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Empirical Research

Externalizing behaviors undermine learning environments, 
yet many teachers report receiving inadequate preservice 
training to manage these behaviors in the classroom 
(Christofferson & Sullivan, 2015). Disruptive, aggressive, 
and noncompliant behaviors constitute the majority of 
externalizing problems that negatively affect classroom 
learning environments (E. Little, 2003; E. Little & Hudson, 
1998). These problem behaviors interfere with instructional 
delivery, contribute to an unproductive learning atmo-
sphere, and compromise students’ ability to stay focused 
and learn (Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). Students 
who exhibit classroom problem behaviors are likely to 
experience negative short- and long-term outcomes, includ-
ing poor grades, absenteeism, exclusionary discipline, con-
duct problems, school dropout, and incarceration (e.g., 
Broidy et al., 2003; Doll & Cummings, 2008; Gilliam, 
2005). Moreover, evidence suggests that student external-
izing behaviors become increasingly resistant to change 
over time (Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Hammond, 2001). 
Therefore, it is imperative to support teachers to deliver 
evidence-based classroom management practices that effec-
tively prevent externalizing behaviors and promote behav-
ioral engagement in the classroom.

Traditional Classroom Management as 
Reactive and Punitive

Effective teaching requires the delivery of evidence-based 
practices to successfully manage classroom behavior and 
promote high rates of engagement in learning (Brophy & 
McCaslin, 1992; Melnick & Meister, 2008). However, a 
significant proportion of teachers are unaware of and are 
not adequately trained to manage student behavior 
(Christofferson & Sullivan, 2015; Stormont, Reinke, & 
Herman, 2011). For example, in a survey of elementary 
school teachers, more than 90% reported that they needed 
more professional development in behavior management 
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(Wolery, Werts, Lisowski, Caldwell, & Snyder, 1995). 
Moreover, findings suggest that most postgraduate teacher 
candidates in their study felt ill-prepared to manage disrup-
tive behavior (DB) in the classroom (Bromfield, 2006). 
This is consistent with a nationwide survey that found 
teachers across all grade levels reported needing more 
behavioral management training and ongoing support in 
classroom management practices (American Psychological 
Association, Coalition for Psychology in Schools and 
Education, 2006).

Historically, teachers’ classroom behavior management 
has relied more on reactive, as opposed to proactive, strate-
gies (Sprick & Borgmeier, 2010). Reactive behavior man-
agement includes responses that may involve punitive 
interactions (e.g., public reprimands that embarrass or 
shame a student) and the use of exclusionary discipline 
methods, such as office referral, detention, or suspension 
(Mayer, 1995; McIntosh, Filter, Bennett, Ryan, & Sugai, 
2010; Morrissey, Bohanon, & Fenning, 2010). In addition, 
reactive, punitive discipline can damage teacher–student 
relationships, result in loss instructional time, and perpetu-
ate student problem behavior (S. G. Little & Akin-Little, 
2008; Mayer, 1995). Furthermore, by responding to infrac-
tions with considerable attention (e.g., verbal reprimands) 
or removal from instruction, teachers risk inadvertently 
reinforcing a student’s misbehavior by allowing the student 
to successfully avoid unwanted academic work (S. G. Little 
& Akin-Little, 2008). Despite overwhelming evidence that 
such strategies are ineffective, many teachers rely on reac-
tive methods for classroom behavior management (Sprick, 
Knight, Reinke, & McKale, 2006).

Given the ineffectiveness of reactive methods, there is a 
need for teachers to invest in proactive classroom manage-
ment (PCM) practices. Although effective reactive strate-
gies are necessary to respond to problem behaviors, research 
indicates that using PCM strategies to promote desired 
behavior can prevent many of the externalizing behaviors 
(e.g., DB) that negatively affect the learning environment 
(e.g., Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 2008). 
Moreover, PCM strategies have been shown to enhance 
classroom climate, foster positive teacher–student relation-
ships, and prevent classroom problem behavior (Kern & 
Clemens, 2007).

PCM

PCM is described as an approach to managing classroom 
behavior that emphasizes the strategic promotion of high 
levels of academic engagement as being incompatible with 
classroom problem behaviors (Rathvon, 2008). Three core 
features distinguish PCM from other classroom manage-
ment frameworks. First, it is a preventive approach that 
seeks to boost academic engagement and thereby curtail 
inappropriate behaviors that inhibit learning (Gettinger, 

1988). Second, it fuses instruction and management into a 
unified classroom system, rather than treating them sepa-
rately (Rathvon, 2008). Stated differently, teachers utilizing 
a PCM approach integrate academic instruction with class-
room management strategies. Third, PCM emphasizes the 
use and benefits of strategies targeting the classroom as a 
whole rather than focusing on individual students (Gettinger, 
1988).

Several PCM practices have demonstrated effectiveness 
in reducing classroom problem behaviors (Simonsen et al., 
2008), including precorrection (De Pry & Sugai, 2002), 
class-wide self-monitoring (Rock & Thead, 2007), teacher 
proximity (Kazdin, 1973), practicing transitions (Codding & 
Smyth, 2008), and providing students multiple opportunities 
to respond (Sutherland & Wehby, 2001). Notwithstanding 
the importance of this work, additional research is needed to 
explore novel PCM strategies to address specific challenges 
teachers face when attempting to proactively manage stu-
dent behavior.

Positive Greetings at the Door (PGD)

One common struggle for teachers is to promote a smooth 
and productive start to the day or class, which is critical 
to creating the initial momentum for academic engage-
ment. Indeed, many students have difficulty transitioning 
into the classroom from less structured settings (e.g., hall-
way, recess, physical education), and as a result may mis-
behave or appear unprepared to learn (Emmer & Stough, 
2001). However, when students exhibit these problematic 
behaviors at the beginning of class before instruction 
begins, these behaviors may exert momentum and set a 
negative tone for the remainder of the class period 
(Colvin, Sugai, Good, & Lee, 1997). Moreover, teachers 
may react to problem behaviors with public reprimands 
and other punitive measures, thereby negatively affecting 
the relationship with the student and unintentionally con-
tributing to a negative classroom climate (Oliver & 
Reschly, 2007). Given the importance of successfully 
transitioning into a more structured learning environ-
ment, teachers could benefit from learning feasible and 
effective PCM strategies to briefly connect with and wel-
come students, remind students of expected behavior, and 
motivate them to be academically engaged in the learning 
activity that awaits them. Moreover, by intentionally pro-
moting successful transition into the classroom learning 
environments, teachers can take an active role in helping 
students be better prepared and ready to learn.

As discussed above, antecedent strategies that attempt 
to prevent disruptive classroom behaviors (i.e., PCM) 
hold distinct advantages over reactive approaches 
(Bambara & Kern, 2005). With this and results from pre-
vious research in mind, the PGD was developed as a mul-
tipronged PCM strategy that attempts to prevent problem 
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behaviors from occurring during transitions into the 
classroom learning environment. Although largely 
unstudied, previous research has been conducted by 
Allday and Pakurar (2007) and Allday, Bush, Ticknor, 
and Walker (2011) to examine the impact of teacher 
greetings on student behavioral outcomes. The first study 
(Allday & Pakurar, 2007) involved a multiple baseline 
design across three middle school students, with results 
indicating students’ on-task behavior increased from 
45% to 72% after introduction of the greetings strategy. 
The second study (Allday et al., 2011) also employed a 
multiple baseline design across students and found that 
teacher greetings were effective at reducing latency to 
task engagement for all participants. Both of these stud-
ies, however, employed single case designs on a small 
subset of students with behavioral problems. There is a 
need to examine the use of teacher greetings as a univer-
sal strategy when applied at the classroom level.

The PGD approach developed and examined in this 
study utilized four teacher-initiated strategies to promote 
more orderly transitions: (a) positively connecting with 
each student via a verbal or nonverbal greeting, (b) deliv-
ering pre-corrective statements to remind the whole class 
of expected behaviors as they transition into the class-
room, (c) privately pre-correcting and encouraging indi-
vidual students who struggled with their behavior the 
previous day, and (d) delivering behavior-specific praise 
statements to certain students to reinforce desired 
 behavior. The PGD strategy was developed based upon 
three lines of prior research: classroom climate, precor-
rection, and positive reinforcement. PGD represents a 
straightforward method of teachers greeting students at 
the door in a positive, intentional, and strategic way. The 
PGD procedure has three core features. First, teachers 
greet students positively as they enter the classroom to 
connect relationally with each student and establish a 
positive classroom climate in which students feel a sense 
of connection and belonging. This is particularly impor-
tant considering the research demonstrating that achieve-
ment motivation is often a by-product of social belonging 
(Walton, Cohen, Cwir, & Spencer, 2012) and that pre-
session attention can establish momentum for desired 
behavior (McComas, Thompson, & Johnson, 2003). 
Second, teachers deliver preplanned, precorrective state-
ments to increase the likelihood of students transitioning 
successfully into the classroom and engaging as quickly 
as possible in the planned learning activity. Last, teachers 
strategically provide behavior-specific praise statements 
to reinforce desired behavior and capitalize on social 
learning. Together, these core features of the PGD strat-
egy help create behavioral momentum for behavioral 
engagement, maximize instructional time, and prevent 
the occurrence of problem behaviors that interfere with 
learning.

Purpose of This Study

The purpose of this study was to experimentally evaluate 
the impact of the PGD on middle school students’ class-
room behavior. A matched randomized controlled design 
was utilized, and data were collected on a pre–post basis 
using direct observations of student classroom behavior to 
enable low-inference interpretation of the efficacy of the 
PGD. Three main research questions guided this study:

Research Question 1: Do students exposed to PGD 
exhibit gains in academic engaged time (AET) when 
compared with students in attention control classrooms?
Research Question 2: Do students exposed to PGD 
exhibit reductions in DB when compared with students 
in attention control classrooms?
Research Question 3: Do teachers find the PGD strat-
egy to be acceptable, appropriate, and feasible for use?

Based on these research questions, we hypothesized that the 
PGD strategy would result in significant improvements in 
academic engagement and reductions in disruptive class-
room behavior. We also hypothesized that teachers would 
perceive the PGD strategy to be acceptable, appropriate, 
and feasible to implement.

Method

Setting and Participants

Participants were students in 10 classrooms from two mid-
dle schools in the Pacific Northwest of the United States. 
The middle schools were relatively large (enrollment: 
School One 968 students and School Two 1,068 students) 
and served a racially (percent non-White: School One 68% 
and School Two 73%) and economically (free and reduced 
lunch: School 1, 52% and School 2, 64%) diverse student 
population. Classes were recruited for participation using a 
multiple gating procedure. For the first gate, principals 
nominated language arts and math classrooms typified by a 
high rate of disruptive and off-task behaviors, indicating a 
need to improve PCM. This resulted in the identification of 
12 classes across the two schools. The second gate con-
sisted of conducting direct observations in the 12 class-
rooms to confirm lower than expected AET (observation 
procedures described below). Classrooms that displayed 
AET lower than 65% of the observed intervals were consid-
ered for participation in this study. Last, an even number of 
language arts and math classes was represented to include 
an equal number of classes across the two subject areas in 
the intervention and control conditions. In total, five classes 
from each school, totaling 10 (four sixth-, three seventh-, 
and three eighth-grade classes), passed through both gates. 
The 10 classes were broken down into six language arts and 
four math classes. Teachers and the parents of all students in 
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the 10 classes were asked to consent before beginning any 
research activities. All of the teachers consented to partici-
pate, and 94% of the students’ parents provided passive 
consent for participation.

A total of 203 students and 10 teachers participated in the 
study. The majority of student participants were female (n = 
102; 50%) and in sixth grade (n = 81; 40%). With respect to 
ethnicity, the sample was largely European American (n = 
136; 67%), followed by African American (n = 36; 18%), 
Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 18; 9%), Latino (n = 11; 6%), 
and Other (n = 2; 2%). The ethnic breakdown for teachers 
was eight European American and two Asian American. As 
a group, teachers were predominantly female (n = 8; 80%) 
and reported an average of 8.7 (SD = 7.9) years of teaching 
experience. Only one teacher reported having received a 
full course in classroom management during preservice 
preparation.

Procedure

A randomized block design was used to evaluate the effi-
cacy of the PGD strategy. Classes were matched (i.e., 
blocked) and placed into five pairs according to baseline 
estimates of AET and DB gathered via direct observation 
using time-based procedures (i.e., momentary time sam-
pling, partial-interval recording) and class subject taught. 
Each class within the matched pair was then randomly 
assigned to either the intervention (i.e., PGD group) or 
attention control condition. Baseline estimates were compa-
rable across groups for percent AET, t(1) = 1.57, p = .12, 
and DB, t(1) = −1.11, p = .27 as reported by the classroom 
teachers. Moreover, teachers did not differ with regard to 
their demographics: years of teaching experience, t(1) = 
2.25, p = .06, and gender, χ2(1) = .48, p = .49.

Trained behavioral consultants collected pre- and post-
observation data and were kept blind to the condition of the 
teachers. Prior to beginning data collection, observers had 
to reach at minimum 90% agreement with the lead observer 
(an advanced graduate student). For each of the data collec-
tion periods, observations were conducted over the course 
of two 1-hr time blocks during whole- or small-group 
instruction, and the average was taken to represent the indi-
vidual student and class-wide scores (see below for details 
about the observation measure).

Teachers in the intervention group received training in 
how to deliver the PGD strategy during two 1-hr sessions. 
The training sessions used a tell-show-do approach. More 
specifically, teachers received instruction in the PGD strat-
egy, watched the various components modeled, and finally 
had opportunities to role-play implementing the PGD. 
Finally, teachers received feedback based on their perfor-
mance. Teachers in the intervention group also received 
protocol scripts to review prior to and during implementa-
tion of the PGD. To facilitate delivery of PGD with fidelity, 

teachers were asked to complete a daily implementation log 
that involved indicating whether or not they had delivered 
each component of the PGD strategy. The school counselor 
also provided coaching on two separate occasions to those 
teachers whose fidelity data indicated low implementation 
(<50% fidelity). This involved delivering performance-
based feedback via a graph indicating which components 
the teacher was implementing well and which could be 
improved upon. In addition, the counselor engaged teachers 
in a problem-solving process to address barriers to deliver-
ing PGD with fidelity.

Teachers in the attention control condition met with their 
school administrators for the same length of time as the 
training sessions for the teachers in the intervention condi-
tion. The school administrators were kept blind to the spe-
cifics of the PGD condition to minimize contamination (i.e., 
treatment diffusion) and were instructed to meet with par-
ticular teachers to engage them in discussions about their 
classroom management practices. Moreover, teachers in the 
attention control condition received the same amount of 
follow-up support (two sessions) as the teachers in the inter-
vention condition. Follow-up support entailed a teacher on 
special assignment (TOSA) meeting with control teachers 
to discuss their culturally responsive instructional practices. 
TOSAs were naturally embedded within each of the partici-
pating schools as part of ongoing equity work within the 
school district to facilitate improved instruction and equi-
table outcomes for students. TOSAs used a cycle of inquiry 
approach to engage teachers in a process of prompting 
questions to reflect upon current practices and identify areas 
for enhancement.

Baseline data were collected in the fall of the academic 
year, whereas post-data were collected in the winter. There 
was a 2-month window between pre- and post-data collec-
tion. Given limited financial and human resources to sup-
port the continuation of the study, no follow-up data were 
collected to examine the maintenance of implementation 
and student outcomes.

Intervention

PGD strategy. As discussed, the PGD strategy integrates 
three lines of research (i.e., classroom climate, precorrec-
tion, and positive reinforcement) into a single strategy. 
These lines of research informed the three intervention 
components on which teachers received training and imple-
mentation support, with the end goal of creating behavioral 
momentum for academically engaged behavior. The first 
component, which sought to increase social belonging and 
promote a positive classroom climate, involved specific 
positive interactions (i.e., greeting using the student’s 
name, handshake) with each student as they enter the class-
room. Teachers stand at the door and engage in positive 
verbal (e.g., greeting using the student’s name, statement 
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expressing interest in the student, etc.) or nonverbal (e.g., 
handshake, fist bump, pat on the shoulder, head nod indi-
cating approval, etc.) positive interactions (i.e., greetings) 
with each student as they enter the room. The second com-
ponent entailed providing both individual student and 
whole class precorrective statements to facilitate students’ 
successful transition into the classroom setting. An effec-
tive precorrective statement reminds the student of the 
behaviors that will result in success, prior to the students 
beginning classroom activities (Colvin et al., 1997). As 
part of the precorrection, teachers prepared a structured 
learning activity that was ready for students as they transi-
tioned into the classroom. Teachers also delivered precor-
rective, encouraging messages to specific students who 
had struggled with their behavior the previous day to 
increase the likelihood the student would comply with the 
instructional requests. Last, a positive reinforcement con-
tingency is included so teachers contingently recognize 
students’ behavior for being on time to class to decrease 
truancy and facilitate on-time behavior. Although it is 
incorporated to decrease truancy, data on this outcome 
were not gathered or reported as part of this study. All of 
these strategies were combined into the PGD, and teachers 
received implementation support in the form of training 
and coaching with performance feedback.

Measures

Class-wide and individual student behavioral observations.  
Class-wide and individual student behavior was coded and 
recorded using a behavioral observation system grounded 
in the Behavioral Observation of Students in Schools 
(BOSS; Shapiro, 2004). Behaviors were recorded under one 
of two categories: AET and DB. AET can be described as 
any instance where students attended to instruction, watched 
the teacher or speaker, or concentrated on their classwork. 
Examples of AET involved writing, reading aloud, waiting 
patiently for assistance, communicating about assignments, 
or researching details of an assignment. DB encompasses 
behaviors not pertinent to the assigned task that cause dis-
ruption to the learning environment. Examples of DB 
included speaking out of turn, leaving one’s seat, distract-
ing or disrupting peers, and using objects inappropriately.

Observations were divided into 10-s intervals, with AET 
measured on a momentary time-sampling basis at the begin-
ning of each interval and DB measured using a partial-inter-
val recording format. Observers observed all participating 
students on a rotating basis for 10 s at a time, recording AET 
at the beginning of the interval and recording DB, if it 
occurred, at any point during the 10-s interval. This was con-
tinued on the same student until six intervals of data were 
collected lasting a total of 1 min in duration. Once the six 
10-s intervals of data were collected, observers moved on to 
the next student. Each pre- and post-data collection period 

involved two separate 60-min observations with the average 
of the two used to represent the score for that data collection 
period. To obtain student estimates of AET and DB, observ-
ers were instructed to identify characteristics of the student 
(gender, clothing item, and hair color) on the roster of par-
ticipants to link the student data within and across observa-
tion sessions. Once reaching the end of the class roster of 
enrolled student participants, observers were instructed to go 
to the student at the beginning of the list and repeat the same 
process until the observation time elapsed. By the end of 
each observation session, there were approximately 360 
class-wide intervals recorded and 20 intervals per student 
recorded. Given the class-wide nature of this observational 
system, conducting two observations per data collection 
period was deemed appropriate and is consistent with pub-
lished group-based intervention studies that employ obser-
vational methods (Conduct Problems Prevention Research 
Group, 1999; Low, Cook, Smolkowski, & Buntain-Ricklefs, 
2015).

Prior to the observations, three graduate students 
underwent training on the class-wide and individual stu-
dent behavioral coding system. Observers had to reach at 
least 90% agreement on a 30-min classroom observation, 
prior to initiating baseline data collection. Interobserver 
agreement (IOA) was obtained for 20% of the observa-
tion sessions and averaged 88% (minimum = 68% and 
maximum = 100%), which is considered acceptable 
(Bailey & Burch, 2002).

Social validity measure. The Intervention Rating Profile 
(IRP-15) was used to measure the PGD’s social validity. 
The IRP-15 was selected because it is widely used to evalu-
ate teachers’ perceived acceptability of interventions (Mar-
tens, Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985). The items are rated 
on a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from strongly dis-
agree to strongly agree. The IRP-15 has acceptable evi-
dence supporting its reliability and validity (Lane et al., 
2009).

Fidelity of implementation. Teachers completed daily imple-
mentation logs to track the extent to which they delivered 
PGD with fidelity. The log included a total of four items to 
which teachers responded yes or no: (a) Did you stand near 
the door as students entered the classroom from a nonclass-
room setting? (b) Did you positively greet each student as 
they entered into the room? (c) Did you provide class-wide 
precorrective statements to remind students of expectations 
as they entered into the room? and (d) Did you privately 
engage in a precorrective, encouraging interaction with 
individual students who exhibited challenging behavior the 
previous period or day? A total fidelity rating was calcu-
lated by determining the percentage of “yes” responses for 
each day and averaging those percentages across all days of 
the study.
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Data Analytic Approach

Descriptive and inferential statistics were calculated to pro-
vide insight regarding the PGD’s impact. More precisely, 
measures of central tendency and variability (standard devi-
ation, maximum, and minimum) were obtained and evalu-
ated. In addition, analyses included inferential statistics 
(i.e., ANOVAs) to examine how the PGD strategy affected 
the main dependent variables—AET and DB—separately. 
Specifically, interaction effects between time (pre and post) 
and intervention condition (intervention vs. attention con-
trol) were interpreted as further evidence of the interven-
tion’s impact. Data were collected and analyzed at the 
individual student level—not the classroom level. Although 
students are nested within classrooms, the small number of 
classrooms limits the statistical power to detect a significant 
effect. Moreover, consistent with the preliminary nature of 
this study, more emphasis was placed on interpretation of 
effect sizes than p values. In fact, many have argued against 
using p values to gain permission to interpret effects (Nuzzo, 
2014). Use of hierarchical linear modeling does not alter the 
magnitude of the obtained effect size but instead adjusts the 
standard error estimate, which in turn affects the obtained p 
value (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Considering the low 
number of classrooms and the emphasis on interpreting 
effect sizes, conducting a mixed factorial ANOVA and 
examining effect sizes was determined to be the most 
appropriate analytic plan.

Standardized mean difference effect sizes (SMDESs) 
were calculated to provide estimates of the magnitude of the 
effect produced by PGD strategy. The chosen formula (see 
below) enables one to control for prior differences between 
treatment and control groups (Morris, 2008).

SMDES 
post pre post pre

pre

=
−( ) − −( )











M M M M

SD
T T C C, , , ,

.

This formula subtracts the change in pre–post means scores 
from the control group from the change in the pre–post 
mean scores from the treatment group and divides this num-
ber by the standard deviation of pretest scores. This differ-
ence is interpreted in standard deviation units.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Measures of central tendency demonstrated that students in 
the intervention and control classrooms were academically 
engaged on average for 58.75% (SD = 16.67; range = 21%–
100%) and 54.75% (SD = 19.55; range = 6%–100%) of the 
time at pretest, respectively. Whereas the means for the 
intervention group increased across pre and post (Δ = 20%; 
Post M = 79.70%; SD = 10.93; range = 45%–100%), the 
means stayed roughly the same for the attention control 

group (Δ = 4.80%; Post M = 59.54%; SD = 19.91; range = 
10%–100%). As for the DB data, descriptive statistics 
reflected a notable decrease in the means from pre (M = 
13.68%; SD = 8.31; range = 0%–39%) to post (M = 4.13%; 
SD = 2.97; range = 0%–14%) for the intervention group (Δ 
= 9.55%) relative to the pre (M = 15.13%; SD = 10.17; 
range = 0%–37%) and post (M = 12.53%; SD = 7.93; range 
= 0%–28%) means for the attention control group (Δ = 
2.60%). Moreover, correlational analyses revealed a moder-
ate relationship between student AET and DB at pre (r = 
.17) and post (r = .41). Also, pre–post change in AET was 
significantly correlated with change in DB (r = −.28). 
Results from the treatment integrity data indicated that 
intervention teachers implemented the PGD strategy with 
high levels of adherence (M = 96%; minimum = 88% and 
maximum = 100%). All teachers demonstrated the highest 
degree of integrity on two components—standing near the 
door and positive greetings (M = 100%)—and demonstrated 
the lowest level of integrity on precorrection (M = 84%; 
minimum = 76% and maximum = 100%). Two of the teach-
ers were provided with follow-up consultative support due 
to initially low levels of implementation (<50%), but these 
teachers’ integrity demonstrated observable improvements 
after the consultation sessions.

Inferential Statistics

AET. Prior to performing the mixed factorial ANOVA, 
assumptions of sphericity, multivariate normality, and 
homoscedasticity were assessed and met. The mixed facto-
rial ANOVA utilized one within-subject factor (time: pre 
and post) and one between-subject factor (condition: inter-
vention and control). Table 1 displays the results of the 
mixed factorial ANOVA. An important initial step in the 
analyses involves examining the significance of the inter-
action effect, given that a statistically significant interac-
tion effect essentially invalidates the main effect 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Results point to a significant 
interaction effect between time and condition, F(1, 201) = 
26.70, p < .001. To aid with interpretation of the significant 
interaction, the pre- and post-means for the treatment and 
control groups were plotted in a graph (see Figure 1). Both 
groups displayed similar AET at baseline; however, upon 
introduction of the PGD strategy, AET increased for the 
intervention group and remained relatively constant for the 
control group. The SMDES associated with the AET anal-
ysis was Cohen’s d = .93. This suggests that the change in 
AET for the intervention group was nearly one standard 
deviation larger than the AET change for the control group. 
According to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, this falls in the 
range of a large effect that represents a meaningful impact. 
Moreover, calculations indicated that students in the inter-
vention classrooms demonstrated an average increase in 
AET of 20.95%.
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Table 1. Results of the Mixed-Factorial ANOVAs for Academic Engaged Time and Disruptive Behavior.

Source df F p value

Academic engaged time
 Within factor: Time 1, 201 67.85 <.001
 Between factor: Condition group 1, 201 45.58 <.001
 Interaction: Time × Intervention Group 1, 201 26.70 <.001
Disruptive behavior
 Within factor: Time 1, 201 88.74 <.001
 Between factor: Condition group 1, 201 30.33 <.001
 Interaction: Time × Intervention Group 1, 201 29.17 <.001

Figure 1. Academic engaged time and disruptive behavior time by condition plot.
Note. PGD = Positive Greetings at the Door.
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DB. Again, all assumptions were assessed prior to perform-
ing and interpreting the mixed factorial ANOVA. The DB 
data had a slightly nonnormal distribution, but we pro-
ceeded with the analyses without transforming the data 
because ANOVA is relatively robust to deviations from nor-
mality (Harwell, Rubinstein, Hayes, & Olds, 1992). The 
results of this analysis are displayed in Table 1. Results 
revealed a significant interaction effect between time and 
intervention group, F(1, 201) = 29.11, p < .001. To interpret 
the significant interaction, the pre- and post-means for the 
treatment and control groups were examined (see Figure 1). 
Although both groups had comparable rates of DB at base-
line, upon implementation of the PGD strategy, the inter-
vention group displayed a greater decrease in DB compared 
with the control group. Similarly, this effect was associated 
with a SMDES of Cohen’s d = .87, approaching a one stan-
dard deviation difference between the pre–post DB change 
for the intervention group relative to the change for the 
attention control group. According to Cohen (1988), this 
signifies a large effect that would likely be observable by a 
layperson.

Social Validity

Only the teachers in the intervention group were asked to 
complete the social validity questionnaire—IRP-15 
(Martens et al., 1985). The results for the IRP-15 suggest 
that teachers found the PGD strategy to be reasonable, 
acceptable, and effective. The average rating across all 15 
items for the five teachers was 5.5 on a scale from 1 to 6 
(minimum = 5.1 and maximum = 6.0), indicating that teach-
ers as a whole either agreed or strongly agreed with items 
assessing the reasonableness, acceptability, and likely 
effectiveness of the strategy.

Discussion

Beginning class on a positive note plays an important role 
in effective instruction, yet when students exhibit problem 
behaviors during their transition into the classroom, it can 
interfere with teachers’ ability to ensure an orderly and pro-
ductive start to class (Simonsen & Meyers, 2014). 
Moreover, in an effort to respond to problem behavior, 
some teachers may interact negatively with students; not 
only does such a reaction perpetuate undesirable student 
behavior but it can also feed into a negative classroom cli-
mate. Given the compelling research documenting the ben-
efits of positive behavior support strategies (Simonsen 
et al., 2008), the present study sought to train teachers on a 
proactive and structured way of promoting academic 
engagement through a relatively feasible yet potentially 
high-yield strategy—PGD.

As hypothesized, this experimental study found that 
classrooms in which teachers received training and support 

to use the PGD strategy were associated with diminished 
DB and greater AET than those in the attention control. In 
practical terms, students in the PGD classes evidenced a 
20% gain in AET, which corresponds to an extra 12 min of 
on-task behavior per instructional hour or an additional 
hour of engagement over the course of a 5-hr instructional 
day. On a larger scale, use of the PGD strategy could poten-
tially result in gains of several more hours of additional 
academic engagement over the course of the academic 
year, which could produce significant improvements in 
actual academic achievement. It is important to note that 
these findings were obtained from a sample of teachers 
who had low baseline levels of academic engagement and 
classroom management practices. It is unlikely that the 
effect size obtained here would apply to a randomly 
selected sample of teachers, as some teachers are likely to 
have high academic engagement and, therefore, less room 
to demonstrate change.

These findings may also have implications for improv-
ing teacher effectiveness and retention, given the link 
between student behavior problems and work-related 
stress and job dissatisfaction among teachers (Byrne, 
1994; Marvel, Lyter, Peltola, Strizek, & Morton, 2006). In 
this study, teachers reported satisfaction with the interven-
tion and its outcomes, suggesting that the PGD strategy 
may improve teachers’ qualitative experiences by prevent-
ing problem behavior and improving student academic 
engagement. Moreover, PGD may serve to enhance 
teacher–student relationships, thereby creating a more 
positive classroom climate for all.

In addition, preservice preparation programs should con-
sider providing training on evidence-based behavior man-
agement strategies, such as the PGD, that are relatively 
quick, easy to implement, and effective. As noted in the 
introduction, teachers express significant frustration and 
concern about DBs in the classroom, yet frequently report 
inadequate training in behavior management (Christofferson 
& Sullivan, 2015). Teachers incur no additional costs by 
increasing their proactive and positive interactions with stu-
dents during transition periods, but there will likely be sig-
nificant barriers (e.g., time, beliefs about student behavior) 
to the successful uptake and use of PGD and other evidence-
based strategies (Forman et al., 2013). Researchers should 
continue to explore implementation supports that facilitate 
the adoption, use, and sustainment of evidence-based class-
room practices.

Limitations

As with all studies, this study has several limitations that 
warrant acknowledgment. First, this study did not perform 
multilevel modeling to examine whether the effects of 
PGD on student behavior are nested within particular 
classrooms. Future studies should examine the PGD across 
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multiple classrooms and utilize multilevel modeling pro-
cedures to examine classroom-level moderators of student 
outcomes. Moreover, this study did not investigate the dif-
ferential or additive effects of PGD to assess which com-
ponents (or combination of components) drive the positive 
outcomes. In addition, no follow-up data were collected to 
indicate whether teachers continued to utilize the PGD 
strategy upon completion of the study. Future research 
should include follow-up measures to examine the mainte-
nance of implementation and student outcomes associated 
with the PGD. Another limitation reflects the use of 
teacher self-reported fidelity of implementation. Although 
prior research has demonstrated the unreliability of self-
report (Wickstrom, Jones, LaFleur, & Witt, 1998), more 
recent research has indicated that with well-operational-
ized intervention components, self-report can provide a 
feasible and accurate source of fidelity data (Sanetti & 
Kratochwill, 2011). Nonetheless, future studies should 
corroborate the findings from self-report with more objec-
tive methods, such as direct observation. Relatedly, no 
data were gathered by the implementation logs regarding 
teachers delivery of the positive reinforcement component 
of PGD. Thus, it is unclear whether this component of 
PGD was delivered as intended and how it affected overall 
integrity. The relatively small sample of teachers (n = 10) 
was another limitation that lessens the generalizability of 
the study findings. Future studies should include a larger 
sample of teachers from economically and geographically 
diverse schools. Finally, future research should replicate 
the present findings in different contexts and settings, with 
culturally diverse teachers and students.

Conclusion

Teachers can benefit from developing an understanding of 
proactive, relationship-oriented strategies that promote 
more orderly and productive behavior. The results from this 
study suggest that teachers who spend time on the front end 
to implement strategies such as the PGD will eventually 
save more time on the back end by spending less time react-
ing to problem behavior and more time on instruction. 
Future research should continue to explore feasible yet 
high-yield classroom strategies that enable teachers to pro-
mote better academic engagement and classroom behavior 
among students, while also potentially increasing students’ 
sense of connection and belonging to the classroom.
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