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Is Love and Logic research based?  Listed below is a sampling of some supporting theory 

and research: 

 

Neutralizing Student Arguing 
 
Klahr, A., Rueter, M., McGue, M., Iacono, W., & Burt, A. (2011) The relationship between parent-child 

conflict and adolescent antisocial behavior: confirming shared environmental mediation. Journal 

of Abnormal Child Psychology. 39, 683-694. 

 

Patterson, G. (1976) The aggressive child: Victim and architect of a coercive system. In E. Mash, L. 

Hamerlynck, & L. Handy (Eds.), Behavior Modification and Families (pp. 267-316) New York: 

Brunner/Mazel. 

 

Webster-Stratton, C. (1988). Mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of child deviance: Roles of parent and child 

behaviors and parent adjustment. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 56, 909-915. 

 

Delayed Consequences 

 
Rescorla, R. (1988). Pavlovian conditioning: It’s not what you think it is. American Psychologist, 43, 151-

160 

 

Sutton, R. E. (2004). Emotion regulation goals and strategies of teachers. Social Psychology of Education, 

7, 379–398. 

 

Sutton, R. E., & Wheatley, K. (2003). Teachers’emotions and teaching: A review of the literature and 

directions for future research. Educational Psychology Review, 15, 327–358. 

 

Thomas, J. A., and Montomery, P. (1998). On becoming a good teacher: Reflective practice with regard to 

children’s voices. Journal of Teacher Education, 49: 372–380. 

 

 

Empathy 

 
Arsenio, W. F., & Lemerise, E. A. (2001). Varieties of childhood bullying: Values, emotion processes and 

social competence. Social Development, 10, 59–73. 

 

 

Connor, C., Son, S., Hindman, A., & Morrison, F. (2005). Teacher qualifications, classroom practices, and 

preschool experience: complex effects on first graders’ vocabulary and early reading outcomes. 

Journal of School Psychology, 43, 343-375 

 

 

Eisenberg, N., & Miller, P. (1987). The relation of empathy to prosocial and related behaviours. 

Psychological Bulletin, 101, 91–119. 

 

 

Hamre, B. & Pianta, R. (2005). Can instructional and emotional support in the first grade classroom make a 

difference for children at risk of school failure? Child Development, 76, 949-967 



 

Jensen, E. (1998). Teaching with the Brain in Mind. Alexandria, VA: American Association of Counseling 

and Development 

 

Kotulak, R. (1997). Inside the Brain. Kansas City, MO: Andrews McNeel Publishing. 

 

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002). The relation of global first grade classroom 

environment in structural classroom features and teacher and student behaviors. Elementary 

School Journal, 102, 367-387. 

 

Perry, K., Donohue, K., & Weinstein, R. (2007). Teaching practices and the promotion of achievement and 

adjustment in first grade. Journal of School Psychology, 45, 269-292. 

 

Rogers, C. (1957). The necessary and sufficient conditions of therapeutic personality change. Journal of 

Consulting Psychology, 21, 95-103. 

 

Selye, H. (1976). The Stress of Life (2
nd

 edition). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Sprott, J. (2004). The development of early delinquency: Can classroom and school climates make a 

difference? Canadian Journal of Criminology & Criminal Justice, 46(5) 553-557. 

 

Sutton, J., Smith, P. K., & Swettenham, J. (1999). Social cognition and bullying: Social inadequacy or 

skilled manipulation? British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 17, 435–450. 

 

The Recovery Process 

 
Osborne, A. (1996). Legal Issues in Special Education. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

 

Skiba, R. (2002). Special education and school discipline: A precarious balance. Behavior Disorders, 27, 

81-97 

 

Wright, D. (2001). Time away: A procedure to enhance instructional control. Communique, 29(5). National 

Association of School Psychologists. 

 

Developing Positive Teacher/Student Relationships 

 
Connor, C., Son, S., Hindman, A., & Morrison, F. (2005). Teacher qualifications, classroom practices, and 

preschool experience: complex effects on first graders’ vocabulary and early reading outcomes. 

Journal of School Psychology, 43, 343-375 

 

Finn, J. (1989). Withdrawing from school. Review of Educational Research, 59, 117-142. 

 

Garmezy, N. (1994). Reflections and commentary on risk, resilience, and development. In R.J. Haggerty, 

L. Sherrod, N. Garmezy, & M. Rutter (Eds.), Stress, Risk, and Resileince in Children and 

Adolescents: Processes, Mechanisms, and Interventions (pp. 1-19). New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Hamre, B. & Pianta, R. (2005). Can instructional and emotional support in the first grade classroom make a 

difference for children at risk of school failure? Child Development, 76, 949-967 

 

Kramer-Schlosser, L. (1992). Teacher distance and student disengagement: Schools lives on the margin. 

Journal of Teacher Education, 43, 128-140. 

 

Morganett, L. (1991). Good teacher-student relationships: A key element in classroom motivation and 

management. Education, 112(2) 260-264. 

 



NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002). The relation of global first grade classroom 

environment in structural classroom features and teacher and student behaviors. Elementary 

School Journal, 102, 367-387. 

 

Pederson, E., Foucher, T., & Eaton, W. (1978). A new perspective on the effects of first grade teachers on 

children’s subsequent adult status. Harvard Educational Review, 48, 1-31. 

 

Pianta, R.,. Steinberg, M., & Rollins, K. (1995). The first two years of school: Teacher-child relationships 

and deflections in children’s classroom adjustment. Development and Psychopathology,7, 297-

312. 

 

Vail, K. (2005). Create great school climate. Education Digest, 71(4). 

 

Wermer. E., & Smith, R. (1980). Vulnerable but Invincible.  New York: Wiley. 

 

 

Using Choices to Prevent Power Struggles 
 

Dattilo, J., & Rusch, F. R. (1985). Effects of choice on leisure participation for persons with severe 

handicaps. Journal of the Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps, 10, 194–199. 

 

DeLeon, I. G., Fisher,W.W., Rodriguez Catter,V.,Maglieri, K.,Herman, K., & Marhefka, J. M. (2001). 

Examination of relative reinforcement effects of stimuli identified through pretreatment and daily 

brief preference assessments. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 34, 463–473. 

 

Dunlap, G., dePerczel,M., Clarke, S., Wilson, D., White R.,  & Gomez, A. (1994) Choice making to 

promote adaptive behavior for students with emotional and behavioral challenges. Journal of 

Applied Behavior Analysis, 27, 505-518. 

 

Fisher,W.W., & Mazur, J. E. (1997). Basic and applied research on choice responding. Journal of Applied 

Behavior Analysis, 30, 387–410. 

 

Fisher, W. W., Thompson, R. H., DeLeon, I. G., Piazza, C. C., Kuhn, D. E., Rodriguez Catter,V., et al. 

(1999).Noncontingent reinforcement: Effects of satiation versus choice responding. Research in 

Developmental Disabilities, 

20, 411–427. 

 

Fisher, W. W., Thompson, R. H., Piazza, C. C., Crosland, K., & Gotjen, D. (1997). On the relative 

reinforcing effects of choice and differential consequences. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 

30, 423–438. 

 

Heller, T.,Miller, A. B., & Factor, A. (1999). Autonomy in residential facilities and community functioning 

of adults with mental retardation. Mental Retardation, 37, 449–457. 

 

Heller, T., Miller, A. B., Hsieh, K., & Sterns, H. (2000). Later-life planning: Promoting knowledge of 

options and choice-making. Mental Retardation, 38, 395–406. 

 

Jolivette, K., Wehby, J., Canale, J., & Massey, G. (2001). Effects of choice making opportunities on the 

behavior of students with emotional and behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 26, 131-145. 

 

Kern, L., Vorndran, C. M., Hilt, A., Ringdahl, J. E., Adelman, B. E., & Dunlap, G. (1998). Choice as an 

intervention to improve behavior: A review of the literature. Journal of Behavioral Education, 8, 

151–169. 

 



Peck, S., Wacker, D., Berg, W., Cooper, L., Brown, K., Richman, D., McComas, J., Frischmeyer, P., & 

Millard, T. (1996). Choice-making treatment of young children’s severe behavior problems. 

Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 29, 263-290. 

 

Romaniuk, C., & Miltenberger, R. G. (2001). The influence of preference and choice of activity on problem 

behavior. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 3, 152–159. 

 

*Romaniuk, C.,Miltenberger, R., Conyers, C., Jenner, N., Jurgens, M., & Ringenberg, C. (2002). The 

influence of activity choice of problem behaviors maintained by escape versus attention. Journal 

of Applied Behavior Analysis,35, 349–362. 

 

Rossow, A. & Hess, C. (2001). Engaging students in meaningful reading instruction. Teaching Exceptional 

Children, 33, 15-20. 

Educational Psychology 

Peck Peterson, S., Caniglia, C., Royser, A., Macfarlane, E., Plowman, K., Baird, S& Wu, N. (2001). 

Blending functional communication training and choice making  toimprove task engagement and 

decrease problem behavior. Educational Psychology, 25, 257–274 

EC0114dE46uD49c-P-a35ti48o12n0al Psychology, Vol. 25, Nos. 2–3, March–June 2005 

Peck Peterson, S., Caniglia, C. & Royster, A. (2001). Application of choice-making intervention for a 

student with multiply maintained problem behavior. Focus on Autism & Other Developmental 

Disabilities, 240-246;  

 

Quick and Easy Preventative Interventions 
 
Brophy, J. (1983). Classroom organization and management. Elementary School Journal, 83, 254-285. 

 

Emmer, E., & Everson, C. (1981). Synthesis of research on classroom management. Educational 

Leadership, 38, 342-347. 

 

Kounin, J. (1970). Discipline and Group Management in the Classroom. New York: Holt, Rhinehart & 

Winston. 

 

Clunies-Ross, P., Little, E., & Kienhuis, M. (2008). Self-reported and actual use of proactive and reactive 

classroom management strategies and their relationship with teacher stress and student behavior. 

Educational Psychology, 28(6) 693-710. 

 

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002). The relation of global first grade classroom 

environment in structural classroom features and teacher and student behaviors. Elementary 

School Journal, 102, 367-387. 

 

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002). The relation of global first grade classroom 

environment in structural classroom features and teacher and student behaviors. Elementary 

School Journal, 102, 367-387. 

 

Pianta, R., Hamre, B. (2009). Conceptualization, measurement and improvement of classroom processes: 

standardized observation can leverage capacity. Educational Researcher, 38, 109-119. 

 

Van de Grift, W. (2007). Quality of teaching in four European countries: a review of the literature and an 

application of an assessment instrument. Educational Research, 49(2), 127-152. 

 

Guiding Students to Own and Solve their Problems 

 
Warden, D. & Mackinnon, S. (2003). Prosocial children, bullies and victims: an investigation of their 

sociometric status, empathy and social problem-solving strategies. British Journal of 

Developmental Psychology, 21, 367-385 

http://web.ebscohost.com.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bRNsK2wSK6k63nn5Kx95uXxjL6nr0ewqK1KrqevOK%2bouEyysLFOnsbLPvLo34bx1%2bGM5%2bXsgeKztVG3rLJLs6ywPurX7H%2b72%2bw%2b4ti7febepIzf3btZzJzfhrurtUqyrrVPpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=125
http://web.ebscohost.com.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bRNsK2wSK6k63nn5Kx95uXxjL6nr0ewqK1KrqevOK%2bouEyysLFOnsbLPvLo34bx1%2bGM5%2bXsgeKztVG3rLJLs6ywPurX7H%2b72%2bw%2b4ti7febepIzf3btZzJzfhrurtUqyrrVPpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=125


Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and reformulation of social information-

processingmechanisms in children’s social adjustment. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 74–101. 

 

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information-processing mechanisms in reactive and proactive 

aggression. Child Development, 67, 993–1002. 

 

Joffe, R. D., Dobson, K., Fine, S., Marriage, K., & Haley, G. (1990). Social problem-solving in depressed, 

conduct-disordered and normal adolescents. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 18, 565–575. 

 

Musun-Miller, L. (1993). Social acceptance and social problem-solving in preschool children.Journal of 

Applied Developmental Psychology, 14, 59–70. 

 

 

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2004). Multiple pathways to early academic achievement. 

Harvard Educational Review, 74, 1-29 

 

Richard, B. A., & Dodge, K. (1982). Social maladjustment and problem-solving in school-aged children. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 50, 226–233. 

 

Rubin, K., & Rose-Krasnor, L. (1992). Interpersonal problem-solving. In V. B. van Hassett & M.Hersen 

(Eds.), Handbook of social development (pp. 283–323). New York: Plenum. 

 

 

Data on the 9 Essential Skills Program 

 

Is there any empirical data supporting the effectiveness of the 9 Essential Skills for the 

Love and Logic Classroom teacher training curriculum? The answer is yes: 

 

Spencer (2008) observed that teachers trained in the program believed that it: 

 Had a positive impact on their school’s learning environment 

 Had a positive impact on student achievement 

 Allowed them to maximize instructional time 

 Enabled them to spend less time dealing with student misbehavior 

 Prepared them to deal more effectively with this misbehavior 

 

Spencer, P. (2008). A logical choice? Perceived impacts of love and logic.  

(Doctoral dissertation, Capella University). 

 

Bullock (2011) observed similar findings, with teachers indicating that the 

program: 

 Helped them remain calmer and more positive 

 Enabled them to avoid arguing with students 

 Allowed them to spend more time teaching 

 Helped them gain more cooperation from students 

 Improved their relationships with students 

 

Bullock, D. (2011). Early childhood teachers‘ perceptions of student behavior  

after implementing love and logic classroom management and discipline  

program. (Doctoral dissertation, Walden University) 



 

Our Own Research 

   

We’ve also been conducting our own research. Beginning in 2002, when the curricula 

first became available to schools, we’ve collected data on teacher’s perceptions of: (1) 

how the 9 Essential Skills affected student behavior; and (2) how these skills affected 

their own level of stress and confidence as educators. At the time of this printing, we’ve 

analyzed 1,426 questionnaires completed by educators around the United States. 

Tabulated below are basic data describing this sample: 

 

 
Characteristic N Percent or Mean  Standard Deviation 

Job Title 1426 61.4% Regular Teacher; 11.5% Special Educator;  

3.0% Counselor/Social Worker/Psychologist;  

1.8% Administrator; 8.4% Paraprofessional; 13.9% Other  

Grade Level 1416 4.25 2.89 

Years of experience 1420 12.61 11.32 

 

 

Prior to receiving training in the 9 Essential Skills curricula, participants in this study 

were asked to rate on a scale of 1-5 how much they agreed with a series of statements 

pertaining to the behavior of their students, as well as their own perceptions of their 

experience as educators. (A rating of “1” indicated “Strongly Disagree” whereas a rating 

of 5 indicated “Strongly Agree”) Participants were also asked to complete these ratings 

after receiving the training. Pre and Post mean scores for each scale are tabulated below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Statement                    Pre training mean              Post training mean 

  

 

The most behaviorally  

challenging students…  

 

…argue with me.    3.17    2.28 

 

…interrupt me when I am teaching.  3.80    3.00 

 

…cooperate with me.     2.89    3.42 

 

…take responsibility for their decisions. 2.29    3.00 

 

…refuse to do their work.   3.04    2.53 

 

…solve their own problems with guidance. 2.80    3.40 

 

I find myself… 

 

…having fun with students.   4.15    4.34 

 

…feeling really stressed-out and  2.85    2.42 

exhausted. 

 

…confident that I can handle discipline  3.60    4.11 

problems. 

 

…enjoying good relationships with   3.61    4.00 

challenging students. 

 

 

 

To further analyze these data, we first, grouped the 10 survey items into two theoretically 

distinct subscales: The Student Misbehavior Scale (first 6 items) and the Educator Stress 

Scale (last 4 items). Items were reverse coded as appropriate (e.g., “The most 

behaviorally challenging students take responsibility for their poor decisions”) so that the 

final subscale scores provided an indicator of the extent of student misbehavior (ranging 

from 6 to 30) and educator stress (ranging from 4 to 20) respectively. We employed 

paired samples t tests for all mean comparisons to examine whether there were any 

significant pre-post differences in the survey items and subscales. We also tested the 

normality assumptions—i.e., homogeneity of variance, skewness, and kurtosis—

underlying the use of the t test (Katz, Restori, & Lee, 2009). We then performed 

Wilcoxon's signed-ranks test, a non-parametric test that is not sensitive to normality 

violations (Blair & Higgins, 1985), for any subscale mean comparison that violated one 

or more of the normality assumptions. We set alpha at .05 for all primary analyses. 



Whenever possible, we included r as an indicator of effect size to reflect the proportion of 

variance that taking the Nine Essential Skills for the Love & Logic Classroom training 

accounted for in the outcome variables (student misbehavior and/or educator stress). We 

used values of r = .10, .24, and .37 as indicators of small, medium, and large effect sizes 

respectively as per Cohen’s (1992) classification. 

 

Blair, R. C., & Higgins, J. J. (1985). Comparison of the power of the paired 

samples t test to that of Wilcoxon's signed-ranks test under various 

population shapes. Psychological Bulletin, 97, 119-128. 

  

 Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 155–159.  

 

Katz, G. S., Restori, A. F., & Lee, H. B. (2009). A Monte Carlo study comparing 

the Levene test to other homogeneity of variance tests. North American 

Journal of Psychology, 11, 511-522. 

 

 

Student Misbehavior Scale  

 

 As tabulated below, educator-reported student misbehavior declined significantly 

from pre- to post-training (t (1360) = 28.63, p < .001), with subscale scores reduced by 

3.67 points (out of 30) on average, a large effect (r > .37). Although the distribution was 

virtually symmetric (skew = .02), it was leptokurtic (kurtosis = .35); thus, further non-

parametric analyses were performed. We ran a Wilcoxon's signed-ranks test, which 

showed that the mean pre-post difference was still statistically significant at p < .001. In 

terms of individual items, all showed significant pre-post reductions (p < .001); the two 

largest pre-post decreases following completion of the Love & Logic curriculum for the 

classroom were that educators reported their students misbehaving less often (item 2) as 

well as taking more responsibility for their own poor decisions (item 4).  

 

Educator Stress Scale 

 

 In the table below, you will also see that self-reported teacher/educator stress also 

declined significantly from pre- to post-training (t (1394) = 18.75, p < .001), with 

subscale scores reduced by 1.49 points (out of 20) on average, a medium effect (r > .24). 

The distribution was both highly positively skewed (skew = 3.05) and highly leptokurtic 

(kurtosis = 45.15), indicating that further non-parametric analyses were warranted. We 

therefore conducted a Wilcoxon's signed-ranks test, which showed that the mean pre-post 

difference was still statistically significant at p < .001. With regard to individual subscale 

items, all showed significant pre-post changes in the predicted direction at p < .001, with 

the exception of “As an educator, I find myself having fun with my students,” which 

decreased significantly at p = .012, but only by .11 points on average. Educators reported 

the largest increases in their confidence for handling classroom discipline after having 

taken the Nine Essential Skills for the Love & Logic Classroom training.    

 

 

http://0-web.ebscohost.com.opac.fortlewis.edu/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie43PKE4%2b3hh%2bqk63nn5KyI8e%2fhgL6vrUqxpbBIr6eeSbCwr0u4prY4zsOkjPDX7Ivf2fKB7eTnfLuntU2wrbFLt6ykhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPui%2ffepIzf3btZzJzfhrunt1Czo69JsKayRa6mrz7k5fCF3%2bq7fvPi6ozj7vIA&hid=21
http://0-web.ebscohost.com.opac.fortlewis.edu/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie43PKE4%2b3hh%2bqk63nn5KyI8e%2fhgL6vrUqxpbBIr6eeSbCwr0u4prY4zsOkjPDX7Ivf2fKB7eTnfLuntU2wrbFLt6ykhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPui%2ffepIzf3btZzJzfhrunt1Czo69JsKayRa6mrz7k5fCF3%2bq7fvPi6ozj7vIA&hid=21
http://0-web.ebscohost.com.opac.fortlewis.edu/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie43PKE4%2b3hh%2bqk63nn5KyI8e%2fhgL6vrUqxpbBIr6eeSbCwr0u4prY4zsOkjPDX7Ivf2fKB7eTnfLuntU2wrbFLt6ykhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPui%2ffepIzf3btZzJzfhrunt1Czo69JsKayRa6mrz7k5fCF3%2bq7fvPi6ozj7vIA&hid=21
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Subscale N Pre-test  

(Mean, SD) 

Post-test  

(Mean, SD) 

Paired 

Samples  

t statistic 

Pre-Post 

Significance  

(p value) 

Effect size  

      (r) 

Student 

Misbehavior 

 

1361 20.08 (3.92) 16.41 (4.35) 28.63 .000 .40 

Educator 

Stress 

1395 9.54 (2.66) 8.05 (2.65) 18.75 .000 .27 

Note. Possible score range on the Student Misbehavior Subscale was 6 to 30; possible 

score range on the Educator Stress subscale was 4 to 20. Higher scores reflect more 

educator-reported student misbehavior or educator/teacher stress. 

 

 

 

To inquire about updates to supporting research, please phone us at 1-800-338-4065. One 

of our friendly customer care representatives will be happy to assist you.  

 

If you are interested in conduction research on this curriculum, please contact us as well!  


