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ABSTRACT 
The Impact of Teacher Positivity on Physical and Relational Aggression 

 in the Classroom 
Denise Dreger 

Doctor of Philosophy 
Temple University, 2010 

Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair:  
         Erin Rotheram-Fuller 
 

Researchers have been studying school aggression (often termed bullying) for many 

years, but it was not until the 1980’s that the deleterious effects of school aggression became 

more apparent. Most of the studies on physical and relational aggression focus upon the 

experiences of children who perpetrate these actions or who are the victims of this form of 

aggression. However, few studies have investigated how physical and relational aggression is 

influenced by the teacher and/or specific classroom environments. To date, there is a scarcity of 

information available regarding teacher characteristics and attitudes within the classroom and 

how these specific characteristics are associated with physically and relationally aggressive 

behavior and the overall climate of the classroom.  

The purpose of the present study was to examine whether teacher positivity is associated 

with student levels of physically and relationally aggressive behaviors in the classroom.  This 

study specifically examined the relationship between (1) teacher positivity and student physical 

and relational aggression, (2) the relationship between classroom climate variables and student 

physical and relational aggression, and (3) differences in school, teacher, student, and classroom 

variables (teacher and student gender, student grade, and student ethnicity) based on the level of 

teacher positivity.  Data were collected from 502 male (n=259) and female (n=243) 3rd, 4th, and 

5th grade students from two large urban elementary schools within the School District of 

Philadelphia during the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school year. In addition to student 
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participants, the third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers (n=18) also participated as part of the 

focus of a systematic observation tool developed by the lead researcher.   

Results from the first research question found no significant correlations between teacher 

positivity and non-compliant acts, the proportion of physically aggressive students or the 

proportion of relationally aggressive students.  However, the proportion of physically aggressive 

students was significantly positively correlated with the average number of non-compliant acts  

(r = .603, p = .008). Results from the second research question found that the average number of 

non-compliant acts and the proportion of physically aggressive students was higher in 

classrooms where the minority of students was engaged and interested in the classroom activity. 

Results from the third research question showed only that there were differences between School 

1 (m = 0.49, sd = .09) and School 2 (m = .29, sd = .14; t (16) = 3.56, p = .003) when comparing 

teacher positivity by school.  Teacher, student, and classroom variables did not produce 

significant findings. Post hoc analyses, looking more specifically at the types of redirection and 

praise which composed the teacher positivity score, found correlations between the average 

number of noncompliant acts and universal redirections (r = .795, p = .000), the proportion of 

physically aggressive students and total teacher redirection (r = .479, p = .036), the proportion of 

physically aggressive students and specific teacher redirections (r = .540, p = .021), and the 

proportion of relationally aggressive students and teacher redirections (r = .477, p = .045) that 

occurred during an interruption.  
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        CHAPTER 1 
 
    INTRODUCTION 

 Most children have experienced some form of peer aggression within their school 

experience, which, at its most severe, can leave difficult memories far into adulthood. (Ambert, 

1994; Olweus, 1996). Researchers have been studying school aggression (often termed bullying) 

for many years, but it was not until the 1980’s that the deleterious effects of bullying became 

more apparent. Bullying has been identified as one of the key contributors to school violence 

over the past fifteen years (Anderson et al., 2001). In over two-thirds of the case studies 

examined by researchers, the perpetrators of these violent acts felt “bullied, persecuted, attacked 

or injured by others” prior to initiating violence against others (Vossekull, Fein, Reddy, Borum 

& Modezeleski, 2002). 

 While a number of studies have looked at the nature of bullying and its short and long 

term effects on students (Ambert, 1994; Hazler, Hoover, & Oliver, 1993; Olweus, 1993), most of 

these studies focused on direct forms of aggression (i.e. hitting, pushing, punching) perpetrated 

by males. It was not until the late 1980’s and early 1990’s that researchers in Finland broadened 

the term “bullying” to include “indirect or relational aggression.” The term “relational 

aggression” is a subtler, yet equally damaging form of aggression often committed by females. 

Girls engaged in relational aggression may spread rumors about students, intentionally exclude 

others from their group, engage in slander, and manipulate relationships in the classroom. 

(Olweus, 2000). Relational aggression is typically aimed at damaging a child’s social standing 

within the peer group (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). In past studies, aggressive girls were not 

identified as bullies because indirect or relational criteria were not included (Bjorkqvist, 1994; 

Lagerspetz et al., 1988; Tomada & Schneider, 1997).  However, the harm that both physical and 
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relational aggression can inflict is evident and it is important to identify and research in more 

depth. 

 Although research about the development, causes, and functions of relational aggression 

are increasing at a rapid pace, there are still research questions to be explored. The current 

review of the literature defines relational aggression (RA), differentiates techniques used to 

measure RA, identifies the functions of RA and examines the comprehensive effects that RA has 

on peer relationships, but the literature has not yet examined factors within the classroom that 

might predict its prevalence within that group. Based on the evidence from numerous studies, it 

appears that relational aggression has an impact on peer relations both in and outside of the 

classroom. As a result, researchers are developing intervention programs to address and resolve 

relational aggression in both schools and communities. However, if interventions aimed at 

reducing relational aggression are to be effective, it is important that teachers are further 

educated about relationally aggressive behaviors and the impact these behaviors have on 

students, as well as the role that they can take in promoting safe and productive learning 

environments. 

 In order for these prevention programs to be effective, teaching staff and other school 

employees must be invested and involved in the implementation of the programs (Bitney & Title, 

1996; Olweus, 1996; Olweus et.al., 1999). Hazler, (1996) states that “teachers spend the most 

time with students and, therefore, have the greatest opportunity to impact the greatest numbers” 

(p.129). However, there are many factors that influence school staff’s investment and 

involvement in the prevention and intervention of bullying, particularly the more subtle 

behaviors characteristic of relational aggression. Most of the studies on relational aggression 

focus upon the experiences of children who perpetrate these actions or who are the victims of 
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this form of aggression. However, few studies have investigated how relational aggression is 

influenced by the teacher and/or specific classroom environments. To date, there is a scarcity of 

information available regarding teacher characteristics and attitudes within the classroom and 

how these specific characteristics may be associated with relationally aggressive behavior and 

the overall climate of the classroom. The research that does exist focuses on the teachers’ 

attitudes and perceptions of bullying, but there is still a lack of information between what 

teachers think about aggression and how their actions in the classroom and personal 

characteristics contribute to the level increase or decrease of different types of aggression and the 

overall classroom climate (Kallstead & Olweus, 2003).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study is to examine how teacher positivity is associated with 

student levels of physically and relationally aggressive behaviors in the classroom.  Thomas 

(2004), looked at the impact of varying temporal patterns of exposure to elementary school 

classrooms characterized by high levels of student aggression on the development of aggressive 

child behavior problems in the elementary school context.  He found that African-American 

children attending large urban schools were more likely than other students to experience 

exposure to highly aggressive classroom contexts.  He also found that exposure to highly 

aggressive classroom contexts promoted an increase in students’ aggressive behaviors.  Based on 

hierarchical regressions, exposure to aggressive classroom contexts made significant 

contributions, beyond children’s level of aggression prior to grade one and school context 

factors, to the levels of child aggression in the later school years.  Reinke and Herman (2002), 

discussed that while family factors may influence aggression tendencies, children’s aggression 

levels and specific classroom characteristics may help maintain these behaviors.  Based on the 
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above research, it stands to reason that teachers who spend time focusing on negative behaviors 

rather than positive behaviors in class may also be contributing to the demonstration and 

maintenance of aggressive behaviors in troubled youth (Reinke & Herman, 2002). Therefore, it 

is important that teachers who work in classrooms where children are more exposed to 

aggression be cognizant of their level of positivity which may contribute to the development of 

aggression. Teachers who have children with behavior problems in their classroom may find that 

coercive behaviors control the social interactions they have with students (Reinke & Herman, 

2002).  Reinke and Herman (2000) argue that school personnel have the power either to 

reproduce coercive family relationships in the classroom, sustaining the child’s working model 

of aggression, or to create a structured and supportive environment that elicits prosocial behavior 

from the student.  

 This study examined the relationship between teacher positivity and student aggression. 

First, the relationship between teacher positivity and student physical and relational aggression in 

the classroom will be explored. It was anticipated that teachers who were classified as high 

positive would have fewer acts of observed physical aggression by their students in the 

classroom. In addition, the study also examined whether classrooms with teachers identified as 

being high positive were more likely to have fewer students identified as physically and 

relationally aggressive by their peers than those in classrooms with teachers identified as being 

low positive. Second, this study examined whether the observed classroom climate, as rated by 

trained observers, was more positive in classrooms with fewer numbers of peer nominated 

physically and relationally aggressive students than in those classrooms with higher numbers of 

physically and relationally aggressive students. Finally, the study explored whether school, 
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classroom, teacher, and student characteristics (teacher and student gender, student grade, and 

student ethnicity) related to teacher positivity. 

Significance of the Study 

While research surrounding different forms of aggression has been published around the 

globe, relational aggression has only recently begun to gain recognition within mainstream 

society. Teachers have always played a significant role in preventing and intervening in any 

aggressive situations occurring in their schools, and their classrooms in particular. However, 

since relational aggression may be more covert than other forms of aggression, teachers may not 

fully be aware of the frequency and thereby, damage, that relational aggression can cause.  In 

order to recognize and ultimately reduce the impact of relational aggression in the classroom, the 

development of a strong teacher-student relationship is needed (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). The 

foundation for this type of relationship is built upon positive responses to their students in a 

variety of academic and social situations. There is currently very limited research examining the 

impact of positive teacher responses to students. While previous studies have specifically 

examined the teacher-student relationship as it impacts aggression, this study is unique in that it 

looked at whether the positivity of a teacher towards a student is associated with classroom 

levels of both physical and relational aggression. This study is also unique in that specific teacher 

and student characteristics were examined to determine which characteristics, if any, were 

related to physical and relational aggression in the classroom. The third way in which this study 

was unique was through the use of systematic direct observations to understand classroom 

climate, as opposed to simply surveying the classroom teacher. Finally, the sample used for this 

study came from inner-city elementary schools with predominantly African American students, 

including both boys and girls. A number of previous studies examining factors related to 
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relational aggression used largely suburban, middle class, and Caucasian samples. Since inner-

city youth are often exposed to violence and aggression at a much higher rate than suburban 

youth (Selnar-O’Hagan, Kindlon, Buka, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1998), this study was important in 

looking at whether aggression in the classroom could be related and thereby impacted by teacher 

positivity.  

Research Questions 

 In the current study, there are three primary research questions. 

1.) Is there a relationship between teacher positivity and student physical and relational 

aggression in the classroom? Are classrooms with teachers who are classified as 

having a “positive teaching style” (those who provide positive, prosocial praise and 

encouragement) more likely to have fewer students identified as relationally and 

physically aggressive by their peers than those in classroom with teachers who are 

classified as being less positive (those who are more punitive and give more 

frequent redirections and fewer statements of encouragement)? 

 

2.) Is there a relationship between the classroom climate variables and the amount of 

physical and/or relational aggression in the classroom? Is the observed classroom 

climate more positive in classrooms with fewer numbers of peer nominated 

physically and relationally aggressive students than in those classrooms with higher 

numbers of peer nominated physically and relationally aggressive students? 

 

3.) Do teacher and student demographics relate to teacher positivity?  
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CHAPTER 2 

 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 
 The study of relational aggression evolved from research on direct and overt forms of 

bullying behavior and physical aggression; therefore it is important to understand the origins, 

definitions, and key findings from this previous aggression research. 

The Origins of Aggression  

 Childhood aggression has been linked to individual characteristics, both biological and 

psychological, including hyperactivity (e.g. Lahey, McBurnett & Loeber, 2000), difficult 

temperament (Plomin, 1983), and lower levels of testosterone (Schaal, Tremblay, Soussignan, & 

Susman, 1996). Youth aggression has also been associated with early environmental factors such 

as obstetrical complications (Arseneault, Trembla, Boulerice, & Saucier, 2002), maternal 

smoking (Fergusson, Woodward, & Horwood, 1998), and prenatal drug exposure (Olofsson, 

Buckley, Anderson, & Friis-Hansen, 1983). Family characteristics have been examined, with 

greater aggression found in children from one-parent families (Lykken, 2001), families with low 

socioeconomic status (Tremblay, 1999), and in families with criminal history (Keenan & Shaw, 

1994). The above risk factors seem consistent with the assumption that aggression is the result of 

continual interaction between biology and environment. Interestingly, however, environmental 

influences on aggression have not been fully examined. Contextual influences on aggression 

have predominantly focused on the role of deviant peers and gangs on increasing aggression.   

Association with deviant peers and gangs has been clearly linked to increased delinquent 

and antisocial behavior  (Battin, Hill, Abbott, Catalano, & Hawkins, 1998; Thornberry, Krohn, 

Lizotte, & Chard-Wierschem, 1993). However, it is still unknown how and why these 

relationships develop. Further research is currently being conducted to examine whether similar 
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peers seek out one another or whether aggressive youth simply have limited alternatives for more 

positive peer contacts. While it appears that aggression may be the result of a combination of 

individual, social, and environmental factors, it is important to identify examine the theories 

behind the development of aggression in young children.  

The Etiology of Aggression 

 Part of this study specifically explores the role of teachers as an environmental influence 

on their student’s level of aggression. However, the way that we understand this influence in 

developing aggressive tendencies varies according to different perspectives on the etiology of 

aggression. Most of the research available to date on the etiology of aggression come from the 

social and natural sciences, and focus on physical, as opposed to relational, aggression. While 

there are many theories as to the etiology of aggression, it is clear that each perspective 

recognizes the importance of understanding its cause to assist in the prevention of future 

aggression.  

Social Information Processing Theory 

Human development and motivation theories have identified numerous factors that may 

contribute to the use of aggression in social situations. Social Information Processing (SIP) may 

be one way to understand aggressive responses. SIP involves the manner in which individuals 

encode relevant social cues, interpret those cues, access behavioral responses to the interpreted 

cues, evaluate possible responses, and ultimately act on the selected response (Dodge, 1986). SIP 

has been shown to influence the use of aggressive behavior (Dodge & Crick, 1990; Park & 

Slaby, 1983). Research done on SIP has primarily focused on physical aggression in boys and 

found that physically aggressive children perceive, interpret, and make decisions about social 

stimuli in a way that increases the likelihood that they will use aggressive responses. These 
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theories posit that the way in which children process environmental cues will influence their 

social behavior either negatively or positively (Dodge, 1986). While social processing happens 

quickly and often at an unconscious level, children considered physically aggressive are deficient 

in their processing skills at each step, which may predispose them to react impulsively and 

aggressively (Dodge & Crick, 1990).  

Social Learning Theory 

Children’s display of aggression is also explained by Albert Bandura’s (1973) social 

learning theory. According to this model, children learn to be aggressive by observing and 

imitating others who serve as models for aggressive behavior. Research conducted by Bandura 

supported this theory that children imitate what they see from their models. In many cases 

parents can be powerful models based on their bonded relationship and importance to their 

children (Grych & Finchman, 1990). Parents can model aggressive behavior through their 

interactions with each other or with others outside of the family. In research conducted with third 

graders, results indicated that those children who were relationally aggressive in their peer 

groups had parents who were also more relationally and physically aggressive toward each other, 

when compared to non-aggressive peers (Grotpeter & Crick, 1997). Parents also serve as models 

of aggressive behavior when they engage in aggressive interactions with their children. Evidence 

suggests that both relationally aggressive and physically aggressive children are more likely than 

non-aggressive children to have parents that use relational aggression toward them (Grotpeter & 

Crick, 1997).  As predicted by social learning theory, relational aggression in the parent-child 

relationship is related to children’s subsequent use of relational aggression with the peer group.  
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Ecological Perspective 

The development of aggression from an ecological perspective looks within the context 

of the relationships that create a child’s environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1990). Within this theory, 

there are complex “layers” of environment, each having an effect on the child’s development.  

According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), the first layer is called the microsystem, or the 

“patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal relations experienced by the developing person,” 

which includes those people who have the most influence on the developing child.  For example, 

the child’s parents, siblings, and extended family would all have an influence on the developing 

child within this layer (Simms & Kazak, 1999).  In regards to parental influences on the 

development of youth, Dornbusch and his colleagues (1985), first showed that adolescents from 

mother-only households were more likely than their age-mates from two parent families to 

engage in adult disapproved activities (smoking, school misbehavior, delinquency).  It could be 

argued that in general, children from single parent households have less parental monitoring than 

those children from two-parent homes.  In line with this concept, Steinberg (1986) identified the 

extent of parental monitoring and “remote control” as a crucial variable in increasing or reducing 

the amount of influence the peer group has over adolescents.  For example, children whose 

parents knew their whereabouts were less susceptible to antisocial peer influence. In situations 

where parental monitoring was weak, children were at greater risk of becoming involved in 

socially deviant behavior. 

The next layer within the ecological model is the mesosystem, which is simply 

“interrelated microsystems” (Kazak, Segal-Andrews, & Johnson,  1995).  For children, this layer 

involves the relationships or connections between systems around them such as families and 
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schools.  From the perspective of Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory, schools would be 

considered part of both a microsystem and a mesosystem with respect to children’s peer 

relationships, including relational and physical aggression (Berk, 2000).  When looking at the 

relationship between families and schools and the impact they have on the child, peer influences 

need to be considered.  In order to reduce the risk that children will become involved in deviant 

behavior, including physical and relational aggression, it is important that positive interactions 

and relationships are modeled within the school and classrooms to encourage the development of 

socially acceptable decision-making and conflict resolution skills (Kazak, Segal-Andrews, & 

Johnson, 1995). 

The layer known as the exosystem is an environment that does not affect the child 

directly, but has important indirect effects (Kazak, et al., 1995).  For the most part, research 

surrounding this layer has focused on the impact of parental social networks and parent 

employment on children. The child’s psychological development within the family is affected by 

what occurs in the other settings in which their parents live their lives—the parent’s world of 

work or social support (Bronfenbrenner, 1986).  For example, if a child’s parent is laid off from 

work, this may have negative effects on the child if the parents are unable to pay rent or buy 

groceries. These environments “external” to the child are referred to as exosystems.   

The fourth layer, known as the macrosystem, is considered the outermost layer in the 

child’s environment (Berk, 2000).  This layer is comprised of cultural values, customs and laws 

that influence the interactions of all other layers. For example, if the cultural belief is that parents 

alone are responsible for their children, that culture may not provide resources to help parents.  

This will then affect how the parents function, which will impact the children.  
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The final layer is the chronosystem.  This system examines the dimension of time as it 

relates to the child’s environments.  According to Bronfenbrenner (1986) a chronosystem 

focuses around a life transition.  He distinguished two types of transitions (1) normative, which 

includes school entry, puberty, marriage, and (2) non-normative (which includes a death or 

severe illness in the family, divorce, moving).  Such transitions occur over the course of a 

lifetime and serve as the catalyst for developmental change.   

Bronfenbrenner’s theory suggests that children's behavior is influenced by both 

individual characteristics, personality, or biological predisposition as well as their relationships 

with influential others within their family, school, neighborhood, and cultural context (Leff, 

2007).  According to the ecological theory, if the relationships within the immediate 

microsystem break down, the child will not develop the tools to explore and understand other 

layers of his or her environment. This lack of knowledge regarding appropriate coping 

mechanisms may lead the child to engage in both physical and relational aggression as a way to 

deal with his or her environment. According to this theory, schools and teachers should work to 

support and enhance the primary relationships that children have with their caregivers to increase 

the likelihood that children will have positive modeling and experiences to promote non-

aggressive behavior. However, especially when there is not a stable home to provide positive 

modeling and support, it may be even more important for schools and teachers to develop stable, 

long-term relationships with their students to teach them the necessary coping skills to deal with 

their environment in a non-aggressive manner directly. 

Defining Aggression 

Because of its detrimental effects on individuals and society in general, aggression has 

been widely researched in the past several decades. However, researchers have continuously 



    

13 
 

struggled with how to define aggressive behavior. While aggression has been defined in many 

ways over the years, most of the definitions share two important features: (a) the behavior is 

intended to harm the target; and (b) the victim perceives that he or she has been hurt 

(Underwood, 1999). Previous researchers interpreted harm as referring to overt or physical 

injury, but other investigators have included those behaviors that hurt others’ friendships or 

social status as meeting the criteria for aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Galen & 

Underwood, 1997). 

Figure 1. Breakdown of Aggression 
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Subtypes of Aggression  

Reactive vs. Proactive 

One of the most common taxonomies used to categorize subtypes of aggression, is to 

subdivide aggressive actions into reactive and proactive forms. Reactive aggression is 

characterized as a “hot-blooded,” automatic, defensive response to an immediate and often 

misperceived threat (Dodge, Lochman, Harnish, Bates, & Petit, 1997). Youth exhibiting reactive 

aggression are hypothesized to be lacking in close relationships with significant adults such as 

parents (Dodge, 1991). Their internalized anger and frustration from past rejections can result in 

emotional and forceful responses to minor immediate stressors. Teachers and caretakers refer to 

these students as having “a short fuse” because they often have a low tolerance for frustration, 

are easily threatened, and tend to respond impulsively to any source of stress (Dodge, 1991).  

In contrast to reactive aggression, proactive aggression is described as highly organized 

and premeditated rather than automatic (Dodge et al., 1997). From a social learning perspective, 

proactive aggression is likely learned as an effective means for achieving immediate goals based 

on previous successes using this approach (Griffen & Gross, 2004). For proactive aggressors, 

aggression has become an internalized and primary means of achieving for themselves the 

needed assurances of personal security, competence and control they have not been given by 

others (Brown & Parson, 1998; Hunt, 1993). Instead of responding aggressively to conflict with 

others, proactive aggressors are the initiators of aggressive acts (Sterba & Davis, 1999). Peers 

and caregivers often view the proactive aggressor as a bully and may pledge loyalty to a 

proactive aggressor rather than become a victim of his or her aggression. 
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Bullying  

 There have been efforts in the literature to define bullying and to clearly differentiate this 

from the broad definition of aggression. Although a number of definitions for bullying have 

emerged, Greene (2000) suggested that there are five features of bullying that many researchers 

have agreed upon: 

1. The bully intends to inflict harm or the fear of harm upon the victim 
2. It occurs repeatedly 
3. The victim does not use verbal or physical aggression to provoke harm 
4. Bullying occurs in familiar social groups 
5. There is an imbalance of power such that the bully is viewed as more powerful 

 
Such a definition suggests that bullying is a subset of aggression, which includes an imbalance of 

power and the element of repetition (Smith et. al, 1999). It is thought that a fight or quarrel 

between two people of approximately the same strength is aggressive but not bullying. Given 

that aggressive actions (regardless of whether or not they are “bullying”) can greatly impact 

students’ feelings of safety and well being at school, the broader category of aggression, as 

opposed to bullying, was selected for this study.  

Physical Aggression 

 Another common way in which to classify subtypes of aggression is between physical 

and non-physical manifestations of aggression. Physical forms of aggression consist of behaviors 

that are intended to harm another thorough physical damage or the threat of such damage (e.g., 

hitting, shoving, or threatening to beat up a peer). This type of behavior is found at even early 

levels of peer interactions. Maccoby and Jacklin (1980), found that preschool boys engaged in 

physical aggression more often than preschool girls and this difference was evident across 

different socioeconomic groups and cultures (Underwood, 1999).  While there is some evidence 

of direct physical aggression in girls, this type of aggression has been shown to be more 
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characteristic of boys than girls (Block, 1983; Parke & Slaby, 1983). However, researchers have 

found that girls may be just as aggressive as boys, but simply use less direct/physical aggression.   

Non-physical Aggression 

In contrast to direct/physical forms of aggression, another subtler, yet equally damaging 

form of aggression exists. This non-physical form of aggression is intended to affect 

relationships, and includes indirect, social, and relational aggression.  

Indirect aggression involves covert behaviors, in which the target is not directly 

confronted and is defined as “social manipulation, attacking the target in circuitous ways” 

(Osterman et al., p.1).  This type of aggression includes behaviors in which the identity of the 

main perpetrator is typically unknown. For example, when a group of children ignores, avoids, 

and excludes another child from social interchanges, it is unclear which peer may have prompted 

the group to act in this manner (Ostrov, Ries, Stauffacher, Godleski & Mullins, 2008). In most 

studies, girls are found to be more socially or indirectly aggressive than boys (Crick & Grotpeter, 

1995; Crick et al., 1997; Lagerspetz, et al., 1988); however, some have found that boys exhibit 

other forms of subtle aggression more often than girls (Tomada & Schneider, 1997; David & 

Kistner, 2000).  

Social aggression is defined as behaviors directed at damaging another’s self-esteem or 

social status and includes verbal rejection, negative facial expressions or body movements, or 

more indirect forms such as slanderous rumors or social exclusion (Ostrov et al., 2008). Social 

aggression differs from indirect aggression in that it includes both direct and indirect behaviors. 

In addition, the use of subtle facial cues or gestures is specific to this type of aggression. 

Research indicates that children as young as 3-4 years of age engage in social aggression (Crick, 
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Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Vaillancourt, Cote, Farhat, LeBlanc, Boivin, & Tremblay, 2003), 

although it has not been consistently reported. 

Relational aggression combines features of both indirect and social aggression, yet 

remains a unique form of aggression in and of itself. Relational aggression is distinct from 

indirect aggression because it focuses on all aggressive behaviors that damage peer relationships, 

not just those that are indirect, where the perpetrator is often unknown (Crick, Werner, Casas, 

O’Brien, Nelson, Grotpeter, & Markon, 1999). Likewise, relational aggression differs from 

social aggression in that it does not include nonverbal behaviors such as the expression of 

emotions using body language or facial expressions (e.g., rolling one’s eyes, staring down a peer, 

or making negative hand gestures), which are specific to social aggression. In addition, the goal 

of social aggression is to damage or manipulate an individual’s self-esteem or social status 

whereas relational aggression aims to manipulate individual or group peer relationships.  

As a result, this form of aggression appears to merit a more in depth explanation as to its 

importance in the development and destruction of peer relationships.  Crick (1995) used the term 

relational aggression to refer to harming others through manipulation of peer relationships. 

Relational aggression may be direct or indirect and  includes face to face attacks , such as threats 

to end the friendship if one does not do as they are asked, excluding others from a group, or 

maliciously spreading lies and rumors about a peer to damage the peer’s relationship to the group 

(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  

Relational acts of aggression occur frequently and have an important impact on young 

urban African American girls (Leff, Blom-Hoffman, et al., 2001). This area is quickly becoming 

one of the most extensively researched forms of non-physical aggression (Crick, 1996). As a 

result of recent research showing the harmful effects of relational aggression, it is important that 
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this form of aggression be identified and properly understood in an effort to develop appropriate 

prevention and intervention programs to address this behavior.   

Gender Trends for Physical and Relational Aggression  

Early research on relationally aggressive behaviors has shown that these behaviors tend 

to be more characteristic of girls than boys at different age levels (Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; 

Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). However, more recent research has shown that girls and boys may, at 

certain ages, engage in relational aggression to the same degree (Rys & Bear, 1997).  

Researchers studying preschoolers (Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999), school aged children (Crick 

Nelson, Morales, Cullenon-Sen, Casas, & Hickman, 2001) and adolescents (Crick et al., 2001) 

noted that hostile female –female interactions, typically consist of relational victimization, which 

is defined as being the frequent target of relationally aggressive acts from peers, friends, or 

significant others (Crick et al., 2001). The fact that young girls often play in gender-segregated 

female groups (Maccoby, 1990) suggests that they may be at an increased risk for experiencing 

relational victimization from their peers. Since girls have been found to have an increased desire 

to achieve close interpersonal social bonds as well as an increased tendency to focus on 

relational features of interactions (Block, 1983; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), they may also be at 

increased risk for experiencing negative consequences from relational victimization. Results 

from the study conducted by Ostrov, and colleagues(2004) found that gender specific aggression 

may begin in early childhood (as young as 3 years of age) and that both girls and boys exhibit 

and experience significant levels of relational aggression during the preschool years. These 

results contrast existing theories of the development of aggression that posit that girls do not 

exhibit significant behavioral problems prior to adolescence (Keenan & Shaw, 1997; Moffitt & 

Caspi, 2001). The results from this study also suggest that girls may be experiencing aggressive 
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behavior problems in greater numbers and at younger ages than previously believed. This 

indicates that increased attention should be paid to the different types of behavior problems 

exhibited by girls before they reach the adolescent years. 

Research has shown that girls are more likely to use relational aggression only, whereas 

boys, who are clearly more physically aggressive than girls, often use both physical and 

relational aggression (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Crick, 1997). One of the most enduring sex 

differences that has been documented is that boys engage in more physical aggression than girls 

(Hyde, 1984; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). In her comprehensive review, Underwood (2003) 

concluded that boys engage in more physical aggression than girls, and perhaps more verbal 

aggression. Whereas girls are more likely to engage in relational over physical aggression (need 

reference), the discrepancy may be due to variations in assessment. When more objective 

approaches are used (naturalistic observations) findings have consistently shown girls to be 

significantly more relationally aggressive than boys as early as the preschool years (Ostrov & 

Keating, in press). In order to develop ways to detect and prevent relational aggression, it is 

crucial that educators, parents and other professionals working with children understand not only 

the gender trends, but also the developmental trajectory of this type of aggression. 

Developmental Differences with Physical and Relational Aggression 

 Findings related to relational aggression differ according to the age group studied. 

Relational aggression is especially associated with maladjustment during early and middle 

childhood (Crick, 1996), but is also associated, in some cases, with increased acceptance or 

popularity among adolescents (Salmivalli, Kaukianinen, & Lagerspetz, 2000). As a result of 

these discrepancies in findings, the impact of socially manipulative behaviors may change as the 

nature and relevance of friendships, cliques, and same and opposite sex peer groups change 
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(Geiger et al., 2004).  It is important to distinguish between different forms of aggression that 

occur during each developmental stage.  

 Longitudinal studies have shown that physical aggression increases during the first years 

of life as children learn to control their limbs (Coie & Dodge, 1998). Most preschoolers 

displayed some physical aggression, but the majority learned to regulate their use of physical 

aggression by middle childhood (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Tremblay, 2000), with rates of physical 

aggression decreasing with age. By adolescence, physical aggression and fighting became quite 

rare (Coie & Dodge, 1998). Studies of relational aggression during the preschool years have 

found that these behaviors were quite common young children’s interactions (Crick et al., 1997; 

McNeilly-Choque, Hart, Robinson, Nelson, & Olsen, 1996). These studies highlighted the fact 

that while relational aggression occurs within this young population, it is relatively 

unsophisticated. Preschoolers are just beginning to gain an understanding of various social skills, 

so when they engage in relational aggression they tend to do so in concrete ways (telling a peer 

that she can’t come to the party). Another characteristic of relational aggression in preschoolers 

is that it tends to be enacted “in the moment,” in response to immediate problems. 

 Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have shown that children’s use of indirect and 

social forms of aggression increase from early to middle childhood and preadolescence 

(Underwood, 2003). Taken together, research on developmental changes in the use of aggression 

suggests that as children mature, they move from using physical to non-physical aggression, 

which corresponds to maturational changes, as well as social expectations and increased legal 

responsibilities.  

 A study done with an Australian sample similarly found that the type of aggression 

utilized by children becomes more refined and pronounced with age (Hayward & Fletcher, 
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2003). Researchers looked at both a primary and high school sample. The results found that in 

the primary school sample, a large proportion of both boys and girls were classified in the 

relational plus overtly aggressive group. In the high school sample, both boys and girls were less 

likely to be classified in the relational plus overly aggressive group. Instead, boys were more 

likely to be classified in the overt aggression only group and girls were more likely to be 

classified in the relational aggression only group. Given that the overall proportion of children 

classified as aggressive remained relatively constant with age, these results suggest that, with 

increasing age, children tend to specialize in one of the two forms of aggression that is most 

typical of their same gender peer group. Regardless of the type of aggression exhibited by 

children, however, aggression has been shown to have a detrimental impact on children’s social 

adjustment (Parker & Asher, 1987). 

Effects of Relational Aggression on Social Adjustment 

Both physically and relationally aggressive children have been shown to exhibit 

significant concurrent and future adjustment problems within the peer group context (Crick, 

1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Parker & Asher, 1987). Mounting evidence indicates that 

relational aggression, in particular, is associated with social-psychological adjustment problems, 

including social maladjustment, internalizing problems, and externalizing difficulties (Crick 

et.al., 1999). This association has been demonstrated over multiple age groups and holds true for 

non-U.S. as well as U.S. samples (e.g., Hart et al., 1998; Tomada & Schneider, 1997; Crick 

et.al., 1999).  

 Longitudinal investigations have demonstrated that childhood aggression is the best-

known behavioral predictor of future social adjustment difficulties (Cole. Dodge. & Kupersmidt, 

1990). These studies, however, only examined physical aggression, which is often more 



    

22 
 

characteristic of boys’ peer groups, but seen less within girls’ peer groups (Block, 1983). As a 

result, few studies have looked at aggression in girls’ peer interactions and knowledge of the 

types of aggressive behavior patterns that may lead to social difficulties for girls is lacking 

(Crick & Dodge, 1994). 

 One study conducted by Crick (1996), however, found that relational aggression is 

relatively stable over time and is predictive of future social maladjustment.  For example, Crick 

(1996) found that relationally aggressive girls are more likely to be rejected by their peers in the 

future even after controlling for initial levels of physical aggression. These findings indicate that 

relationally aggressive girls may become more rejected by peers over the course of the school 

year. Thus, it appears that relational aggression interferes with succeeding at an essential 

developmental task of middle childhood; that of forming and maintaining intimate, close 

relationships with peers (Crick, Casas, & Nelson, 2002).  

 Relationally aggressive children are also likely to exhibit other social problems, including 

experiencing peer rejection, internalizing difficulties and externalizing problems (Crick, 

1996,1997; Tomada & Schneider, 1997). Further, studies suggest that relationally aggressive 

children are also more lonely (Prinsteini, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001) and disliked by peers 

(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995) than non-relationally aggressive children. Finally, Crick & Grotpeter 

(1995) showed that relationally aggressive children are more likely to be classified as 

controversial (being viewed as highly liked by some peers and highly disliked by others) or 

rejected in sociometric status.  

 Relational aggression can also be quite damaging to the victims. Studies have 

consistently shown that being a victim of relational aggression is associated with significant 

adjustment problems, including depressive symptoms, social anxiety, loneliness, peer rejection 
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and externalizing difficulties (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Schafer, Werner 

& Crick, 2002). While relationally aggressive behavior occurs in almost all schools, children 

attending under-resourced schools or those schools within large cities are at an increased risk 

for becoming victims of relational (and physical) aggression (Wandersman & Nation, 1998; 

Black & Krishnakumar, 1998) and are thereby at an increased likelihood for future adjustment 

problems. 

The School Environment and Classroom Climate on Aggression 

Overall School Environment 

 A review of the available literature suggests that the consistency and quality of students’ 

social interactions within the school setting influences their social and academic development 

(Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie, 1997; Lehr & Christenson, 2002). Researchers at the Yale Child 

Study Center reviewed this literature and suggested that there may be 14 key components of 

school climate (Haynes et al., 1997). Among these variables are a) general school climate, b) 

order and discipline, c) student interpersonal relations, and d) student-teacher relations. 

According to the Yale Child Study Center, these key components are important in improving 

school climate with the focus of facilitating increased positive peer interactions. Further, other 

studies have demonstrated the association between school climate and improved student 

behavior and academic achievement (Lehr & Christenson, 2002). Stallings (1975) found that 

environmental context contributed more to math and reading achievement at school entry and 

students in structured classes had higher achievement scores than those in flexible classes.  

Class Climate 

 While there have been numerous studies examining the relationship between school 

climate and student adjustments in general (Brookover et al., 1977; Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-
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Avie, 1997), there have been few studies looking at the association between classroom climate 

and relational and physical aggression. Classroom climate has been defined in the literature in 

many ways. For example, in their study of middle schools, Brand et al. (2003) defined this 

construct in terms of teacher support, consistency and clarity of rules and expectations, student 

commitment and achievement orientation, negative peer interactions, positive peer interactions, 

disciplinary harshness, student input in decision making, instructional innovation and relevance, 

support for cultural pluralism, and safety problems. Classroom climate also has been defined in 

terms of students’ feeling of safety and experience of school as a welcoming and supportive 

place, and opportunity to cooperate with peers (Brand et al., 2003; Epstein, 1985; Gottfredson & 

Gottfredson, 1985). Hernandez and Seem (2004), recognized that school violence and aggression 

includes not only overt actions, but also subtle actions that may have damaging effects on 

students. They also suggest that codes of conduct should be adopted by the school to address 

behavior shown by all members (i.e. adults should model that positive behavior). Hernandez and 

Seem (2004) believe that students should be explicitly taught to respect individuals, and that this 

lesson will lead to the creation of safer school climates. However, these researchers failed to 

explore the relationship between classroom climate and relational and physical aggression. 

 Researchers have also found that individual classroom environments significantly affect 

students’ cognitive and affective outcomes (Fraser & Wubbles, 1995). Each member of the 

classroom has some power to influence the lives and work of every other member, including the 

teacher and other students. Behavior in one classroom may have dramatically different 

interpretations and consequences from another classroom depending on the various behaviors 

and interactions between class members and the teacher (Hudley, 1993). Consequently, the 

dynamics of the interactions within classrooms, rather than general school policies, years of 
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teacher experience or student demographic characteristics , may be a leading determinant of 

student success (Pauley, 1991). Perceptions of behavior may therefore be a function of 

interpersonal norms and expectations that are specific and unique to each classroom. 

Given the importance of the classroom context, observing individual classrooms may 

provide insight into how different behaviors affect the classroom climate (Hudley, 

1993).Waxman, Huang, Anderson,  and Weinstein (2001) describe the strengths of classroom 

observations to study the process of education in naturalistic settings, provide more detailed and 

precise evidence than other data sources, and that they can be used by school personnel to 

stimulate change within the classroom and verify that the change occurred.  Although many 

studies have been conducted to observe the classroom teaching environment (Fish & Dane, 2001; 

Shores & Wehby, 1994), many of these studies have targeted the behaviors of individual children 

as opposed to overall classroom climate (Muijs, 2002).  In addition, most systems do not 

examine the relationship between classroom climate and different forms of student aggression.  

Despite the fact that many bullying prevention programs have developed components to 

help teachers learn strategies to be more responsive to conflict situations (Olweus & Limber, 

1999), there are very few studies exploring the relationship between teacher style and student 

aggression.  Given the importance of teachers in bullying prevention programs, it follows that 

teacher style may have a considerable effect on student aggression in general.  

Role of Teachers in Establishing Classroom Climate 

 With the possible exception of parents and peers themselves, teachers have more 

opportunities to observe children and their peer relationships than anyone else              

(Ollendick, Oswald, & Francis, 1989). Particularly during the elementary school years, teachers 

spend more “waking hours” with children in their classrooms than parents do with their children 
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at home. Based on the amount of time spent with school-aged children, teachers are often 

expected to know their students on a very personal level and identify and address any 

problematic behaviors.  

While the recognition of negative behaviors is important, the quality of a teacher’s 

relationship with their students contributes to the social, emotional, and cognitive development 

of these children (Stuhlman & Pianta, 2001). Studies have shown that a positive teacher-student 

relationship can function as a protective factor that buffers children from risk factors such as 

childhood aggression (Meehan, Hughes, Cavell, 2003).  Researchers have also found that 

positive teacher-student relationships can ease aggression in children (Hughs, Cavell, and 

Jackson, 1999; Hamre & Pianta, 2001).  Moskowitz and Hayman (2001) found that teachers who 

were able to maintain control in an inner-city environment were also able to provide a warm, 

understanding, supportive climate in which students were able to work productively.  Students 

also liked these teachers best and felt they learned more from these teachers.  This type of 

teacher style in combination with the teacher-student relationship may have an impact on the 

display of aggression in the classroom. 

Research has shown that the relationship that a child has with his or her teacher in the 

early grades is associated with a variety of child outcomes, including children’s development of 

the relationship with their peers and their relationships with future teachers (Pianta and 

Stuhlman, 2004). This teacher-child relationship has also been associated with school adjustment 

and academic achievement, in addition to serving as a protective factor against risk behaviors. In 

fact, the development of children's early academic abilities in different areas has been linked to 

(and is perhaps facilitated by) the quality of the teacher-child relationship. Specifically, 

kindergarten children who have highly negative relationships with their teachers have been found 
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to demonstrate higher levels of behavioral problems and lower levels of appropriate behavioral 

mastery 2 years later as compared to their peers who had highly positive relationships with 

kindergarten teachers (Pianta et al., 1995). The quality of teacher-child relationships has also 

predicted changes in children's behaviors across kindergarten through first grade: Increased 

conflict with the kindergarten teacher was predictive of fewer prosocial behaviors and slightly 

more aggressive behaviors with peers (Birch & Ladd, 1998). In contrast, "secure" and 

"improved" teacher-child relationships in kindergarten were associated with socially accepted 

behavior in that classroom and fewer problems in first grade classrooms (Pianta & Stuhlman, 

2004). Extant studies have also found that children with chronic conflict in their relationships 

with teachers in kindergarten and first grade demonstrate less participation in school and lower 

levels of school liking as compared to children with high levels of teacher-child closeness (Pianta 

& Stuhlman, 2004). Given the associations between teacher child relationships, children's school 

liking and behavioral adjustment, it is not surprising that children who have higher levels of 

conflict in relationships with teachers also are less engaged in the classroom and are at increased 

risk for poor academic achievement (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004). On the other hand, close and 

supportive relationships with teachers have demonstrated the potential to diminish the risk of 

negative outcomes for students who may otherwise have difficulty succeeding in school (Pianta 

& Stuhlman, 2004).   

 Teacher sensitivity and positive responses to their students have been shown to relate to 

children’s social competence and on-task behaviors in the kindergarten classroom (Rimm-

Kaufman, Early, Cox, Saluja, Pianta, Bradley, & Payne, 2002). Sensitive behavior is described 

as behavior that is consistent, positive and warm toward children as well as responsive to 

children’s cues. In contrast, less sensitive teacher behavior is marked by inconsistency, 
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intrusiveness, detachment, and poorly timed responses to children’s cues (Rimm-Kaufman et. al., 

2002). It has been documented that sensitive teachers are more likely to help children direct 

attention appropriately and are able to reduce children’s aggression (Birch & Ladd, 1997). If a 

child is inattentive, a sensitive teacher is more likely to re-engage the child in a manner that 

demonstrates awareness of the child’s preferred learning style, mood, and activity preferences. In 

addition, sensitive teachers may be able to develop classroom structures conducive to children’s 

social growth and development (Pianta, 1999). Likewise, teachers who are sensitive to the needs 

of more aggressive children may help them conform to classroom norms without resorting to 

punishment, leading to a reduction of bothersome behaviors such as aggression toward peers and 

off-task behaviors. For example, aggressive children with more sensitive kindergarten teachers 

showed more self-reliance, fewer negative classroom behaviors, and less off-task behavior 

compared to bold children with less sensitive teachers (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2002). Thus, 

teachers who are more sensitive to a child’s needs, cues, and abilities may be more effective at 

guiding children’s engagement. (Rimm-Kaufman, Vorhees, & Snell, 2003). 

Urban Issues to Consider with Physical and Relational Aggression 

 Research has demonstrated that children attending certain types of schools, mainly those 

in large cities or under-resourced schools, are at higher risk for future emotional and behavioral 

impairments (Black and Krishnakumar, 1998). Due to the number of chronic stressors present in 

these situations, such as increased levels of poverty, single-parent homes, drug use, community 

violence and higher crime rates, the risk for future impairments is not surprising (Wandersman 

& Nation, 1998). Research has also shown that African-American children are more likely to 

drop out of school and are less motivated to achieve academically than other children 

(Witherspoon, et al., 1997). Despite these factors, many inner-city African-American children 
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show amazing resiliency, and possess strengths which enable them to overcome these barriers. 

Research has shown that many of these students develop high levels of self-confidence in the 

face of these chronic stressors (Townsend & Belgrave, 2000). Given the link between stress and 

aggression, however, it is anticipated that students in these stressful school environments may 

be more likely to experience or initiate aggression. In light of how overwhelmed urban schools 

are with other challenges, the ability to identify the relationship between teacher’s style of 

interaction with students and student’s levels of aggression might offer a simple point of 

intervention to improve student’s adjustment in an otherwise chaotic environment.  

Measuring Physical and Relational Aggression  

One of the fundamental issues in defining and understanding aggression in childhood 

concerns identifying and utilizing appropriate assessment strategies (Crick, Ostrov, Appleyard, 

Jansen & Casas, 2004). A number of approaches have been employed, including self-report 

measures, peer sociometric measures, teacher reports, and behavioral observations. For the 

purposes of this study, behavioral observations and peer reports were used. However, the 

strengths and limitations of each approach will be discussed.  

Self-report methods are one of the most common methods used to examine children’s 

perceptions of their experiences of being victimized (Rigby, 2002). With this method, children 

are typically given definitions of aggression and victimization and asked to rate the occurrence of 

these behaviors at school, or to respond to questions asking about their experience of being 

bullied or victimized. Examples of self-report measures include the Children’s Social Behavior 

Scale (CSBS) and the Child Ratings of Aggression (CRA). The CSBS is a 13-item measure 

parallel in content to Crick’s (1996) teacher rating measure of relational aggression (Children’s 

Peer Relations Scale). The items for the CSBS were rephrased to adapt them to a self-report 
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format. However, although the Children’s Peer Relations Scale consists of 3 scales (relational 

aggression, overt aggression, and prosocial behavior), the CSBS only contains the corresponding 

items that pertain to relational aggression (e.g., I spread rumors or gossip about others) and 

prosocial behavior (I say supportive things to others). The CSBS also contains one item 

assessing the degree to which the child is accepted by same gender peers, and another item 

assessing the degree to which the child is accepted by opposite-gender peers. The response scale 

for each of the items ranges from 1 (never true) to 5 (almost always true). The Child Ratings of 

Aggression (CRA) is a 28-item measure adapted to a self report format from Brown, Atkins, 

Osborne, and Milnamow’s (1996) Revised Teacher Rating Scale for Reactive and Proactive 

Aggression. The items in this measure assess: proactive aggression, reactive aggression, covert 

antisocial, and prosocial behavior. The possible responses to the items range from 0 (Never) to 2 

(Very Often).  

When considering whether to use self report measures, it is important to consider the 

accuracy and sophistication of children’s responses due to their age and cognitive maturity (Leff, 

Power, & Goldstein, 2004). Research suggests that younger children may have a less well-

defined understanding of aggression than older children, thereby not always considering or 

reporting some behaviors that older children would term as “aggressive” or “bullying” (Smith & 

Levan, 1995). Regardless of the age of the children completing the form, self-report measures 

have provided much of the information currently known about aggression, bullying and 

victimization. While some self-report methods (especially self-report diaries) may help 

researchers gain an in-depth understanding of the experiences of being bullied, these methods 

have a number of limitations. One important limitation is that perpetrators of aggression are not 

thought to be extremely accurate reporters of their own aggressive behaviors (Leff, Power, & 
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Goldstein, 2004). While the psychometric properties have been established for some measures, 

many are questionable and limit the use of the data. For example, the self-report measures listed 

above include a limited number of items that assess relational aggression and tend to be adapted 

from other measures, making them not specifically designed to measure relational aggression. A 

number of large scale bullying interventions also utilize self-report measures as the primary 

outcome measure, but have students fill out the form anonymously. This makes it difficult to 

compare an individual student’s responses before and after an intervention although you can 

view aggregate changes in the group due to the intervention (Leff et al., 2004). Self report 

measures are also subjective due to their dependence on children’s memories or the social 

pressures against children reporting instances of victimization particularly when these measures 

are administered to the class as a group (Leff et al., 2004).  

In contrast to self-report methods, peer sociometric measures ask children to identify or 

rate their peers based on some behavioral characteristics. These measures, asking children to 

indicate certain preferences for classmates, have been widely utilized to measure social and 

behavioral characteristics and to identify children who may be at risk for behavioral issues later 

in life (Leff, Kupersmidt, Patterson, & Power, 1999). The two most widely used peer sociometric 

measures are peer rating scales and peer nominations. Peer rating scales ask students to rate each 

classmate on a likert scale related to a behavioral construct, such as sharing or acting 

aggressively toward other students (Leff, Power, et al., 2004). Peer nomination methods, on the 

other hand, ask students to identify a certain number of classmates who exhibit specific 

behaviors. Both types of peer report measures have distinct advantages over self-report 

measures. Nomination scores take the perspective of all classmates into account. Peer report 

measures have been well established and show a high degree of test-retest reliability as well as a 
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high degree of stability across time and situations (Leff et al., 1999). Terry (2000), also found 

that brief peer nomination procedures have high inter-rater consensus reliability—an index of 

agreement between all raters in their rating of particular classmates. Peer report measures also 

have strong predictive validity in measuring social competence and aggression and a high 

association with maladjustment later in life (Leff et al., 1999). While peer report measures are 

used to identify high-risk children in schools, this method can be labor-intensive and take many 

hours to complete. This method also necessitates a need to have a majority of children in the 

class participate in contrast to self reports that can be completed by one person. In addition, the 

data entry and analyses associated with peer sociometric measure are more complex and take 

more time to complete than evaluating self reports or teacher reports (Leff, Power, et al., 2004). 

Another limitation is the perceived negative effects that this measure will have on children’s self-

esteem. Parents and teachers are sometimes hesitant to give permission for this measure to be 

used because children are asked to rate each other on both positive and negative characteristics. 

This may translate into lower participation rates, which affects the reliability and generalization 

of findings (Leff, Power, et al., 2004). Nevertheless, a number of studies have demonstrated that 

there are no negative repercussions associated with peer report techniques, as long as they are 

handled in a sensitive and systematic manner (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). While peer report 

measures are widely accepted to measure peer relationships, teacher report measures are also 

useful and have several benefits (Leff et al., 1999). 

Teacher report measures are consistent with school practices, requiring teachers to regularly 

rate children’s academic performance and behaviors. Examples of teacher reports include the 

Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1991) and the Revised Teacher Rating Scale for Reactive 

and Proactive Aggression (Brown, Atkins, Osborne, & Milnamow, 1996). The Child Behavior 
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Checklist (CBC) was normed for children ages 6-18 and consists of 140 items measuring a 

child’s problem behaviors and competencies in the past six months. The teacher report form of 

the CBC includes measurement of eight constructs or syndromes including Social Withdrawal, 

Somatic Complaints, Anxiety/Depression, Social Problems, Thought Problems, Attention 

Problems, Delinquent Behavior, and Aggressive Behavior. The internal consistency is .78-.97 on 

a sample of 6-18 year olds. The Revised Teacher Rating Scale for Reactive and Proactive 

Aggression is used with children ages 8-18 and consists of 28 items measuring reactive and 

proactive aggression. On this teacher report, the subscales include proactive aggression, reactive 

aggression, covert antisocial, and prosocial behavior. The internal consistency rating is.92 to .94 

on a sample of teachers of 8-18 year old boys.  

The two main advantages for using teacher reports are that they are cost effective and 

often times, parents are more accepting of these measures since they eliminate the possibility of 

negative nominations from other peers.  With the exception of these two benefits, researchers 

have found only low to moderate levels of agreement between teacher and peer reports of 

aggression (Leff et al., 1999). In addition, teacher reports are typically not sensitive to behaviors 

on the playground or to more subtle forms of aggression, such as relational aggression, which 

limits their use and the type of information they provide (Leff et al., 2004). They can also be 

impractical due to the length of the measures and the amount of time it takes for the teacher to 

complete the measures on multiple students. Due to the fact that the current study was not only 

looking at physical, but also relational aggression, which is often more difficult for teachers to 

observe and record, teacher reports were not utilized for this study. 

Observational systems provide a way of examining behaviors and social interactions in 

an objective manner that is not influenced by pre-conceived relationships. While behavioral 
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observation systems range in terms of their coding systems, they often consist of documenting 

the frequency or quality of behaviors being observed.  

Behavioral observation systems have been used to identify children who engage in 

aggression and bullying behavior and to better understand their motives (Leff et al., 2004). In 

addition, behavioral observations have been used to identify changes in behavior following an 

intervention. While behavioral observations are relatively easy to use and evaluate, some systems 

are more complex and require a considerable amount of time and labor to design, adapt, and 

implement (Leff et al., 2004). The more complicated systems also require more extensive 

training for coders to ensure adequate inter-rater reliability, as well as a substantial baseline 

period to minimize the impact of reactivity by the children being observed. The importance of 

observational systems in identifying and better understanding the association between physical 

and relational aggression in the classroom and other important classroom-level variables will be 

discussed.  

Behavioral observation measures have often been used to examine aggressive behaviors; 

unfortunately, there are a limited number of validated observational tools for assessing aspects of 

classroom climate.  Two observation systems have commonly been used throughout the 

literature, the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), and the Multi-Option 

Observation System for Experimental Studies (MOOSES). For the purposes of this study, 

however, a third observation method was created, to capture the specific aspects from both 

measures that were predicted to most affect and identify student aggression.   

  The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) is an observation instrument 

developed to assess classroom quality in preschool through third-grade classrooms.  The CLASS 

dimensions are based on developmental theory and research suggesting that the interactions 
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between students and adults are the primary mechanism of student development and learning 

(Greenburg, Domitrovich, & Bumbarger, 2001; Hamre & Pianta, 2007).  The CLASS 

dimensions are based solely on the interactions between teachers and students in the classrooms.  

These dimensions do not evaluate the presence of materials, the physical environment or safety, 

or the adoption of a specific curriculum.  According to the CLASS, interactions between teachers 

and students can be grouped into three domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, 

and Instructional Support.   

 The Emotional Support domain looks at children’s social and emotional functioning in 

the classroom. This area has been increasingly recognized as an indicator of school readiness 

(Blair, 2002; Denham & Weissberg, 2004).  Children who are motivated to form relationships 

with others at the beginning of their school years are much more likely to have positive 

development in both social and academic domains (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 

1999).  Teachers’ abilities to support and foster social and emotional functioning in the 

classroom are thereby central to effective classroom practice.  The Emotional Support domain, as 

described in the CLASS manual includes the following: 

• Positive Climate: The emotional connection, respect, and enjoyment demonstrated 
between teachers and students and among students. 

• Negative Climate: The level of expressed negativity such as anger, hostility, or 
aggression exhibited by teachers and/or students in the classroom. 

• Teacher Sensitivity: Teachers’ awareness of and responsivity to students’ academic 
and emotional concerns 

• Regard for Student Perspectives: The degree to which teachers’ interactions with 
students and classroom activities place an emphasis on students’ interests, 
motivations, and points of view.  

 
 The Classroom Organization domain includes an array of classroom processes related to 

the organization and management of students’ behavior, time, and attention in the classroom 

(Emmer & Stough, 2001).  Classrooms function best and provide the most opportunities for 
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learning when students are well-behaved, consistently have things to do, and are interested and 

engaged in learning.  The theory behind this domain includes work by developmental 

psychologists studying how children develop self-regulatory skills (Blair, 2003; Raver, 2004).  

Basically, this work suggests that students exhibit better self-regulation in well-regulated 

classroom environments.  The CLASS framework looks at the following three dimensions of this 

classroom-level regulation: 

• Behavior Management: How effectively teachers monitor, prevent, and redirect 
behavior. 

• Productivity: How well the classroom runs with respect to routines and the degree to 
which teacher organize activities. 

• Instructional Learning Formats: How teachers facilitate activities and provide 
interesting materials so that students are engaged and learning opportunities are 
maximized. 

 
The theoretical foundation for Instructional Support domain comes from research on 

children’s cognitive and language development (e.g., Catts, Fey, Zhang, &Tomblin, 1999; Fujiki, 

Brinton, & Clarke, 2002).  This literature highlights the distinction between simply learning facts 

and gaining usable knowledge.  The development of metacognitive skills, or the awareness and 

understanding of one’s thinking processes, is also important to children’s academic development 

(Veenman, Kok, & Blote, 2005).  Students’ ability to develop these skills is contingent on the 

appropriate interactions between themselves and the adults in their lives.  As a result, this 

CLASS domain does not focus on the content of the learning activities, but rather on the ways in 

which teachers implement whichever activities they are using to support cognitive and language 

development.  The following three dimensions make up the Instructional Support domain: 

• Concept Development: How teachers use instructional discussions and activities to 
promote higher-order thinking skills. 

• Quality of Feedback: How teachers extend students’ learning through their responses 
to students’ ideas, comments, and work. 

• Language Modeling: The extent to which teachers facilitate and encourage students’ 
language.  
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Unlike discrete behavioral coding, the CLASS requires the observer to derive one score 

for each dimension per observation cycle based on the degree to which certain behavioral 

markers characterize the classroom during that cycle.  A minimum of four cycles should be 

obtained.  A score ranging from 1 (minimally characteristic) to 7 (highly characteristic) is given 

for each dimension and represents the extent to which that dimension is characteristic of that 

classroom.  Each cycle of observation consists of a 20-minute period during which the observer 

watches classroom interactions (mostly focused on the teacher) and takes notes on an 

Observation Sheet.  The Observation Sheets have space next to each dimension for the observer 

to jot down notes to help him or her assign a rating score at the end of each observation cycle. 

Notes must be taken for each dimension during every observation cycle.  During this time, the 

observer should watch the who, what, and how of everything that happens at the classroom level, 

with particular attention to the teachers’ instructional interactions and behaviors.  At the end of 

the 20 minutes of observation and note taking, the observer should derive numerical ratings for 

each of the CLASS dimensions based on the observer’s knowledge of the dimension definitions 

and markers and the written notes that the observer has made during the observation window for 

each dimension.  

The CLASS is similar to the observational system used in the current study in that it 

looks at the emotional climate of the classroom and the way in which the class is managed.  It 

also focuses on the interactions between the teacher and the student and how the classroom 

supports those students.  Despite the similarities that exist, there are a number of differences 

between the observational system used in the current study and the CLASS.  First, the CLASS 

focuses on the classroom processes rather than classroom materials and environment and 

includes the distinct element of the Instructional Support dimension.  Next, the stated purpose of 



    

38 
 

the instrument is to determine ways in which to improve the educational experiences for 

children.  It is used primarily for early childhood classrooms (preschool- third grade) and focuses 

on how the teacher and the environment support the students rather than looking at the overall 

classroom environment.  Another difference is that observers use a likert Scale to make ratings of 

items and then look at definitions and examples to make judgments.  Finally, the sample on 

which the CLASS was normed was not predominately African-American and did not focus on 

students attending inner-city schools. 

The MOOSES (Multi-Option Observation System for Experimental Studies) classroom 

observation coding system, developed by Tapp, Wehby, & Ellis (1995), is used to code 

children's interactions with teachers and peers. This program allows for continuous data 

collection of discrete events and the simultaneous collection of durational measures. Utilizing 

laptop computers, data collectors are able to collect data while maintaining their mobility within 

observational settings. MOOSES offers a menu of programs for data analysis. Among the 

program options are descriptive measures for both event and duration codes, inter-observer 

agreement analysis, and analysis of event within durational states. Durational states include: 

1) Teacher involvement—student is participating in large or small group 
presentations that are being directed by the classroom teacher, teacher is 
interacting with the target child and the child’s primary focus is on the teacher 

2) Peer involvement—student is participating with peers in some type of positive or 
negative interaction or activity and the child’s primary focus is on peers 

3) Solitary involvement—student is completing independent seatwork, quietly 
eating lunch, playing with a game away from other peers and there is basic 
absence of interaction with any other person in the environment 

4) Engaged/Disengaged— (E) student is engaged in or working on approved 
activity; (D) student is not participating in an approved/appropriate activity and 
may include noncompliance to a teacher’s requests or commands 

5) Teacher involvement/Assistant teacher—a specific or nonspecific verbalization 
or non-verbal positive gesture that expresses a favorable judgment upon an 
activity 

6)  Other adult involvement structured/unstructured—(S) all teacher directed 
activities, which include transitions within the classroom, small group activities, 
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etc.; (U) those activities that do not involve specific teacher direction, which 
include free play in the classroom, recess, and lunch in the cafeteria  

 
Using laptop computers, data collectors record data in 30-minute long observations.  

Following each 30-minute observation, observers complete a post observation rating scale using 

the ASKER program, developed by Jon Tapp and David Fiel (1991). This scale contains 

questions relating to child specific behaviors and classroom specific behaviors and should be 

completed immediately after each observation.  

 In conjunction with the MOOSES, the Conduct Problems group used the ASKER, which 

is a computer-assisted rating program (Tapp & Fiel, 1991).  The observers rated ten 5-point 

items summarizing the classroom atmosphere during each 30-minute observation. These ratings 

focused on the atmosphere of the entire classroom and ranged from 1 (low) to 5 (high), with 

behavioral descriptions at the ends and at the midpoint.  The classroom atmosphere ratings were 

derived from the Classroom Rating Form (Solomon, Watson, Delucchi, Schaps, & Battistich, 

1988) and assessed the following variables in the classroom:  

a) Level of disruption during academic time 
b) Ability to handle classroom transitions 
c) Ability to follow rules 
d) Level of cooperation 
e) Use of problem solving during conflict or need 
f) Ability to express feelings appropriately 
g) Level of interest and enthusiasm 
h) Ability to stay focused and on task 
i) Responsiveness to individual student’s needs and feelings 
j) Level of criticism versus supportiveness 

 
  While both the MOOSES and ASKER systems employ constructs similar to those 

utilized by the observational system in the current study, the main difference between their 

systems and the modified version for this study revolves around the feasibility of the tool, mainly 

the way in which constructs are measured.  The system used in the current study records events 
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as they happen and also includes time sampling.  The ASKER system was used after the 

MOOSES in order to obtain a global sense of the classroom after individual observations. As a 

result, the ASKER system, as it is presently designed, utilizes global impressions which are 

recorded at the completion of the observation and may not be as objective.  The observation 

system designed for the current study differs from the ASKER in that it can be used both before 

and after the introduction of a school-based intervention to measure change. This was an 

important factor in the decision to modify the ASKER observation system.  

The observational system used in the current study is based on the Asker computer-

assisted observation rating system employed by The FAST TRACK Program. The FAST 

TRACK Program was designed as an intervention that integrates the provision of universal (all 

children) and selective (children at some risk) services into a comprehensive model that involves 

the child, school, family, and community. This program advocates for the development of social 

competence in all children, which leads to an improved classroom atmosphere that supports 

improved interpersonal relations for all students (Conduct Problems Group, 1999).  The FAST 

TRACK Program is based on the idea that more intensive intervention with the highest risk 

children across important school, home, and community settings may serve to reduce their highly 

disruptive behaviors and the impact these behaviors have on the classroom learning environment 

(Conduct Problems Group, 1999).  

 In order to determine the usefulness of their intervention, the Conduct Problems 

Prevention Research groups used a computer-assisted rating program (ASKER; Tapp & Fiel, 

1991). The observers rated ten 5-point items summarizing the classroom atmosphere during each 

30-min observation. These ratings focused on the atmosphere of the entire classroom and ranged 

from 1 (low) to 5 (high), with behavioral descriptions at the ends and at the midpoint. The 
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classroom atmosphere ratings were derived from the Classroom Rating Form (Solomon, Watson, 

Delucchi, Schaps, & Battistich, 1988) and assessed the classroom's (a) level of disruption during 

academic time, (b) ability to handle classroom transitions, (c) ability to follow rules, (d) level of 

cooperation, (e) use of problem solving during conflict or need, (f) ability to express feelings 

appropriately, (g) level of interest and enthusiasm, (h) ability to stay focused and on task, (i) 

responsiveness to individual student's needs and feelings, and (j) level of criticism versus 

supportiveness.  Therefore, this observation system provides relevant data that can be used to 

examine how student and teacher behaviors and interactions impact the dimensions of classroom 

climate.  

In order to measure classroom climate for this study, the observation system used by the 

Fast Track Program was modified to fit the specific goals of the study. Specifically, our system 

measures the frequency of noncompliance, teacher reprimands, and teacher praise that occur 

within a classroom each ten minute period, and provides a summative rating of classroom 

enthusiasm and classroom focus/attention for each ten minute period. 

As stated above, for the purposes of this study, peer nominations and behavioral 

observations were used.  The standardized peer nomination procedure that is being used, derived 

from Coie et al. (1982), has demonstrated greater discriminant validity and temporal stability 

than other peer nomination and rating procedures (Asher & Dodge, 1986; Newcomb & 

Bukowski, 1983).  Also, prior studies have demonstrated that peer nomination procedures for 

overt aggression that are similar to the procedures for relational aggression are stable over time 

(Coie & Dodge, 1983; Terry & Coie, 1991) and across situations (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983).  

They are also correlated with observations of fighting and bullying behavior (e.g. Cillessen & 

Hubbard, 1993; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1990).  However, the current peer nomination procedure 
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being used differed from Coie and colleagues, as students were asked to nominate all peers who 

met each behavioral descriptor (termed unlimited peer nominations) as opposed to nominating 

only three peers who met each behavioral descriptor (termed limited peer nominations).  This 

decision was made because unlimited procedures have demonstrated even stronger psychometric 

properties than limited procedures (Terry, 2000).  

Summary 

The current study will examine the relationship between the construct of teacher 

positivity and student physical and relational aggression in the classroom. For this study, teacher 

positivity was defined as the teacher responsiveness score, as calculated by the observation 

measure, divided by the sum of the teacher responsiveness and teacher redirection score. The 

overall teacher responsiveness variable identified the number of positive responses provided to a 

student or group of students by the teacher based on the following individual variables: 

1. Verbal Praise 

2. Nonverbal Praise 

3. Assistance 

4. Encouragement 

Teacher positivity will be recorded using a direct observation system to examine both negative 

and positive factors contributing to classroom climate and the display of physically aggressive 

acts in the classroom during instruction time. This study will look at whether teacher positivity, 

with teachers classified as high positive or low positive, is related to the amount of physical and 

relational aggression in the classroom. In addition, using specific constructs collected on 

classroom climate, the current study will look at the relationship between these classroom 

climate variables and the amount of physical and relational aggression in the classroom based on 
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the observation and peer nomination measures. Finally, the specific school sites, in addition to 

identified teacher, student, and classroom variables, will be explored to determine whether any of 

these variables are related to teacher positivity in the classroom. This study is unique in that the 

population is composed of inner-city students, predominantly African-American, with a 

heterogeneous mix of teachers, both in terms of ethnicity and number of years teaching. 

Identifying the relationship between teacher positivity and student aggression may be a first step 

in the design of prevention interventions to improve classroom climate as well as children’s 

social relationships. 
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CHAPTER 3 

      METHODS 
 

Participants 

The current project was part of a larger study, “Preventing Relational Aggression in 

Schools Everyday (PRAISE)” program, which was funded by the National Institute for Mental 

Health (NIMH: K23 PA-98-052). This program utilizes peer nominations to identify aggressive 

children for intervention purposes.   

The data for the current study were collected from two large urban elementary schools 

within the School District of Philadelphia.  The current sample was a convenience sample based 

on a previous relationship between the schools and the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia. In 

addition, the participating schools showed an interest in the project and had identified a need for 

a bullying and aggression prevention program. The first school, with 680 students, included 

grades kindergarten through fourth grade. Observational data from this school were collected 

during the 2005-2006 school year. Students (n=295) enrolled in this study came from the ten 

classrooms across the third and fourth grades. At this school, approximately 87.6% of the 

students were African-American, 5.1% were Caucasian, and 7.3% identified themselves as either 

Asian, Latino, or Other. A total of 85.4% of the students attending this school received free 

lunch.  

  The second school, with 520 students, included grades kindergarten through eighth grade. 

Demographic statistics from this school (in the 2006-2007 school year) show that approximately 

98.2% of the students were African-American, 0.5 % were Caucasian, and 1.3% identified 

themselves as either Latino or Other. Students (n= 207) enrolled in the study from this school 
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came from the eight classrooms across the third, fourth, and fifth grades.  A total of 86.2% of the 

students attending this school received free or reduced lunch. 

Every boy (n= 259) and girl (n=243) who participated in the study returned parental 

consent forms as well as provided his or her assent to participate. Participants in the study were 

predominantly African-American (90%). There was an 85-90% consent rate for each classroom. 

In addition to student participants, the third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers (n=18) from 

participating classrooms also participated as part of the focus of a systematic observation tool 

developed by the lead researcher.  There were two inclusionary criteria for teachers. The first was 

that only third, fourth and fifth grade teachers who had students participating in the PRAISE 

program were included. In addition, only regular education teachers were asked to participate. 

There was no formal teacher consent, but each of the eighteen teachers voluntarily agreed to 

participate in the project.  Verbal teacher consent was utilized as part of the larger study, which 

was approved by the University of Pennsylvania’s Internal Review Board (IRB).  

Procedures 

All children returned parental consent as well as providing their own assent in order to 

participate.  Consent forms were provided and completed during the month of September with the 

peer nomination measures administered during the month of October. After returning parental 

consent and student assent, two to four project staff conducted a group sociometric testing 

assessment (peer nomination measure) to participating students in each classroom. Those students 

who did not have consent to participate in the study were given alternate activities to complete in 

another room in the school building during peer nomination administration.  During 

administration of the peer-nomination instrument, participating students were provided with an 

alphabetized list of their grade-mates and were asked to nominate all peers in their grade whom 
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they thought fit each behavioral description.  The names of students without consent for 

participation in the peer nomination administration were excluded from the alphabetized list of 

grade-mates.  Grade level nominations were used (as opposed to classroom level) because 

students reported that many of them were familiar with their grademates.  Children nominated 

peers by circling the peer’s name and/or number that accompanied their name. Each child 

participating in the study was assigned a number for coding purposes. The number of nominations 

children received from grade-mates for each item was summed and standardized (z-scores) within 

each grade and were then calculated to determine the relative level of nominations for each child. 

These data were used for the larger study to determine which individual students would be 

participating in the intervention. 

Specific procedures were followed to help ensure standardization of student data 

collection (peer nominations). For the student data collection, the lead researcher on the PRAISE 

study was responsible for providing training to each study team member.  Each member of the 

research team used a standard script, designed by the principal investigator, for administering 

group peer nomination measures to children and teachers. Weekly research meetings were held 

throughout the data collection process to address any unforeseen issues that occurred, review 

procedures, and provide feedback on administration to members of the team. The principal 

investigator was also present for most of the administration sessions in the schools to observe the 

standardization process and ensure fidelity to standard procedures.  

Shortly after the peer nomination measures had been administered in each classroom, 

participating students were observed between October and November, shortly after the children 

entered third, fourth, or fifth grade. Three 10-minute observations were conducted in each 

classroom on each observation day by a pair of coders to ensure reliability (See Appendix F). 
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For the observation measures, members of the research team received specialized training 

prior to the administration of the measures. Practice observations in the designated classrooms 

were conducted for two weeks before the official observation data collection process began, 

during which, each of the four members of the team took turns observing different classrooms, 

with each other in order to complete reliability checks. Meetings with the principal investigator 

were held every few days during that two week period to assess inter-rater reliability and discuss 

any questions or concerns which may have arisen. When there was at least 90% agreement 

between raters for each code, the official data collection process began. While the observation 

data were being collected, weekly research meetings were held to discuss progress and address 

any logistical concerns. Following this wave of data collection, a validation study was conducted 

as two teams of trained coders observed each of 18 3rd-5th grade classrooms across the two large 

urban elementary schools over several weeks.  Base-rates and inter-rater reliability were 

calculated for each code across the two schools, and reliability estimates were acceptable for each 

coder pair (>87% agreement between raters for each code).   

Measures 

Peer Nominations 

 Peer nominations regarding children’s use of relational and physical forms of aggression 

were assessed using unlimited group sociometric interviews with each participating child. This 

peer nomination instrument was used as intended with children ages 9-12 years (or third through 

sixth grade). Test-retest reliability has been demonstrated at .82-.90 and internal consistency 

ranges from .83 to .94 (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Sixteen peer nomination items were used for 

this study (see Appendix C). Eight of the items were taken from Crick and Grotpeter (1995), five 

of which related to relational aggression and three of which related to physical/overt aggression.  
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Questions pertaining to relational aggression asked students to circle the names of the children 

who tell their friends that they will stop liking them unless their friends do what they say and to 

circle the names of children who get even with others by leaving them out when they are mad at 

them. Questions looking at physical aggression asked the students to circle the names of children 

who hit or push others and to circle the names of children who start fights. An additional eight 

items were used, but were not analyzed for the purposes of this study. 

Direct Observations 

The observation system used for this study was based on the Asker computer-assisted 

observation rating system (Tapp & Fiel, 1991) employed by the FAST TRACK intervention and 

was adapted for purposes of this study through participatory feedback from several teachers.  In 

the FAST TRACK system, observers rate the classroom environment every 30 minutes on a 

Likert scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high) on dimensions including a) compliance and level of 

disruption during instruction, b) ability to handle classroom transitions, c) ability to follow rules, 

d) level of cooperation on a class-wide scale, e) use of problem solving during conflict or need, 

f) ability to express feelings appropriately, g) level of interest and enthusiasm, h) ability to stay 

focused and on task, i) responsiveness to individual student’s needs and feelings, and j) level of 

criticism versus supportiveness by the teacher. Adaptations to the observation tool additionally 

measured the frequency of student noncompliance, teacher reprimands, and teacher praise that 

occurred within a classroom during each ten minute period, and provided a summative rating of 

classroom enthusiasm and classroom focus/attention for each ten minute period. Three, 10-

minute observations were conducted in each of the eighteen participating classrooms across one 

day. The observations were conducted by advanced undergraduate and graduate psychology 

students trained specifically on this direct observation tool.  The observation tool used for this 
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study was designed by piloting the observation tool extensively and conducting several focus 

group interviews with teachers and community partners.  Using this type of partnership-based 

research model is crucial for ensuring the developmental appropriateness and cultural sensitivity 

of new measurement tools (Leff et al., 2003). 

For the purposes of this study, both student and teacher observations were collected. 

Several composite scores were developed for interpretation of the multiple indices measured (see 

Table 3.1). 

Table 3.1.  Outcome Variables from the Direct Observation System Measure 
Outcome Variable Description 
Student Variables  
Noncompliant Acts Average number of compliance violations summed from the 

total number of observations recorded in each classroom.  
Physically Aggressive Students The number of peer nominations each student received as 

physically aggressive was converted to z-scores.  Any 
students with a z score greater than .5 was considered to be 
physically aggressive. 

Relationally Aggressive Students The number of peer nominations each student received as 
relationally aggressive was converted to z-scores.  Any 
students with a z score greater than .5 was considered to be 
relationally aggressive. 

Teacher Variables  
Teacher redirection  Sum of the number of times the teacher redirects a student 

due to instances of negative, disruptive and/or noncompliant 
behavior (described in detail below). 

• Universal Number of teacher redirections directed at the whole class. 
• Specific Number of teacher redirections directed at an individual 

child or specific group. 
• Transition Number of teacher redirections that occurred while the class 

was transitioning from one activity to the next. 
• Interruption Number of teacher redirections that occurred while there was 

an interruption to the class. 
Teacher Responsiveness Sum of the number of positive responses provided to a 

student or group of students by the teacher (described in 
detail below). 

• Verbal praise Number of verbally stated positive comments made by the 
teacher to a student or group of students. 

• Nonverbal praise Number of nonverbal gestures made by the teacher to a 
student or group of students. 

• Assistance Number of times the teacher physically provided help to the 
student. 

• Encouragement Number of verbally stated proactive responses provided by 
the teacher to the student or group of students. 

Teacher Positivity Score  The teacher responsiveness score divided by the sum of the 
teacher responsiveness and teacher redirection score. 
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Classroom Climate Variables 
Student Level of Interest/Enthusiasm and 
Involvement 

Rating (Scale of 1= Minority to 3=Majority) on the number 
of students who are absorbed in the activity, enjoying 
activities, asking questions, and making suggestions. 

Classroom Focused and On-Task Rating (Scale of 1= Minority to 3= Majority) on the number 
of students who are paying attention to the activity and not 
engaging in off-task behavior. 

  
 

For the purposes of this study, in the ‘Student Variables’ section, noncompliant behaviors 

involved tallying instances of any compliance violations identified by the observation measure 

(arguing, fighting, loud talking/yelling, horseplay, defiance) during academic time.  Each 

instance of this behavior was recorded during the ten-minute observation period.  

The variable termed ‘Physically Aggressive Students’ referred to those students identified 

as ‘physically aggressive’ based on the peer nomination measure.  The number of peer 

nominations that each student received on the three questions related to physical/overt aggression 

was converted to z-scores.  Any students with a z score greater than .5 was considered to be 

‘physically aggressive’. 

The variable named ‘Relationally Aggressive Students’ referred to those students 

identified as ‘relationally aggressive’ based on the peer nomination measure.  The number of 

peer nominations that each student received on the five questions related to relational aggression 

was converted to z-scores.  Any students with a z score greater than .5 was considered to be 

‘relationally aggressive’. 

In regards to the ‘Teacher Variables’, ‘Teacher re-directions’ measured how many times 

teachers provided negative redirections to students due to instances of disruptive and/or 

noncompliant behaviors.  A negative re-direction was tallied for teachers’ reaction to students’ 

negative, loud, or distracting behavior.  However, it should be noted that teacher re-directions did 

not need to be in response to a coded instance of disruptive behavior. A distinction was made 
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between a universal re-direction and a specific re-direction.  For example, a universal (global) re-

direction was directed to the whole class such as (ex- “You are all too loud…Stop 

talking…Shh”).  A specific re-direction was directed at an individual child or specific group (ex-

“Melvin and Baby need to sit down in their chairs.”)  Observers also recorded whether the re-

direction occurred during a transition (teacher makes a re-direction while the class is 

transitioning from one activity to another) or interruption to class instruction time (teacher makes 

a re-direction when the phone rings or when another teacher enters the room), as these were less 

structured times for which disruptive behaviors and teacher re-directions could occur more 

frequently.  

The teacher’s ‘Positive responsiveness’ was recorded when the teacher provided verbal 

praise (“Good job, Way to go”), nonverbal praise (patting a child’s shoulder, smiling directly at 

the child, nodding while the child speaks), assistance (walking over to the child’s desk to help 

with a project or problems, having the child come to teacher’s desk for help) and/or 

encouragement (proactive response such as, “I know you had a rough day yesterday, but I’m sure 

you can do better today”). The number of positive teacher responses were recorded and summed 

over the ten- minute observation period. 

The ‘Classroom Climate Variables’ measured the students’ ‘Level of Interest/Enthusiasm 

Involvement’ in two-minute intervals in order to account for changes in classroom activity. At 

the end of each two-minute interval, the observer recorded a rating (on a scale of 1 to 3) based on 

how many students were engaged, enjoying activities, asking questions, and/or making 

suggestions. A rating of 1 indicated that the minority of the students were engaged, enjoying 

classroom activities, asking questions, and/or making suggestions. A rating of 2 meant that about 

half the students were engaged, enjoying classroom activities, asking questions, and/or making 
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suggestions. A rating of 3 indicated that a majority of students were engaged, enjoying classroom 

activities, asking questions, and/or making suggestions. Also, recorded was whether a transition 

or interruption occurred within the two-minute interval. Observers took into consideration the 

whole interval and recorded an average score for the interval (i.e. the first minute the children 

were very enthusiastic, but then switched to an activity in which they did not feel invested).   

‘Classroom Focused and On Task’ was also measured in two-minute intervals in order to 

account for changes in classroom activity. At the end of each two-minute interval, the observer 

recorded a rating (on a scale of 1 to 3) based on how many students were paying attention to the 

activity and not engaging in off-task behavior.  A rating of 1 indicated that the minority of the 

students were paying attention and on-task for that particular activity. A rating of 2 meant that 

about half the students were paying attention and not engaging in off-task behavior. A rating of 3 

indicated that a majority of students were paying attention and many of them were engaged in 

off-task behavior.  Whether a transition or interruption occurred within the two-minute interval 

was also recorded. Observers took the whole interval into consideration and recorded an average 

score for the interval (i.e. the first minute the children were focused, but then began to engage in 

off-task behavior).   

Research Questions 

 In the current study, there are three primary research questions. Initially, all variables will 

be evaluated to ensure that they comply with statistical assumptions before proceeding with 

analysis. Each of the research questions is listed below.  

1) Is there a relationship between teacher positivity and student physical and relational 

aggression in the classroom? 
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2) Is there a relationship between the classroom climate variables and the amount of student 

physical and/or relational aggression in the classroom?  

3) Which teacher and/or student characteristics relate to teacher positivity? 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
         RESULTS 

Given the overall purpose of examining the impact of teacher positivity on relational and 

physical aggression in the classroom, it was important to define teacher positivity and ultimately 

classify teachers as belonging to a high positive or low positive group. A teacher positivity score, 

as described in Table 3.1 in the Methodology section, was derived using scores from a direct 

observation tool adapted for use as part of this study.  

The teacher positivity score was calculated for each teacher based on the proportion of 

time that each teacher used positive responses out of the total number of both positive responses 

and negative redirections recorded during multiple 10 minute classroom observations.  Eighteen 

teachers participated in the study and based on the distribution of scores, a proportion of positive 

responses 40% of the time was the median. The ten teachers who scored above 40% were 

classified as high positive and the eight teachers who scored below 40% were classified as low 

positive teachers.  

The first research question examined whether physical and relational aggression in the 

classroom was associated with teacher positivity.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that teachers 

with higher positivity scores would have a lower average of student noncompliant acts as 

observed in the classroom, in addition to a lower proportion of students identified as either 

physically or relationally aggressive. As shown in Table 4.1, there were no significant 

correlations between teacher positivity and noncompliant acts, the proportion of physically 

aggressive students, or the proportion of relationally aggressive students. 
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Table  4.1. Correlation between Teacher Positivity and Noncompliant Acts with PAG and  RAG 
 Teacher Positivity Avg. # of Noncompliant Acts 
Teacher Positivity                       Pearson Correlation 
                                                    Sig. (2-tailed) 

1 
 

-.429 
.076 

Avg. # of Noncompliant Acts     Pearson Correlation 
                                                    Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.429 
.076 

1 

Proportion of RAG Students      Pearson Correlation 
                                                    Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.282 
.256 

.335 

.175 
Proportion of PAG Students       Pearson Correlation 
                                                    Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.464 
.052 

.603** 

.008 
 

As expected, the proportion of physically aggressive students was significantly positively 

correlated with the average number of noncompliant acts (r = .603, p = .008), however, these 

variables do represent two distinct descriptors of aggression within the classroom, so they were 

used as independent measures for subsequent analyses.  

The second research question examined whether classroom climate variables would be 

higher in classrooms with a lower proportion of physically and relationally aggressive students.  

Correlations were initially conducted using both student enthusiasm and overall classroom focus 

as classroom climate variables. However, these two measures of classroom climate were found 

to be highly correlated (r=.70, p=.002), thus, student enthusiasm was subsequently used as a 

proxy for classroom climate in all analyses.  It was predicted that teacher positivity and student 

enthusiasm would be associated with both physical and relational aggression. Students’ level of 

enthusiasm was based on an objective observer’s ratings on a scale from 1 to 3, with 3 being a 

majority of students absorbed in the activity and 1 being a minority of students absorbed in the 

activity.  As shown in Table 4.2, the average number of noncompliant acts within a classroom 

was significantly negatively correlated with higher levels of student enthusiasm  

(r = -.915, p < =.001). In other words, the average number of noncompliant acts was higher in 

classrooms where the minority of students was interested.  The level of student enthusiasm was 

also found to be significantly negatively correlated with the proportion of physically aggressive 
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students (r = -.635, p = .005), but not the proportion of relationally aggressive students (r = -.311, 

p = .208) in the classroom.  

Table 4.2. Correlation between Student Enthusiasm and Noncompliant Acts with PAG and RAG 
 Avg. Level of 

Student Enthusiasm 
Avg. #  of Noncompliant 

Acts 
Avg. Level of Student Enthusiasm    Pearson Correlation 
                                                           Sig. (2-tailed) 

1 
 

.-.915** 

.000 
Avg. # of Noncompliant Acts            Pearson Correlation 
                                                           Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.915** 
.000 

1 

Proportion of RAG Students             Pearson Correlation 
                                                          Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.311 
.208 

.335 

.175 
Proportion of PAG Students             Pearson Correlation 
                                                          Sig. (2-tailed)         

-.635 
.005 

.603** 

.008 
 

The third and final research question examined teacher positivity in regards to school, 

teacher, student, and classroom variables. In order to explore the overall effect of teacher 

positivity in the classroom, each teacher was classified as belonging to the high positive or low 

positive group based on a median cutoff score of 0.40. Descriptive information and correlations 

between the high positive and low positive group and teacher characteristics, student 

characteristics, and classroom variables are presented in Table 4.3.  

Table  4.3.  Breakdown of High Positive and Low Positive Teachers on Teache and Student 
Variables 

 High Positive Teachers 
(n = 10) 

% or M(SD) 

Low Positive Teachers 
(n = 8) 

% or M(SD) 
Schools 
School 1 80.0% 25.0% 
School 2 20.0% 75.0% 
Teacher Characteristics 
Teacher Ethnicity 
          Caucasian 
          African American 

 
40.0% 
60.0% 

 
25.0% 
75.0% 

Teacher Gender 
          Male 
          Female 

 
10.0% 
90.0% 

 
12.5% 
87.5% 

Years Teaching 15.29 (6.42) 15.00 (11.93) 
Grade Taught 
          3rd Grade 
          4th Grade 
          5th Grade 

 
40.0% 
50.0% 
10.0% 

 
50.0% 
37.5% 
12.5% 

Student Characteristics 
Student Gender   
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Average % of Male students across classes in 
each teacher group 

51.9% 
 

50.3% 
 

Student Ethnicity  
          Caucasian3 
          African American 
          Asian4 
          Biracial (including African American) 
          Other 

 
  3.3% 
77.7% 

            3.3% 
          10.1%  
            5.6% 

 
2.3% 

            82.4% 
1.9% 
8.8% 

        4.6% 
 

1 
χ

2 (1) = 5.45, p = 0.020 
 

The research for this study was conducted in two schools. Thus, the data was then 

analyzed to determine whether teacher positivity was higher or lower depending on the school in 

which the teachers taught.  Comparing the mean level of teacher positivity by school, there was a 

significant difference between these two school sites. The mean level of teacher positivity in 

School 1 (m = 0.49, sd = .09) was significantly higher than the mean level of teacher positivity in 

School 2 (m = .29, sd = .14; t(16) = 3.56, p = .003). 

 As highlighted in Table 4.3, a number of teacher characteristics were also analyzed to 

determine whether differences existed in classroom teacher and student characteristics based on 

the level of teacher positivity. Of the four teacher variables examined, including teacher 

ethnicity, teacher gender, years teaching, and grade taught, there were no significant differences 

or relationship between any of those variables on teacher positivity.  In addition to the chi-square 

conducted above using the dichotomous teacher positivity variable, teacher gender and ethnicity 

were analyzed using t-tests on the continuous teacher positivity variable.  Grade level was 

analyzed using a one-way ANOVA on the continuous teacher positivity score, and a correlation 

explored the relationship between the years taught and teacher positivity.  None of these statistics 

showed statistically significant findings. 

 Student characteristics, including student gender and student ethnicity, were also 

analyzed to determine whether there were differences between classrooms with high teacher 
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positivity and classrooms with low teacher positivity.  Student gender was not found to be 

significant for males or females, which indicates that student gender was not related to teacher 

positivity.  There were also no differences in the student ethnicity in high positive and low 

positive classrooms.  

 Lastly, classroom variables were analyzed in regards to high versus low teacher 

positivity.  There were no differences between high positive or low positive classrooms on the 

proportion of relationally aggressive (RAG) students, the proportion of physically aggressive 

students, the level of enthusiasm, or the amount of non-compliant acts within the classroom.   

 In addition to planned analyses, post hoc analyses looked more specifically at the types of 

redirections and praise that composed the overall teacher positivity score to see if there were any 

relationships between the type of redirection or praise and the number of noncompliant acts, or 

proportion of physically or relationally aggressive students in the classroom.  Table 4.4 shows 

these correlations. 

Table 4.4: Correlations of Teacher Positivity with Student Variables  
 

 Non-Compliant 
Acts 

Proportion of 
PAG 

Proportion of 
RAG 

Teacher Redirection .371 
(.130) 

.479* 
(.036) 

.242 
(.334) 

     Universal .795** 
(.000) 

.399 
(.101) 

.018 
(.943) 

     Specific .430 
(.075) 

.540* 
(.021) 

.232 
(.353) 

      Transition .264 
(.291) 

.162 
(.520) 

.168 
(.506) 

     Interruption -.257 
(.303) 

.212 
(.398) 

.477* 
(.045) 

Teacher Responsiveness -.256 .005 -.146 



    

59 
 

(.305) (.984) (.563) 

Praise -.461 
(.054) 

-.244 
(.330) 

-.216 
(.389) 

Total Teacher Positivity -.429 
(.076) 

-.464 
(.052) 

-.252 
(.256) 

 
 

A correlation was found between non-compliant acts and universal redirection, which 

indicated that there was an increase in non-compliant acts when a teacher redirection was made 

to the entire class rather than a specific student or small group of students. Correlations were also 

found between the proportion of physically aggressive students and total teacher redirection in 

addition to specific teacher redirection. In other words, the proportion of physically aggressive 

students was higher in classrooms with more total teacher redirections, but especially in classes 

where more specific as opposed to universal teacher redirection occurred.  Finally, a correlation 

was found between the proportion of relationally aggressive students and teacher redirections 

that occurred during an interruption.   
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CHAPTER 5 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 Peer aggression among children can have far reaching consequences well into adulthood. 

Until recently, physical aggression (including bullying) was the sole focus of researchers when 

defining and identifying peer aggression. This type of aggression was well documented, and both 

the aggressor and their victims were shown to be at future risk for internalizing and externalizing 

disorders (Olweus, 1996).  However, within the past 30 years, relational aggression, a more 

subtle, but equally damaging form of aggression, was identified and shown to be associated with 

a number of concurrent and future adjustment problems (Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  

Since children spend much of their time in school, this setting influences both their academic and 

social development (Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie, 1997). Therefore it is important to examine 

the relationship between the school and classroom climate and the display of physical and 

relational aggression. Within the classroom, research has shown that the quality of a teacher’s 

relationship with their students contributes to the social, emotional, and cognitive development 

of these children (Stuhlman & Pianta, 2001). Sensitive teachers, or those who are positive and 

warm towards their students, are more able to develop classrooms that support positive social 

growth and development (Pianta, 1999). However, few studies have been done looking at 

whether teacher positivity has an impact on student’s physical and relational aggression within 

the classroom. In addition, it was previously unknown as to whether specific teacher 

characteristics and classroom variables were associated with teacher positivity and the overall 

climate of the classroom.   

The purpose of this study was to examine whether teacher positivity and classroom 

climate were associated with student levels of physically and relationally aggressive behaviors. 
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In addition, the data was analyzed to determine whether teacher characteristics, student 

characteristics, and classroom variables were different between classrooms in which teachers 

were classified as highly positive and those classified as low positive.   Post hoc analyses also 

looked more specifically at the types of redirections and praise that composed the overall teacher 

positivity score to determine whether any relationships existed between the type of redirection or 

praise and the number of non-compliant acts or proportion of physically or relationally 

aggressive students in the classroom. 

Teacher Positivity and Aggression 
  

For the purposes of our study, we examined the mean difference in positivity scores 

between high positive and low positive teachers. A mean cutoff score of .40 was used. The ten 

teachers who scored above .40 were classified as high positive teachers and had a higher 

proportion of positive responses to students. The eight teachers who scored below .40 were 

classified as low positive teachers and had a lower proportion of positive responses to students.  

Despite the fact that ten teachers were classified as high positive using the above median cutoff 

score, most of these teachers would not be considered positive teachers relative to the current 

standards (Morrissey, Bohanon, & Fenning, 2010).  Research in the area of positive behavior 

support suggests five or more positive teacher comments for every one negative teacher 

redirection (Morrissey, Bohanon, & Fenning, 2010).  Many of the teachers classified as positive 

had teacher positivity scores ranging only from .40-.50, indicating that the proportion of positive 

responses fell between 40-50%. This proportion is lower than the expected ratio of positive to 

negative teacher comments as suggested by the positive behavior support literature.     

Results from the first research question showed no relationship between teacher positivity 

and the average number of noncompliant acts in the classroom.  There was also no relationship 
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found between teacher positivity and the proportion of physically aggressive students. This 

finding was interesting since previous research indicated that a positive teacher-student 

relationship can reduce aggression in children (Hughs, Cavell, & Jackson, 1999; Hamre & 

Pianta, 2001). However, results from this study did not find that the average number of 

noncompliant acts or the proportion of physically aggressive students to be lower in classrooms 

with teachers classified in the high positive group as compared to those classrooms with the 

teacher classified in the low positive group. Despite the lack of findings in this area, research has 

shown that in high quality (or more positive) teacher-child interactions, teachers tend to promote 

children's learning through scaffolding and support, establish episodes of joint attention with 

children, and offer appropriate questioning and feedback (Rimm-Kaufman, LaParo, Downer, & 

Pianta, 2005). In addition, these teachers help children regulate their classroom behavior, 

especially engagement, compliance, and cooperation, by guiding their attention, assisting in the 

interpretation of emotions, and regulating the emotional demands of the classroom (Rimm-

Kaufman, LaParo, Downer, & Pianta, 2005).  Teachers observed to be in low quality (or less 

positive) classrooms (often redirecting children, seldom elaborating on children's behaviors, 

rarely acknowledging or praising children's behavior) had fewer children actively engaged in 

activities and more instances of aggression in the classroom (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2005). 

While the results from this study did not find a significant relationship between teacher positivity 

and noncompliant acts or the proportion of physically aggressive students, it may have been due 

to the way in which physical aggression was measured. The number of noncompliant acts was 

measured using a direct observation tool and the proportion of physically aggressive students 

was based on peer nominations. Future research in this area should utilize parent and teacher 

measures as well.  
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 Results from this study did show that the proportion of physically aggressive students is 

positively correlated with the average number of noncompliant acts. This finding is not 

surprising given that students’ identification as physically aggressive were based on their 

involvement in or display of noncompliant acts.  For this study, students were identified as 

physically aggressive based on their peers’ answers to questions like, “Circle the names of 

children who hit or push others” or “Circle the names of children who yell and call others 

names.”  For our purposes, noncompliant acts were measured by the observation tool and took 

into account any behavior seen as a compliance violation including arguing, fighting, yelling, 

horseplay, and defiance.  

No association was found between teacher positivity and the proportion of relationally 

aggressive students in the classroom. This may be a result of the manner in which relational 

aggression was measured. For this study, a peer nomination method asked students to circle the 

names of all the children in their grade who exhibited specific behaviors.  While this peer 

nomination tool had a total of sixteen questions, only five questions focused on behaviors 

classified as relationally aggressive. Each of the five questions targeted a different example of 

relational aggression, but only five examples were presented. More comprehensive data may 

have emerged if additional examples were incorporated into the measure.  This peer nomination 

method also looked at physical aggression and prosocial behaviors, not just relational aggression.  

Future researchers may want to utilize peer nomination and observation measures that focus 

more extensively on relational aggression. In addition, this was the only tool utilized to measure 

relational aggression. Associations between teacher positivity and the proportion of relationally 

aggressive students in the classroom may be found if future research includes additional tools, 

such as teacher or parent reports, to measure relational aggression more fully. 



    

64 
 

 The lack of a significant finding in the relationship between teacher positivity and 

relational aggression may also be attributed to subtleties in the display of relationally aggressive 

behaviors. Relational aggression, by definition, may be direct or indirect and includes 

threatening to withdraw acceptance or friendship, social exclusion, gossiping or spreading 

rumors, or leaving others out of activities (Xie et al., 2003).  These types of behaviors tend to be 

less overt and are harder to identify than outward physically aggressive behaviors.  Since the 

focus of relational aggression is on damaging a peer’s relationship to the group, these behaviors 

tend to occur outside the classroom (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Research has demonstrated that 

the majority of aggressive and coercive behaviors occur within unstructured school settings, 

places such as the playground or lunchroom. ( Leff, Costigan, & Power, 2004). Therefore, this 

type of aggression may not have been fully captured given that the focus of this study was on 

activities and behavior within the classroom.  Future research might expand the boundaries of 

observation by looking at these unstructured school settings in addition to the classroom in order 

to more fully identify and address relational aggression.  

Despite the lack of findings between teacher positivity and aggression in general, Post 

Hoc analyses revealed a few significant findings related to the specific types of teacher 

redirections and praise with the aggression variables. First, a correlation was found between 

noncompliant acts and universal redirections, indicating that the number of noncompliant acts 

increased when the teacher gave a redirection to the entire class rather than a specific student or 

small group of students. This may be similar to the concept of diffusion of responsibility or 

behavior called social proof in the social psychology realm (Cialdini, 1993). In diffusion of 

responsibility, each student assumes that another student was engaging in the behavior that 

prompted the redirection and thereby feel less responsible for stopping or changing their own 
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behavior. The social proof phenomenon occurs in ambiguous social situations when students are 

unable to determine the appropriate mode of behavior. In the classroom, when a universal 

redirection is given, it may be unclear as to what behavior the teacher is referring. Therefore, the 

students are unsure of what the appropriate behavior is at that moment and may continue 

engaging in noncompliant acts with the rest of the class.  

Correlations were also found between the proportion of physically aggressive students 

and total teacher redirections, in addition to specific teacher redirections. In other words, due to 

the higher proportion of physically aggressive students in the classroom, teachers are more likely 

to provide specific redirections to those students identified as physically aggressive. As a result, 

the number of specific redirections will be higher in classrooms with a higher proportion of 

physically aggressive students. Since the number of specific redirections is calculated into the 

total number of teacher redirections, it would make sense that an increased number of specific 

redirections would also increase the number of total teacher redirections as well.   

Lastly, correlations were found between the proportion of relationally aggressive students 

and teacher redirections that occurred during an interruption. Due to the nature of relational 

aggression, which is more subtle and covert, students classified as relationally aggressive may be 

more likely to engage in this type of behavior during times when there is minimal adult 

supervision.  An interruption during class may present an opportunity for relationally aggressive 

students to utilize this form of aggression, which could require more teacher redirection during 

these times.  
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Implications of Teacher Positivity and Aggression 

 While teacher positivity in general was not related to physical or relational aggression in 

this study, implications emerged regarding the specific types of redirection and their relationship 

to physical and relational aggression. Results from this study indicated that a positive 

relationship exists between universal teacher redirections and noncompliant acts. Therefore, it is 

important that teachers be aware of how a redirection is provided to the class. General 

redirections not given to a specific student or group of students may be more ambiguous and 

thereby result in a less compliant classroom. It may be helpful for teachers with compliance 

issues to look at how they redirect their classes and then determine whether this is impacting the 

level of compliance.  

 Results from this study also found that the number of specific teacher redirections was 

higher in classrooms with higher proportions of physically aggressive students. This seems to 

indicate that teachers who have more physically aggressive students will be giving more specific 

redirections.   

 Finally, results from this study found a relationship between the proportion of relationally 

aggressive students and teacher redirections that occurred during an interruption. For the 

purposes of this study, an interruption was considered any event that interfered with the ongoing 

teaching or student activity, which included phone calls, announcement, or classroom visit. In 

other words, teachers with more relationally aggressive students provided more redirections 

during interruptions to their class. Therefore, it may be important for school administrators and 

teachers to minimize the amount of interruptions during academic time. It may be helpful for 

phone calls and announcements to be made at times of the day that are not likely to interrupt 
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learning time. In addition, teachers should be aware of how interruptions affect the class and 

provide explicit expectations for student behavior during an interruption in advance.   

Classroom Climate and Aggression 

 The second research question examined the relationship between overall classroom 

climate and aggression, with observations of students’ level of enthusiasm within the class as the 

primary measure of classroom climate. Students’ level of enthusiasm was based on an observer 

rating scale from 1 to 3, with 3 being a majority of students absorbed in the activity and 1Z being 

a minority of students absorbed in the activity. Aggression was measured using the proportion of 

PAG and RAG students, in addition to the average number of noncompliant acts in each 

classroom. Results from this study found that the average number of noncompliant acts was 

higher in classrooms where the minority of students was interested in the class. Thus, when 

students were not interested and engaged in learning, there were higher incidents of 

noncompliant and off-task behavior. This finding is not surprising given that when children are 

engaged and excited about what they are learning, they have less time and desire to engage in 

non-compliant behaviors.  

While the relationship between the proportion of relationally aggressive students and 

student enthusiasm was not significant, results from this study found that the proportion of 

physically aggressive students was higher in classrooms where the minority of students was 

interested in class. This finding supports previous research regarding classroom climate how it 

represents the structure of students’ educational and social learning environment where 

knowledge, skills and attitudes are acquired (Bilgic & Yurtal, 2009).  The classroom 

environment is often seen as a constructive surrounding where students are individually 

supported and respected by teachers and where positive relationships are established with other 
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students in classrooms (Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006). Therefore, it makes sense that classrooms 

with higher proportions of physically aggressive students would be places where students had 

less engagement than those classes with lower proportions of aggressive students. The 

relationship found in this study between class climate and the proportion of physically aggressive 

students is consistent with reviews of the related literature showing a correlation between 

bullying/aggressive behaviors and the classroom environment (Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006). 

However, in explaining bullying and aggressive behaviors, personal variables in both the 

teachers and students, were found to be more important than school and classroom variables 

(Bilgic & Yurtal, 2009).  

Initially, overall classroom climate was measured by an observation tool using two 

variables. The first variable identified student’s level of interest/enthusiasm and involvement. 

This variable looked at whether the majority of the students being observed appeared to be 

absorbed in and enjoying classroom activities. The second variable, identified as focused and on-

task, looked at whether the majority of students showed off-task behavior or the degree to which 

students attended to legitimate classroom activities, such as completing seatwork, participating in 

class discussions or circle time. However, data analysis found these two variables to be highly 

correlated so student’s level of interest/enthusiasm and involvement was used as the proxy for 

classroom climate. While the student’s level of interest/enthusiasm is considered part of the 

classroom climate construct, it is not the only variable that could be taken into account when 

examining classroom climate and aggression.  Classroom climate has been defined and measured 

in numerous ways, encompassing everything from students’ feelings of safety to their ability to 

cooperate with peers (Brand et al., 2003; Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985).  An optimal 

classroom climate is characterized by low levels of conflict and disruptive behavior, smooth 
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transitions from one type of activity to another, appropriate expressions of emotion, respectful 

communication and problem solving, strong interest and focus on task, and supportiveness and 

responsiveness to individual differences and students’ needs (La Paro & Pianta, 2003).  Future 

research should incorporate additional classroom climate variables to examine whether other 

factors may be related to the level of physical and/or relational aggression in the classroom.  

Implications of Classroom Climate and Aggression  

While it is known that the climate within an individual classroom has an impact on 

students, most studies have targeted the behaviors of individual children as opposed to the 

overall classroom climate (Muijs, 2005). In general, additional research focusing on the 

classroom teaching environment is needed in order to understand the role of multiple classroom 

characteristics on student aggression. Future research could examine the role of interacting peer 

groups. The size of the classroom and the teacher’s management style should also be examined 

to determine whether these factors are related to student aggression. In addition, future research 

may need to focus on whether the degree of student perceived teacher power has an effect on 

aggression. More information is clearly needed to inform school administrators and teachers 

about how both individual and classroom variables impact the level of student aggression.  

 Since the results from this study found that the average number of noncompliant acts 

was higher in classrooms where the minority of students was interested in the class, it is 

important to discuss ways in which teachers can increase students’ level of interest/enthusiasm 

and involvement in their classrooms. A key component to increasing students’ level of interest 

and enthusiasm is selecting materials and tasks that are at the correct level of difficulty, so as not 

to overwhelm students with material that is beyond their comprehension (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 

2000). Using topics of interest can help to motivate and engage students in learning tasks 
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(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). It can also be helpful for teachers to make explicit connections 

between students’ prior knowledge and current interests to illustrate connections between the 

upcoming curriculum and the real world experience (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). During 

observations of individual classrooms, it appeared that those teachers who utilized hands-on 

activities that encouraged students to explore and discuss topics through experience had fewer 

non-compliant acts and more interested students than those teachers who did not. Teachers can 

use appropriate teaching strategies (modeling, demonstration, drill and practice) and do so in a 

variety of ways in order to engage as many students as possible (Voke, 2002).  This will help 

create a classroom atmosphere that invites questions and discussion while increasing overall 

student interest.  In addition, teachers should clearly identify and enforce a set of classroom 

rules, which minimizes aggressive behaviors and encourages civility, order, and decorum 

(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). Making teachers aware of the connection between classroom 

climate and aggression may allow them to more thoroughly prepare for each school year by 

guiding the development of academic and behavioral expectations in order to keep students 

engaged and enthusiastic about learning. This will thereby reduce the number of noncompliant 

acts in the classroom, providing teachers with the maximum amount of academic time.  

 While it is known that a supportive classroom climate is associated with positive 

educational outcomes such as intellectual skill development and achievement, there is much 

more research to be done in this area (Johnson, 2009).  Interestingly, most scholarly attention has 

focused on only one aspect of climate—namely, how teacher behaviors and the type of feedback 

they provide contribute to a supportive classroom climate (Johnson, 2009). However, only a few 

studies have looked at aggression as it relates to classroom climate.  Researchers in Norway and 

Israel (Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006) found that relatively low levels of bullying and aggressive 
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behavior occurred in schools with positive classroom climates. In a more recent study 

(Raskauskas, Gregory, Harvey, Rifshana, & Evans, 2010), researchers found that class climate 

variables (connection to school and positive student– teacher relationships) were related to 

higher levels of reported prosocial behaviors by students and lower levels of aggression, 

specifically bullying.  These researchers also found that teachers’ responses to aggression vary 

considerably across situations.  This lack of consistency contributes to higher instances of 

aggression and a more negative classroom climate overall (Raskauskas et al., 2010). Future 

research should focus on measuring a variety of classroom characteristics in order to better 

understand the relationship between classroom climate and aggression. 

Teacher Positivity and School, Teacher, and Student Variables 

No significant results were found when examining the relationship between classroom 

variables and teacher positivity. Teacher positivity was not associated with teacher variables 

(teacher ethnicity, teacher gender, years teaching, grade taught), or student variables (student 

gender, student ethnicity).  Despite the lack of significant findings, this is an important start in 

furthering the research since few research studies have examined the relationship between 

teacher positivity on student and classroom variables. Those studies that have been conducted in 

this area have focused solely on the teacher-student relationship and have shown that it is an 

important factor associated with a variety of child outcomes (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004).  Pianta 

(1995) found that kindergarten children who had negative relationships with their teachers 

demonstrated higher levels of behavioral problems as compared to their peers who had positive 

relationships with their teachers.  Birch and Ladd (1998) similarly found that increased conflict 

with the kindergarten teacher predicted fewer prosocial behaviors and slightly more aggressive 

behaviors with peers. Children who have higher levels of conflict in their relationship with the 
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teacher have also been shown to be less engaged in the classroom and were at an increased risk 

for poor academic achievement (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004).  Teacher positivity is different, 

however, from teacher-student relationships.  Teacher positivity describes the ratio of positive 

comments made to the entire class, and represents a more holistic approach to describing the tone 

of the classroom, as set by the teacher. This feature of the classroom has not been as well 

explored in the literature, and may offer a more broad way of understanding positive student-

teacher relationships to positive teacher-classroom relationships. Given the importance of 

teacher-student relationships that has been previously found, this broader examination of 

classroom dynamics is a good next step in understanding the classroom. 

 Results from this study did find significant differences in the mean level of teacher 

positivity between School 1 and School 2.  In School 1, 80% of teachers were classified in the 

high positive group as opposed to only 20% in School 2. This finding could be related to 

differences in geographic variables, such as location to the city, traffic, or neighborhood 

surroundings.  School variables, such as administrative support, faculty turnover, teacher-student 

ratios, parental involvement, and/or discipline policies, could also account for differences in 

teacher positivity. Individual teacher variables like the commute, faculty relationships, and 

teacher training, may also have an impact on the differences in teacher positivity between the 

two schools.  

Implications of Teacher Positivity and School, Teacher, and Student Variables 

Overall, the results from this study seem to suggest that differences at the school level are 

related to teacher positivity.  This one significant finding showed that there was a much higher 

percentage of positive teachers in one school over the other school. While this study focused 

solely on the classroom climate, many studies have shown that overall school climate has an 
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impact on teacher and student behavior. School climate typically refers to the quality and 

consistency of the interpersonal relations which take place among members of staff, staff and 

students, students and students, and staff and parents (Kartal & Bilgin, 2009). In this context, 

school climate is thought to offer potential solutions to problems such as bullying, inter-student 

conflicts, suicide, and school absenteeism. These positive effects lead to fewer disciplinary 

incidents and more improved student academic performance (Haynes, Emmons & Ben- Avi, 

1997). A safe, caring, participatory, and responsive school climate tends to foster great 

attachment to school and a connection to one another within the school (Kartal & Bilgin, 2009). 

Sometimes the school culture develops dysfunctional values and beliefs. Deal and Peterson 

(1998) call this dysfunction “toxic cultures.” In “toxic cultures,” the staff views students as the 

source of problem. They often complain, criticize, discourage, and demoralize. They do not share 

ideas or materials. In these cultures, staff is afraid to offer suggestions or new ideas for fear of 

being attacked or criticized. They tend to use verbal or physical punishments to correct the 

misbehavior of the students. In a negative school climate, students and teachers both dislike 

being in the school (Deal & Peterson, 1998 as cited in Peterson, 2002). For instance Rutter 

(1983) reported that in punitive schools, failure and absenteeism are strongly related to school 

climate. Eighty-six percent of students who often miss school reported institutional reasons for 

doing so, such as bullying, school rules, punishments, and teachers (Reid, 1982). In a literature 

review, Tableman (2004) reports that a positive school climate is associated with higher grades, 

engagement, attendance, aspirations, on-time progression, higher self-esteem and self-concept, 

less anxiety, less depression and loneliness, and less substance use. A research conducted by the 

Yale Child Study Center School Development Program supported the hypothesis that a positive 

school climate is especially crucial for low SES students (Haynes et al., 1997). Unfortunately, 
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given that there was no information collected about the school climate of each of the 

participating schools, it is impossible to know if the findings in this project are an artifact of 

classroom or school level factors. 

Limitations of Study 

There are a number of limitations with this study, which are important to discuss. First, 

data was collected from only two elementary schools.  Although both schools were moderate in 

size and displayed similar characteristics of other urban schools, this limits the generalizabillity 

of these results. These results are not necessarily representative of non-urban settings. Also, the 

student sample consisted of only third, fourth, and fifth grade students. Developmental 

differences of younger or older students should be considered when generalizing results. The 

teacher sample was also relatively small as data was collected on eighteen teachers. Additional 

research should utilize a bigger sample of teachers.  

The methodological choice in the current study was to utilize peer nominations and direct 

observation measures to identify physically and relationally aggressive students. Direct 

observation measures were also used to identify highly positive teachers. While other methods 

could have been implemented, peer nominations were chosen because they are the most widely 

utilized method for understanding peer relations and have demonstrated strong psychometric 

properties across many studies (see Leff, Power, & Goldstein, 2004 for a review). Direct 

observation measures were utilized due to their systematic and structured nature. They are also 

highly correlated with peer nomination measures. However, more subtle forms of aggression (i.e. 

relational aggression) may be more difficult to code using this method, since relationally 

aggressive behaviors are low level and based on verbal and facial expressions. As a result, the 
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outcomes would likely have varied if additional informant methods, such as teacher and self-

report measures were utilized.   

In the current study, the classroom climate variable was defined as student level of 

interest/enthusiasm and involvement and measured using classroom observations. The 

Raskauskas et al. (2010) study looked at classroom climate as school connectedness and quality 

of the student-teacher relationship. This study measured these variables using classroom 

observations in addition to surveys and self-reports. Additional research should seek to obtain 

reports from teachers and peers as well as self-reports. There is also a need for additional 

measures of frequency, which include the measurement of all different forms of bullying, 

including electronic and internet bullying (Raskauskas et al., 2010).   

Summary 

 The purpose of the present study was to investigate whether teacher positivity and 

classroom climate were associated with student levels of physically and relationally aggressive 

behaviors. This study also examined differences in specific teacher and student characteristics 

based on teacher positivity.   

Results from the first research question showed no relationship between teacher positivity 

and noncompliant acts, the proportion of physically aggressive students, or the proportion of 

relationally aggressive students in the classroom.  This may be a result of the manner in which 

physical and relational aggression was measured. Associations between teacher positivity and the 

proportion of physically and relationally aggressive students in the classroom may have been 

found if additional tools, such as teacher or parent reports, were used to measure both types of 

aggression more fully. Results from the first research question found a significant relationship 

between the proportion of physically aggressive students and the average of noncompliant acts. 
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However, this finding is not surprising given that students identified as physically aggressive 

should have a higher average of noncompliant acts.  

 The second research question examined the relationship between overall classroom 

climate and aggression, with observations of students’ level of enthusiasm within the class used 

as the primary measure of classroom climate. Results from this study found that the average 

number of noncompliant acts was higher in classrooms where the minority of students was 

interested in the class. Thus, when students were not interested and engaged in learning, there 

were higher incidents of noncompliant and off-task behavior. While the results from this study 

did not find a significant relationship between the proportion of relationally aggressive students 

and student enthusiasm, results indicated that the proportion of physically aggressive students 

was higher in classrooms where the minority of students was interested in class. The relationship 

found in this study between class climate and the proportion of physically aggressive students is 

consistent with reviews of the related literature showing a correlation between 

bullying/aggressive behaviors and the classroom environment (Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006). For 

the purpose of this study, however, classroom climate was only represented by observations of 

the level of student enthusiasm, which may not be sufficient to fully examine this construct.  

More information is needed in future studies to better understand the multiple dynamics 

occurring within the classroom, and how those dynamics relate to student aggression. 

 The third research question examined the differences between highly positive teachers 

and low positive teachers on a number of school, teacher, student, and classroom variables. Ten 

teachers were classified as highly positive and eight teachers were classified as low positive. No 

significant results were found when examining the relationship between classroom variables and 

teacher positivity. Teacher positivity was not associated with teacher variables (teacher ethnicity, 
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teacher gender, years teaching, grade taught), or student variables (student gender, student 

ethnicity).  Despite the lack of significant findings, this is an important start in furthering the 

research since few research studies have examined the relationship between teacher positivity on 

student and classroom variables. Those studies that have been conducted in this area have 

focused solely on the teacher-student relationship and have shown that it is an important factor 

associated with a variety of child outcomes (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004).   

 A number of important implications have emerged from this study. School psychologists 

and administrators should be aware of the overall school and classroom climate and address any 

negative aspects in attempts to provide a safe, caring, participatory, and responsive climate, 

which will foster student attachments to school and a connection to one another within the school 

(Kartal & Bilgin, 2009).  

Future Recommendations 

 Overall, this study found that teacher positivity is not related to noncompliant acts, 

physically aggressive students, or relationally aggressive students in the classroom. Since this 

study occurred in two large schools located in an urban setting, future research should look at 

whether these results would occur in a larger sample of students as well as within non-urban 

settings. 

No relationship was found with relational aggression or relationally aggressive peers. 

This is likely the result of the peer nomination tool used to measure relational aggression. Future 

research may need to utilize a peer nomination measure which focuses more extensively on 

relational aggression or obtain reports from multiple informants. This study also focused only on 

aggression in the classroom. Since the focus of relational aggression is on damaging a peer’s 

relationship to the group, these behaviors tend to occur outside the classroom (Crick & 
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Grotpeter, 1995). Therefore, future research may need to expand the boundaries of observation 

by looking at these unstructured school settings in addition to the classroom in order to more 

fully identify relational aggression. There is also a need for additional measures of frequency, 

which include the measurement of all different forms of aggression, including electronic and 

internet aggression. Similarly, the student enthusiasm variable, used as the proxy for classroom 

climate, was measured using a direct observation tool. Future research should incorporate 

additional classroom climate variables to examine whether other factors may be related to the 

level of physical and/or relational aggression in the classroom.  

This is one of the few studies to focus on teacher positivity and not simply the teacher-

student relationship. Future research should use multiple methods to incorporate aspects of the 

relationship as well as overall teacher positivity within the classroom.  Additional research 

should also focus on the classroom teaching environment as a whole in order to understand the 

role of multiple classroom characteristics and dynamics on student aggression. 
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General Information and Procedure for Peer Nominations  

• We are asking children to circle the names of other children in their grade who 
commonly exhibit different types of behaviors (i.e., who are leaders, who hit and push). 
 

• We have done this procedure on a number of occasions without any problems, but it 
requires active monitoring on the part of the adult staff (i.e., all of us) 

 
• The peer nominations will be group administered, page by page.  Please make sure that 

all students are on the appropriate page.  After they finish a page they should put their 
cover sheet over it and not turn to the next page.  Then we should come around and 
initial that we saw and can read all of their answers (the names of students they circled). 
 

• We start by using two food examples.  As such, we ask children to circle the names of all 
of the foods that they like the most (they can circle any number of foods that they like the 
most – anywhere from 0 foods to all the foods if applicable).  Then we have them turn the 
page, and we ask them to circle the names of all of the foods that they like the least. 
 

• Then, we will have children turn to the next page and circle all of the kids in their grade 
who fit the descriptors at the top of the page (i.e., unlimited nominations)   

� If kids have nominated none or only 1 or 2 students, prompt them to make 
sure that there is no-one else. 

� If they nominate no students, please have them write a 0 at the bottom of 
the page 

� Our team should initial the bottom of each page after we check over it 
quickly.  By initialing this, we are saying that we can legibly read all circle 
marks and are verifying that the page has been completed and checked. 
 

� Remind kids not to nominate themselves (only others) 
 

• Remind kids to keep their eyes on their own paper. 
 

• Make sure that children are filling out the forms correctly – circling whole names in 
a legible manner.  This is especially important because children’s names are very close 
together and it is easy to circle multiple names at one time. 
 

• Make sure to circulate around the room – We want to be constantly checking each 
child’s work.  So, you want to walk by students’ desks and say “I just want to see how 
you are doing” or “Now that you finished this page, please put your cover sheet over it 
and look towards the front so that we know you are ready for the next page.” 
 

• Remind kids not to go on to the next page, until we announce that it is time to go on. 
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• If a child has a question or does not understand something, they should raise their hand.  
If our team needs to re-explain what a peer nomination item means, then we should use 
the probes/additional descriptions that are attached. 
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Script: 
 
“As you guys know, we are from the Friend to Friend Program, and today you guys are going to 
help us learn more about friendships and fights.  By asking you your thoughts about different 
kids in your grade, we will better understand why kids get along and like each other, and why 
some kids do not get along and do not like each other.   
 
Today we are asking you how you view your kids in your grade at school.  This is different from 
tattling or starting rumors about others.   When you tattle, you are telling someone else’s 
business to get them in trouble or make them feel bad.  What we are doing is different.  We are 
asking how you see your classmate’s behaviors so that we can find ways of helping all kids get 
along better and to make sure that the Friend to Friend Program is being helpful.  After we finish 
the questionnaires we will be talking some more about what you can do to help classmates who 
get in trouble a lot.  
 
The most important rule today is the rule of PRIVACY. What this means is that all of your 
answers to our questions will be kept secret  – that is we will not tell anyone else what you 
answered.  We also ask you to not tell anyone your answers with anyone else now or in the 
future.  It would be easy for someone to get their feelings hurt if people shared their answers, and 
we do not want this to happen.   
 
It is important that you try your best to answer each and every question, but if there are questions 
which make you feel uncomfortable then you do not have to answer them.   
 
When you have a question just raise your hand, and one of our F to F team will come over to 
help you out. 
 
Again, its really important that each person focuses on their own work, so we need for each of 
you to keep your eyes on your own papers and not to talk during the time we are working 
together today.  Any questions. 
 
Before we start, I want everyone to raise their hand and promise that they will not talk about 
their answers after we finish today, since this could hurt other’s feelings.” 
 
Additional Reminder: 
“As soon as you are done with a page, put your cover sheet over it and look straight ahead so 
that we know that you are done.”    
 
“If at any point, you do not understand a question or become confused, please raise your hand 
and someone on our team will help you.” 
 
We will start by handing out the packets to each child.  We will instruct them not to open up the 
packet until we tell people to start.    The first page (Name, School, Teacher and Subject ID) and 
most of the second page is already completed.  We will start by having them put today’s date, 
birth date, ethnicity/race, and their age on the form. 
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Today’s Date – this will be written on the board 
 
Birth Date -  I will write my birthdate on the board as an example (i.e., either 1/28/67, or 
January 28, 1967 is fine). 
 
Age:  Just have children put down their age in years (no months necessary) 
 
Ethnicity : We will explain that we want them to circle their Ethnicity.  Probably we want to say 
something like “so if I were going to answer this question, I would circle White.”  
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Then on to Peer Nomination Example: 
 
Script “Who has some foods they like the most?  So, we want you to circle the names of all of 
the foods you like the most.”   
 
Peer Nomination Example 2 

 Script “Below is a list of foods.  Circle the names of all of the foods that you like to eat the 
least.” 
 
Peer Nomination 1: 
Ok, just like you have some foods you really like to eat, there are probably some people who you 
like the most.  Please circle the names of all children in your grade, not just your class, but your 
grade, whom you like the most.” 
 
Do not circle your name, just other’s you like the most. 
 
Then onto Peer Nomination number 2: 
 
Just like there are some kids you like the most, there are probably some kids that you like the 
least.  So, please circle the names of the kids in your grade, not just your class, who you like the 
least. 
 
Do not circle your name, just other kids that you like the least 
 
 
NOTE TO OUR TEAM - Remember – at all times please be active, check children’s work, and 
initialize any page in which no nominations are circled (i.e., this tells us that it was not a mistake 
that no names were circled). 
 
FINALLY, at the end of each Peer Nomination item, kids should put their cover sheet over 

their page, and then we should walk around and check each page to make sure that each is 

filled out completely and accurately.   
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Potential Problems     Suggested Solutions 
1. Students talking during peer 
nominations 

1.  Remind students that we should not be talking, and that 
this may be distracting for their classmates 

2.  Students looking on other’s 
paper/work 

2.  Remind students that they have agreed to keep their eyes 
on their own paper, and that this is important because 
peoples’ feelings may be hurt if people see or share their 
answers with others 

3. Kids who are not participating 
may be distracting or may try to 
look on a participant’s paper 

3.  Teachers should be asked to provide an alternative 
activity for nonparticipators, and at the least, we should 
hand them some blank paper to color/draw on to keep them 
busy.  Remind nonparticipants that they also are not allowed 
to bother/look on others’ work. 

4. Students who circle everyone’s 
name in response to a peer 
nomination item 

4.  This typically happens when students circle the names of 
all students they do not know well.  We need to remind 
them that they should only circle the names of students they 
know well and who do certain behaviors. 

5.  Students’ circling their own 
names on peer nomination items 

5.  Students should be reminded to circle other people’s 
names but not their own 

6. Some students have difficulty 
with reading the peer nomination 
item and/or student names 

6. The primary reader (Steve) will repeatedly say the peer 
nomination item so that student’s understand which 
question they are working on. Teachers will read all student 
names at the beginning of the testing session thereby 
helping to ensure that students can read each name. 

• Teachers have identified students who may have 
difficulty reading.  We will try to assign one or two 
of our team members to several of these students at 
the beginning of the session. 

7.  Students circling no one’s 
names on a peer nomination item. 

7.  There are several possible reasons for this: (a) The 
student feels that no one does the behavior in question; (b) 
The student does not really understand the question; or (c) 
The student is getting tired. 

• When this happens please ask the student “is there 
anyone in your grade who does this.  If so, please 
circle their names.” 

• If the students says that no one does this, then have 
them write a 0 at the bottom of the page and then 
initial it. 

8.  It is difficult for you to tell 
whose names are being circled 

8. This has be clarified right away.  We need to ask students 
to neatly circle individual names, or erase and make the 
corrections ourselves (and then initial it) 

9. Students wanting more 
explanation or asking what is 
meant by a question 

9.  It is extremely important that we explain each question in 
a standardized way.  Thus, attached are standardized 
explanations.  Please do not stray from this.  Students 
should raise their hand if they have a question. 

10. Students not on the correct 
page or going on to the next peer 

10.  As our team walks around, we should continue to 
remind students as to the page number we are on, and repeat 
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nomination prior to the class. that they should not move on to the next peer nom. Item but 
rather put their cover sheet over their finished work. 
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After the last peer nomination item is administered, we will briefly cover three things: 
 
(a) "Today we have talked about kids who do some things we like and some things we do not 
like so much.  Let's spend a minute or two and talk about what each of us can do if we see a 
classmate do a behavior (like start a fight) that we do not like.".... 
 
(b) "Today we asked you to share some information on how you see your class and grademates 
in order for us to learn more about conflicts and who we can work with to improve friendships.  
This is different from tattling, in which you are telling someone else's business to get them in 
trouble or make them feel bad."  
 
(c) "If you have a concern about another kid's behavior or an adults behavior for that matter, you 
can always talk to an adult - your parent, grandparent, or teacher, to help you figure out how to 
respond." 
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APPENDIX B 

PEER NOMINATION QUESTIONS 
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Peer Nominations 

 
1. Below is a list of all the students in your grade.  Circle the names of all the 

children in your grade whom you like the most.   
• These are kids you like to hang out with, play with, and do fun things 

with. 
 

2. Below is a list of all the students in your grade.  Circle the names of all the 
children in your grade whom you like the least.  

• These are kids that you know, and that for some reason or another you 
just don’t like, you don’t get along with, or you don’t like to hang out 
or do fun things together. 

 

3. Below is a list of all the students in your grade.  Circle the names of all the 
children in your grade who hit or push others.  

 

4. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who tell their friends 
that they will stop liking them unless their friends do what they say.  

• These are kids who say I am not going to like you anymore (or I’m 
not going to be your friend anymore) unless you do what I say. 
 

5. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who do nice things for 
others, help others, or cheer others up.  

• These are kids who do nice things for others and help others out. 
 

6. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who ignore or stop 
talking to others when they get mad at them.  

• These are kids who when they get mad, they stop talking to others 
• These are kids who when they get mad, they ignore others 
 

7. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who are popular with 
other students.  Everyone seems to know this kid and they seem to have 
a lot of friends.  Other kids really want this kid to like them and be their 
friend. 

• These are kids who are popular and have lots of friends. 
 

8. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who are often the 
leaders of peer group activities or games.  

• These are kids who lead or start games on the playground during 
recess 
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• These are kids who are leaders of activities and fun things in the 
classroom 

 
9. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who try to keep certain 

people from being in their group when it’s time to play or do an activity.  
• These are kids who keep others from being in their group 
• These are kids who don’t let others play with them 

 
10. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who start fights.  

 
11. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who get even with 

others by leaving them out when they are mad at them.  
• These are kids who leave others out when they are mad 

 
12. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who other kids seek out 

for advice or help.  
• These are kids who others kids go to when they need some help 

 
13. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who try to make other 

kids not like a certain person by spreading rumors about them or 
talking behind their backs. 

• These are kids who spread rumors or gossip 
 

14. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who when they notice 
that another kid has been left out of an activity or game, they invite the 
kid to join the game.  

• These are kids who include other kids in games and activities 
 

15.  Circle the names of all the children in your grade who yell and call others 
mean names. 

• These are kids who yell at others, or who call others names. 
      

      16. Circle the names of all the children in your grade who other kids like to 

copy or act like. 

• These are kids who others want to be like 
• These are kids who others kids copy what they do 
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APPENDIX C 
 

PEER NOMINATION MEASURE 
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Subject ID# __________       
 
 
NAME: ________________________________ 
 
 
SCHOOL:  Patterson 
 
TEACHER:  Ms Smith, Room 314 
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Subject ID# __________  
    

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION FORM  

 
 
Today’s date (month/day/year):    _________________ 

 
 
Birth date (month/day/year): ___________________ 
 
 
Age (years-months): __________ 
 
 
Gender:  ____ Girl 
(check one) 
  ____ Boy 
 
 
Grade in school: _____ 3rd    
(check one)  
   _____ 4th 

    

    
 
School:      ___X___ Patterson 
(check one)    
 
 
Ethnicity: ____ White 
(Check one 
or all that  ____ Black (African American or Caribbean American) 
apply)   
  ____ Hispanic/Latino/ Latina 
    
  ____ Asian 
    
  ____ Native American (American Indian) 
    
  ____ Other: _____________________________ 
    
   
 



    

106 
 

    
        Subject ID# __________  

   
 
   
 

PEER NOMINATIONS EXAMPLE 
 
 
A. Below is a list of foods.  Circle the names of all the foods you like to eat the most. 
 

1. Pizza      7. French Fries 
 

2. Broccoli      8. Chicken 
 

3. Hamburgers      9. Lima Beans 
 

4. Fish Sticks      10. Tacos 
 

5. Hot Dogs      11. Cheese Steak 
 

6. Candy       12. Popcorn 
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Subject ID# __________  
 

PEER NOMINATIONS EXAMPLE 

 
 
B. Below is a list of foods.  Circle the names of all the foods you like to eat the least. 
 

1. Pizza      7. French Fries 
 

2. Broccoli      8. Chicken 
 

3. Hamburgers      9. Lima Beans 
 

4. Fish Sticks      10. Tacos 
 

5. Hot Dogs      11. Cheese Steak 
 

6. Candy       12. Popcorn 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

1) Below is a list of all the students in your class.  Circle the names of all the children 
in your class whom you like the most. 
 
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________ 

 
 
2) Below is a list of all the students in your class.  Circle the names of all the children 
in your class whom you like the least. 
 
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 

 
3) Below is a list of all the students in your grade.  Circle the names of all the 

children in your grade who hit or push others.  
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

4) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who tell their friends 
that they will stop liking them unless their friends do what they say.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

5) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who do nice things for 
others, help others, or cheer others up.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

6) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who ignore or stop 
talking to others when they get mad at them.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

7) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who are popular with 
other students.  Everyone seems to know this kid and they seem to have 
a lot of friends.  Other kids really want this kid to like them and be their 
friend. 

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 



    

115 
 

 
Subject ID# __________  

 
 

8) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who are often the 
leaders of peer group activities or games.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

9) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who try to keep certain 
people from being in their group when it’s time to play or do an activity.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 

 
10)  Circle the names of all the children in your grade who start fights.  
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

11) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who get even with others 
by leaving them out when they are mad at them.  
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

12)  Circle the names of all the children in your grade who other kids seek out 
for advice or help.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

13) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who try to make other 
kids not like a certain person by spreading rumors about them or 
talking behind their backs. 

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

14) Circle the names of all the children in your grade who when they notice 
that another kid has been left out of an activity or game, they invite the 
kid to join the game.  

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

15)  Circle the names of all the children in your grade who yell and call others 
mean names. 

 
5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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Subject ID# __________  
 
 

16)   Circle the names of all the children in your grade who other kids like to 
copy or act like.   

 
 

5201: Student name 
5202: Student name 
5203: Student name 
5204: Student name 
5205: Student name 
5206: Student name 
5207: Student name 
5208: Student name 
5209: Student name 
5210: Student name 
5211: Student name 
5212: Student name 
5213: Student name 
5215: Student name 
5216: Student name 
5217: Student name 
5218: Student name 
5219: Student name 
5220: Student name 
5221: Student name 
5222: Student name 
5223: Student name 
5224: Student name 
5225: Student name 
5226: Student name 
5227: Student name 
5228: Student name 
5229: Student name 
5230: Student name 
5231: Student name 
5232: Student name 
5233: Student name 
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APPENDIX D 
 

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DEFINITIONS 
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Classroom Observation Definitions - Revised  
 

Overall Notes to Remember: 
1) Behaviors can be counted in more than one category 
2) Split Activity: Note that there is a split activity and keep coding as a whole 
3) Indicate if there is an aide, student teacher, other teacher, or substitute teacher teaching 

that day, but continue to code as usual. 
 

I.  Disruptive Behavior and Compliance 
 
(1) Compliance During Academic Time 

• Any instance of noncompliant and/or disruptive behavior during academic time 
• Tally individual instances of the following 5 behaviors, and then determine a total # of 

tallies across categories at the end of a 10 minute period: 
(a) Arguing - verbal disagreement between two or more students 
(b) Fighting- aggressive, physical contact between two or more students 
(c) Very Loud Talking or Yelling - student’s voice level louder than 

appropriate for activity 
(d) Horseplay- non-aggressive physical contact between two or more students 
(e) Defiance- student goes against what teacher said; student does not follow 

teacher direction 
• A disruptive behavior can be counted multiple times per observation period if they 

disrupt academic time on multiple separate instances. 
• If 2 children are in a conflict of a back and forth nature, this is counted as 1 incident as 

opposed to 2 incidents (no time limit here). 
  

(2) Teacher Redirections 
• Definition: This code measures how many times teachers re-direct students due to 

instances of disruptive and/or noncompliant behavior 
� A re-direction is tallied for teachers’ reaction to students’ negative, loud, 

or distracting behavior as deemed by the teacher or as a preventative 
measure before the behavior starts. 

� Code EVERY redirection (including “Sh,” turning out the light, 
redirecting because kids are overly excited, etc.) 

� When coding redirections, done once a negative behavior has already 
occurred (ex- “you are all too loud…stop talking…sh”) 

• A redirection is coded even if a negative behavior occurs for a 
positive reason (ex- kids are too loud because they are overly 
excited about the activity and the teacher tells them they need to be 
quiet). 

• Universal vs. Specific: 
o Universal Redirection: directed to the whole class 
o Specific Redirection: directed at an individual child or two 

(a small group is also considered a specific redirection).  
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• Occurs during a Transition or Interruption:  
o During a Transition: teacher makes a redirection while the 

class is transitioning from one activity to another 
o During an Interruption: teacher makes a redirection while 

there is an interruption (phone call, loud speaker, another 
teacher visits the classroom, etc.) 

 
(3) Students Handling Transitions 

• Definition: A transition is defined as any major change in classroom activities, including 
a transition between subject/class materials (“now we are going to put away our reading 
books and begin our math books), a transition between whole class activities and small 
group activities, etc. 

o A transition is different from an interruption (phone call, teacher approaches the 
classroom teacher, etc). 

o Examples of transitions 
� Change of subject from Math to Reading 
� Change of teachers as primary instructor 
� Teacher leaves the room for more than 30 seconds (e.g., steps into the 

hallway) 
� Handing in homework may be considered a transition if it signifies a 

change in activities 
� There is no specific time frame in which the transition occurs, just as long 

as there is a change in activities. 
o Examples of non-transitions 

� An adult/assistant teacher begins helping one or two students who are 
struggling academically or behaviorally 

� The loudspeaker interrupts teaching momentarily with an announcement 
� Any brief change in teaching that occurs for less than 30 seconds 

• Code the following things: 
o Did the Transition Occur:  Yes or No 
o Length of Time of the Transition:  # of seconds that the transition occurred 
o Rating on 1-3 Expectation Scale immediately after the transition for: 

� Noise Level during Transition 
� How well students followed teacher directions during the transition 

• A transition is considered ended when majority of students have begun the new activity 
(not when they have fully settled down, etc). 

 
(4) Students Handling Interruptions 

• An interruption occurs when something else interferes with ongoing teaching or student 
activity no matter how long the interruption occurs. 

o Examples of an interruption include: phone call, a visitor enters the classroom and 
approaches the classroom teacher, etc. 

• We will code the following things: 
o Did the Interruption Occur:  Yes or No 
o Length of Time of the Interruption:  # of seconds that the interruption occurred for 
o Rating on 1-3 Expectation Scale immediately after the Interruption for: 
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� Noise Level during Interruption 
� How well students maintain focus on what they are supposed to be doing/ 

wait appropriately for teacher (expectation is usually talk quietly unless 
another instruction has been given). 

 
II. Classroom Interest Level, Focus, and Responsiveness: 

 
Classroom Interest Level, Focus, Responsiveness 
The intervals are split up into two minutes each. Observers should take into consideration the 
whole interval and come up with the average score for that interval (i.e. the first minute the 
children were very enthusiastic (1), but then switched to an activity they did not feel invested (3). 
The score for this interval should thus be a 2. 
 
(1) Teacher Responsiveness 

o Any instance of responsive behavior by the teacher during academic time 
o Tally individual instances of the following 4 behaviors as exhibited by the 

teacher, and then determine a total # of tallies across categories at the end of a 10 
minute period:  

• Verbal Praise- Good job, Way to go, etc. 
• Nonverbal Praise- Patting a child’s shoulder, smiling directly at 

them, nodding their head while child speaks 
• Assistance- Walking over to child’s desk to help with project or 

problems, having child come to their desk to help 
• Encouragement- More proactive, example, I know you had a 

rough day yesterday, but I’m sure you can do better today! 

 
(2) Students’ level of interest/enthusiasm/involvement. 
 

1-Majority: S tudents appear to be absorbed and enjoying classroom activities at a 
relatively high level (more than what you would typically see).  

� A majority of the class appears involved and invested in the task. 
� A majority of the students ask questions. 
� A majority of the students make suggestions. 
� A majority of the students show reluctance to stop or end classroom 

activities. 
 
2-About Half:  Students are displaying typical levels of interest/enthusiasm/involvement 

during the observation period. 
� At least half of the class appears involved and invested in the task. 
� At least half of the students ask questions. 
� At least half of the students make suggestions. 
� At least half of the students show reluctance to stop or end classroom 

activities. 
 

 



    

128 
 

3-Minority: Students display below average levels of interest/enthusiasm/involvement 
during the observation session. 

� Less than half of the class appears involved and invested in the task. 
� Less than half of the students ask questions. 
� Less than half of the students make suggestions. 
� Less than half of the students show reluctance to stop or end classroom 

activities. 
Note: Record 1-3 on Expectation Scale at the end of every 2 minutes.  Then, record a total score 
at the end of the 10 minutes. 

 
 (3) Classroom is focused and on-task. 
 

1-Majority: Students show little off-task behavior and are giving their good attention to 
legitimate class activities, whether this is doing individual seatwork, class 
discussion, circle time, etc. 

� Majority of the class looking at the teacher 
� Majority of the class completing assigned activity 
� Majority of the class following directions 

 
2-About half: Students are showing levels of on-task behavior during the observation 

period 
� About half of the class looking at the teacher 
� About half of the class completing assigned activity 
� About half of the class following directions 

 
3-Minority: Students are showing more off-task behavior than you  

would typically expect to see during the observation period. 
� Less than half of the class looking at the teacher 
� Less than half of the class completing assigned activity 
� Less than half of the class following directions 

 
Note: Record 1-3 on Expectation Scale at the end of every 2 minutes.  Then, record a total score 
at the end of the 10 minutes. 
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APPENDIX E 

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION MEASURE 
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Start time: _______  Stop time: ________ 
Coder: ___________     Co-Coder: __________    Date: ___________Teacher: _______________  Room#______ Observation #:_____  
Please circle: Substitute/Student Teacher?    Yes    No             Split Activity?    Yes    No            # of adults present______________ 
Disruptive Behavior and Compliance Codes: 
Compliance 
During Academic 
Time 

Behavior to Record: 
Arguing __________ 
Fighting _________________ 
Loud Talking/Yelling____________ 
Horseplay _______________ 
Defiance ________________ 

Tally 
# of Compliance 
Violations 

Comments: (*please note here or next to tally if 
behavior occurred during transition/interruption*) 

Teacher Re-
Directions Due   
to 
Noncompliance 
and Disruption 
 
Un___________ 
 
 
T______I_____ 
 
 
Sp___________ 
 
 
T______I_____ 
 
 
Total (Un + Sp) 
 
___________ 

What was said? 

Please put each re-direction on its own line, even if 
the teacher is saying the same thing multiple times. 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 
_______________________________________ 

Circle if Universal or 
Specific; during a 

Transition or 
Interruption: 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 
U or S; T or I 

 

What was said?                      Circle U or S 
                                                             T or I 

              
__________________________U or S; T or I  

 
__________________________ U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________ U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 
__________________________U or S; T or I 
 

Students 
handling of 
transitions 
1=Better  
2=At  
3=Below  

Check if Occurrence of Transition 

Transition Occurred: ______ 
Transition Occurred: ______ 
Transition Occurred: ______ 
Transition Occurred: ______ 

Length (in seconds) 
_____________ 
_____________ 
_____________ 
_____________ 

Rating (1-3) 
Noise ______ Follows Directions______ 
Noise ______ Follows Directions______ 
Noise ______ Follows Directions______ 
Noise ______ Follows Directions______ 

Students 
handling of 
interruptions 
1=Better  
2=At  
3=Below  

Check if Occurrence of Interruption 

Interruption Occurred: ______ 
Interruption Occurred:  ______ 
Interruption Occurred:  ______ 
Interruption Occurred:  ______ 
 

Length (in seconds) 

_____________ 
_____________ 
_____________ 
_____________ 

 

Rating (1-3) 
 
Noise_____   Maintains Focus on Activity___ 
Noise_____   Maintains Focus on Activity___ 
Noise_____   Maintains Focus on Activity___ 
Noise_____   Maintains Focus on Activity___ 
 

 
Classroom Interest Level, Focus, Responsiveness: 

Code Behavior to Record When Teacher Provides: 
Tally 
# of behaviors recorded 

Comments: 

Teacher Responsiveness Verbal/Nonverbal Praise_________ 
Assistance/Encouragement_________            
 

  

Code 
Behavior to Rate 

Rating: 1= Majority, 2= About Half, 3= Minority. ** Also n ote if 
there was a T/I in each block. 

Students’ Level of 
Interest/Enthusiasm 
Involvement 

Students are absorbed, enjoying activities, ask 
questions, make suggestions. 

0-2 
min. 
 
 
 
T or 
I? 

2-4 
min. 
 
 
 
T or 
I? 

4-6 
min. 
 
 
 
T or 
I? 

6-8 
min. 

 
 
T or 
I? 

8-10 
min. 
 
 
 
T or 
I? 

Total Score 

Classroom Focused and On 
Task 

Attention to activity, little off-task behavior.  
 
T or 
I? 

 
 
T or 
I? 

 
 
T or 
I? 

 
 
T or 
I? 

 
 
T or 
I? 

 

 



    

131 
 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

TOTAL NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS BY TEACHER 
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Teacher Number Total Number of Observations Number of Days Observing 
1 20 4 
2 18 4 
3 14 4 
4 24 6 
5 26 5 
6 19 5 
7 20 4 
8 21 5 
9 17 6 
10 21 5 
11 28 6 
12 21 5 
13 21 5 
14 24 6 
15 18 5 
16 20 5 
17 18 4 
18 21 5 
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