

Nevin (1996) described behavioral momentum as “a compound dependent variable that 

captures the outcome of training conditions that influence response rate and its 

persistence when those conditions are altered” (p. 535). 

Mace et al. (1988) applied the theory of behavioral momentum from laboratory 

findings to clinical work in an applied setting.  The researchers worked with adults with 

intellectual disabilities to treat noncompliance and compliance latency. Mace et al. found 

that having an individual engaged in behaviors that have high rates of reinforcement 

helped maintain compliance to behaviors that have a low rate of reinforcement for the 

individual.  

The theory of behavioral momentum in behavioral science is explained with an 

analogy to physical momentum or Newton’s first law of motion (Nevin, 1996). The first 

law of motion states that an object at rest or in motion will continue its state of rest or 

motion unless acted upon by another force. In the analogy, noncompliant behaviors can 

be intervened upon through an “act of force.” Stated in behavioral terms, this is “a 

reinforcement.”  Behavioral momentum in applied science is used to reduce the latency to 

initiate tasks that have a history of noncompliance by first presenting a series of tasks that 
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have shown a history of compliance in the past.  It was hypothesized (Mace et al., 1988) 

that beginning a sequence of tasks with a high rate of reinforcement will result in a high 

rate of compliance to the task.  

HIGH-PROBABILITY REQUEST SEQUENCE INTERVENTIONS  

A high-probability (high-p) request sequence is a set of easy-to-perform requests 

that have yielded a high level of compliance in the past paired with tasks that are usually 

followed with noncompliance or problem behavior (Banda, Neisworth, & Lee, 2003).  

These high-p requests build the momentum needed to help students continue working to 

complete the task with a low probability of compliance. The high-p request sequence 

intervention has been used in a variety of research studies to increase the rate of behavior 

in a response class such as compliance (Davis & Reichle, 2000; Lee, Belfiore, Scheeler, 

Hua, & Smith, 2004).  For example, Davis and Reichle (2000) used high-p requests to 

help a 6-year-old boy with Down syndrome transition from one activity to the next.  

During baseline, the interventionist delivered the low-p request (transition to another 

activity) under the normal classroom condition, which was a verbal and physical prompt 

to direct the student’s next activity (e.g., please walk into the lunch room).  The 

intervention phase incorporated a series of high-p request that were determined by a 

preference assessment.  The interventionist would deliver these high-p tasks (e.g., touch 

your nose, jump in the air, and point to your shirt) just prior to delivering the low-p 

request (e.g. walk into the art room).  The researchers found that high-p request 
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sequences were effective in increasing the percentage of successful transitions for a 

young child with behavior challenges.  

Many researchers have examined the effects of high-p request sequences on 

challenging behavior (e.g., Davis & Reichle, 2000). The research conducted on high-p 

request sequences for the past 20 years has focused on all disability types as well as 

students without disabilities.  The variables in these studies were general request, 

transitions, social interactions, communication, medical care, and food intake.  

Research Findings in High-Probability Request Sequences 

There have been several syntheses published in peer-reviewed journals on high-

preference strategies within the years of 1999–2006 (Banda et al., 2003; Killu, 1999; Lee, 

2005; Lee, 2006).  In a synthesis by Banda et al. (2003), 16 studies were reviewed for the 

overall effectiveness of high-p interventions with children under the age of 8 years old 

with and without disabilities. The researchers were interested in identifying the impact of 

the high-p request sequence technique with young children, procedures used during the 

interventions, and the types of compliance behaviors targeted.  Results across 12 of the 

16 studies showed that high-p request sequences were effective in enhancing compliance 

with such tasks as transitions, food intake, communication and social interactions.  

Killu’s (1999) synthesis of 16 studies on high-p request sequences encompassed 

all disability types and ages from young children (4-5-year-olds) to adults.  The synthesis 

included a schematic representation of the historic progression of high-p request research 

applications.  This schematic began with the work of Singer, Singer, and Horner (1987) 
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and included the following themes: early applications of high-p request, challenging 

behavior, communication, social skills, academics, methodological extensions, 

transitions, medication regimen, and generalization and maintenance.   Killu’s synthesis 

is unique in that she discussed the need to use the highly effective high-p request 

intervention beyond compliance behaviors such as communication, functional skills, 

rehabilitation, and academics.  

In another synthesis, Lee (2005) conducted a quantitative analysis of applied 

research (single-case design) on high-p request sequences.  His synthesis covered studies 

conducted from 1987−2001 published in peer reviewed journals.  Participants (N = 68) 

included all ages (children to adults) and all disability types, including children and adults 

with no identified disability. What makes Lee’s synthesis unique from the others on high-

p request sequences is that the percentage of non-overlapping data, or PND, (Scruggs, 

Mastropieri, & Castro, 1987) was used to measure the intervention effectiveness. Lee 

concluded that high-p request sequences are an effective intervention for children from 

preschool to high school.  He also found the intervention was not as effective for adults. 

It was also concluded that for the intervention to be effective, the procedures used during 

the intervention needed to assure that the high-p sequence would link with compliance 

throughout the intervention.  And finally, pairing positive reinforcement such as praise 

delivered for compliance to the high-p request improved the effectiveness of the 

intervention.  
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High-Probability Request and Academic Tasks 

 Lee (2006) synthesized the literature on high-p request sequences that focused on 

facilitating transitions between and within academic tasks.  Lee described transitions as 

moving from one assignment to another or task-to-task, and within an assignment 

transition or moving from problem-to-problem.  Lee’s synthesis described research done 

with students with and without disabilities in the academic areas of math and writing.  

The results of the review showed that high-p request sequences are effective at 

decreasing transition time within and between academic tasks.  For example, Wehby and 

Hollahan (2000) used high-p request interventions to decrease the latency to begin math 

tasks for students with learning disabilities. Belfiore, Lee, Vargas, and Skinner (1997) 

examined the effects of high-p request sequences embedded in academic materials (e.g., 

math worksheet). Lee and Laspe (2003) examined the effects of high-p request sequences 

to increase journal-writing production of two students with learning disabilities.  Lee and 

Laspe added verbal praise to one of the independent variable conditions in the alternating 

treatments design study. Results from this study showed that high-p request alone were 

more efficient and produced writing behavior that was more persistent across sessions.  

High-Probability Request and Students with EBD 

Only two studies in the literature have focused on increasing academic 

engagement for students with EBD using high-probablity request sequences, with a total 

of only six participants (Belfiore et al., 1997; Skinner, Hurst, Teeple, & Meadows, 2002).  

Table 2.1 describes the methodological features of the two studies characterized by  
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participants, setting, intervention type, dependent variable, independent variable, 

experimental design, results, generality, procedural integrity, and social validity.  

 

Study Belfiore, Lee, Vargas, and 
Skinner (1997) 

Skinner, Hurst, Teeple, and 
Meadows (2002) 

Participants N = 2 
Secondary students with 
EBD 

N = 4 
Elementary students with 
EBD 

Setting Alternative education 
school  

Alternative education 
setting – summer program 

Intervention Type Behavioral Intervention 
Compliance 

Behavioral Intervention 
On-Task Behaviors 

Dependent Variable Math assignments Math assignments 

Dependent Measures Latency in seconds Percentage of intervals  

Independent Variable High-p request sequence High-p request sequence 

Experimental Design ABAB reversal design Alternating treatment 
design 

Results Positive  Positive  

Generality No No 

Procedural Integrity 100% 95% 

Social Validity No No 

Table 2.1: High-Probability Request Sequence Interventions for Students with EBD 
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          Belfiore et al. (1997) examine the effects of a high-p request sequence of three 

single-digit multiplication problems on the latency to begin multiple-digit multiplication 

problems.  The participants were two girls in an alternative education placement who 

showed noncompliance with math tasks when they involved multiplication problems in 

the double digits.  The results showed a decrease in latency to begin the multiple-digit 

multiplication problems when paired with the high-p request sequence for both 

participants.  The researchers collected agreement (100% and 83%) and integrity (100%) 

data. No social validity or generality data was collected.  

Skinner et al. (2002) examined the effects of high-p request sequences on the 

completion of math problems for four students with EBD in a summer alternative 

education program.  The researchers used an alternating treatment design to make within-

student comparisons and altered the sequence of control and experimental assignments 

each school day for 20 days.  Results showed that all four participants completed more 

problems while working on the experimental control assignments that integrated high-p 

math problems. Inter-observer agreement was established at 95%.  No social validity or 

generality data was collected.   

Table 2.2 shows the percentage of non-overlapping data points for the two articles 

included in this review.  The PND is calculated by taking the percentage of intervention 

data that lies just above the highest or lowest baseline points (based on graph to increase 

or decrease behavior).  For the studies in table 2.2, the data fell above the baseline data 

because time on-task was increased.  
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Article PND / Participant    Mean PND  

Belfiore, Lee, Vargas, and 
Skinner (1997) 

80% and 85%    82.5% 

Skinner, Hurst, Teeple, and 
Meadows (2002) 

100%, 100%, 100% and 83%    95.75% 

Table 2.2: Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data Points (PND) 

Interventions with a PND of 90% or higher are considered highly effective, whereas, 

interventions between 70%-90% are moderately effective, 50%-70% are questionable, 

and those below 50% are ineffective (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2001).  Thus, the Belfiore 

et al. (1997) intervention was moderately effective, while that of Skinner et al. (2002) 

intervention was considered highly effective.  

 In summary, there is not a large body of research on using high-p request 

sequences with children with EBD.  The two studies that did look at increasing academic 

engagement of children with EBD (Belfiore et al., 1997; Skinner et al., 2002) examined 

the effects of high-p request sequences embedded in a math assignment on latency and 

compliance, and both suggest that high-p request sequence interventions can be effective 

in increasing compliance to academic tasks in this population.   

WRITING  

Writing is a significant skill needed in all aspects of human lives. Writing is used 

to persuade, explain, convey an experience, entertain, and document information.  
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Writing is an essential job skill for employment that pays a living wage. Writing is how 

we communicate with others online, be it through texting, blogging, email, or Facebook. 

In secondary and post-secondary schools writing is the primary way students show 

teachers what they know and are able to do (Graham, 2006).  When students struggle 

with writing, it can significantly affect their relationships with others, school success, job 

attainment, and lives (Lane & Menzies, 2010).   

 In 2011, the US Department of Education published a document called The 

Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2011. This document explained that only 24% of students 

at both eighth and twelfth grades performed at the proficiency level (solid academic 

performance) in writing in 2011. While this statistic is alarming, even more distressing is 

that only 6% to 8% of students with disabilities performs at these levels (Salahu-Din et 

al., 2008).  Now more than ever it is vital that our schools have evidenced-based practices 

in writing instruction and writing assessment so all students can succeed.  

Writing Instruction 

In the Handbook of Writing Research (Macarthur, Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006), 

lead researchers in writing instruction discuss the evidence-based instructional models 

and approaches to writing in the field today. In chapter 19 of the Handbook, Englert, 

Marriage, and Dunsmore present the research on the sociocultural theory of writing 

instruction.  This theory describes the concept of the writing apprenticeship where young 

novice writers are supported by more experienced writers to learn how to craft different 

works.  In another chapter, Beach and Friedrich explained that the primary purpose of the 
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concept behind “responding to students’ writing” is to help young writers use feedback to 

self-assess their drafts. These researchers also discuss techniques for giving appropriate 

feedback such as teacher conferences, peer conferences, and providing reader-based like 

feedback. Most importantly, the handbook provides an analysis of the two main 

approaches to writing instruction today.  These approaches are the process approach to 

writing and the strategy approach to writing.   

Process Model Approach   

Pritchard and Honeycutt (2006) examined the effectiveness of the process model 

approach to writing instruction.  In the early years, the process model characterized the 

role of the teacher as the facilitator of the writing process and provided little to no direct 

instruction in writing to students. Today, the model recognizes the importance of 

providing students with skills, knowledge, and strategies that are directly taught.  Many 

of the earlier process model researchers (e.g. Calkins and Graves) have been criticized 

because the sample sizes were small and the designs used for the studies were not 

experimental.  More recent researchers (e.g. Honeycutt 2002; Honeycutt & Pritchard, 

2005) have used sound research practices when examining the effectiveness of this 

instructional approach.  

Strategy Model Approach 

The basic assertion of strategy instruction is directly teaching students the skills 

and strategies that are used by expert writers (Gersten & Baker, 2001; Graham & Harris, 
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2003). One of the evidence-based interventions that use this premise is Self-Regulated 

Strategy Development (SRSD). The features of SRSD include explicit instruction on 

writing, self-regulation, and content knowledge that is individualized to different 

students’ needs.  This intervention helps students monitor, evaluate, and revise their own 

writing (Harris & Graham, 1996).  The SRSD interventions have six stages in the 

instructional cycle.  These stages are: (a) activate background knowledge, (b) discuss the 

strategy, (c) model the strategy, (d) memorize the strategy, (e) support the strategy 

collectively, and (f) use the strategy by yourself.   

Graham (2006) used a meta-analysis to examine the overall impact of strategy 

instruction on students’ writing performance. One of the research questions examined the 

relationship between the study features and study outcomes and one of the study features 

was student type. Graham looked at outcomes for students with learning disabilities, as 

well as students who were poor writers, average writers, and good writers. The findings 

suggested that strategy instruction is an effective intervention for improving students’ 

writing performance and the effects on the students’ writing were not related to the type 

of student who received instruction.  

Writing Assessment 

Assessment informs instruction, and part of any evidenced-based writing program 

provides strategies to determine the effectiveness of instruction and tells what adjustment 

need to be made by the classroom teacher so that student progress can be made (Graham, 
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Harris, & Herbert, 2011). One effective strategy for measuring writing is curriculum-

based measures.  

Curriculum-Based Measurement 

Deno (1985) introduced the concept of ongoing progress monitoring in core 

academic skills, where the special education teacher would monitor the effectiveness of 

the instruction that was being provided to an individual students so improvements in 

learning. This ongoing progress monitoring is known as curriculum-based measurement 

(CBM). While almost 28 years have passed since CBM was first introduced, the same 

measures are used today for assessing written expression.  The curriculum-based 

measures used to assess written expression are: (a) number words written, (b) correct 

letter sequences (c) percentage of correctly spelled words, (d) percentage of correct word 

sequences, (e) mean length of word sequences, and (f) correct minus incorrect word 

sequences (Costa, Hooper, McBee, Anderson, & Yerby, 2012) 

  McMaster and Espin (2007) reviewed the literature on the technical adequacy 

(reliability and validity) of CBM in written expression. CBMs have been shown to be a 

valid and reliable measure for written expression in the elementary grades.  These 

measures include: number of words written (WW), the number of words spelled correctly 

(WSC), and the number of correct word sequences written in three minutes.  Because 

CBM for written expression had not been shown to be reliable measure in secondary 

school writing tasks (Espin & Tindal, 1998), Espin, De La Paz, Scieka, and Roelofs 

(2008) explored the relationship between CBM in written expression and the quality and 
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completeness of expository writing in middle school students.  Espin et al. (2008) 

concluded that both correct word sequences (CWS) and correct minus incorrect word 

sequences (CIWS) yield more reliable and valid scores than WW and WSC for both 

elementary and middle students.  Results also showed moderately strong to strong 

correlations between number of words written in the essay and the dependent variable 

(criterion measures). 

Research in Writing Interventions for Students with EBD 

In an analysis of special education journals Mastropieri, Scruggs, Cuenca-

Sanchez, et al. (2009) found that only 15.9% of all research articles described an 

academic or behavioral intervention for students with EBD.  Still, writing interventions 

for students with EBD represented the smallest amount of research in the field.  Writing 

is a skill that is necessary for success in school and—most importantly—success in life. 

Most of the research on students with EBD focuses on getting the behavior under control 

first to the determent of the student’s academic progress and success (Lane, 2004).  

Since 2003 there have been six reviews of the research concerning the academic 

interventions and status of students with EBD (Griffith, Trout, Hagaman, & Harper, 

2008; Lane, 2004; Mooney, Ryan, Uhing, Reid, & Epstein, 2005; Reid, Gonzalez, 

Nordness, Trout, & Epstein, 2004; Taft & Mason, 2011; Trout, Nordness, Pierce, & 

Epstein, 2003). Within these six reviews the authors looked at three main areas of 

academic intervention: reading, math, and writing.  This review will focus on the findings 

with regards to written expression.  
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Trout et al. (2003) performed a comprehensive examination of the research from 

1961 through 2000 on the academic status (achievement) of children with EBD.  The 

review examined (a) student characteristics, (b) placement settings, (c) academic subject 

areas, and (d) measures used to assess academic achievement.  According to Trout et al. 

(2003), 37 of the 70 data sets used a standardized measure for written expression (e.g. 

Woodcock Johnson PsychoEducational Battery Revised). However, only two articles 

reported the data set for written expression and the participants were all below grade 

level.  

Lane (2004) reviewed the academic instruction and tutoring interventions for 

students with EBD.  One study (McLaughlin, 1992) met the criteria for inclusion as a 

writing intervention as determined by Lane.  Upon further examination, McLaughlin 

(1992) is not a study about writing interventions.  It is a study on written feedback by the 

teacher and its effect on the student’s reading accuracy. During the intervention, the 

teacher provided written feedback to students.  Since the students did not do any writing 

in the study, it will not be considered a writing intervention for this review.  

Reid et al. (2004) conducted a meta-analysis of the academic status of students 

with EBD.   The literature reviewed 25 studies for analysis published between 1961 and 

2000.  The study reviewed 2,486 participants and looked at (a) characteristics, (b) method 

of identification, (c) setting, (d) academic areas assessed, and (e) dependent measures.   

Overall findings revealed that children with EBD have significant deficits in academic 

achievement as compared to peers, with an overall effect size of -.64.   

Mooney et al. (2005) reviewed the self-management interventions targeting 

academic outcomes for students with EBD.  The review encompassed the years from 

1970 through 2002 from the Journal of Special Education, Journal of Emotional and 

Behavioral Disorders, Behavioral Disorders, and Exceptional Children. Results showed 
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that only 32% of the studies included in the review focused on writing (e.g. spelling, 

handwriting, creative writing). 

Griffith et al. (2008) examined interventions used to improve the literacy 

functioning of adolescents with EBD from 1965 through 2005.  Literacy functioning was 

defined as spelling, writing, reading, reading fluency, reading comprehension, phonemic 

awareness, verb identification, and other literacy skills.  Eleven studies (Carr & Punzo, 

1993; Cooke, Guzaukas, Pressley, & Kerr, 1993; Cuvo, Ashley, Marzo, Zhang, & Fry, 

1995; Glomb & West, 1990; Hawkins, 1988; McLaughlin, Reiter, Mabee, & Byram, 

1991; Newstrom, McLaughlin & Sweeney, 1999; Popkin & Skinner, 2003; Schloss, 

Harriman, & Pfefier, 1985; Stowitschek, Hecimovic, Stowitschek, & Shores, 1982; 

Truchlicka, McLaughlin, & Swain, 1998) focused on written expression with six of the 

eleven focused on spelling (Carr & Punzo, 1993; Cooke et al.1993; Cuvo et al., 1995; 

McLaughlin et al.1991; Stowitschek et al., 1982; Truchlicka et al., 1998) for students 

with EBD.  The authors concluded that the focus of the interventions varied across all the 

studies with the most common focus being spelling (35%).   

Taft and Mason (2011) reviewed the literature to show what writing interventions 

are effective for students whose primary disability (e.g. EBD, ADHD, ID, OHI) was 

something other than LD.  Of the 15 studies included in the review, 13 studies used self-

regulated strategy development (SRSD) and 2 out of the 15 studies used a blend of SRSD 

within other intervention packages.  Results showed that SRSD is a promising practice 

for students with many different types of primary disabilities who also struggle with 

writing.   Specifically for this review, five studies (Adkins, 2005; Lane et al., 2010; Lane 

et al., 2008; Mason & Shriner, 2008; Mason, Snyder, Sukhrm & Kedem, 2006) showed 

increases in length and quality of written expression activities for eight students with 

EBD and 15 students at-risk for EBD when SRSD was used as the writing interventions.   
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Writing Intervention for Students with EBD 

Table 2.3 outlines 12 studies that are included in this literature review.  These 

articles were selected because the dependent variable focused on writing quality or length 

of a composition.  The table describes the participants, setting, intervention type (e.g. 

instructional and/or behavioral), dependent variable, dependent measures, independent 

variable, experimental design, results, generality, procedural integrity, and social validity. 
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Study Adkins and Gavins (2012) Cuenca-Sanchez, 
Mastropieri, Scruggs, and 
Kidd (2012) 

Participants N = 3  
Second- and third-grade 
students with EBD 

N = 21 
Middle school-aged 
students with EBD 

Setting Self-contained classroom Self-contained classroom 

Intervention Type Instructional intervention Instructional intervention 

Dependent Variable Story writing Persuasive essay writing 

Dependent Measure Number of words written 
Number of essential 
elements 

Writing Fluency Test (W-J 
III) 
Writing self-efficacy 
measure 

Independent Variable Self-regulated strategy 
development (SRSD) 
POW and W-W-W 

Self-regulated strategy 
development (SRSD) 

Experimental Design Single-case design Random experimental 
control 

Results Positive results, SRSD 
Increase the length of 
stories 

Significantly out- 
performed control group in 
all areas taught 

Generality Yes Yes 

Procedural Integrity Yes Yes 
 

Social Validity Positive responses from all 
participants 

Positive responses from all 
participants 

Table 2.3: Summaries of Writing Studies for Students with EBD 
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Table 2.3: continued 

 
Study Hagan-Burke, Burke, and 

Sugai (2007) 
Kindzierski (2009) 

Participant N = 1 
Third-grade student with 
EBD 

N= 8 
Multi-grade level students 
with EBD 

Setting General education 
classroom 

Self-contained classroom 

Intervention Type Behavioral intervention to 
increase time on-task with 
academic writing task 

Instructional intervention 
to increase quality of 
writing 

Dependent Variable Written expression 
Time on-task 
 

Quality of writing 

Dependent Measures Time sampling  Eight writing measures that 
included word count 
 

Independent Variable Individualized student- 
developed intervention  
strategy development  

Peer revisions 

Experimental Design Alternating treatment 
design  

Alternating treatment 
design 

Results Increase in quality and 
length of student writing 

Increase in quality of 
writing with intervention 
condition 

Generality No No 

Procedural Integrity Yes Yes 

Social Validity No No 
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Table 2.3: Continued 
 
Study Lane, Graham, Harris, 

Little, Sandmel, and 
Brindle (2010) 

Lane, Harris, Graham, 
Weisenbach, Brindle, and 
Morphy (2008) 

Participant N = 13  
Second-grade students at-
risk for EBD 
Externalizing (n=7) 
Internalizing (n=6) 
 

N = 6  
Second-grade students at-
risk for EBD 

Setting General education 
classroom 

General education 
classroom 

Intervention Type Instructional 
with PBIS support 

Instructional 
with PBIS support 

Dependent Variable Story writing Story writing 

Dependent Measure Number of story parts 
Word count 
Writing quality 

Number of story parts 
Word count 
Writing quality 
 

Independent Variable SRSD SRSD 

Experimental Design Multiple-probe design Multiple-probe design 

Results Positive improvements in 
length and quality of story 
writing 

Positive improvements in 
story completeness, length, 
and quality 

Generality Yes Yes 

Procedural Integrity Yes Yes 
 

Social Validity Both teachers and students 
found the intervention 
favorable 

Both teachers and students 
found the intervention 
favorable 
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Table 2.3: Continued 
 
Study Little, Lane, Harris, 

Graham, Story, and 
Sandmel (2010) 

Mason, Kubina, Valasa, 
and Cramer (2010) 

Participant N = 13  
Second-grade students at-
risk for EBD 
Internalizing (n=6) 
Externalizing (n=7) 

N = 5  
Seventh and eighth-grade 
students with EBD 

Setting general classroom Alternative placement 
school 

Intervention Type Instructional and SWPBS Instructional 

Dependent Variable Story writing Quick writes 

Dependent Measure Number of story parts 
Word count 
Writing quality 
 

Number of story parts 
Word count  
Writing quality 

Independent Variable SRSD SRSD, POW, TREE 

Experimental Design Multiple-probe design Multiple-probe multiple 
baseline design 

Results Positive effects in length 
and quality of writing for 
all participants 

Positive effects were 
shown on dependent 
measure of quality of 
written responses 

Generality Yes Yes 

Procedural Integrity Yes Yes 
 

Social Validity Positive responses from 
both teachers and students 
about the intervention 

All students reported the 
intervention to be favorable 
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Table 2.3: Continued 
 
Study Mason and Shriner (2008) Mason, Snyder, Sukhrm 

and Kedem (2006) 
Participant N = 6 

4 EBD 
2 at-risk for EBD 
Second- throughfifth-grade 
students 

N = 1 
EBD 

Setting Inclusive setting—general 
education with support 

General classroom 

Intervention Type Instructional Instructional  

Dependent Variable Essay writing Main ideas in written retell 

Dependent Measure Number of story parts 
Word count 
Writing quality 
Number of transition words 

Oral retell 
Written retell 

Independent Variable SRSD, POW, and TREE SRSD, TWA, PLANS 

Experimental Design Multiple-probe across 
subjects 

Multiple-probe across 
subjects 

Results Improvement in the quality 
of writing for all 
participants—mixed results 
post-testing, generalization 
and maintenance 

Improvement in the quality 
of writing for all 
participants 

Generality Varied across participants Yes 

Procedural Integrity Yes Yes 
 

Social Validity Positive response from all 
participant 

Positive responses from all 
participants 
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Table 2.3: Continued 
 
Study Mastropieri, Scruggs, 

Mills, Cerar, Cuenca-
Sanchez, Allen-Bronaugh, 
Thompson, Gucket, and 
Regan (2009) 

Regan, Mastropieri, and 
Scruggs (2005) 

Participant N = 15 
students with EBD 

N = 5 
students with EBD 

Setting Alternative school for 
students with significant 
EBD 

General classroom 

Intervention Type Behavioral and 
instructional 

Behavioral and 
instructional 

Dependent Variable On-task behavior and 
writing performance 

On-task behavior 
Number of words written 
and length of composition 

Dependent Measure Time-sampling 
Holistic rubric 
 

Time sampling 
Number of words 
Holistic rubric 
 

Independent Variable SRSD Dialogue journals 

Experimental Design Multiple-baseline across 
participants 

Multiple-baseline across 
participants 

Results Positive results for both 
on-task behavior and 
quality of the writing task 

Increases for on task 
behavior, number of words 
written and length of 
composition for all 
participants 

Generality Yes Yes 

Procedural Integrity Yes  
Yes 

Social Validity Positive responses from all 
participants 

Mild satisfaction 3 out of 5 
participants thought the 
intervention was helpful 
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In a single-case alternating treatments design study, Hagan-Burke, Burke, and 

Sugai (2007) used a class-wide academic intervention designed to increase the target 

student’s on-task behaviors during written expression tasks. The intervention was 

specifically designed for the participant and used with all the students in the general 

education classroom. The researchers used momentary time sampling to collect time on-

task behavior. Results revealed improvements in the participant’s engagement in written 

expression tasks during strategy instruction.  

 Kindzierski (2009) used an alternating treatment design to compare the effects of 

independent revision interventions and peer revision interventions. Eight students with 

EBD who were served in a self-contained multi-level classroom participated in the study.  

A seven-component rubric was used to assess quality of writing. Results showed that 

participants’ made more surface level revision during the independent revision 

intervention and more content level revisions during the peer revision interventions.  

 Self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) is an instructional approach used to 

explicitly teach the writing process as well as explicitly teach self-regulation strategies 

that show students how to monitor, evaluate, and revise their own writing (Harris & 

Graham, 1996).  Many studies in this review used this instructional approach to improve 

the written expression of EBD participants (Adkins & Gavins, 2012; Cuenca-Sanchez, et 

al., 2012; Lane et al., 2010; Lane et al., 2008; Little, Lane, Harris, Graham, Story, & 

Sandmel, 2010; Mason, Harris, & Graham, 2002; Mason & Shriner, 2008; Mason, 

Kubina, Valasa & Cramer, 2010; Mason, Snyder, Sukhrum, & Kedem, 2006; 

Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mills et al., 2009).  Adkins and Gavin (2012) examined the effects 
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of the SRSD intervention with three second- and third-grade students with EBD who 

were in a self-contained classroom.   Results showed improvements in the story writing 

of two of the three participants. The researcher reported that on measures of social 

validity, the students acknowledged that the SRSD intervention had an impact on their 

writing. In addition, measures of generalization showed that the SRSD intervention 

transferred to the participants’ narrative writing. All the studies used the following 

dependent measures: number of story parts, word count, and writing quality.  

 Cuenca-Sanchez et al. (2012) used a randomized control experiment to evaluate 

the effectiveness of SRSD for middle school-aged students with EBD.  The students were 

randomly assigned to the experimental or comparison group.  The experimental group 

significantly outperformed the control group on posttest in all of the persuasive essay 

components assessed and was able to generalize the strategy to other content areas.  Both 

teachers and students showed overall satisfaction with the intervention.  

 The effects of SRSD on the story writing performance of six second-grade 

students at-risk for EDB, embedded in a positive behavioral support model, was 

examined in a multiple-probe design study by Lane et al. (2008), which found that all six 

students had lasting improvements in story completeness, length, and quality.  Both the 

teachers and the students found the intervention useful. In a similar multiple-probe design 

study, Lane et al. (2010) also found that the SRSD intervention embedded in a three-

tiered positive behavior support model increased the story quality and length of 13 

second-grade students at-risk for EBD.  A replication study was conducted of Lane et al. 

(2010) with 13 second-grade students at-risk for EBD (Little et al., 2010).  Little et al.  
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found that SRSD embedded in a three-tiered school-wide positive behavioral support 

model supported (SWPBS) the improvement of story length and quality for all 13 

participants.  The teachers and the students rated the intervention positively. A detailed 

description of the SWPBS system used in the school was included in the study.  

 Mason, Kubina, Valasa, and Cramer (2010) used a multiple baseline design to 

evaluate the effectiveness of SRSD instruction with POW (Pick my ideas, Organize my 

notes, Write and say more) strategy and TREE (Topic sentence, Reasons three or more, 

Explain, Ending) strategy for persuasive quick writes with five seventh-grade and eighth-

grade students identified with EBD.  The students attended an alternative placement 

school.  Results showed that quality of responses, number of total parts written, number 

of parts written, number of words written, and fluency all improved significantly for all 

participants.  All students reported that the intervention seemed to help their performance.  

 Mason and Shriner (2008) used a multiple-probe across subjects design to 

examine the effectiveness of SRSD, POW, and Tree on the writing performance of six 

second-grade through fifth-grade students with EBD or at risk for EBD.  The students 

were served in an inclusive classroom setting with special education teacher support. 

Overall the results were positive for all students using the intervention, however results 

were mixed at post-testing, generalization, and maintenance.  Treatment acceptability 

measures revealed an overall positive response to the intervention from the students.  

 Mason, Snyder, Sukhram, and Kedem (2006) examined the effects of two 

different SRSD strategies called TWA (Think before reading, think While reading, think 

After reading) and PLANS (Pick goals, List ways to meet goals, And, make Notes 
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Sequence notes) for nine students with disabilities (one student with EBD) using a 

multiple-probe design.  Mason et al. used oral and written retell as the dependent 

measures. Results for the written retell tasks for the student with EBD were improved and 

maintained.  There were positive responses from all participants in the study towards the 

SRSD strategy.  

Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mills et al. (2009) used a multiple-baseline design study to 

examine the effects of SRSD on the quality of persuasive writing tasks of 15 students 

identified with EBD.  The students were in an alternative school for students with 

significant behavioral and emotional needs.  The school had a positive behavioral support 

system and daily point system in place for all students.  The intervention was in place for 

four months and showed positive results for all 15 participants in length and quality of 

the essays. The researchers also collected observed on-task behavior and it significantly 

correlated with a number of fluency, maintenance and generalization outcomes.  Student 

interviews revealed overall positive comments on the benefits of the SRSD intervention 

for improving writing quality and likability.  

Regan, Mastropieri, and Scruggs (2005) investigated the effects of dialogue 

journals to increase writing performance of five students with EBD.  The dependent 

measures included time-on task and quality of student written responses.  The results 

showed an increase in time-on task for all five participants and an increase in quality of 

writing for four out of the five participants.  There was also a student satisfaction survey, 

which resulted in positive feedback to the writing intervention.  
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SUMMARY 

In summary, a growing body of literature over the last seven years (2005–2012) 

has demonstrated the effects of SRSD on the improvement of writing skills for students 

with EBD.  In this review 9 of the 12 studies used an SRSD as the dependent variable 

(Adkins & Gavins, 2012; Cuenca-Sanchez, Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Kidd, 2012; Lane et 

al., 2010; Lane et al., 2008; Little et al., 2010; Mason et al., 2010; Mason & Shriner, 

2008; Mason et al., 2006; Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mills et al., 2009) and also used number 

of story parts, word count, and a writing quality rubric for the dependent measures.  

Another important note is that six of the nine studies incorporated a behavioral 

component to the dependent variable (Hagan-Burke, Burke, & Sugai, 2007; Lane et al.,  

2010; Lane et al., 2008; Little et al., 2010; Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mills et al., 2009; Regan 

et al., 2005). The behavioral component incorporated in three studies (Lane et al., 2010; 

Lane et al., 2008; Little et al., 2010) was positive behavioral interventions and supports 

(PBIS). PBIS is a framework for assisting schools in adopting and organizing evidence-

based behavioral interventions into an integrated continuum that enhances academic and 

social behavior of all students in the school (Lane et. al., 2008). Three other studies 

looked at time on task by developing an individual behavior plan (Hagan-Burke et al., 

2007; Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mills et al., 2009; Regan et al., 2005).   

In conclusion, the field has turned its focus on research that combines empirically 

supported instructional strategies for writing intervention with empirically supported 

behavioral strategies in order to help students with EBD succeed in school (Adkins & 

Gavins, 2012).  As discussed in Chapter 1, Trout et al. (2003) found that more than 91% 
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of students with EBD are below grade level. This is alarming and the field can no longer 

justify focusing only on student behavior.  
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Chapter 3:  Method 

In order for students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) to have 

increased positive social and academic outcomes, it is imperative to continue to study 

how teachers can support these students in the general education classroom and to 

continue the work of intervention research to determine how to address noncompliance 

behavior and completion of academic writing tasks. The ability to write successfully is an 

important skill that can determine one’s success in school and on the job (Graham, 2006). 

Unfortunately, students with EBD struggle with writing more than any other group 

(Salahu-Din et al., 2008).  In fact they often avoid or refuse writing tasks altogether 

(Mace et al., 1988).  This chapter describes the research methodology, data collection 

procedures, and analyses that were used to determine the effect of high-probability (high-

p) request sequence interventions with compliance on the completion of writing tasks.   

Single case design is a research methodology that can be used to establish 

evidence-based practices. Single case design features⎯such as the participant serving as 

a control, the dependent variable being measured repeatedly within and across conditions, 

and the fidelity of implementation of the independent variable⎯help to establish 

experimental control (Horner et al., 2005).   Horner et al. explained that although single 

case design research features can establish experimental control, not all single case 

research studies are of high quality because of the differing levels of precision. Due to the 

variance of precision, Horner et al. offered a rubric for determining if a single case design 

study meets the acceptable methodological rigor required for quality research. This rubric 
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describes seven quality indicators as important in defining rigorous research including 

description of the participant and setting, dependent variable, independent variable, 

baseline, experimental control, internal validity, external validity, and social validity. 

This study used the quality indicators described by Horner et al. to answer the following 

research questions:  

1. What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on the 

initiation (as measured by latency) of a writing task for students with EBD?  

2. What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on on-

task behaviors (as measured by momentary time sampling) of a writing task 

for students with EBD? 

3. What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on 

production (as measured by the number of words written in a composition) 

and quality (as measured by correct word sequences and correct minus 

incorrect word sequences) of a written composition by students with EBD? 

4. What are the perspectives of the participants towards high-probability request 

sequence interventions? 

5. What are the perspectives of the teachers toward high-probability request 

sequence interventions? 

PARTICIPANTS  

The researcher asked school officials to help determine possible participants for 

the study and five possible students were identified for recruitment.   Consent forms were 
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sent home to all participants that met the criteria for participation by the school’s 

principal (Appendix A).  An invitation to come to a meeting to hear about the details of 

the research study from the researcher was sent home with the permission letter 

(Appendix A).  Assent forms were given to the students before the study began, and 

assent was obtained each day for each phase of the study (Appendix B).   

Criteria for Participation in the Study 

In order to participate in this study, students (a) had been diagnosed with an 

emotional or behavioral disorder (EBD) by the school, (b) had an Individual Education 

Program (IEP) and, (c) had been identified by the school as having difficulties with 

compliance towards academic writing tasks as stated in the IEP. Students without 

noncompliance behavioral concerns were excluded from the study.  The criteria for 

participation in this study were supported by documentation provided by the school and 

the classroom teacher.  

Description of Participants   

Two students, identified in this section using pseudonyms, met both the criteria 

for the study and had parental permission to participate in this study. Prior to beginning 

of data collection, permission from The University of Texas Institutional Review Board 

was granted to the researcher. Table 3.1 provides a description of the participants.   

 

 



 45  

Characteristics Tom Sam 
Age 9 12 
Sex Male Male 

Grade 4th 7th  
Race / Ethnicity Hispanic Hispanic 

Diagnosis Emotional and 
Behavioral Disorder 

(EBD) 
Speech and 
Language 

Impairment (SI) 

Emotional and 
Behavioral Disorder 

(EBD) 
Speech and 
Language 

Impairment (SI) 
Other Health 

Impaired (OHI) 

Table 3.1: Characteristics of Participants  

 
Tom was a nine year old boy who had been identified with an emotional and 

behavioral disorder (EBD) and also identified with speech and language impairments 

(SI).  Tom had been receiving special education services for his SI since he was three 

years old and began to receive services for EBD when he was five years old. According 

to three separate psychologists’ reports, Tom had significant difficulties regulating his 

emotions and behaviors during testing which made it difficult to complete the 

neuropsychological assessments.  Tom’s intellectual abilities were estimated in the low 

average to borderline range.  His strengths were in categorical thinking with pronounced 

deficits in executive functioning and higher order cognitive abilities.  Teachers reported 

that Tom enjoyed reading - especially graphic novels - and copying words and work from 

the teacher and his peers.  However, Tom daily refused to complete or even start tasks 

and engaged in off task behavior that often disrupted the other students in the classroom.  
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The behavior frequency ranged from once a day to four to five times a day.  The duration 

of the behavior varied but typically lasted as long as the task demand was present.  The 

intensity of the behavior ranged from quietly doing nothing to making loud noises to 

locking himself in a bathroom.  The behavior happened in the classroom setting with all 

teachers and in all of his classes.  Tom’s non-preferred tasks included writing, spelling, 

math, and exercising in physical education class.  The function of the behavior appeared 

to be task avoidance according to the functional behavior assessment (FBA).  Also, 

according to the FBA, positive reinforcers did not work for longer than a day or two; 

however negative reinforcement seemed to have a better response on the behavior (e.g. 

going to time out, taking away computer time, or visiting with the principal).   

Sam was a 12-year old boy who had been identified with an emotional and 

behavioral disorder (EBD), a speech and language impairment (SI), and also as other 

health impaired (OHI).  Sam had been receiving special education services for his SI 

since he was three years old. The psychologist reported that Sam’s progress during his 

early elementary years was hampered by continued behavioral challenges. Sam received 

resource support for his basic educational services but his academic skills remained very 

low.  Sam’s teachers explained that his behavior was still a factor in his learning 

difficulties at school.  Areas of concern were identified in the individual educational 

program (IEP) as: (a) difficulty with tests, (b) difficulty staying on task and completing 

work, (c) disturbing other students, (d) difficulty staying in seat, (e) difficulty with 

talking out of turn.  Sam had a behavior intervention plan (BIP) that addressed all of the 
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areas of concern. The goals in his BIP were staying on task, participating productively in 

group work, and demonstrating appropriate classroom behavior.  

SETTING  

The participants were selected from an open enrollment charter school in Central 

Texas. The school is a tuition-free public school open to second- through tenth-grade 

students in Travis County. The demographic breakdown of the school is 83% Hispanic 

and 17% African American. Ninety-seven percent of the campus qualified for free and 

reduced lunch.  Research was conducted during the summer school program and then the 

participants were followed to their summer school camps.  One participant attended a 6-

week all-day summer STEM program with a focus on science, technology, engineering, 

and math skills.  The other participant attended a YMCA summer camp providing 

activities with a focus on swimming, out door sports, games, and arts and crafts.  

MATERIALS 

A variety of materials and equipment were needed to implement this study.  These 

included index cards, data collection forms, consent and assent forms, Apple iPad with 

video capability, interval application on iPhone, stopwatch, preference assessments, and 

teacher interview questionnaire.  With the exception of the electronic devices all 

materials used in this study were made by the researcher and are provided in the 

appendix.  



 48  

RESEARCH DESIGN  

The effects of high-p request sequence interventions on the initiation, the on-task 

behaviors, and the production and quality of writing were analyzed using a multiple-

baseline-across-participants design (Carr, 2005; Kennedy, 2005). The multiple-baseline-

across-participants design allows for detection of a functional relationship between the 

dependent and independent variable through the replication of the intervention across 

participants. The research study was conducted in three phases: baseline phase, 

intervention phase, and maintenance phase. All phases were conducted by the researcher.  

Baseline Phase  

Baseline data was established concurrently for each participant’s compliance and 

on-task behaviors, as well as the number of words written (i.e., production), and correct 

word sequences and correct minus incorrect word sequences (i.e., quality) during each 

session.  Latency to begin the writing task was used to determine when the researcher 

moved the participant into the intervention phase. Stability in baseline is important, 

therefore, before the introduction of the independent variable, the behaviors during 

baseline needed to have a highly predictable pattern for each participant (Carr, 2005; 

Kennedy, 2005). This predictability could be one of consistency or variability. However, 

for latency the researcher wanted to see a stable or upward trend and not a downward 

trend before beginning the intervention phase.  
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Intervention Phase 

The intervention phase was sequentially introduced one tier at a time once there 

was predictability in baseline data (Carr, 2005; Kennedy, 2005).  A limitation of the 

multiple-baseline-across-participants design relates to delayed intervention effects 

(Kennedy, 2005). The researcher needed to wait until the baseline was stable before the 

intervention began and so timing of the intervention phase was crucial (i.e. not too 

quickly, not too slowly). If the intervention phase was prolonged with some of the 

participants, then there could be a threat to the internal validity of the study due to 

maturation effects of the participants or attrition. One method used for reducing possible 

effects of maturation was to begin collecting the baseline data for all participants 

concurrently.  

Maintenance Phase  

 In the maintenance phase, the setting and the context remained the same as in the 

baseline and intervention phases and the same measures of latency, monetary time 

sampling, the number of words written, correct word sequences, and correct minus 

incorrect word sequences were employed for data collection purposes. During the 

maintenance phase, the researcher gave the maintenance probe one week after the last 

intervention probe was given to the participant.  Participants were asked to write without 

the high-probability request sequences. This phase was provided to assess the extent to 

which the increased compliance and on-task behaviors were maintained without the 
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intervention and the extent to which writing quality and production were maintained. 

Only one probe was given to each student during the maintenance phase.  

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

The independent variable was the high-probability (high-p) request sequence 

intervention.  A high-p request sequence is a set of easy to perform requests that yielded a 

high level of compliant student behavior in the past when paired with tasks that were 

usually followed with noncompliance or problem behavior (Banda et al., 2003).  These 

high-p requests build the momentum needed to help students carry out the task with a low 

probability of compliance task. The high-p request intervention demand looked different 

for each participant in this study because high-p requests were based on the individual 

participant’s preferences and on requests that have proved to have a high level of 

compliant behaviors for the individual participant. The high-p request research protocol 

was conducted in exactly the same manner for each student.   

High-Probability Request Protocol  

A pool of potential high-p request sequences was developed for each individual 

participant in two ways (Lee, Belfiore, & Budin, 2008; Lee & Laspe, 2003).  First, the 

researcher consulted with the participant’s classroom teacher to create a pool of at least 

ten requests that the student had shown compliance with in the past.  Then, the researcher 

administered a preference assessment to each student to gather information about the 

kinds of writing and academic tasks the participant enjoyed (Appendix C).  After these 
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two activities were completed, a table detailing the pool of ten high-p request activities 

was created for each participant. In order to empirically validate that the requests would 

occasion compliance and could indeed serve in the high-p request sequence intervention, 

the researcher observed the teacher asking each student to perform the high-p tasks.  If 

the request resulted in compliance to the task within five seconds, the task was left on the 

high-p request pool. If not, the task was not included in the pool of high-p request 

sequences.  

Sam’s High-Probability Request Sequence List 

Sam’s high-probability requests were copying words from the first grade Dolch 

Sight Word list.  During the intervention, the researcher asked Sam to copy three specific 

words from the list.  Sam would copy these three words quickly.  After the high-

probability request was made and the words were copied, the request to write a story 

from the story prompt was made.  

Although Sam was a seventh grader, his reading and writing skills were on a first 

grade level (as reported by the teacher and documentation such as school assessments and 

tests).  Sam did very little of his own writing unless he copied the writing from 

someplace else. In fact, he was noncompliant to writing tasks that did not involve a high 

level of support.  In the classroom, Sam would copy words from a word bank or the print 

around the room. Often his writing did not make sense because they were just strings of 

words Sam would copy. His teacher would often write out dictation from Sam’s oral 

stories or oral answers and then she would have Sam copy the dictation. Another strategy 
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often used in the classroom was to have a peer write for Sam from Sam’s dictation. For 

example, if the class was working on main idea of a story, the peer would read the story 

out loud and Sam and the peer would answer the questions together.  Sam would answer 

orally and the peer would write the answers down in sentences or paragraphs.  

Tom’s High-Probability Request Sequence List 

Tom’s high-probability requests involved reading words and writing words from a 

third grade Dolch Sight Word list. During the intervention, the researcher asked Tom to 

read three specific words or to write three specific words from the list.  Tom would read 

and write these words quickly.  After the high-probability request was made and the 

words were read or written, the request to write a story from the story prompt was made. 

Tom’s reading and writing skills were on grade level.  In fact, Tom’s spelling was above 

grade level.  Tom was noncompliant in the classroom with almost all academic tasks 

(especially math and writing) except for reading.  Tom would read all day if the teacher 

would let him.   

 Other high-probability requests were identified for each student.  These included 

passing out papers for the teacher, building with Lego bricks, reading books, playing 

games, and working on the computer. However, the researcher selected the request that 

were easy and quick to accomplish and similar to the low-probability task (writing a 

story) to limit transition from one particular task to another and get the participants in 

writing mode.   
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DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

There were four dependent variables in this study including (a) compliance,  (b) 

on-task behavior, (c) production of writing, and (d) quality of writing when provided a 

writing prompt and high-p request sequences interventions.  These variables were chosen 

because this study was designed to provide an intervention that may help support students 

who struggle with compliance for writing tasks. (Banda, Matuszny, Therrien, 2009; Lee 

et al., 2008).  

Compliance 

 To increase compliance, a series of high-p request sequence interventions was 

delivered to students prior to the beginning of a writing task.  In much of the research on 

high-p request sequence interventions, compliance is referred to as momentum (Belfiore  

et al., 1997). Compliance in this study was defined as the response to the writing task or 

the low-p request.  The response to the writing task request was defined as the child 

writing the first word down on the paper. To increase compliance, a series of high-p 

request sequences was delivered to students prior to the beginning of a writing task (Lee 

et al., 2008; Mace et al., 1988).   

On-task Behavior 

 On-task behavior was defined as the student’s remaining engaged during the 5-

minute writing session (Lee and Laspe, 2003). The following statements defined on-task 

behavior for this study:  
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1. The student is actively writing words on paper.  

2. The student has head and eyes facing the paper visibly attempting the task.  

3. The student is waiting his/her turn to talk to the teacher. 

4. The student is raising his/her hand to ask a question about the assignment.  

5. The student is talking to the teacher about the assignment.  

The following statements defined off-task behavior:  

1.  The student is not writing and is doing something that suggests he/she is 

not thinking about the task. 

2. The student’s eyes are not focused on the paper.  

3. The student is walking around the room. 

4. The student is sharpening pencils.  

5. The student is talking to peers about something other than the assignment.   

Production of Writing 

   An important dependent variable in this study was improved writing production.  

It was hypothesized that keeping the participant on-task would increase the number of 

words written in a 5-minute writing session.  

Quality of Writing 

  The final dependent variable in this study was quality of writing.   The quality of 

writing was defined as the number of correct word sequences in a 5-minute writing 

session.  The correct word sequences are correct word spellings.  
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DEPENDENT MEASURES 

The following dependent measures were used to assess the dependent variables: 

latency (compliance), momentary time sampling (on-task behavior), curriculum-based 

measurement (CBM; number of words written [WW], correct word sequences [CWS], 

correct minus incorrect word sequences [CIWS]), and writing probes. Table 3.2 describes 

the four dependent variables that were used in the study, each dependent measure that 

was used to determine the results, and the definitions of the dependent measures found in 

the literature.   

Latency 

To assess compliance with the request to write, a latency (i.e., time it takes to 

respond to the writing task) measure was used.  In this study, latency was defined as the 

time between a teacher’s request to begin writing and the student’s initiation of the 

writing task (i.e., writing the first word).  Latency allows for the temporal relationship 

between events to be assessed (Kennedy, 2005).  Several studies using high-p request 

sequences used latency to measure momentum effects on the initiation or compliance of a 

task (Wehby & Hollahan, 2000) or to increase persistence of a task (Lee, Belfiore, 

Scheeler, Hua, & Smith, 2004; Lee, Belfiore, Ferko, Hua, Carranza, & Hildebrand, 

2006).   
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Dependent Variable Dependent Measure Definition 
Compliance Latency Recording the amount of 

time between presentation 
of the request and the 
initiation of a response 
(Alberto & Troutman, 
2006) 
 

On-Task Behavior Momentary Time Sampling An observational recording 
system in which an 
observation period is 
divided into equal intervals 
and the target behavior is 
observed at the end of each 
interval (Alberto & 
Troutman, 2006) 
 

Writing Production Words Written (WW) 
 

Total number of words 
written on the writing 
sample (Espin & Tindal, 
1998) 
 

Writing Quality  Correct Word Sequences 
 (CWS) 

Number of adjacent 
correctly spelled words that 
are syntactically and 
semantically correct on the 
writing sample (Espin & 
Tindal, 1998) 
 

 Correct Minus Incorrect 
Word Sequences (CIWS) 

To calculate the CIWS 
score, sum the CWS and the 
incorrect word sequence 
(IWS) separately, and then 
subtract the IWS from the 
CWS (Espin & Tindal, 
1998) 

   

Table 3.2: Dependent Variables, Dependent Measures, and Definitions 
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During the baseline and intervention phases, latency to initiate the writing task 

was calculated. The researcher used a time-coded digital recording of the session to 

record the amount of time it took for the participant to start the behavior once the request 

was presented.  The data was summarized each day by calculating the latency of elapsed 

time (request to write minus time writing begins). Figure 3.1 shows an example of a 

completed data sheet used for latency recordings.  

Session Time Request 
to Write  

Time Writing 
Begins 

Latency 

1 00:00.0   00:03.8 3.8 seconds 
2     

Figure 3.1: Example of Latency Recordings 

Momentary Time Sampling 

Momentary time sampling was used to measure on-task behavior during the 

writing sessions. During the baseline phase, intervention phase, and maintenance phase 

the investigator observed and monitored each participant’s on-task behavior. Momentary 

time sampling was chosen because it allows for observation of behavior over a longer 

period of time. In this case it was a 5-minute writing task (Alberto & Troutman, 2006).  

The time sampling data was expressed in terms of the percentage of intervals during 

which the behavior occurred. 

The investigator observed for a 1-minute interval every minute during the 5-

minute writing session. The 1-minute interval was divided into six 10-second intervals.  

If the student was on task during the 10-second observation interval, one point was  

awarded.  After the intervention, the total number of on-task points awarded was divided 
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by the total number of intervals observed, and the quotient was multiplied by 100 to yield 

a percentage. Momentary time sampling is a widely accepted method of recording 

behavioral data that produces a reliable estimate of student performance (Alberto & 

Troutman, 2006). Figure 3.2 shows an example of how the data were collected for 

momentary time sampling. The 1-minute observation was taken at the beginning of every 

minute of the 5-minute observation block. 

 

  1 minute 
intervals  

10 
seconds 

20 
seconds 

30 
seconds 

40 
seconds 

50 
seconds 

60 
seconds 

Total 
on t 

A  
(minute 1) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t 2/6  

B 
(minute 2) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t 0/6 

C 
(minute 3) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t 6/6 

D 
(minute 4) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t 2/6 

E 
(minute 5) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t 3/6 

      Total % 
of time  

On-task:  

13/30 
 

% 

Figure 3.2: Example of Momentary Time Sample Data Sheet (t = task) 

Curriculum-Based Measurement   

McMaster and Espin (2007) reviewed the literature on the technical adequacy 

(reliability and validity) of curriculum-based measurement (CBM) in written expression. 

CBM has been shown to be a valid and reliable procedure for written expression in the 

elementary grades.  Curriculum-based measures include: the number of words written 

(WW), the number of words spelled correctly (WSC), and the number of correct word 
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sequences written in 3 minutes.  However, because CBM for written expression had not 

been shown to be a reliable measure in secondary school writing tasks, (Espin & Tindal, 

1998), Espin et al. (2008) explored the relationship between CBM in written expression 

and the quality and completeness of expository writing in middle school students.  Espin 

et al. concluded that both correct word sequences (CWS) and correct minus incorrect 

word sequences (CIWS) yielded more reliable and valid scores than WW and WSC for 

both elementary and middle students.  Results also showed a moderately strong to strong 

correlation between number of words written in the essay and the dependent variable 

(criterion measures).  

Scoring 

The dependent measures in this study were the CBM for number of words written 

(WW), correct word sequences (CWS), and correct minus incorrect word sequences 

(CIWS) during the 5-minute writing session.  The researcher used WW as a CBM 

because many students with EBD not only struggle to comply with written tasks, but they 

are also struggling writers and spellers (Adkins & Gavins, 2012).  To show growth with 

the use of high-p sequences, it was important to also look at data that show production of 

words without quality of writing. To score the written composition for WW, the 

researcher counted the total number of words written during the writing probes.  

Misspelled words were included in the tally, although numbers written in numeral form 

(e.g., 5, 17) were not counted.  Figure 3.3 shows an example of a scored passage using 

the WW method.   
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I wet to the parc wit my dad and we play on the swing and ………………….. 15 

the slid and ten we went home. I lov my dad. …………………………………11      

                                                               Total Words Written (WW) = 26  

Figure 3.3: Example of Number of Words Written (WW) Scored  

 

To score the written composition for CWS, the researchers counted the number of 

adjacent correctly spelled words that were syntactically and semantically correct within 

the context of the writing sample.  Capitalization and punctuation were not taken into 

account.  See Figure 3.4 for an example of scoring CWS.  A caret is placed between the 

words that are both spelled correctly in the sentence. If one word is correctly spelled but 

the other is misspelled a caret is not placed between the two words. The CBM data were 

collected during baseline phase and the intervention phase and then compared to see if 

increases in word production and quality were made.  

Example 1: The ^ girl^ went ^ to^ the stor to^buy^milk.                           CWS = 6 

Example 2: the^boy thru the^ball^and^won^the gam                                 CWS = 5 

Figure 3.4:  Examples of Scoring for Correct Word Sequence (CWS) 
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A CIWS is traditionally used as a CBM for written grammar and mechanics. To 

score the written composition for CIWS, you first look at CWS in the passage.  A CWS is 

defined as two adjacent words that are correctly spelled, capitalized and grammatically 

and semantically accurate within the context of the sentence. A caret is used to mark each 

CWS.  Then, you look at the incorrect word sequences (IWS). An IWS is two adjacent 

words that do not qualify as a CWS.  A star (*) is used to mark each IWS.  To calculate 

the CIWS, sum the CWS and IWS separately, then subtract the IWS from the CWS.  

Figure 3.5 shows an example of a CIWS scored passage.  

 

Write about a favorite TV show.  Write 3 reasons you like it.                  CWS      IWS 

My^favorite^TV^show^is ^Pokemon^. ^ ………………………….………           7          0 

It^is^a^fun^game^to^play^and^so^I^like^to*………………….……          11         1 

wach*it^on^TV^because^it^shows^you^………………………….……..            7          1 

the *chricters*. ^I^also^like^it^because^it^is^……………….               8         2 

fun^and^third^it^is^my^favoret^game*………………………………..             7         1 

                                                                                                         40       5 

Total CIWS  = 35 

Figure 3.5: An Example of Scoring for Correct Minus Incorrect Word Sequences 
(CIWS) 
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Writing Probes 

Curriculum-based measurement written expression probes are brief, timed (3-

minute) assessments that look at a student’s mastery of writing mechanics and 

conventions (Espin et al., 2008). The student is given a story starter, a brief introductory 

story stem that serves as a stimulus for the student to create his or her own writing 

sample.  The writing probes that will be used for this study were obtain from the 

Intervention Central website (http://www.interventioncentral.org/teacher-

resources/curriculum-based-measurement-probes-writing). This study is looking at 

compliance and on-task behavior for writing, and because the participants struggle with 

writing, the assessment time was increased to 5 minutes in order to collect the behavioral 

and academic data. The writing probes were preprinted on lined worksheets for each 

participant. All of the writing probes used in this study in the order they were introduced 

to each participant can be found in the appendices.  

PROCEDURAL INTEGRITY 

Procedural integrity (i.e., treatment integrity) refers to the extent to which the 

independent variable (i.e., the intervention) was implemented as the researcher intended 

(Peterson, Homer, & Wonderlich, 1982).  Failure to examine procedural integrity posed 

threats to both internal validity (e.g., if an effect is observed how do we know it was due 

to the intervention) and external validity (intervention not described specifically cannot 

be replicated) of the study (Kennedy, 2005).  
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The researcher implemented all three phases of the study.  Time-coded video was 

used to record each session during the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases.  

An Apple iPad was set up in front of each separate participant to individually record the 

session. The videos were viewed each day by the researcher to record latency and time-

on task behaviors.  Twenty-five percent of the videos were watched by a second observer 

to collect fidelity of implementation, latency, and time-on task data. This section 

discusses how the researcher maintained and measured the fidelity of implementation of 

the intervention, inter-observer agreement, inter-rater reliability, and social validity.  

Fidelity of Implementation 

A fidelity of implementation checklist was developed to assess the extent to 

which the implementation of the intervention was followed (Appendix G and Appendix 

J). Variables to be observed reflected an alignment to all the intervention components. A 

research protocol (i.e., script) was developed, operationally defining the independent 

variable.  The script described when, where, what was said, and what was done 

(Gresham, Gansle, & Noell, 1993).  During the baseline and intervention phases, a 

second observer completed the fidelity of implementation checklist by watching 36% of 

the video recorded in each phase.  Results are discussed in Chapter 4.  

Interobserver Agreement (IOA) for Observation Measures 

Interobserver agreement will be calculated for both momentary time sampling and 

latency. Exact interval-by-interval agreement was used to calculate IOA for momentary 
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time sampling (Kennedy, 2005). To determine IOA using exact interval-by-interval 

agreement, behaviors were observed and recorded by two observers on an interval-by-

interval basis.  If both observers recorded the behavior as occurring or non-occurring in 

the interval, then it was scored as an agreement. If the two observers differed in the 

recorded behavior this was counted as a disagreement.  The IOA was calculated by the 

total number of agreements plus disagreements divided by the total number of 

agreements, and then the sum was multiplied by 100%. 

Latency agreement was calculated using the total agreement approach (Kennedy, 

2005). The total latency recorded for the researcher and for the observer was collected 

and the larger total was divided by the smaller total then multiplied by 100.   

  Prior to the beginning of the study, the researcher provided the second observer 

with (a) written and verbal definitions of the dependent variables, and (b) procedures for 

collecting the dependent measures (latency and on-task behaviors), and (c) copies of the 

data collection sheets.  Both the researcher and the second observer practiced collecting 

the dependent measures of latency and momentary time sampling with videos obtained 

during the pilot test.  

Interrater Reliability for Scoring the Measures 

Prior to the beginning of the study, the researcher provided training to the second 

observer on scoring the writing passage using CBMs. Both the researcher and the 

observer practiced scoring written passages for the three different CBM measures: (a) 

number of words written, (b) correct word sequences, and (c) correct minus incorrect 
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word sequences.  Both the researcher and observer achieved an interreliability of 90% or 

higher on three different writing samples⎯before beginning to evaluate the writing 

samples from the baseline and intervention phases.  Interrater reliability was collected for 

one fourth of the sessions.  

SOCIAL VALIDITY  

Social validity is the practicality that the research procedures and findings are 

useful within the educational context and practice (Horner et al., 2005).  In a seminal 

article in the Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, Wolf (1978) explained that in order 

to measure social validity, society needed to validate the researchers’ work on three 

different levels: (a) the social significance of the goals, (b) the social appropriateness of 

the procedures, and (c) the social importance of the effects.  Kennedy (2005) explained 

that social validity is an integral part of research in applied settings.  If researchers want 

to understand the impact the intervention has had for the participants then social validity 

measures must take place.  Horner et al. discussed four quality indicators for social 

validity within single-subject research.  These are: (a) the dependent variable is socially 

important, (b) the magnitude of change in the dependent variable resulting in the 

intervention is socially important, and (c) social validity is enhanced by the 

implementation of the independent variable over extended periods of time, by typical 

intervention agents, in typical physical and social contexts. In the current study it is 

argued that compliance and endurance of academic tasks are highly socially important for 

the life success of students with EBD.  
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In order to measure the social validity in this study, each participant completed a 

social validity checklist at the end of the intervention period (Appendix N).  The checklist 

determined the quality of the intervention and the effectiveness of the intervention in the 

eyes of the participants. The teacher also completed a social validity survey to determine 

whether the intervention procedures were practical and effective. This rating scale was 

adapted from a survey Witt and Martens (1983) used to assess the acceptability of behavioral 

interventions used in the classroom.   

PILOT TEST  

The researcher wanted the sessions with the participants to go smoothly so 

practice sessions were conducted before beginning the official study. All of the 

procedures were tried on seven different students (ages 7−10), none of which were the 

official participants and none of which had disabilities.  The students were taken through 

the procedures to check for clarity of the directions, timing of the procedures, 

appropriateness of the writing prompts, and set-up of the materials. The pilot test was 

also used to see how long each session would take and if the procedures yielded the data 

that was needed to answer the research questions.  The pilot test helped make the research 

protocol clear and set-up of the materials proper and efficient. Both the researcher and the 

second observer practiced collecting the dependent measures of latency, momentary time 

sampling, and all three curriculum-based measures using videos and student work 

samples obtained during the pilot test. 
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PROCEDURES 

The researcher implemented all parts of the study with both participants four 

times per week for five weeks during the summer school program. The fifth week was 

devoted to make-up sessions, closure at the site, and data analysis. A second observer 

helped to collected data on the dependent measures (e.g. interrater reliability, fidelity of 

treatment, and interobserver agreement). 

Baseline Condition 

During the baseline session, an Apple iPad was set up in front of the participant to 

record each session. The sessions were conducted in a quiet classroom. The researcher 

gave each student a story prompt sheet.  The order of story prompts was randomized for 

baseline condition and each prompt was given in the same order for each participant 

(Lane, et al., 2010).  Following the baseline protocol, the researcher asked the student to 

think and plan for 1 minute and then to begin to write about the prompt for 5 minutes.  

Espin and Tindal (2008) used a 3-minute writing session to calculate the CBM. However 

in the current study, the researcher wanted to measure latency and momentum (on-task 

behavior) so the writing time needed to be extended to a 5-minute period to capture this 

behavior. After the session was over the researcher gave general praise to the participant 

(e.g., good job writing today).   

During baseline the researcher collected latency to initiate the writing task and on-

task behavior data concurrently by watching the video. When the student did not begin to 

write during the session, latency was recorded as 301 seconds (one second over the five 
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minute mark) and on-task behavior was marked as 0%. The researcher also noted other 

behavioral observations during baseline. 

Intervention Condition   

The procedures used during the experimental condition were the same as baseline 

except for the introduction of the high-p request sequence demands. The researcher 

delivered a series of three high-p demand sequences just prior to the initiate of the writing 

task within 60 seconds of the request to begin writing. The high-p demands were selected 

from the pool of preference activities created and validated in week one of the study. The 

high-p request sequences were pre-printed on index cards for each student and 

randomized for each session. The order of story prompts was randomized for the 

intervention condition as well and each prompt was given in the same order for each 

participant (Lane, et al., 2010).   

Maintenance Condition 

One week after the last intervention probe was delivered, the researcher provided 

a maintenance probe.   The maintenance probe was delivered in the same way the 

baseline probe was given.  

DATA ANALYSIS 

Experimental control in a multiple baseline design is observed by visual 

inspection of the data (Carr, 2005; Kennedy, 2005).  Visual inspection of the data for 

each dependent measure was used to evaluate the experimental effects, simultaneously 
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considering the slope, phase change, and variability of the data points within and between 

each phase of the study. Latency was used to determine when a move from the baseline 

phase to the intervention phase should occur. To assess the effects of the intervention, six 

features were used to examine within- and between-phase data patterns: (a) level, (b) 

trend, (c) variability, (d) immediacy of the effect, (e) overlap, and (f) consistency of data 

pattern across similar phases (Kratochwill et al., 2010). The significance of the 

intervention was determined by looking at the percentage of non-overlapping data points 

(PND).  Daily data collection for 5 weeks provided the basis for decision making 

throughout the process of this study.  

Experimental Intervention Graphs 

To analyze the effectiveness of the intervention, separate graphs were created 

using all five dependent measures (latency, momentary time sampling, and the three 

CBMs) for each participant.  The graphs were created using Microsoft Excel and because 

this was multiple-baseline across participants design study, the graphs were stacked on 

top of one another to make comparisons easier.  

The graphs were visually inspected daily for changes in level, trend and 

variability, and the intervention phase results were compared and contrasted to the 

baseline phase.  Level was reported through the mean and range of the data in all three 

phases.  The mean was calculated by taking the average of all the data points in each 

phase.  Documenting the lowest and highest number in the data set and finding the 

standard deviation calculated the range. Between-phase level (baseline and intervention) 
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changes were reported as fast, slow or no effect.  Trend was reported as the magnitude of 

the slope (high, medium, low), by finding the slope of the line within each phase of the 

intervention. Stability of the data within each phase was reported as stable or variable 

(high, medium, or low), and data overlap was reported as percentage of non-overlapping 

data points (PND).  The immediacy of the effect was calculated by finding the difference 

between the mean of the last three data points in baseline and the mean of the first three 

data points in the intervention phase (Kratochwill et al., 2010).  

Figure 3.6 shows an example of a graph for the dependent measure number of 

words written. As you can see in the sample graph, participant one’s baseline data for 

number of words written is low and stable with a mean of 2.8 words and a range of 2-4 

words. The between-phase effect is fast change in level. Participant two’s baseline data is 

also low and stable with a mean of 2.14 words and a range from 1−3. The between-phase 

effect is slower with a mean of 6.4 and a range of 4−10. The trend is medium in the 

intervention phase for both participants.  
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Figure 3.6:    Sample Graph for the Dependent Measure Words Written 
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Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data Points (PND)   

The percentage of non-overlapping data points (PND) was used to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of an intervention and to evaluate the outcomes of single case research 

(Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2001). Using this measure, the researcher determined the 

number of data points that exceeds the extreme value in the baseline phase.  

 PND is calculated by taking the percentage of intervention data that lie just above 

the highest or lowest baseline points (based on the graph to increase/decrease behavior).  

Interventions with a PND of 90% or higher are considered highly effective, whereas, 

interventions between 70%-90% are moderately effective, 70%-50% are questionable, 

and those below 50% are ineffective (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2001).  

 

 

Figure 3.7: Hypothetical Graph Used to Calculate PND.  
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For example, Figure 3.7 shows a hypothetical graph showing five data points in 

the baseline phase and six data points in the intervention phase. The lowest baseline data 

point on this graph is six.  The number of treatment data points that fall below six is also 

equal to six.  The number of treatment data points that fall below the lowest baseline data 

point (x = 6) is divided by the total number of treatment data points (y = 6; 6 /6 = 1), then 

multiplied by 100 to get a percentage; thus, the PND of the hypothetical graph is 100%.  

The hypothetical graph shows a highly effective intervention. In this study, the PND of 

the intervention phase was compared to baseline and calculated for each participant. 

PND was calculated for all of the dependent measures and then an average was 

calculated for all participants for each dependent measure.  Table 3.3 provides an 

example of what this data would look like and can show.  

 

Participant Latency 
PND 

On-Task 
PND 

WW 
PND 

CWS 
PND 

CIWS 
PND 

1 100% 80% 80% 80% 60% 
2 90% 90% 70% 62% 77% 
3 89% 70% 100% 79% 50% 
4 100% 70% 100% 60% 80% 
5 72% 60% 90% 80% 70% 
      

Average 
PND 

90.2% 74% 88% 72.2% 67.4% 

Table 3.3: Example of Average PND for All Dependent Measures 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Increasing the opportunities for students with EBD to succeed academically in 

school and socially in life requires effective practices designed to improve behavior and 

academic performance. The purpose of this study was to continue to identify ways to 

increase the academic engagement and achievement of students with EBD specifically to 

academic writing tasks by using high-probability request sequence interventions. This 

chapter discusses the results of the study in terms of each research question and its 

dependent measure. Experimental graphs were created and continuously evaluated for 

each dependent measure throughout the study. To assess the effects of the intervention, 

six features were used to examine within- and between-phase data patterns: (a) level, (b) 

trend, (c) variability, (d) immediacy of the effect, (e) overlap (PND), and (f) consistency 

of data pattern across similar phases (Kratochwill et al., 2010).  

Treatment fidelity, interobserver agreement, interrater reliability, and social 

validity data are revealed and maintenance data are discussed in a separate section at the 

end of the chapter due to the low number of data points (N= 1) because of the attrition of 

one of the participants.  

RESEARCH QUESTION ONE 

What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on the 

initiation (as measured by latency) of a writing task for students with EBD? Latency to 

initiate the writing task was measured as an index of the effects of the high-probability 
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sequence intervention (momentum).  As hypothesized in this study, shorter latencies 

indicate the participants began the writing task quickly and continued to write quickly 

which is a factor that would lead to a greater percentage of time on task and a greater 

number of words written. Latency also was used as the decision point to move from the 

baseline phase to the intervention phase. The researcher watched for a stable, low 

variability, or upward trend in the baseline data before beginning the intervention phase. 

Latency data is the traditional method of the measure of momentum effects in 

noncompliance and in responding to academic tasks (Belfiore et al., 2002; Wehby & 

Hollahan, 2000). 

Figure 4.1 shows the experimental data graph with the results of latency in 

seconds to begin the writing task for both participants (Sam and Tom) and for each 

session in the baseline and intervention phase.  Table 4.1 describes the within-phase data 

patterns for level, trend, and variability.  Table 4.2 describes the between-phase data 

patterns for level change, immediacy of the effect, and percentage of non-overlapping 

data points (PND).  

Sam  

For Sam, the mean latency to initiate the writing task was 11 seconds (SD = 1.44) 

with a range from 9.8 seconds to 12.9 seconds during baseline.  Mean latency to initiate 

the writing task after the high-probability request sequence intervention was introduced 

was three seconds (SD = .85) with a range of 1.8 seconds to 3.9 seconds.  Visual 

inspection of the baseline data for Sam demonstrated a line that had a slight downward 
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trend (slope = -0.47) with little variability in the latency scores, the scores fell in a 

narrow band at the moderate level on the graph. Data in the intervention phase showed a 

fast change in level (change = 8 seconds) in the desired direction (down, decrease 

latency). The immediacy of the effect was 7.56 seconds. The data fell in a narrow band in 

the lower level of the graph in the intervention phase with a slight upward trend (slope = 

0.17) and little variability in latency.   The data represent the levels of desired behavior 

one would want to see when recording latency. There was no overlap in data points 

between the baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 

Tom 

For Tom, the mean latency to initiate the writing task was 301 seconds (5 minutes 

and 1 second) or the ceiling effect, indicating that Tom did not initiate the task in the 5-

minute session and demonstrating a highly predictable pattern of concern. Mean latency 

to initiate the writing task after the high-probability request sequence intervention was 

introduced was 35 seconds (SD = 82.80) with a highly variable range of 2 seconds to 240 

seconds.  Visual inspection of the data for Tom indicated a stable flat responding (no 

directional pattern) at baseline (slope = 0), with data sitting at the ceiling. The 

intervention phase showed a slow change in level (266 seconds) in the desired direction, 

with low variability after the first intervention session (240 seconds = first session).  The 

immediacy of the effect was slow at 214.33 seconds.  There was no overlap in data points 

between the baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%).  
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Note. Ceiling Effect = 301 seconds 

Figure 4.1: Behavioral Changes Across Participants⎯Latency in Seconds 
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                              Level                                   Trend                                Variability 
                                                                                                                   SD (Range) 
Student Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention 
 
Sam 

 
11.00 

 
3.00 

 
-0.47 

 
  0.17 

 
1.44 

(9.8– 12.9) 

 
0.85 

(1.8 – 3.9) 
 
Tom 

 
301.00* 

 
35.00 

 
301.00 

 
-19.91 

 
0.00 

(301 – 301) 

 
82.80 

(2 – 204) 
*Ceiling Effect 

Table 4.1: Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Latency in Seconds 

 

 
Student Level Change Immediacy Effects PND 

Sam 8.00 seconds 7.56 seconds 100.00% 

Tom 266.00 seconds 214.33 seconds 100.00% 

Table 4.2: Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Latency in Seconds 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION TWO 

What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on the on-

task behaviors (as measured by momentary time sampling) of a writing task for students 

with EBD?  It was hypothesized that the high-probability request sequence intervention 

would increase time on-task behavior. Momentary time sampling was used to measure 

on-task behavior during the writing sessions. During the baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance phases the investigator observed and monitored the participant’s on-task 

behavior. Momentary time sampling was chosen because it allows for observation of 
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behavior over a longer period of time and in this case it was a 5-minute writing task 

(Alberto & Troutman, 2006).  The time sampling data was expressed in terms of the 

percentage of intervals during which the behavior occurred. 

Figure 4.2 shows the results of time on-task for both participants (Sam and Tom) 

and for each session in the baseline and intervention phase.  Table 4.3 describes the 

within-phase data patterns for level, trend, and variability.  Table 4.4 describes the 

between-phase data patterns for level change, immediacy of the effect, and percentage of 

non-overlapping data points (PND). 

Sam  

For Sam, mean percentage of time on-task behavior was 51.9% (SD = 9.69) with 

a range of 40% to 66% for the six writing sessions during baseline. Mean percentage of 

on-task behavior was 96.6% (SD = 5.16) with a range of 90% to 100% for the writing 

sessions during the intervention phase. The high-probability request sequence 

intervention mean represents a level change of -44.7%. The immediacy effect was -51.13.  

Visual inspection of the on-task behavior at baseline for Sam indicated data falling in a 

narrow band at the moderate level on the graph, with low variability, and a slight 

downward trend (slope = -1.21). Data in the intervention phase demonstrated a fast level 

change (-44.7) in the desired direction (more time on task) compared with baseline, and 

sat in a narrow band at the high level on the graph with a slight downward trend (slope = 

-1.14). There was no overlap in data points between the baseline and intervention phase 

(PND = 100%). 
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Tom 

For Tom, mean percentage of time on-task behavior was zero percent (SD = 0.00) 

with a range from 0% to 0% for the four writing sessions during baseline.  Tom did not 

write. Mean percentage of time on-task behavior was 63.8% (SD = 23.5) with a range of 

20% to 80% during the intervention phase.  Visual inspection of the data for Tom showed 

a trend of zero at baseline with all data points sitting at the ceiling.  Data in the 

intervention condition demonstrated a fast level change (-63.8%) in the desired direction 

across sessions with high variability, with two points dropping well below the data path 

but remained above baseline data. The immediacy effects were fast at -56.6% with a slight 

upward trend (slope = 2.36). There was no overlap in data points between the baseline 

and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 

 
                                    Level                                   Trend                                Variability 
                                                                                                                         SD (Range) 
Student Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention 
 
Sam 

 
51.90% 

 
96.60% 

 
-1.21 

 
-1.14 

 
9.69 

(40 – 66) 

 
5.16 

(90 – 100) 
 

Tom 0.00% 63.80% 0.00 2.36 0.00 
(0 – 0) 

23.53 
(20 – 80) 

Table 4.3: Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Percentage of Time On-Task  
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Student Level Change Immediacy Effects PND 

Sam -44.70% -51.13 100.00% 

Tom -63.80% -56.60 100.00% 

Table 4.4:  Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Percentage of Time On-Task 
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Figure 4.2: Behavioral Changes Across Participants⎯Percentage of Time On-Task 
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RESEARCH QUESTION THREE 

What are the effects of high-probability request sequence interventions on the 

production (as measured by number of words written) and quality (as measured by 

correct word sequences and correct minus incorrect word sequences) of a written 

composition by students with EBD?   

Writing Production⎯Number of Words Written  

It was hypothesized that the high-probability request sequence intervention would 

increase time on-task and therefore increase writing production for both participants.  A 

curriculum-based measure called Number of Words Written (WW) was used as an index 

of writing production. The researcher used WW as a dependent measure because many 

students with EBD not only struggle to comply with written tasks, but they are also 

struggling writers and spellers (Adkins & Gavins, 2012).  To show growth with the use of 

high-p sequences, it was important to also look at data that show production of words 

without penalizing for the quality of writing. 

Figure 4.3 shows the results of word production for both participants (Sam and 

Tom) and for each session in the baseline and intervention phase.  Table 4.5 describes the 

within-phase data patterns for level, trend, and variability.  Table 4.6 describes the 

between-phase data patterns for level change, immediacy of the effect and percentage of 

non-overlapping data points (PND). 
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                                    Level                                   Trend                                Variability 
                                                                                                                         SD (Range) 
Student Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention 
 
Sam 

 
17.30 

 
40.80 

 
0.11 

 
-2.25 

 
5.39 

(9-23) 

 
7.11 

(32-52) 
 
Tom 

 
0.00 

 
20.10 

 
0.00 

 
0.27 

 
0.00 
(0-0) 

 
7.21 

(7-29) 

Table 4.5: Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Words Written (WW) 

 

 
Student Level Change Immediacy Effects PND 

 
Sam 

 
-23.50 

 
-29.40 

 
100.00% 

Tom -20.10  -18.30 100.00% 

Table 4.6:  Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Words Written (WW) 

 

Sam 

For Sam, the mean WW at baseline was 17.3 words (SD = 5.39) with a range of 9 

to 23 words across the six sessions.   Mean WW in the intervention phase was 40.8 words  

(SD = 7.11) with a range of 32 to 52 words across the six sessions. Visual inspection of 

the data for Sam showed a slight (positive) upward trend (slope = 0.11) and moderate 

variability at baseline.  There was a fast and immediate level change (-23.5) in the 

desired direction when the high-probability request sequence was introduced.  The 

immediacy effect between the last three data points at baseline and the first three data 
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point in the intervention phase was -29.4 words. Data in the intervention phase remained 

moderately variable, with a somewhat upward trend in the first three data points and then 

a fast deterioration in the trend (slope = -2.25), however all points stayed well above the 

data at baseline. There was no overlap in data points between the baseline and 

intervention phase (PND = 100%). 

Tom 

For Tom, the mean WW in baseline was zero words (SD = 0.00) for four sessions. 

Mean WW in the intervention phase was 20.1 words (SD = 7.2) with a range of 7−29 

words in eight sessions.  Visual inspection for the data for Tom showed a fast and 

immediate change in level (-20.1) between the baseline and intervention phase.  The 

immediacy of the effect between the last 3 data points at baseline and the first 3 data 

points in the intervention phase was -18.3 words. Data in the intervention phase remained 

highly variable with a slight upward trend (slope = 0.27). There was no overlap in data 

points between the baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 
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Figure 4.3:  Academic Changes Across Participants⎯Number of Words Written (WW) 
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Writing Quality⎯Correct Word Sequences 

Writing quality was also measure as an index to the effects of high-probability 

request sequence intervention.  A curriculum-based measure known as the number of 

Correct Word Sequences (CWS) was used. To score CWS, the researcher counted the 

number of adjacent correctly spelled words that were syntactically and semantically 

correct within the context of the writing sample.  Capitalization and punctuation were not 

taken into account.   

Figure 4.4 shows the results of correct word sequences for both participants (Sam 

and Tom) and for each session in the baseline and intervention phase.  Table 4.7 

describes the within-phase data patterns for level, trend, and variability.  Table 4.8 

describes the between-phase data patterns for level change, immediacy of the effect and 

percentage of non-overlapping data points (PND). 

 

                                    Level                                   Trend                                Variability 
                                                                                                                         SD (Range) 
Student Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention 
 
Sam 

 
14.0 

 
38.60 

 
-0.45 

 
-1.88 

 
4.14 

(8-20) 

 
6.65 

(31-49) 
 
Tom 

 
0.00 

 
17.80 

 
0.00 

 
0.03 

 
0.00 
(0-0) 

 
7.47 

(6-28) 

Table 4.7: Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Word Sequences (CWS) 
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Student Level Change Immediacy Effects PND 

Sam -24.60 -30.33 100.00% 

Tom -17.80 -16.33 100.00% 

Table 4.8:  Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Correct Word Sequences (CWS) 

 

Sam 

For Sam, the mean CWS was 14 words (SD = 4.14) with a range of 8−20 words 

in six sessions at baseline.  Mean CWS for the high-probability request sequence 

intervention condition was 38.6 words (SD = 6.65) with a range of 31–49 words in six 

sessions.  Visual inspection of the graph showed high variability in CWS at baseline, with 

a slight downward trend (slope = -0.45). There was a fast and immediate level change 

between phase comparisons of -24.60 words. The immediacy effect between the last three 

data points in baseline and the first three data points in the intervention phase was -30.33.  

Data in the intervention phase remained moderately variable, with a slight upward trend 

with the first three points, then a quick deterioration (slope = -1.88), however data 

remained above the baseline mean. There was no overlap in data points between the 

baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 

Tom 

For Tom, the mean CWS was zero words (SD = 0.00) at baseline in four sessions. 

Mean CWS for the high-probability request sequence intervention condition was 17.8 
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words (SD = 7.47) with a range of 6−28 words in eight sessions.  Visual inspection of the 

graph showed a flat line (slope = 0) at baseline with no words written in all four sessions.  

Data in the intervention phase showed a fast and immediate level change of -17.80 in the 

desired direction.  The immediacy of the effect between the last three data points at 

baseline and the first three data points in the intervention was -16.33.  However the data 

remained highly variable, where scores fell in a large band across the graph, with a slight 

upward trend (slope = 0.03). There was no overlap in data points between the baseline 

and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 
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Figure 4.4:  Academic Changes Across Participants - Number of Correct Word 
Sequences (CWS) 
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Writing Quality⎯Correct Minus Incorrect Word Sequences 

A CIWS is traditionally used as a CBM for written grammar and mechanics. To 

score the written composition for CIWS, you first look at CWS in the passage.  A CWS is 

two adjacent words that are correctly spelled, capitalized, and punctuated, and 

grammatically and semantically accurate within the context of the sentence.  

Figure 4.5 shows the results of correct minus incorrect word sequences (CIWS) 

for both participants (Sam and Tom) and for each session in the baseline and intervention 

phase.  Table 4.9 describes the within-phase data patterns for level, trend, and variability.  

Table 4.10 describes the between-phase data patterns for level change, immediacy of the 

effect and percentage of non-overlapping data points (PND). 

 

                                    Level                                   Trend                                Variability 
                                                                                                                         SD (Range) 
Student Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention Baseline Intervention 
 
Sam 

 
11.80 

 
37.60 

 
-1.11 

 
-1.60 

 
4.16 

(8-19) 

 
6.50 

(31-47) 
 
Tom 

 
0.00 

 
16.70 

 
0.00 

 
-0.26 

 
0.00 
(0-0) 

 
7.75 

(6-28) 

Table 4.9: Within-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Minus Incorrect Word 
Sequences (CIWS) 
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Student Level Change Immediacy Effects PND 

Sam -25.80 -31.67 100% 

Tom -16.70 -16.00 100% 

Table 4.10: Between-Phase Data Patterns⎯Number of Correct Word Sequences 
(CIWS) 

Sam  

For Sam, the mean CIWS was 11.8 words (SD = 4.16) with a range of 8-19 words 

for the six sessions at baseline.  Mean CIWS for the high-probability request sequence 

intervention condition was 37.6 (SD = 6.50) with a range of 31–47 words for the six 

sessions.  Visual inspection of the graph showed a downward trend (slope = -1.11) with 

moderate variability in CIWS at baseline. There was a fast and immediate level change of 

-25.80 between phase comparisons.   The immediacy of the effect was -31.67 between the 

phases.  Data in the intervention phase remained moderately variable with a downward 

trend (slope = -1.60) and all data above the baseline mean. There was no overlap in data 

points between the baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 

Tom 

For Tom, the mean CIWS was zero words (0-0 range) in four sessions at baseline.  

Mean CIWS for the high-probability request sequence intervention condition was 16.70 

words (SD = 7.75) with a range of 6-28 words.  Visual inspection of the graph showed a 

flat line (slope = 0) at baseline with no words written in all four sessions.  Data in the 

intervention phase showed a fast and immediate change in level of -16.70, this is in the 
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desired direction, however the data remained highly variable falling in a large band 

across the graph. There was a slight downward trend (slope = -0.26). There was no 

overlap in data points between the baseline and intervention phase (PND = 100%). 
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Figure 4.5:  Academic Changes Across Participants⎯Number of Correct Minus 
Incorrect Word Sequences (CIWS) 
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RESEARCH QUESTION FOUR 

What are the perspectives of the participants towards high-probability request 

sequence interventions?  At the end of the intervention phase, participants were asked 

their preference between the baseline task and the intervention task.  Results were mixed 

(50/50). Table 4.11 shows the two participants’ responses to the survey questions. One 

participant stated he liked both of the tasks and one participant stated he did not like 

either of the tasks.  

 

Survey Question  Hated it! Did not 
like it! 

Liked it! Really 
liked it! 

Baseline: Which of these faces 
best describes how much you 
liked or disliked this writing 
method? 

0 1 1 0 

Intervention: Another method we 
used required you to write a story 
from a prompt for 5 minutes.  But 
before you began to write, we 
asked you to do some tasks that 
you identified early as fun 
(describe some of those tasks). 
Which of these faces best 
describes how much you liked or 
disliked this writing method? 

0 1 1 0 

Total Percentage: 0% 50% 50% 0% 

Table 4.11: Responses from the Participant Intervention Rating Scale 
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RESEARCH QUESTION FIVE 

What are the perspectives of the teachers toward high-probability request 

interventions? Towards the end of the study, two teachers were asked to fill out a 

questionnaire that was modified from Witt and Martens (1983). The purpose of this 

questionnaire was to obtain information to help determine the usefulness of the 

intervention used in the study for the classroom. The teachers answered five questions on 

a Likert scale.  Results showed that both teachers (100%) agreed that the high-probability 

request sequence intervention was a suitable intervention to address the behaviors of 

compliance and staying on-task. They also agreed that the intervention provided teachers 

with an alternative to traditional consequence-based methods of behavior management.  

Both also agreed that although it took time to set up they would be willing to use the 

intervention in their classroom in the future (100%).  
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly  
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. Teachers are likely to use this 
intervention because it requires 
few technical skills. 

0 0 0 0 2 0 

2. Teachers are likely to use this 
intervention because it requires 
little training to implement 
effectively.  

0 0 0 0 2 0 

3. Most teachers would find the 
intervention suitable for the 
behavior problems described: 
compliance and on-task behaviors.  

0 0 0 0 2 0 

4. Most teachers would find the 
intervention would not be 
disruptive to the other students.  

0 0 0 0 2 0 

5. I would be willing to use this 
intervention in my classroom.  

0 0 0 0 2 0 

Total Responses: 
Percentage:   

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

10 
100% 

0 
0% 

Table 4.12: Responses from the Teacher Intervention Rating Scale 

 

TREATMENT FIDELITY 

Treatment fidelity refers to the extent to which the independent variable (i.e. the 

intervention) was implemented as the researcher intended (Peterson, Homer, & 

Wonderlich, 1982). A fidelity-of-implementation checklist was developed to assess to 

what degree the implementation of the intervention was followed by the researcher 

(Appendix G and Appendix J). A total of 36% of the writing sessions in all three phases 

were observed and evaluated by a second observer for treatment integrity.  The 

intervention was implemented with a high degree of fidelity by the researcher. Mean 

treatment scores were 100% (SD = 0.00) for both participants. Table 4.13 displays the 
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results of fidelity checks. Maintenance data was not collected for Sam due to attrition 

from study.  

 

 Total Number 
of Sessions 
Conducted 

Number of 
Sessions 
Observed  

Treatment Fidelity 
% (SD)  

Sam    
Baseline 6 3 100% (0.00) 

Intervention 6 2 100% (0.00) 
Maintenance n/a n/a n/a 

Tom    
Baseline 4 1 100% (0.00) 

Intervention 8 2 100% (0.00) 
Maintenance 1 1 90.00% (0.00) 

Table 4.13:  Fidelity of Implementation Results 

INTEROBSERVER AGREEMENT (IOA) 

  The researcher trained the observer on the use of the behavioral code and 

recording system for this study.  The two behaviors observed were latency and time on-

task. Videos collected during the pilot study were used for training purposes.  During the 

training, the researcher and the observer both recorded latency and time-on task at the 

same time to establish a consistent pattern of recoding the data.  After two tries, 91% 

agreement was made. During the study, the researcher conducted all the sessions with 

each participant and video taped each session.  The observer watched 44% of the video 

taped sessions in each phase to observe and record latency and 40% in each phase to 

observe and record time on-task.  The observer’s data were compared to the researcher’s 
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data and IOA was calculated.  Interval agreement  (Kennedy, 2005) was used to calculate 

IOA for time on-task.  IOA data revealed 100% (SD = 0.00) agreement for latency for 

both the baseline and the intervention phase for both participants. IOA data for time on-

task data collected showed a 91% (SD = 5.08) agreement at baseline and 100% (SD = 

0.00) agreement at intervention for Sam.  IOA data for Tom showed 100% (SD = 0.00) 

agreement for time on-task at baseline and 93.3% (SD = 0.00) agreement for time on-task 

at the intervention phase. Table 4.14 outlines the results of the IOA for this study. 

Maintenance data was not collected for Sam due to attrition from study. Sam’s parents 

took him out of the summer school program.   

 

 Total 
Number of 
Sessions 

Latency 
Observations 

IOA 
Latency 
% (SD) 

Time On-
Task 

Observations 

IOA 
Time 0n-Task 

% (SD) 

Sam      

Baseline 6 3 100% 
(0.00) 

3 91%  
(5.08) 

Intervention 6 3 100% 
(0.00) 

3 100%  
(0.00) 

Maintenance n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Tom      

Baseline 4 1 100% 
(0.00) 

1 100%  
(0.00) 

Intervention 8 3 100% 
(0.00) 

2 93.33% 
(0.00) 

Maintenance 1 1 100% 
(0.00) 

1 100% 
(0.00) 

Table 4.14:  Interobserver Agreement (IOA) Results  
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INTERRATER RELIABILITY (IRR) 

Prior to beginning the study, the researcher provided training to the observer on 

scoring the writing passage using curriculum-based measures (CBMs). Both the 

researcher and the observer practiced scoring written passages for the three different 

CBMs: (a) number of words written, (b) correct word sequences, and (c) correct minus 

incorrect word sequences.  Both the researcher and observer achieved an interreliability 

of 90% on three different writing samples in training.  Interrater reliability was collected 

for 56% of the sessions in all three phases.  Table 4.15 displays the results as 91.6%-

100% of interrater reliability for all CBMs. Maintenance data was not collected for Sam 

due to his attrition from study. 

 
 Total Number of 

Sessions 
Number of Writing 

Prompts Scored 
IRR 

% (SD) 

Sam    

Baseline 6 4 91.60% (16.7) 

Intervention 6 2 100% (0.00) 

Maintenance n/a n/a n/a 

Tom    

Baseline 4 4 100% (0.00) 

Intervention 8 3 100% (0.00) 

Maintenance 1 1 100% (0.00) 

Table 4.15:  Interrater Reliability (IRR) Results for All Three CBMs 
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MAINTENANCE  

Two weeks after the final intervention session for Tom (session 12) maintenance 

data was collected.  Figures 4.6 through 4.10 show the maintenance data (session 13 on 

all five charts) for Tom for all five dependent measures.  No maintenance data was 

collected for Sam due to his attrition from the study after the last intervention session.  

Results show that Tom maintained above mean levels compared to intervention phase for 

all dependent measures.  The mean for latency at the intervention phase was 35 seconds 

with a range of 2–240 seconds and maintenance was 2.6 seconds. The mean for time on-

task during the intervention phase was 63.8% with a range of 20% to 80%, at the 

maintenance phase Tom maintained 90% on-task behavior.  During the intervention 

phase the mean number of words written was 20.1 and at maintenance the mean was 33.  

The mean for CWS was 17.8 words and the mean for CIWS was 16.7 words.  During the 

maintenance phase the mean for CWS was 31 words and for CIWS the mean was also 31 

words.   
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Note. Ceiling Effect = 301 seconds 

Figure 4.6: Maintenance Data-Latency  
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Figure 4.7:  Maintenance Data⎯Time On-Task  
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Figure 4.8: Maintenance Data⎯Number of Words Written (WW)  
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Figure 4.9: Maintenance Data⎯Correct Word Sequences (CWS)  
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Figure 4.10: Maintenance Data⎯Correct Minus Incorrect Word Sequences (CIWS)  
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In summary, results showed that the high-probability request sequence 

intervention reduced the latency to begin the writing task for both participants, Sam and 

Tom. Second, results showed that time on-task was increased when latency was 

decreased for both participants, which resulted in an increase in the number of words 

written for both participants in a 5-minute timed writing session. 

Social validity outcomes for participants were mixed (one liked and one did not 

like), while both teachers agreed the intervention was useful for supporting behaviors 

such as noncompliance and time on-task.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of high-p request sequence 

interventions on the initiation, the on-task behavior, the word production, and the quality 

of a writing task for students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD). A high-

probability (high-p) request sequence is a set of easy-to-perform requests that have 

produced a high level of compliance in the past paired with tasks that are usually 

followed with noncompliance or problem behavior (Banda et al., 2003).  These high-

probability requests build the momentum needed to help students carry through the task 

with a low probability of compliance.  Many researchers have examined the effects of 

high-p request sequences on challenging behavior (e.g., Banda & Kubina, 2006; Davis & 

Reichle, 2000) for young children to adults with all disability types.   

Current trends in the research indicate that high-probability request sequences are 

an effective method to increase compliance and productivity in academic settings (Lee et 

al. , 2004).  Researchers (Lee & Laspe, 2003) examined the effects of high-p request 

sequence interventions on the written word production of four students with learning 

disabilities. Lee and Laspe compared the effectiveness of high-p request sequence 

intervention and a verbal prompting with praise intervention.  Results from the study 

suggested that both interventions increased the number of words written; however, the 

high-p request sequence intervention was more efficient and produced writing behavior 

that was more persistent across the sessions.  The current study extended previous 

research by showing that the high-p request sequence intervention can be effective on the 
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word production and quality of writing with students with EBD and that it can also be 

effective in increasing the initiation and the on-task behaviors for this population as well.  

This chapter begins by describing the high-probability request used in the current 

study with the two participants, Tom and Sam. Then the chapter discusses the results of 

this study relative to the five research questions and conclusions based on the major 

findings. Following the discussion of the results, the limitations, the implications for 

practice, and the directions for future research are presented.  

Research Question One:  Effects of High-Probability Requests on Latency  

Research question one examined the effects of high-probability request sequence 

interventions on the initiation (as measured by latency) of a writing task for students with 

EBD. Decreasing the latency to begin the writing task was one way used to determine if 

the intervention in this study was effective. It was important to decrease latency because 

getting the student engaged in the task quickly is hypothesized to support on-task 

behavior and increase writing production and quality as postulated by the theory of 

behavioral momentum (Belfiore et al., 2002; Belfiore et al., 1997; Lee & Laspe, 2003).   

Nevin (1996) discussed that a response will persist longer in a condition that is tied to 

high levels of reinforcement.  Nevin called this resistance to change momentum.  When 

there is momentum in the behavior, or a rate of responding has been established, 

disruption in that responding behavior is more difficult to accomplish.  Getting a student 

to a compliant responding behavior (using tasks they like) right before asking them to 
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work on a task that has brought forth noncompliant behavior in the past, has shown to 

propel the student to begin that noncompliant task.  

 Overall the results demonstrated an improvement in both participants’ 

compliance to the writing task.  Both participants’ data showed a decrease in latency to 

begin the writing task when the high-probability request intervention was introduced. 

Sam’s already low latency decreased by 8 seconds and Tom went from not writing at all, 

to writing within seconds of the request to write. Why such dramatic effects? Primarily 

for Sam the decrease in latency could be attributed to the fact that we were already in 

writing mode.  Sam did not have to pick up the pen or remove the top of the pen, taking 

at least 3 seconds off latency. But more importantly, Sam had already gotten the “I do not 

want to do this task behavior” (e.g. sighing and asking “How long do I have to do this?”) 

out of the way. Evaluating why such a dramatic effect for Tom is more complex. It is 

possible that because the sessions were so highly structured and predictable (e.g., a script 

was read each time and writing was only scheduled for 5 minutes), the session itself was 

a reinforcement for Tom. After the first four baseline sessions, Tom seemed to 

understand that he only had to write for 5 minutes and then he could leave the session. 

Tom would ask questions about the structure and procedures of the session (e.g., “I only 

have to write for 5 minutes right?”).  Although he was happy to leave when the session 

was over, Tom’s stories were well thought out and on topic.  

These findings for decreasing the latency to initiate a request are consistent with 

previous research of high-probability request sequence interventions and the treatment of 

noncompliance with academic tasks (Belfiore et al., 2002; Wehby & Hollahan, 2000).  
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Wehby and Hollahan examined the effect of the high-p request sequence intervention on 

the latency to begin independent seatwork during an instructional math setting and found 

that the intervention was effective in the treatment of noncompliance. However, the 

effects of the duration of the engagement of the tasks were less clear.  In a similar study, 

Belfiore et al., showed similar results with regard to decreasing latency to begin a math 

task, but also did not show length of the engagement with the task.  

Latency does not capture the full range of behavioral engagement because 

students may initiate a task quickly but take an excessive amount of time to complete it or 

not complete it at all. In fact, this was the case with Sam.  Sam would begin the writing 

task quickly during baseline, but would not stay on task.  Because of this, on-task 

behavior was also captured in this study.  

Research Question Two: Effects of High-Probability Requests on Time On-Task 

Research question two examined the effects of high-probability request sequence 

interventions on the on-task behaviors (as measured by momentary time sampling) of a 

writing task for students with EBD.  A second method used to determine the 

effectiveness of the intervention in this study was to measure time on-task.  The 

participants had to write for 5 minutes each session.  Five minutes may not seem like a lot 

of time, but for students who have a history of noncompliance with writing, this is a 

significant accomplishment. Both participants had an increase in on-task behavior during 

the intervention phase of the study.   
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Overall the results demonstrated an improvement in both participants’ time on-

task behavior.  Sam’s on-task behavior level changed from a mean of 51.9% at baseline 

to a mean of 96.6% at the intervention phase. During baseline, Sam would begin to write 

quickly (mean latency was 11 seconds) but did not stay on-task the entire 5 minutes 

(mean 51.9%). Several times during baseline Sam would say he was “done writing” 

between minute 3 and 4.  In fact, it was not until the intervention phase that Sam stayed 

on-task the entire 5 minutes of writing time.   

At baseline, Tom refused to write. During the first intervention phase session, 

Tom did not write until the last minute on the clock.  After that, for sessions 2−8, Tom 

began writing quickly and wrote for every session during the intervention phase.  Tom’s 

on task behavior changed from a mean of 0% to 63.8% (SD =23.5).  However his on-task 

behavior was highly variable with 2 points following below the data path (but above 

baseline) during the intervention phase.  The current study was limited by the ceiling 

effect at baseline for Tom because he refused to write for four sessions. For this data set 

anything was going to be an improvement from baseline. However, because results for 

the intervention are mirrored in Sam’s data and therefore shows consistency in the data, 

this supports the use of high-probability request sequence interventions to improve on-

task behavior during writing tasks for students with EBD (Kratochwill et al., 2010).  

Several other studies examining the effectiveness of high-p request sequence 

interventions used time on-task as the dependent measure and had similar results 

(Calderhead, Filter, & Albin, 2006; Skinner et al., 2002).  For example, Skinner et al. 

showed that four participants with EBD increased their on-task behavior while working 
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on experimental math assignments. In a similar study, Calderhead et al., also showed 

progression in on-task behavior for two participants with learning disabilities. A 

significant difference between those two studies and the current study is that both of the 

earlier studies interspersed high-probability request sequence interventions (easy math 

problems) between low-probability math problems (harder math problems), so the 

reinforcement was present throughout the intervention session.  In the current study the 

high-p request intervention was only present at the beginning of the session. Because the 

session was short (5 minutes), the intervention was not needed to maintain the on-task 

behavior.  However future studies should examine longer writing times and interspersing 

the high-probability request sequences throughout the writing assignment.  

Research Question Three: Effects of High-Probability Requests on Writing 

Production and Quality 

Research question three examined the effects of high-probability request sequence 

interventions on production (as measured by number of words written) and quality (as 

measured by correct word sequences and correct minus incorrect word sequences) of a 

written composition by students with EBD.  The third way to examine the effectiveness 

of the high-probability intervention on writing is to examine the participants’ writing 

production and quality. Three different curriculum-based measures were used. This study 

used number of words written (WW), correct word sequences (CWS), and correct minus 

incorrect word sequences (CIWS).  Espin et al. (2008) explored the relationship between 

CBM in written expression and the quality and completeness of expository writing in 
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middle school students.  Espin et al. concluded that both correct word sequences (CWS) 

and correct minus incorrect word sequences (CIWS) yield more reliable and valid scores 

than WW for elementary and middle school students.  However, because this study 

worked with students who refused to write and had poor writing skills, a measure that 

would show some growth in getting words on the paper was necessary. The WW measure 

showed productivity whereas the other two CBM dependent measures (CWS and CIWS) 

showed quality of the participants’ writing with regard to spelling and grammar.  

Mason et al. (2010) used number of words written to evaluate the effectiveness of 

strategy instruction in persuasive quick writing with five seventh-graders with EBD.  The 

sessions were 10 minutes long.  Results showed an increase in word production for four 

out of the five participants.  Mastropieri et al. (2009) also used number of words written 

to evaluate the effectiveness of strategy instruction in persuasive quick writing with 12 

eighth-graders with EBD.  Results showed an increase in word production for all 12 

participants. While both of these studies used number of words written as the dependent 

measure, other measures of writing quality were used (e.g., counting number of essay 

parts used and counting number of strategies used in the essays), the researchers did not 

use CWS and CIWS.  

Both participants in the study showed an increase in writing production from 

baseline when the high-probability request sequence was introduced. Time on-task did 

have an effect the number of words written.  The more the participant stayed on-task, the 

more words were written in the 5-minute session.  
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In a similar study, Lee and Laspe (2003) measured the number of words written 

within a 20-minute writing session during baseline and two different intervention 

conditions.  The number of words written increased over baseline in both intervention 

conditions, and verbal prompts were marginally more effective than the high-probability 

request sequence intervention to increase word production.   Results from the study 

suggested that both interventions increased the number of words written, but the quality 

of the writing was not examined.  

Sam’s Writing Sample 

 
Sam showed an increase from a mean of 17.3 words in 5 minutes of writing time 

at baseline to a mean of 40.8 words in 5 minutes of writing time at the intervention phase.  

Sam’s writing quality scored a mean of 38.6 correct word sequences (CWS) and 37.6 

correct minus incorrect word sequences (CIWS) at intervention as compared to the mean 

of 40.8 (WW) for word count. Sam’s best session in the intervention phase was session 

three. In session three Sam wrote 52 words with 49 CWS and 47 CIWS.  This was Sam’s 

highest scores for WW, CWS, and CIWS.  Also highest during session three was Sam’s 

on task behavior (100%) and as expected, session three also showed the lowest latency to 

begin the task (1.8 seconds).  However, this does not tell the real quality of Sam’s 

writing.  While Sam increased an average of 23 words during the intervention phase and 

spelled most of the words correctly, his stories did not make a lot of sense.  Sam used 

only words he could spell which gravely limited his story content.  Sam’s highest word 
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count was session three during the intervention phase.  Figure 5.1 displays Sam’s writing 

for session three.  

 

Prompt: Toby and his friends were walking through their neighborhood. They passed a yellow 

dog that first began to talk to them and then... 

Sam’s Writing: 

A dog look and make a funny face and he said to the boy hey is your name? It is dog.  The dog 

have a can and the dog come to the boy and he look at him. I get the dog to eat and to play and to 

run and I … 

Figure 5.1:  Sam’s Writing Intervention Phase Session Three 

Tom’s Writing Sample 

Tom showed an increase from the mean of zero words in 5 minutes of writing 

time at baseline to a mean of 20.1 words in 5 minutes of writing time at the intervention 

phase.   Tom’s writing quality scored a mean of 17.8 for CWS and 16.7 for CIWS. 

Intervention session six was Tom’s best session.  The word count in session six was 29 

words with 28 CWS and 28 CIWS.  Time on-task was also highest in session six at 80% 

with his latency of 6.8 seconds, which was the second lowest latency score.  Compared 

with Sam, Tom started with high-quality stories that had interesting story lines and 

characters and he demonstrated good command of spelling.  Tom’s spelling was above 

grade level. Figure 5.2 is Tom’s writing sample from session six. 
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Prompt: The traveler realized after his plane took off that he was on the wrong flight and was 

heading to Antarctica. Right away, he... 

 

Tom’s Writing: 

jumped off the plane because it was crashing and the plane was now in the cold water 

with polar bears and seals and he tried to quickly find food… 

Figure 5.2: Tom’s Writing Intervention Phase Session Six  

The meaningfulness of this data is apparent in that each of the participants had a 

very different set of writing skills and different types of non-compliance.  Sam, a seventh 

grader, had a writing skill deficit and was performing at a first-grade level.  Sam avoided 

writing tasks because they were difficult for him.  Tom’s writing skills were on grade 

level and he avoided writing skills because he did not want to write.  Although one 

participant had a skill deficit and the other participant a performance deficit, the high-

probability request sequence worked well in both instances. It is also important to note 

that the intervention was successful without the use a programmed reinforcer, which is 

the typical practice when working with students who are noncompliant.  

Research Question Four: Social Validity for Participants 

 Research question four examined the perspectives of the participants towards 

high-probability request sequence interventions. In order to measure the social validity in 

this study, each participant completed a social validity survey at the end of the 
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intervention period (Appendix N).  The survey determined the quality of the intervention 

and the effectiveness of the intervention in the eyes of the participants.  The survey asked 

two questions about the likability of the baseline and intervention sessions, which the 

participants answered by pointing to pictures of faces.  The faces described four different 

emotions: “Hated it,” “Did not like it,” “Liked it,” and “Really liked it.”  One participant 

did not like the study and answered, “Did not like it” for both questions. The other 

participant liked the study and answered, “Liked it” for both questions. The participant 

who said he did not like the study smiled when he gave his answers to the survey 

question so one can assume this was his standard answer to most questions about school 

work.  

Research Question Five: Social Validity for Teachers 

 Research question five examined the perspectives of the teachers towards high-

probability request interventions.   A rating scale was adapted from Witt and Marten 

(1983) to assess the teacher acceptability of the behavioral intervention used in the 

current study (Appendix O).  Although the researcher provided the intervention, the 

teachers were present during many of the intervention sessions. Two teachers answered 

the survey.  Both teachers agreed that the high-probability request sequence intervention 

was a suitable intervention to address the behaviors of compliance and staying on-task.  

They also agreed that the intervention provided teachers with an alternative to traditional 

consequence-based methods of behavior management.  Both also agreed that although it 
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took time to set up, they would be willing to use the intervention in their classroom in the 

future.  

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY  

The sample size, attrition, possible practice effects, summer schedule, and the 

writing skills of the participants all contributed to the limitations of this study.  

Sample Size   

One major limitation in this study was the small sample size. Experimental 

control is demonstrated when the design of the study documents three demonstrations of 

the experimental effect across participants in a multiple-baseline design (Horner et al., 

2005).  Several attempts were made to secure more participants that met the criteria for 

the study and whose parents provided permission for the study. However, only two 

participants qualified and participated which placed a significant limitation on the study. 

A second limitation was Sam’s attrition from the study. Sam left the study after 

six intervention sessions, therefore no maintenance data was collected.  Sam’s data 

showed a clear trend in the predicted direction, but Sam’s attrition from the study after 

only six data points could have posed a threat to internal validity.  According to Horner et 

al. (2005) three is the minimum number of repetitions in a phase to meet standard, and 

four or more repetitions are needed to meet standard (Kratochwill et al. 2010).  There 

were six repetitions in the baseline and intervention phases for Sam which made possible 

a clear detection of trends and effects.  Although there were enough data collected during 
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the intervention phase, it was unfortunate not to have been able to collect maintenance 

data from Sam.  

Practice Effects 

Practice effects posed another possible limitation to the study. Having the 

participants do the exact same writing procedure over and over again (13−15 times) with 

the same researcher could have made the task less aversive.  Specifically, both 

participants felt more comfortable with the researcher half way through the research 

study. The participants engaged in longer conversations, asked the researcher questions 

(e.g., “Are we going to do this again tomorrow?”), and came willingly and almost 

excitedly with the researcher as if they enjoyed doing the task more than doing what the 

class was doing.  The intervention seemed to allow for the escape function to be met by 

both of the participants. Sam escaped from the routine of the summer school language 

arts class.  Tom escaped from art class.  

Summer Schedule 

The study was conducted in two settings during summer school and summer 

camp, so schedules were not as predictable as they could have been during a regular 

school session.  The participants were absent several times and one of the participants 

was suspended from the last day of summer school due to behavior.  Beginning in July, 

both participants went to two separate summer camps, which created for a setting switch 

at the intervention phase, and created some time delays.  
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Writing Skills  

Sam had a skill deficit in writing and was performing well below grade level. 

Tom had a performance deficit and refused most writing tasks in the classroom.  The 

participants’ writing deficits contributed to their writing avoidance.  Easier prompts, such 

as writing about themselves could have been used to support the students’ writing 

engagement. Although Sam was going into the seventh grade, his writing skills were at a 

first-grade level. Sam could not write a complete sentence with capitalization and 

punctuation, and could not spell words beyond the basic consonant vowel consonant 

spelling pattern (e.g. cat, dog) and sight words.  Tom was going into the fourth grade and 

was struggling in writing as well, but he had excellent spelling skills and began with 

interesting on-topic stories. Writing a story was overwhelming for Tom and contributed 

greatly to his noncompliant behavior. An organizational tool for writing, breaking down 

the task, electronic spellers, computers for typing, easier more child-centered prompts, 

and word banks all would have helped support the writing behaviors for both participants. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

Students who practice writing get better at it.  This study has real-world 

implications for EBD students in the classroom.  First of all, 5 minutes is a lot of writing 

time for someone who never writes. Getting a student to write for 5 minutes everyday can 

have significant implications for improving a student’s writing skills (academics) and the 

decreasing student’s avoidance of writing (behavior). Second, the use of high-probability 

requests to decrease the latency to begin a writing task also can have important 
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implications in the classroom.  Getting students started on an assignment right away can 

eliminate the avoidance and disruptive behaviors teachers will typically see from students 

who do not like to write.  

Finally, the intervention is easy to use once the classroom teacher identifies the 

high-probability request sequence interventions.  Data from the teacher survey show that 

this is a strategy that can be easily implemented in the classroom and that it would be an 

agreeable alternative to other consequence-based behavior management techniques. 

Setting up a high-p sequence intervention in the classroom takes time (Lee et al., 2008) 

but it is worth it if it can support a student who refuses to write, to begin writing and to 

remain engaged in the writing task.   In 2008, Lee, Belfiore, and Budin wrote an article 

for Teaching Exceptional Children called “Riding the Wave: Creating a Momentum of 

School Success.”  The researchers explained how to use high-p request sequence 

interventions to support behavioral engagement in academic tasks for students with 

compliance issues. The article, which also explains how to set up the high-p intervention 

procedure in the classroom, is a good place for teachers to begin to learn how to do this 

type of positive and proactive intervention.  

DIRECTIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH  

Previous researchers (Lee & Laspe, 2003) examined the effects of high-p request 

sequence interventions on the writing production of students with learning disabilities. 

This study extended the work to students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD), 

and found that it can be effective to support the writing behaviors in this population as 
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well.  The current study found that the participants’ writing skills were several grade 

levels below their peers and that this level of performance contributed to the participants’ 

avoidance of all writing tasks.  Pairing both a behavioral and an academic intervention 

will go a long way towards supporting these students. Future research should examine the 

effects of the high-p request intervention paired with self-regulated strategy development 

(SRSD) because SRSD has been shown to be an effective strategy in improving the 

writing production and quality for students with EBD (Lane et al., 2010; Little et al., 

2010).  

The current study looked at two different dependent measures to capture 

behavioral engagement: latency and time on-task over a 5-minute period. Although 5 

minutes seems like a long time someone who never writes, future research should 

examine whether the high-p request intervention supports extending the amount of time 

students are engaged in the writing task to 20 minutes or more to increase practice time 

and encourage the development of richer stories.  

SUMMARY 

In order to improve student’s writing skills, teachers must get students to write.  

This can be a difficult accomplishment for students with emotional and behavioral 

disorders who struggle with compliance and avoidance issues. Increasing the 

opportunities for students with EBD to succeed academically in school and socially in 

life requires effective practices designed to improve behavior and academic performance. 

The purpose of this study was to extend the literature on high-probability request 
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sequence interventions and to identify ways to increase the academic engagement and 

achievement of students with EBD, specifically in writing tasks. 

Results of this study indicate that compliant responses of EBD students to writing 

tasks can be increased and maintained using high-probability request sequences.   The 

intervention resulted in shortening the latency to begin writing tasks, increasing on-task 

behavior, increasing the number of words written in a 5-minute writing session, and 

ultimately increasing the correct word sequences and correct minus incorrect word 

sequences as well.  PND data revealed this intervention to be highly effective. 

Additionally, the results of the social validity surveys indicate that teaching professionals 

would see this intervention as a valuable tool in the classroom to support noncompliant 

and on-task behaviors.  Although both participants were not completely fond of the 

intervention, both of them showed growth in all five dependent measures.  
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Appendix A 

Parental Permission for Children Participation in Research 
 

Dear Parent or Guardian:  

Your child has been invited to participate in a study called: The Impact of Using High-

Probability Request Sequence (Favorite Tasks) Interventions to Increase Compliance Behaviors 

Towards Academic Writing Tasks. The purpose of this form is to provide you (as the parent of a 

prospective research study participant) with information that may affect your decision as to whether 

or not to let your child participate in this research study.  The person performing the research will 

describe the study to you and answer all your questions.  Read the information below and ask any 

questions you might have before deciding whether or not to give your permission for your child to 

take part. If you decide to let your child be involved in this study, this form will be used to record 

your permission. 

If you agree, your child will be asked to participate in a research study about the use of 

favorite tasks during writing assignments.  The purpose of this study is to see if using writing 

tasks liked by your child during writing time at school will help your child start and complete 

their writing assignments in class.  If you allow your child to participate in this study, they will be 

asked to:  

Ø give us permission to work with them for ten – 10 minute sessions in the regular 

classroom with the teacher present 

Ø give us permission to video record each of the sessions 

Ø tell us about writing tasks they like to do and writing tasks that they do not like to do 

Ø write for 5 minutes on an assigned topic given by their teacher 

Ø give us their opinion about the study on the last day 

Study Number: 2013-030043 
Approval Date: 05/16/2013 
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This study will take only ten - 10 minute sessions and there will be a total of four other 

students in this study.  Your child will be video recorded with permission. The video recordings 

will be stored in a secure location and will be erased once the research study is over. The video 

recording will be viewed by me, the investigator, and another graduate student to determine if all 

procedures in the study were followed correctly.  Once they are viewed and data is collected they 

will be erased.  

There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study. The possible benefits of 

participation in this study are improvements in writing performance and improvements in starting 

and finishing writing assignments for your child. Your child’s participation in this study is 

voluntary. Your child may decline to participate or to withdraw from participation at any time.  

Withdrawal or refusing to participate will not affect their relationship with The University of 

Texas at Austin in anyway. You can agree to allow your child to be in the study now and change 

your mind later without any penalty.   

This research study will take place during regular classroom writing activities in your 

child’s regular classroom; however, if you do not want your child to participate, an alternate 

activity will be available and will be assigned by your child’s classroom teacher.  In addition to 

your permission, your child must agree to participate in the study.  If you child does not want to 

participate they will not be included in the study and there will be no penalty.  If your child 

initially agrees to be in the study they can change their mind later without any penalty.  

Neither you nor your child will receive any type of payment participating in this study. 

All participants will be provided with small tokens of appreciation such as pencils, notebooks, 

erasers, and stickers at the end of the study.  This study is confidential.  I will not use your child’s 

name on any documents. I will assign an ID number to all students when entering and analyzing 

data. If you choose to participate in this study, your child will be video recorded.  Any video 
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recordings will be stored securely and only the research team will have access to the recordings.  

Recordings will be kept for five weeks and then erased at the end of the study.  The data resulting 

from your participation may be used for future research or be made available to other researchers 

for research purposes not detailed within this consent form. 

Prior, during or after your participation you can contact the researcher Melissa M. Chavez at 

512-797-4302 or send an email to m.m.chavez@austin.utexas.edu.  This study has been reviewed and 

approved by The University Institutional Review Board and the study number is 2013-03-0043.  For 

questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can contact, 

anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871 or email at 

orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  

You are making a decision about allowing your child to participate in this study. Your 

signature below indicates that you have read the information provided above and have decided to 

allow them to participate in the study. If you later decide that you wish to withdraw your 

permission for your child to participate in the study you may discontinue his or her participation 

at any time.  You will be given a copy of this document. 

______   My child MAY be video recorded. 

______   My child MAY NOT be video recorded. 

 

_________________________________ 

Printed Name of Child 

________________________________    _________________ 

Signature of Parent(s) or Legal Guardian Date 

_________________________________   _________________  

Signature of Investigator                  Date 
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Invitation to Participate – Parent Letter 
 

Dear Parent:  

I am conducting a study at your child’s school.  The study will be looking to see if 

using writing tasks liked by children during writing time at school will help children start 

and complete their writing assignments.  Your child’s classroom teacher thought your 

child would be a great candidate for our study.  

I will be providing an information session about the study at the school on June 

18, 2013 at 7:30 a.m.  During the information session I will provide all the details of the 

study and answer any questions you might have about the study. If you cannot make this 

information session, but are interested in allowing your child to participate, I am also 

available by phone to answer any of your questions or concerns.  You can reach me at 

512-797-4302.   

I have attached a permission letter that goes over the study in more detail.  Again, 

thank you for considering participation in our research study and please call me with 

questions and concerns.  

Thank you,  

 

Melissa M. Chavez 
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Appendix B 

Assent for Participation in Research 
Dear Student:  

You have been asked to be in a research study about using favorite tasks during writing 

assignments. This study was explained to your parents and they said that you could be in it if you 

want to.  We are doing this study to see if using favorite tasks during writing time at school will 

help students start and complete their writing assignments.  If you agree to be in this study, you 

will be asked to:  

§ work for  ten 10-minute sessions in your regular classroom with the researcher and your 

classroom teacher 

§ give us permission to video record each of the sessions 

§ tell us about writing tasks you like to do and writing tasks that you do not like to do 

§ write for 5 minutes on an assigned topic given by your teacher 

§ give us your opinion about the study on the last day  

This study will take place in your classroom and there will be five other students in this 

study. With your permission, you will be video recorded.  At the end of our study, the videotapes 

will be erased. There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study. 

Your participation is voluntary.  You should only be in the study if you want to.  You can 

even decide you want to be in the study now, and change your mind later.  No one will be upset. 

If you would like to participate please sign this form and return to your teacher. You will receive 

a copy of this form so if you want to you can look at it later. 

 

You will not receive any type of payment for participating in this study.  All participants will be 

provided with tokens of appreciation such as pencils, notebooks, erasers, and stickers at the end 
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of the study. The records of this study will be kept private.  Your responses may be used for a 

future study by these researchers or other researchers. 

Writing your name on this page means that the page was read by or to you and that you 

agree to be in the study and to be video recorded.  If you have any questions before, after or 

during the study, ask the person in charge or tell your teacher.  If you decide to quit the study, all 

you have to do is tell the person in charge, your parent, or your teacher. 

 

 

 

________________________________   ____________________ 

 Signature of Participant Date 
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Appendix C 

Preference Assessment Interview (High-p): What I like to write about most! 
Participant’s ID Number: _____________________________________ Date:______________ 

 
Please tell me about how you like to write and what you like to write about by answering the 
following questions and filling in the table below with a “yes” or “no” answer.  
 
 Yes No 

I like to write about animals.   

I like to write about history.   

I like to write about computer games.    

I like to write about science fiction and fantasy.   

I like to write about famous people.    

I like to write about sports.   

I like to write about myself.    

I like to write about my family.    

I like to draw when I write.   

I like to write comic strips.    

I like to write down the words from my spelling list.    

I like to write the words on the word wall in my classroom.   

I like to plan my writing on a brainstorming sheet.    

I like to copy sentences from the board.    

I like to copy sentences from books.    

I like to copy words from a dictionary.    

I like to write with pencils.   

I like to write with pens.    

 
What are your favorite things to read about?  
 
 
 
List other things do you like to do at school.   
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Appendix D 

High – Probability (high-p) Request Sequence (Preference) Validation Protocol 
 

Participant ID #:______________________   Date of Observation: _________________ 
 
 

Possible High-p Request Complied  Did Not 
Comply 

1   
2   
3   
4   
5   
6   
7   
8   
9   
10   
11   
12   
13   
14   
15   
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   

 
Lee, D. L., Belfiore, P.J., & Budin, S. G. (2008). Riding the wave: Creating a momentum 

of school success. Teaching Exceptional Children, 40, 65-70. 
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Appendix E 

Latency Data Sheet 
 

Participant’s ID Number: ___________________________________  

Observer(s): ______________________________________________ 

Instructions: Write in the request or opportunity presented to the student (e.g., prompt, 
presentation or work, etc.) and the behavior of interest below. Record the amount of time it takes 
for the student to start the behavior once the request or opportunity is presented. Summarize the 
data each day by calculating the elapsed time (request to write minus time writing begins).  

Behavior: Participant begins writing.  

☐ Baseline Phase ☐ Intervention Phase       ☐ Maintenance Phase 
 

Session / Date Time Prompt Given Time Behavior Begins Latency  

1    

2    

3    

4    

5    

6    

7    

8    

9    

10    
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Appendix F 

Momentary Time Samples: Interval Recordings of Time On-Task  

 
Participant’s ID #: _________________ Date: ______________Session Number:________ 
 
Person recording the data: ____________________________________________________ 
 

☐ Baseline Phase ☐ Intervention Phase       ☐ Maintenance Phase 
 
Directions:  
Step 1: Determine the observable behavior stated below. 
On-Task Behavior: Head towards paper, visibly attempting task (e.g., writing, making a list, drawing a 
picture) 
Off- Task Behavior: Eyes not focused on paper (e.g., looking around the room, talking to peers, out of 
seat) 
Step 2: Record at 10-second intervals, for one minute, every minute for 5 minutes. For a one minute 
recording period, circle on t (on-task) or off t (off-task) at the end of 10 sec., 20 sec., 30 sec., 40 sec., 50 
sec., and 60 sec. ��� 

  1 minute 
intervals  

10 
seconds 

20 
seconds 

30 
seconds 

40 
seconds 

50 
seconds 

60 
seconds 

Total 
On-task 

A  
(minute 1) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t /6 

B 
(minute 2) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t /6 

C 
(minute 3) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t /6 

D 
(minute 4) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t /6 

E 
(minute 5) 

on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t on t   off t /6 

      Total % 
of time  

On-task:  

/30 
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Appendix G 

Data Collection Protocol and Integrity Checklist: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

Experimenter Script:  

☐ Obtain student assent: “Good morning __________. Would it be ok if we worked on writing 

together today?” 

☐ Record the student response:    Yes      No 

☐ Say to the student: “When I say begin, you are going to write a story about (read the prompt).  

You will think and plan before you write. You will write for 5 minutes. On this page, you can 

think and plan here and write your story here.  Point to the places on the page where the student 

will think and plan, and where the student will write the story.  

☐ Say to the student: “You can use the writing strategies you have learned in class with your 

teachers to help you form your ideas.  You will use a pen, so if you make a mistake just cross it 

out. Are there any questions?” 

☐   Respond to any questions the student may have. 

☐   Say to the student, “Think and plan and when you are ready, begin to write your story. Your 

5-minute writing time begins now.”   

☐ Hand the student a pen. Start the timer for 5 minutes.  

☐ Give 1-minute warning that writing time will soon end. Say, “You have one more minute.” 

☐ After the 5 minutes is up say to the student, “Your writing time is now over, please stop 

writing now.” 

☐ Give general praise to the student (e.g., Great job writing today!) 

☐ Collect student’s work.                

 

Signature of person completing integrity checklist _______________________  
Total # of steps completed: ___/11                        % of steps completed: ____ 
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Appendix H 

Story Prompt Session # 1: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

WRITE: 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The group of friends started to take a walk through an unfamiliar city, but soon 
realized that they had forgotten their map. So they... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 2: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  

 

 

 

 

 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ___________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: When the snowstorm began, the lights went out just before… 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 3: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The boy was on his way to see the dinosaur in the museum when... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 4: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  

Signature of person scoring the writing prompt __________________________________________ 

PROMPT: The girl was looking through the telescope at the moon when she noticed that... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 5: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The three friends walked up the hill to see the train as... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 6: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The zookeeper noticed that the cage was open and... 
 



 141  

Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 7: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

PROMPT: Yesterday I went to the neighborhood pool to swim when… 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 8: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

PROMPT: The soccer player tried to kick the ball toward the goal, but instead the ball sailed 
high overhead and... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 9: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The people at the carnival were surprised that... 
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Appendix H Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 10: Baseline Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

PROMPT: The girl found a toy in the yard that... 
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Appendix I 

High – Probability Request Sequences – Intervention Phase 
 
 

Participant Personal High-P List  

Sam • Write the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 1st  Grade). 
• Copy the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 1st  Grade). 
• Read the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 1st  Grade). 

 

Tom • Write the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 3rd Grade). 
• Copy the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 3rd Grade). 
• Spell the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 3rd Grade). 
• Read the word… (any three on the Dolch List for 3rd Grade).  
• Build this Lego figure. 
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Appendix J 

Data Collection Protocol and Integrity Checklist: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

Experimenter Script:  

☐ Obtain student assent: “Good morning __________. Would it be ok if we worked on writing 

together today?” 

☐ Record the student response:    Yes      No 

☐ Provide the high-p request sequence now.  

☐Say to the student: “When I say begin, you are going to write a story about (read the prompt).  

You will think and plan before you write. You will write for 5 minutes. On this page, you can 

think and plan here and write your story here.  Point to the places on the page where the student 

will think and plan, and where the student will write the story.  

☐ Say to the student: “You can use the writing strategies you have learned in class with your 

teachers to help you form your ideas.  You will use a pen, so if you make a mistake just cross it 

out. Are there any questions?” 

☐   Respond to any questions the student may have. 

☐   Say to the student, “Think and plan and when you are ready, begin to write your story. 

Your 5-minute writing time begins now.”   

☐ Hand the student a pen. Start the timer for 5 minutes.  

☐ Give one-minute warning that writing time will soon end. Say, “You have one more minute.” 

☐After the five - minutes is up say to the student, “Your writing time is now over, please stop 

writing now.” 

☐ Give general praise to the student (e.g., Great job writing today!) 

☐ Collect student’s work.     

            Signature of person completing integrity checklist _______________________  
Total # of steps completed: ___/12                         % of steps completed: ____ 
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Appendix K  

Story Prompt Session # 1: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

PROMPT: After the thunderstorm, Jocelyn rushed outside to look at a large tree that had fallen 
in the street, but she could not reach the tree because... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 2: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: While the family slept out on the deck, their boat drifted out into the deep 
ocean. When they woke up... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 3: Intervention Phase 
Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

PROMPT: Toby and his friends were walking through their neighborhood. They passed a 
yellow dog that first began to talk to them and then... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 4: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

PROMPT: Last week, a dog wandered into my school and... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 5: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

 

PROMPT: While digging in her garden, Annabelle uncovered an ancient metal box with 
strange markings. When she opened it... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 6: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The traveler realized after his plane took off that he was on the wrong flight and 
was heading to Antarctica. Right away, he... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 7: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 

 

PROMPT: The hikers decided to camp next to the waterfall because... 
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Appendix K Continued 

Story Prompt Session # 8: Intervention Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

 

PROMPT: Tom and Trina were walking home from school when a delivery truck went by and 
a package fell off of the back of the truck. The two friends decided to... 
 

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt ________________________________ 
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Appendix L 

Data Collection Protocol and Integrity Checklist: Maintenance Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

Experimenter Script:  

☐ Obtain student assent: “Good morning __________. Would it be ok if we worked on writing 

together today?” 

☐ Record the student response:    Yes      No 

☐ Say to the student: “When I say begin, you are going to write a story about (read the 

prompt).  You will think and plan before you write. You will write for 5 minutes. On this page, 

you can think and plan here and write your story here.  Point to the places on the page where 

the student will think and plan, and where the student will write the story.  

☐ Say to the student: “You can use the writing strategies you have learned in class with your 

teachers to help you form your ideas.  You will use a pen, so if you make a mistake just cross it 

out. Are there any questions?” 

☐   Respond to any questions the student may have. 

☐   Say to the student, “Think and plan and when you are ready, begin to write your story. 

Your 5-minute writing time begins now.”   

☐ Hand the student a pen.  Start the timer for 5 minutes.  

☐ Give one-minute warning that writing time will soon end. Say, “You have one more minute.” 

☐After the five - minutes is up say to the student, “Your writing time is now over, please stop 

writing now.” 

☐ Give general praise to the student (e.g., Great job writing today!) 

☐ Collect student’s work.     

Signature of person completing integrity checklist _______________________  
Total # of steps completed: ___/11                         % of steps completed: ____ 
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Appendix M 

Story Prompt Session # 1: Maintenance Phase 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 

 
 
THINK and PLAN:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITE: 
_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 

 

  

CBM Results:  WW =  ___ CWS =___ CIWS =___  
 
Signature of person scoring the writing prompt _______________________________ 

 

PROMPT: Riding into the city on the bus, the boy saw the big buildings and... 
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Appendix N 

Participant Acceptability Assessment 

Participant’s ID number: ____________________Date: _______________Session Number:____ 

 
 
Say to the participant: “We have worked together using a number of different methods to help 
you with writing.  Let’s review some of the methods that we used.” 
 
 
 
I. Baseline Condition 
 
Describe the baseline condition: “One method we used required you to write a story from a 
prompt for five minutes.” 
 
Show the student the face sheet and say, “Look at this sheet of faces (review the faces).  Which 
of these faces best describes how much you liked or disliked this writing method?” 
 
Hated it! Did not like it! Liked it! Really liked it! 
    
 
 
 
 
II. Intervention – Momentum Condition 
 
Describe the intervention condition: “Another method we used required you to write a story 
from a prompt for five minutes.  But before you began to write, we asked you to do some tasks 
that you identified early as fun (describe some of those tasks).” 
 
Show the student the face sheet and say, “Look at this sheet of faces (review the faces).  Which 
of these faces best describes how much you liked or disliked this writing method?  
 
Hated it! Did not like it! Liked it! Really liked it! 
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Appendix N Continued 

Participant Acceptability Response Sheet 

Please point to your responses to the questions in the acceptability assessment.  

 

Hated It! 

 Did not like it! 
 

Liked it! 
 

Really liked it! 
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Appendix O 

Teacher Intervention Rating Scale 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information that will help determine the usefulness 
of the intervention used in the study and in your classroom.  Please circle the number which best 
describes your agreement or disagreement with each statement.  
 
 

 

St
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D

is
ag

re
e 

D
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e 
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D
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e 
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A
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A
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A
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ee

 

1. Teachers are likely to use this intervention because it 
requires few technical skills. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Teachers are likely to use this intervention because it 
requires little training to implement effectively.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Most teachers would find the intervention suitable 
for the behavior problems described: compliance and 
on-task behaviors.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Most teachers would find the intervention would not 
be disruptive to the other students.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I would be willing to use this intervention in my 
classroom.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Comments:  

 

 

 

This rating scale was adapted from Witt, J.C., & Martens, B.K. (1983). Assessing the 

acceptability of behavioral interventions used in the classroom.  Psychology in the Schools, 20, 

510 – 517.  
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