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Introduction Results

Figure 1. Daily DBR PM profiles of three students at-risk on at least two SSRS scales during the Fall
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the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS; Gresham & Elliott, 1990) served as a criterion _
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skills, yet are expected to be interpreted individually by scale to provide a link from
assessment to intervention. It was hypothesized that moderate to strong relationships would be
found among the single item DBR scales and the SSRS scales.

Data Analysis. A series of two correlational analyses was conducted . In the first, the relationship

between each single item DBR scale (and student social risk status (O = no risk, 1 = risk) across the

three SSRS scales was explored. Given concern that the first analysis might not be sensitive to the

M h d actual relationship between DBR and SSRS due to dichotomizing by risk status, a second set of
et O correlational analyses was conducted using continuously scored SSRS data (standard score).
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The setting included a full-day inclusive kindergarten classroom within an elementary school
In the Northeast. Participants included two teachers (one special education, and one general
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