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Abstract

Since the beginning of the Positive Behavior Inéetions and Support (PBIS)
program in the Study School District there haslesn an evaluation of its effectiveness
in reducing student discipline referrals and studeispensions and its success in promot-
ing a positive learning environment leading to ioy®d academic achievement.

This study determined the effectiveness of thetResBehavior Interventions
System (PBIS) in the Study School District. Itdsed on determining the fidelity and
consistency of implementation of PBIS in the Didtrthe effect of PBIS on reduction of
office discipline referrals and student suspensfoors school, teacher attitudes toward
implementation of PBIS, teacher morale since inoepdf PBIS, and parent perceptions
of the effectiveness of PBIS in promoting positstedent behavior.

The results of this mixed methods study determthatithere was a difference in
the number of office discipline referrals during tlour years since implementation of
PBIS. The study also determined there was a difie@ in the percentage of referrals in
the three major types of categories of office dlikice referrals; school regulations, vio-
lent, and nonviolent. When the study analyzedsthadardized test scores grades third
through seventh and high school, did not evidenteasureable difference in student
academic achievement based on ISAT performancaglthie four years following the
implementation of PBIS. However, eighth gradealidience a measureable difference
in student academic achievement. Finally, theystiedermined there was not a
measureable positive perception by staff and pam@®BIS with the exception of one

statement on a Likert Scale survey.
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PBIS 1

Chapter 1 — Introduction to the Study

Overview of the Study

This study focused on a school district of 4,2Q@lents. The secondary schools
consist of a freshman academy, an academy for so@tes, and a high school housing
both junior and senior students. There are simetgary schools, two with kindergarten
and one with both preschool and kindergarten stigdeFhere are two schools of choice,
one housing grades kindergarten through 12 andttiex kindergarten through eight;
parents can choose to send their children to etther This is based on a lottery system.
Parents must provide transportation for studemé¢hding the kindergarten through 12
school of choice. The district also contains aadamic center composed of grades 7
through 12 for students who have had trouble inr@pwith the regular school program
and who have been referred by teachers and priscipa

In the 2007-2008 school year, the school distmgtlemented a new districtwide
classroom discipline system called the Positivea®edr Interventions and Support
System, or PBIS. The purpose of this quantitagiuely was to determine the
effectiveness of PBIS in reducing the number oteftliscipline referrals, the severity of
misbehavior evidenced by these referrals, and siggperates, thus creating a positive
environment for learning. The researcher alsoistlthe effect of PBIS on student
academic performance, which was measured throagllatdized state tests the students
take yearly.

Background of the Problem

Classroom management issues are pervasive inlsdhooughout the United

States. Classroom management is important to etisersafety of every person within a
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school and to ensure academic success (Luisethalhy Handler, & Feinberg, 2005).
According to Luiselli et al. (2005), “student diglthe problems decreased and academic
performance improved following a PB[l]S intervemtiat an urban elementary school”
(p- 192). In this urban elementary school, th# stsed all components of PBIS to
improve classroom management (Luiselli et al., 20@uring this time, reading
comprehension and scores in mathematics improveddrg than one percentile ranking.
During the study period, PBIS was effective in reidg disruptions to student learning
time (Luiselli et al., 2005). This research dentmatsd that increased student
achievement, based on standardize tests, coulddsaik of effective classroom
management.

Effective classroom management can ensure theysafeveryone within a
school. Isolated events, such as school shootieégschools to strictly enforce existing
rules, which constituted a reactive approach toiplime. “In other words, schools set
strict rules about the types of student behaviat #ine unacceptable and assign rather
severe consequences for students who do not apitte lvules” (Simonsen, Sugai, &
Negron, 2008, p. 32). Discipline programs or syas based on reacting to student
behavior are often ineffective because they openalye after misbehavior has occurred.
Simonson et al. (2008) provided a process of preadiscipline designed to create a
positive and safe learning environment.

Prior to the implementation of PBIS, no formal gnam in the study district dealt
with discipline. Teachers filled out an office dgine referral form for students, which
might result in a trip to the principal’s officeft@r-school detention, in-school

suspension, and eventually suspension from schdbdiscipline was reactive and
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punitive, and decisions as to what to do were atihcretion of individual teachers and
principals. District personnel recognized a needchanges in strategies, which were
primarily reactive when dealing with student beloaviThey decided to adopt an
approach considered to be proactive and which wimglds on the prevention of
inappropriate student behavior. Additionally, thstrict realized a need for changes in
discipline policies in order to promote consistetiapughout the district and to adopt a
proactive rather than reactive approach to dealiiy student behavior. District teachers
and administrators investigated a behavior managepregram with the title of Positive
Behavior Interventions and Support System (PBIS8)datided to implement it
throughout the school district.

As part of PBIS, each building chooses an intecnakth and a secondary coach.
Then within the district there is an external coatto oversees the coaches in the
district. The internal and secondary coachesrmalset once a month with an external
coach. An external coach was hired within thertisand trained by people outside of
the district who work throughout the state with B&IS network. It is an external
coach'’s duty to run the program and analyze thaglise data consisting of office
discipline referrals and suspensions. Coachesdttenthly professional development
training within the district and periodically oudsi of the district with people who
manage PBIS throughout the state. The coachegitimer any important information
to staff in the buildings. To determine the effeetess of PBIS within this district, an
external coach analyzes the number of office dis@peferrals in each building by
qguarter and from year to year. Buildings with gthnumber of referrals are expected to

develop interventions to reduce the number. Aermaa coach also conducts a walk-



PBIS 4

through once a year in each building. During tkthrough, the coach looks for
evidence of PBIS. For example, the behavior mainiould be posted throughout the
school. The behavior matrix typically consistslw# three rules: be safe, be responsible,
and be respectful. Under each of these areasydtrex lists what the behavior should
look like for that particular area of the buildingn external coach asks students,
teachers, and support staff questions pertainii®pBi®. Coaches and staff also
participate in a survey at the end of the yeaedalhe Self-Assessment Survey (SAS).
The survey is used at the district and state l@vdetermine areas of strengths and
weaknesses for the following school year.

Statement of the Problem

School districts typically assess students at #ggriming of a school year to
determine their level of academic understandingr. example, the study school district
uses the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) test witthe first couple weeks of each school
year. Assessment enables teachers to discoversivtknts do and do not understand
thus establishing a focus on what to teach. Assessat the beginning of a school year
actually assists a teacher in differentiating miker instruction. This same process of
assessment can also be valuable in dealing wittesticlassroom behavior. In the
classroom, information is taught to the studeiiisen the students are assessed on what
they learned. An effective educator will use thassessments as a guide to what he or
she should reteach or with what information heh& can move forward. Desired
behavior needs to be addressed in the same fasWiah.PBIS, “if a young child
displays inappropriate behavior, it is viewed agapor in learning; additional

opportunities are provided for the child to ledra skill” (p. 4). When PBIS is
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effectively implemented, lessons are created watlviies for all of the desired behavior,
just as in the main subject areas (Show Me How1200

Research shows that addressing undesired behadaregative fashion can
actually intensify the undesired behavior. Itgbrtant for educators to focus on the
positive behaviors rather than the negative (Mseys Bohanon, & Frenning, 2010). In
fact, “teachers who are relying too heavily on ghment in the absence of positive
reinforcement may be risking a backlash from sttglench as behavioral outbursts,
vandalism, or even assault in extreme cases” (e et al., 2010, p. 28). According to
Stormont, Lewis, Beckner, and Johnson (2008),iih@ortant to examine a student’s
prior understanding of both academic concepts &assiwom behaviors. These must be
assessed in order to provide school personnelthltomponents of a plan to ensure
success in dealing with student behavior. Storrebat., stated, “if we fail to alter the
problem behavior we will make it worse” (p. 3). i¥should prompt educators to study
how behavior of students in the classroom is adeand how efforts in dealing with
that behavior are assessed. Not only does pumtineshment possibly intensify the
inappropriate behavior, there is also a correlabetween punitive punishments and the
dropout rate. The students who are at risk of girapout are “those who exhibit
academic, behavioral or attitudinal problems” (Soiah, & Houston, 2007, p. 196).

Newspapers, television, and the internet regulagprt incidents of violence in
schools. According to Cohen, Kincaid, and Chil2807), “school violence has been
rated by the public as the top problem in the mégieducational institutions” (p. 203).

In a national survey of 1,000 teachers and 1,18@esits in grades 3-12, 11% of teachers
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reported that they had been a victim of schoolenog; 22% expressed concern with the
possibility of school violence (Cohen et al., 2Q07)

Research discloses that today’s students do eat s& respond well to reactive
discipline measures (Cohen et al., 2007; Sugai &Eip 1999). In too many cases,
students are spending more time in a principafis®br in-school suspension
classrooms than they are in actual classrooms ichwthey are assigned. School
personnel have expressed a serious problem withsequent pressing need to reduce
the number of office discipline referrals receimdstudents and measures to create a
positive learning experience for students and tei@chThey believe that a positive
learning environment will result in an increasetindent academic achievement (Cohen
et al., 2007; Sugai et al., 1999).

Students do not seem to respond well to reaatisrag of discipline, which
characterize discipline from years past. Ovelyguaas, schools typically have been
addressing “challenging behavior by increasingnimaber and intensity of punitive
disciplinary procedures” (Lassen, Steele, & SaR006, p. 701). Some educators
believe that these actions have brought the riseavb tolerance policies, hiring of
security officers, use of metal detectors, susgenand expulsion of students, and
placement of students in alternative educatiomalifi@s” (Lassen et al., 2006, p. 701).
The researchers (Lassen et al., 2006) stated‘timibrtunately, the effectiveness of such
strategies has not been sufficiently examined,samde researchers have even suggested
that reactive and punitive procedures can incrpaesgiem behavior” (p. 701). Morrissey
et al. (2010) also agreed, “punitive policies aveanly ineffective at changing behavior,

but possibly exacerbate problems” (p. 28). In,f&tudents who have been suspended
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tend to repeat the same offense, and are morg biarop out of school than their
peers” (p. 28).

There are questions regarding the effects of negyagrsus positive discipline
practices in schools. In recent years, some edigchive developed a belief in the PBIS,
as exerting a positive influence on minimizing thenber of office discipline referrals
and reducing the seriousness of those referrd$S B a systems approach based on
maximizing student positive behavior. Itis uidzby an entire school staff and includes
a team of professionals who develop plans and migeistudents who are receiving
multiple office discipline referrals. The reseaciBtudied the effectiveness of PBIS in
reducing the number and seriousness of office glisel referrals, and in contributing to a
goal of creating and maintaining a positive leagremvironment. According to Cohen et
al. (2007), educators need to “shift from a reactiva proactive approach to discipline,
such as school-wide positive behavior support2(8).

Urban schools face unique problems. Accordinyetzel and Eber (2003), urban
school districts, unlike suburban districts, hauaitjue challenges due to factors such as
size, poverty rates, diverse communities, and échiesources” (p. 71). Personnel
working in the urban school district of Waukegdlmais, realized there were trying to
cope with many ineffective discipline systems. sTled officials in that district to pilot
PBIS. After one year of participating in the pray, the district recorded a 22%
decrease in school suspensions. The number otdaffscipline referrals also decreased

(Netzel & Eber, 2003).
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Importance of the Study

Student discipline has been a major issue fostihgy school district.
Inappropriate behavior affected the educationudents who were suspended and
students who were behaving in a responsible maries unwanted behavior included,
but was not limited to: fighting, disrespect to@tlstudents or adults, bullying, cursing,
disrupting the learning environment, or skippingea. The PBIS system was
implemented in one building during the 2006-2007ost year, and was introduced to
the entire district as a disciplinary program tog 2007-2008 school year. For this study
the researcher used the year prior to PBIS beithgifmplemented, 2007-2008, and the
following four school years, 2007-2011, in whichIBBvas fully implemented
throughout the study district. The requirementsiforking with the Positive Behavior
Interventions and Support system are costly dueriiog of new personnel, training of
present personnel, record keeping, and studenvatmin awards. Therefore, the
researcher is conducting this study as a forma&sassent of the program based on
determining returns from costs.

An important aspect to consider when determinirgetfhectiveness of PBIS is an
expected reduction in the number of school suspasdor discipline. Christle, Nelson,
and Jolivette (2004) defined suspension as a ‘lisairy sanction that requires a student
to be excluded from a school building for a speqpkeriod of time” (p. 509). Suspension
is often used in schools; however, the researdisstle et al., 2004) reported that the
research on suspension, “despite its frequentstmeays that it is not effective in reducing
the behavior problems it is intended to address5(®). School administrators rely on

suspension for student behaviors partially duééoréquirements of No Child Left
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Behind and Zero Tolerance policies adopted to déthlincreasing instances of
disciplinary behavior (Christle et al., 2004). Té&dave been studies conducted on
school suspension rates, which found that whil@esosion is designed to reduce
unwanted and difficult behavior, the use of susfmenis typically based on principals’
philosophies (Christle et al., 2004). In fact, Mula (2002) found that the schools with
the lowest suspension rates had principals who Hgld expectations for students, and
supported a structure from administrators, teaclad students” (p. 511), while the
schools with high suspension rates did not. Rebed@monstrates that suspension is not
effectively reducing the occurrence of unwantedstivased behaviors (Christle et al.,
2004). Christle et al. (2004) pointed out thatetucky schools reported 68,523
suspensions during the 2000-2001 academic yed5Z4uspension during 2001-2002,
and 76,886 suspensions during the 2002-2003 sgleao! (p. 510). According to Skiba
and Peterson (1999), “data on suspension condissddw that, as the NCES [National
Center for Education Statistics] has reported rrafe for drugs, weapons, and gang-
related behaviors constitute but a small minorftgftice referrals leading to suspension”
(p. 374). Their research also found that, “figgtamong students is the single most
frequent reason for suspension, but the majorigcbbol suspensions occur in response
to relatively minor incidents that do not threasehool safety” (p. 374). In fact “at the
middle school level, disrespect and disobedienea@aarong the most common reasons
for suspension and a significant proportion of smsons are for tardiness and truancy”
(Skiba & Peterson, 1999, p. 374).

This study is important in order to determine#I8 is a system that can reduce

office discipline referrals and the severity of teasons for these referrals in one urban
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school. Student misbehavior adversely affectathesphere within a school and the
academic performance of students. Typically, sitsleith behavioral problems are
frequently on suspension from school thus missamgpslwork and evidencing poor test
scores. Christle et al. (2004) found a close iarahip between behavior and academics.
Several studies showed that schools across thedJ8tates are not correctly utilizing
school suspension. According to Dupper, Theriotl @raun (2009), “there has been a
near epidemic of suspensions for relatively minovaguely defined student offenses,
such as problematic interactions with peers andtgdather than for serious behavior
that threatens the welfare of others” (p. 6). My et al. (2010) discovered that while
suspensions are used for major incidents, theydcalsb be connected with issues judged
controversial although maybe not so serious, sagiager guns or sharing over-the-
counter medications. The researchers (Morrissal,,2010) also evidenced concern
over the use of suspensions for “minor incidenthsas attendance problems” (p. 27-28).
They concluded that it does not make much sensertd a student home through
suspension because of a problem with attendaniees. sort of discipline simply gives in
to the unacceptable behavior of the student. Mdanmgents who demonstrate undesirable
behavior would rather be at home than at school.

Purpose/Rationale of the Study

This study employed both quantitative and qualitatheasures to determine the
effectiveness of the PBIS in a school in a southiénois school district towards
reducing the amount of office discipline referr@sbehavior and the severity of these
referrals. The researcher studied the effectiven&®BIS in promoting a positive

learning environment and increasing academic aemewt in one school district.
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Hypotheses and Research Questions

Null hypothesis (Hol) — There is not a measuralfferdnce in the number of of-
fice discipline referrals during the four yearscenmplementation of the Positive Behav-
ior Interventions and Support System (PBIS) andstiieol year preceding implementa-
tion.

Null Hypothesis (Ho2) — There is not a measuraldference in the type of office
discipline referrals during the four years sincglementation of the Positive Behavior
Interventions and Support System (PBIS) and thedafear preceding implementation.

Null Hypothesis (Ho3) — There is not a measuraldference in student academic
achievement based on standardized testing durenfptir years since implementation of
the Positive Behavior Interventions and Support&ygPBIS) and the school year pre-
ceding implementation.

Null Hypothesis (Ho4) — Teachers within the stsdiiool district do not believe,
as measured through a teacher survey, that implatremof the Positive Behavior In-
terventions and Support System (PBIS) is positiadigcting school climate.

The following questions were addressed in thisystud

1. How has implementation of PBIS been effective ohue@ng the numbers
of office discipline referrals and the seriousneskehavior within these
referrals?

2. How has implementation of PBIS been effective olue@ng the number
of student suspensions within the school district?

3. How can faithfulness and consistency of implemgmeof PBIS in the

district be described?
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4, How can teacher attitudes towards the implemematidghe PBIS pro
gram be described?

5. How do teachers in different grade levels perctieceffectiveness of the
PBIS program within the district?

6. How has teacher morale been affected through imgi¢stion of the
PBIS program?

7. How has implementation of the PBIS program affegaiént perceptions

of student behavior within the school district?

8. What do teachers and parents perceive as majoesses of the PBIS
program?
9. What do teachers and parents perceive as the ot@gtienges associated

with the PBIS program?

The researcher studies the consistency of the PBIgam within the school
district and its effectiveness in reducing the amaf office discipline referrals and
suspensions from school. She studied the effeeBd® on teacher attitudes and morale
in the school district and teachers’ perceptionghefprogram’s effectiveness in
promoting positive student behavior. Parents vaése a component in the study, and the
researcher determined to understand their perceptibschool effectiveness in
promoting positive student behavior with PBIS. dHy) her research also focused on the
contributions of PBIS to major academic and behavionprovements within the
district’s schools and the challenges the schaitidt faced associated with

implementation of PBIS.
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Independent and Dependent Variable(s)

The independent variable for this study was thel@mentation of PBIS for four

years. The dependent variables for this study wWer@umber of office discipline

referrals and the type of office discipline refésraAdditional dependent variables were

teacher and parent perceptions of school climatkstudent academic achievement as

measured by standardized testing.

Limitations of the Study

1. The time frame for collection of data encompassen years within the study

school district. The researcher was unable torobfar changes in the amount
and make-up of students served outside normalrergrand departures due to
advancement in school. Thus, the time frame fohaéudent’s involvement in
PBIS differed.

. PBIS training procedures and follow-up in schooithim the district may vary
based on the knowledge of the program procedurssligol participants, both
teaching and administrative staff. The contentanodedures with staff
development activities within the schools may wargely depending on the
understanding and experience of the trainers wihith school. This may also
affect the consistency of implementation of PBISgadures within each school.
To ensure that PBIS is successful, ongoing traimioigt be in place. With many
individual schools within a district, all of themaynot provide the same quantity
and quality of training.

. Consistency of implementation of the PBIS prograactpces and procedures

may be affected by the commitment of teachers dnurastrative staff in each of
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the study schools. An example problem, which magldur to affect the
consistency of implementation, is that not all teas and/or administrators
believe in PBIS, therefore might not be correathplementing it.

. Administrative support of PBIS within the distrexthools may vary thus affecting
teacher consistency of application. Some admatsts may not support the
PBIS approach to discipline and therefore not exd@ataff implementation.

. Student behavior levels may vary within each disschool. The study district
consists of neighborhood schools. The dynami¢kesfe neighborhoods vary
which in turn creates different compositions froch@ol to school. The behavior
level of tolerance at different schools may vargdzhon the administrator in
charge and the teachers.

. Motivation of teachers and administration to impégrnthe system continuously
may vary. Teacher and administrator buy-in is iiuo PBIS. In order for the
system to be successful, the school must work begets a team, including
teachers, administrators, support staff, parents students.

. Teaching styles used can influence study resiitferent teaching styles can
affect student behaviors both positively and neghtithus affecting the
consistency of findings.

. Teaching and administrative staff turnover in thelg schools may affect
understanding of and administration of the prasteed procedures of PBIS.

. Reorganization of the district, eliminating middiehools and substituting 1-8
grades, may change disciplinary reporting procestires affecting the number of

referrals.
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Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following tenwvese used:

Functional behavior assessment (FBA&n “analysis of the circumstances in

the environment (teachers, students, events, giresgtetc.) that tends to predict a
behavior and help explain why the student engagésait behavior at that particular
time” (Scott, Nelson, & Liapusin, 2007, para. 4).

Office Discipline Referrals (ODR} According to Sugai, Sprague, Horner,

And Walker (2000), it is an event in which (a) ad#nt engaged in a behavior that
violated a rule/social norm in the school, (b) alpem behavior was observed by a
member of the school staff, and (c) the event teduh a consequence delivered by an
administrative staff member who produced a permiafventten) product defining the
whole event. (p. 96) The use of ODR's is to meastudents' behaviors. Either a paper
or electronic copy is kept in the students’ filésng with attendance, grades, test scores,
and other important information (Irvin, Tobin, Sgue, Sugai, & Vincent, 2004, p. 132).

Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBiS)s a proactive systems

approach to establishing the behavioral suppodssanial culture and needed for all
students in a school to achieve social, emotiaral,academic success” (lllinois PBIS
Network, 2008, para. 1). According to Clonan, MciQal, Clark, and Davison (2007),
PBIS “focuses on changing the environment to betteet the needs of all students
through a comprehensive and proactive approacthiohffaculty and staff actively teach
and acknowledge expected behavior” (p. 19). They stated that PBIS “was developed
by educational and behavioral professionals tesasshools in being more effective in

promoting positive student behavior and decreaamigocial behavior” (Clonan et al.,



PBIS 16

2007, p. 19). PBIS is a “team-based, data drivedehthat utilizes a systematic and
collaborative approach to developing, implementarg assessing school-wide
behavioral interventions” (Clonan et al., 200719).

Response to Intervention (RH)According to Bender and Shores (2007), RTI

is “a process of implementing high-quality, sciéaally validated instructional practices
based on learner needs, monitoring student pragradsadjusting instruction based on
the student’s response” (p. 7). RTI can also imel@ as the “practice of providing high-
quality instruction and interventions matched tadsint need, monitoring progress
frequently to make decisions about changes indngtm or goals, and applying child
response data to important educational decisiddaidomierski, Kincaid, & Algozzine,
2007, para. 2).

Secondary or Yellow Level the goal of PBIS is to have 5-10% of the

students at this level. There should be a ragdaese with high efficiency. There
should mostly be small group interventions, buticetude some individualizing (lllinois
PBIS Network, 2008). According to Bradshaw, RejrB®wn, Bevans, and Leaf
(2008), there is a second group of students (abdid®) who engage in problem
behaviors beyond acceptable levels, even in treepoe of school-wide PBIS, are
provided secondary supports that include efficggntp-based interventions with
increased structure and contingent feedback. (gara.

Tertiary or Red Level the goal of PBIS is to have 1-5% of the studahts

this level. At this level, students receive intersidurable procedures. The interventions
are assessment-based on individual students (#llPBIS Network, 2008). The tertiary

level consists of a third and even smaller nunabstudents (1-5%) who enter
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schools with significant skills deficits that dotmespond to school-wide or secondary
interventions, will need more intensive individzald interventions in order to succeed in
school. (Bradshaw et al., 2008, para. 4)

Universal or Green Level the goal of PBIS is to have 80-90% of the stiglen

at this level which is composed of students irsattings. At this level, it would involve
all students in all settings. This is the levelenheducators want to be preventive and
proactive (lllinois PBIS Network, 2008). Bradshatal. (2008) defined the universal
level as the level consisting of “positive preveatsupport strategies that provide
systematic training of expected social behaviodsr@mforcement of these behaviors to
all students in the school. Approximately 80% @8®of students are projected to
respond successfully” (para. 4).

Summary

The researcher conducted this study as an evatuatithe PBIS system currently
used in a school district. It provided an analydithe effectiveness of PBIS towards
reducing the number and specific types of officeitline referrals and in promoting a
positive learning environment for students andhees. It also measured the impact of
PBIS on student academic achievement. The stuthpdstrated how teachers, students,
and parents perceive the PBIS system based offffoesat has on their children’s
learning environment and academic achievement.

The next chapter will review the literature to 8tady regarding, the origin,
rationale, implementation of PBIS. The followingapter also contains measuring the

success, the challenges, and the interventions@gmabrts that compliment PBIS.
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Chapter 2 - Review of Literature

This review of literature begins with the origihRBIS. This section begins with
the historical and popular methods of classroomagament, and then ends with the dis-
cussion of how PBIS was developed. Following thgiw of PBIS this review of litera-
ture discusses the rationale and implementatid?Bd§. The chapter continues with how
the success of PBIS are measured. It concludéstietchallenges districts face when
implementing PBIS and the interventions and suppibdt accompanies the system.

Origins of the Positive Behavior Interventions andSupport System

Historical elements of classroom management pracis.

Sprague and Horner (2007), Skiba and Peterson J]1888 Sugai and Horner
(2002), discovered that in the past, it was comifooreducators to turn to a negative re-
sponse when dealing with inappropriate behavi@grague and Horner (2007) from the
University of Oregon stated, “often when a studargbehaves, the first line of response
involves increasing monitoring and supervisionhw student, restating rules, and deliv-
ering sanctions” (p. 4). These responses may aelmemediate answers, but not long-
term results. Sprague and Horner continued, “taf@tely, these ‘get tough’ responses
produce immediate, short lived relief for the sdhimat do not facilitate the process of the
student who may already be disengaged from theosginocess” (p. 4).

The literature shows a common reactive approadedghers and administrators
towards unwanted behaviors. Popular methods offdiise have included lunch deten-
tions, referrals to the office, out of school susgpen, and/or loss of privileges. Dupper
et al. (2009) determined there are two importamigyfor out of school suspensions. The

first goal “is to remove the offending student freohool and to provide temporary relief
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to frustrated teachers and administrators” (Dugped., 2009, p. 6). The second goal is
to “get the parent to pay attention to the fact thair child’s misbehavior is serious and
that parental involvement is necessary to deal thitymisbehavior” (Dupper et al.,

2009, p. 6). However, Dupper et al. stated “in7,921 million students were suspended
from school, most for nonviolent, noncriminal actg’ 6).

Lassen et al. (2006) found through their resedrahit is common for teachers
and administrators to assume a stance of primaadgting to unwanted behaviors. The
researchers (Lassen et al., 2006) stated “tradifigrschools have addressed challenging
behavior by increasing the number and intensifyurfitive disciplinary procedures.

Such strategies have increased substantially iw#ke of heavily reported school shoot-
ings in the 1960s” (p. 701). These punitive sgege are evidenced through the adoption
of zero tolerance policies for misbehavior, susperss expulsions, hiring of security of-
ficers, and the installation of metal detectorss@em et al., 2006). Lassen et al. described
another strategy, which involved placing studertt® wemonstrate challenging behaviors
in an alternative school setting. “Unfortunatehe effectiveness of such strategies has
not been sufficiently examined, and some reseasdiere even suggested that reactive
and punitive procedures can increase problem betigy. 701). Morrissey et al. (2010)
also said:

Punitive policies [are] not only ineffective in algng behavior, but possibly ex-

acerbate problems. Teachers who are relying tawilyeon punishment in the

absence of positive reinforcement may be riskibgeklash from students such

as behavioral outbursts, vandalism, or even assaekireme cases. (p. 28)
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Muller (2002) found that “traditionally, the undgng belief among educators has
been that young people should arrive at schoolgrespto learn and to behave appropri-
ately” (p. 4). Therefore, “many educators haveoesled to problem behaviors in reac-
tive ways rather than emphasizing the teachingramdorcing of pro-social behavior”

(p- 2). Muscott et al. (2004) found that, “rean8do misbehavior tend to be reactive,
punitive, and rarely individualized” (p. 1). Eaabreed with other researchers, Morissey
et al. (2010) and Lassen et al. (2006), that, &theption of district-wide, zero-tolerance
policies resulting in suspensions and expulsioos fschool do not improve student be-
havior or make a positive contribution to schodésd (Muscott et al., 2004, p. 1).

Popular classroom management programs.

In-school suspension (ISS) programs have been aopslan alternative to out of
school suspension (OSS). According to Dupper.€28D9), “poorly conceived ISS pro-
grams are little more than “holding tanks” and mayction as brief stops on the way to
OSS” (p. 10). ISS is simply putting students place where they are isolated from their
peers, but are still able to complete schoolwdrkmost cases, the problem behavior is
not addressed while students are in ISS. “Byrfgito address and modify the behaviors
that resulted in being assigned to ISS, studemés o€turn to their classrooms with the
same, or worse, behaviors and end up in ISS opeated basis or get suspended out of
school” (Dupper et al., 2009, p. 10). Delisio (2p@lso agreed that ISS does not change
the behavior, but rather students typically corgibeing sent to ISS or receive further
discipline.

According to Dupper et al. (2009), “it has beengrsied that ISS programs em-

phasize modifying students’ misbehavior by inclgdoounseling components and con-
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flict resolution strategies” (p. 10). A prograniled On-Campus Intervention Program
(OCIP) has been developed where “counseling isigeoMto help the students identify
issues underlying their disruptive behavior an@ind alternatives” (Dupper et al., 2009,
p. 10). Armstrong, Massey, and Boroughs (2003) fdand that students who attended
OCIP showed improved behavior after the programeeaspleted.

Another program emerged which was termed CongigtBtanagement and Co-
operative Discipline (CMCD). “CMCD is a school wighrogram designed to improve
school discipline in inner-city schools” (Dupperagt 2009, p. 10). Dupper et al. (2009)
stated, “a core component of CMCD is creating ctamss in which teachers and stu-
dents work collaboratively to set rules for classnomanagement and transform teacher-
centered classrooms into person-centered classtdpi0). According to Freiberg,
Stein, and Huang (1995) an evaluation of CMCD leenlconducted over a period of
five years. Five CMCD schools primarily composédfican American and Latino
students in inner city schools in Houston were caag to five similarly composed
schools that did not have CMCD in place. The eatabms “found significant positive
effects on standardized achievement tests, espyefoaktudents who remained in the
program for six years” (Freiberg et al., 1995, . 1

Dupper et al. (2009), DeJong (1999), GreenbergcKe, and Mihalic (1998), and
Olweus (1993) found three other programs, othar RIS, that were been created to
reduce inappropriate behaviors. According to Dugpel. (2009), promising programs
designed to reduce problematic student behaviotargeting individual students as well

as affecting the culture and climate of the sclawelResolving Conflicts Creatively Pro-
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gram (RCCP), Promoting Alternative Thinking StragsgPATHS), and the Bullying
Preventions Program (BPP). (p. 11)

The resolving Conflicts Creatively Program (RCC&aiprogram that is “widely
regarded by public health experts as one of the prosnising violence prevention pro-
grams” (Dupper et al., 2009, p. 11). The primaggdl of RCCP is to create school
change so that students have a safe environmauritiahn to explore peaceful ways of
resolving conflict” (Dupper et al., 2009, p. 11)eJong (1999) agreed that the idea be-
hind RCCP is that the students who exhibit viokemd inappropriate behavior do not
know any other way to manage conflict. Accordiadupper et al. (2009) with RCCP,
the goal is “accomplished by promoting cooperaktighavior among students and adults,
intercultural understanding and positive relatiarg] greater student academic achieve-
ment and a reduction in the absentee rates fordiotents and teachers” (p. 11).

The program Promoting Alternative Thinking Stragsg PATHS) is a model from
the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violef@8PV) at the University of Colora-
do at Boulder. PATHS curricula are designed taicedbehavior problems by encourag-
ing emotional and social skills. Dupper et al.q2Palong with Greenberg, Domitrovich,
and Bumbarger (2000) stated the curricula coneistisree major units: (1) the Readiness
and Self-Control Unit consisting of 12 lessons,t(®) Feelings and Relationships Unit
consisting of 56 lessons, and (3) the InterpersGoghitive Problem-Solving Unit con-
sisting of 33 lessons which promote building pesitself-esteem and improving com-
munications. (Dupper et al., 2009, p. 11)

Dupper et al. (2009) described this as an intaiwerio offset frequent discipli-

nary problems and consequent suspensions duelynieNictim situations in schools.
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Consequently, a major goal within BPP is to promatderstanding of the pervasiveness
of bullying. The researcher (Dupper et al., 20€8jed

BPP is to reduce victim-bullying problems amongnary and secondary schools

by increasing the awareness of the bullying problactively involving teachers

and parents, developing clear rules against bylipehavior, and providing sup-
port and protection to the victims of bullying. (®)
Both Dupper et al. (2009) and Olwens (1993) promhtie implementation of the goal at
the building, classroom, and individual level.

Origins of PBIS.

PBIS was originally developed to deal with the debr of students who were
determined to have special needs. According tk&aCheney, Stage, and Blum (2005),
“Positive Behavior Interventions and Support (PB#8)erged as a significant policy and
practice in public schools during the past 7 yegqns194). It became a system, which
has been instrumental in changing the environméhimschool systems (Bradshaw et
al., 2008). According to the lllinois PBIS Netwq2008), “Positive Behavior Interven-
tions and Supports (PBIS) is a proactive systerpso@eh to establishing the behavioral
supports and social culture needed for all studerdsschool to achieve social, emotion-
al, and academic success” (para. 1). Accordirguscott et al. (2004), PBIS “is the sys-
tematic organization of school environments andines that enables educators to in-
crease the capacity to adopt, use, and sustaictigédoehavioral practices and processes
for all students” (p. 1). Clarke and Dunlap (2068de the point that while various defi-
nitions of PBIS do exist, they are all consisterithwhe following list of features: “data-

based accountability, an emphasis on broad outcoeflesting lifestyle improvements,
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ecological and social validity, a collaborative aggrh to planning and implementation,
and an emphasis on proactive interventions focusmigistruction and environmental
redesign” (p. 1).

According to the lllinois PBIS Network (2008), PBt&n be applied to the same
three-tiered model, as the Response to Intervef@di) model. In both models, data
based decisions are made for each individual stud&fith RTI, interventions are put in
place based on the academic performance of therstuahd with PBIS, interventions are
established based on the individual behaviors.rélaee two sides to the figure, showing
academics and behavior separately, but workinghegéo achieve success. The
ultimate goal for both PBIS and RTI is to keep &040of the students at the universal, or
first, level. Itis in this level that the expedteehaviors are taught and constantly
reviewed. Teachers create or are given variog®tesand teach the concepts just as if
they were a content area. It is expected thastingents at this level will receive zero or
one office discipline referral per year. The settavel is the secondary level. Only 5-
10% of the students within the school should batsecond, or secondary level. These
students, who engage in problem behaviors beyoreptable levels, even in the
presence of school-wide PBIS, are provided secgralgyports that include efficient
group-based interventions with increased structareticontingent feedback (e.g.,
Behavior Education Program, check-in/check-out pdoces). (Bradshaw et al., 2008, p.
1)

The third level is the tertiary level. The goaltlis level is an even smaller
number of students (1-5%) who enter schools wighiBtcant skills deficits that do not

respond to school-wide or secondary interventiand, who “will need more intensive
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individualized interventions in order to succeedathool (e.g., function-based behavioral
supports)”. (Bradshaw et al., 2008, p. 1)

According to the lllinois PBIS Network (2008), tleesire four critical elements to
achieve these goals (para. 8). The first elensetdareful acknowledgement,
consideration and achievement of outcomes” (IlBr@BIS Network, 2008, para. 7). For
example, this could be academic achievement oakoempetence. Students, family
members, teachers, and employers value the outcohtessecond element is, “adoption
and sustained use of research-validated practregswricula that maximize
achievement of student and teacher outcomes” (garal he third critical element is to
use a variety of data through all decision-makingcpsses, whether it is with an
individual student, a general or special educatiassroom, a whole building, or at
home. The data includes academic grades, tegssaitendance, and discipline
referrals. The fourth element is the “developnadrgystems (e.g., processes, routines,
working structures, administrative supports) thatreeeded to ensure consideration of
valued outcomes; research validated practicesdatadbased decision-making” (para.
7).

Figure 2 shows the four areas on which PBIS focusedems, data, practices,
and outcomes. These areas ensure that PBIS “emmpbdse creation of systems that
support the adoptions and durable implementatievafence-based practices and
procedures, and fit within ongoing school reforoet$” (lllinois PBIS Network, 2008,
para. 5). All four elements are connected, howdbeee of them, systems, data, and
practices, will hopefully lead to the fourth, outces. The outcomes are “academic and

behavior targets that are endorsed and emphasyzetiidents, families, and educators”
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(llinois PBIS Network, 2008, para. 5). Practicemsist of the “curricula, instruction,
interventions, and strategies that are evidencedid$linois PBIS Network, 2008, para.
5). Data is the “information that is used to idignstatus, need for change, and effects of
interventions” (lllinois PBIS Network, 2008, paf). Systems are the “supports that are
needed to enable the accurate and durable implatr@nbdf the practices of PBS”
(llinois PBIS Network, 2008, para. 5).

Muller (2002) agreed with Epstein, Kutask, and bnmwski (1998) that over the
last few years there has been a great amountesftath focused on the amount of
violence and crime that is continuing to grow witlschools. “Due to increased attention
to behavioral problems, states are taking morencctive role in addressing behavior
through the development of statewide behaviorahites” (Muller, 2002, p. 3).

According to Muscott et al. (2004), “school disaigl continues to be one of the greatest
challenges in education as both educators andulblcrat large continue to identify
problem behavior as one of the most persistentipnabschools face” (p. 3). The
Statewide Behavior Initiatives (SBIs), which wereated due to the increasing concern
with behavior in schools, originated from threentte within educational and science
reform. Muller (2002) described the first trendemsanating from students’ emotional
and behavioral problems which “schools can no lomgeore the personal and
interpersonal domains of students’ lives” (p. Bhe second trend showed that SBIs are
supported by literature, which proves that posibebavioral supports (PBIS) are
effective if implemented correctly. The third tceavidenced is that, “there is increasing

awareness that traditional social service deliveoglels are no longer able to meet the
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needs of youth and families” (p. 3). Basically thiay social services had been
delivering services to children and families weog¢ always fulfilling their needs.
According to the Missouri Department of Elementang Secondary Education
(MODESE, 2001a), “School districts and state Boafdsducation take up ‘zero toler-
ance’ mantras to curb school violence and instdeo in classrooms” (MODESE, 2001a,
p. 3). The idea of zero tolerance is sound, “nstri@gent disciplinary actions against
students who misbehave in or around school prop@t@®DESE, 2001a, p. 3); howev-
er, it becomes a problem with the Individuals witisabilities Education Act of 1997
(IDEA’97). The “Individuals with Disabilities Edwation Act (IDEA) provides specific
rules that are designed to promote increased piaddmehaviors in children and discour-
age educators from simply removing children witbatilities from school” (MODESE,
2001b, p. 4). When it comes to IDEA 97, a zerertance approach has not been an ef-
fective system with either students with disal@Btor students without disabilities, there-
fore needing a new approach. Positive Behavi@rheintions and Support is not a sys-
tem only designed for students with disabiliti@he report showed that, “of the nineteen
states that responded to the PBIS Center’s follpvgurvey, sixteen have addressed all
students, not just students with disabilities” (Myl2002, p. 4). Muller (2002) found
that it is extremely important to teach studentsrapriate behaviors so more effort can
be placed on academics rather than the discipBtedents cannot receive the teaching
attention they deserve if a classroom is disrugtesito disrespectful and inappropriate
student behavior. Learning suffers when teachave ko place their focus on managing
inappropriate classroom behavior rather than tegcacademic content (Muller, 2002).

Eber, Lewis-Palmer, and Pacchiano (2002) statsd th
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PBIS is a process designed to create safer andeffertive schools. This
systems approach is focused on building the capat&chools to teach and
support positive behavior in all students by depelg research-based school-
wide and classroom-specific discipline systems1jp.
Positive Behavior Intervention and Support is afgral term that refers to the
application of positive behavioral interventionglaystems to achieve socially important
behavior change” (MODESE, 2001b, p. 1). Sandorki@tsal. (2007) confirmed that
PBIS is also “based on a problem-solving modelans to prevent inappropriate
behavior through teaching and reinforcing apprdpreehaviors” (p. 1). Very often
teachers and other school staff have the beli¢falhatudents know how to behave and
that all parents teach their children the same @&epebehaviors. This is not always the
scenario. Many teachers expect students to comehtmol with the knowledge to behave
exactly as they wish. The main purpose of thisesyss to teach the expected behaviors,
not to assume the students know what is expediber et al. (2002) concluded, “PBIS is
not a prescribed program but, rather, providesesystfor schools to design, implement,
and evaluate effective school-wide, classroom,stndent specific discipline plans” (p.
1).

Positive Behavior Interventions and Support is alls important system because
it looks at the needs of all students, individualBducators know that not all students
learn the same way; they should not assume thatualents also behave and respond to
discipline in the same manner. According to EBeeen, Rose, Unizycki, and London
(2008), the PBIS wraparound process looks at iddai students based on their needs

and wants. The wraparound is used for the 1%eosthdents with the highest need,
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emotional or behavioral. Wraparound “includes fpeengagement techniques to en-
sure that the design of supports and interveniimec@porate the voice and perspectives
of the family, student, and teacher” (Eber et2008, p. 16). Function-based individual-
ized behavior intervention plans (BIP) have beerdusr special education purposes for
exclusion or restrictive placements. These ardaino a student’s academic plan, but
are based on his or her behavior, providing goBBIS interventions can be implement-
ed prior to these placements (Eber et al., 200@8nALucyshyn, Horner, & Flannery,
1996). According to Eber et al. (2008), PBIS wrapsund individual students based on
their needs and wants. Function-based individedllzehavior intervention plans (BIP)
have been used for special education purposesétusgon or restrictive placements.
PBIS strategies can also be implemented as intBovesnprior to resulting in these
placements. For example, a student may be padmatle an adult within the school to
check in and to check out with them to discus®hiser day with them. Students may
also be put in groups with the social worker to kwon certain behaviors that need to be
addressed (Eber et al., 2008; Albin et al., 1998IS “offers a range of interventions
that are systematically applied to students basater demonstrated level of need, and
addresses the role of the environment as it apfadidevelopment and improvement of
behavior problems” (Sandomierski et al., 2007,)p. 1

Another important reason it is essential to chahgevay schools view discipline
and behavior is because of the number of teachaveng the field of education. Fried-
man (2001) defined burnout as “a work-related sgnd that stems from an individual’s
perception of a significant discrepancy betweearefinput) and reward (output)” (p.

281). Students’ behaviors will often stress alteactherefore causing burnout. Students
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who realize their certain behaviors stress a teaghleactually continue this behavior
over and over (Friedman, 2001; Cohen & Manion, 19&kcording to Cregor (2008),
“discipline issues also affect teacher attritidn.a 2005 national survey of teachers leav-
ing the profession, 44% of teachers, and 39% dilirigualified teachers, cited student
behavior as a reason for leaving” (p. 2). PBISk&en advanced as a way to ensure that
a school’s climate is improved to the point whe@chers want to continue in their re-
sponsibility of educating children for their future

Implementing PBIS is a time consuming and costhcpss. A district may not
have the resources necessary to train staff ay @edool the first year of official imple-
mentation of PBIS. They may have to start by treyrstaff at only a limited number of
schools and add more over time. Another way taratte training of staff is to have a
PBIS coach in each building. The coach can attexiding or workshops and bring the
information to the remaining staff. Schools casoadnlist behavior consultants available
to work with the PBIS coach or team to assist tientealing with specific behavior is-
sues. Teachers begin to rely on each other ankl aga team (Stormont et al., 2008;
Lewis & Newcomer, 2002). There is a text, which easist during the early stages of
PBIS implementation called the School-wide PosiBemavior Support: Implementers’
Blueprint and Self-Assessment, and it “provideseardriendly guide to enhance the effi-
ciency and success of positive behavior suppa@tparticular school or even at a large-
scale expansion such as state- and district-wigdemmentation” (George & Martinez,
2007, p. 1). This guide discusses several fegtud@ish include a leadership team, coor-
dination, funding, visibility, political supportidining capacity, coaching capacity,

demonstrations, and evaluation.
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Rationale for the Positive Behavior Interventions ad Support System

The numbers and types of office discipline referra.

Putnam, Luiselli, Handler, and Jefferson (2003)estahat after rules, rewards,
and consequences are clearly defined, office diseipeferrals (ODR's) could be issued
as a form of discipline. ODRs are written or filleut by the person, which can be any
staff member of the school who witnessed the evantording to Luiselli et al. (2005),
“a referral slip was completed for any student wlitbnot adhere to the school rules,
specifying the behavior and respective conditidosdxample, inside the school, out-
side, or the bus)” (p. 186). Luiselli et al. (208@%ated there are six main behaviors that
typically result in an ODR: fighting, threat or as#, classroom disruption, issues on the
bus, defiance, and vandalism.

ODRs are used to assign students’ consequencaav@nted behavior, but more
importantly can be used as a valuable source affdathe schools. Irvin et al. (2006)
stressed that “more specifically, school staffs es@ information about office discipline
referral matters to assess the status of schoetiysahd behavioral climate and build a
school wide behavior program based on the datal@p. Irvin et al. (2006) also stated
that, “ODR measures appear to be a valuable dataeséor both identifying school wide
patterns of problem behaviors and for monitoringjvidual student interventions” (p.
10). According to these researchers (Irvin et281Q6), there are many types and forms
of ODR’s used in school, however, for them to befuisdepends on the information col-
lected. Irvin et al. (2006) made the point thatiig types of ODR-related information,

such as student name, referring teacher, timeygfaha nature/location of problem be-
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havior, are potentially useful for facilitating deion making regarding school wide
and/or individual student behavior” (p. 10).

Once the referrals are written and collected itnigortant to utilize the infor-
mation appropriately and effectively. School Widiarmation System (SWIS) is a
“web-based computer application for entering, orgag, managing, and reporting ODR
data of use in decision making by teachers, adtnatts's, and other staff’ (Irvin et al.,
2006, p. 12). The ODR data from SWIS can be usedvariety of ways. One is to
make discipline decisions within the school. Thealg school district uses this in every
building. The PBIS team meets at least once almtondetermine what areas need to be
addressed. The PBIS team uses the data to makestemmendations. Another way
the data from SWIS is used is for decision makorgridividual students. Once again
the PBIS teams in the study district use this temeine which students need further in-
dividual interventions and for which students thi&eiventions are being successful (Irvin
et al., 2006; Nakasato, 2000; Putnam, Luiselli, &Hler, 2001; Taylor-Green & Kartub,
2000). Athird way the information can be usefuta “report discipline data to the dis-
trict, state, and/or federal levels; the final ieyo aggregate and interpret ODR data
across schools within and/or across districts &a@gs’ (p. 12). The final way, listed by
Irvin et al. (2006), is to “aggregate and inter@d®R data across schools within and/or
across districts and states” (p. 12). In the stahpool district the internal PBIS coaches
meet once a month where this information is presequarterly.

Within SWIS application, reports of the collectestalare quickly generated.
These reports can be either general or customizkdre are five major or general re-

ports: “(a) ODR per day per month for the wholeasith(b) ODR per type of problem
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behavior, (c) ODR per student, (d) ODR per locatiothe school, and (e) ODR per time
of day” (Irvin et al., 2006, p. 12). These repdrézome very useful when making deci-
sions for the school. In the study school distmetny of the PBIS teams will look at the
data to determine where, when, and why major probleccur. The customized reports
can be created where the person created the &odet the options as to what he or she
wants it to contain. The team can then use dateetate teachable moments, where the
behavior is retaught or incentives are appliedrtprove that area.

The numbers and types of suspensions from schools.

Suspensions are often used as a form of conseqtmmm®blem behaviors as a
last result when all other options, for examplesehool suspensions, after school
detentions, lunch detentions, have been exhau3teere are two main types of
suspensions: in-school suspension and out-of-schu@pension.

In-school suspensions are often used as a tinieto remove students
demonstrating unacceptable behavior in the clagsrddehaviors may range from not
completing homework or getting out of the seatamsthing more drastic, such as
slapping another student. Gootman (1998) poseduhstion, “How can we modify
traditional in-house suspension to be more actiupportive, and effective?” Gootman
suggested that in-school suspension time be usadeashing opportunity and therefore,
“in the process, we can assist them in becomingmesilient to their daily pressures”
(p. 39). To modify in-school suspension “a progra@eds to incorporate three protective
factors that enhance resilience in students: éigakhip with an adult who thinks they're
worthwhile, sensitivity to their feelings, and anse of power and control in their lives”

(Gootman, 1998, p. 39). Gootman (1998) discovératif in-school suspension is used
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as a resource then it can serve the two main fumef immediate intervention and
long-term prevention, thus more student successceun.

In the first function, immediate intervention, tedify the behavior the mentor
adult must first listen to the student. This sgepnportant to build trust and to defuse the
anger the student may bring to in-school suspendi@rotman (1998) stated, “Once the
listening process defuses their anger, we canthelgtudents feel powerful and in
control of their lives” (p. 40). The next stepasuse the problem-solving process.
According to Gootman (1998), it is important foe tstudents to come to the conclusion
by themselves what exact behavior caused the inescluspension. Then the student,
along with the adult, can brainstorm possible sohs that he or she could have used or
can use in the future. Gootman (1998) concludedrtimediate intervention step of
modifying in-school suspension as

the beauty of immediate intervention is that resgafity is placed in the hands

of students; they take ownership of the problewealsas of the solutionThe

modified in-house suspension can create hope atiem in students who are

typically discouraged. (p. 40)

The second function is long-term prevention. is thnction the student has a
long-term relationship with the mentor adult or gogtive resource. According to
Gootman (1998), the adult and student build a sumearelationship outside of in-
school suspension. During this process “afteresttglleave suspension, the supportive
resource periodically touches base with them, dngdio see how they’re doing, encour-
aging them, and redirecting them if they steetludf path” (p. 40). If a new situation

arises, the resource helps the student througprtidem-solving process.
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A second type of suspension is out-of-school suspan According to Skiba and
Sprague (2008), “suspension refers to the relatisiebrt-term removal of students from
school for a disciplinary infraction” (p. 38). ®lk& and Sprague (2008) and Wald and
Losen (2003) stated that zero-tolerance policighenl990s led to an increase in out-of-
school suspensions. However, “in today’s climpta)cipals seem to face a tough choice
between keeping their school safe and ensuringathstudents have continued educa-
tional opportunity” (p. 38). The big question aatiag to Skiba and Sprague (2008) is
“does the removal of troublesome students from aslctezluce disruption and improve
school climate enough to offset the inherent risksducational opportunity and school
bonding?” (p. 38). Research cannot provide a pesanswer to the question. Tobin,
Sugai, and Colvin (1996) and Skiba and Sprague8Pfaind that data actually show
that removing students has a negative effect atestuoutcomes and the climate of the
school. They added that, “students suspendedigréde are more likely to receive of-
fice referrals or suspensions by 8th grade thatesits who had not been suspended,
prompting some researchers to conclude that suspemsy act more as a reward than
as a punishment for some students” (p. 39). Gamttal. (2004), Casella (2001), and
Schiraldi and Ziedenberg (2001) also agreed wigtrésearch that suspending students
does not foster a positive outcome.

Suspending students not only affects what occwigénthe school, but also out-
side. According to Dupper et al. (2009) and Ingk@nd LeBoeuf (1997), suspensions
often lead to discipline problems outside of schowluding dropping out of school.
They further explained this is more problematicAfnican American and Latino stu-

dents. In fact, “African American and Latino statkeare suspended from school at 2.3
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times the rate of white students” (Dupper et 02 p. 7). Skiba, Michael, and Nardo
(2000) found that suspending students actually gu#iem away from education and
into the juvenile court system.

Student behavior in the schools.

Greene (2010), an associate professor in the Dapattof Psychiatry at Harvard
Medical School, met with an assistant principalliscuss the abundance of office disci-
pline referrals, detentions, and suspensions ftaptior school year. Together, they
wanted to develop a plan of action for the upconsicigool year, as the data from the
year before was unacceptable. The assistant paihwias shocked to discover “that 75
percent of those disciplinary referrals, susperssiand detentions were accounted for by
only 20 students in my school” (p. 28).

When going through the problem-solving processotae up with a solution,
Greene (2010) described the spectrum of misbehanialefined these inappropriate be-
haviors, as the “less objectionable end are bemagiach as whining, pouting, sulking,
crying, and withdrawing” (p. 29). These behavicosild be addressed or simply ignored.
Greene (2010) then described the more objectior@dlaviors, which should “set the
stage for a student to be referred into the sctisaipline program, such as screaming,
swearing, hitting, spitting, biting, kicking, thrawg, and destroying” (p. 29). These be-
haviors would receive an intervention but not neaal/ suspension. The most extreme
end of the spectrum would include “behaviors tmatseverely injurious to the student or
others, such as head-banging, cutting, stabbirdyshaoting” (Greene, 2010, p. 29).

When determining the consequences, Greene (2040¥sted focusing on why and
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when the student misbehaved rather than what tigest did that was considered to be
misbehavior.

According to Marzano and Marzano (20@8)d Dunn and Baker (2002), 18% of
students have special needs or underlying circurostathat require more intense
interventions to cope with the behaviors. Wherkiog at behaviors, Marzano and
Marzano (2003) developed the following chart, whilelscribes the categories of high-
needs students and much of the behaviors dematsiraschools, along with
suggestions.

Student academic performance in the schools.

Academic performance and behaviors are often coedbivhen it comes to suc-
cess. According to Skiba and Sprague (2008), sisspes can affect dropout rates, aca-
demic quality, school climate, and standardizedes@ment tests. Davis and Jordan
(1994), Skiba and Rausch (2006), and Skiba andg8prég2008) found that research
shows that, “schools with higher suspension andilsigm rates have lower outcomes on
standardized achievement tests, regardless of sgonevel or student demographics”
(p- 39). Itis apparent through this researchithatcrucial for referrals, detentions, and
suspensions to be minimized in order for all sttslém experience success in school.

In a study conducted by Lassen et al. (2006), pialschools in a low income,
inner-city area were observed over a three-yeaogeDuring this period, PBIS was im-
plemented. The purpose of the study was to anaheeffect of PBIS on office disci-
pline referrals, suspensions, and academic perfacealn the areas of referrals and sus-
pensions, there was a significant reduction. Thdysalso demonstrated that referrals

and suspensions have an effect on academic perfioenthue to the fact that scores on
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standardized tests improved during this periodcodding to Lassen et al. (2006), “in-
structional strategies, student motivation, andesti test-taking skills certainly all play a
role in academic outcomes” (p. 710). However, dkerthree-year period when PBIS
was put in place, standardized test scores in matbased significantly.

In a similar study, Luiselli et al. (2005), selettn urban community with an el-
ementary school consisting of kindergarten throfiftfn grades with a range of 590 to
666 students. It was concluded that office disogpteferrals and suspensions affect aca-
demic achievement. In this particular study, regdiomprehension scores increased by
18% and math by 25%. Luiselli et al. (2005) endgdaying, “our results suggest that
this intervention approach can benefit studen@damic performance” (p. 192).

PBIS has also been aligned with RTI, putting eddh@three tier charts side by
side. According to Mcintosh, Chard, Boland, andnéo (2006) and Lewis and Sugai
(1999), combining behavior and academic systenetheg to create a three-tier model
promotes a school-wide system of interventionsrasdurces, which provides students
with a foundation for success. Mcintosh et alO@0said that combining these models
has a basis of three principles: “(a) providingsalidents with universal interventions, (b)
screening students to determine needed servicggcadelivering a continuum of ser-
vices matched to the level of support indicatedd¢rgening and assessment” (p. 147).

Implementation of the Positive Behavior Interventions and Support System

One publication, Effective Practices (2000), proadofive main steps involved in
implementing PBIS in a school, which are formintgam; establishing need, priorities,
and commitment; drafting a mission statement; dguaty working structures, and

developing maintenance structures. The first séprming a team of teachers and other
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educators from within one building. It is importaa have a team at each building and to
have an administrator involved, or his or her suppAccording to Stormont et al.

(2008), “ideally, the leadership team is made upepfesentatives of the
state/district/program” (p. 19). The team also nwasisist of other staff members “who
know and understand the team purpose and its @sigre This team will operate as the
gatekeeper for more intensive behavioral intenosistiand supports” (MODESE, 2001a,
p. 1). The team must meet at least once a monthc@mmunicate pertinent information
with the rest of the staff. At this monthly meetinhe PBIS team examines the discipline
data to determine what goals should be set to ingpttoe data. They also look at the
discipline data from individual students to deterenwwho might meet the tier two or three
criteria and who needs further individual intervens (Simonsen et al., 2008). Finally,
the team will discuss upcoming celebrations to revpasitive behavior.

The second step in implementing PBIS is to esthbieed, priorities, and
commitment. The PBIS team “conducts a needs siss#d, analyzes the assessment
data, and generates an action plan that includeseaded staff development”
(MODESE, 20014, p. 2). The PBIS team is also srgh of handling regular staff
training on different strategies and sharing infation with any necessary community
members, specifically school board members, parantsother interested parties. Many
states offer local training. According to Simongeml. (2008), “typically, school teams
spend a year attending training events and plarfoinignplementation; then they
implement the planned activities during the secgeat” (p. 35).

The third step is to develop a mission statemehighvis “actually a key

component to effective change” (MODESE, 2001a,)p.The mission statement can be
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used later as a tool for refocusing the school camiy of the school or district’s goals.
In the mission statement, there should be both\bets and academic goals. This can
further be used as a tool when making decisions.

The fourth step in implementing PBIS in a schedbi develop working
structures. An action plan must be developed basdte data and needs assessment.
“Developing an action plan involves describing fstagponsibilities, securing staff
commitment, and detailing activities, resources, schedules for achieving the school’s
behavioral support needs” (MODESE, 2001a, p. 2)e dction plan gives the direction
on where the school or district is going with thgcisions. Everyone within the school
community must understand and agree upon the pMthin the plan, rules must be
clearly defined, and there should be no more thanrtiles. These rules are often called
expectations and consist of be safe, be responsildebe respectful. The publication
Effective Practices (MODESE, 2001a) pointed torthading that many “adults dislike
convoluted regulations and so do young people4)pWhen creating the rules they
should be clear, short, and focus on the positiva. example, instead of saying, “don’t
run in the hallway” it should say, “walk in the lvedy.” The three expectations should
then be displayed in every setting of the schdaksroom, office, hallway, library,
restroom, cafeteria, etc. At each location undehexpectation should be a list of
specific behaviors that should be seen (Simonsah,&008; Safran & Oswald, 2003).

The fifth and final step in implementing PBIS isvdping maintenance struc-
tures, which will set in place a policy to help némcoming students with PBIS. New
students have to be considered when implementing§.PBhe maintenance structure

should incorporate the occurrence of new studemdshaw best to teach them when they
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enter the school district. Within the PBIS pldrere needs to be a system of how stu-
dents are going to be rewarded for the expectedvieis. One idea is a school that is
based on a “money” system. Some schools name“theirey” after the mascot or the
principal. Students earn this money by showing@ygd behavior and can use it to shop
at the school store (MODESE, 2001a). Hosting atqtlg celebration is another way to
reward students who have no referrals, perfechddtece, etc. for a particular quarter.
Students must be praised for remembering the andsxhibiting the expected behav-
iors that were taught (Stormont et al., 2008). Baan will also “monitor office referrals
by grade, teacher, gender, location, student, greldf problem behavior on a monthly
basis” (MODESE, 2001a, p. 4). Throughout the namy process, they may find that a
class, a group of students, or an individual needse attention and a review of the ex-
pected behaviors. In the end, it is an on-goingss to teach the necessary skills.

Teacher attitudes and perceptions of PBIS.

Lindsey (2008) from the University of Illinois arhana-Champaign conducted a
study using innovations diffusion to PBIS to deter@whether or not PBIS is accepted
and used. Lindsey (2008) and Rogers (2003) suraethmnovations diffusion as a pro-
cess of looking at new initiatives to see how thsteamers of clients view it. They stated
that there are five characteristics that play apartant role in this process: relative ad-
vantage, compatibility, complexity, trial-abilitgnd observe-ability. The first characteris-
tic, relative advantage, “refers to the extent tocl an idea is viewed as better than what
is currently being used” (Lindsey, 2008, p. 5).eTRsearchers (Lindsey, 2008; Rogers,
2003) described the next characteristic, compdétipds to how it is viewed in relation to

current norms, values, beliefs, or experiencesn@exity, the third characteristic, is the
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degree of difficulty linked with a new idea. Thaufth characteristic, trial ability, was
described by Lindsey (2008) who stated that i&‘term coined to refer to how easily a
new idea can be piloted on a small scale to determvhether it would be beneficial to
adopt on a larger basis” (p. 5). The final chagastic, observe-ability, refers to how ob-
vious the benefits are to the potential uses femtw initiative (Lindsey, 2008; Rogers,
2003).

Lindsey (2008) used these five characteristichénstudy through the process of
innovations diffusion to determine how PBIS is gived. Lindsey studied four elemen-
tary schools, which were implementing PBIS. Theosts are identified as school A, B,
C, and D.

Table 1

School Demographics

School A School B School C School D District

Total Enrollment 326 400 322 637 6752
White 51 57 59 63 63
African-American 48 42 40 36 36
Hispanic <1 .01 <1 <1 <1
Asian/Pacific Islander <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Native Americal 0 <1 <1 <1 <1
Low-income 74 60 49 49 42
Limited English Proficient <1 <1 0 0 <1
Chronic Truancy 6 2 3 3 8
Mobility 40 29 20 20 28
Attendance 93 92 94 94 91
Students that met or exceeded 46 50 61 55 56

state learning standards

Source: Lindsey, B. (2008). Looking at PositivehBeior Interventions and Supports Through the Lafns
Innovations Diffusion (p. 6).
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Within these four schools, Lindsey (2008) inteweel 22 participants. The par-
ticipants consisted of seven teachers, four praisjdour social workers, four regional
and state PBIS consultants, two central office a@trators, and one district PBIS coor-
dinator. The results were summarized under eathedive characteristics of innova-
tions diffusion. Under compatibility Lindsey (200@scovered that:

each of the 22 participants expressed agreemdrththaalues and beliefs associ-

ated with PBIS fit well with their educational barkund, teaching philosophies,

and vision of what schools should be. The PBISaltant was quoted as saying

“the minute | saw the information of PBIS, | waddsolt is what | think schools

ought to be doing, where you focus on the positi{e.8)

Under the next characteristics, observe-abilitpdisey (2008) discovered that 95% of the
participants said that analyzing office disciplme¢erral data was an effective way to de-
termine whether or not the school was experiensuggess with PBIS. The social work-
er from school D said, “I like being able to lodkilae data and see the progress that we
make from year to year. When you have that daa,can really see wow, this year our
referrals are down” (p. 9). Under relative advgeté80% of the participants perceived
PBIS as “an improvement over approaches they had pieviously” (Lindsey, 2008, p.
9). The district administrator from Lindsey’s syudistrict stated that:

before we started PBIS, most of our schools pug kidn-school suspension or

put them out of school if they behaved inapprophat Our district has come a

long way in bringing about a culture of understaigdihat we have to nurture

children and teach them what is expected at scfi@0ol0)
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Complexity, the next characteristic, was evidenewthe researcher found that 80% of
the participants believed that the behavior managemwoncepts within PBIS were too
difficult and complex to implement as a whole sdhdone teacher from school A noted
that, “we need more consistency amongst teachéishws a very hard thing to ap-
proach” (Lindsey, 2008, p. 10). Lindsey found t#h the final characteristic, trial-
ability, 90% of the participants believed that thmeversal level must be fully implement-
ed before an attempt was made to implement thendacy level, meaning a series of
steps must be taken to be successful. A PBIS @ansunade the following statement:
It is not easy to devote the time to do PBIS. Waue to set up a data system and
revise your office discipline referral form. Ybave to get everybody on the
same page with definitions of behavior. You havgdt someone to enter data,
look at it, come up with interventions, actually@at and implement them, and
then look at it again. This isn’t an easy prodedsegin because there are many
things that must be done before you even get dtappe 12)
Lindsey (2008) concluded, “PBIS is an educationabivation that shows great promise
for increasing students’ socially appropriate betwavat school” (p. 13). The researcher
concluded that the process of innovation diffusgplains the strengths and weaknesses
of PBIS and why some schools have experienced ssiee®l others have had difficulties.
Parent attitudes and perceptions towards PBIS.
Several researchers found four major barriers gagimg families with their
schools (Muscott et al., 2008; Nogera, 1999; EspteSanders, 2006). These barriers
include “(a) one-side power relationships betweshosls and families, (b) inadequate

teacher preparation regarding establishing andsuisg relationships with parents; (c)
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limited time and material resources for engagingpis; and (d) pressure from under
resourced national and state accountability meas(pe7-8). Most parents know they
need to be a part of their child’s education, dr&ytwant to be involved; however, they
sometimes are unable either due to lack of undedstg, lack of courage, or because of
circumstances involving their work and personal.lif

Muscott et al. (2008) identified a variety of ségies or supports for schools to
help parents become engaged. The first strategyved enhancing parents’ basic skills.
The second was to improve communication, both fsochool to home and home to
school. The third strategy was to create parehinteer opportunities. Muscott et al.’s
(2008) fourth strategy was to “teach families hovstipport students’ academic progress
by exposing them to new academic and behavior nbate skills” (p. 9). The fifth
strategy was to have families involved in the decisnaking process of the school. Fi-
nally, the school must utilize resources within toenmunity (Muscott et al., 2008).

Muscott et al. (2008) determined that a major redspodisengagement of parents
from schools where their children are in attendaneg be due to their own history in-
volving an unsatisfactory school experience orrtbein school failure. The parent and
the child may not have developed an effective waykelationship, parents may be deal-
ing with other problems within their lives, or theay have had a previously unpleasant,
unsatisfying experience when becoming involvechandchools. With these families
more PBIS interventions may be necessary. It rakg & variety of strategies with more
than one attempt. There are families who expeegmneat success when they begin to
understand PBIS and also implement it at home.ekample, Muscott et al. (2008)

guoted a parent saying “before getting involvechwiite PBIS program, | found myself
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yelling, fighting and having no patience with myatwaughters...one big improvement is
that | am not always yelling and losing my patieaod we have more bonding times to-
gether” (p. 10). Muscott et al. (2008) along wiikenan (2004) found “schools that op-
erate with an approach that is expanded, proaciwe organized along a continuum of
intensifying parent support and engagement, howeavemore likely to experience mu-
tually beneficial outcomes associated with famiiol partnerships” (p. 10).

How the PBIS team process operates.

The team is an essential component of the PBI@msysScott et al. (2007) found
in their research that even though a system likiSR8in place, and operating success-
fully, “some students continue to experience faluRecognizing this, we (educators)
must be prepared to address the needs of thesnstuthrough more individualized and
intensive levels of behavioral support” (para. B)is because of these students that a
team may need to be developed to focus on an oheavistudent, which may consist of
PBIS facilitator, teachers, administrators, parefasily members, community members,
and the student. The team will develop a plan witlividual students who receive a
great amount of office discipline referrals. Kimtand Dunlap (2007) agreed that the
team is important for “those students whose behgriablems have been occurring for
some time, are evident in multiple settings, arebent substantial obstacles to the stu-
dent’s opportunities for learning, friendship, andlity of life” (para. 1).

PBIS has a level system in handling referralstuflent who receives zero to
three office discipline referrals is assigned t® timiversal or green level. These students
are obviously following all the expected behaviogudents with three to five discipli-

nary office referrals are assigned to the yellowaerondary level. PBIS is implemented
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at this level. Students at this secondary or yelevel are taught the necessary expected
behaviors again and are open to additional interves in order to avoid reaching the red
level. The red or tertiary level is the last levAlk this level students have received more
than five office disciplinary referrals. Studeatghis level are reminded of their behav-
ior plan and presented with individualized intertvems, which are developed by the
PBIS team. (Stormont et al., 2008; Horner & Sug@f5; Lewis, Newcomer, Turssell, &
Richter, 2006; Sugai, Hormer, Lewis, & Cheney, 2002

The first step, “initial conversations, is wherenfhes and teachers have an op-
portunity to share their perspectives about thede with the student, strengths of team
members (including the student) and needs they tharteam to address” (Eber, 2001, p.
6). The plan has to meet the needs of the studéntst, it will not be something they
want to follow, and will not be successful. Wheteam is formed for a particular stu-
dent, many people will be involved. It is ideahtlthe student’s teacher, parents, other
school staff members, and any other influentialgpeovolved in the student’s life are
members of the team. Creating a team is a “talhbklps create the ownership and
clarity about behavior change that is needed taorgoutcomes for these students, and
their families and teachers” (Eber, 2001, p. 6).

Having teams in place for secondary, and/or tertevel students will lead to an
effective PBIS program. Not only will the progrdia successful, but the students and
teachers will also be successful. With expectdthbiers being taught and reinforced,
there should be fewer disruptions this will leadrtore learning taking place in the

classroom.
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How PBIS interventions are accomplished.

Todd, Campbell, Meyer, and Horner (2008) and Neksad Carr (1996) advanced
their position that one of the key parts of PBI®igdentify targeted behaviors and de-
velop an intervention to correct that behaviorarfjeted interventions may include strat-
egies such as social skills training, check in-&hma systems, First Step to Success,
peer mentors, or homework clubs” (Todd et al., 2@08). Other interventions can and
do exist. The idea is that the intervention isvitilalized for each student based on the
targeted behavior that needs to be corrected.géfad interventions are designed to pro-
vide efficient behavior support for students at v§ more intense problem behavior.
Three elements have been identified as key totefeetargeted interventions: organiza-
tional systems, interventions practices, and ds¢d (Todd et al., 2008, p. 1).

According to Todd et al. (2008), Chafouleas, Riléjman, and McDougal
(2002), and Crone, Horner, and Hawken (2003), driikesomost widely used
interventions is the check in-check out (CICO) aggh. Each student who is identified
is given an adult who checks in with him or heth&t beginning of the day, and then
checks out with him or her at the end of the dalyaip improve a particular behavior. A
student’s CICO adult does not necessarily havesta teacher in the building. Itis
important to utilize all adults in the building ftris process. The student should feel
comfortable and able to talk to the adult that hehe is assigned to. Each student is
given a form similar to a report card which is lthea behaviors rather than academic
grades. The adult then gives the student feedtwatke report card throughout the day.
The adult who oversees the student uses this foteat discussions regarding areas that

need to improve (Todd et al., 2008). Accordingadd et al. (2008):
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depending on the structure of the behavior repand,dt can provide (a) structure

and prompts that students need through the dagd{ld} written feedback

through the day, (c) visual reminders of persomwallg for the day, (d) data

collection, and (e) communication between adultchbol and home. (p. 2)

In the state of lllinois, where this study was coctgd, nearly 200 schools have
received training in a PBIS project, and 185 ameenuly participating. Eber et al. (2002)
noted that there are 14 schools (who) voluntadiypleted school profiles from a group
of 30 schools selected by regional coordinatorschsols representing a cross-section of
PBIS schools in their region. The 14 schools idetlinine elementary, four middle, and
one high school. Seven schools were urban, two swdyarban, and four schools were
rural. Almost half (48.4%) of the schools’ studergceived free and reduced lunches,
and about half (49.2%) of the schools’ studentsveéminority status (p. 3).

The schools were asked to report the number geldf/interventions
implemented along the continuum of support. Withi& 14 schools, 49 interventions
were reported. Eighty to ninety percent of thelshis fell into the 33 universal
strategies within the green level. There were % 15 the yellow level, which had 11
targeted group strategies. The red level congistirbetween 1 and 5% of the students
utilized five targeted individual strategies.

The schools were also asked to report the leviehpéct from the interventions.
The survey administered consisted of ratings uaisgx-point Likert type scale. Staff for
participation ranked 46 of the 49 interventionsvemty-seven of the 46 evidenced
participation levels of 90-100%; 10 interventioesarded 80-90% participation; five

registered 70-80%; one showed 60-70%; and threevienitions showed less than 50%
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staff participation (Eber et al., 2002; Eber, R8Ithreiber, 1996; Sugai & Horner, 1999;
Sugai, Sprague, Horner, & Walker, 2000).

The schools were also asked to report the leviehpéct on student behaviors
from the interventions. The survey was done wilixgpoint Likert Scale. The results
showed that 14% of the interventions were judgeubige a very high impact, 20% had a
high impact, 11% had a medium impact, 2% had aitopact, 0% had a very low
impact, and only 1% had an impact response of né&iifey percent of the interventions
were rated very high or high in level of impact éElt al., 2002; Eber et al., 1996; Sugai
& Horner, 1999; Sugai et al., 2000).

The number of office discipline referrals decreaseth .84 to .68 per 100
students per day. The number of students assigneeschool suspension decreased,
after implementation of PBIS, from .42 to .28 p80 ktudents each day. Additionally,
the number of students subject to out-of-schogbension decreased from .26 to .18 per
100 students each day (Eber et al., 2002; Ebdr, di996; Sugai & Horner, 1999; Sugai
et al., 2000).

The middle schools reported a 71% reduction imtaber of students receiving
five or more in-school suspensions, and 10 or nmesehool suspensions and a 33%
reduction in the number of students receiving duohool suspension. The urban
elementary schools reported a reduction of 47%ubbbschool suspensions (Eber et al.,
2002; Eber et al., 1996; Sugai & Horner, 1999; $atal., 2000).

There are currently more than 7,000 schools naiaenthat implement PBIS.
According to Cregor (2008), schools that effectmetlplement PBIS see the following

results:
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1. reduced office referral rates of up to 50% per year

2. improved attendance and school engagement;

3. improved academic achievement;

4. reduced dropout rates;

5. reduced delinquency in later years;

6. improved school atmosphere; and

7. reduced referrals to special education (p. 2).

Measuring the Success of PBIS

Since many schools across the country are noweimghting PBIS, it is
extremely important to use a variety of methodsi&asure the effectiveness of the
system within those schools. If the overall calesisy of implementation and the
effectiveness of PBIS is going to be accuratelgaheined, Cohen et al. (2007)
acknowledged possible problems associated witimtilreasing number of schools which
are using PBIS in order to develop coherence arhomgcalculations are completed for
discipline referral rates, suspension rates, apdrte concerning staff satisfaction with
the system.

Currently, there is only one widely used tool thregasures how well PBIS is
implemented in a school. This is known as the 8kkidide Evaluation Tool (SET).
This tool consists of 28 items that are collectg@bservations and interview questions
(Cohen et al., 2007; Horner et al., 2004). Th&@8s are divided into “seven subscales:
Expectations Defined, Behavioral Expectations Tau@h-Going System for Rewarding
Behavioral Expectations, System for Respondingaba®ioral Violations, Monitoring

and Decision-Making, Management, and District-Lesepport” (Cohen et al., 2007, p.
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204). The person who conducts the SET is nornaafigrson not in the building. In

most cases he or she is an administrator fromigiteat’s central office. He or she
requires an average of six to eight hours of trgnilt also takes an average of four to six
hours to score the SET for each individual buildifdne SET questions and observations
are conducted in the specific school and the teackidents, administrators, and other
support staff are used (Cohen et al., 2007; Haghat., 2004).

Schools should be able to conduct their own assa&ssof PBIS implementation
and should be able to conduct their own assessohé&1S implementation and
effectiveness in order to determine strengths aadis1when it becomes difficult to enlist
an outside person to conduct an on-site assessrmkate are more and more schools
implementing PBIS, all needing to be assesseds d¢s8essment is known as the School-
wide Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ). The BoQ is d-saling scale that measures the
schools' strengths and weaknesses (Cohen et @¥; B@rner et al., 2004). Cohen et al.
(2007) made a point for the BoQ as an on-goingasdessment tool:

The BoQ was designed in three stages describeddbeihel (1974): qualitative

pilot (development of instrument content), scaleadi@ment pilot (development

of the scale structure), and main survey (develaproka context for the

instrument within a conceptual network or the talisy and validity of the

instrument). (p. 204).

According to Cohen et al. (2007) and Horner e(2004), the BoQ is a rating
scale consisting of 53 items. The items are sépaiato 10 sub-scales, which include
PBIS team, faculty commitment, effective disciplpr@cedures, data entry, expectations

and rules, reward system, lesson plans, implementgptans, crisis plans, and
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evaluation. “This instrument was developed adfaesaluation tool to allow school
teams to review their progress toward implementiitical elements of PBIS that are
presented during training” (Cohen et al., 2002@31). Basically, the BoQ allows the
individual school’s PBIS team to assess its prageesl identify areas that are working,
and other areas that may need more work.

According to Kincaid, Childs, Blase, and Walla2@@7) and Cohen et al. (2005),
there are four different items to evaluate aftefd°Bas been implemented for at least two
years. The four items are as follows: evaluateranised training curricula on a yearly
basis; measure the fidelity of implementation wiite School-Wide Evaluation Tool,
gather academic and behavior outcome data froncipating schools; and identify
critical barriers and facilitators to implementatiof PBIS at the school level.

Dealing with challenges presented by the implemenrtian of PBIS

Mitchem and Richards (2003) and Howley (1991) fotirat one problem with
implementing PBIS in a school is funding. Manyaidschools are having difficulties
enough implementing the federally mandated chamgash less PBIS. Even when the
funds are not available, the need for PBIS stiétsx Many school districts must develop
creative ways to fund the PBIS efforts. Anotheatydem or concern with implementation
of PBIS lies with the belief that, “year after yetlreir (teacher) staff development has
amounted to little more than a disparate set oftdelarning activities with few
demonstrable results other than participants’ magrftustration” (Mitchem & Richards,
2003, p. 102). The staff development is more fedusn the current mandates that could
and often do change within the following years.tdiem and Richards (2003) supported

the earlier findings of Guskey and Sparks (1996) thost of the staff development
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activities taking place in schools were without fgarpose, not based on identified
learning outcomes, and certainly not resulting fitbmnexpressed needs of teachers.
Even more dramatic was their finding that the mgjaf staff development offerings
were based only on addressing the perceived needugftional institutions to provide a
dramatic strategy or program, which would ensughéi achievement scores on
standardized tests.

Engagement of families is crucial to effective lempentation of PBIS in schools,
which is not easily accomplished. Several reseasc{Public Agenda, 1999) verified,
through a national survey of parents and publiostteachers, a commonly held belief
that most parents believed their children’s teaxkesre accessible to them and that they
cared about their children. Thus, parents wereerhkely to compliment than criticize
their children’s teachers. However, when parergsevplaced in a decision-making
situation involving their children they felt verpeaomfortable particularly when the
situation involved a leadership role. The survisp dound that most teachers were
uncomfortable with parents being in leadershipgeWhin their schools (Muscott et al.,
2008).

Muscott et al. (2008), Boulter (2004), Public Adar(1999), and Sheldon (2003)
agreed that there were five major barriers prewgriiamilies from involvement in
schools. One recognizable barrier existed indlk bf comfort many parents experience
if they have a concern to voice in the school. pbeer then resides in the school by
default, since many parents will not come forth thuéear of being regarded as negative.
Some call this a power struggle and ask that sshaad parents strive to work together

as one unit. Another important, but often unrecogph barrier lies with the
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unpreparedness of many teachers to establish amtiamaelationships with the parents
of their students. Muscott et al. (2008) pointsthat “relationship building is enhanced
when schools use family-centered practices thaeighe uniqueness and personal
circumstances of all families, including those wWtave children with disabilities” (p. 9).
Time and materials pose another barrier to a fasghool connection since everyone is
busy and scheduling mutually available meeting $irwen be difficult if not impossible.
Another barrier arises from the emphasis in thenain accountability. Because
schools are held accountable for student performancstandardized testing the
curriculum has been focused on covering what maynbnese tests. Frequently,
schoolteachers and administrators are singuladyded on meeting educational
standards and this can interfere with taking thmetio establish relationships. The
researchers emphasized the importance of undenstaiiit many teachers and
administrators in the schools do not originate fitbsame backgrounds as the families
of the children in their classrooms. Finally, Mageet al. (2008) indicated that “teachers’
and administrators’ attitudes about parent engageare often shaped by the cultural
filter of white, middle-class values, assumpticas] experiences and do not align with
those of some families and the neighborhood” (p.\8hen these five barriers are not
successfully addressed within a school, it is whjikhat families will feel connected and
therefore not support decisions that are made.

Interventions and Support System

Filter et al. (2007) and, Hawken and Horner (2a08gther found that one popu-
lar secondary intervention is the Check in/Chedk(GUCO) program. According to Fil-

ter et al. (2007), “the CICO program... is a resedrabed intervention that addresses the
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secondary level of support for students who doregpond to primary prevention, but do
not demonstrate dangerous patterns of problem bmhgp. 70). They describe the four
goals of the CICO program as focused on prompeegllback from adults for proper be-
havior, increased feedback from the adults in @alchAbout behavior, making structure a
strong focus of each student’s school day, andwg parents fully in understanding
their children’s behavior. Filter et al. (2007 )dadorner, Surgai, Todd, and Lewis-Palmer
(2005), described the CICO program as designesitiments to individually begin their
day by checking in with an adult and ending thaiy 8y checking out with that adult.
The purpose for checking in and out is to assesstihdent and the adult to build a rela-
tionship that promotes conversation. Both shoel@lble to discuss the days’ activities at
the check in; then, at the check out, discuss @ty went. The students in this pro-
gram also have a checklist for either the teachénestudents to complete throughout
the day, which serves as a continuous monitorttatesnt behaviors. Along with the
CICO program, Todd et al. (2008), Crone et al. @0&nd Hawken and Horner (2003)
described social skills training, peer mentors, lamehework clubs as interventions for
those students who may need additional resourbes titan those at the primary level.

Summary of Research

This review of the literature intended to show tiadlitional methods of educat-
ing students both academically and behaviorally natybe as effective as in past years.
More and more young people in schools are ententagdisciplinary situations resulting
in suspensions and even expulsion from schoolpasdibly experiencing trouble with
the law. A behavior management program titled P8/Sem has evolved as a different

set of strategies based on focusing both educatmstudents on teaching expected be-
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haviors which may reduce office discipline refesrahd school suspension thus keeping
students in class to receive the education thegrdes

The literature review constitutes an important pathis study, which was con-
ducted to answer the questions “Does PBIS effdgtnegluce the number of office disci-
pline referrals and the severity of behavior witthiese referrals?” and “How has PBIS
been effective in promoting a positive learningiemvment for students and teachers and
increasing scores on standardized tests?” Thaystas also intended to show the con-
sistency of the implementation of PBIS, reductibéoflice discipline referrals and sus-
pensions, its impact on teacher attitudes and mopalrent and teacher perceptions of the
effects of PBIS, and the challenges of implemen®BgdS, all of which were reviewed in
Chapter 2. The methodology of this study is désdtiin the next section, Chapter 3 -

Methodology.
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Chapter 3 — Methodology

Research Overview

The purpose of this study was to determine thecedfeness of the Positive
Behavior Interventions System (PBIS) in one scluistrict. It focused on determining
the fidelity of and consistency in implementatidrP®1S in the school district, the ef-
fects of PBIS in reducing the numbers and sericsnéoffice referrals for discipline
and suspensions from school, student academicvarhent based on the results of
standardized testing, teacher attitudes towardamphtation of PBIS, teacher morale
since inception of PBIS, and parent perceptiorth@feffectiveness of PBIS in promoting
positive student behavior.

Rationale for the Study

The rationale for this study developed when theassher was unable to find
within her school system a formal evaluation of ¢fffectiveness of the Positive Behavior
Interventions Support (PBIS) system in reducingrthmber of office discipline referrals
and the seriousness of office discipline referr&bke could not locate quantitative data
showing the numbers of office discipline referrdifg seriousness of these referrals, and
changes in student achievement measured by stanelhtdsting. Finally, there was no
evidence of qualitative data addressing the peimepbf staff members regarding the

effects of PBIS in promoting a positive learninyieonment.



PBIS 59

Research Hypotheses

Null hypothesis (Hol) — There is not a measuralfferdnce in the number of of-
fice discipline referrals during the four yearscenmplementation of the Positive Behav-
ior Interventions and Support System (PBIS) andstiieol year preceding implementa-
tion.

Null hypothesis (Ho2) — There is not a measurdiference in the type of office
discipline referrals during the four years sincglementation of the Positive Behavior
Interventions and Support System (PBIS) and thedafear preceding implementation.

Null hypothesis (Ho3) — There is not a measurdifference in student academic
achievement based on standardized testing durenfptir years since implementation of
the Positive Behavior Interventions and Support&ygPBIS) and the school year pre-
ceding implementation.

Null hypothesis (Ho4) — Teachers within the stediiool district do not believe,
as measured through a teacher survey, that implatremof the Positive Behavior In-
terventions and Support System (PBIS) is positiadigcting school climate.

Research Questions

The following questions were addressed in thisystud

1. How has implementation of PBIS been effective olue@ng the numbers

of office discipline referrals and the seriousnaiskehavior within these
referrals?

2. How has implementation of PBIS been effective olue@ng the number

of student suspensions within the school district?

3. How can faithfulness and consistency of implemeoradf PBIS in the
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district be described?

4. How can teacher attitudes towards the implemematidghe PBIS pro
gram be described?

5. How do teachers in different grade levels perctieceffectiveness of the
PBIS program within the district?

6. How has teacher morale been affected through imgi¢stion of the
PBIS program?

7. How has implementation of the PBIS program affegaent perceptions

of student behavior within the school district?

8. What do teachers and parents perceive as majoesses of the PBIS
program?
9. What do teachers and parents perceive as the ot@gtienges associated

with the PBIS program?

The study employed both quantitative and qualitatesearch methods to collect
research data. The quantitative research desugivied tallying, recording, and compar-
ing the numbers and types of office discipline mefls and state standardized test scores
from one year to another. Qualitative data wetkected through written surveys, inter-
views, and observations of participants in the wtuslurveys were conducted with all
teachers and principals within the district foll@ny a written survey of parents from
one of the school buildings within the districtbs@rvations were conducted within one
school building of teachers as they practiced tirecyples within PBIS. Those teachers

observed were also interviewed.
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Participants and Setting

During the 2010-2011 school year the study schsttict’s population reached
4,237 students within 10 schools. All schools tigal for federal Title 1 services for
remedial instructions and one school was spediicisignated for full federal
assistance for improvement. School population884% African-American, 10.0%
Caucasian, .9% Hispanic, and .6% all other ra€¥ghe students 90.2% of them were
classified as low-income and 20% of students reckspecial education services. The
district’s attendance rate was 90.3% with 23.2%hefdistrict’s families with school-age
children were classified as mobile, meaning theyerfoom home to home, school to
school, or district to district. The rate of chiotruancy was 7% and the high school
dropout rate was 2.4%. There was a 20.1 to 1 studdeacher ratio at the elementary
level and 17.3 to 1 student to teacher ratio asdwndary level. There was one
administrator for every 164 students. The follogviable, Table 2, shows a trend of the
demographics of the study district for the yeaopto implementation of PBIS and years
following.
Table 2

Demographics Before and After PBIS Implementation

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011

Total Enroliment 4,326 4,168 4,233 4,359 4,237
White (%) 9.6 8.9 11.8 9.8 10.0
Black (%) 89.5 90.3 86.8 88.7 88.4
Hispanic (%) 0.8 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.9
Asian Pacific Islander (%) 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 0.0
Native Indian (% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Two or More Races (%) 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.6
Low-Income (%) 86.6 79.8 82.7 89.7 90.2

Source: lllinois School Report Card
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Three hundred sixty students within the same eh¢ang school participated in
the observation part of this study during the 2@0Q4 school year. In this school, 83%
of students qualified for free or reduced lunclutkermore, 87% were African-
Americans, 11% were Caucasian, 1% were Hispantt, ¥ were Asian. The elemen-
tary school consisted of grades 1-8 and two spediatation classrooms. In addition to
the students’ participation, their parents were alsrveyed. In this building teachers
were surveyed, observed, and interviewed.

PBIS is a mandatory program in all school distogildings. It has recently been
implemented at the high school level but has baby implemented at the elementary
level for four years. The program consists of ereernal PBIS coach located at the
Board of Education building and one internal PBdé&ah in each school building. The
internal coaches are volunteers. The researclsebden the internal coach in her build-
ing for the last three years.

Procedures

The researcher surveyed teachers and principalsaildings within the school
district to determine their understanding of thd¥Brogram and their perceptions of its
effectiveness in reducing the amount and seriogsofesffice discipline referrals. Each
survey statement was followed by an open-endediquessking the respondent to pro-
vide evidence of understanding and how a partiadarponent of PBIS was helpful to
the school (see Appendices A and B). The reseaictegviewed teachers within one
building were also interviewed to determine theiderstanding of the PBIS program and
their perceptions of its effectiveness (see Appe)i The researcher observed both

students and teachers for an hour in their classm@ad in the cafeteria in one building as
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they operated within the PBIS program (see AppeBdixThe researcher also surveyed
the parents of students involved in the PBIS pnmgrathin one school to determine their
understanding of the program and their perceptdiis effectiveness in improving
school climate (see Appendix E).

The researcher used data beginning with the irarept PBIS in the elementary
schools for four years and the high school for yeer prior to the beginning of the study.
All disciplinary referrals were totaled, then cateéged and numbered by type. Thus, the
researcher focused on discipline referral data fitee2007-2008 through the 2010-2011
school year. Office discipline referral data fréme 2006-2007 school year were gath-
ered to provide a base for comparing the changemmbers and seriousness of office
discipline referrals with each year when the PBi&pam was implemented. Statistical
significance of change was determined for each s#&e inception of PBIS with the
base year using a two-sample t-test.

Development of the Instrument

Teacher and parent surveys contained statemerntsasutexpected student
behaviors are taught directly” and “expected sttithehaviors are rewarded regularly,”
asking for the respondent to indicate their peioegtof agreement with the concept of
PBIS causing a positive school environment usihgeart scale: strongly disagree —
disagree — neither agree nor disagree — agreengbgragree (See Appendices A and E).
Each survey statement was followed by an open-eqdestion asking for the teacher or
parent to explain their understanding of the stat@mand the reason(s) for their ranking.
Survey results were characterized as positiver(gtyoagree and agree) or negative

(strongly disagree and disagree) based on thetlskate. Surveys of teachers and
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principals were separated from surveys for pareflissurvey results were statistically
reported based on the frequencies to determindismmce of the ratings relative to
acceptance of the respective hypotheses. All regsoto the open-ended questions
contained on the teacher and parent surveys weoeded, classified, and reported by the
researcher as part of the study.

Quantitative Measures

The researcher totaled number of office disciptaferrals and then categorized
according to seriousness of behavior describedandferral by using the district hand-
book. This was done first for the base year 200@87/2efore the implementation of
PBIS in the elementary schools and then for eacheo$ucceeding four years. On the
high school level, the base year was 2009-2010rbe¢fi@ implementation of PBIS in the
high school and then during the 2010-2011 schoat. yBrior to the implementation of
the PBIS program, the study district used a comghased Microsoft Excel program to
collect and organize office discipline referralalaSince the implementation of the PBIS
program the study district has employed the Schdde Information System (SWIS)
data-based system to collect office disciplinenrafedata. Reports can be created from
SWIS based on the name of the teacher, typesafats, time of day referrals occurred,
number of suspensions, and the names of indivstudients. The researcher used the
newer system to create reports based on the nuembleypes of office discipline refer-
rals prior to determining statistical significarafeany change. She also used the data
collected to record the number of suspensions decbin the year(s) prior to implemen-
tation of the PBIS program and the year(s) follgguimplementation. Standardized test

scores from the base year (2006-2007) were ave@aybthen compared with scores
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from each of the years after implementation ofRB&S program to determine signifi-
cance of change in the scores. In each case desiwp-sample datatest was em-
ployed.

Table 4 shows that the number of office refernatseased from year 1 to year 2
by 57 referrals and continued to increase eachfgdawing implementation of PBIS.
The researcher determined that this increase foenstudy schools’ focus on
documentation of problem behaviors within the PByStem. The researcher also noted
a dramatic increase in office referrals during year. It was in this school year that the
district was faced with restructuring for many stnts from a middle school to
elementary school environment, kindergarten thraeighth grade, with a different
administrator and a much different structure. Setndents found the adjustment
difficult, which may have contributed to behavigoplems eliciting office discipline
referrals. The researcher also noted that in y¢here was zero number of students
listed as being involved in PBIS. In years 2,18] & the number of students with office
referrals was less than half of the total enrolltndn year 4, which was the year of
school district restructuring, there was a dramaticease in office referrals from 359 to
1078.

Table 3

Discipline Data

Yearl Year?2 Year3 Year4d Year5

Number of office referra 289 34¢ 359 1078 434
Number of students referred to the of 94 142 156 245 141

Number of teachers who wrote the refel NA 35 39 56 33
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Total number of students involved in PBIS 0 32t 320 363 36E

To evaluate the second null hypothesis, which dttitet there is not a measurable
difference in the types of office discipline refds during the four years since
implementation of the Positive Behavior Interveni@nd Support System (PBIS) and
the school year preceding implementation, it wasessary to use the Microsoft Excel
spread sheet from the 2006-2007 school year an8WIS data for the following four
school years. In Table 4 and continued into Tabkle researcher disaggregated the
referrals by the type of referral based on spepifablem behaviors.

Table 4 shows how the researcher categorizedfatrads into 20 specific areas.
There is consistency during the five years of thesin greater numbers of referrals for
disrespect, defiance of authority, disruption, phgsical aggression. The majority of
referrals appears to be consistent over the fiaesym the areas of excessive tardies,
threatening behaviors, technology violations, gaffiiation displays, and possession or
use of drugs. The researcher noted that accotditiee listed referrals in the tables there
were no fights occurring between or among studieots 2006 to 2010. However, in the
next year (including 2011), there were 103 referfaf fighting. An investigation
disclosed that previous to 2011 student fighting wecorded as physical aggression. The
researcher confirmed this change in reporting teotogy by reviewing the larger

numbers of referrals for physical aggression regabftom 2006 to 2011.
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Table 4

Number of Referrals by Problem Behavior

Year Disre- Disruption Excessive Steal- Threaten- Weapons Physical Technolo-  Ly- Property Harass-
spect/defia Tardies ing/forgery ing Aggressiongy Viola- ing/Cheati Damage/ ment/bully
nce/insubo /theft tion ng Vandalism ing
rdination/n

on-

compli-

ance
2006-2007 113 102 1 1 1 3 68 0 0 0 0
2007-2008 155 4 0 10 0 3 100 1 4 7 18
2008-2009 150 44 0 9 0 1 95 0 2 6 11
2009-2010 492 88 0 10 0 1 220 0 8 10 39
2010-2011 158 41 0 2 0 5 11 1 7 0 16
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Number of Referrals by Problem Behavior (continued)

Year Abusive Gang Inappro-Inappro-Use/posdse/possFighting Un- Other  Total

(Contin- lan-  affilia- priate priate ession o ession o known behavior
ued) guage/intion dis- loca- display drugs tobacco Behavior

appropri- play tion/out of affec-

ate lan- of tion

guage/pr bounds

ofanity area
2006- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 289
2007
2007- 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 346
2008
2008- 15 1 2 4 0 0 0 0 19 359
2009
2009- 129 3 13 4 0 0 0 7 54 1078
2010
2010- 45 0 5 1 1 2 103 0 36 434

2011
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Table 5

Number of Office Referra— Three Major Categories

Schoo

Regulations Violent Nonviolent To
2006-2007 216 72 1 2
2007-2008 160 141 45 3
2008-2009 200 123 36 3
2009-2010 597 392 89 1C
2010-2011 209 180 45 4

Table 6

Percentages of Office Referr— Three Major Categories

Schoo

Regulations Violent Nonviolent To
2006-2007 74.7 24.9 0.3 z
2007-2008 46.2 40.8 13.0 <
2008-2009 55.7 34.3 10.0 <
2009-2010 55.4 36.4 8.3 1C
2010-2011 48.2 415 10.4 £

Qualitative Measures

The primary method of data collection was a sudeyeloped by the researcher
for principals, teachers, and parents (see Appesdi¢ B, and E). The researcher also
conducted an interview with teachers and obsemachiers and students in the one
school. The researcher created all survey statismbe open-ended questions following
each survey statement, the interview questionsaamabservation form. Surveys were
administered in each school setting by the PBI& &l coaches. Parent surveys were
sent home with students. The staff survey conthiiestatements asking for teachers to
rate their perceptions about the effectivenes®ofponents of the PBIS program accord-

ing to a five point Likert-type scale consistingtbé following ratings: “strongly disa-

gree,” “disagree,” “neither agree nor disagreegréee,” or “strongly agree.” Each state-
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ment was followed with an open-ended question.ofdiag to Frankel and Wallen
(2006), the Likert scale is a “commonly used adiihal scale in educational research” (p.
127). The Likert scale provides a ranking of thgpondent’s attitude based on a series of
statements in a survey format (Frankel & WallerQ&0 Staff surveys consisted of
statements “The number of office discipline refirthat | have written has decreased
since PBIS has been in place” and “Assessmentsoaictucted regularly to recognize
students with chronic behavior problems” (see AgioeA for teacher survey). Parents
responded to a six-statement survey including staés such as “A team has intervened
with your child to help their behavior” and “Youhitd’s behavior has improved at home
since being a part of the PBIS program” (see AppeBgdor the parent survey with open-
ended questions based on the same five-point Lilpe scale).
Interviews were conducted with each of the sclpoimicipals in the study district.
The following seven questions were posed (AppeBdlix
1. How long did you work in the district prior to tiraplementation of PBIS?
How long has PBIS been an active program in thegidt?
Why was PBIS instituted by the district?
2. How faithful are teachers in your building in impienting PBIS?
3. How consistent is implementation of PBIS within ysghool?
4. How has implementation of PBIS affected studentl@ir in your school?
Are there less or more student discipline refe®rals
5. How has teacher morale been affected by implementat PBIS?
6. What, in your view, are the major successes fraarPBIS program?

What are the major challenges?
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7. How would you describe the quality of training yagceived on the PBIS

program?

Interviewing as a research instrument or tool ezthbihe interviewer to secure
clarification and expansion of answers that aré@darly important or revealing
(Frankel &Wallen, 2006). Teacher participants wads® observed once for an hour by
the researcher in their classrooms with an observédrm based on documenting behav-
iors of both teacher and student behaviors whilelired with PBIS (see Appendix D).

Results were compiled into Tables 7 and 8, whighagent the information by
numbers and percentages. Staff members’ replistement number six which states
that parents are more supportive since PBIS hasibhgaace did not elicit a specific
amount of agreement or disagreement since 62% aedwéher neither agree nor

disagree.



Table 7

Staff Survey Responses

PBIS

QuestiorPrompt Phrase # Strongly # Neither# Agree # Strongly Number of peopl:
disagree Disagreeagree norn%o) agree answering the
(%) (%) disagree (%) guestion
(%)
1 Expected student behaviors2 (3.7) 2(3.5 0(0) 17 (30.4) 35 (62.5) 56
are taught directly.
2 Expected student behaviors1(1.8) 1(1.8) 5(8.9) 18(32.1) 31(55.4) 56
are rewarded regularly.
3 Problem behaviors and 1(1.9) 3(.6) 2(3.7) 22(40.7) 26 (48.1) 54
consequences are clearly
defined.
4 A team exists for behavior 1(1.8) 3(.4) 5(8.9 12(21.4) 35(62.5) 56
support planning and problem
solving.
5 The climate of the school haz (3.7) 2(3.7) 13(24.116 (29.6) 21 (38.9) 54
improved since PBIS hdmeer
in place.
6 Parents are more supportivel (1.9) 6 (11.3) 34 (62.2)0 (18.9) 2 (3.7) 53

since PBIS has been in place.
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The number of office 3 (5.9
discipline referrals that | have
written has decreased since

PBIS has been in place.

The team intervening with the(1.9)
targeted students has helped

their behavior.

Behavior is monitored and 2 (3.6)
feedback is provided galarly

to the team and to the staff.

Assessments are conducte® (3.7)
regularly to recognize studel

with chronic behavior

problems.

7 (13.7) 15 (29.4}1 (21.6) 15 (29.4)

3(5.8) 16 (30.821 (40.4) 11 (21.2)

2(3.6) 2(3.6) 22(39.3) 28(50.0)

7 (13.0) 15 (27.8}7 (31.5) 13 (24.1)

51

52

56

54
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Table 8

Percent of Staff Disagreeing to Agreeing

Question 94 Strongly Number of

disagree % Strongly people an-
agree adde

added to %~/ swering the
disagree to % agree uestion
g q
1 7.1 92.¢ 56
2 3.€ 87.t 56
3 7.5 88.¢€ 54
4 7.2 83.¢ 56
5 7.4 68.5 54
6 13.2 22.€ 53
7 19.€ 51 51
8 7.1 61.t 52
9 7.2 89.Z 56
1C 16.7 55.¢€ 54

The researcher also tested the hypothesis on sclimaite based on the views of
the parents within one school of the study distrithe researcher distributed a survey
consisting of six statements based on the Liketesgetermining whether they strongly
agreed, agreed, neither agreed or disagreed, deshgor strongly disagreed to each of
the statements. Each of the statements were@lswéd by an open ended question
(see Appendix E). The following two tables predtetinformation by the number and
percent of the responses.

The researcher compiled the results into Tablesd914. Table 9 depicts the
number of parents responding to the statement usengikert scale. Table 10 converted
the responses into percentages. The majorityreinpaesponses to statements one, two,
and three were in the categories of agree to diy@ygee. The last three statements

which dealt with the parents’ individual childrees marked by agree, strongly agree, or
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neither agree nor disagree. The researcher nod¢dhe last rating of neither agree nor
disagree was due to the fact that many parentsatilave children involved with

specific individual PBIS interventions.
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Table 9

Number Count for Parent Survey

QuestiorPrompt Phrase # StronglyDisagree # Neither agree # Agree  # Strongly agreeNumber of peopls
disagree (%) nor disagree (%) (%) answering the question
(%) (%)
1 Expected student 6 (8.8) 5(7.4) 9(13.2) 27 (39.7) 21 (30.9) 68
behaviors are taught
directly.
2 Expected student 6 (8.8) 8 (11.8) 5(7.3) 24 (35.3) 25 (36.8) 68
behaviors are rewarded
regularly.
3 Problem behaviors and 6 (9.0) 11(16.4) 6 (9.0) 25(37.3) 19(28.3) 67
consequences are clearly
defined.
4 The climate of the schoal (3.2) 6 (9.5) 22 (34.9) 22(349) 11(17.5) 63

has improved since PBIS
has been in place.
5 Ateam has intervened 8 (12.3) 6 (9.2) 23 (35.4) 16 (24.6) 12 (18.5) 65
with your child(ren) to
help their behavior.
6 Your child(ren)’s 7(10.9) 8(12.5) 24 (37.5) 12 (18.8) 13 (20.3) 64
behavior has improved at
home since being a part
of the PBIS program.




PBIS 78

Table 10

Percent of Parents Disagreeing to Agreeing

Question

% Strong-% Strong-Number of
ly disagredy agree people an-
added to added to swering the
% disagre% agree question

1 16.2 70.€ 68
2 20.€ 72.1 68
3 25.4 65.¢ 67
4 12.% 52.4 63
5 21.t 43.1 65
6 23.4 39.1 64

Table 10 shows the percentages of parent disagreerompared to the
percentage of parent agreement with the survegmtaits. A majority of parents stated
their agreement with the first three survey stat@sighey either agreed or neither agreed
nor disagreed with the last three survey statemérttss, the researcher inferred, could
be attributed to the amount of their students’ lmement with intervention within the
PBIS system.

Data Analysis

Quantitative data from surveys of teacher partitipadisciplinary office refer-
rals, and test scores were collected and organigied) a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.
The researcher conducted a statistical analysadi form of the data and the results are
reported in Chapter 4. All answers to open-endexbtjons accompanying the survey

and the interview questions were collected, claskifand compared to determine partic-
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ipants’ perceptions of the effectiveness of PBT&e surveys consisting of a Likert scale
was compared with a z-test for difference in praipos.

The study district’s overall ISAT results, shownTlable 11, from 2006-2007 to
2008-2009 showed gradual gains. However, a sggmfidrop in overall test scores was
recorded during the 2009-2010 school year. Thitirdein the district’s ISAT scores
may be attributed to an increase in emphasis bgidtact on the Prairie State

Achievement Examination (PSAE) and less focus en$AT.

Table 11
State Test Average Overall Results
Year All State Tests ISAT PSAE
2006-2007 62.4 66.0 19.3
2007-2008 62.1 66.3 15.9
2008-2009 63.1 68.3 17.9
2009-2010 60.8 65.7 19.6
2010-2011 61.8 68.9 12.3

The following tables (Table 12 through Table 18)\pde the ISAT scores in
reading and math from 2006-2011 for each gradd,leéhied through eighth. Table 12
depicts the percentage of student scores meetiagoaeding expected standards in the
third grade. Scores for reading for the five sdlyears are consistent showing no steady
increase or decrease. Scores for the 2007-20@®kgbar were highest and scores for
the 2009-2010 school year were lowest. Durinditheeyears encompassing the study,

test scores were not significantly different.
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Table 12
ISAT Performance: Percentages of student scorefimge® exceeding Standards
3 Grade
Year Reading Math
2006-2007 65.8 91.9
2007-2008 68.5 87.0
2008-2009 67.9 87.1
2009-2010 57.9 78.5
2010-2011 62.5 84.5

Table 13 shows the percentages of student scoresnmer exceeding expected

standards on the ISAT test for fourth grade. Tlsesees were similar to the previously

reported third grade scores. Scores in readingased during the first three years, then

decreased during the last two years. In mathematoores increased during the first

year, decreased the next two, and then showedtd sicrease in the final year of the

study. However, the increase registered durinditbieyear was not attained again dur-

ing the five years. The researcher conducted th®YAA single factor data analysis, as

shown in tables seventeen and eighteen.

Table 13
ISAT Performance: Percentages of Student Scoreindes Exceeding Standards
4" Grade
Year Reading Math
2006-2007 56.8 83.4
2007-2008 59.6 83.5
2008-2009 64.2 82.2
2009-2010 50.3 74.7
2010-2011 47.1 77.1

Table 14 provides a view of the percentages ofestusicores meeting or exceeding

standards on the ISAT test in reading and matkth®fifth grade. The reading scores

from 2006-2007 to 2008-2009 showed an increase sdubol year. However, during
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the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school year there wlasr@ase. Mathematics scores evi-
dence a decrease during the first year followed two year increase, then a decrease
during the last two years of the study.

Table 14

I%AT Performance: Percentages of Student Scoretindes Exceeding Standards
5" Grade

Year Reading Math
2006-2007 56.6 80.1
2007-2008 58.6 78.2
2008-2009 63.2 80.3
2009-2010 62.3 76.0
2010-2011 61.6 75.0

Sixth grade reading scores differ from those oftttl, fourth, and fifth grades.
Table 15 shows an increase each year from 2006ghra011. Math scores, however,

increased each year from 2006 to 2009 and theradsed the last two years.

Table 15

IShAT Performance: Percentages of Student Scoretindem Exceeding Standards
6" Grade

Year Reading Math
2006-2007 53.3 69.3
2007-2008 63.9 68.9
2008-2009 65.0 77.3
2009-2010 68.5 74.4
2010-2011 69.4 74.1

Table 16 evidences the percentage of student stotles seventh grade meeting
or exceeding standards on the ISAT test for readimgmathematics. The reading scores
showed a significant increase for 2006-2007 to 20008 and also from 2009-2010 to

2010-2011. However, from 2008-20098 to 2009-20Hdd was a decrease. The re-
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searcher noted an observable increase of 21.A¢ing scores from the first to the fifth
year. Mathematics scores decreased after theyéiestbut steadily increased after that by
13.5% over the five years comprising the study.

Table 16

I%AT Performance: Percentages of Student Scoretindes Exceeding Standards
7" Grade

Year Reading Math
2006-2007 47.3 63.2
2007-2008 60.5 61.5
2008-2009 60.7 69.9
2009-2010 58.3 72.7
2010-2011 68.5 76.7

Table 17 shows the percentage of student scotég ieighth grade meeting or
exceeding standards in reading and mathematidseolSAT for the year prior to imple-
menting PBIS and the four years after implementatiBoth reading and mathematics
scores decreased form 2006-2007 to 2008-2009,ugththese scores increased during
the last two years of the study resulting in anralféncrease in reading and mathematics

scores since implementation of PBIS.

Table 17

IShAT Performance: Percentages of Student Scoretindgem Exceeding Standards
8" Grade

Year Reading Math
2006-2007 62.6 66.7
2007-2008 60.7 60.5
2008-2009 59.7 56.6
2009-2010 66.4 64.9

2010-2011 68.9 77.2
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Table 18 shows the percentages of student acacgamievement in high school
based on the PSAE test for the year prior of imgletation of PBIS, 2006-2007, and the
four years following implementation. The researaiaed that there was a decrease
from 2006-2007 to 2007-2008 followed by an incrediseng the next two academic
years. However, there was a decrease in achiewdat to 12.3) between 2009-2010
and 2010-2011. She potentially attributed thigel@se to the fact that the schools were

restructured during the 2010-2011 school year.

Table 18
PSAE Performance: Percentages of Student Scoresnges Exceeding Standards
High School
Year PSAE

2006-2007 19.3

2007-2008 15.9

2008-2009 17.9

2009-2010 19.6

2010-2011 12.3

Background of the Researcher

The researcher, conducting this study of the affesess of PBIS in a Midwest-
ern school district, has taught both elementaryrarttile school. She is currently teach-
ing and also serves as the internal PBIS coachdobuilding, a position that she has
held for two years. Her impetus for this study eanom a perceived need to determine
if implementation of the PBIS program within hehsol district has resulted in measur-
able changes in the number and types of officapliee referrals, the amount of suspen-
sions of students from schools, and improvemeatademic achievement within the
schools participating in PBIS. She is also coneémnith the perceptions of teachers

within her school district concerning the effectiess of the program.
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Summary

The researcher endeavored to study the effectigavfabe PBIS program to-
wards reducing the numbers and seriousness otaffsripline referrals in her midwest-
ern school district. She was also concerned ustkffectiveness in improving student
academic achievement. Finally, it was deemed itapbto determine the perceptions of
those in the district working with PBIS as to ifeeetiveness in promoting a positive
learning environment.

Much research has been conducted, on the relatphstween the behavior of
students and their academic achievement. Thiy stttémpted to summarize the re-
search and to employ it in a mixed methods studietermine the effectiveness of PBIS
in the researcher’s school district.

Quantitative data were collected using thee stlislyict's SWIS data base and
state standardized test results. Qualitative @ata assembled using the result of teacher
surveys, administrator interviews conducted byrédsearcher, and classroom observa-

tions conducted by the researcher.
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Chapter 4 — Results

Overview

This study employed both quantitative and qualitatheasures to examine with
detail the effectiveness of a Positive Behavioetwnention and Support (PBIS) system in
reducing the number and type of office discipliagrrals, promoting a positive learning
environment for both students and teachers, apdsitively affecting student academic
achievement in the study district. Chapter 4 askbe the results obtained from the quan-
titative measures to test the four hypotheses lamdualitative data gathered to address
the eight supporting questions.

Research Hypotheses

Null hypothesis (Hol) — There is not a measuralfferdnce in the number of of-
fice discipline referrals during the four yearscenmplementation of the Positive Behav-
ior Interventions and Support System (PBIS) andstiieol year preceding implementa-
tion.

Null hypothesis (Ho2) — There is not a measurdiference in the type of office
discipline referrals during the four years sincglementation of the Positive Behavior
Interventions and Support System (PBIS) and thedgfear preceding implementation.

Null hypothesis (Ho3) — There is not a measurdiference in student academic
achievement based on standardized testing durenfptir years since implementation of
the Positive Behavior Interventions and Support&ygPBIS) and the school year pre-

ceding implementation.
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Null hypothesis (Ho4) — Teachers within the stediiool district do not believe,

as measured through a teacher survey, that implatr@nof the Positive Behavior In-

terventions and Support System (PBIS) is positiadlgcting school climate.

Research Questions

The following questions were addressed in thisystud

1.

How has implementation of PBIS been effectivesiducing the numbers of
office discipline referrals and the seriousneskasfavior within these refer-
rals?

How has implementation of PBIS been effectiveeiducing the number of
student suspensions within the school district?

How can faithfulness and consistency of implentgrieof PBIS in the dis-
trict be described?

How can teacher attitudes towards the implememntaif the PBIS program
be described?

How do teachers in different grade levels percéreeeffectiveness of the
PBIS program within the district?

How has teacher morale been affected through mmgi¢ation of the PBIS
program?

How has implementation of the PBIS program afiéqtarent perceptions of
student behavior within the school district?

What do teachers and parents perceive as majoesses of the PBIS pro-

gram?
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9. What do teachers and parents perceive as the olegtlenges associated
with the PBIS program?

Data Analysis

Office Discipline Referrals

The null hypothesis stated that there was not asuorahble difference in
the number of office discipline referrals during flour years since
implementation of the PBIS and the school yearqugry implementation. The
data from year 1, 2006-2007, were collected usimgddoft Excel. During years
2 through 5 the data were collected using the SdMide Information System
(SWIS) data-based program. Five years of datacteitl by the researcher
included the numbers of office referrals, the typksffice referrals, the number
of teachers who wrote office referrals, and the bers of students involved in
PBIS.

According to Bluman (2008), “when dntest is used to test a hypothesis
concerning the means of three or more populatitms, technique is called
analysis of variance (commonly abbreviated as ANPDWp. 592). At test
should not be done because very often when a os¥as comparing two means
at a time all others in the study tend to be igdoréhe ANOVAallows all means
to be compared at the same time. A second reasoconduct the ANOVAather
than thet test is because “the probability of rejecting thél hypothesis when it
is true is increased, since the mortests that are conducted, the greater is the
likelihood of getting significant differences byarte alone” (Bulman, 2008, p.

592). Afinal reason to use the ANOVA is that wtikare is more than one mean
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and a comparison is required, no t-test would havée conducted (Bulman,
2008). With this information taken into considevatthe researcher chose the
analysis of variance (ANOVA) for all of the neceagsdata.

Table 19

ANOVA: Single Factor — Office Discipline Referrals

SUMMARY
Groups Count  Sum  Average Variance
Year 2 24¢ 54t 2.2154' 14.626¢
Year 3 24¢ 69t 2.825:  21.65¢
Year 4 24¢ 160t 6.5243¢ 50.217¢
Year 5 24¢ 434 1.7642. 7.1686
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 3481.5¢ 3 1160.50 49.559: 7.983f 2.6139¢
Within Groups  22948." 98C 23.417:
Total 26430. 98¢

After running the ANOVA: single factor data anabysine decision was to reject
the null hypothesis (F-test = 49.559; F-criticd2.613). There was, in fact, a difference
in the number of office discipline referrals durithge four years since implementation of
PBIS.

The researcher categorized disciplinary referrats 20 groupings, and then
combined them into three major categories: schegllations, violent behavior, and non-
violent behavior as depicted in Table 6. She raANMOVA procedure to test the
variability of the numbers within the three majategories. The researcher’s analysis of
the two tables showing the numbers of behaviorrafeover a period of five years

evidenced a greater amount in the school regulatiategory, a smaller number in the
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violent behaviors category, and the fewest numbegferrals in the non-violent behavior
category. Each of the five years demonstratedainee order in numbers of referrals.
Table 20

ANOVA: Single Factor —
Types of Office Discipline Referrals

Summary
Groups Count Sum Average Variance
school
regulations 5 280.230581 56.046116 127.0960
violent 5 177.765069 35.553013 44.40328
nonviolent 5 42.0043495 8.4008699 23.15651
ANOVA
Source of
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between
Groups 5712.1261 2 2856.0630 44.01712 2.97986E-06 3.885293
Within
Groups 778.62330 12 64.885275
Total 6490.7494 14

After running the Anova: single factor data anaytbie decision was to reject the
null hypothesis (F-test = 44.017; F-critical = 388 There was in fact a difference in the
percentage of referrals in the three major typesatdégories, in the four years since
implementation.

Academic Achievement

This null hypothesis stated that there is not asueble difference in student ac-
ademic achievement on standardized testing dun@ghree years since implementation
of the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supfgydtem (PBIS) and the school year

preceding implementation. The researcher usedisiiect report card for the five school
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years of the study to evaluate it. The researduied at the state’s overall test results,
along with the lllinois Standard Achievement TdSIAT) scores for third through eighth
grades as depicted in Table 9. For each individuade level the researcher ran an
ANOVA test to determine whether or not to rejed thull hypothesis for each grade lev-
el separately.

Table 21

ANOVA: Single Facto— 3¢

Grade ISAT
SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum  Average Variance
2006-2007 2 157.7 78.8¢ 340.60!
2007-2008 2 155.¢ 77.7¢ 171.12¢
2008-2009 2 15¢ 77.5 184.3:
2009-2010 2 136.¢ 68.2 212.1¢
2010-2011 2 147 73.% 24z
ANOVA
Source of Varia-

tion SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 153.99: 4 38.498! 0.16735131 0.94604644 5.192167773
Within Groups 1150.2¢ 5 230.04¢
Total 1304.22. 9

Table 21 show the results from administering tinglsi factor ANOVA test to
compare the variance between and within groupssindgcores during the five years
comprising the study. After completing the ANOMAgle factor data analysis the
researcher decided not to reject the null hyposh@stest = 0.167; F-critical = 5.192).
Third grade scores did not evidence a measured#fdeetice in student academic
achievement based on ISAT performance during theyears following implementation

of the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supp@RIS) system.
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Table 22

ANOVA: Single Factor -
4™ Grade ISAT

SUMMARY
Groups Count  Sum  Average  Variance

2006-2007 2 140.2 70.1 353.7¢
2007-2008 2 143.1 71.5¢ 285.60!
2008-2009 2 146.¢ 73.2 162
2009-2010 2 12¢ 62.5 297.6¢
2010-2011 2 124.: 62.1 45(C
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 218.10:« 4  54.52¢0.17599648 0.94138920 5.192167773
Within Groups 1549.06! 5 309.81:
Total 1767.16! 9

Table 22 show the results of administering thelsifactor data analysis and
provide the researcher a basis to not reject tHdppothesis (F-test = 0.175; F-critical =
5.192) which stated there would not be a measudifiézence in student academic
achievement based on ISAT performance during theyears since implementation of
the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supporti@Bystem and the school year
preceding implementation. Fourth grade scores diccmidence a measureable difference
in student academic achievement based on ISAT ipeaioce during the four years
following implementation of the Positive Behaviotdrventions and Support (PBIS)

system.
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Table 23
ANOVA: Single Factor —'2
Grade ISAT
SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
2006-2007 2 136.7 68.3¢ 276.12¢
2007-2008 2 136.¢ 68.4 192.0¢
2008-2009 2 143.¢ 71.7¢ 146.20¢
2009-2010 2 138.< 69.1¢ 93.84¢
2010-2011 2 136.¢ 68.: 89.7¢
ANOVA
Source of Varia-

tion SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 17.35¢ 4 4338 0.02718239 0.99806026 5.192167773
Within Groups  798.03! 5 159.60°
Total 815.38¢ 9

Table 23 shows the results of administering thglsifactor data analysis and
provide the researcher a basis to not reject tHhdppothesis (F-test = 0.027; F-critical =
5.192) which stated there would not be a measudifiézence in student academic
achievement based on ISAT performance during theyears since implementation of
the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supporti@Bystem and the school year
preceding implementation. Fifth grade scores didenalence a measureable difference
in student academic achievement based on ISAT ipeaioce during the four years
following implementation of the Positive Behaviotdrventions and Support (PBIS)

system.
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ANOVA: Single Fctor — 6"
Grade ISAT
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SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
2006-2007 2 122.¢ 61.Z 12¢
2007-2008 2 132.¢ 66.4 12.5
2008-2009 2 142 71.1¢ 75.64¢
2009-2010 2 142.¢ 71.4¢ 17.40¢
2010-2011 2 143.¢ 71.7¢ 11.04¢
ANOVA
Source of Varia-

tion SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 164.99: 4 41.248! 0.84319998 0.55310916 5.192167773
Within Groups 244.59! 5 48.91¢
Total 409.58! 9

Table 24 shows the results of administering the ANGsingle-factor data

analysis and provide the researcher basis nojdotre null hypothesis (F-test = 0.843;

F-critical = 5.192). For the sixth grade the rmypothesis stated there was not a

measurable difference in student academic achievebased on ISAT performance

during the four years since implementation of thsifve Behavior Interventions and

Support (PBIS) system and the school year precedipgmentation. Sixth grade scores

did not evidence a measureable difference in stualsrdemic achievement based on

ISAT performance during the four years followingpl@mentation of the Positive

Behavior Interventions and Support (PBIS) system.
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Table 25

ANOVA: Single Fctor — 7"

Grade ISAT
SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
2006-2007 2 110.¢ 55.2¢ 126.40!
2007-2008 2 122 61 0.t
2008-2009 2 130.¢ 65.2 42.3:
2009-2010 2 131 65.5 103.6¢
2010-2011 2 145.2 72.€ 33.62
ANOVA
Source of Varia-

tion SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 326.87¢ 4  81.71¢ 1.33299078 0.37310762 5.192167773
Within Groups 306.52! 5 61.30¢
Total 633.40: 9

Table 25 shows the results of administration ofAN®VA: single-factor data
analysis and the decision on the part of the rekeato not reject the null hypothesis (F-
test = 1.332; F-critical = 5.192) which stated ttestre was not a measurable difference in
the student academic achievement based on ISAdrpehce during the four years
since implementation of the Positive Interventiang Support (PBIS) system and the
school year preceding implementation. Seventh gsadees did not evidence a
measureable difference in student academic achewebased on ISAT performance
during the four years following implementation bé&tPositive Behavior Interventions

and Support (PBIS) system.
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Table 26

ANOVA: Single Fctor -
8" Grade ISAT

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
2006-2007 2 129.c 64.6¢ 8.40¢
2007-2008 2 121.2 60.¢€ 0.0z
2008-2009 2 116.< 58.1¢ 4.80¢
2009-2010 2 131.c 65.6¢ 1.12¢
2010-2011 2 146.] 73.0¢ 34.44¢
ANOVA
Source of Varia-

tion SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 259.89¢ 4 64.97: 6.65717213 0.03084992 5.192167773
Within Groups 48.¢ 5 9.7¢
Total 308.69¢ 9

Table 26 contains the results of the ANOVA: sinfgletor data analysis which
prompted the researcher to reject the null hypagh&stest = 6.657; F-critical = 5.192)
which stated there was not a measurable differanstident academic achievement
based on ISAT performance during the four yearsesimplementation of the Positive
Behavior Interventions and Support (PBIS) systeththe school year preceding
implementation. Rejection of the null hypothedigsrmed a measureable difference in

scores of eighth graders on the ISAT following ietpkntation of PBIS.
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Table 27

High School PSAE % Passing

Year PSAE %
2006-2007 19.3
2007-2008 15.9
2008-2009 17.9
2009-2010 19.6
2010-2011 12.3

Table 28

T-Test for Difference in Proportions ComparisorHigh School PSAE%: Year-to-
Year

Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2007 n/a
2008 -0.851 n/a
2009 -0.343 0.509 n/a
2010 0.072 0.923 0.415 n/a
2011 -1.83 -0.986 -1.49 1.901 n/a

Note: z-critical =+1.96

Table 27 contains the results of the percentadéigif School students passing
the PSAE throughout the study period. A z-testifference in proportion was applied
to each pairing of the years to check for a sigaiit change in the percent of students
with passing scores. Table 28 indicates the zvises, which compared to the z-critical
values of £1.96 caused the researcher not to rijeatull hypothesis which stated there
was not a measurable difference in student acadechievement based on PSAE
performance during the four years since implementaif the Positive Behavior

Interventions and Support (PBIS) system and thedafear preceding implementation.
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There was no difference in the percentage of hatjosl students passing the PSAE
when comparing year-to-yeatr.
School Climate

The final hypothesis was based on school clim#tstated that teachers within
the study school district do not perceive, as megshy a teacher survey, that the
implementation of the Positive Behavior Interveni@nd Support System (PBIS) is
positively affecting school climate. To test thigoothesis the researcher sent surveys to
the PBIS coach at each building throughout theidistHe or she distributed them to the
staff. Each teacher was directed to return theptetad survey to the researcher through
the interoffice mail. The survey consisted of f&teaments, detailed on succeeding pages
of this study, with an accompanying Likert scalekseg agreement or disagreement with
each statement. An open-ended question followel sarvey statement to request the
staff member to clarify and/or provide exampleshaiir perception of the statement (see
Appendix A).
Table 29

Decimal Value of Staff Disagreeing to Agreeing

Question

Strongly Strongly Number of people

disagree to agree added answering the z-test value

disagree  to agree guestion
1 0.071 0.929 56 9.907
2 0.036 0.875 56 9.687
3 0.075 0.888 54 9.218
4 0.072 0.839 56 8.856
5 0.074 0.685 54 6.928
6 0.132 0.226 53 1.055
7 0.196 0.51 51 3.460
8 0.077 0.615 52 5.986
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9 0.072 0.893 56 9.480
10 0.167 0.556 54 4.410

Note: Critical value = £1.96

For this hypothesis, the researcher usetkat for difference in proportion
because of the fact that this hypothesis involvesoportion. According to Bluman
(2008), “a proportion is the same as a percentédggqopulation” (p. 425). In this case
it was the percentage of staff members who markedtatements strongly disagree and
disagree compared to the percentage of staff memmitdey marked the statements
strongly agree and agree. After determiningztbeore for each of the questions and
using a critical value of +1.96 the researcher alae to reject the null hypothesis which
stated that there would not be a measurable peggvception by staff of PBIS with the
exception of statement number six. The researtmenefore, concluded that there is a
difference in staff attitudes toward PBIS in thé@als and there is generally positive
agreement with the positive effects of PBIS inghkools.
Table 30

Decimal Value of Parents Disagreeing to Agreeing

Question

% Strongly Number of people

0 _
U090 agied o % aee e " L
1 0.162 0.706 68 6.92195
2 0.206 0.721 68 6.55295
3 0.254 0.656 67 5.07737
4 0.127 0.524 63 4.86224

5 0.215 0.431 65 2.68711
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6 0.234 0.391 64 1.93805

Note: Critical value = £1.96
The researcher also used-@st for difference in proportion when measuring t
survey responses to the second half of the hypesth@gain, the researcher
calculated the proportion of the percentage ofgarmarking the statements
strongly disagree and disagree compared to stragglye and agree. After
determining the z-value for each of the statemantsusing the critical value of
+1.96 the researcher rejected the null hypothesialf of the statements except for
statement six, which gained neither a dominanttpesor negative value. The
researcher concluded that there is positive agreewiéh the statements except for
number six. Therefore, the null hypothesis wasated based on parent responses to
statements one through five since PBIS was perdeiganaking a difference.
Staff Survey — Open-Ended Questions
The researcher distributed surveys to all staff ensin the study school
district. The researcher received 56 responsés. slirvey contained 10 statements,
which asked respondents to mark their agreemetisagreement using a Likert-type
scale. Each of the survey statements was folldweah open-ended question asking the
respondent to clarify their understanding of tteshent and to provide examples of it
from their experience (see Appendix A).
The first question asked staff members how muuale they devoted to teaching
expected behavior to students. Most staff memigsgonded that they devote five to 10
minutes daily to teaching and/or reviewing expedtedaviors. One staff member

specifically pointed to her focus on letting stutdeknow her daily expectations. Another
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stated that she immediately explains a positiveegiative behavior when it occurs. Still
others said that they taught the expected behafregaently during the first weeks of
school and then provided reminders to their stuganthe beginning of each day and at
the end of each week for the first month of schvaith less frequent reminders in the
following months.

Survey respondents were asked the second opend-guodstion based on how
they reward expected student behaviors. A majofistaff responded that they employ
some sort of token economy to provide tangible rde/éo students since they respond to
concrete rewards. Students are able to use tians to shop at a school store created
specifically as part of a token reward system endbhool. Good behavior, according to
teachers’ comments, is also rewarded with fielastrspecial assemblies, positive refer-
rals, extra recess, candy and free time.

The next open-ended question following a survatestent asked teachers how
they define problem behaviors and their appropgatesequences. Many answered that
problem behaviors are defined by the PBIS schodeviehavior matrix and the T-chart.
This chart, known as the PBIS school-wide behawiatrix chart, lists the three expecta-
tions for behavior, which are: be responsible,dspectful, and be safe. The top portion
of the chart contains a column for each area witénschool (cafeteria, classroom, gym-
nasium, restroom, assemblies area, field trips barsi with the behaviors that should be
observed in students. This chart focuses on tegiy® rather than negative behaviors.
The T-chart consists of three columns: classroomaged behaviors, minor referrals,
and handled. Teachers also post expected behavithrs classroom and throughout the

school building.



PBIS 101

Next, staff members were asked how the expecteaviba support team is valu-
able to them. One staff member verified the imguaee of the members of the support
team in working together to support both staff ahalents who follow school rules and
adhere to the principles and processes of PBlI®adtclear from responses to this ques-
tion that many staff members believe that the tpamwides support to reinforce positive
behavior when the student may need more help byarieg or providing positive feed-
back. It was frequently mentioned that the PBESrtes involved with analyzing and
presenting data to the staff, which is used tordates the areas to be addressed if the
climate of the building is to be improved.

The fifth open-ended question asked staff memigerslate some specific exam-
ples which would show an improving climate in thelding. It was stated multiple
times that the number of referrals for physicalraggion and fighting had decreased
since implementation of the PBIS system. Staff foers indicated that the existence of
reward events was instrumental in improving theate since students who were re-
warded were observed by others who then wantedaime rewards. Some respondents
were concerned with the changing population ofsitfeol, which, in their opinion, made
it more difficult to attain an improvement in clitea A few believed that the climate was
on a downhill slope since the year of school restming which eliminated the middle
school and created an enlarged elementary school.

The next question dealt with the support receivethfparents. Many teachers
responded that communication, or lack of it, wilignts has not changed since imple-

mentation of PBIS. Parents are not any more stippasr involved than before imple-
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mentation of PBIS although there were responsasatidg that parents are signing
weekly notes and that more parents are visibleeasthool than previously.

Question 7 dealt with determining if and why thadher’s office referrals had
decreased. Many responded affirmatively and inddc¢hat they were excited that some-
thing was actually working in the management oflstu behavior. They gave credit to
the existence of a rewards system as a major coempamreducing the numbers of of-
fice referrals.

Question 8 asked for some specific ways teamvatgions with individual stu-
dents has helped. Teachers regarded the Chedkeickedbut (CICO) program as a spe-
cific intervention that is very helpful to studeratsd therefore successful. Some pointed
to CICO as a program allowing students to becomeemesponsible and aware of their
behaviors. CICO was regarded as an instance aé#m placing students in settings
where they have a better chance of being successful

The ninth open-ended question focused on how stumhavior is monitored and
how feedback is provided. A popular answer wasgtadf meetings served as a forum
for monitoring data showing the number of referrtiie time of day referrals are written,
and location from which referrals originate. Sta#mbers said that CICO data should
be spelled out as to the number of students whoeirg successful; this should be made
known at staff meetings.

The final open-ended question dealt with how gseasments were conducted.
This was not known to any respondents, however maarg aware of a secondary team
in place to review data in order to ascertain windents were that demonstrated what

could be termed as chronic behavior problems. Ht®yindicated understanding that
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the data from office discipline referrals are usedetermine which students are placed
in the CICO system.

Parent Survey — Open-Ended Questions

The researcher distributed surveys to parentsudesits in one of the buildings.
The survey consisted of six statements followeddbygs according to Likert-type scale.
Each statement was followed by an open-ended guessking the parents to clarify
their understanding of the question and to possibidyide an example illustrating the
statement (see Appendix E).

The first open-ended question determined to fudfimm parents how they knew
the expected student behaviors are taught. A mafrparents responding indicated
that they were not sure about what is being taaghtt behavior in the school, although
they did have limited information based on whairtbkildren told them when they came
home from school. The researcher noted that at teee parent observed her students
exhibiting some of the behaviors associated withSP& home.

The next question focused on how the childrenfseeted behavior is rewarded.
Many of the parents answered by providing knowlealggpecific rewards received by
their children. These included field trips to #w®, treats, paw bucks, stickers, positive
referrals, celebrations, school dances, and futalys. Parents verified the importance of
a reward system in the school as a major influém@eomoting expected student behav-
iors.

Question 3 asked parents to explain how they kinatvthe problem behaviors
are defined along with the appropriate consequenasents responded that they must

read the school handbook to obtain a definitiothefproblem behaviors and conse-
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guences. They indicated that there was not a fldnaiaing session to inform them of
the behaviors and consequences, rather they semastdf their information from
phone calls placed to them by teachers and prilscrpgarding their children, or when
their children were actively involved in a PBISantention.

The fourth question sought specific informatioonfrthe parents as to how they
thought the school climate had improved. Thereewery few responses to this ques-
tion. The responses received focused on the ingpnewnt of relationships between chil-
dren and their teacher(s) and improved grades.

Many parents did not respond to the fifth questdrch asked for some specific
ways the team interventions had assisted theid cliihe researcher determined that
many parents did not have a child receiving ses/fioem a PBIS team. The parents who
had children involved with PBIS interventions nothdt this was positive, particularly
the opportunity for the child to speak with a sberarker.

The final open-ended question from the parentesuasked for some specific ex-
amples how the child’s behavior had improved at @smce involvement with the PBIS
program. Of course, responses were limited torpanmsith children who were receiving
interventions through the PBIS program. Theseaesgs focused on the child’s in-
creased reading, studying, and responsibility atdnoOne parent noted that their child
was now helping out with his younger sister, calitrg his anger, and displaying an
overall pleasant attitude at home. Another panex®t not impressed with PBIS and made
the point that her child’s behavior was not thelygm at home, that she had things under

control, and the school should always make sudstits job.
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Principal Questions

The researcher distributed a questionnaire to sprieaipals within the study
school district. The questionnaire consisted gEaejuestions; some of the questions
had multiple parts (see Appendix B).

There were three parts to the first questiont &a asked the length of time the
principal had worked in the district prior to impientation of PBIS. The range in years
served was from one to 25 years. Part two askeithéoamount of time PBIS had been
an active system in the district. Answers werdlamand in the range of four to five
years. Finally, principals were asked to proviggirt understanding as to why PBIS was
instituted in the district. Even though one prpatidid not know the answer to this ques-
tion, another said that it was mandated by the stattd the remaining respondents clearly
stated that PBIS was instituted to improve stutbehiavior and reduce suspensions from
school. All of the principals believed that PBI&sa necessary system to incorporate if
the district was to change the focus of attentromfnegative and inappropriate behav-
iors to positive behaviors.

Question 2 asked principals to respond as to laitwfél their teachers were in
implementing PBIS. The seven principals were madt complete agreement that 90-
95% of their teachers were faithful in implementthg system since it provided them
with the ability to devote more time to actual teag rather than continuous classroom
management which they indicated had often intedferi¢h their freedom to teach.

The next question dealt with consistency of imm@atation in each building. Re-
sponses to this question were almost identicdiégtevious one. Consistency was

praised by the principals as important to the sseoé PBIS and they indicated strongly
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that the program was a major focus of every faauméeting. Principals recognized that
to ensure consistency the principles of PBIS madtdpt in focus throughout the school
year and teachers must have a platform to disbasgrogram and to receive feedback
from their peers.

The fourth question consisted of two parts. Bad asked how implementation
of PBIS had affected student behavior in the sch@olswers were based on its positive
effects with student behavior, increased attendaaued reduction of inappropriate behav-
ior. Principals confirmed that it has reducedah®unt of behavior referrals; most stu-
dents were responding well to the program and wezeting expectations of the school.
There was some difficulty with equating the sch®ekpectations with the home’s rec-
ommendations. This made it necessary, accordipgnacipals, to carefully educate par-
ents about the PBIS program expectations. Parspecifically asked about the number
of referrals for student discipline since implenagiain of PBIS. Most of the principals
verified a reduction in office referrals for diskige, although one said that referrals vary
by each attendance quarter. Agreement seemedgeneeal that disciplinary referrals
for major infractions were much lower and studemse more apt to be referred for mi-
nor infractions resulting in lunch and after schdetentions. Fewer students were being
suspended.

Question 5 addressed how PBIS has affected teaubraide in the school since its
implementation. Principals generally saw littl§efience but stated that PBIS has served
to keep the morale at a high level with many teexh®otivated to go beyond the

school’'s expectations for teacher involvement dfatte The researcher believes that the
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principals were perpetually optimistic about theesichers’ morale and that the existence
of no specific program would affect a great change.

Question 6 consisted of two parts. Part one aakedt the major successes of
the PBIS program. Principals were consistent @i ttesponses that PBIS was directly
responsible for increasing instructional time, Imgdpthe school to focus on positive stu-
dent behavior, decreasing student suspensionsdtbool, and increasing student moti-
vation. The Check-in Check-out (CICO) system veagled as outstanding by principals
since it provided a positive system of behavioeimnéntions designed to address specific
individual student behaviors. Part two dealt wittat principals regarded to be the ma-
jor challenges faces by schools employing the PESem. A unanimous reply centered
on securing the necessary funding to ensure canigiimplementation. Principals also
voiced a concern with keeping high school studenésested and involved with the pro-
gram and ensuring that high school staff memberddvoe as enthusiastic as elementary
staff with buying into PBIS.

The last question asked how principals perceitiecquality of training they and
their teachers had received in the PBIS programspBnses ranged from satisfactory,
need more ongoing discussion of the program, tp geod and excellent. Four of the
principals had participated in conferences and slwoks on PBIS.

Observations

The researcher conducted 12 observations, 103srcams, one each in the cafe-
teria and gymnasium. Classroom observations wewkermn the restructured elementary
school building (which had previously been separaito an elementary and middle

school). Two first grade, second grade, and spedizcation classes were observed.
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One third, fourth, seventh, and eighth grade atesarwas observed. One of the cafete-
ria observations occurred during breakfast wheright grades were present, and the
other was during lunch hour when grades fourththigand special education classes
were present. The researcher used a self-crebseshvation form for each of the obser-
vations. It consisted of six items to be vieweéath location (see Appendix D).

Item 1 on the observation form addressed whetheotthe PBIS classroom ex-
pectations for behavior were posted. Specificedlyght was the posting of either the
PBIS behavior matrix or the three expectationsigspectful, be responsible, and be safe.
All 12 locations had the expectations posted. e dassroom the three expectations
were on separate posters with students’ ideas affwatteach meant written in the space
around each one.

The second observation form item focused on wiékteeteacher or staff mem-
ber reinforced positive behavior. In 11 of 12 lomas staff members were observed to be
reinforcing positive behavior. In many classrodeechers and staff members were con-
tinually praising students and thanking them fanddhe right thing. In one case both
teacher and students in a classroom were talkingtaforking together like a family. In
one location the researcher observed that stugdraviior was redirected and not specifi-
cally praised.

Item 3 dealt with observing the teacher or stagfmber using any monetary items
in the PBIS system. Six locations exhibited mornetawards provided by teacher or
staff member to students. Six locations did nadewce the use of a token system of
monetary rewards for appropriate behavior. Stugleatned points for soda drinks on

Fridays, received positive referrals, and earngkslion a chain of compliments which
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when it reached floor length entitled the entir@sslto some sort of reward such as stick-
ers and cookies. Students in one classroom akslifigd daily to be picked to play
BINGO for prizes on Fridays.

Item 4 on the observation sheet concerned evidefneacher redirection of stu-
dent behavior from negative to positive. This aoed in 11 of the 12 locations and was
generally done by teachers in a nonthreateningsafte/oice manner.

The fifth item concerned whether the teacher aff siember was reteaching the
expectations. Nine of the 12 locations observedezxed this occurring. Specifically,
one teacher directed a group, which had wandefedsK, to view a group of students
who were doing what was asked to model appropbeltwviors. In another location the
teacher reminded the students how to behave whiéingyito stay in their seats, and how
to wait for someone to pass out papers. In anaflssroom location the teacher re-
taught expectations and stated what behaviorsilgtd When the students seemed excited
when searching for the answer. For example, theher described the proper way for
sitting in the classroom.

The final observation item simply asked the obsete check if any student re-
ceived an office discipline referral during the ebtion time. This occurred in three of
12 locations. In one case a student ignored skeraztmects and then chose to go to the
office rather than change behavior. In anotheasion involving the cafeteria, a student
stood and knocked a box from a shelf in angerwHg sent to the office.

Teacher Interviews
When the observations were concluded, the resadelgan the process of inter-

viewing
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the 10 teachers who participated (see AppendiXT@ese questions were similar to those
asked of the principals.

The first interview question consisted of threetcpaPart one asked for longevity
of employment in the district; answers ranged fimme to 14 years. Part two dealt with
how long PBIS had been active in the district. Rouive years was the consensus. The
last part of question 1 concerned why the dishiad instituted the program. Some
teachers incorrectly thought it was a state mandsltest of the teachers believed that it
was necessary to place the focus on a positivaitegenvironment and to improve the
academic performance within the schools.

Interview question 2 asked how implementation BfS*had affected school be-
havior. Most of the teachers and staff agreedRBAE had been instrumental with im-
proving student behavior. One teacher indicatat ghoblem students finally were pre-
sented with an intervention program, CICO, to agkesm in improving their behavior. It
also gave them the attention they apparently créwedh a supportive and positive man-
ner. Some teachers also stated that PBIS prosidei@nts who were behaving appropri-
ately with the time and space to learn without f&fanterruption from those who were
misbehaving. Other teachers noted that PBIS peavide monetary incentives some
children need to think about their own behavior.

The influence on the climate of the school washihss for the next interview
qguestion. Teachers believed that the consistehthedBIS system allows students to
know what is expected no matter where they arbarsthool and because of that con-
sistency of implementation negative behaviors vdemgnished both inside and outside

of classrooms. Others stated that the climateoienelaxed and positive; there are fewer
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referrals. Students want to behave because evelymows exactly the rules and how
they will be implemented. Only one teacher stalted there was no change in the
school.

Amount and quality of training formed the basistfee last interview question for
teachers. Presentations and workshops on the $B8t8m were praised as helpful. One
teacher also recommended that everyone serve BESacBach sometime during their
teaching career.

Summary

The objective of this research study was to deteerthe effectiveness of the Pos-
itive Behavior Interventions and Support (PBIS)tegsin the study school towards re-
ducing the amount of office discipline referrals behavior and the severity of these re-
ferrals. It also focused on determining the fityedind consistency of implementation of
PBIS, along with the effectiveness in promotingoaifive learning environment and in-
creasing academic achievement. The researchewotfssgldiscipline referral data, sur-
veys, interviews, observations, and state stanziaddiest data to achieve the results.
Chapter four was framed by the hypothesizes pdsbed this research. Each hypothesis
was rejected or not rejected based on the datactedl by either surveys or referrals.
ANOVA tests and z-test were conducted.

In Chapter 5, the results of the study will beieexed and conclusions will be
presented. It also includes a review of the stglign and recommendations for future

research studies.
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Chapter 5 — Summary and Discussion

This study intended to determine the effectivernédbe Positive Behavior Inter-
ventions and Support system (PBIS) in reducingatheunt of discipline referrals, the
severity of misbehavior evidenced in these refersispension rates after implementa-
tion of PBIS, and an increase in a positive leagr@nvironment in one lllinois School.
The researcher also measured the effects of PBEudlent academic performance by
comparing student academic performance on statdatdized tests from one year prior
to the beginning of the program to one year atteoperation in the school. An on-line
data base system termed School-Wide Informatiote8y$§SWIS) was used to measure
the amount and type of referrals and the numbeugpensions from school. The re-
searcher employed surveys, interviews, and obsengin this study to determine the
effects of PBIS on the climate existing within gahool.

Three research questions guided the design o$ti). They were, "How has
PBIS been effective in reducing the number andrégvef office discipline referrals for
student behavior?", "How has implementation of P@i@moted a positive learning envi-
ronment in this school for students and teachees®!,"How has the employment of the
PBIS affected student achievement scores?"

Hypotheses were developed from each of the reseaettions. Each of the four
hypotheses was tested and a decision was reaclaeddpt or reject each of them. In the
area of office discipline referrals, the null hylpesis stated that there was not a measura-
ble difference in the number of office disciplirefarrals during the four years since im-
plementation of the Positive Behavior Interventiansl Support System (PBIS) and the

school year preceding implementation. An Analggi¥ariance (ANOVA) was used to
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test the data collected dealing with the amountisdipline referrals. The first test was
conducted and the number of office discipline nefisrfrom the year prior to implemen-
tation and the four years after. The results ofiadstering the ANOVA: Single Factor
Data Analysis prompted the decision to reject thiémypothesis that there is not a
measurable difference in the number of office gisae referrals during the four years
since implementation of the PBIS and the precedaingpol year.

The second null hypothesis stated that there ismo¢asurable difference in the
type of behavior reflected in office disciplineegfals during the four years since imple-
mentation of the PBIS and the preceding school. y&ae researcher categorized the
types of referrals and administered an ANOVA: Snighctor Data Analysis to reject the
null hypothesis.

The researcher again used an ANOVA: Single Fda#ba Analysis to test the
third hypothesis, which focused on student achi@rémThe null hypothesis stated that
there is not a measurable difference in studerieaement, based on standardized tests
scores, during the four years since implementaifdPBIS and the school year preceding
implementation. Standardized tests scores forestisdyrades three through eight were
used to test the hypothesis. For third througlestwvgrade the decision was made to not
reject the null hypothesis since there was not aso@ble difference in test scores on
standardized tests. However, scores for the eigfattie standardized testing shows a
measurable difference and the null hypothesis ej@sted.

The fourth and final null hypothesis stated thatteers within the study school
do not believe, as indicated by the results obalier survey that implementation of the

PBIS has positively affected school climate. Aveyrwas also distributed to parents of
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students in the school. A z-test for proportiors\v@anployed to test this hypothesis. The
results of the staff and parent survey enableddbearcher to conclude that there is evi-
dence from staff members and parents that the R&88$ositively affected school cli-
mate. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. &@peled questions were included with
both the staff and parent surveys. These questisked respondents to explain their rat-
ings and to provide an example illustrating theiderstanding of the subject of the sur-
vey statement. The researcher’'s summary of reggdnghese open-ended questions
concluded that the PBIS was positively affecting ¢hmate of the schools in the district.

In conclusion, there is no significant measuralifience in the number and
types of office discipline referrals since implertagion of PBIS. There is not a measura-
ble difference in academic achievement for 3rduflo7th grade since implementation
of PBIS. And, the study's limitations which addrassning, consistency of implementa-
tion, turnover of personnel, and district reorgatian of schools may have contributed to
an absence of significant measurable differencesferrals, types of referrals, and stu-
dent achievement.

Implications

The researcher believes that major implicationdewed through the study are
focused on the positive outcome(s) that the usepbactive and preventive system for
behavior management can have on student discigindent achievement, and school
climate. PBIS is not a reactive discipline systamtaining only rules and consequences
for breaking rules. Instead, this system was dgel and implemented based on the
personal involvement of all staff members with stotd in identifying, monitoring, and

rewarding behaviors that are acceptable withirsttt®ol environment. PBIS provided a
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support system that contains the necessary follwaugh to assist students in displaying
the proper school-wide behaviors.

The researcher has served as a classroom teaatreiopand during the imple-
mentation of PBIS. She believes that focusingumhsan organized system that is based
on providing positive behavior alternatives fordgnts and the support to continue with
these behaviors will provide school staff with agamized and collaborative mission to
influence student behavior, student achievemeitoaerall school climate.

Recommendation for Further Study

The researcher focused her study on one elemesthopl within the study
school district. Even though a survey was adnengst to all principals and teachers in
the district, all classroom observations, stafémtews, and parent surveys were limited
to one school. The researcher believes that thdtseobtained from the participants in
the study school were significant; however shemaoends that the procedures used dur-
ing the current study be used to widen it to thireischool district. She also believes
that studies be conducted to ascertain the quaaridyquality of training provided to staff
members within a PBIS designated school. Thisysstuld also measure the amount
and quality of follow-through and support providedstaff members who are involved
with PBIS training.

An additional recommendation for further study hagh comparing the effects of
implementation of PBIS between schools in the sdisteict and between schools in oth-
er districts. The researcher believes that muahbedearned by comparing the effects of
PBIS between schools. Finally, the researcheekpsrienced another educational ini-

tiative within her school district, Professionaldceing Communities (PLC), which fo-
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cuses on teacher collaboration in working with shichcademic needs during the learn-
ing process rather than after the administratiosunimative testing. PBIS and the PLC
have similar methods of operation and could be @ppto determine how each is simi-

lar and different and how each contributes to flecveness of the other.

Discussion

During the course of this study (2010-2012), thelgtdistrict was confronted
with financial instability within the state resulyj in a major restructuring of schools.

The original alignment of schools, which clearbntained a separation between elemen-
tary, middle, and high schools, was altered. Dytive first year of the study the district
was composed of one grades 6 through 8 middlestotiee high school, an early child-
hood center, a school of choice composed of kirateeg through 12th grade, six ele-
mentary schools, and an academic center. Aligneha@ato financial concerns resulted

in elimination of the middle school and expansibeach grade school to kindergarten
through eighth grade. The dispersal of middle stBtudents throughout the six elemen-
tary schools had a negative effect on the amouhtygre of office discipline referrals,
student achievement, and school climate.

Nevertheless, the study showed that implementatiohe PBIS had a positive ef-
fect even through the structural changes, whicluwed during the study. The research-
er believes that the existence and support of BI& Bssisted schools with restructuring
since staff members were clear about their respoitigis in dealing with discipline ac-

cording to the system.
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Appendix A

Staff PBIS Survey

Dear School Colleague:

| am studying the effects of the PBIS system orwsthehavior and climate
in our school. Will you please complete the atéathurvey and also answer
the open-ended question which follows each statém@&his information

will greatly assist me in completing my dissertatrequirement for the Doc-
tor of Education degree.

Please take a few minutes to complete the following survey.
Circle one of the following:

1 — strongly disagree

2 — disagree

3 — neither agree or disagree

4 — agree

S — strongly agree

Expected student behaviors
are taught directly. 1 2 3 4 5

How much time do you devote to teaching expectedesit behaviors?

Expected student behaviors
are rewarded regularly. 1 2 3 4 5

How do you reward expected student behaviors?

Problem behaviors and consequences
are clearly defined. 1 2 3 4 5

How do you define problem behaviors and their appate consequences?
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A team exists for behavior support
planning & problem solving. 1 2 3 4 5

How is the expected behavior support team valuabjeu?

The climate of the school has improved
since PBIS has been in place. 1 2 3 4 5

What are some specific indications that the schbwlate has improved?

Parents are more supportive since
PBIS has been in place. 1 2 3 4 4

How are parents more supportive?

The number of office discipline referrals
that | have written has decreased
since PBIS has been in place. 1 2 3 4 5

Why have your office referrals decreased?
The team intervening with the

targeted students has helped
their behavior. 1 2 3 4 5
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What are some specific ways the team interveninly specific students has
helped?

Behavior is monitored & feedback
is provided regularly to the team
& to the staff. 1 2 3 4 5

How is behavior monitored and feedback provided?

Assessments are conducted regularly
to recognize students with chronic
behavior problems. 1 2 3 4 5

How are the assessments conducted?
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Appendix B

PBIS Questions

Principals

Date

Dear Administrator:

| am studying the effects of the PBIS system omsthehavior and climate in our
school. Will you please complete the attached tipres? This information will greatly
assist me in completing my dissertation requireni@nthe Doctor of Education degree.

1. How long did you work in the district prior tihe implementation of PBIS?

How long has PBIS been an active prograrhisdistrict?

Why was PBIS instituted by the district?

2. How faithful are teachers in your building inglementing PBIS?

3. How consistent is implementation of PBIS witliour school?

4.How has implementation of PBIS affected studeiavior in your school?

Are there less or more student discipline refe®rals
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5. How has teacher morale been affected by impléatien of PBIS?

6. What, in your view, are the major successes fiterPBIS program?

What are the major challenges?

7. How would you describe the quality of traininguyreceived on the PBIS program?
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Appendix C
PBIS Interview Questions

Date
Time
Grade Level of Teacher

1. How long did you work in the district prior to tiaplementation of PBIS?

How long has PBIS been an active prograrhismdistrict?

Why was PBIS instituted by the district?

2. How has implementation of PBIS affected school baha

3. How has the implementation of PBIS affected sclotinlate?

4. Describe the quantity and quality of the trainyog received on the PBIS sys-
tem.
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Appendix D
PBIS Observation Sheet
Location Grade Level
Date
Time
Expectations are posted? yes or no
Comments:

Teachers/staff member reinforces positive behavior

Verbally? yes or no
Comments:
Monetary? yes or no
Comments:

Students are redirected for negative behaviorfes or no
Comments:

Expectations are retaught? yes or no
Comments:

Students received an office discipline referralyes or no
Comments:

Additional comments and observations:

Appendix E
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Parent PBIS Survey

Dear Parent(s):

| am studying the effects of the PBIS system orsthehavior and climate
in our school. Will you please complete the atéatburvey and also answer
the open-ended question, which follows each stat&€méhis information

will greatly assist me in completing my dissertatrequirement for the Doc-
tor of Education degree.

Please take a few minutes to complete the following survey.
Circle one of the following:
1 — strongly disagree
2 — disagree
3 — neither agree or disagree
4 — agree
5 — strongly agree

1. Expected student behaviors
are taught directly. 1 2 3 4 5

*How do you know the expected student behaviorgarght?

2 Expected student behaviors

are rewarded regularly. 1 2 3 4 5

How are your child(ren)‘s expected behaviors reledr

3.Problem behaviors and consequences

are clearly defined. 1 2 3 4 5

*How do you know the problem behaviors are defiakuhg with the appropriate
consequences?
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4. The climate of the school has improved

since PBIS has been in place. 1 2 3 4 5

What are some specific indications that the schbwlate has improved?

5. Ateam has intervened with your

child(ren) to help
their behavior. 1 2 3 4 5

What are some specific ways the team intervenirig your child(ren) helped?

6. Your child(ren)’s behavior has

improved at home since being
apart of the PBIS program. 1 2 3 4 5

What are some specific ways your child(ren) hawproved at home?
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