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Abstract
School Wide Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS) csiaent framework for schools to
model their discipline strategies. SW-PBS hasméwork built on identifying
behaviors and predictors of their occurrence, n@gtito correct and prevent these
problems, and implementation of these routinesaohale to collect information to
evaluate these strategies. Office discipline rafemwere reviewed in the secondary
school of Rural District 10 in Missouri from 200813 to determine the significance
between implementation of SW-PBS and the numbeffafe discipline referrals.
School climate was also studied in Rural Distrigtas well as other secondary schools
around the state of Missouri. A survey was sestiwdents, teachers and administrators
from Rural District 10 and teachers and administsafrom other districts around the
state that have implemented SW-PBS for at leasty®aos. The data revealed no
statistically significance difference between thuenber of office discipline referrals
before and during implementation of SW-PBS in Riviakrict 10. Based on the
perceptions from the questions on the survey, svaadnd administrators in Rural
District 10 felt as though the climate and cultafeéhe building overall was better
compared to the perceptions of students in Rurstkidt 10. Comparing Rural District
10 to other districts, Rural District 10 teachend administrators felt as though the
climate and culture of their secondary school wettelb, overall, as compared to other
districts around the state of Missouri that havplemented SW-PBfbr at least two

years.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Making schools a safer, more engaging place t@ ligei goal of most educators.
Reducing office discipline referrals, promoting ddmehavior and increasing academic
performance are a good starting point to achiegselgoals. (Sprick, 2009) School Wide
Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS) is the playbth@t many schools are using to lead
them to the place where these goals are posstlgai and Horner (2002) explained:

Schools are important environments in which chidlgdfamilies, educators, and

community members have opportunities to learn,iteacd grow. For nearly 180

days each year and 6 hours each day, educatas tprovide students with

learning environments that are stable, positivd, @edictable. (p. 134)

Safe environments are critical to student succedgeovide positive role models, a safe
place to learn and grow both socially and acaddiyiaad a place to teach about
positive relationships. SW-PBS represents imporéfotts to achieve the desired
environments.

This chapter included a review of the background lsistory of SW-PBS. The
conceptual framework, the statement of the probbemd,the purpose of the study were
presented. The research questions to guide tdg stere posed. Additionally, the
definition of key terms, limitations, and assumpsavere detailed.

Background of the Study

For decades, schools have continually debated aaid with different approaches
to discipline. Skiba and Sprague stated (20083rtghtive behavior consistently tops the
list of teachers’ and parents’ concerns about edutand most schools have used a

reactionary and punitive approach to undesired\netgp. 38).



This approach has sometimes led to an immediatectied in the undesired behavior,
but usually this is only temporary and often reomsdohen, Kincaid, & Childs, 2007).
Disciplinary removal of the student has had negagiffects on student achievement and
school climate. According to Skiba and Spragu®80‘students suspended in sixth
grade are more likely to receive office referralsespensions by eighth grade than
students who had not been suspended” (p. 39) dthrengchool year. This clearly shows
that early interventions are important to the snsthsuccess of students.

Educators are discovering that different approacmest be employed in order to
change behavior. The United States dropout ratéhasipes the inability of educational
systems to prepare student to take on respongbitf adulthood (Sprick, 2009).
Punishing students and only providing negative equences in the hope of making
students want to stay in school and strive to etscedt working (Sprick, 2009). In
contrast, a more proactive approach that emphaaeking expectations and rewarding
positive behavior has resulted in more long terimalver change (Cohen et al., 2007).

Research during the last decade has shown SW-PBSualid (MU Center for
SW-PBS, 2013). SW-PBS requires that staff membétsn a school understand the
actions necessary for change and the framewothkegptogram. Horner and Sugai
(2011) explained the framework of SW-PBS:

Although learning and teaching processes are conguid continuous and some

behavior initially is not learned, key messagesifthis science are that much of

human behavior is learned, comes under the cooftxhvironmental factors,

and can be changed. (p. 8)



Problem behaviors are becoming more understandablenore strategies to deal with
these problem behaviors are being explored.

According to Horner and Sugai (2011), “The PBSrapph is founded on this
science of human behavior. Different proceduresstradegies are applied at different
levels, but the fundamental principles of behaegi@ the same” (p. 8). Understanding the
fundamental principles is the key for schools fe@fvely address problem behavior.
Scott and Martinek (2006) maintained this framewisrkuilt on the following questions:

(a) What behaviors are of concern to the schoohamat predicts their

occurrence? (b) What is the simplest agreeable sw@tibn of rules and routines

that will prevent the problems? (c) How can thasanges be implemented in a

consistent school wide manner? (d) What informatiam be collected to assess

and evaluate the effects of the strategies used®§)
These questions are at the foundation of implemgr&w-PBS. Designing relevant and
engaging interventions to address these behawarmsicial to implementation.
Assessing data prior to interventions to make gwentervention is appropriate is very
important to get the right intervention in pladgresham, Sugai, and Horner (2001)
explained:

PBS procedures emphasize assessment prior toenteya, manipulation of

antecedent conditions to reduce or prevent théHided that a problem behavior

will occur, development of new social and commutigcaskills that make
problem behaviors irrelevant, and careful redesigronsequences to eliminate

factors that maintain problem behaviors and to erage more acceptable



replacement social skills and behaviors. PBS ismoroach that emphasizes

teaching as a central behavior change tool andséscan replacing coercion with

environmental redesign to achieve durable and mgéarichange in the behavior

of students. (p. 332)

Conceptual Framework

The most effective behavior intervention planstaased on the function of
behavior (Sugai & Horner, 2010). These intervargiare designed so teachers can focus
on encouraging prevention of the problem as wethageaction (Scott, Mcintyre,
Liaupsin, Nelson, Conroy, & Payne, 2005). SW-PB&assidered a conceptual
framework that a school can adopt to make a suktdesgact on student behavior
(Sugai & Horner, 2010). Schools that implement BBS often use underpinnings from
the Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) as thénatkbf assessing the relationship
between the environment and behavior (Scott e2@D5).

This study utilized the concepts of SW-PBS as a teranalyze the data in Rural
District 10 and other districts throughout Missoudr. Sugai demonstrated the
effectiveness of using the FBA in determining thedtion or purpose of the behavior;
therefore, to be effective, school personnel masebbp and implement logical and
practical strategies that are tied to the functibthe behavior (Scott et al., 2005).
Research questions for the study were created thhemoncepts underlying SW-PBS and
the FBA.

Problem Statement
According to Osher (2010), “schools face a numbbehallenges related to

disruptive and antisocial students. The behavidhe$e students interferes with



learning, diverts administrative time, and conttésuto teacher burnout” (p. 48). As a
consequence, many districts have resorted to sE@hce and other punitive practices,
hoping to control these sometimes insurmountaldblpms (Lewis-Palmer, Sugai, &
Larson, 1999). Suspensions are sometimes us@tittzerschool of perceived trouble
makers, yet this has not seemed to improve schiomhie (Skiba & Sprague, 2008).
Schools with higher rates of school suspension tefdve lower academic quality and
school climate. Skiba and Rausch (as cited in&&ilsprague, 2008) found schools
with higher suspension rates have lower scoresamlardized achievement tests,
regardless of economic level or student demographic

SW-PBS is the research based alternative to tlitiveand exclusionary
methods that schools have used extensively ovdasheecade (Sugai & Horner, 1999).
During the 1980s, a need was identified for impbselection, implementation, and
documentation of effective behavioral interventiémsstudents with behavior disorders
(Gresham, 1991, Sugai & Horner, 1999; Walker ¢tl#196). In response,
researchers at the University of Oregon beganiessef applied demonstrations,
research studies, and evaluation projects. THés#sandicated that greater attention
should be directed toward prevention, researchebpszctices, data based decision-
making, school-wide systems, explicit social skitistruction, team-based
implementation and professional development, andestt outcomes (Biglan, 1995;
Colvin, Kame’enui, & Sugai, 1993; Horner, SugaiH&rner, 2010; Lewis & Sugai,
1999).

Past research related to the implementation of B8-&nd its relationship

between the amount of behavior problems and geokmate of the school has been



mostly limited to studies examining elementary stb@Horner & Sugai, 2011). High
school implementation and the potential effectiwsngf SW-PBS is a relatively limited
body of research (Horner & Sugai, 2011).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thaiomship between the years of
implementation of SW-PBS at the secondary leveltarchumber of office discipline
referrals. The perception of the overall climatehaf building as it related to student
behavior was also reviewed. Although SW-PBS isnaplémentation framework
designed to enhance academic and social behauwirroas for all students, most of the
studies have been focused at the elementary |&\edre have been limited studies at the
urban and secondary level due to the low amousécbndary schools that participate in
SW-PBS (Bohanon et al., 2006). The relationshigvbenh the years of implementation of
SW-PBS and the number of office discipline refernahs evaluated in a rural secondary
school and the perceptions of the overall climateaweviewed in secondary schools that
are both rural and urban.

Research questions and hypothesi$he following research questions guided
this study, and a null hypothesis was proposed.

1. What relationship, if any, exists between the y@himplementation of SW-
PBS in Rural District 10 and the number of offidsciplinary referrals at the secondary
level before and during implementation?

2. What are student, teacher, and administrator peocepof the climate of
Rural District 10 as it relates to student behagiahe secondary level after

implementation of SW-PBS?



3. What are teacher and administrator perceptionseo€limate of the building
as it relates to student behavior at the secoridaey in other districts that have
implemented SW-PBS and how does this compare witlal®istrict 10?

Ho: There is no relationship between the implemematf SW-PBS in Rural
District 10 and the number of office disciplinagferrals at the secondary level before
and during implementation.

Definition of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following tears defined:

Benchmark of Quality (BoQ). This is a 53 item rating scale developed in
Florida’s Positive Behavior Support Project for fhepose of measuring the degree of
fidelity with which a school is implementing SW-PBSohen et al., 2007). This
instrument was developed as a self-evaluationttoallow school teams to review their
progress toward implementing critical elements\W-BBS (Cohen et al., 2007).

Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA)The Missouri University (MU) Center
for SW-PBS (2013) defines an FBA as “... (a) obseleva@ibpoblem behaviors, (b) the
contexts or routines...[of] problem behaviors...,tf® specific antecedent events ...
that reliably predict occurrence of problem behesjiand (d) the consequences that
appear to maintain the problem behavior” (p. 4).

Office Disciplinary Referral (ODR). An electronic or paper form filled out by a
teacher describing unwanted behavior exhibited stydent. This form is sent to the
principal’s office for a disciplinary action to b@ken by the principal or assistant

principal (Horner & Todd, 2012).



School climate. The feelings and attitudes that are elicited bgtesel’'s
environment (Loukas, 2009).

School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET)An instrument designed by the University
of Oregon to provide a rigorous measure of prinpagwention practices within school-
wide behavior support (Horner & Todd, 2012). A SETonducted by a trained
consultant who looks at discipline data, survewys!, iaterviews to assess the level of
implementation (Horner & Todd, 2012).

School-wide Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBSA framework which
includes the application of evidenced-based stieseand systems to help schools
increase academic performance, increase safetygasscproblem behavior, and establish
positive school culture (Kincaid, Childs, Blase\allace, 2007).

Secondary schoolsFor the purpose of this study, a secondary schdbbev
considered a school which includes grade levels®@igh 12 (Missouri Department of
Elementary & Secondary Education, 2011).

Suspension.The short-term removal of a student from schookbfdisciplinary
infraction (Skiba & Sprague, 2008).

Limitations and Assumptions

The following limitations were identified:

1. Variables could contribute to reducing ODRs othantthe implementation of
SW-PBS.

2. The level of consistency of which the teacherssatemitting ODRs.

3. Student and staff surveys (see Appendices A & B were adapted

from the Delaware Positive Behavior Support Ininat



The following assumption was accepted:

1. The responses of the participants were offeoeestly and without bias.
Summary

The effectiveness of behavioral interventions loag lbeen debated. School
leaders are looking for alternatives that are lohaging, proactive, and less
exclusionary (Scott & Martinek, 2006). SW-PBS hallewed schools to provide a
framework to establish clearly defined and exgiidiaught behavioral expectations,
enforce fair and consistent responses to studdmisdw not follow these expectations,
and implement a system for increasing positiveratigon and data based decision
making for behavior (Sprick, 2009).

The definition of key terms, limitations, and asgiions were presented. This
study examined SW-PBS implementation at the seegreael and its significance on
the number of discipline referrals submitted todffece. School climate as it relates to
behavior problems was also assessed using a siooley

In the next chapter, the history of behavioralvations and the research
concerning SW-PBS implementation was examined. @hdjree included an overview
of the research design for this study, the reseguelstions, and hypothesis. Chapter
Four included a review of the analysis of the sfuldg findings of the relationship
between SW-PBS and ODRs and the perceptions obkchimate in SW-PBS schools.
In Chapter Five, conclusions of the study wereawreid, and next steps for possible

future research were explored.
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature

Reacting to the disruptive behavior of studentsseheehavior distracts the
learning environment and compromises their owmiegris the prime goal of SW-PBS
(Loukas, 2009). Suspending and expelling studemts dot always lead to progressing a
student’s behavior in a positive manner. SW-PBSdaned popularity in education due
to the positive approach to dealing with disruptsedavior in schools. Proponents of
SW-PBS claim that this framework will reduce didicip occurrences which will
ultimately lead to more instructional time (Hordeilodd, 2012).

This chapter begins by examining the history o€igiene approaches at the
secondary level. The development of SW-PBS wam@ead along with the three tiers
of the SW-PBS framework. School climate and hois tinderstood was reviewed. The
chapter also included a review of research in tha af high school approaches to SW-
PBS.

History of Discipline Approaches at the Secondary kvel

SW-PBS is the research based alternative to tletiveaand exclusionary
methods that schools have recently adopted to ssigh@blem behavior.

Sugai (2000) explained the following about SW-PESV-PBS is not a new intervention
package or a new theory of behavior, but an applicaf a behaviorally based systems
approach to enhance the capacity of schools, fasniéind communities to design
effective environments” (p. 7). These environmédrakp bridge the gap between research
practices and the actual environment where educ#dkes place. Sugai (2000) also
stated, “attention is focused on creating and sustaschool environments that improve

lifestyle results (personal, health, social, fagprk, recreation, etc.) for all children
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and youth by making problem behavior less effe¢tftcient, and relevant and making
desired behavior more functional” (p. 7).

Public schools have been challenged with schoetgaihd student behavior for
many years. Administrators are faced with the amgyohallenge of providing a safe
environment for students and staff members whiei@sg an education for all students.
According to Morrissey, Bohanon, and Fenning (201®any schools have addressed
concerns about handling discipline by creatingaasmgly punitive reactionary policies”
(p. 27). Policies that are labeled as zero-tolexdrayve created situations where students
have been removed from school for “seemingly ttibehaviors such as sharing over-
the-counter pain medication or holding up a pajper r@sulting in suspension or
expulsion of students” (p. 27). Today’s educatoesasked to meet the diverse needs of
all students, including those with emotional andaworal disorders. P. Baker (2005)
explained:

The movement towards inclusion of students witlaldiigies in the general

education classroom combined with federal mandatsall learners meet or

exceed certain curricular guidelines makes it iasmagly challenging for
educators to meet the moral and ethical respoitgbito provide reasonable

accommodation to support all learners and provigafa environment. (p. 51)
Providing inclusion for all students requires sfgmint training and expertise (P. Baker,
2005).

Principals are constantly faced with the dilemmaenfioving the troublesome
students from school. Removing the student immakie school climate, but also risks

taking away the educational opportunity of evendsnt (Carr, 2007). Most school
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administrators use these suspensions becausedbdyamdo something and do not know
what else to do. The most effective and practtiarnative to suspension and expulsion
has been SW-PBS (Bohanon, Flannery, Malloy, & Fegpn2009).

A school district’'s main task is to educate andlitate the growth of their
students. Schools take different approaches td thisegoal, but all schools must have a
climate and culture where students feel acceptdd, and nurtured. Schools also must
be a place where order and a moral law is expetstddnaintained. According to the
American Academy of Pediatrics (2013), “schoolsndrallow unacceptable behavior to
interfere with the school district’s primary missidlo this end, school districts adopt
codes of conduct for expected behaviors and pslicieaddress unacceptable behavior”
(p- 2). School boards develop these policies artignprocess need to look at each
offence differently by weighing the “consequencéthe punishment and the balance
between individual and institutional rights andp@ssibilities” (American Academy of
Pediatrics, 2013, p. 5).

There are different types of consequences schewlas can employ. The most
severe consequences school districts administenref school suspension and
expulsion. These consequences are administerdxtf@vior that usually has to do with
alcohol, drugs, assault, weapons, or any act shatnsidered severe and could also affect
other members of the student body. Members ofAtherican Academy for Pediatrics
(2013) testified:

It has been traditionally held that, in removing tiffending student from the

school environment, the student’s influence on steould be limited, the school

environment would thereby be improved, and a messagld be sent
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that certain behaviors will not be tolerated. Rese&as demonstrated, however,

that schools with higher rates of out-of-schoolp&msion and expulsion are not

safer for students or faculty. (p. 4)

Schools must continue to monitor what outcomes oitom placing students on out of
school suspension.

Other types of suspension include in-school suspendn-school suspension is
for more minor offenses that could include tardsm@ssubordination, disrespect, cell
phone violations, or truancy (Furlong, Felix, Sterk& Larson, 2005). In-school
suspension is employed on a far more regular blaarsout-of-school suspension.
Research conducted on the effects of suspensiamssilarming information.

Losen and Martinez, (2013) explained, “in thistfo§a kind breakdown of data
from over 26,000 U.S. middle and high schools, steémeate that well over two million
students were suspended during the 2009-2010 ataglean” (p. 3). According to these
statistics, one out of every nine secondary schmlent was suspended at least once
during that year. The instructional time that istlm a school year due to suspensions is
alarming. Losen and Martinez (2013) went on td&xp “as other studies demonstrate,
the vast majority of suspensions are for minoraciions of school rules, such as
disrupting class, tardiness, and dress code vooigtirather than for serious violent or
criminal behavior” (p. 3). Recent studies have shiwat a student who is suspended
once in ninth grade is twice as likely to drop otihigh school. These statistics should
be alarming to everyone involved with K-12 educatio

The Losen and Martinez (2013) study did not ingidatat school districts want to

suspend students, just what the consequencespdraliag students are. School districts



14

continue to review the data and look for ways tpriove policy and procedure to make
sure more students are graduating and leading ptiwdulives after graduation. Most
schools “believe greater awareness will help predowre effective approaches that
create safe, healthy, and productive learning enumirents, which research indicates is
best accomplished without resorting to frequentadtgéchool suspensions” (Losen &
Martinez, 2013, p. 10).

Considering suspensions have such a direct cameliat dropping out of school,
schools must reassess if suspension is the basiaah to take. School districts cannot
afford to have a substantial percentage of stusemt complete graduation requirements.
A national focus on graduation rates has been gdginthe last several years being
overseen by the federal governments. Balfanz,gétahd, Bruce, and Fox, (2013)
explained:

The What Works Clearinghouse, established in 2G0é U.S. Department of

Education, made key recommendations to reduce dtspuotilize data systems to

obtain an accurate picture of students who dro@ndtthose at risk of doing so;

assign adult advocates to students at risk of dingput; provide academic
support and enrichment to improve academic perfoo@amplement programs
to improve students’ classroom behavior and saidls; personalize the learning
environment and instructional process; and proxigierous and relevant
instruction to better engage students in learnmdy@ovide them with the skills

they need for postsecondary success. (p. 12)

In this detailed report, there are many remarksiatwograms to improve

behavior and social skills” that schools need tpleyn These early warning and
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intervention systems are addressed in school csusing SW-PBS. Balfanz et al.
(2013) defined these systems, “states, schoolastand schools should collect
individualized student data to track early warnimgicators of potential dropouts as early
as elementary and middle school” (p. 17). Periogjports to all stakeholders, notifies
and identifies high risk students who will needeagd intervention support system.

School districts also need to monitor students aiteogetting behind
academically and provide supports so that these saiaents will be college and career
ready by the time they graduate from high schétigh schools need to collaborate with
stakeholders, community organizations, and in scases national organizations to give
the needed interventions both at school and hdBadfanz et al., (2013) stated,
“interventions can include mentoring and tutoritaggeted literacy and math curricula
support, 9th grade academies, extended school éintea wide range of community-
based supports to address academic, social, megichmental health needs” (p. 17).
The Development of SW-PBS

Over the past 10 years more than 11,000 elememiedgle level, and high
schools have adopted SW-PBS as a framework foravmy their social and academic
outcomes (Flannery, Elise, & Horner, 2010). Stadyschools that have implemented
SW-PBS can be a tough task. Bradshaw et al. (2&&®8d, “schools continue to be an
important context for preventive interventions &igg a range of behavioral and mental
health problems. Demands on teachers and shgtingties in response to federal
legislation poses unique challenges...” (p. 1).

The history of SW-PBS reveals that it “emerged fiivn science of behavioral

technologies or applied behavior analysis as sorespto what some practitioners
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perceived to be a misuse of power and control” {idels, Brown, & Mirabella, 2005, p.
6). Positive behavior support continually striteget a “balance between ideology and
the science of behavior change” (Michaels et @052 p. 8). Knoster, Anderson, Carr,
Dunlap, and Horner, (2003) explained, "SW-PBS emdésadhe idea that while
humanistic values should not replace empiricismesé¢hvalues should inform
empiricism... science tells us how to bring abdwarge, but our person-centered values
tell us what changes are most worth bringing abqut184).

SW-PBS is a multitier approach for building a sdheiale social culture that
enables students to succeed academically andltbgkiiis for the rest of their lives.
High schools implementing this approach have impdoattendance, reduced discipline
referrals, and improved academic engagement (Fgmteal., 2010). Based on their
research, Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, and Feinb209%) listed the key features in the
SW-PBS model that include:

(1) setting consensus-driven behavior expectati@)geaching critical

interpersonal skills; (3) providing systematic pies reinforcement for meeting

and exceeding expectations; (4) monitoring intetieenefficacy continuously
through data collection and analysis; (5) involvailigstakeholders in the
formulation of discipline practices; and (6) remhgcand eliminating reactive,
punitive, and exclusionary strategies in favor pf@active, preventive, and skill

building orientation. (p. 184)
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As shown in Figure Jthere are four S-PBS elements that make up the framewor

SW-PBS that schools consider when looking at impleatésm
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Figure 1. Four elementsf SW-PBS Adapted from “4 PBS Element by MU Center

for SW-PBS, 2013Missouri Scholwide Positive Behavior Support, p. 2. Copyrii
2013 by MU Center for S-PBS.
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SW-PBS and the Three Levels of Intervention
SW-PBS is based on systems of behavior supportgegd\by a continuum of
interventions for students. According to Sugai Blwdner (2002), SW-PBS uses a three-
tiered intervention approach to behavioral intetmen C. Baker (2005) explained:
The first layer presented strategies for teachihstadents and staff behavioral
expectations throughout the school. It was viddktach and reinforce to students
these universal strategies through mentoring prograntensive tutoring,
classroom management, support groups, peer clodseavice learning. (p.120)
The second level of the triangle “was labeled SdaonPrevention and was aligned to
the at-risk group” (C. Baker, 2005, p. 121). Thgsmups “of students do not respond to
the universal interventions, and a more intenspg@ach would provide support for
academics and behavioral skills” (C. Baker, 2003,21). C. Baker (2005) stated:
The last layer was labeled Tertiary Preventionwad used for the group of
students who displayed severe and persistent aididmehavior. Tertiary
strategies would involve team members from the sich® well as social agencies
to develop individualized comprehensive interveméio As the prevention
strategies move toward more intensive supportdjtiacial cost to the school
increases. The ultimate goal then, is to keep rstu@ents in the primary and
secondary level and reduce the number of studemésraquired tertiary

strategies. (p. 121)

A triangle is often used in the description of eeditiered system of interventions (see
Figure 2). C. Baker (2005) explained that thedrat80 to 90% of the right triangle

refers to the universal interventions and represt percentage of students who did not
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have serious behavior problems. The next parteofribngle represents the 5-15% of the
students who were at-risk of exhibiting seriousypgmn behavior and need specialized
group interventions, and the tip of the trianglpresents the 1-7% of the students with
chronic/intensive problem behaviors who need irdligiized interventions. This triangle
is recognized as the SW-PBS logo as it represkatsdntinuum of behavior supports for

students.

Setnndary

Primary

Figure 2 SW-PBS Triangle. Adapted from “Tertiary Leveeention,” by MU Center
for SW-PBS, 2013, Missouri Schoolwide Positive BebaSupport, p. 1. Copyright

2013 by MU Center for SW-PBS.
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The Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) has be@emmmon way to
analyze and assess students to determine whatentams should be utilized
(McConnell, 2001). An FBA can be used to examio kthe environment plays a role
in the behavior of a student (Scott et al., 2008)rough research, the FBA has been
helpful in understanding why the student is shovgegain problem behaviors. As soon
as school personnel can understand the functioegdtive student behavior, they can
design interventions that meet the needs of thigiohehl student.

Effective behavior intervention plans need to idelstrategies that align to the
student’s environmental and instructional needa desired response is most likely
achieved. To be effective at this level, the sti@®that are developed must be aligned
with the type of behavior the student is exhibit{Sgott et al., 2005).

Tier 1. SW-PBS is a model that uses a proactive approatlenVdl school is
developing the SW-PBS framework, they start by enpgnting a building leadership
team led by a coach. This team and coach are plyrchosen by the staff with
assistance from the administration (Safran, 20@)/-PBS teams must work together to
accomplish the goals of increasing academic achiewng preventing inappropriate
behavior, and reducing the likelihood of the comdition of problem behavior (MU
Center for SW- PBS, 2013). Domitrovich et al.X@Psuggested:

Universal prevention interventions target the gahpublic or an entire

population that has not been identified on thesakindividual risk. Because

universal programs are positive, proactive, andasgided independent of
individual risk status, their potential for stignzatg participants is minimized. As

a result, they may be more readily accepted andtado(p. 73)
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When schools begin to steadily model the teachirappropriate behavior skill
into the curriculum, these schools will begin tovelep how to assemble school
environments so the appropriate behavior will bégihe a more common occurrence
(Dunlap, Carr, Horner, Zarcone, & Schwartz, 2008h important component of SW-
PBS is communication between the school and fasailiéis is important so families will
begin to comprehend and support what the schadtesnpting to accomplish with
implementation of SW-PBS (Simonsen & Sugai, 20I)e school can also be a
resource for families to demonstrate how the SW-B&&ept can be utilized in families’
homes that will in turn support SW-PBS implememtatn the schoalDunlap et al.,

2008).

This implementation provides the foundation forrTiesupports through engaging
in school-wide structures of teaching and acknogilegl proper skill and behaviors
(Beaman & Wheldall, 2000). The school then usessistent structures to discourage
inappropriate actions while training the facultyingplement the SW-PBS process (MU
Center for SW-PBS, 2013). Another important piet&ier 1 implementation is training
staff to effectively collect, analyze, and utilidata for making decisions that relate to the
climate and culture of the building and to gauge evaluate the effectiveness of the Tier
1 system (MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013).

As shown in Figure 3, 80-90% percent of studergsrariuded in Tier 1

interventions. These interventions should targetestudent in the school.



22

School-Wide Systems for Student Success:
A Response to Intervention (Rtl) Model for
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)

SYSTEM ORGANIZATION

Tier 3
Intensive Supports for 1-5% /
Individual Students ' \

Asscsamenl-Based
High Intensity
Ticr 2
Supplemen tal Suppoerts for S-15%
Some Stedents {A-Risk)
High EMicwndy
Rapid Response
Small Group Interuinlions
Some Indivadualisng
Tier 1
Universal Instruction
RO EMectne
All Siodents
Preventne, Proactive

INTERVENTIONS & SUPPORTS

Ticr 3

Intensive Intersentions
Wraparound Semvices
Imtensve Case Management
Community Mental Health
Istenave Progress Montonng

Tier 2

Supplemental Interyventions
Sooal Skalls Instrection
Shill-based matructional programs
Data: ODRs and 1eacher relermals

Tier

Universal Programming
lzach Behavior Expectations
Common rules for enlire school
Developmental guidancs programs
Data: OMice Disciphne Relermals
Serecming for Behavor Disorders

Figure 3. Percentage of students targeted for Tier 1 intdtwes. Adapted from “What

is School-Wide PBS?,” by MU Center for SW-PBS, 20¥8souri Schoolwide

Positive Behavior Support, p. 4. Copyright 2013Vbly Center for SW-PBS.

Tier 2. There are students who respond to the supporteafiey Tier 1 but will

still have problem areas that need to be addresBed.problems will be observed in

academics, behavior, or both (Killu, Weber, Dei&yBarretto, 2006). This will require

more support for the student to be able to progreagositive way. Tier 2 interventions

can address students with one or both of thesessmud be effective in getting them

back on track (MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013).

Tier 2 interventions rely on the foundation eststiid by Tier 1 systems. There

must be school-wide prevention, or students wharaneed of these interventions will
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not be successfully identified. For SW-PBS to fieative, Tier 1 systems must be in
place, and the school staff must be committed itoguiBier 1 systems consistently
(Dunlap, Sailor, Horner & Sugai, 2009). Data aeg kieces in properly identifying
students who will need more support and exactlytwjpe of support will be needed.

The leadership team helps the school staff analgzzto place students, the
school will decide on a group of rules that helpghvidentification based on the data (MU
Center for SW-PBS, 2013). Some schools will dstrechmark number of ODRs before
a student is assessed to determine the propenpatef intervention. (C. Baker, 2005).
Other sources for data that would determine in Wwiméervention a student is placed
could be families, student reports, counselor rtspor other reports from teachers.

Interventions for Tier 2 usually begin with a sngibup setting where procedures
are reviewed and support is given by students swthlar needs (MU Center for SW-
PBS, 2013). The number of students who need these intensive supports is usually
between 15-20% (MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013). Teexiwho instruct these small
group interventions should be given the data orsthdents so they may respond with the
appropriate intervention techniques (Beaman & Walkl@000). These small group
interventions allow for the student to be abledareect and have positive interactions
with another adult. This is an extremely importaigice as most of these students do not
have positive experiences within their school dayr(ap, Sailor, Horner & Sugai,
20009).

According to the MU Center for SW-PBS (2013), catistructures that are
involved in building operative Tier 2 interventioase:

e Adequate funding and support by staff and admiatistn should be
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accessible before the interventions begin.
e Common language should be used that is consisiédmsahool-wide
expectations of the rest of the school.
e The teacher should have a say in how the intervemsi put in place. The
intervention should not require much extra efforttloe side of the teacher.
The intervention should fit well into the schedated not require too much
time or resources because if too much is requiredllimost likely not be
implemented consistently.
e A system that allows teacher to refer studentspradedures for referral and
how students will be identified should be clear.
e A system to show and report data and time to mofii® intervention to see if
it should be kept, changed or eliminated. (p. 5)
Tier 2 interventions are labeled using a varietparines and types. Whatever it may be
called, Tier 2 interventions provide a way for ot to practice the skills that are being
taught and reinforced in the intervention time (I@€nter for SW-PBS, 2013). As
shown in Figure 4, Tier 2 interventions may inclagbgproximately 15 % of students

who display at-risk behavior that seems to be wonge
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Tier 3:Tertiary Interventions

& Supports

+ Specialized Individualized
Systems for Students with
High-Risk Behavior

+ Reduce severity of current
cases

Tier 2: Secondary Interventions &

Supports:

+ Specialized Group Systems for
Students with At-Risk Behavior
Prevent worsening of problem
behaviors

Tier 1 (Universal)Primary

Prevention:

+ School/Classroom-Wide
Systems

+ All Students, Staff, &
Settings
Reduce problem
behavior and increase
instructional time

Figure 4. Tier 2 interventions. Adapted from “What are th&i8rs of Intervention,” by
MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013, Missouri Schoolwideiffos Behavior Support, p. 5.

Copyright 2013 by MU Center for SW-PBS.

Tier 3. A very small percentage of a school’'s student patpar (1-5%) will be
supported by Tier 1 and Tier 2 and still be experileg some trouble in their school day
(MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013). Most of these stuslevill have prior school issues.
Decisions for these students need to be baseceatath and other factors that
successfully identify who these students are anat witervention will be most
appropriate and meaningful.

The Tier 3 supports are based on the individualestuand be very specific to the
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needs of the student (Gresham, Sugai & Horner, 200e needs and function of
behaviors must be examined for students with beingroblems who require the more
intensive interventions that Tier 3 provides. Talerstand these needs, an FBA is
usually needed. A staff member with experiendeeihavioral assessment is needed so
that an individualized support plan can be develagred implemented (Dunlap et al.,
2008).

According to Missouri SW-PBS (2013), Tier 3 systenithin a school must

include:

e Staff members who have been trained in functiosséssment, principles of
behavior and behavior support planning.
e A structure during the school day that allows fexible time that will allow
teachers to meet and plan.
e A way for teachers to easily identify students egfdr them. (p. 2)
When forming a building team to implement studdahp individualized for Tier 3, staff
members who have expertise and who are connectedge students on a daily
bases need to be included (MU Center for SW-PB$3R20The team will also include
the student’s family as well as the student. R $ystem to be successful, the team
must be given time to collaborate regularly dutting school day (Tillery, Varjas, Meyers
& Collins, 2010).
As shown in Figure 5, Tier 3 interventions shoutdidividualized, intense and

include durable procedures.
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Figure 5. Tier 3 intervention. Adapted from “A Continuum of Support for Allby
MU Center for SWPBS, 2013, Missouri Schiwide Positive Behavior Support, p.

Copyright 2013 by MU Center for S-PBS.

School Climate

School climatecen be defined in many different ways. Sometnti® school
climate is a feeling oneets when in a school. Some aspects of schionkte can be
measured and somercet. Collins, Thomas, and Parson (2010) ekpd how

researchers view schodimate:

Researchers hawenceptualized school climate in several défeways and



28

have utilized a variety of methodologies to define construct of school climate

as it relates to various student outcomes. Itfiecdit to generalize findings in the

research to recommend change in practice becausgsoholars have developed
various constructs of school climate that includedre not limited to factors such
as: school organizational structure, facilities agement, stakeholder perceptions
of the school, interpersonal relationships, thelef community support and

engagement. (pp. 34-35)

Although there are a variety of different ways tieapt to measure school climate, most
people can agree on the fact that a good schooatdi is an integral part of any
successful school (Collins et al., 2010). Collsl. (2010) went on to state, “regardless
of the instrument used to assess school climateareh has demonstrated positive
relationships between school climate and studdneaement. What is necessary,
however, is a consistent measure of school climgte36).

School climate is so crucial to academic succeastiinough research,
policymakers have added aspects of measuring schowlte to be included in
accreditation processes and the accountably obésliGollins et al., 2010). Collins et
al. (2010) noted that this is “in the blueprintloé reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act” (p. 36). As shown in Fe&8, there are five stages to
improving school climate. Preparation, evaluatiomgerstanding, implementation and
re-evaluation are the steps schools need to take& wionitoring and assessing school

climate.
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Figure 6. School climate improvement proc. Adapted from “Stages of t
Improvement Processhy J. Infantino & E. Little, 2005Educational Psycholog,

p. 502. Copyright 2005 by the Educational PsyciiplAssociatior

Research on &ool climate has led to increased accountabifitychools across
the United States. ¥ sc many issues to deal with and increasedgre from the
federal government, alsool principal can get overwhelmed and konow exactly what

to focus on (Chins, Thomas, & Parsoi2010). School principals muShd a way to
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simplify the complex school environments of whibley operate. MacNeil, Prater, and
Busch, (2009) indicated, “it is important to realthat culture is complex because it has
very unique and idiosyncratic ways of working. Wlan organization has a clear
understanding of its purpose, the culture will eaghat things work well” (p. 74).
Aligning the purpose with the actions of the orgation is the job of the
leadership within the organization. MacNeil et(2D09) explained, “when the complex
patterns of beliefs, values, attitudes, expectatiaeas and behaviors in an organization
are inappropriate or incongruent the culture wik@re that things work badly” (p. 74).
Measuring school climate can be a difficult taSitudents and teachers often have
varying perspectives on what the climate is likéhmi a school. Mitchell, Bradshaw, and
Leaf (2010) suggested:
Despite the increased interest in research andgmroging aimed at improving
student and teacher perceptions of school clinia¢éee has been limited research
examining the congruence between student and tepehseptions, or the extent
to which student and staff perceptions vary asatfan of individual and school
characteristics. Social-cognitive theory suggtss although students and their
teachers share a common objective experience,difiering roles within the
school will likely lead to discrepant perceptiorigtte environment. (p. 272)
Looking at a school through the eyes of a studantbe very beneficial for a staff
(Infantino & Little, 2005). Sometimes staff membdéorget the student perspective and
continue with business as usual even though tliesta might have a completely

different opinion of the real issue (Infantino &ttlé, 2005).
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SW-PBS and Missouri

Missouri is a very active state in SW-PBS. Theddigi Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education has partnetbdseveral state universities to
provide ongoing support for the SW-PBS framewaotccording to the MU Center for
SW-PBS (2013), “the Missouri Schoolwide PositivenBeior Support (MO SW-PBS)
initiative is committed to serving all stakeholdersachieving improved educational
outcomes for our schools and districts.” (p. 2)is$uri is also striving to be in the top
10 states in educational performance by 2020. érsaat The MU Center for SW-PBS
(2013) stated:

The four strategic goals of the Top 10 by 20 are:

1. All Missouri students will graduate college aradeer ready.

2. All Missouri children will enter kindergartengpared to be successful in

school.

3. Missouri will prepare, develop, and support etffee educators.

4. The Missouri Department of Elementary and Seapn8ducation will

improve departmental efficiency and operationat@ff/eness. (p. 2)
The MO SW-PBS has certain goals that have beeblis$ted that are assessed on a
yearly basis. The 2012-2015 MO SW-PBS three-yesioA Plan includes 10 primary
goals that are reviewed annually. The goals ang@tipg objectives are regularly
revised and updated based upon review of datarehatlie:

1. Continue collaboration and integration with otbite initiatives

2. Develop and upgrade standardized training for 8#@-PBS personnel
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3. Develop infrastructure for district and schooaches training and technical
support

4. Conduct evaluation and data collection to assexgess toward school/district
and state-level goals

5. Maintain the state leadership team

6. Continue standardization of training contentdstrict and school teams across
all tiers

7. Revise incentives for schools to implement éffecdata collection systems
and report results in a timely manner

8. Upgrade state website and dissemination aets/it provide more training
materials and technical support via various teabgiohl alternatives

9. Continue development of systematic and innoedtiaining for tiers 2 and 3
10. Build systems for replication, sustainabilibdamprovement to support long-

term results. (p. 4)
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As shown in Figure 7, the number of schools anttidis working with MO SW-
PBS has steadily increased. During the 2012-2048dg/ear, 758 schools in 213
districts were active participants, accounting3da?o and 38%, respectively of Missouri

public and charter schools. (MU Center for SW-PBE,3).

Missouri SW-PBS Schools and Districts
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Figure 7.Missouri SW-PBS Schools and Districts. Adapteanffd1O SW-PBS
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34

High schools that make up the MO SW-PBS networkener compared to middle and
elementary school participation. As shown in F&8y high schools are beginning to
participate more often as the participation hassased from 23 high schools in 2006 to
82in 2012. MO SW-PBS training and support hayeaexied beyond K-12 schools to
include early childhood, alternative school progsaand career/technical schools (MU

Center for SW-PBS, 2013).

Missouri SW-PBS Schools by Grade Level
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As shown in Figure 9, student populations in MO @85 schools are more

diverse ethnically/racially, economically (usingdfreduced price meals status as a proxy

for economic status), and in percentage of studeititsindividualized education plans

(IEPs) when compared to all Missouri students wdests in non-SW-PBS schools (MU

Center for SW-PBS, 2013).

§Y-2013 Student Demographics, by SW-PBS Status
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Missouri continues to support K-12 districts thag enplementing SW-PBS and
provide ongoing support. As evidence grows thatshpositive effects of SW-PBS, the
amount of school districts involved should onlyreese. As explained by the MU
Center for SW-PBS (2013):

The implementation of SW-PBS in Missouri as a state initiative began in

2005. As such, the bulk of our evaluation datadtedeflect process evaluation,

with a growing ability to provide impact evaluatidfrom process evaluation data

we can answer “yes” to the question, “Can and sateols in Missouri
implemented the essential features of SW-PBS astdisied that implementation

over time?” (p. 34)

SW-PBS is continuing to show positive effects irsstiuri school systems.
Implementation with fidelity and sustainability 8V-PBS is what upcoming research
will begin to focus on (MU Center for SW-PBS, 2013)

SW-PBS and High Schools

High schools are unique organizations. SW-PBShieas implemented in many
elementary and middle schools across the countityhigh schools are more tentative to
implement the framework. Flannery, Sugai, and Asadle (2009) explained:

High schools are complex organizations with mutiptiministrators, large

numbers of staff and students, and varied expeotatelated to academic

achievement and successful diploma completionhdigh key features of

SWPBS are similar across schools, specific impleatem strategies often are

different in high schools. (p. 177)

ODRs are typically higher at the high school leamdl can have an immense impact on
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the success of high school students. There arg narables that come into play when
determining the success of a high school studartrésults indicate significant
interactions between academic scores and offiapdiise referrals, both within and
across grades" (MciIntosh, Flannery, Sugai, Brau@okhrane, 2008). Completing high
school has never been more important and “PBS reaglated to improvement in
student behavior, school climate, and subsequanfiyoved rates of school completion.
A successful completion of school enhances théditi&ed that students will have
improved post-secondary outcomes” (Bohanon, Flanhéalloy, & Fenning, 2009,

p. 139).

High school students also respond differently teemntives than middle and
elementary school students. High schools mustampht incentives that are relevant
and meaningful for the students. Lane, Wehby, Rebe, and Rogers (2007) suggested,
“results indicated that despite receiving equakasdo reinforcement, there were subtle
differences regarding how different types of highaol students responded to the SW-
PBS” (p. 3). Schools that do not utilize SW-PBSnit typically understand why
certain students respond to incentives and sommtoLane (2007) said, “it appears
that students with internalizing behavior problesese the most responsive, whereas
students with comorbid concerns were the leasbrespe” (p. 3).

It can be very difficult to come up with reinforcents and incentives that all
students respond to. Difficulty also exists togtiese why students respond better to
certain incentives (Little, 2005). In a high schsetting that includes changing classes
seven times a day, the job of recognizing studeittsexternal reinforcements becomes

very difficult.
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Summary

Through a review of the history of discipline, fm®blems schools have had and
the dilemmas they have faced when dealing withestudiscipline are a continued
concern. As the education system progressed adetelopment of SW-PBS came
about, schools have looked for proactive ways tallediscipline and reduce incidences
overall. Through the development of SW-PBS andltnee levels of intervention,
schools have found that through a three-tieredvetdion process, they could identify
students who needed extra support and develop supgmrts for students (MU Center
for SW-PBS, 2013). School climate research begamow the strong correlation
between student academic achievement and a stcboglsculture (Collins et al., 2010).
SW-PBS in Missouri has shown great strides in tygementation of three tiers of
intervention. SW-PBS in high schools is growingl éime early results are showing
positive signs in schools across the state (MU &@dot SW-PBS, 2013).

In Chapter Three, an overview of the purpose wasgnted. Research questions
and the hypothesis were provided. Also includedesthe research design, research and
sample, instrumentation, and data collection aradyars procedures. Chapter Four
included a review of the purpose of the study,ahalysis of the relationship between
SW-PBS and ODRs and the perceptions of school tdimmaSW-PBS schools. The
findings, conclusions of the study, implications jjoactice, and possible research topics

were discussed in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

School-Wide Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS)ustlupon applied behavior
analysis, and shifts away from the coercive andusikanary consequences that many
schools have used for a long time (Michaels e8l05). SW-PBS provides the
framework for schools to establish defined and lthegpectations with consistent
consequences. In addition, it also establishgstamms approach for positive interactions
and recognitions for students, as well as datadb@seision making in dealing with
problem behaviors.

In this chapter, the effects of SW-PBS on the arhoti®DRs and the overall
climate of the building were examined. High sclsdobm around the state of Missouri
were surveyed to determine what SW-PBS had accehgaliand to also gather the
perceptions of school staff regarding SW-PBS inr ttespective buildings. This
guantitative design guided the procedures for cbtle and analysis of the data.
Problem and Purpose Overview

School communities have the challenging task ohtaming a safe environment
and providing a productive climate where all studexre academically successful.
Disruptive and dangerous behavior in schools hashed alarming proportion
(Reynolds, Skiba, & Graham, (2008). As a consegeiemany districts have resorted to
zero tolerance and other punitive practices, hofmngpntrol these sometimes
insurmountable problems (Reynolds et al., 200&)sp8nsions are sometimes used to rid
the school of perceived trouble makers, yet thesrw seemed to improve school
climate. Schools with higher rates of school saspmn tend to have lower academic

quality and school climate (Collins et al., 201@chools with higher suspension rates
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have lower scores on standardized achievement tegerdless of economic level or
student demographics (Davis & Jordan, 1994; Skilkgafisch, as cited in Skiba &
Sprague, 2008).

SW-PBS is the research based alternative to tlitiveand exclusionary
methods that schools have used for a long timeinBuhe 1980s, a need was identified
for improved selection, implementation, and docutagon of effective behavioral
interventions for students with behavior disord€sesham, 1991; Sugai & Horner,
1999; Walker et al.,1996). In response, reseaschiethe University of Oregon began a
series of applied demonstrations, research stuainesevaluation projects (Sugai &
Horner, 2002). These efforts indicated that greattention should be directed toward
prevention, research-based practices, data basedaemaking, school-wide systems,
explicit social skills instruction, team-based ieplentation and professional
development, and student outcomes (Biglan, 198%;i¢; Kame’enui, & Sugai, 1993;
Horner, Sugai, & Anderson, 2010; Lewis & Sugai, 9@9layer, 1995; Sugai & Horner
2002).

Public schools have been challenged with schoetgaihd student behavior for
many years. Administrators are faced with the amgchallenge of providing a safe
environment for students and staff members whiei@sg an education for all students.
According to Morrissey, Bohanon, and Fenning (2010)

Many schools have addressed concerns about hamtiicigline by creating

increasingly punitive reactionary policies. Thesdicies have led to numerous

incidents involving seemingly trivial behaviors Bugs sharing over-the-counter
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pain medication or holding up a paper gun resultinguspension or expulsion of

students. (p.27)

Today's educators are asked to meet the diversisradall students, including
those with emotional and behavioral disorders. dkeB (2005) explained this by stating:
The movement towards inclusion of students witlaldiigies in the general
education classroom combined with federal mandaggsall learners meet or

exceed certain curricular guidelines makes it iasiagly challenging for
educators to meet the moral and ethical respoitgbito provide reasonable

accommodation to support all learners and provigafa environment. (p. 51)

Principals are constantly faced with the dilemmeenfioving the troublesome
students from school. Removing the student immakie school climate, but also risks
taking away the educational opportunity of evendsnt (Lane, Wehby, Robertson, &
Rogers, 2007). Most school administrators useetsaspensions because they need to do
something and do not know what else to do. Omegradtive to suspension and expulsion
has been a proactive approach to discipline comyriardwn as SW-PBS.

A school district’'s main task is to educate andlitate the growth of their
students. Schools take different approaches td thisegoal, but all schools must have a
climate and culture where students feel acceptdd, and nurtured. Schools also must
be a place where order and a moral law is expetstddnaintained. According to the
American Academy of Pediatrics (2013), “schoolsndrallow unacceptable behavior to
interfere with the school district’s primary missiol o this end, school districts adopt

codes of conduct for expected behaviors and pslicieaddress unacceptable behavior”

(p. 2).
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Past research related to the implementation of B8-&nd its relationship
between the amount of behavior problems and genkmaite of the school have been
mostly limited to studies examining elementary stfdLittle, 2005). High school
implementation and the potential effectivenesswtBBS is a relatively limited body of
research (Horner & Sugai, 2011). Given that imgetation of SW-PBS in Rural
District 10 began at the high school level rathantin the elementary schools, this was a
very unique study. The longevity of time (nine igan which discipline data were
collected also gave great insight into the effentess of SW-PBS. This research served
to examine a unique process in which Rural Districimplemented SW-PBS at the high
school level.

The purpose of this study was to investigate thiomship between the years of
implementation of SW-PBS at the secondary levelthtrchumber of ODRs. The
perception of the overall climate of the buildiag, related to student behavior, was also
reviewed. Although SW-PBS is an implementation fearark that is designed to
enhance academic and social behavior outcomed &iudents, most of the studies have
been focused at the elementary level (Little, 2008)ere have been limited studies at
the urban and secondary level due to the low amaiusgcondary schools that participate
in SW-PBS (Bohanon et al., 2006). The relation$lgfween the years of implementation
of SW-PBS and the number of ODRs were evaluatedrural secondary school, and the
perceptions of the overall climate were reviewedanondary schools that were both

rural and urban throughout Missouri.
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Research questions and hypothesi$he following research questions guided
this study:

1. What relationship, if any, exists between tkarg of implementation of SW-
PBS in Rural District 10 and the number of offiasciplinary referrals at the secondary
level before and during implementation?

2. What are student, teacher, and administratmepéons of the climate of Rural
District 10 as it relates to student behavior atsbcondary level after implementation of
SW-PBS?

3. What are teacher and administrator perceptibtise climate of the building
as it relates to student behavior at the secoridaey in other districts that have
implemented SW-PBS and how does this compare witlal®istrict 10?

Ho: There is no relationship between the implemematf SW-PBS in Rural
District 10 and the number of office disciplinagferrals at the secondary level before
and during implementation.

Research Design

This study involved collecting and analyzing qualite data. ODRs for Rural
District 10 were collected for the period prior3uV-PBS implementation (2004-2008)
and during implementation (2008-2013) and were @regb using a dependdriest to
determine if an increase or decrease occurredmiitia time span. The discipline data
were collected and reviewed. Then, a survey wasngio students in Rural District 10
and, surveys were distributed to administratorstaadhers in Rural District 10 and
secondary schools in Missouri from the nine regions

Permission was received from the administratosutgey their respective
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teachers and the administrators were asked to fdrthia teacher survey to their staff. A
survey was sent to teachers and administratorsiial®istrict 10 and to administrators
and teachers in secondary schools in Missouri fteemine regions that have
implemented SW-PBS. Two different surveys (teaemer administrator) were sent to
each district involved. After receiving the survegponses, the results were compared
and contrasted were graphed between Rural Didbieind the other participating
districts to compare perceptions of the effectissnaf SW-PBS.
Population

The population of the study was secondary schaola bne Midwestern state.
The Midwestern state has 2,439 schools with 568rskary schools.
Sample

The sample for this study consisted of seconddrgas that have implemented
SW-PBS for at least two years. Schools were ifledtby their cooperation in the SW-
PBS Missouri Initiative. The demographics rangeudirfrrural schools to urban schools
and the size of the school was not factored iécstudy. As shown in Figure 10,
schools surveyed were from one of the nine RegiBnaflessional Development Centers
(RPDC) regions. The participants in the survey veglected using a purposive sample
(Trochim, 2003) from school districts that implerreshSW-PBS and a random sample
of students from Rural District 10.

A certified employee at the secondary school inaRDistrict 10 was given a
randomized roster with student identification nunsbenly. The employee then used the
student information system to identify each studembd had been randomly selected,

gathered contact information for each student amdacted parents for those students
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under 18 years of age by mail/email to certify eparent’s permission for the studen
participate in the study. For students 18 yeaisgefand older, the certified eroyee
gave the consent form to the students and sechegoermission. This same emplo
maintained a list of students for which consentligen obtained and only those stud:

were included in the surve

Missouri RPDCs
1 Southeas

2 Heart of Anerica
3 Kansas Cit

4 Northeas

5 Northwesi

6 South Centre

7 Southwes

8 St. Louis

9 Central

H
3
-,

i

Nadng s/

Figure 10.Map of Missouri RPDC regiol by MU Center for SWRPBS, 2013, Missou

Schoolwide Positive Behavior Supp Copyright 2013 by MU Center f(SW-PBS.
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Instrumentation

Secondary data were collected by using Rural Bist®’s student information
system to gather ODRs over the nine years studsenlveys were also conducted within
Rural District 10 as well as other districts thahtain high schools participating in SW-
PBS. With permission (see Appendix C), the surwesesd were adapted from the
Delaware Positive Behavior Support Project (DE-FB§ect, 2011).

As with most programs, “an important aspect of SBSHRs the ongoing
monitoring and evaluation of implementation fidgli(Bradshaw, Debnam, Koth, &
Leaf, 2009, p. 1). The School-wide Evaluation T(RET) is an instrument to measure
treatment integrity of SW-PBS implementation eoriThe SET is conducted in each
school by a trained consultant for the State Be&f8ducation (Todd et al., 2012) This
consultant follows a protocol that involves studetgrviews, teacher interviews, and
putting documents in place that satisfy the requoést for implementation of SW-PBS.
Horner, Todd, Lewis- Palmer, Sugai, and Boland @iggested that the SET is an
effective tool with high levels of reliability (93% average agreement on items, inter-
observer agreement (99 %), construct validity (8@ar = .75), and sensitive to change (t
=7.63, df =12) (Bohanon et al., 2006, p. 133).

The SET helps determine if the implementation of-BBS is completed with
integrity. Schools that were included on the MO-88S list are schools that have
demonstrated that they have successfully implerde®W-PBS by scoring satisfactorily
on the SET. The SET was not evaluated on the $£istiadied, but the schools studied
had gone through a SET successfully. This valai#te study and confirmed that the

implementation of SW-PBS is implemented with fitheln Rural District 10.



47

Data Collection

Upon approval from the Lindenwood University IRBd3d (see Appendix D), a
recruitment letter (see Appendix E) was sent edeatally (e-mail) to the Missouri
districts that have implemented SW-PBS at the stmmgrievel for at least two years.
Then a letter of informed consent (see Appendiw&3 sent to each administrator who
was interested in participating in the study. #& sample of students in Rural District
10, letters of informed consent (see Appendix Geveent to the parents. Only students
with parent permission were allowed access totineey. Surveys were accessed using
Survey Monkey. A four-week period was given fortjggpants to complete the surveys.
Then the data were collected and analyzed.
Data Analysis

ODRs for Rural District 10 for the period prior$WV-PBS implementation
(2004-2008) and during implementation (2008-2018)excompared using a dependent
t-test analysis to determine if an increase or @gasg@ccurred within the time span
during SW-PBS implementation. After receivingslkvey results, comparisons and
contrasts were graphed between Rural District totlhea other participating districts to
compare perceptions of the school climate.
Summary

Past research related to the implementation of B8-&nd its relationship
between the amount of behavior problems and genkmadte of the school have been
mostly limited to studies examining elementary si&0 High school implementation
and the potential effectiveness of SW-PBS is aiuely limited body of research

(Horner & Sugai, 2011). Given that implementatidrSW-PBS in Rural District 10
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began at the high school level rather than in teentary schools, this was a very
unique study.

The longevity of time (nine years) in which disang data were collected
also gave great insight into the effectivenessWfPBS. This research sought to look at
a unique process in which Rural District 10 impleteel the SW-PBS process and what
kind of impact SW-PBS had at the high school lev&hapter Four included a review of
the purpose of the study, the findings of the refethip between SW-PBS and ODRs and
the perceptions of school climate in SW-PBS schobiChapter Five conclusions of the
study were reviewed and conclusions of the studyedisas discussed next steps for

possible future research.
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Chapter Four: Presentation of Data

SW-PBS is a multitier approach for building a sdhaeiale social culture that
enables students to succeed academically andltbdkilis for the rest of their lives.
High schools implementing this approach have impdoattendance, reduced discipline
referrals, and improved academic engagement (Rtgmal., 2010).

In this chapter, the findings of the number of edfdiscipline referrals were
charted from 2004-2013 with a focus on overallmafe per year. Office discipline
referrals for Rural District 10 for the period prio SW-PBS implementation (2004-
2008) and during implementation (2008-2013) wemagared. Next, the responses of
current administrators in Rural District 10, teashie Rural District 10, and teachers and
administrators in “other” districts around the stat Missouri that have successfully
implemented SW-PBS for at least two years were thesggregated by responses. After
disaggregating the responses, the data were ogghhizeach question asked in the
survey regarding the perception of the overall atenof the building.

The purpose of this study was to investigate thaiomship between the
implementation of SW-PBS at the secondary leveltarchumber of discipline referrals
sent to the office. The perception of the overathate of the schools surveyed as it
relates to student behavior was also reviewed.ofijh SW-PBS is an implementation
framework designed to enhance academic and sahahMmor outcomes for all students,
most of the studies have been focused at the etanydavel.

There have been limited studies at the urban atmhsgary level due to the low
amount of secondary schools that participate inF8%- (Bohanon et al., 2006). The

relationship between the years of implementatio8\WFPBS and the number of office
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discipline referrals was evaluated in a rural sdeoy school and the perception of the
overall climate was reviewed in secondary schdws @re both rural and urban.
Research Questions and Hypothesis

This study specifically sought to answer:

1. What relationship, if any, exists between tkearg of implementation of SW-
PBS in Rural District 10 and the number of offiasciplinary referrals at the secondary
level before and during implementation?

2. What are student, teacher and administratorepéons of the climate of Rural
District 10 as it relates to student behavior atsbcondary level after implementation of
SW-PBS?

3. What are teacher and administrator perceptibtise climate of the building
as it relates to student behavior at the secoridaey in other districts that have
implemented SW-PBS and how does this compare witlal®istrict 10?

Ho: There is no relationship between the implemematf SW-PBS in Rural
District 10 and the number of office disciplinagferrals at the secondary level before
and during implementation.

Population

The population of the study was secondary schaola bne Midwestern state.
This Midwestern state has 2,439 schools with 5@89rsgary schools. The demographics
ranged from rural schools, to urban schools andgiteof the school was not factored in
during the study. As shown in Figure 11, schasiritts involved in SW-PBS are

located in most counties in the state of Missouri.
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Missouri
PBS
2009-10

(R e | 5/13/2009

Figure 11 SW-PBS school by county. Adapted from “Missd@BS,” by MU Center
for SW-PBS, 2013, Missouri Schoolwide Positive BabaSupport, p. 4. Copyright

2013 by MU Center for SW-PBS.
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Sample

Rural District 10 has a secondary school with apipnately 650 students and 45
teachers and administrators. This is a ruralididtrat has been implementing SW-PBS
at the secondary level for six years. This seconsiehool was awarde8llverlevel
status by MO SW-PBS in 2013, which means they laatb®rough Tier 1 and Tier 2
framework within the building and have gone throagsuccessful SET evaluation.

Surveys were sent to 19 secondary schools in Misttat have implemented
SW-PBS for at least two years. These schoolsdecluural and urban districts where
the secondary school populations range from 10fesitis to 1600 students. All schools
surveyed were awardd&tonze, Silverpr Gold level status by MO SW-PBS in 2013,
which means they have a thorough Tier 1, Tier Zier 3 framework within the building
and have gone through a successful SET evaluddbohGenter for SW-PBS, 2013).
Data Analysis

The following data were collected from a surveyt thas issued to students,
teachers, and administrators about their persarakptions of the climate and culture at
their high school. A survey was sent to every grouDecember, 2013. A total of 31
students in grades 9-12 from Rural District 10 clatgul the survey. A total of 22
teachers and 2 administrators completed the sdreayRural District 10. A total of 53
teachers and 12 administrators from 19 districtdissouri that have implemented SW-

PBS for at least two years completed the survey.
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As shown in kgure 12, discipline data from Rural District 10svdarted over a

period of nine yearsdm 2004-2012/13.
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This study defined discipline referrals as an etaut or paper form filled out by
a teacher describing unwanted behavior exhibited styident. This form is sent to the
principal’s office for a disciplinary action to b@ken by the principal or assistant
principal (Horner & Todd, 2012). Four years ofaijdine data were collected prior to
implementation of SW-PBS and five years during ienmpéntation of SW-PBS.

A two-tailedt-test was chosen to analyze the data becausetdneatae from
different individuals (Sprinthall & Fisk, 1990) amehs conducted due to the variance
being the same pre- and post- SW-PBS:-tdst is used to determine whether two groups
are statistically different from each other (Sgradt & Fisk, 1990).

There was a difference between the number of diseipeferrals of Group one
Rural District 10 prior to implementation of SW-PBS8ring the years 2004-200M (=
1585.5;SD= 377.60;SE= 188.38) and Group two in Rural District 10 dgrin
implementation of SW-PBS during the years 2008-2012 1186.2;SD= 270.48; SE=
120.96). During implementation discipline refemaimbers decreased with thevalue
(0 .127247) > (0.05). However, as shown in Figre discipline were maintained at the
current level of 820 referrals for two more yeanrd at-test conducted at the end of that

time, the test would showpmvalue(0.04053) < (0 .05).
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Projected t-Test
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ODRs
Group 1 Group 2 p values
2087 1517 Actual p value:p=.127247
1573 1378
*Projectedp value:p=.04053
1307 1101
1267 820
Group 1: Pre-SW-PBS Referrals
820*
Group 2: SW-PBS Implementation Referrals
820* *. Projected 2014/2015 Referral Numbers

Note ODRs from 2004-2013.

Research Question Two

The second research question of this study wast Wfeastudent, teacher and

administrator perceptions of the climate of Ruradtiict 10 as it relates to student

behavior at the secondary level after implementadioSW-PBS? Surveys were sent to

teachers, administrators and students in RurafiftidiO to garner their perceptions of

climate in the building.
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As shown in kgure 13, Rural District 10 teachers and administsahad similar
responses to the questioA total 45.45% of teachers and 50% dhanisration
answeredgree a lot and 54.559 of teachers and 50% of adminisiba respondecgree
that the school rules afair. A total of 19.35% of students answeksagreethat the

rules are faicompare to 0% of teachers and administrators.

80 -
70.97

70 A

60 -

50 A

M Rural District 10 Teachers
40 -
M Rural District 10 Admin

Percent

30 | M Rural District 10 Students

19.35
20 -

10 -

0 0 0 00

T 1
Agree a lot Agree Disagree Disagree a lot

Participant Response

Figure 13.Survey Statement The school rules are fair.
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As shown in kgure 14, 63.64% of teachers and 50% of adnmigtimts in Rural
District 10agree a lothat the school is safe. A total of 29.03% of stud@gree a lot
that the school is safe. tAtal of 54.84% of studen&greethe stool is @afe with a total
of 83.87% of students beving the school is safe. No responderdsifthe teacher or

administration group dagreed with the statement as complaie 16.139 of students in

Rural District 10.
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Figure 14.Survey Statement 2: This school is <
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As shown in Figure 15, teachers and administrdtadsvery similar responses in
their perceptions of the school rules being madardio students. A total of 90.9% of
teachers and 100% of administrators eitdgree a lotor agreethat the rules in the
school are made clear to students. A total of@%.0f students eithexgree a lotor
agreewith the statement. A total of 9.1% of teacherd 42.9% of studentdisagreeor
disagree a lothat the rules in the school are made clear westis.
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Figure 15.Survey Statement 3: Rules in this school are mbade to students.
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As shown in gure 16, 100% of teacher and administrators elgeee a lotor
agreethat students in th&chool are friendly with each other. A total4&38% of

students in Rural DistriclO disagreeor disagree a lothat studets in theschool are

friendly with each other.
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Figure 16.Survey Statement Students in this sclebare friendly with each othe
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As shown in Figure 17, 50% of teachers and 50%lofiaistrators in Rural
District 10agreethat students threaten and bully others in thedchA total of 58.06%
of students eithexgree a lotor agreethat students threaten and bully others in this

schoolwhere only 41.94%lisagree
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Figure 17. Survey Statement 5: Students threaten and btibre in this school.
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As shown in Figure 18, 100% of administrators abdl9% of teachers in Rural
District 10agree a lotor agreethat teachers care about their students. A 66t25.81%

of students and 4.55% of teachers in Rural Dist@adisagreethat teachers care about

their students.
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As shown in Figure 19, 100% of administratagsee a lotthat the school makes
it clear how students are expected to act. A @it80.32% of students and 95.46% of
teachersgree a lotor agreewith the statement. A total of 9.68% of studemtd 4.55 %

of teachers in Rural District Iflsagreeor disagree a lowith the statement.
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As shown in Figure 20, 100% of administrators, 8%4of teachers and 58.07%
of studentsagree a lotor agreethat most students follow the school rules. Altof

41.93% of students and 4.55% of teaclutsagreeor disagree a lowith the statement.
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Figure 2(. Survey Statement 8: Most students follow the sthdes.



64

As shown in Figure 21, 50% of administrataggee a lotand 50%disagreethat
students are punished a lot. A total of 18.18 %eathersagreethat students are
punished a lot and 81.82% eitltBsagreeor disagree a lotvith the statement. A total of
32.26% of studentagree a lotor agreewith the statement and 67.74%sagreeor

disagreea lot with the statement.

0 -+

80 - 77.27

MW Rural District 10 Teachers

Percent

M Rural District 10 Admin

M Rural District 10 Students

Agree a lot Agree Disagree Disagree a lot

Participant Responses

Figure 21. Survey Statement 9: Students are punished a lot.
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As shown in Figure 22, 100% of administrators eitigreeor agree a lotthat
students are praised often. A total of 95.46%athers and 29.04% of studeagseeor
agree a lotwith the statement. A total of 70.96% of studeh$sagreeor disagree a lot

that students are praised often as compared toddBbgo of teachers.
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Figure 22. Survey Statement 10: Students are praised often.
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As shown in Figure 23, 100% of administratagseeor agree a lotthat students
are taught to feel responsible for how they actiotal of 74.19% of students and 81.82%
of teachersgreeor agree a lotwith the statement. A total of 25.81% of studearid

16.87% of teachemisagreeor disagree a lotvith the statement.
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Figure 2% Survey Statement 11: Students are taught tadéspbnsible for how
they act.
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As shown in Figure 24, 100 % of administrators48%6 of teachers and 77.42%
of studentsagree a lotor agreethat they feel happy in the school. A total of5826 of

students and 4.55% of teachdrsagreewith the statement.
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Figure 2¢ Survey Statement 12: | feel happy in this school.
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As shown in Figure 25, 100% of students eitigee a lotor agreethat they do
their best to follow the rules at the school. fat@f 9.09% of teachers in Rural District

10disagreethat teachers and students respect one anothetalfof 100% of

administratorsagree a lotthat teachers and students respect one anottiex sthool.
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Figure 2t. Survey Statement 13: Teachers and students tespeanother in this

school. Student Question: | try my best to folldw tules at this school.
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As seen in Figure 26, 100% of administrators and®2 of teachers and
83.87% of studentagreeor agree a lotthat students and teachers like one another in the

school. A total of 16.13% of students and 4.55%¢atherslisagreewith the statement.
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Figure 2¢. Survey Statement 14: Teachers and studentshi&enother in this

school. Student Question: | like most of my teastserd administrators.
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As shown in Figure 27, 100 % of administrators49% of teachers and 80.64%
of studentsagree a lotor agreethat they like the school. A total of 19.35% tfdents

and 4.55% of teachedisagreewith the statement.
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Figure 27. Survey Statement 15: | like this school.
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Research Question 3

The third research question of this study was: Vénateacher and administrator
perceptions of the climate of the building as liates to student behavior at the secondary
level in other districts that have implemented SBSRnd how does this compare with
Rural District 10? Surveys were sent to teachedsaaiministrators in other districts in
Missouri that have implemented SW-PBS for at |éastyears to gather perceptions on
the climate of their buildings. Surveys were gent9 secondary schools around the state
of Missouri that have implemented SW-PBS for asiéao years. These schools range
from rural to urban districts where the secondahosl| populations ranged from 100
students, to 1600 students.

SW-PBS places a large emphasis on how school avdesorded and
demonstrated to studerikdorrissey, Bohanon, & Fenning, 2010). As showirigure
25, more teachers (4.88%) and administrators (8)38%other” districts that have
implemented SW-PBS for at least two years answeisareeto the statement as

compared to no responses that disagreed in th&twal District 10 groups.
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As shown in Figure 28, more teachers (4.88%) amndir@dtrators (8.33%) in
“other” districts who have implemented SW-PBS foleast two years answered
disagreeto the statement as compared to no responsedisagreed in the two Rural

District 10 groups.
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Figure 28. Survey Statement 1: The school rules are fair.
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As shown in Figure 29, Rural District 10 Teachead the highest percentage
(63.64%) of responses saying ttegyee a lotthat the school is safe. “Other”
administrators had the lowest percentagagvée a l0t(25%) with the next lowest being
students in Rural District 10 at 29.03%. Ruraltiis 10 teachers and administrators

were the only groups to not have any respondestgydte with thguestion.
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Figure 2¢. Survey Statement 2: This school is safe.
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As shown in Figure 30, Rural District 10 teacherd administrators had the
highest percentage afjree a lotwhen asked if rules in the school are made ctear t
students. A total of 50% of administrators and!8% of teachers in Rural District 10
answered witlagree a lot The lowest percentage of respondents who angvwagreeor
agree a lotwas “other” administrators with 83.34%. The grauth the highest
percentage of respondents who answeisdgreewas also “other” administration.
“Other” administrators from schools in Missouri whave implemented SW-PBS for at
least two years had the lowest confidence thasralgheir school were made clear to

students.
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Figure 30. Survey Statement 3: Rules in this school are nobee to students.
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As shown in Figure 31, Rural District 10 administra and “other”

administrators had the highest percentage of rekpusagree a lotwith the question.

Rural District 10 administrators had 50% and “otlesministrators had 41.67% answer

with the responsagree a lot Rural District 10 teachers had the highest peege of

respondents answeriagreewith 86.36%. A total of 100% of Rural District 10

teachers believe that students in the school emedilly with each other.
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Figure 31. Survey Statement 4: Students in this schoolregadly with each other.
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As shown in Figure 32, “other” teachers and stuslénoim Rural District 10 are
the only respondents wlagree a lotwhen asked if students threaten and bully othrers i
their school. A total of 4.88% of “other” teachagree a lotwith this question. Rural
District 10 administrators and “other” administratare the only groups withhsagree a
lot with the question. A total of 50% of Rural DistriLlO administrators and 4.17% of
“other” administratorslisagree a lotwvith the question. Teachers in Rural District 10
have 50% agreeing that students threaten and dihiérs in school and 50% disagreeing.
This trend continues with “other” teachers from stiari who are also split on this
question with 51.22% agreeing and 43.9% disagretiagstudents threaten and bully

others in this school.
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Figure 3z Survey Statement 5: Students threaten and bthir® in this school.
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As shown in Figure 33, the group that had the geshagreement when asked
about how much teachers care about their studeass“other” teachers (65.85%) and
“other” administrators (66.67%). One group respahdvith disagreewhen asked if
teachers care about their students. 4.55% of Ris#lict 10 teachers responded with

disagreein response to the statement.
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Figure 3% Survey Statement 6: Teachers care about thelests.
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As shown in Figure 34, 100% of Rural District 10radistrators answereagree
a lot with the statement “this school makes it clear lstudents are expected to act”. The
other three groups of respondents were very sinmlpercentages of answeriagree a
lot ranging from 40.91% to 31.71%. Rural District #8¢hers had the second highest
combined percentages when responding with e#tfexe a lotor agreeat 95.46%.
“Other” administrators had the lowest number opmegients answerirggree a lotor
agreeat 75%. A total of 25% of “other” administratonsagree that the school they work
in makes it clear how students are expected to Huot strongest disagreements with this
statement were answered by respondents in the Risgtaict 10 teacher group and

the‘other” teacher group.
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Figure 34 Survey Statement 7: This school makes it clear stodents are

expected to act.
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As shown in Figure 35, 100% of Rural District 10randistrators answerearee
a lotto the statement “most students follow the scholgls”. “Other” administrators had
the second highest responsegfee a lotwith 20.83%. A total of 81.82% of Rural
District 10 teachers answeradreewith the statement. All groups disagreed with the
statements except administration in Rural Distt@t “Other” administratorg/ere the

only groups to answelisagree a lowith 4.17% of respondents.
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Figure 3t. Survey Statement 8: Most students follow the ethdes.
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As shown in Figure 36, 50% of Rural District 10 adistratorsagree a lotthat
students are punished a lot. The other three groeresented did not register any
answers under this category. A total of 18.18%athers in Rural District 10 and
16.67% of “other” administratomgreethat students are punished a lot. All groupsdad
majority of respondents answadisagreewith “other” teachers at 80.49%, Rural District
10 teachers at 77.27%, “other” administrators &.750ther” teachers had ttéghest

percentage answerimisagree a lotwith 12.2%.
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Figure 3¢t. Survey Statement 9: Students are punished a lot.
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As shown in Figure 37, all four groupgree a lotthat students are praised often
in their school with the highest percentages inaRDistrict 10 administrators at 50% and
“other” teachers at 41.46%. The highest percenthgespondents answered in tgree
category with the highest being 90.91% of teacheRural District 10 and 70.83% of
“other” administrators. “Other” teachers accounfiadl14.63% and teacheft®m Rural

District 10 at 4.55%lisagreethat students are praised often.
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Figure 37. Survey Statement 10: Students are praised often.
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As shown in Figure 38, the majority of all respomnidagreethat students are
taught to feel responsible for how they act. 320/0f teachers from Rural District 10
and 70.83% of “other” administrators had the mespondents answer in tahgree
category. The responses from every group weresigrjar when answering this
guestion. The only group that did not disagreany way to this question was

administrators from Rural District 10.
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As shown in Figure 39, the majority of responsesifiall groups came in the
agree a lotor agreecategory. A total of 100% of administrators inr&WDistrict 10,
46.34% of “other” teachers and 41.67% of “otherinawmistratorsagree a lotthat they
feel happy in the school. A total of 7.32% of “ethteachers and 4.55% of Rural

District 10 teacherdisagreeor disagree a lothat they feel happy in the school.
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Figure 39 Survey Statement 12: | feel happy in this school.
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As shown in Figure 40, all four groups of staffpesdentsagree a lotor agree
that teachers and students respect one anothes sthool. A total of 19.51% of “other”
teachers, 9.09% of Rural District 10 teachers ah@d% of “other” administrators

disagreethat teachers and students respect one another.
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Figure 40. Survey Statement 13eachers and students respect one another

school.
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As shown in Figure 41, the majority of respondédram all groups responded

that theyagreethat teachers and students like one anothersrstifiool. A total of

4.55% of teachers from Rural District 10 and 2.48f%other” teacherslisagreethat

theylike one another in the school.
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Figure 41. Survey Statement 14: Teachers and studentsti&enother in this school.
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As shown in Figure 42, every group of respondegtee a lotthat they like the
school. 100% of Rural District 10 administratonsl400% of “other” administrators
agree a lotthat they like the school. A total of 7.32% ofl{er” teachers and 4.55% of

teachers from Rural District Idisagreethat they like the school.
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Figure 4z Survey Statement 15: | like this school.
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Summary

Past research related to the implementation of B8-&nd its relationship
between the amount of behavior problems and genkmzite of the school have been
mostly limited to studies examining elementary sdddLittle, 2005). High school
implementation and the potential effectivenesswtBBS is a relatively limited body of
research (Horner & Sugai, 2011). Given that imgetation of SW-PBS in Rural
District 10 began at the high school level rathantin the elementary schools, this is a
very unique study.

The longevity of time (nine years) in which disan@ data were collected also
gave great insight into the effectiveness of SW-PB#ice discipline referrals for Rural
District 10 for the period prior to SW-PBS implent&ion (2004-2008) and during
implementation (2008-2013) were compared usingpegent test analysis. Then the
study examined if an increase or decrease occuwitech the time span during SW-PBS
implementation. Surveys were sent to secondargashn Missouri from the nine
regions that have implemented SW-PBS. Perceptbtise overall climate and culture
of the building were compared between districts.

Chapter Four included a review of the purpose efstindy, research questions
and demographic data. A presentation of the dabysis was shown and an observation
from each survey was made. To test the null hyg®ish a two tailed type two t-test was
conducted on the discipline data in Rural Distti@tfrom 2004-2012. Chapter Five
reviewed conclusions of the study as well as dsetdisiext steps for possible future

research.
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Conclusions

SW-PBS and its systems have been accepted, impledhand extended in
elementary and middle schools. “However, the slewves of implementation have not
been documented widely and have not been repliedltlee high school level.”
(Bohanon-Edmonson, Flannery, Eber, & Sugai, (20BYgai (2010) wrote:

Applications of SWPBS in high school settings, heare have not been

demonstrated and documented widely or sufficiemtlypart, the emphasis has

been on elementary and middle schools, but weaaitstearning that
implementation of SWPBS may need to be adaptedymdchools to
accommodate their unique organizational and stracteatures, the progressive
social and developmental aspects of adolescendejaiations in how problem
behaviors and social responsibility are defined @nbsidered at the secondary
level. Our initial efforts to implement SWPBS iigh schools have been
exploratory at best, and much more work needs tobe to study systematically
the SWPBS effects on high school social climatadamic achievement, rates of
problem behavior, and School-Wide PBS in HS orgational efficiency and

efficacy. (pp. 8-9)

This research attempted to add to the limited lddgsearch available on high
schools. Research as to how SW-PBS affects highosshcial climate and culture is
very limited. One major issue with implementatarSW-PBS in high school is
sustainabilityDiggan, 2013). Many high schools have attemptathfdlement SW-PBS

and cease with the initiative just a few yearsrléB®hannon et al., 2006).
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Identifying variables that make high school impletation successful or ultimately a
failure are hard to pinpoint. Horner, Sugai & Argten (2010) explained:
The evidence base for any practice will be conligieanerging and subject to
refinement. Considering SWPBS as a practice oofgatactices, four issues may
be fruitful to guide ongoing research efforts: ausbility, cost, educational
levels of implementation, and interactive effeciistainability refers to the
durability with which a practice is used with fidgland impact and is a function
of a host of variables. One of the enticing feasunf SW-PBS has been the
evaluation reports of sustained SW-PBS implememntatit is encouraging to
note that SW-PBS has been sustained for extenahedateriods, but identification
and documentation of the variables specificallpoesible for sustained and
failed implementation would increase the efficien€\sW-PBS implementation.
(p.10)
Findings
Research question 1 What relationship, if any, exists between the ye#rs
implementation of SW-PBS in Rural District 10 ahd humber of office disciplinary
referrals at the secondary level before and dunmementation?
There was a difference between the number of diseipeferrals of Group one
Rural District 10 prior to implementation of SW-PBS8ring the years 2004-200M (=
1585.5;SD= 377.60;SE= 188.38) and Group two in Rural District 10 dgrin
implementation of SW-PBS during the years 2008-2012 1186.2;SD = 270.4842;
SE=120.96421). During implementation disciplinéereal numbers decreased with the

p value (0 .127247) > (0.05). However, if discipliwere maintained at the current level
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of 820 referrals for two more years antdtast conducted at the end of that time, the test
would show @ value (0.04053) < (0 .05).

Research question 2What are student, teacher and administrator peorepof
the climate of Rural District 10 as it relates tiodent behavior at the secondary level
after implementation of SW-PBS?

When comparing answers to common questions givémeisurveys, teachers and
administrators from Rural District 10 had more elgsaligned answers than students
from Rural District 10. Overall, teachers and agistrators had a more favorable view
of the climate of the building in regards to regpstudent behavior and relationships.

Research question 3What are teacher and administrator perceptioniseof t
climate of the building as it relates to studertdaor at the secondary level in other
districts that have implemented SW-PBS and how tluesompare with Rural District
10?

Teachers and administrators from other districtglissouri that have
implemented SW-PBS for at least two years had amaihswers with teachers and
administrators from Rural District 10 on sevenhd fifteen questions. On all of the
guestions that the two groups disagreed upon, ¢éeaemd administrators from other
districts had a more negative view of the schoeytivere in as it related to safety,
fairness of rules, student friendliness, clear etqd®ns, student responsibility and
teacher/student respect for one another. Basédgegperceptions gathered by the
guestions on the survey, Rural District 10 teachasadministrators felt as though the
climate and culture of the building was better alleas compared to other districts in

Missouri that have implemented SW-PBS for at leastyears. Rural District 10 is in the
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sixth year of SW-PBS implementation.

Null hypothesis.There is no relationship between the implementatfd®W-

PBS in Rural District 10 and the number of offieectplinary referrals at the secondary
level before and during implementation.

Although discipline referral numbers did decreasernd) implementation of SW-
PBS from 2008-2012, thevalue was (0 .127247) > (0.05) which suggeststtieate was
no significant difference between the means oktraple of pre SW-PBS
implementation ODRs and during implementation of-BB5 ODRs. However, if
discipline were maintained at the current leveB2® referrals for two more years ant a
testwas ran at the end of that time, the test woudthsap valueless than .05 which
would suggest a significant difference betweemtleans of the sample populations.
With analysis of the data presented, the null hypsis was not rejected.

Limitations of Findings

There were two major limitations in this study. eTlirst was other variables that
could contribute to reducing ODRs other than thplementation of SW-PBS. Prior to
implementation of SW-PBS at Rural District 10, avnassistant principal was hired in
2005.

During the 2004 school year the most referrals veettlemitted in a school year
with 2,087. The first year the new assistant ppatiwas on the job referrals were
reduced to 1,573. After asking the assistant aicand teachers who worked in the
building during that time, they acknowledge that tieason for such a drastic decrease
during that year was that the new assistant prahcigentified what was classroom

managed versus office managed behavior, and dffisapline referrals were reduced
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drastically until SW-PBS was first implemented D03.

The other limitation was the level of consistenEwbich the teachers were
submitting ODRs. As there was turnover within tis@ching positions at Rural District
10, ODRs were submitted at a different rate by teaghers. It was nearly impossible to
gauge with relative accuracy how consistent teacaer submitting ODRs for common
issues.

Relationship of Findings to Conceptual Framework

The most effective behavior intervention planstzased on the function of
behavior. These interventions are designed stéeacan focus on encouraging
prevention of the problem as well as the reacti®ooft et al., 2005). SW-PBS has a
conceptual framework that a school can adopt toenaasuccessful impact on student
behavior. Schools that implement SW-PBS often hedheory of Functional Behavior
Assessment (FBA) as the method of assessing thigoredhip between the environment
and behavior.

Researchers have demonstrated the effectivenessngf FBA in determining the
function or purpose of the behavior (Scott et2005). In order to be effective, school
personnel must develop and implement logical aadtfmal strategies that are tied to the
function of the behavior (Scott et al., 2005). Szhdhat were observed during this study
regularly use an FBA when implementing differeetdiof SW-PBS. Rural District 10
continually monitored the relationship betweenehgironment and behavior. Decisions
to add incentives or reconfigure tiers were analyzsing FBA’s. If ODRs in Rural
District 10 continue on the current trajectory fiwo more years, a strong relationship

between SW-PBS and the total number of ODRs woeldigible.
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Conclusions

An initial spike in referrals occurred when SW-P88s first implemented in
Rural District 10. This occurrence was possiblg tluthe fact that through the
consistency of the teachers and principal, which a&recouraged by the SW-PBS
framework, teachers began to record tardiness @hglwone violations by having a
common understanding of what constituted a viomatid/hen a violation occurred,
teachers were consistently writing ODRs which cdusere ODRs to be written. As
teachers maintained this consistency and studeganito realize that all teachers would
be consistent with these policies, numbers of OD&gan to drop over the next several
years. ODRs continue to fall in Rural Districtd@d they are currently on track to finish
the 2013-14 school years with just over 600 referra

Positive school climates are an extremely impontaniable in determining
whether a school is successful or not. SW-PBS$ngite to improve school climate by
introducing interventions that target certain elataef school climate. Rural District 10
as well as all of the other schools surveyed is tesearch try to improve school culture
and climate. Koth, Bradshaw, and Leaf (2008) arpla

Since the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, two asfs of school climate,

achievement and safety have become central in &hoprovements. A wide

range of interventions have been proposed to asldiesate, some of which are

aimed at individuals and others of which are morai§ed on classrooms or the

school level. However, the impact of interventionsachievement and safety

may depend on the target of the intervention, Toeeeit is important to identify
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specific factors at different ecological levelsi(kent, classroom, and school) that

may influence students’ perceptions of these tvpeets of school climate. (p. 96)
Teachers and administrators in Rural District 1@ sianilar answers with students from
Rural District 10 on seven of the 15 questions. aDof the questions that teachers and
administrators from Rural District 10 disagreednwstudents on, the students from Rural
District 10 had a more negative response to tlagéstent. Students from Rural District
10 had a more negative view of the school asateelto safety, fairness of rules, student
friendliness, teachers caring for students, clgpeetations, students following rules and
how often students are praised. Based on the p@vos gathered by the questions on
the survey, teachers and administrators in Rurstriot 10 felt as though the climate and
culture of the building overall was better compatiethe perceptions of students in Rural
District 10.

Teachers and administrators from other districtglissouri that have
implemented SW-PBS for at least two years had amaihswers with teachers and
administrators from Rural District 10 on sevenhsf 15 questions. On all of the
guestions that the two groups disagreed upon, ¢éeaemd administrators from other
districts had a more negative view of the schoeytiere in as it related to safety,
fairness of rules, student friendliness, clear etqd®ns, student responsibility and
teacher/student respect for one another. Basédgegperceptions gathered by the
guestions on the survey, Rural District 10 teachasadministrators felt as though the
climate and culture of the building was better alleas compared to other districts in
Missouri that have implemented SW-PBS for at léastyears.

There could be many possible reasons as to whyl Ristict 10 teachers and
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administrators had a more positive perception efdimate and culture of the building.
One possible reason could be the fact that Ruthibt 10 started the SW-PBS program
in the high school rather than in the elementahpets. Rural District 10 has the only
known high school in the state of Missouri to haegun this way. This may cause
teachers and administrators in Rural District 1@t@ more ownership and pride in the
program because they initiated it rather than kgitiforced upon them by the district.
Implications for Practice

There is much research still to be conducted on 8@wPBS can be effective in a
high school setting and what potential roadblodgk Ischools may face when
implementing and sustaining SW-PBS. High schaadents and teachers tend to believe
that SW-PBS is an elementary concept and havedemey to have a more negative
view. This study shows that there is a slight aiistect between the perception that
teachers and administrators have in a school amd sthdents think.

Many times, educators believe they are doing dgheafys within a school but
miss a crucial step, they forget to get the stuglepinion. Teachers and administrators
need to include students in the decision makinggs® of SW-PBS when making
decisions on effective rewards, interventions arateggies. The student voice is an
extremely valuable one that cannot be overlooked.

Teachers and administrators also need to lookead¢hool through the lenses of a
student’s perspective. Many times teachers andrastnators can perceive that students
are not bullying one another, students are beiegdty to one another or that students
really enjoy the school when in fact they reallyrd. Teachers and administrators do

not see everything that goes on in the building, tadents are extremely good at hiding
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the things they do not want adults to see. Relyutairveying students anonymously can
give great insight into what exactly the studemésseeing and feeling. Schools must be
sensitive to all student needs and try to lookatschool from their vantage point if the
school wants to continue to improve the climate eulture.

Recommendations for Future Research

There are two main recommendations for future meseaFirst, discipline data
over five to ten year periods of time need to balywed in other SW-PBS schools as well
as schools that have not implemented SW-PBS. Téage number of ODRs can be
compared in non-SW-PBS schools as well as SW-PB&ots. The decline and rise in
ODRs can also be compared in the same schoolg b &greater correlation exists
between SW-PBS and office discipline referrals.

Second, student surveys measuring climate andreuieed to be given to
students from every school in Missouri. This cdogdan initiative by MODESE to
collect the data for all school districts to access yearly basis. This data can then be
broken down by non-SW-PBS schools and schooldidaa implemented SW-PBS
schools. Perceptions can be compared to see iIPB®/makes a significant difference in
how students perceive the climate and culture withe building. Statements in the
survey might include:

1. Teachers listen to students when they have problems

2. Students get along with each other.

3. Students care about each other.

4. Teachers listen to the concerns of parents.

5. Teachers show respect towards parents.
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6. Students know they are safe in this school.

7. Students know the rules.

8. The consequences for breaking rules are fair.

9. The schools Code of Conduct is fair.

10. Teachers treat students of all races with respect.

11. Adults in this school care for students of all sace

12.The color of your skin does not matter to teacirethis school.

13. Teachers try to make this school an enjoyable pglabe.

14.Teachers look out for my best interests in thioseth

15.This school helps my self-confidence, self-wortld gives me hope.
These opinions would be extremely valuable to etdusdo determine future steps in the
implementation of SW-PBS.
Summary

Educators are discovering that different approacmest be employed in order to
change behavior. The United States dropout rafghasizes the inability of educational
systems to prepare students to take on respotistbitif adulthood (Sprick, 2009).
Punishing students and only providing negative equences in the hope of making
students want to stay in school and strive to etscedt working (Sprick, 2009). In
contrast, a more proactive approach that emphasaeking expectations and rewarding
positive behavior has resulted in a more long teemavior change (Cohen et al., 2007).

Schools across the United States have found a pnoaetive approach to
discipline in SW-PBS. The purpose of this studg wainvestigate the relationship

between the years of implementation of SW-PBSeas#tondary level and the number
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of office discipline referrals. The perception bétoverall climate of the building as it
relates to student behavior was also reviewed.

In Chapter One, a historical basis for the reseanththe conceptual framework
were described. The statement of the problem, dinegse of the study, the study
guestions, and the hypothesis were also introduldeel key definitions, limitations, and
assumptions were presented. In Chapter Two, artuatdackground of the study and a
literature review was provided.

An explanation of the methodology used in this duative study was stated in
Chapter Three. An overview of the problem and psepaf the study was recounted, and
the null hypothesis was identified. The populatown sample were described, as well as
the instrumentation and analysis process.

In Chapter Four, the sample and demographic data negiewed. The data were
collected from a survey that was issued to studésdshers and administrators about
their personal perception as to the climate anticht their high school. A survey was
sent to every group in December 2013. A totallo§®idents in grades 9-12 from Rural
District 10 completed the survey. A total of 2ddbers and administrators completed the
survey from Rural District 10. A total of 65 te@ck and administrators from 19 districts
around the state of Missouri that have impleme®&@&dPBS for at least two years
completed the survey. The research questionsahtdypothesis were restated. The data
were evaluated, and tables and figures were dasigneresent the data.

In Chapter Five, findings, conclusions, and theaesh questions were discussed.
Examining research question one, although dis@plefierral numbers did decrease

during implementation, thevalue of (0 .127247) > (0.05) suggested there was n



99

significant difference between the means of thepdamopulations and the null
hypothesis was not rejected. However, if ODR ratese maintained at the current level
for two more years andtaest was conducted at the end of that time, themesld show
ap value less than .05, which would suggest a sicanifi difference between the means
of the sample populations.

Responses to the research questions and detewnidtihe hypothesis were
provided. Implications for practice and recommeiuatett for future research were
detailed. In examining research question two, wé@mparing answers to common
guestions given in the surveys, teachers and adtrators from Rural District 10 had
more closely aligned answers than students fronalRQistrict 10. Overall, teachers and
administrators had a more favorable view of theate of the building in regards to
respect, student behavior and relationships. Exagresearch question three, teachers
and administrators from other districts in Missdtat have implemented SW-PBS for at
least two years had similar answers with teachmisaaministrators from Rural District
10 on seven of the fifteen questions.

Schools are very complex organizations with manyingparts. A program,
framework or initiative is only as good as the deamplementing it. The details make
the difference when it comes to change.

Because of the complexity of the school organiratictructure it is hard to
pinpoint the exact reason certain changes occianyMariables existed within Rural
District 10 that could have made in impact to ORd school climate and this study
looked at one of those variables that is begintongake a real difference within the

school. The ultimate goal is to ensure that schatd engaged in the right kind of work
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to develop classrooms, schools, and districtsrtteMe the fullest possible use of our
collective capacity to improve student learningve€©time, SW-PBS is showing that it is
one framework that if implemented correctly cardleapositive changes within a

school.
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Appendix A

Student Survey Statements

These surveys are designed to provide a briefulisefasure of school climate. There
are three separate survegtudent, Teacher and Administratof.he completion of the
survey should take approximately five minutes afryome. Your responses are
voluntary and will be confidential. Responses wdl be identified by individual. If you
choose to participate, completion of the surveysttutes your implied consent.

1) The school rules are fair.
a. Agree alot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

coo

2) This school is safe.
a. Agree alot

b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

3) Rules in this school are made clear to students.
a. Agree alot

b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

4) Students in this school are friendly with each othe
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

5) Students threaten and bully others in this school.
a. Agree alot

b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot
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6) Teachers care about their students.
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

7) This school makes it clear how students are exgdotact.
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

8) Most students follow the school rules
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

9) Students are punished a lot.
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

10) Students are praised often.

a. Agree alot

b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Disagree a lot

11) Students are taught to feel responsible for they act.

a. Agree alot

b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Disagree a lot

12) | feel happy in this school.
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot



13) I try my best and follow the rules at school.
a. Agree alot

b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

14) I like most of my teachers and administrators.

a. Agree alot

b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Disagree a lot

15) I like this school.
a. Agree alot

b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

103
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Appendix B

Teacher/Administrator Survey Statements

These surveys are designed to provide a briefulsedasure of school climate. There
are three separate survegsudentTeacher and Administrator. The completion of the
survey should take approximately five minutes afryome. Your responses are
voluntary and will be confidential. Responses wil be identified by individual. If you
choose to participate, completion of the surveystitutes your implied consent.

1) The school rules are fair.

Agree a lot
Agree
Disagree
Disagree a lot

apop

2) This school is safe.
Agree a lot
Agree

Disagree
Disagree a lot

apop

3) Rules in this school are made clear to students.
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

4) Students in this school are friendly with each othe
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

5) Students threaten and bully others in this school.
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot
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6) Teachers care about their students.
a. Agree a lot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

7) This school makes it clear how students are exgédotact.
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

8) Most students follow the school rules
a. Agree a lot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

9) Students are punished a lot.
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

10)Students are praised often.
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

11)Students are taught to feel responsible for how #Hot.
Agree a lot

Agree

Disagree

Disagree a lot

apop

12)I1 feel happy in this school.
a. Agree a lot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot
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13)Teachers and students respect one another irctiosls
a. Agree a lot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

14)Teachers and students like one another in thisotcho
a. Agree alot
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Disagree a lot

15)1 like this school.

a. Agree alot
b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Disagree a lot
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Appendix C

Mantz, Lindsey S_1mantz@udel.edu 7/1/13

Good morning, Isaac.

Thank you for your interest in the Delaware SchOlainate Survey. Our survey is
available for use, and we just ask that you refegehe tool was used. The current
surveys can be found on our website (http://worstpaet.udel.edu/pbs/school-
climate/delaware-school-climate-survey-2011-2012/).

If you're interested in learning more informatidmoat the surveys (such as the
background, supporting research, or relevant stajsplease refer to the Technical
Manual (found here: http://wordpress.oet.udel.elositpp-
content/uploads/2011/12/Final-Technical-Manualptifyou have any further questions
or concerns, please don’t hesitate to contact rnank you!

Best wishes,
Lindsey Mantz

Lindsey S. Mantz, M.A.

Graduate Student, School Psychology

Graduate Assistant, Delaware Positive Behavior Sripggroject
Center for Disabilities Studies

University of Delaware http://www.delawarepbs.org/
302-831-8805
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Appendix D

LINDENW@D

DATE: November 20, 2013

TO: Isaac Sooter
FROM: Lindenwood University Institutional Review &al

STUDY TITLE: [520481-1] The Relationship betweerm8al-Wide Positive Behavior
Support Implementation and Office Discipline Red¢sgrat the Secondary Level

IRB REFERENCE #:
SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project

ACTION: APPROVED

APPROVAL DATE: November 20, 2013
EXPIRATION DATE: November 20, 2014
REVIEW TYPE: Full Committee Review

Thank you for your submission of New Project maidlerfor this research project.
Lindenwood University Institutional Review BoardshaPPROVED your submission.
This approval is based on an appropriate risk/lieragfo and a study design wherein the
risks have been minimized. All research must balaoted in accordance with this
approved submission.

This submission has received Full Committee Revnased on the applicable federal
regulation. Please remember that informed consemprocess beginning with a
description of the study and insurance of partitipmderstanding followed by a signed
consent form. Informed consent must continue thmougthe study via a dialogue
between the researcher and research participaserddeaegulations require each
participant receive a copy of the signed consentighent.

Please note that any revision to previously apptouaterials must be approved by this
office prior to initiation. Please use the appraf@irevision forms for this procedure.

All SERIOUS and UNEXPECTED adverse events musepented to this office. Please
use the appropriate adverse event forms for tlsgalure. All FDA and sponsor
reporting requirements should also be followed.
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All NON-COMPLIANCE issues or COMPLAINTS regardinkis$ project must be
reported promptly to the IRB.

This project has been determined to be a Minimsgk Rroject. Based on the risks, this
project requires continuing review by this comnatter an annual basis. Please use the
completion/amendment form for this procedure. Yaocumentation for continuing
review must be received with sufficient time foviesv and continued approval before
the expiration date of November 20, 2014.

Please note that all research records must beeetéor a minimum of three years.

If you have any questions, please contact TamekamyaMoore at (618) 616-7027 or
tmoore@lindenwood.edu. Please include your stultyand reference number in all
correspondence with this office.

If you have any questions, please send them to IRBighwood.edu. Please include
your project title and reference number in all espondence with this committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a copy is retained within
Lindenwood University Institutional Review Board's records.
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Appendix E
Recruitment Letter

Hello,

| am currently working on a dissertation on Schébtle Positive Behavior Support
through Lindenwood University. For this dissertaticesearch will be done on the
relationship between SW-PBS and secondary schmohtd. Surveys will be used to
gather information on school climate. For this luiblike to recruit you to fill out a short
survey.

These surveys are designed to provide a briefulisefasure of school climate. There
are three separate survegsudentTeacher and Administratof.he completion of the
survey should take approximately five minutes afryome. Your responses are
voluntary and will be confidential. Responses wdl be identified by individual. If you
choose to participate, completion of the surveysttutes your implied consent.

If you have any questions about the research, gaemail isooter@wolves.k12.mo.us.

Thank you!

Isaac Sooter
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Appendix F

LINDENW@D

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTI VITIES

The Relationship between School-Wide Positive Balréupport
Implementation and Office Discipline Referralsteg Secondary Level

Principal Investigator _Isaac William Sooter
Telephone: 417-xxx-xxxx E-mail: isooter@wolves.khd.us IWS210@lindenwood.edu

Participant Contact info

1. You are invited to participate in a research stoolyducted by Isaac Sooter under the
guidance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The purpose of tbsgarch is to find the
relationship between School-Wide Positive Beha®iopport and the climate of
secondary schools.

2. a) Your participation will involve
» Filling out a school climate/student behavioveyr

» The survey will be completed on surveymonkey.com

b) The amount of time involved in your participatiwill be 5-10 minutes.
Approximately 100 subjects will be involved in thesearch.

3. There are no anticipated risks associated withréssarch.

4. There are no direct benefits for you participatmghis study. However, your
participation will contribute to the knowledge ab&W-PBS in secondary schools.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choaseéto participate in this research
study or to withdraw your consent at any time. Yoay choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. You M@IT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or to withdraw

6. We will do everything we can to protect your priyads part of this effort, your
identity will not be revealed in any publicationgmesentation that may result from
this study and the information collected will rem& the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.
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If you have any questions or concerns regardirggtudy, or if any problems arise,
you may call the Investigator, Isaac Sooter (41X-xxxx) or the Supervising
Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You maésp ask questions of or state
concerns regarding your participation to the Lindead Institutional Review Board
(IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice $ident for Academic Affairs at
636-949-4846.

| have read this consent form and have been givehé opportunity to ask
guestions. | may retain a copy of this consent forrfor my records. | consent to
my participation in the research described above.

By completing the survey, you consent to participa& in this study.

Thank you for your time,
Isaac Sooter

Doctoral Student
Lindenwood University
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Principal Investigator Isaac William Sooter
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Appendix G

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARENTS TO SIGN FOR STUDENT
PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

The Relationship between School-Wide Positive Balredupport
Implementation and Office Discipline Referralsia Secondary Level

Telephone: 417-272-8171 E-masooter@wolves.k12.mo.us

Participant Parent Contact info

Dear Parent,

1.

Your child is invited to participate in a reseasthdy conducted by Isaac Sooter
under the guidance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The pwpighis research is to find the
relationship between School-Wide Positive Beha®iopport and the climate of
secondary schools.

a) Your child’s participation will involve
» Filling out a school climate/student behavioveyr

» The survey will be completed on surveymonkey.com
Approximately 100 subjects may be involved in tigisearch.

b) The amount of time involved in your chdarticipation will be 5-10 minutes.

There are no anticipated risks to your child asdedi with this research.

There are no direct benefits for your child’s pap@tion in this study. However, your
child’s participation will contribute to the knowdge about School-Wide Positive
Behavior Support and secondary school climate.

Your child’s participation is voluntary and you melyoose not to let your child
participate in this research study or to withdrasryconsent for your child’'s
participation at any time. Your child may choos¢ tecanswer any questions that he
or she does not want to answer. You and your ehilldNOT be penalized in any
way should you choose not to let your child papate or to withdraw your child.
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6. We will do everything we can to protect your chdgirivacy. As part of this effort,
your child’s identity will not be revealed in anylglication or presentation that may
result from this study.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regardirggtudy, or if any problems arise,
you may call the Investigator, Isaac Sooter (41Z-2¥71 ext. 1291) or the
Supervising Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881®@00You may also ask
guestions of or state concerns regarding yourgaation to the Lindenwood
Institutional Review Board (IRB) through contactidg Jann Weitzel, Vice
President for Academic Affairs at 636-949-4846.

| have read this consent form and have been givehé opportunity to ask
guestions. | will also be given a copy of this ceent form for my records. |
consent to my child’s participation in the researchdescribed above.

Parent’'s/Guardian’s Signature Date

Parent’s/Guardian’s Printed Name

Child’s Printed Name

Primary Investigator’s Signature Date
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