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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this dissertation research were to understand the methods by which
building-level school administrators collect office discipline refeteda, and to understand
the ways they make decisions based on that data. In order to achieve this ovemtenb)
the following research questions framed this study:

1. To what extent do administrators have access to behavior data that inform their
decisions on how to improve student success in school and society?

2. To what extent do administrators use behavior data to improve student success in
school and in society?

3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effectiveness of the
current efforts to improve students’ success in school and society?

One mid-sized suburban school district from the Midwest was selected foagkis c
study research. Eleven school building administrators were interviewed to piresighe
into the research questions. Participants in the study self-selected psesidompyaserve
anonymity. Interviews were conducted face to face, and then transcribed.

The themes that emerged from the interviews include: (1) participantsjpierts of
and experiences with collecting and analyzing student behavior data, (Rppatt’
perceptions of and experiences with using behavior data to improve student suatesslin s
and in society, and (3) participants’ perceptions of necessary steps to take t@¢hbanc
effectiveness of their current efforts to improve students’ success in schookcatg.sThe
findings from this study describe practices used for collecting studemtlattee data, office
referral data, and suspension and expulsion data. Building-level school leadgnszee tiwat

data collection and analysis of building- and school district-level conduct and/ordrehavi
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data would help them establish patterns of behavior for individual students, as well as
students throughout the building. The aim for school administrators should be to use
research-based strategies, practices, and programs that have pooessfaliwhen they

plan interventions and programmatic changes for students.

Based on its findings, this study recommends that further investigation into data
collection processes that lead to improved behavioral outcomes for students be conducted.
Consistent data collection, supported by a systemic procedure to analyzatahad
paramount to increase the effectiveness of any behavior support progracthofls s
continue to face challenges associated with providing adequate behavioral supports f
students, building capacity with teaching and administrative staff is reended, so that a
continuum of behavioral supports could be provided to meet the diverse behavioral needs of

buildings, schools, and districts.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

There are implications when schools fail to prepare for Emotional Behavioral
Disorders (EBD) in K-12 public schools. Students who struggle with EBD sometispdaydi
symptoms and have patterns consistent with one or more of the following behaviors:
aggressiveness toward peers, parents, and staff; truancy; academic diffimoifty
relationships with peers; high rates of suspensions and/or expulsions; and gemallal ove
disruptive school behaviors that educators commonly categorize as “antigotie’school
setting. Students with EBD typically have social difficulty in relatmépoth peers and adults
(Walker, 1995; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995). Additionally, students with EBD tend to
experience academic difficulties at multiple levels, which are linked,lgpgsiusally, to
their behavioral excess and deficits (Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 1991,
Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Lipsey & Derzon, 1998; Lloyd, Hallahan, Kauffman, &Kell
1998).

Statement of the Problem

It is a harsh truth that growing numbers of children in the United States exhibit
disruptive, or externalizing behavior (also referred to as antisocial, ajiallgmefiant,
noncompliant, aggressive, and acting-out behavior), beyond the occasional minor incidents
typical of most children during the normal course of their development. Such behavior has
become one of the most pressing issues in schools (Bullock, Reilly, & Donahue, 1983; Evans
& Evans, 1985; Hranitz & Eddowes, 1990).

Over the past thirty years, disciplinary measures for K-12 students in scéitoicksli
across the country have dramatically shifted. Schools used to be punitive, consequence-

driven systems, where students were expected to behave in “sociallieateepays. When
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behavior was disruptive or challenging, students were simply given consequedoeling
suspension, and even expulsion. While such consequences still exist today in schoo] systems
there are many research-based strategies that demonstrate tlaatiagemnd positive
approach to teaching behavior expectations can have a great impact on schosls. & her
plethora of research now available to schools and school administrators to guide the work of
school districts in the area of student conduct. Chapter 2: Literature Reviesesxpluch of
that research. Indeed, there is increasing sentiment among educatdrglrgtconduct is
just as important to teach as traditional content areas, for example, readinggath.

In the interest of reforming education and assisting every student to be &ugccess
many districts employ strategies that attempt to serve students pebacihese strategies
typically pinpoint antecedents, instead of focusing on the consequences of socially
unacceptable behavior. However, the extent to which administrators manage, leaokand w
with students’ anti-social school behaviors—and the extent to which they collect &ymkana
building-level student conduct and office referral data—remains unknown.

It is important to understand the strategies school administrators use to naake dat
based decisions, both for individual students and for oveudding-level behavioral
programswhen they consider anti-social or unacceptable school behavior in their schools. |
am curious about the ways administrators perceive and define the barrievéntg akr
children. To gain a comprehensive understanding of this process, it is ngtessgher
data about administrators’ perceptions about practices that do and do not work in their
schools, as they seek to facilitate positive outcomes that lead to behavior.success

There is a concern in education that behavior incidents are still prevalent insschool

Biglan (1995) narrates this concern clearly:
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despite the progress that has been made in identifying and modifying \atledile

affect antisocial behavior, few would argue that our society has made grogres

reducing the incidence of such behavior or the proportion of young people in our

society who engage in such behavior (p. 479).

Recently, the antisocial, and even violent, behavior of some children in schools has
become a most pressing concern (Sprague et al., 2002; Walker & Shinn, 2002).
Compounding the issue is the fact that school staff are held responsible for erefering s
environments where all children can learn appropriate academic and sotsglrsil et al,
2004). While national data is very compelling in this area, and despite efforts withi
educational systems throughout the various states to establish School-Wine Besiavior
Support (SWPBS) systems, incident data show steadily increasing numbedeotsbeing
removed from classrooms and/or suspended from schgolaore youth are diagnosed with
varying degrees of emotional and behavioral disorders, school systems mus {wrejeal
with a diversity of mental and behavior needs to ensure that they not only have systems and
teachers ready to respond, but also scaffold supports for students. This study €ramine
important problem facing schools: how best to design programming in K-12 schools to meet
the needs of students with behavioral disorders. One aspect of the problem is that schools
look for placements outside of a student’s traditional classroom setting or hionoé sc
location when students become unruly and aggressive. Instead, schools should identify the
student or system-specific problem, and then develop systems and program options in a
continuum format to meet the diverse behavioral needs of its population.

This study explores the ways administrators collect building-level beladata and

the ways they make decisions based on those collected data—activities tesitiaieto



improving behavioral programming.
Purpose
Students in U.S. school systems have diverse emotional and behavioral disorders.
These disorders, coupled with the various developmental levels and rangesies$ abilit
present in students in pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade, make this a complemproble
to solve, especially when thinking about appropriate behavioral programming thdienus
implemented for students to succeed in public education. In the school setting, tandhers
administrators must have empathy for, and knowledge of, the types of structurap@ortiss
that have th@reatest likelihood to deal with EBD effectively. This research uses a
gualitative case study to answer the research questions that framedhisiee purpose of
this qualitative case study is to understand administrators’ managemenbuo$\sudent
behaviors, collection of building-level data around student conduct, and use of such data to
make student-level and building-level decisions for improvement.
Research Questions
In order to find out how schools currently manage student behavior, and how they
collect, synthesize and use data, this study posits and answers the folloearghres
guestions:
1. To what extent do administrators have access to behavior data that informs
their decisions on how to improve student success in school and society?
2. To what extent do administrators use behavior data to improve student success
in school and in society?
3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effectiveness of

their current efforts to improve students’ success in school and society?
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Significance of the Study

The intent of this study is to contribute to the overall knowledge base about best
practices in the K-12 public school setting regarding students with seriouseahaind
behavioral conditions. Specifically, this study focuses on administratolstttoh and usage
of current behavioral incident and conduct data, and how they manage and respond to
students with EBD in their respective schools. As a result of state and fpaldedines that
govern support systems for special needs students, the number of special needs students
receiving instruction in general education classrooms has increased m@diyre past two
decades (Helfin & Bullock, 1999). General education teachers increaimtjijhemselves
responsible for serving students with special needs, but many of them havetheither
training nor the support necessary to ensure success for all students (Hetlfilodk;
Lopes, Monteiro, & Sil, 2004). Understanding school-level data serves as an appropriate
starting point for determining the complexities and nuances in improving supportive and
responsive environments that ensure all students find academic and behaviess.succ

Theoretical Perspective

Prasad (2005) asserted that the “interpretative tradition” emerged sohokarly
position that takesHuman interpretatioras the starting point for developing knowledge
about the social world” (p. 13). Another common feature Prasad assigned to theftinerpr
tradition is the emphasis placed on sieeial dimensions of reality construction.

The qualitative research case study for this dissertation is grounded in theeinte
theoretical perspective, which guides and anchors the data collection andsadatyss,
Torres, and Arminio (2006) argued that having a theoretical perspective itatnmalcase

study research, “adds philosophical richness and depth to a case study[,] and provides
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direction for the design of the case study research project” (p. 54). Ci'®8§) clarified,
however, that such depth and design work together, rather than simply being discrete
components, and called the theoretical perspective “the philosophical stance hymyde
methodology” (p. 66).

While interpretivism seeks to develop an understanding of an action, positivism
focuses on explaining the action (Crotty, 1998; Schwandt, 2000). Furthermore, as Schwandt
noted, “to find meaning in action, or to say one understands what a particular action means
requires that one interpret in a particular way what the actors are doing” (pMi@%)and
Huberman (1994) reiterated that researchers following the interpretispgztive “have
their own understandings, their own convictions, their own conceptual orientations; they, too,
are members of a particular culture specific historical moment” (p. 7).

Conceptual and Operational Definitions

The following definitions were used during the course of this dissertatiorrclbsea
study:

EBD (Emotional and Behavioral Disorder$efers to students, formally diagnosed or not,
with significant emotional and behavioral challenges that contribute to theat soci

and emotional challenges with peer groups, and within the school setting.

ED (Emotional DisturbanceRefers to students with the same behavioral issues and needs
as EBD. Some scholars use this term interchangeablyEBIih
SWPBS (School-Wide Positive Behavior Suppdrisfers to a systems approach to

establishing the social cultural and behavioral supports needed for all children in a

school to achieve both social and academic success.

PBS (Positive Behavior SupportRefers to the proactive building-level supports that
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educators utilize when attempting to implement the overall building-level groces
known as SWPBS.

FBA (Functional Behavioral Assessmeigfers to the assessment that school districts and
supporting agencies use to determine the function or cause of student behavior, so
that appropriate behavioral support plans may be implemented.

Incident Data Refers to the documentation about the number of times students are removed
from classrooms, sent to principals’ offices, suspended both in and outside of school
and/or permanently expelled. This type of school data is most typicallytedllacd
reviewed by building principals and district administrators.

Non-complianceRefers to a student’s refusal or lack of appropriate response to thevdirecti
of an adult.

Off Task BehaviorRefers to a student showing no physical orientation or involvement with
an activity or peer as designated by the teacher or activity at hand.

AntecedentsRefers to events that occur prior to a student’s behavior that escalate into a
particular behavioral situation.

Aberrant BehaviarRefers to such behavioral acts as throwing objects, poking peers, sniffing
materials or verbally repeating excessively

SuspensianRefers to temporary student removal from a single classroom or ehi@ sc
day. Suspension may be carried out “in-school” or “out of school”, depending on the
situation.

Expulsion Refers to permanent student removal from a particular school district.

MU Instrument Refers to the survey instrument used to collect building-level datavilnhe

Instrumentwas named for Missouri University, which is the origin of the instrument
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itself, and was developed to gain insight into the levels of building-level supports
based on data collected, and used to make student-specific and systemic-level
decisions in the area of student conduct and behavior. Some school districts use this
data to evaluate building-level implementation of the Positive Behavior Supports.
Dissertation Overview
This chapter introduced the study for the dissertation as a whole, presented an
overview of the background and problem statement, outlined the purpose of the study, stated
the research question and study significance, presented a theoreticaltpersaed defined
conceptual definitions used during the course of this dissertation research. Clraptews
the literature of EBD, focusing on the ways behaviors manifest in the K-12 puibial sc
setting. The review specifically focuses on schools’ responses with posiiae dal
supports, administrators’ collection and use of behavior incident data, and redearche
programs and strategies that have yielded positive results in supporting stutie &R v
Chapter 3 defines the epistemological framework used in this qualitateystcaly, as well
as the philosophical foundations, research design and site, participant informa#ion, dat
collection methods and analysis, researcher positionality, limitations, andtatedins.
Chapter 4 discusses the findings for this study. Chapter 5 provides the implicatioss of thi

study’s findings, and recommends directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Emotional Behavioral Disorders (EBD) in school-aged children have been widely
studied. However, despite a broad range of research into what scholars comfeotdyas
“students with challenging or anti-social behaviors” (Sugai, Horner, &fams2002;

Horner et al., 2004; Walker, 1995, Dunlap et al., 2006; Irvin et al., 2004), these students’ lack
of success in school remains a problem for administrators, teachers, parerits,sandents
themselves. By definition, students with EBD display emotional and behavioral problems
that affect their educational performance (Hodge, Riccomini, Buford, ide2006). This
literature review examines the current knowledge about children with EBheind t
struggles with academic achievement, as well as tested stratedietesventions that have
shown promising results in the K-12 school setting. Specifically, this reviewscprastices

in reviewing behavior incident data, defines school-wide positive behavior supports, and
examines various interventions that professionals use with and without successn\dhile

is known about the struggles of this specific student group, there have been few success
stories that merit adaptation in the area of how schools generally reviaficdmatding-

level data as a strategy to improve both the overall functioning of the sch@whsysd
individual students.

Meeting the complex and multifaceted needs of students with EBD is often an
unattainable goal, both for school administrators and teachers. Historidaitat®nal
programs for this student population have not been associated with generally positive
outcomes (Eber, Nelson, & Miles, 1997). Eber et al. rely on previous studies (K&yangi
Gaines, 1993) to explain that this student population is characterized with manyenegat

attributes, including “excessive dropout rates, high rates of academie faidrpoor
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achievement test scores, low graduation rates, high use of homebound instruction and
institutional placement[, as well as] demonstrate general poor post-schesihaeht
indicators”.

However, these negative impacts are not simply a concern for schools themselve
They are also a concern for the long-term development of the students. Challehgwigrbe
exhibited by young children is now recognized by education scholars as a serious
impediment to social-emotional development, and a harbinger of severe maladjustm
school and adult life (Dunlap et al., 2006).

In fact, students with emotional or behavior disorders behave so disruptively that they
seriously impair their relationships with parents, peers, and teacheas|(Famith, &
Brownell, 1998). To complicate matters further, students with EBD often areoste m
difficult to teach and are increasingly segregated, factors whichilmatetto their high rate
of failure in school (Kauffman, 1993). Timothy Landrum’s (1992) study clarified this
phenomenon by showing that such students take a toll on teachers. He found that teachers
generally agree that disruptive, irritable, insolent, and disobedient behaviors are
unacceptable. In other words, teachers themselves may experiences-bavhether
personal or in terms of classroom management—to teaching these students.

On a larger, systemic level, a national study of school programs (Kniteegh&g,

& Fleisch, 1990) indicated that lack of appropriate services, little coordinatioregratibn
with other provider agencies and limited support for families contributed to these poor
outcomes. Knitzer et al. explain that,“[t]he barriers that EBD poses to chddseccess in
education are complex, and defy simple solutions that take, for example, the form of

punishment for bad behavior”.
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Research in the field of education soon adapted to meet this complexity. The
enhanced attention to social behavior in schools soon prompted an expanding body of
research on the prevention and remediation of violent and disruptive behavior (Elliot,
Hamburg, & Williams, 1998; Gresham, Sugai, Horner, Quinn, & Mclnerney, 1998; L.oebe
& Farrington, 1998; Walker, Horner, Sugai, Bullis, Sprague, Bricker, & Kaufman, 1996). A
focus on preventive strategies continued to encourage schools to review andheiilidata
to make informed decisions when planning preventive strategies to responidedifec
challenging student behavior. Indeed, Walker et al. (1996), found that preventivgesrate
that included early identification allowed for great likelihood for students toantisocial
school behavior around and improve their chances of being successful in school.

These shifts in emphasis toward prevention and remediation of behavior problems,
and the investment in school-wide practices and individualized interventions, proved to be
among the more important changes that have occurred over the past 15 yearsetrbrner
2004). Walker et al. (1996) presented these conceptual changes as a thderettiaieof
prevention, adapted from previous public health efforts (Larson, 1994; National Research
Council & Institute of Medicine, 1999 & 2000). Horner (2004) suggested that the key
messages from this model are that schools need multiple behavior support systeats to cr
safe and encouraging environments. Investing time and resources tdtusestet of
school-wide approach to behavior is the most efficient approach for decreasingsibéifyos
of problems. What makes this model so attractive is that it takes a holistic dppdoaonly
does it seek to improve learning conditions for students with EBD, but it also tarigetd-s

wide behavior support components &irstudents.
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School-Wide Positive Behavior Supports (S\WBS)

There are proven methods of dealing with challenging behaviors from school age
children. The proposed three-tiered model by Walker et al. (1996), “Positive Behavior
Support” (PBS), is a systems approach to establishing needed social, cultural,samoréeh
supports for all children in a school, so that they achieve both social and academi. succes
PBS is sometimes referred to in the literature as SWPBS (School-Witigd°Bshavior
Supports) when educators use PBS in a school-wide approach. PBS and SWPBS are not
packaged curricula, but rather approaches that define core elements that ¢caevesl ac
through a variety of strategies. Each of the three tiers in the prevention mod@sont
primary, secondary, and tertiary core elements.

School-Wide Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports is a prevention model
(Irvin et al., 2004) that many school administrators and licensed staff have turiseal i@y
to improve overall behavior supports at a school-wide level (Sugai, Horner, & Gresha
2002). It is based on the premise that all students can benefit from well-iempézm
evidence-based practices for improving behavior. Researchers agraegisalg 2000):
SWPBS provides a comprehensive framework that can be used by any school to design its
own system of behavioral supports for all students. It also provides informed decision
making, based upon data analysis that guides the process of assessing stddarice
providing additional levels of behavioral support to students in need.

Ultimately, SWPBS provides a positive focus to encourage desirable student
behaviors. A set of universal expectations for behavior, positively stated,ibséstd for all
students throughout all locations of a school. These expectations generally promote cor

values, such as respect, responsibility, and safety. Interventions and stristagieand
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reinforce these expectations, and include:

» Periodic direct instruction in specific student behaviors that demonstspecte
responsibility and safety in various locations in the school.

» Generous quantities of positive adult/teacher attention, and other kinds of
reinforcement to students for demonstrating positive behaviors, especialficspec
behavior expectations identified by the school.

» Predictable consequences for behavior infractions, delivered consisteatly by
staff in a professional manner throughout the entire school. Consequences are not
primarily punitive in nature; they are opportunities for communication between
school officials and students for each student to learn from his or her mistakes and
to accept responsibility for his or her choices. The consequences are provided on a
continuum, matched to the intensity of the misbehavior (Eber et al., 1997).

A SWPBS school incorporates a few simple systems practices cruciatamisigs

the program over time. These practices include:

* The establishment of a representative, SWPBS team with a strong acastr
presence and support. The SWPBS team uses the “framework” of School-Wide
SWPBS to design that school’s unique set of practices.

 The SWPBS activities are embedded into existing school activities, sudima$ sc
improvement and student assistance teams.

» The establishment of a system for using behavioral data (e.g., officgidesci
referrals or some other method of incident reporting). These data arecahahygy
used in a way to guide the design and implementation of additional behavior

supports, especially at the targeted and intensive levels.
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Horner et al. (2004) initially found that schools implementing school-wide SWPBS
have encouraged an array of research efforts focused on improving school-watle soc
climate, defining links between social behavior and academic accomplistanént
identifying the most efficient procedures for achieving durable reductions enviamhd
disruptive behaviors (Lane, Gresham, & O’Shaughnessy, 2002; Tolan, Gorman-Smith, &
Henry, 2001). That is, academic achievement could impact students with behavior disorders
positively if students have the opportunity to learn and improve problem behaviors, and
thereby focus on academic learning tasks.

Often, students with behavior issues spend time outside of classrooms or wait in
administrative offices to visit with administrators and counselors, whichstlat students
miss core instruction from general education classrooms. School-wide behgyporrts
have benefited schools precisely because they are proactive. However, tacheegyroa
schools must first evaluate and understand their own school data profiles. Usingaxadieool-
data sets already in use within school systems is a key factor in buildimg@aroving upon
overall school-wide systems level supports. Such data sets allow school-basetbtea
collect, review, and analyze data from their own schools to apply that datacsfigcaind
appropriately to their own schools. When schools manage student behavior by firsinigeview
the types of behaviors that take students away from classrooms, theyagpategboard in
their quest to understand building-level profiles.

Functional Behavioral Assessment

The strength of the PBS approach is that it creates reliability and aduititynia the

form of a concrete strategy for supporting and guiding student behavior. HoweveB3a

approach alone cannot account for pronounced behavioral problems. Therefore, it is
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important that a given PBS program be augmented with the Functional Behavioral
Assessment (FBA) tool. This section substantiates FBA as a necessggnent of PBS,
first by examining the merit of PBS as a systematic tool, and then by showirfgBrow
augments PBS’s systematic nature. According to Sugai and Horner (1994; BO%,d?
particular importance for schools, given the emphasis on behavioral systedditionao
its emphasis on individual children. A systems perspective provides support for the adoption
and sustained use of effective school practices. Without a systems approadicatientof
practices is limited and incomplete, with the result that attention to schoalivas to
address discipline remains episodic and short-term.

Because PBS implementation encompasses multiple contexts—classrooms, non-
classroom school settings (i.e., playgrounds, hallways, restrooms, and parkinghotsls,s
districts, families, and communities—PBS initiatives are supported byypatcountability
measures, effective communication and administrative support to ensure that it is
implemented accurately and reliably. Indeed, without strong leadershisétoool
administrators, program efforts often become inefficient, incomplete, aridatieé (Colvin
& Sprick, 1999).

The PBS approach is founded on the science of human behavior, which maintains that
much of human behavior is not only learned, but is also impacted by the environment, and
can therefore be changed. The existing science of human behavior finds conrettiees
behavioral, cognitive, biophysical, developmental and physical/environmaataitd—all of
which influence a person’s behavior (Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968; Bijou & Baer, 1978;
Schwartz, 1989; Wolery, Bailey, & Sugai, 1988). Of particular interest ai@$abat affect

the development and durability of disruptive and dangerous behaviors (Biglan, 1995;
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Kauffman, 1997; Mayer, 1995; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992; Walker, Colvin, &
Ramsey, 1995).

The primary purpose of PBS is to change and shape behaviors, and that purpose
provides a continuum of behavioral interventions and supports. Included, and not to be
overlooked, are the changes that need to happen with educators who are involved with, and
who lead, this process, so that PBS implementation in any school setting or idistrict
successful. Prevention is emphasized: policies, structures, routines, and eaentsonm
necessarily change according to the PBS model. As well, a change an #irfiking occurs
with teachers, counselors, parents, and staff. The change of appreciatingiaigpbeavior
is not demanded solely from students, but from everyone, and at all levels of th&onstit

So, where does the FBA component fit within this schema? Sugai et al. (2000)
illustrated that no significant behavioral problems exist with 80 percent of thenstude
population, and that universal interventions through the school-wide system are intended
primarily to be preventive. Next, they showed that 5-15 percent of students at risk for
problem behavior fall into the secondary prevention tier, and that 1-7 percent of students at
the tertiary prevention stage presented chronic and intense problem behavior. Fos student
with the most significant emotional and behavioral issues, the development of positive
behavioral intervention plans should be guided by a Functional Behavioral A&B&is—
the foundation to the PBS approach. Sugai et al. (2000) explained how FBA innovated
behavior support over previous notions of managing student behavior:

Historically, problem behaviors have been viewed as residing within a child, and the

diagnostic emphasis has been on the type of problem behavior or the link with

disability type within the individual. Although all types of information may bdulse
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in the design of effective support, the current emphasis is on careful documentation of

the predicting and maintaining events associated with problem behaviors. (p. 136)
A central message from this advancement is that the design of interventy@tsita
successful change in behavior requires identification of events thatygirallict and
maintain problem behaviors (Carr, 1994; Horner, 1994; Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & Haga
1998).

Functional assessment is not new, and can be found in a variety of disciplines.
However, functional assessment emerged in the 1960s in applied behavioral andigsis in t
field of education, most specifically, in special education (Bijou & Baer, 1961, 1908, Bi
Peterson, & Ault, 1968; Bijou, Peterson, Harris, Allen, & Johnson, 1969). It is important to
note (Blakeslee, Sugai, & Gruba, 1994) that initial research in this arezonéscted with
individuals who experienced severe developmental and intellectual disabiltiesver a
growing body of research and applications subsequently focused on individuals with mild,
high-incident disabilities, for example emotional and behavioral disordersgamanig
disabilities (Dunlap et al., 1993; Lewis & Sugai, 1993, 1996; Umbreit, 1995; Vollmer &
Northup, 1996). Equally important to note is that this body of research considered students
with behavioral disorders to be students with disabilities. However, it is imptotante
that practicioners find this approach useful and appropriate for behavioral psablem
general, despite the fact that it originated by focusing exclusively darggiwith
disabilities.

Researchers and educators alike have defined functional behavior assessment as
systematic process of identifying problem behaviors and events thaighyreredict

occurrence and nonoccurrence of those behaviors and (2) maintain those behaviors over time.
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Research by a wide variety of researchers (Carr et al., 1999; Horner, 1884t € al.,
1997; Sugai, Horner, & Sprague, 1999; Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, & Hagan, 1998;tRlly e
1998) therefore have suggested that the purpose of gathering this information iy tmt onl
improve effectiveness, relevance and efficiency of behavior support plans,dta als
validate FBA as a valuable tool for predicting and planning for behaviors éhdisanptive
to student learning.

The goals of FBA, as part of an overall PBS system, are to identify sp#giftee
conditions where behaviors occur, and to restructure school environments to reduce and
replace challenging behavior by encouraging positive behavior. However, FBAasebbf
forms or static products. Instead, it is a process of understanding behavior in tlkeinonte
which it is observed, and guiding the development of relevant, effective, andrgffici
positive behavioral intervention (Sugai et al., 2000). In other words, educators and
researchers consider FBA as a “best practice” for all challehgihgviors—not just
individual behavioral events (for example, events that often result in suspension or other
disciplinary action).

It is important to note that specific procedures have been established bgtalgai
(2000) to follow when conducting an FBA and developing behavior support plans. They
argue that school administrators, teachers, or supporting agencies who estalletés for
an FBA and create plans based on the data collected, must follow the steps at loythee
developer and authors.

The following outline synthesizes six steps Sugai et al. (2000) recommend for such

development:
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1. Collect information regarding conditions where problem behavior is and is not
observed and where more appropriate behavior is required. Review archival data
and analysis of routines, interviews and/or direct observations, using fouryprimar
factors: (a) defining events and operations that make the problem behavior worse
(e.g., diet, medication, illness, social conflicts, and so on); (b) understanding
antecedent events that predictably precede and trigger or occasion problem
behavior (e.g., task demands, instruction, peer/adult requests, and so on;

(c) classifying problem behavior within response classes or sets, acid avli
maintained by a common function or outcome (e.g., attention escape/avoidance);
(d) identifying consequence events that predictably follow and maintain proble
behavior (positive or negative reinforcement).

2. Develop verifiable hypotheses based on the information collected in the first ste
to describe best the conditions under which the problem behavior is most likely to
occur. A complete testable hypothesis includes problem behavior-triggering
antecedent events, and maintenance of consequence events and influential setting
events establishing operations.

3. Collect direct observation information to verify the summary statements fo
accuracy or predictability. Multiple observations across multiple setsimgsid
be conducted to see if problem behavior patterns occur under hypothesized
conditions and contexts. Such observations require careful documentation of the
presence or absence of antecedent and consequence variables when problem

behaviors are and are not observed.



20

4. Develop behavior support plans, based on the information from verified
hypotheses, to specify possible teaching strategies or manipulationsifed des
behaviors regarding antecedent events and consequence events. This plan would
serve as the basis for defining the actual implementation of the behavioral
interventions, and is unlike other single-focused reactive consequence
manipulations, such as time-out and behavior contracts. Instead, it is based on
FBA, and considers instructionally focused and prevention focused activities.

5. Develop a team-driven implementation script, based on the information and data
collected to this point. The script should specify how, when, where, and by whom
the behavior support plan is to be implemented.

6. Collect information regularly on the effectiveness and efficiency ob#mavior
support plan to evaluate and redesign the plan as needed. Frequent support should
be provided by staff to ensure that the plan works, and that teachers receive
necessary support with implementing the gian.

PBS and FBA are important approaches for identifying and organizing effecti

school practices, especially for students who present significant andeergrstlem
behavior. However, educators struggle with developing effective ways to organizaiand t
staff as part of their efforts to improve programming for students with EBa{8tgl.,

2000). This struggle reminds us that the goal of PBS is to use information from FBAS to
guide the design of learning and teaching environments that support and encoystige ada

behavior as a way to decrease problem behavior and its effects.

! Additional guidelines for implementing the procespear in O'Neill et al. (1997), Sugai, Lewis-Patm

and Hagan (1998), and Tilly et al. (1998).
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Sugai et al. (2000) summarized the expectations well in justifying PBS akd FB
approaches, and emphasize that schools need “user-friendly” ways to use both approach
Establishing a proactive school environment where educators “work smarter” |anciog
the efforts and attentions between school-wide and individual student systesrfeuvel to
be paramount to making the process work. Additionally, Sugai et al. (2000) argued that
attention needs to be paid to the specialized intervention intensity, which woulseerh
the intensity of the problem.

Now, the growing expectation is that schools will deliver socially acbkpta
effective, and efficient interventions to ensure safe, productive environments narer-
violating behavior is minimized and pro-social behavior is promoted. PBS and FBA
represent important efforts toward achieving these goals (Sugai et al., 2000

Interventions

In addition to systematic in-school EBD interventions for children, schools al40 mus
be aware that the problem of dealing with difficult behavior includes dealihgswitsequent
adult responses, which often tend to exacerbate rather than reduce significamrbehavi
problems (Landrum, 1992). Because students with behavior disorders are often unresponsive
to typical management and discipline systems, they often evoke punitivertezsgunses
and peer rejection, leaving school teachers and administrators asking taplasausgents
in more restrictive environments or settings. Compared with other casgdistudents with
disabilities, students with EBD tend to be placed in even more restrictive gregated
educational settings, and fewer than half prove to be re-integrated for att of teeir
education (Dowling et al., 1990).

One behavioral management system that educators frequently use when looking for
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interventions that work with EBD student is the Level System (FarrelthS&iBrownell,
1998). Educators claim that level systems can change student behavior so that students
become academically and social successful in school, and can return to regskes.cl
According to Farrell et al., however, little research exists to suppsrtitim, making level
systems a dubious alternative for any right-thinking administrator auextéor verifiable
outcomes of a school-wide support plan.

For example, in a classroom where a teacher uses a leveled systessutnsd that
students learn appropriate behaviors through a series of steps. Each steméas def
expectations, and reinforcements in the form of specific rewards and consequdhoes—a
which determine whether a student progresses to the next grade level.

However, opponents to this approach (Scheuermann et al., 1994) have argued that the
uniform practice of placing all students at a level-one step (which levelenrsydb) raises
concerns about individualized education. State and federal legislation gugrdomtaegh the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990, that students with disabikire to be
placed in the least restrictive environment. Placing all students equally lexeled system
does not take into account individual placement options. Farrell, Smith, and Brownell (1998)
suggested that to comply with such regulations, teachers and IEP (Individualinesati&n
Plan) teams should play a critical role in the design of the level system ayubthef each
student.

Farrell, Smith, and Brownell (1998) went so far as to conduct a large scale survey to
determine the degree of usage of this level systems management stragegpsults of their
study provided more knowledge about the extent of this practice, the perceivadesftss

and teacher satisfaction with level systems. Specifically, they fouhddhaators know very
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little about level systems other than descriptions they could find in thediterat
Furthermore, research into this concern is currently incomplete. In acknavgedis
incompleteness, Farrell Smith, and Brownell themselves suggested that siyoedoneators
deployed this strategy, more research on its effectiveness needed to be dateducte
determine the exact nature of its viability.

Indeed, it is the task of every support initiative to understand thoroughly its strengths
and weaknesses. Any approach must consider realistically the conditibesstddents and
school it targets. For a variety of reasons, students with EBD are likely todrg,dhsant
and/or disengaged when in school. The most severe and overt symptom of disengagement
from school and learning exhibits itself in the form of dropping out of school (Lehr, iBincla
& Christenson, 2004). Furthermore, most students’ attrition from school (Hess, Lyons,
Corsino, & Wells, 1989) is a particular form of expression: an extreme disengademne
school, preceded by indicators of withdrawal (e.g., poor attendance), and unsuscéssful
experiences (e.g., academic or behavioral difficulties).

Some studies have shown that this path to complete disengagement and dropping out
could be predicted as early as the elementary years in some studemtg{@as
Hendricks, 1989). A retrospective study (Hess et al., 1989) examining eaeynpatt
students who dropped out of schools showed that, starting in first grade, school dropouts had
more absences than did graduates. That study’s analysis of cumulatis fieom Chicago
Public School students showed that absences and academic grades for thoegiwense
years, ending in the fourth grade, identified nearly 90 percent of the dropouts. (3889)
stated that while success in the early grades did not guarantee sucagsssichboling,

failure in the early years did virtually ensure failure in later schookimgbling EBD
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students to engage with school, then, seems to be a key consideration—a consideration that
the model known as Check and Connect (Lehr, Sinclair, Christenson, 2004) took as its
central focus.

Check and Connect is an intervention strategy for students whose behavioral issues
prevent them from becoming engaged with school. The Check and Connect intervention was
originally developed as part of an initiative funded by the U.S. Department oftiehica
Office of Special Education Programs to address dropout prevention and intervention for
middle school students with learning and emotional/behavioral disabilities (lletlgi6
Christenson, 2004). Check and Connect was designed to promote student engagement in
school and learning. Its key features included the following elemerdatoredhip building;
routine monitoring of warning signals that may indicate withdrawal; tinmtgrventions to
provide support tailored to individual needs; long-term commitment, by coordinating
interventions with families for at least a 2-year period; “Persistehe®, a form of
academic motivation with the message that education is important for futuoenestc
problem-solving, which focuses on identifying solutions and acquiring skills to resolve
conflicts; and strong affiliations with school and learning.

In their 2004 study, Lehr, Sinclair, and Christenson found that elementary school
students targeted for the Check and Connect program were absent or tardy to school 12
percent less than their previous years’ enrollment. The results of thysistlichted two
things. First, since the study found that students’ previous years’ punctamaligttendance
doubled during patrticipation in Check and Connect, it is reasonable to suggest that Check
and Connect increased levels of engagement in school—at the very least, in theasense t

students were physically present for lessons. Second, teacher perceptiagsarhpr
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effectiveness affirmed the direct measure of student participation. Fsnidamg this study
suggested this strategy increased levels of engagement in school, asesl/ldeaubstantial
changes in attendance. Teacher’s perceptions from the study indicat@dnidyarity of the
staff reported more engagement from the students participating in the @ldeCkm@nect.
Lehr et al. concluded that as school districts and communities sought ways togheet
educational standards for all youth, school completion and student engagement with school
become critical first steps. Thus, the Check and Connect Model proved to be one intervention
that could be utilized at the elementary level.

The strength of Check and Connect’s strategy lies in improving the ratkitly w
students attend classes. However, attendance rate is just one facet of studememtga
Unfortunately, attendance in and of itself is not a measure of whether, or the tegtech,
students engage with and ultimately learn material.

To understand whether students “tuned in” to learning when they did attend school,
Landrum, Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) addressed the academic learning problems
associated with behavior choices that students make. They asked three quedetersitine
whether practices found to be effective in the research were actuallysutwedsen applied
to special education students with EBD:

1. What research-based practices offer the most promise with EBD students?

2. Are the practices being implemented with regularity and fidelity in schools?

3. Are these practices unique to the field of special education or just simply good

educational practices?

Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman (2003) categorized their findings into three

“broad” intervention categories—inappropriate behaviors, academic learning pscdoheim
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interpersonal relationships (p. 149)—which they referred to as “promising intenv&hfor
students with EBD, and identified potential intervention targets along withp®&a of
effective practices. According to Landrum et al., the basic concept unddrbiayioral
procedures simply assumed that the environment, or antecedent, set the occasion for
behavior, and then the behavior occurred, which was then followed by a consequence, either
in the form of a new, added or withdrawn stimulus.

Noncompliance in school situations has generally referred to the refusal or lack of
appropriate response to the direction of an adult who has made a request of a staltent (W
& Walker, 1991). Inappropriate behavior has manifested into excesses that look like
aggressive or disruptive behavior, or a deficit area, showing either sotidravi@al or
noncompliance. Education research has considered reinforcers to be effecticeqracth
positive and negative, but it remains clear that educators must additionaligttakecount
how a message, or precision request, is directed toward a student. The likelihotdleha s
complying with a directive may be enhanced by the way the directive is ddlivéreh
would demonstrate antecedent to compliance (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 2003).
Regarding this concern, they described two types of teacher requesitsoprand
behavioral momentum—both of which have proven to be successful with EBD students.
Precision requests, as delivered by a teacher, are predictable, involvesdocinsequences
and allows for students to have wait time to comply. Behavioral momentum outlines a
strategy in which the teacher delivers a directive that a student is mbstdikemply with.
Altering consequences is another strategy that has been used either toa¢hgaresired
behavior or decrease an undesirable behavior (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffi®an, 20

This strategy is used when teachers deliver positive attention as a wiendceethe
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desired behavior and has a strong research base as pointed out by Landruralelaanhkebr
Kauffman, (2003). Indeed, descriptions of praise and its effective use @A&@&routman,
2003) are abundant in the special education literature.

De Pry and Sugai (2002), furthermore, have examined the effect of using two
antecedent-based strategies for reducing problem behaviors in school sgteegsally,
pre-correctionandactive supervisionThe objective of pre-correction is to prompt or engage
each student in a pro-social, or more appropriate, behavior before the problensisnecta
Pre-correction could take the form of a verbal rule restatement or a nonvestoad g
prompt. Active supervision has three general keys. First, teachers move aboatithesing
body proximity; second, teachers visit problem spots frequently; third, theyrgcan t
environment as they move about the room. Teachers give pre-corrections and getainder
students as they move around the room. These supervision strategies have been used by
teachers for reducing behaviors during transition times, in the cafetediduang recess
times (Lewis, Colvin, & Sugai, 2000).

Beyond looking at practices directed at inappropriate behavior, a survey of the
evidence-based practices dealing specifically with acadenmiangaproblems leads to
examining the practices directed at improving academic outcomes for siuglett as direct
instruction, self monitoring skills, class-wide peer tutoring, and continuous magitafri
student performance through curriculum based measures. According to Walk€t%9&),
direct instruction has perhaps the richest empirical history in enhancingatihenac
achievement of struggling learners. One of the key advantages of diraattiostfor low-
achieving students is its emphasis on academic engagement (Landrum, €gnkersl

Kauffman, 2003). With the learning targets for academic intervention, theogeahasize
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is the improvement of achievement through attention to task, self-monitoring, and peer
tutoring—all of which are good examples of learning practices that supplemesit di
instruction.

In addition to the usefulness of intervention that is focused on academic achievement,
it is important to understand the ways interpersonal relationships impact stuitbrEBD.
Students in this category have both deficits and problems associated withlgb€idta
this reason, social skills intervention is a standard component of virtually alaprogng
for these students, and with very good reason. Making academic gains would be shdrt-lived i
students simultaneously were not to receive appropriate instruction forabiairskills
deficits (Broughton & Lahey, 1978). However, some research has disproven thiditsebf
this approach. Specifically, summaries of intervention literature based arameadysis
(Fornes, Kavale, Blum, & Lloyd, 1997; Lloyd, Forness, & Kavale, 1998) have shown that
social skills interventions are not as promising as they originally pudpturtee.

In addition to choosing empirically supported interventions and implementing them
with integrity, Landrum, Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) argued that all of the
interventions listed thus far in this review need also be implemented early irctb@ty
behavioral problems. Indeed, compelling evidence has suggested that the development of
behavioral disorders could be ameliorated dramatically if interventions warnelgad early
and intensely (Shinn, Walker, & Stoner, 2002). Thus, education researchers have been able t
understand much about the conditions under which problems occurred, and have refined their
understanding of how best to implement interventions.

Over the years, research has generally led to the conclusion that children and

adolescents with EBD functioned a year or more below grade level across atdsgesc
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(Kauffman, 2001), and were at high risk for failure to master the types of badienaic
skills essential to later scholastic functioning (Gunter & Denny, 1998). Bee@asiemic
difficulties begin early in an education career, and often have lasting cemeeg (Mooney,
Epstein, Reid, & Nelson, 2003), direct intervention early and often throughout a child’s
schooling becomes essential for laying the groundwork for their futuressicc

Ultimately, the trends in, and status of, academic intervention researchuwigimtst
with EBD need to be understood, so that school administrators, teachers, and parents ca
make sound objective instruction decisions (Moony et al., 2003). As much as seems to be
known and reported about how students with EBD function lower than other students, not as
much knowledge seems to be available with regard to the status and trends incaacadem
intervention research. In 1985, for example, Skiba and Casey reviewed the intervention
research, and found the research in the field of behavioral disorders to be “frabght w
number of serious problems” (p. 249), including poor research design, reporting methods,
and measurement of treatment implementation. Nine years later, Mooneyn Hpsid, and
Nelson (2003) reviewed both the status of and trends in interventions designed to improve
the academic functioning of students with emotional and behavioral disordersivéfty-f
studies were included in their descriptive analysis, which spanned the paarsdr5-2002.
Their study found that not much about intervention had changed from some “two decades
earlier” (Skiba & Casey 1985).

Skiba and Casey (1985) concluded that more research still needed to be conducted to
formalize effective methods for teaching children with emotional disserdérey discovered
multiple discrepancies throughout the 55 studies they analyzed. In narrating the

discrepancies, they concluded that demographic information was hard to find for some
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participants; physical settings were generally special educatiesrobms, as opposed to
general education classrooms; researchers used predominantly shygte-designs;
treatment fidelity data were often absent; and few of the studies focusechaled or
minorities. Another study limitation was that the data for students with behagsras was
combined with the data for those students with other disabilities, with the resahyioate
using that data might predict a different outcome than if data from all studies Imad bee
included about the types of student disabilities reviewed. Today, with accouwptabilit
measures in place (such as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001), along with dtbel-sc
based accountability measures, future research is necessary ifdlod @ducating students
with behavior and emotional disorders is to improve (Mooney, Epstein, Reid & Nelson,
2003Y.

Finally, Dunlap et al. (2006) created a concise and current summary obsthe m
prominent features of the impact of prevention and intervention practices for chiltine
challenging behaviors. They pointed to necessary considerations to pursueyds a wa
ground future evidence-based research, so that more “complex empiricaldgsiesuld
someday be answered. They accomplished this goal by producing a synthdsisatthst
articulated findings with summary statements specific to impact, premeand intervention.
Their recommendation was that future research should require both considerabtesesour
and a well-planned approach to ensure that new research explorations innovatd tie fi

education.

2 Skiba and Casey (1985) outline a framework ofitglpoints to consider when formulating future ersé

plans that investigate intervention treatment fadents with EBD. See Mooney, Epstein, Reid, and
Nelson (2003) for the complete list of talking ptsin
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In determining the effectiveness of interventions for students with EBD, wamdr
Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) noted the importance of understanding that professiona
are probably not going to cure the emotional or behavioral problems that EBD students
present, considering that EBD is a lifelong disorder. They further argugpieal education
itself for EBD students could be even more “special” if educators would take fulitadea
of the behavioral and instructional interventions available to them by utilizingdkerpr
strategies with the highest chance of helping students with behavior diseasrsheir
potential. Of course, it is realistic for a building’s administrators andagoiscto evaluate
the tools available to them to improve the education of EBD students. Testifying twrmy o
educational experiences as a former teacher and current school adramilstat agree
there are viable options available that should be leveraged to improve programn&iBgpfor
students.

Using School-Wide Data

Without collecting and reviewing the appropriate school-wide office referta) da
sometimes referred to in the literature as “office discipline r@fef©DR), schools
themselves would have zero foundational information in moving forward and putting
appropriate behavior interventions and plans in place for students. Schools flourish, in part,
when educators work together to collect, analyze and act on information about student
behavior (LeTendre, 2000). Analysis of school-wide and individual student behavior in
schools can be of direct and immediate value in the design of effective, indivedualiz
interventions (Tobin, Sugai, & Colvin, 2000).

Many schools today use electronic student databases to collect attendante da

schedule classes, to document personalized education plans, and to collect behpsiofal ty
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data. Many types of ODR-related information, such as demographic informateynnge
teacher, time of day, and nature/location of problem behavior are potentially usefidrda
facilitating decision-making regarding school-wide and/or individual studdvavioa (Irvin
et al., 2006). Furthermore, many schools have at their fingertips the essatatinbcessary
to begin the decision-making process for all the topics of ODR, since statedanal f
reporting is so vital to school systems’ daily operations.

In a recent review of school research and evaluation reports, Irvin, Tobin, Sprague
Sugai, and Vincent (2006) interpreted a variety of empirical evidence to dattime
validity of ODR measures, for use as indices both of school-wide behavioral status and of
effectiveness of school-wide behavioral interventions. The purpose of Irvin etudysvgas
further to apply Messick’s (1988) tool—the “Unified Approach to Construct Validity to
School-Wide Interpretation and Use of ODR Measures: Relevant ValiditstiQug and
Necessary Evidence”—to assess the validity of office discipline datsnoaly used in
schools. Irvin et al. framed their study by utilizing the SWIS (School-Widerrdtion
System) to ensure a standardized electronic form of the data used byoibls stidied.
They noted that, typically, this type of SWIS data collection assists wenaltdecision-
making about improving school discipline practices and with support planning for individual
students. Furthermore, the collection serves as a means to report data toitheadisiell
as state and federal governments. Finaly, it aggregates and interprets ticeodata a
schools—within and across districts and states.

Irvin et al. (2006) clarified that their evaluative study focused on theviicskey
hypotheses in using a SWIS approach for school data collection. Their pilot study

demonstrated empirically that ODR data, summarized in convenient formats,iliatéac



33
educators’ decision-making about student behavior in schools—both on a school-wide basis
and with individual students. They also found that school personnel did access and report use
of ODR information to make active decisions about implementing interventions a@med a
decreasing student problem behaviors.

The limitation of Irvin et al.’s (2006) study, and which the authors acknowledged,
was that it did not explore all of Messick’s (1988) hypotheses, specificallgttbetwo.

Irvin et al. recommended that future research explore such concerns in-dephh8isttidy

measured only schools that reported using the tool, they also recommended that futur

studies should include concurrent observation of educators using the data for decision-
making.

Although Irvin et al. (2006) were able to replicate Messick’s unified appredohe
validity—by focusing on examples of evidence for empirical and ethical foiondaof
interpretations and social consequences of ODR measures at the school-vi4déhieve
study itself was not designed to look at the outcomes of such data review, nor at such goals
as creating outcomes and interventions for students, based on data. This limitaéisaser
reminder to educators that they must first address how data is used, and then éealuate t
fidelity of the design and implementation of interventions intended to improve student
behavior.

Irvin et al.’s (2006) contributions are, however, extremely important, in that they
offer a beginning step in designing effective school-wide practicescurhent climate even
lends validity to Irvin et al.’s findings, in that schools today (Horner et al., 2e@4yt 20 to
60 percent reductions in office discipline referrals, improved social cliamtemproved

academic performance when they engage in SWPBS practices. Importandyysng
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school-wide office referral data allows for managing and understanding stihwaikes and
profiles, the research in this area gives educators tools and standards thwhrtbwork.
School-wide behavior support is a relatively recent practice. It emeacdefrly
work by educational scholar Roy Mayer and his colleagues (Mayer, BattarWafpaktitis,
& Sulzer-Azaroff, 1983; Mayer, 1995). Their emphasis on the teaching of prd-socia
behaviors to all children entering elementary and middle (junior high) schoslatsa
expanded by other education scholars (Sprick, Sprick, & Garrison, 1992; Nelson, Johnson, &
Marchand-Martella, 1996; Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Luiselli et al., 2002). Subsedfimms ¢o
implement school-wide support saw substantial success, as evidenced by the vewvisof L
and Sugai (1999) and Hagen-Burke et al. (2002). The following list conflates aed/
Sugai’'s and Hagen-Burke et al.’s work. Together, they identified seyesckiens of
schools that experienced success with PBS. The schools:
1. Defined 3 to 5 school-wide expectations for appropriate behavior.
2. Actively taught specific school-wide behavioral expectations to all students
3. Monitored and acknowledged students for engaging in behavioral expectations.
4. Corrected problem behavior, using a consistently administered continuum of
behavioral consequences.
5. Gathered and used information about student behavior to evaluate and guide
decision-making.
6. Refined leadership, based on school-wide practices of administrators who
established a “building behavior” team to manage and implement efforts. They
ensured that the leader served as a member of the team, and allocated sufficient

time to implement behavior support procedures.
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7. Obtained district-level support (in the form of training) for school-wide behavior
support practices, established expectations that information on problem behavior
patterns be gathered and reported, and sought policies that emphasized
expectations that schools be both safe and organized for effective learning.

Subsequently, schools complemented their data collection practices with “The
School-Wide Evaluation Tool”, or SET, developed by Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, and
Horner (2001), which measured implementation of school-wide positive behavior support
procedures. In a follow-up study, Horner, Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Irvin, Sugai, anddBola
(2004) documented the psychometric properties of the SET. They contended that educators
and researchers needed a metric for assessing implementation of scleoBBS
practices—such as Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, & Horner’s (2001) creatio dh&e
years earlier to provide a measure of primary prevention practices.

Methodologically, Horner et al. (2004) held two key assumptions for determining the
viability of investing in school-wide PBS. The first assumption centered on th¢hde
promoting appropriate behavior could only be accomplished by clearly defining dxpecta
That is, if teachers actively taught desired behaviors, then they needed to shistermons
by acknowledging and rewarding such behavior. Sugai et al. (2000) themselves
acknowledged that there was no degree to which these expectations affectatdensee i
types of problematic behavior. However, reducing the negative behaviors onemdlup
resources to support more intensive issues. Horner et al.’s second assumption was that
student peers had as much, if not more, influence over fellow students’ behavior than do
adults regarding the creation of a school climate where desired behavipetsesk

A key methodological concern, then, emerged. The establishment of a positive
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student social culture involved providing students with a common set of expectations, a
common language and a common set of experiences associated with the definedabehavi
expectations (Cushing, 2000; Lewis & Sugai, 1999). Horner et al. (2004) found both
promising results and limitations in using the SET. First, because this mesaseeded
basic psychometric criteria for measuring tools used in research, it coadtireistered
with high inter-observer agreement, which demonstrated excellent &estnedtability.
Additionally, the researchers concluded that local school decision-makers stadlisé a
PBS tool for training and development. From this conclusion, Horner et al. recomnaended
number of steps to consider when building systems-level supports for improving student
behavior: (a) assess the need for training, (b) assess the impact of perseglophuent
efforts in the area of school-wide PBS, (c) assess the sustained use ofxadbed®BS
procedures, and (d) develop locally effective strategies for building schdelRBS
outcomes.
Horner et al. (2004) do point out, of course, that the study was limited. Although the
SET should prove useful in gathering data on the first level for evaluation of theyprim
prevention strategies of PBS (first tier), the study did not use SET to &vHiassecondary
and tertiary preventions of school districts. This is a limitation becausechedsey tier
(supports designed to reduce the number of problem behaviors) and tertiary tier $§support
that reduced the intenesity and complexity of current behaviors) are juspartant to a
comprehensive plan for overall school improvement as the first level of any ovaraibpl
be assessed by the SET.
Summary

Our current understanding of emotional and behavioral problems in schools leads
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towards the understanding that there are strategies that work in the educasimmaltbgt
can improve outcomes for students. Additionally research does support the development of a
three-tiered system of prevention, with the third tier focused on developing individual
behavior intervention plans for each student, based on functional behavior analysist(Sugai e
al., 2002). This approach to behavior problems in schools represents one possible direction in
the spirit of what many educators see as “education for all’, and espéaiatydents with
EBD. While there remains much to learn about students with EBD, educatiatuliger
reveals one major theme: it is now clear that students with EBD need moredfocuse
systematic attention to increase their chances of success. leitotlegin a systemic
process to collect and analyze data currently housed in school buildings acros®thasna
first step to understand and develop better plans and programs for students with EBD.

Specifically, administrators could improve services for children with EBD by
reviewing and using incident data at their schools to arrive at a systemrstandeng of the
types of removals teachers dole out to students. This is a complex and daunting task,
especially for school administrators who routinely juggle various tasks throutpeoturse
of a single week, day or even hour; however, collecting and reviewing incident thega is
first step in creating structures and programming that benefits studendent data are vital
to focus schools’ efforts to maximize the success of students (Holcomb, 1998).i@pllect
and using incident data are also essential to creating the safe and ordeoyreents that
students need in order to learn. Viewing incident data helps administratocerepla
assumptions with facts, identify causes and problems of behaviors, determiner whethe
programming meets student needs, and establish a routine in school settings—through

prevention and intervention—of behavior conducive to learning.
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Administrators must recognize, however, that data collection is only thetést
Schools must move beyond simply collecting the data for state and federghgepor
purposes, and begin building processes at the building- and district-level that astathes
sets to improve teaching and learning for both general and special edutatentsalike.

Educators are being asked to educate an increasingly heterogeneous population of
students. A growing number of students in our schools have English as a second language,
limited family support systems, significant learning and/or behavioral gmahlfamilies
who face financial barriers, and a great need for mental health, socialewsitdical, and
vocational assistance (Knitzer, 1993; Knitzer, Steinberg, & Fleisch, 199@&nSt& Price,
1992). Although attention has popularly focused on students with externalizing problem
behavior (e.g., aggressive, antisocial or destructive conduct), students withlinteg
problem behavior (e.g., social withdrawal, depression) also represent an impamtarhaof
families, schools, and communities (Kauffman, 1997).

Increasingly, efforts to establish school-linked service arrangerferdkildren and
families are appearing around the country (Sailor, 1996). As a society, we look tesgohool
be or become settings where our children learn the skills necessary to ensaoesafal
adulthood (e.g., ISEA, Goals 2000, and Improving America’s Schools Act). This expectat
of course, occurs in that context of an increasingly heterogeneous gendesit body, some
of whom exhibit intense patterns of chronic problem behavior (Sugai et al., 2002).

The literature regarding students with EBD provides a compelling look adhthét
we now know much more about the problems inherent in teaching these children. There
seems to be consensus among authors, educators, and researchers about the ways tha

challenging behaviors manifest in school settings. Educators can predietfailwre in
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school and in our communities when children with emotional and behavior issues are left
untreated. As this review shows, not only is there an abundance of data that promote the
importance of prevention and early detection, there are also data that provettieated,
EBD behaviors and student failure simply get worse over time.

This literature review provides a complex look at students with emotional and
behavioral disorders (EBD), and specifically focuses on Positive Behavior u(pBg)
and interventions for working with students—defined as students with various emotional or
behavior disorders. What remains clear is that more needs to be done in the area of the
research itself—specifically, in evaluating the efficacy of testevantion strategies and
practices to ensure educators have the necessary tools and the “know how” to implement
those tools with fidelity, and to ensure every effort is made truly to inipacters with EBD
in K-12 school settings. Choosing interventions that are empirically supportes in t
literature, and then implementing them with integrity, should be the goal of evergtedu
working with EBD students.

Prevention of behavior-related incidents in the school setting should be the first
priority in creating an optimal learning environment for all students including thik
EDB. To become preventive in practices, administrators must first be able gateavi
through building-level incident data to ensure they have an accurate profile nof tréyr
respective buildings, but also of the overall school district. While a comprehensdaninc
database makes it easier to manage resources and complete state ahithdetbart reports,
the most important reason to collect data is to facilitate activitieptbatote learning (i.e.,
improving school safety and focusing discipline reform efforts). Without aecdeda4, it is

difficult to take appropriate steps to create climates conducive to legthi@gDepartment



40
of Education, 2010).

A motivating factor for this study is that existing literature does not fpeby
investigate the ways school administrators and staff members haveéetbded used
school-based discipline data to inform decisions to improve school-based protocols to
improve services for EBE students. Collecting and reviewing building- anttdistrel
incident data can be the first step toward understanding the specific needs of daahdivi
school building or complete school district when improving the overall behaviors of students
in the K-12 setting. This case study examines how one school district collectgyaaand
uses student incident behavior data to inform school-based and district decisions.

Yin (2009) stated that novices mistakenly think that the purpose of a literatiee revi
is to determine the answers about what is known on a topic; experienced investigators
however, review previous research to develop sharper and more insightful qudsiians a
the topic. As a fledgling researcher myself, | have paid particutrtain to this sage
advice, and have leveraged this literature review to help me establish thercpigsit will

guide this research.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

| chose a qualitative approach for this study for several compelling reasons. |
general, qualitative research methods are especially useful in disgptrerimeaning that
people give to events they experience (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).
The purpose of this study was to discover the meaning that administrators givehtarthe t
collection, analysis and use of behavior data to improve student success in school and in
society.

Specifically, a qualitative approach is warranted when the nature of research
guestions requiresxploration(Stake, 1995). Qualitative research questions often begin with
howor what, so that the researcher can gain an in-depth understanding of what is going on
relative to the topic (Patton, 2002; Seidman, 1998). For the current study, | explored
participants’ experiences with reducing behavior barriers that impadarng by asking the
following whatquestions: (a) To what extent do administrators have access to behavior data
that inform their decisions on how to improve student success in school and in society?,
(b) To what extent do administrators use behavior data to improve success in school and in
society?, and (c) What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance theezitss
of their current efforts to improve student success in school and in society?

Second, a qualitative study allows the researcher to explore phenomena, such as
feelings or thought processes, that are difficult to extract or learn abougjthconventional
research methods (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). For the present study, | explorepgpestic
perceptionsandlived experienceglones, Torres, & Arminio, 2006) of reducing barriers that
interrupted learning.

Third, qualitative research methods are the best approach when studying phanom
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in their natural settings (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), and when striving to understandt socia
processes in context (Esterberg, 2002). The current study focused on admiristrators
experiences of addressing behavior problems in the buildings in which they heldhgade
roles.

Fourth, qualitative methods emphasize the researcher’s role as activipauatrtn
the study (Creswell, 2005). For the present study, I, the researcher, \kag thetrument in
data collection, and the interpreter of data findings (Stake, 1995).

Qualitative research methods used in this study included: purposive sampling, semi-
structured interviews, and systematic and concurrent data collection arshdlyts
procedures. Specifically, the constant comparative method (Glaser & Sirf863swas used
to analyze the data and discover administrators’ perceptions and experighaeslucing
negative behaviors that affect student learning.

This study, based in the constructivist paradigm, used a case study approach to
explain building administrators’ perceptions and experiences with understanding and
reducing behavior problems that disrupt learning in the school setting. This chagtdvete
the research paradigm, approach, and design used to achieve the purpose of the study.

There is no single wellspring of qualitative research. Its historytensive, drawing
from the evolving curiosities of humankind over the centuries, formally discipliyned b
ethnographers, social psychologists, historians, and literary critics dB&®ilkin, 1982;

Eco, 1994; Hamilton, 1981, Stake, 1978). The function of research is not necessarily to map
and conquer the world, but to lend the world sophistication. An ongoing interpretive role of
the researcher is prominent in any qualitative case study (Stake, 1995).

Since qualitative methodologies are fundamentally anchored in a concern for
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developing a depth of understanding both of a particular phenomenon and a construction of
meaning that individuals attribute to their experiences, care must be takemntbta the
complex dynamics that emerge (Jones, 2002). Jones, Torres, and Arminio (2006) submitted,
for example, that the intent of qualitative research is, through in-depth examjnati
illuminate and better understand the rich lives of human beings and the world in wigich the
live.

To this end, Oldfather and West (1994) compared qualitative research to thd musica
genre of jazz. This metaphor is fitting when considering the many elemgatz @ind the
ways these same qualities pervade qualitative research. Oldfather arfditkes iterated
that the inclusive, improvisational, collaborative, and interpretative qualitiagoare
adaptive, and shaped by the participants much like qualitative research is shbpddthg
researcher and those participating:

Those who experience jazz firsthand (as players or members of a live audirence)

those most deeply affected. Similarly, those who participate directlyaiitajive

research, who are physically, intellectually, and emotionally presem iresearch
context, and who hear the interplay of voices for themselves are those for whom the

understandings are most vivid and meaningful. (Oldfather & West, 1994, p. 23)

The qualitative approach is based on the idea of striving to understand social
processes in context, while exploring the meanings of social events for those who are
involved in them (Esterberg, 2002). Qualitative research involves an inteepredturalistic
approach to the world—studying things in their natural settings while aitegriptmake
sense of and interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to theam&Denz

Lincoln, 2000). Qualitative research has grown in popularity over the past quater of
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century, and continues to emerge as a means to answer questions in the edueéational f
(Prasade, 2005): “The so-called qualitative turn that has overtaken the siecieés in the
last twenty-five years has yielded both a rich body of research usingatsticl methods
and substantive amount of methodological advice on how to engage in qualitative inquiry”
(p. 3).

As well, the components and foundations that guide qualitative research serve as the
means to contextualize and understand the research questions in this study. Avqualitat
approach is most appropriate for this study because it fosters a better eyt the
lived experiences of the participants (school personnel) and their own understaidiog/
they collect, navigate, and work with student behavioral incident data. This sty al
participants the opportunity to articulate (or, in the language of the litey&éxpress”) the
ways they collect and analyze building-level data. The use of rich, cdésaliption
provides in-depth, detailed accounts of the participants’ experiences. Theatstements
of a qualitative research process are generally defined as includitereggy, a
theoretical perspective, and methodology (Crotty, 1998). This chapter definesarsdess
each of these components in relation to this study.

Philosophical Foundation

The epistemology framing this qualitative dissertation research iggcingsm.

This epistemological approach asserts that different people construchgegedifferent
ways, even when experiencing the same event (Crotty, 1998). Crotty identifieal seve
assumptions of constructivism, three of which are fundamental to this study: éljsBec
meaning is constructed by human beings as they engage with the world thegrareting,

gualitative researchers tend to use open-ended questions, so that the partaipsimise:
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their views; (2) humans engage with their world and make sense of it based on theoahist
and social perspectives; (3) the basic generation of meaning is alwals awsing in and
out of interaction with a human community. The research interpretations and fimdings
gualitative research, therefore, are context-specific.

Constructivism is useful as the philosophical framework for this reseaccbrding
to Stake (1995), out of all the roles that researchers play, the role of gatieiaterpreter
is central: “Most contemporary qualitative researchers nourish the belidnbwledge is
constructed rather than discovered. The world we know is a particularly human danstruc
(p. 99). Stake (1995) defines constructivism as a belief that knowledge is madgebpdéar
social interpretations rather than awaremenss of an external reality.

This dissertation’s research is based on the interpretations of educators wottking
students who have behaviors that disrupt their and others’ learning in the K-12 schupl sett
Of particular interest are the ways educators made meaning of the behiswzident data
and the ways they decided to collect the data. The study’s participants dexisteadity
based on their individual and shared experiences. How they interacted with and made
decisions based on the actions and reactions of students is complex, and reflects the
constructivist epistemology.

In terms of analysis, the interpretive theoretical perspective providadhawork for
understanding the ways that school administrators and teachers interpcetedde
meaning of the school-based data they collected and analyzed. This studycifecsape
interested in discovering how educators collected and interpreted theirdhbave the data
guided and informed programmatic decisions for students in the K-12 public schowj. setti

The interpretive tradition asserts that researchers should begin by exatmeaumtext to be



46

studied through actions and inquiry, as opposed to predisposed assumptions. The basic
interpretive study exemplifies the assumption that the researchereéstatein
understanding how participants make meaning of a situation or phenomenon. This meaning
is mediated through the researcher-as-instrument. The strategy isviedantl the outcome
is descriptive (Merriam, 2002). Generally, rather than begin with a theory angeseed
notion of the way the world works, researchers should begin by immersing themise¢hees
world inhabited by those they wish to study (Esterberg, 2002). Specifically, warokngt
how individuals in the world construct and interpret reality should constitute therprima
emphasis (Gubrium & Holstein, 1997). Constructivist and interpretive approachestsibsc
to the notion that all social reality is constructed, created, or modified theadbtial players
involved. Thus, it is important to consider Stake’s (1995) argument that, “most contgmpora
gualitative researchers nourish the belief that knowledge is constructadhathe
discovered. The world we know is a particularly human construction” (p. 99).

In agreement with this worldview, | used a constructivist paradigm to exand
understand administrators’ perceptions and experiences with reducing bargarsing in
their buildings. Constructivist researchers focus on understanding and rectimgtthe
meanings that individuals hold about the phenomenon being studied (Gubrium & Holstein,
1997; Jones, 2002) by examining in-depth theed experienceglones, Torres, & Arminio,
2006) through use of open-ended questions (Crotty, 1998). Thus, for this study, | conducted
interviews with 11 school administrators, reviewed relevant on-site documeahts, a
continually analyzed these data in an attempt to understand and construct meaning of

participants’ perceptions and experiences with reducing behavior-retateet o to learning.
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Research Design

Qualitative case study research served as the main methodology fordkgisT$tis
section describes the background of case study research, defines casgethodology,
examines the relevance of case study methodology, explores the chetrestand
misconceptions of case study methods and describes case study reseginshaddseing
created from case study research. All components of the research desmmaited.
However, these connections are not rigid. Maxwell’'s (2005) rubber band analogyexplai
the connections and interactions clearly: “This ‘rubber band’ metaphor portraystatiyeal
design as something with considerable flexibility, but in which there ar¢raoms imposed
by the different parts on one another, constraints which, if violated, make the design
ineffective” (p. 6).

There are many well-known case study researchers, the most promindéanof w
include Robert K. Yin, Robert E. Stake, and Sharon B. Merriam, all of whom have written
extensively about case study research, and have suggested techniques fongraachiz
conducting such research successfully. For the purpose of this dissertaehgebkrelied
primarily on definitions offered by modern case study methodologists Me(1i@88), Stake
(1995), and Yin (2009).

In terms of the contributions of case studies, Flyvbjerg (2006) believed thigrgrea
numbers of good case studies would strengthen social science. However, ik warn
researchers to be mindful of the five greatest misunderstandings of chseesearch:

(1) theoretical knowledge is more valuable than practical knowledge; (2) onet ca
generalize from a single case; therefore, the single-case stndgtaontribute to scientific

development; (3) the case study is most useful for generating hypothesessadtaer
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methods are more suitable for hypotheses testing and theory building; (4) tsudsgse
contains a bias toward verification; and (5) it is often difficult to summapieeifsc case
studies.
Case Study

Stake (1995) described case study methodology as a strategy of inquiry in which the
researcher explores in-depth a program, event, activity, process or one ananodeials.
Cases are bounded by time and activity, and researchers collect detail@aiioioiusing a
variety of data collection procedures over a sustained period of time. Fouthystbe
phenomenon under investigation was student behavior that negatively impacted leaming. Th
casefor the current study were administrators from a PreK-12 school distackidwestern
state. Case study researchers collect detailed information usin@y whrlata collection
procedures over a sustained period of time. For this study, | collected data tin-okegtth
interviews, and additionally reviewed documents provided to me by the school distriet whe
the study was conducted. Specifically, interviews were conducted and goelip-tzpes
were transcribed into word documents, district documents were reviewed, and i@ata we
coded for emergent themes. Another component of case studies is the unit of,analysis
defined as the area of focus of the study (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 2009). For this study,tthis uni
of analysis was the individual school buildings participating in the study.

Yin (2009) named five components of effective case study research design:
(1) research questions; (2) propositions or purpose of study; (3) unit analysisjq4hdbg
links data to propositions; and (5) criteria for interpreting findings. The mostajgte
guestions for this type of qualitative case study research were “how” and favims of

guestions. Specifically, | asked about the ways administrators accebs@tbbédata that
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informed their decisions on how to improve student success in school and society.
Additionally, | inquired as to the ways administrators used behavior data tovengtiudent
success in school and in society.

The second component of case study research design is to define the study purpose
clearly. This component is most commonly recognized as the purpose statementpdée pur
in this case study was to understand the experiences of the administratofsaal aistrict
that oversees eleven schools, the schools’ characteristics, and how thesecstlectesl
and analyzed building-level data.

The third component of the case study research design is the unit of analysis. Yin
(2009) described the unit of analysis as the area of focus that a case studysaialyze
wrote that an appropriate unit of analysis occurs when primary research stalgcur
specified. The unit of analysis is directly tied to the research questionspieddly the
researcher. This study’s units of analysis, per Merriam (1988), are the s(@asals to be
studied) in a mid-sized suburban school district in a Midwest state.

The fourth component of case study research design is to connect data to
propositions. This connection is made following the data collection phase, as thenmgs eme
As data is analyzed, the researcher attempts to match patterns thairafipedata to the
theoretical propositions of the case study. The themes that emerged indhithas served
as answers to the research questions posed in Chapter 1.

The fifth component of case study design is the criteria for interpretidigpgs.
Commonly, the case study researcher codes the data prior to developing Yien300).
Following the theme development stage, | carefully extracted meanimglfie findings to

determine recommendations for practice and future research.
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Research Site

Fortunately, there were no barriers to locating a suitable site to condustuthys
With over three hundred public school districts in the mid-western state whestutiy took
place, gaining access was as simple as inquiring with district |égularsd building-level
administrators. Because the nature of the study was to determine the waydividual
buildings understood and managed student behaviors by examining the ways sdbectisd sc
accessed and used student data, the participating schools were veryethiardst results
from their respective schools. Furthermore, this study resulted in double the amount of
benefits for me: as the researcher of the study, | was interested in tak @geilts for my
research; as an educator, it was exciting when the participating schoodgedithst this
would be an additional piece of school data that they could consider in their quest toward
improving school initiatives and goals. Understanding the latter benefit provetighat
study’s findings could contribute significantly to schools’ improvement eftortsimpact
students positively.

The site for this study was a PreK-12 pubic school district in a Midwesteen Atat
the time of the study, district enrollment totaled 8,500 students across 11 buildiggs—ei
elementary buildings and three secondary buildings (i.e., two middle school buildings and
one high school building). At this writing, the participating district was the elgighst
district in the state.

Participants

Purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002) was used to select the administrators for personal

interviews. The selection criteria were based on each school’s potential to the

understanding of the processes and procedures used to collect building-wide data. The
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selection of participating schools for this bounded case was uncomplicatedth®ioeerall
study intended to determine the ways schools collected and managed studeritalewanal
schools from this school district were included. The selection of participarttss study
was based on a strategy referred to as, “purposeful selection” which, by mriteodef
(Maxwell, 2005), denotes that “a selection strategy in which particulanggtpersons or
activities are selected deliberately in order to provide information thatleagotten as well
from other choices” (p. 88). Selecting administrators to be interviewetisostudy was
purposeful, in that they were the leaders of their respective school buildings, add woul
understand best the process utilized within the buildings with regard to student behavioral
data. In order to achieve a thick, rich descriptive for the case (EsterbergMao2am,
2002), it was important to include various administrators from within the school di€miet
administrator from each school was selected, for a total of eleven pantscipde
interviewed.
Data Collection Methods

Green, Camilli, & Elmore (2006), echoing Yin (2009), stated that a carefully
conducted case study benefits from having multiple sources of evidence, whiataasur
the study is as robust as possible. The concept of methods refers in genergbpodhesde
use of techniques of data collection and analysis (Prasad, 2005). In a case istudy, it
important to converge sources of data, also known as triangulation, as a meansto ensur
comprehensive results that reflect the participants’ understandingsuaataly as possible.
Yin (2009) and Stake (2000) concur that triangulation is crucial to performirspastaly
reliably. Additional sources of data allow case study researchers te arsimry—one that

honors participants’ meaning-making processes. Seidman (1991) supported thisesgme vi
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stating, “I interview because | am interested in other people’s storiemgl&ibries is
essentially a meaning-making process. When people tell stories, teetydshils of their
experience from their stream of consciousness” (Seidman, 1991). Based on the scepe of thi
research, which focused on making meaning, | selected interviewing asnlaeypiiata
collection vehicle, and then thickened the data with two additional data pointsi-disteic
suspension and expulsion data and district survey data.

As arule, interviews must be conducted carefully to ensure a reliablewadgeSo,
purposeful sampling, including the consideration of an individual versus a group focus,
should be considered, as well as sample size and appropriate participants to cttbese for
interviews. The interview is often viewed as a conversation between theentenand
interviewee, in which the interviewer asks questions and the interviewee responds
accordingly (Esterberg, 2002). The researcher should determine early wWhattteeper”
of the knowledge is and be able to access the best sources to ensure as richsairapdiata
as possible. There were two reasons | identified building administratgesek®epers. First,
they knew the buildings best. Second, and more importantly, | needed them to support and
cooperate with the project in order for me to review their data collection and review
processes and procedures.

When conducting interviews, relationships and rapport must be established, and
coupled with trust: “The purpose of interviewing is to find out what is in and on someone
else’s mind. We interview people to find out from them those things we can't observe”
(Patton, 1980, p. 196). Active listening and nonjudgmental behavior are two of the common
practices that should be prioritized when interviewing for case studychs&here are six

types of questions (Patton, 1987; Merriam, 2009) to be employed during the interview
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process for case study research: (1) experience/behavior, (2) opinefin{32lieeling,
(4) knowledge, (5) sensory, and (6) background/demographic.

Esterberg (2002) described a pattern for general and specific questitats, “oplen-
ended” questions, and cautioned against dichotomous or leading questions, which could lead
to a closed style of questioning. The intent for this study was to make the mervie
conversational. As the researcher, | shared information about mysetheiparticipants to
establish the trust and rapport necessary for this conversation. Conducting thevwster
this way allowed me to put respondents at ease, and allowed for an optimalwiteyvie
environment.

Qualitative researchers use many methods for gathering informationtandewing
is one of those methods with a research base. Seidman’s (4898)ewing as Qualitative
Researchs grounded in the phenomenological tradition of three distinct, thematic interview
designed to question the meanings of lived experiences. Seidman connected the core of
phenomenology to qualitative philosophy: “interviewing provides access to the tcohtex
people’s behavior and thereby provides way for researchers to understananimegroé
behavior” (p. 128). He furthermore established the idea that:

a basic assumption in in-depth interviewing research is that the meaning pekple ma

of their experience affects the way they carry out that experience . . . dntenyi

allows us to put behavior in context and provides access to understanding their action.

(p. 128)

One of the primary goals of this study was to understand how the participants (school
administrators) made meaning of their experiences collecting and usingguddel

student data to improve outcomes for students. The in-depth interview approach linked the
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making of meaning to the behaviors that participants exhibited as they egpgresseys in
which they viewed and reviewed building-level data. Esterberg (2002) referslépih
interviews as semi-structured, describing the process as less rigidrtieanret! interviews,
and allowing for a freer exchange between the interviewer and inteeziewe
Interviews

There were four persuasive reasons for using interviewing as the priataryadirce
for this study. First, qualitative interviewing is appropriately used whterdysng people’s
understanding of the meaning in thered world' (Kvale, 1996, p. 105). Second, the
purpose of interviewing is to find out what is in and on someone else’s mind. “We interview
people to find out from them those things we can’t observe” (Patton, 1987, p. 196). Third,
gualitative interviews result in thick descriptions of the subject being studieeralle
readers to make decisions about transferability of study results (Me&@92). Finally,
interviews allow for triangulation of information obtained from other sources and, thus,
increase the credibility of study findings (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995;avieré002;
Stake, 1995).

Eleven participants were interviewed for this research. Intervievdmgrastrators
allowed for identifying and soliciting knowledge from those who Patton (2002) calls, “ke
informants”. Key informants are people who are particularly knowledgeable thigout
inquiry setting and articulate about their knowledge, and whose insights can be inelpful
assisting an observer in understanding events that have happened and reasongwhy thos
events happened. This study’s participants were interviewed between No&rab20, and
November 16, 2010. For convenience, nine of the interviews were held in participants’

offices. At the discretion of the two remaining participants, their intesvigere held at an
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alternative district office site. All interviews were conducted facate and lasted from 35-
55 minutes.

With participant approval, | audio recorded the interviews to ensure accurate
transcription (Merriam; 1998). | also took handwritten notes during each intervieah whi
enabled me to tradkey points to return to later in the interview or to highlight ideas of
particular interest or importance.

As a first step in the interview process, | reminded participants of the purpibee of
study, research procedures, expected benefits, their right to withdraw fremdiet any
time, and protection of confidentiality. | also asked participants if they haduestions
about the research study or research procedures. | also provided inforrhatiomsgself to
establish rapport and gain their trust (Patton, 1980).

| used the semi-structuréaterview approach (Merriam, 2002) and a uniform set of
open-ended questions to obtain: (a) demographic information on the participants, and (b)
participants’ perceptions and experiences with collecting, analyzidgjsing data for the
purpose of improving student success in school and in society (See Appendix A:\Wntervie
Guide).Open-ended questions were used throughout the interviews to encourage participants
to respond freely and openly to queries (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Esterberg, 2002; Kvale,
1996). Probing and/or follow-up questions were used, when necessary, to encourage
participants to elaborate on or clarify a response (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).

The transcription process began after the first interview on November 8, 2010, and
was completed by November 23, 2010. To ensure transcript accuracy, | reviewed each
transcript while listening to the audiotapes. Additionally, the transcripts presented to

each interview participant for their review further to ensure accuracy.



56
Document Review
Although interviews were the primary method of data collection, | also tadlend
reviewed documents. Document review was used to clarify or substanttatgpats’
statements (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), and to provide thick description of the staslee(ts,
2002; Merriam, 2002). The following building-level data documents were reviewed:

1. MU Inventory Survey Document (See Appendix B: MU PBIS Survey Document
for a copy of the survey instrument).

2. MU Implementation Inventory ResulfBhis document summarized the results of
a self-report inventory questionnaire that asked buildings to assess theit curre
level of implementation of Positive Behavior Support (PBS) by responding
specifically to questions about their (a) practices, (b) support system,)atadgc
collection and decision-making. (See AppendifoCthe survey results).

3. Suspension and Expulsion Reports. These annual reports, required by the
Department of Education, provide information, by district, on the number of
student suspensions and expulsions each year, as well as the reasons for removal
(See Appendix D for District Document).

Data Analysis
Qualitative research studies involves a continuous interplay between dataaolle
and data analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1994). For this reason, | began analyzimdjaatag
the first interview to begin identifying patterns, and to facilitate subseglagmicollection
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Qualitative analysis is a form of intellectual oraftship. There
is no single way to accomplish qualitative research, since data analygisoisess of making

meaning. It is a creative process, not a mechanical one (Denzin & Lincoln, 20008rI$;
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a qualitative study capitalizes on ordinary ways of making sense (Stake, 1988). St
reminds qualitative researchers that, “there is no particular moment wiaesmnadysis
begins. Analysis,” he explains, “essentially means taking something gpafl), which in
this case, not only means understanding the ways administrators use and makie sense o
building-level data, but also identifying and defining the patterns that emieogedhat
meaning making process. Qualitative data analysis, then, gives meanisgitagressions
and final compilations. It is an analysis that tells the story of admimsdiantentions to
make (and their results from making) informed decisions that define and guide student
success in this Midwest school district.

Methodologically, Esterberg (2002) suggests, “getting intimate with data5{),
and describes the main objective of immersing oneself in interview tigisgo “load up
your memory” with the collected data. This dissertation research followeththeanalysis
and coding procedures suggested by Creswell (2009) and Esterberg (2002 &yecifi
Esterberg (2002) suggested that open coding is a process where “you work ilytentive
your data, line by line, identifying themes and categories that seertedst” (p. 158).
Additionally, Creswell (2009) mandated the traditional approach in the social exigvat
allows the codes to emerge during the data analysis (p. 187). Once the data frese&nchr
were examined thoroughly through the open coding process, | reviewed thearodes f
emerging themes in the data.

This research study followed the Creswell's (2009) six steps during the dptsisana
process and, although these steps are described in linear order, Creswibkdiésn
interactive practice” to analysis. That is, there is a recursive elém@attowing these

steps—the process is not simply a static, linear order of analysis.
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Step 1: Organize and prepare the data for analysis (p. 185). During this step, |
reviewed audio tapes from interviews and transferred into word document tramscript

Step 2: Read through the data (p. 185). This step also aligns with Esterberg’gedirecti
to “get to know your data”. | reflected on the overall meaning to gain a genesal ckthe
information and ideas that the participants conveyed.

Step 3: Begin detailed analysis with the coding process (p. 186). | followed
Creswell’'s procedure of organizing the material into segments by takinexthe#ata and
segmenting sentences into categories. | then labeled those categibriesms based on the
actual language from the participants.

Step 4: Use the coding process to generate a description of the setting or people as
well as categories for these for analysis. (p. 189). | used this processetatg codes for the
descriptions, which then led to generalizing a small number of categotiesnoes. Then, |
analyzed the themes that emerged and gathered the various casegma@bdgscription
for this bounded case.

Step 5: Advance how the description of the themes will be represented in the
gualitative narrative (p. 189). For this step, | wove the emergent themes iratvearr
passages, so that the findings emerged logically from the participapshses.

Step 6: Interpret the meaning of the data (p. 189). Creswell recognizes that a
researcher’s own background plays just as important a part of the meaning prakiess as
a researcher’s fidelity to a theoretical lens. During my own intexfooetprocess, my
experience as a school administrator informed my understanding of theppatststories.
As well, to convey the participants’ perceptions of their experiences aglgutdbcused

specifically on what they were saying, the conclusions they drew, and tleaitionts for
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future practice. The themes that emerged from this study came direntlynfyaawareness

of the healthy tension between my own biases and the participants’ own meaning-making

processes.

Research Steps

The research conducted for this study followed a uniform protocol to ensure that the

interviews yielded data consistent with the study’s goals:

1.

6.

7.

Participants were invited to the study by the researcher, and were infofmed
the risks involved.

In-depth (semi-structured) interviews were held with participants in the
respective schools.

Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed within a day of the
interviews.

Follow up informal contact was initiated, and each participant was given his
or her respective transcript for member-checking, and to verify transcript
content.

District-level data were reviewed by the researcher.

District MU survey data was reviewed by the researcher.

The researcher coded the data for emergent themes.

The audit trail was documented to ensure verifiable research steps throtinghout

process (Appendix E).
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Goodness and Trustworthiness

Because qualitative research entails the researcher taking anraleivethe
collection and interpretation of others’ meaning making, to be credible, gwalitat
researchers must be good and trustworthy. Stake (1995) cautioned qualitatinahezsea
against narrow thinking, and instead suggested that researchers learn t@anddieest
research as their participants do, rather than impose their own assumptiomditditive
research, these protocols come under the name of, “triangulation” (p.109).

To increase the trustworthiness of the study’s findings, | employedgésite
recommended by renowned qualitative researchers. To decrease threatbiidycre
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985), | (ariangulateddata; i.e., | used multiple sources of data to
confirm emerging findings (Merriam, 2002; Prasad, 2005; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2009);

(b) performednember checkidverriam, 2002) by sending participants a copy of their
interview transcript and asking them to verify the accuracy of the content;)ared)jested
peer(or colleagu¢ review(Merriam, 2002) of my findings as they emerged. To increase
dependability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of study findings, | providecadit trail (Merriam,
2002)—that is, a detailed explanation of the data collection and analysis methods and how
decisions were made throughout the study (see Appendix E). Finally, to enable other
researchers to make decisions about transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 19&sutisy | used

rich, thick descriptior{(Merriam, 2002).

All researchers attempt to design and implement good/ethical and trustaiordiss.
Indeed, qualitative researchers believe that if a study is credibls,tib he good in the
ethical sense and be trustworthy. A sound case study is significant and egunizes

alternative perspectives and sufficient evidence and is reported in an engaginegy (Yin,
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2009). However, there are additional strategies, according to Merriam (2002), that

researchers need to follow

Triangulation...........

Member checks......

Peer review.............

to be ethical and trustworthy:

...Using multiple investigators, sources of data or datetioolle
methods to confirm emerging findings.

....Taking data and interpretations back to the people from whom
the data were derived, and verifying its plausibility.
....Discussing the process of the study and the congruency of
emerging findings with data and the tentative interpretations

with colleagues.

In addition to triangulation, member checks, and peer review, Merriam (2002)

recommends that credible and trustworthy researchers follow these addjtiaeines.

Reflexivity................

Engagement............

Maximum variation..

Audit trail .................

Rich description ......

..Engaging critical self-reflection by the redearcegarding
assumptions, biases, and the relationship to the study, which
may affect investigation.

....Allowing for adequate time to collect data, such that it
becomes saturated.

..Purposefully seeking variation or diversity in samfdetsmn

to allow for greater range of application of the findings by
consumers of the research.

..Providing a detailed account of the methods, procedures, and
decision points in carrying out the study.

...Providing enough rich, thick description to contextualize the

study, such that readers will be able to determine the extent to
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which their situation matches the research context (p. 31).

Merriam (2002) further described the strategy of ensuring rich description as
“providing enough description to contextualize the study such that readers walelte a
determine the extent to which their situation matches the research context’ Tpu)the
prominence of Merriam’s strategies in this study’s methodology ensures theegstathical
practices and trustworthiness of this research.

One strategy, maximum variation, seeks broad experimentation of the samapte siz
allow for a greater range of application of the findings, which would naturallyehapihin
this study, since all sites’ principals were included in the interview pro€esshis study,
the researcher purposely and intentionally calculated the sample to inguelergation
from administrators across the district. This strategy, as defined bamg2002), uses
multiple sources of data collection methods to confirm findings. Therefore, the gsbdne
reliability/ethical nature of the research is ensured, and the validityediability of this
gualitative study is strengthened.

Furthermore, maximum variation demands the purposeful recruitment of diverse
participants, “to allow for a greater range of application of the findaygsonsumers of the
research” (Merriam, 2002, p. 31). Thus, recruiting all building-level administifatonsthe
study site’s single school district allows for diversity, the most notabldmhws the
substantial range in the ages of students with whom principals work (i.e., K-12).

An audit trail appears in Appendix E: Audit Trail, which tracks the progieds
verifies the steps taken throughout the research process.

Researcher Positionality

One important distinction between qualitative and quantitative researchraetiee
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researcher plays in the process. It is clear that the primary instrumnelattd collection and
analysis in case study research is the researcher herself. #&aecher progresses through
the research process, the researcher must acknowledge he or she is a humamiressicuim
the primary research tool. As such, it is imperative for researchers to cahsidewn
biases, limitations, and views—throughout data collection, analysis, intéiqmetand the
reporting phases of the process. Qualitative research assumes thatatehee'sebiases and
values impact the outcome of any study (Merriam, 1998). However, Peshkin (1998)
submitted that, “one’s subjectivities could be seen as virtuous, for bias is th&dmasis
which researchers make a distinctive contribution, one that results from the unique
configuration of their personal qualities, and joined to the data they have abligct&8).
To enable any audience of qualitative studies to evaluate the validity of gonslus
extrapolated from data, researchers should, as part of the study, neutriatexeket their
biases by stating them explicitly to the full extent possible (Altheidelagdon, 1994). For
this study, in the interest of full disclosure and of guarding against unethizainbentional
influences on my interpretation of how schools collect and review school-level behaviora
data, the following discussion outlines my personal experiences germanestadiyis

| have currently spent more than twenty years working in K-12 education, including
nine years as a school teacher and ten years as a building-level schopahiaoth of
which have given me keen insight into the data available to administrators and schools.
Currently, working as a central office administrator in the Curriculumirstduction
Department as the Executive Director of Special Programs has giveneverabroader
scope. From this position, | can view the district “from the treetops”, so to speak.

Understanding the challenges that school administrators, teachers, andarsuasel
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bolsters my understanding of the day-to-day operations and procedures that thatkpire
school setting.

In addition to the influence of my professional experience, my personal background
and upbringing may bias my methodological approach. | have spent my entireritenalky
and professionally, in the Midwest, and within a range of a few hundred miles of threlesea
site. In this geographical context, | have been immersed in a cultuentphgasizes the
importance of education and life-long learning. Although my professional work comeel
to travel extensively to other states for site visits, conferences, andspwotdsievelopment
opportunities, my limited, and even second-hand, experience with school distnotd #re
country might constitute a bias.

Limitations and Delimitations

There are limitations and delimitations to this study. Although the study was
conducted in all eleven buildings that comprise the entire school districtuthefecused
on data collected from administrators in each building, as opposed to gaining irsight fr
other categories of school personnel, such as guidance counselors or téaehsrepe of
this study is limited to research at only one school district and, therefsuéisrehould not
be applied to similar contexts.

The district participating in this dissertation research included priscgral assistant
principals and, since they focused their answers on students in general in their school
building, there was no differentiation between students with disabilities and thralgene
education students. In other words, the results would have been different if the stisdylfo
only on students receiving special education services or on students not receivialg speci

education services. Those categories were not specified within the study, ahadléms
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were grouped into one category.

Since the respondent pool and the participants were limited to administratogera la
sample including teachers, counselors, students, and/or parents could have givenladditiona
insight into the overall building profile, or processes, by adding informatiar@og to
their respective understanding.

An additional limitation to the study proved to be the data collection process. Since
information obtained during the interview was largely depended on the interviewe&and w
he or she was willing to share, the nature of their information was limited to inés own
perspective and lived experiences. Patton (2002) stated that perceptual datheaeye of
the beholder. However, this study’s triangulation of data helped to verifysesntt help to
support the accuracy of the themes mined out of the interview transcripts.

There are delimations—that is, how the study was narrowed in scope (Creswell,
2003). Having conducted case study research in only one school district could be viawed as
delimitation. Although a complete district perspective could be gained bytouljeata
from each individual school within a singular district, it is important to remerhbephe
Midwestern school district may vary greatly from another Midwestdroddaistrict,
whether of the same size, larger, or smaller. For this reason, speculatitmsteaudy’s
results would be similar to another school district should be discouraged. Anotherepossibl
delimitation is the fact that the study focused solely on how the administcattected data
and how they used the data to make informed decisions. A broader scope of questions may
have given more insight into other complex problems when dealing with students with
behavioral disorders. Additionally, the sample in this study consisted of 11 building

administrators who agreed to participate in the study. Data sources, which dnsdunie
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structured face-to-face interviews, and then relevant document reviesd tdthe narrow
scope of the study.
Summary

Chapter 3 outlined the epistemological and theoretical grounding, the methodology
and methods for this study, and the ways in which these decisions anchored tlol resear
design and process of analysis. The constructivist paradigm was destorgedigh
rationale for qualitative research methodologies. This chapter also proveleatibnale for
the methodological decisions for this study. The theoretical perspectivésdolegy, and
methods helped to illuminate the various complexities and experiences of the schools
included in this case study research: schools’ data collection processjsaraaig problem-
solving with respect to building-level student conduct and discipline data. The chapter
concluded with a discussion of the strategies that were used to enhance thethinstsgoof
the findings.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study. Chapter 5 discusses the findings, draws
conclusions based on examination of study results and review of the literatedigid,
discusses the implications of the study for practice, and makes recommendatfarthér

research.



67
CHAPTER 4. RESEARCH FINDINGS

The purpose of this research study was to examine building-level administrators
perceptions and experiences of collecting, analyzing, and using student beh@avior da
improve student success in school and in society. The following research questionsd
this study: (a) To what extent do administrators have access to behavior tetfthes
their decisions on how to improve student success in school and society?; (b) To what extent
do administrators use behavior data to improve student success in school and in society?; and
(c) What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effecsvatasgir
current efforts to improve students’ success in school and society?

During in-depth interviews, study participants described their perceptions and
experiences with student data collection and analysis to inform decisionsal$bey
discussed their use of findings to improve student success in school and in society.

The research findings that this chapter reports are based on analysisotibthiad
data sources: semi-structured interviews, school district documents, and #nelresse
observations within the buildings.

Background

The participants of this study were comprised of eleven administrators from a
suburban PreK-12 district in a Midwestern state. They ranged in age from 33 @ar$2lge
two were female, and nine were male. On average, participants had 12.6fyears
administrative experience. One participant reported fewer than sixofesdministrative
experience; six administrators had seven to eleven years of experimhéa @
administrators claimed 19 to 25 years of administrative experienceeséreadministrators

had previous teaching experience. In addition, two participants reported havingl\asrke
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school counselors, and two administrators possessed special education teachiegcexpe
All eleven patrticipants described themselves as having special educgterrerce as part
of their current roles as administrators.

Each administrator self-identified as the lead collector of student behatadiodais
or her respective building. Each administrator used the same district-etd®pic database
to access and document student behavior incidents. For reporting purposes, and to protect
participants’ identities, each participant was assigned a pseudonym.

At the time of the study, eight elementary buildings, but none of the secondary
buildings, were implementing the Character Counts program, a developmenvenitiat
instituted in the district approximately nine years prior to this resear&@d9, one building
in the district took the first steps toward implementing Positive Behavioalgitions and
Supports (PBIS), a research-based program designed to identify indivicilexhtst-as well
as school-wide—behavior problems, teach explicitly behavior expectationpramntliously
gather, analyze, and use data to improve student behavior. When this study was @¢pnducte
three of the targeted elementary buildings were conducting training tenrapt PBIS (see
Chapter 2 for details about PBIS). During their interviews, several gatigipants
referenced one or both of these character development initiatives.

In addition to Character Counts and PBIS, two other initiatives taking place in the
participating district at the time of data collection could impact or influshe#y results.
First, one of the secondary buildings in the study recently implemented a newcapproa
reward students for positive behaviors. Second, the district itself was intitgefirsof
applying district-wide criteria to identify and support students who metdke standards for

at-risk programming and supports.
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Interviewees contributed differing amounts of information to the three thémates t
comprise the narrative. Some participants talked at length on one or two themes; some
participants made nearly equal contributions across all three themes. Thadj@pants’
voices and views are represented in this study.
Study Findings
Three themes emerged from the data:
1. What are participants’ perceptions of and experiences with collecting and
analyzing student behavior data?
2. What are participants’ perceptions of and experiences with using behaado dat
improve student success in school and in society?
3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effectiveness of
their current efforts to improve students’ success in school and in society?
While the themes are reported as being discrete, there is consideraldpe awsohg
them. Further, participants’ responses to interview questions often addressedanaee
theme. In those cases, the interview data are described where they afipeaydb
logically.
Theme 1: What are participants’ perceptions of and experiences with detting and
analyzing student behavior data?
This theme is discussed in two parts: (1) collection of data, and (2) analysia.of dat
Each part is further divided into sections based on participants’ perceptions of and

experiences with collecting and analyzing behavior data.
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Data collection.

This section describes the types of office referral data that admatarstcollect.
Furthermore, it discusses the procedures that administraors use to documecarand re
behavior incidents.

When asked about student behavior data collection in their building, some
participants described the types of data collected, some talked about people amgositi
responsible for collecting the data, and some talked about the frequency or tinmhgby
the data were collected. This section of the narrative reports on those threelldaten
issues.

In general, participants reported that they regularly collect data in tleae ar
(1) attendance, (2) office referrals, which included suspensions and expusidr{8) at-
risk identification data. Eleven participants indicated they collect atteadiata
(i.e., absences and tardiness) on a daily basis. Jeffrey summed up the consensus among
participants that, “We collect data on anything from attendance to discjpitafarrals, and
we document those in a district system”.

Bruce further explained that his building collected attendance data, but did net revie
them in isolation. He said, “We collect attendance data, which we reviewywetdkhk
attendance is closely linked to academics. So, we also pull in our academic dbtak \Ate
at-risk data and how that plays into attendance.” In other words, Bruce, and other
administrators, perceived the categories of behavior data to be closeliatéerrand
should therefore be examined together to inform decision-making. Six other stdmans
shared anecdotes about their processes for collecting attendance d#tar,ttugsr

descriptions reveal an interpretation process, whether through comparing anstiognira
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tackling individual students’ issues on a case by case basis, of making senstgptd types
of data to inform their decision making.

Netty, for example, reported collecting behavior data in all three:dWaen it
comes to the behavior of my students, | look at a lot of data. | myself keep traatkawidrs,
and then | have an attendance team [who] looks at attendance data weekly. Afingy dboki
absentee rates, | generate attendance letters and send them to flaaislekeep track of my
suspension and expulsion data. | also keep track of office referral data throughrmtr dist
data system”. Netty’s examination of office referral data was neidrby her colleagues, as
well—that is, all but one: Nick.

At this time of this study, Nick worked in a building with no history of collecting or
using behavioral data, other than the behavior data for which special educatiorsteache
commonly are responsible. According to Nick, “Right now, we are not formallyctiolie
any data, because this is a fairly new building, and there has never beealafbce
referral process.” Recognizing this deficiency, however, he implemeniegle slata
collection system for the current school year. The plan gave teachersitimetoptandle
behavior problems themselves or refer students to the office. Teachers wéd &ect
manage behavior incidents in their classrooms would also collect data on the scident

For the most part, however, study participants collect data on a variety ohiiscide
that resulted in office referrals. Of course, law requires that adnaitoistrkeep records on
suspensions and expulsions, and submit an annual report to the Department of Education in
their state. However, building administrators and leadership teams have soratotisn

terms of other behavior data they collect. Of interest here is the fact tiebhthe eleven
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participants described a process of connecting their building’s officealgbeactices to the
practices of other buildings in the district, or according to a district standard

Jeffrey, for example, described the types of behavior that resulted inrefeceals in
his building: “We track physical behaviors. Physical student contact is adoilgefor me.
Another one is the bullying and harassment type behaviors that often happen.” Despite t
amount of data collected, Jeffrey expressed concern that such data is not enowgmto inf
sound decision making:

| don’t think that we have much behavior data . . . | don’t know if there is [sic]

enough data to track and get information from. | don’t know whether or not our data

could show an effect of our character program.

Jeffrey’s comments not only describe the office referral data cal¢tteeme 1), but
also foreshadow the conditions needed (in this case, collection of additional behayity data
enhance current practices to reduce behavior incidents (Theme 3).

Other administrators also described the kinds of data they collect. ThpEinses,
woven into the discussion throughout this section of the narrative, reveal an array of
methods—each unique to the ways each administrator understands the needs of his or her
building.

Daniel collected behavior incident data for his building. His personal system of
documenting the behavior is two-fold: (1) he enters the data in the electronat-thstl
database, and (2) keeps a paper file in his office.

Lennie views collection of office referral data morenaiging notes to himsethan as
official documentation of behavior events. He explained that, to a great exterdigheme

memory to inform him of emerging patterns of behavior:
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| enter the data when the events happen, but | don’t necessarily run any buittkng-w

analysis of data probably, because I'm the only one doing discipline in the building. |

know if I'm seeing a pattern like a bunch of fourth graders [being referrée to t

office], or if I have seen one patrticular kid too many times lately. If veel he do

something different, and | need the data, | can go back and access themettyt | pr
much know [the data] just from being the one who takes care of discipline problems.

To be really honest, we have minimum discipline problems in the school, so it

[keeping track of data] is not an issue generally.

Lennie’s descriptions clearly outlined his procedure for entering offfeeraé data,
and for using the data to establish patterns of behavior for the building for whicthie is
principal. Bruce outlined a similar pattern of data collection practicesgaalified that
behavior data are collected in his office each time a student is sent theeddoror issues:

Behavior data | collect (for example, off-task behavior, noncompliance to rules,

inappropriate language, and fighting) come to me via the office refgstains that

teachers use when they send a student to my office. The [referral] form isayiven t

when the child shows up in the office, and then | am to write on the form how |

handled it [the problem], and then the completed form is given to the teacher and to
the parent.

However, like Lennie, Bruce acknowledged that he often relies on his personal
awareness of events, students, and students’ situations to make decisions about behavior
issues:

Without a systemic approach to it [data collection], | don’'t know if there is an

adequate method of analyzing data. Right now, there is just a lot of gut feélings a
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incidents and, you know, by the time we are looking at the problem, the response has

already been issued, and we are then more or less left looking at how agendanc

academics, and behaviors are connected.

The statements by Bruce are relevant to all three themes that emergéefisiody.
Bruce named the data he collects (Theme 1), indicated thespendedo issues rather than
took aproactive approacl{Theme 2), and perceived that a systematic approach to data
analysis would enhance the effectiveness of his efforts (Theme 3).

The word transitionwas a repeated among many participants when they described
patterns or problem areas indicated from their office referral data. Bahbols today
demand many transitions of students. Although transitioning is an inherent part of the
educational establishment, many of the administrators interviewed fatukis lamented the
fact that transitions are problematic for students of various developmerdaratjstages. In
fact, participants reported that, according to the office referral datd#weycollected
consistently, the majority of behavior incidents in the school happen during transitions.
While behavior incidents that occur during transitions were typically repasteffiee
referral data, they are not described here. Instead, they are destrsepiarate section of
this narrative that focuses on the frequency of their occurrences across buildings

For the purpose of this study, the warahsition refers to (a) the period of passing
from one place to another during unstructured times (e.g., arriving at or depammng f
school, recess time, and moving to and from the lunchroom, restrooms, and various
classrooms), and (b) the passing from one educational stage to another; thahs froass
one grade to another (e.g., from third to fourth grade), and (c) the passing from one level of

education to another (e.g., from primary school to middle school).
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Study participants named transitiassthe primary source of problematic student
behavior. For example, Shawn expressed that transition behavior problems, which led to
office referrals, occurred predominately between classes:

Of the 62 referrals that have been made to my office this year, only one of them has

been a problem from an instructional setting . . . Every other disciplinary réfasral

been for behavior at recess or non-structured time like going from classvoo

restroom, coming from specials, or walking in the hallway.

Shawn added that she deals with office referrals as quickly as possible, but never
during the student’s core instructional time, “unless someone is not in a saiersitua
Further, she prefers to address behavior problems in the settings in whichdhegad
Thus, if the student had problems in the lunchroom, then the student sits with Shawn during
the next lunchtime. Her testimony demonstrates that analysis of offereatefata can help
school personnel identify and address behavior problems in the building, including undesired
behaviors that occur during transitions.

Nick reinforced Shawn’s observations, recognizing that transitions can be
problematic. He used this knowledge as a springboard for action in his building:

| realized last year that our building had a couple of transition times—teksl

and recess—that needed attention. During these times, kids were going Hikeover

place without any supervision. To reduce the problems, we developed behavior

expectations for students when they were in those areas, as well as socokiour

lessons. Another thing we did to improve behaviors in these areas was increase

supervision in the hallways during passing time around lunch and recess.
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In addition, Nick recognized that such actions anticipated the implementation®f PBI
in the building. He noted that once the district “gets on the PBIS train,” then it wowdchbec
common practice to develop a behavior matrix for each building, write lessons fificspec
problem areas, and monitor the targeted behaviors.

Nick’s account of transition problems address all three themes that emengetthé
study: collection and analysis of behavior data (in this case transition uksga)f the data to
reduce behavior problems (that is, to develop expectations and curriculum and increase
supervision); and what it would take (i.e., full implementation of PBIS) to enhan@aturr
efforts to improve student success in school and in society.

In contrast to Nick, Ted described problems associated with the other type of
transition: namely, the passing from one grade level to another. Becausestbasiee
differing behavior expectations and classroom rules, parents as well asrchitehry about
the children’s ability to meet the changing expectations. According to Ted:

| get a lot of feedback from teachers—and even more from parents. They say, ‘Okay

in 3rd grade there’s this [set of rules], and now my child is in 4th grade, and there are

new rules. Please help me learn and understand what the new rules are.” This
particular example is troubling since there are not enough developmentardiéier
between grades three and four so that the expectations for behavior should be

drastically different. Second, these parental concerns speak to the fact thatfour s

has not clearly articulated a set of common expectations and rules that weuld hel

students transition smoothly up the grade levels.

Based on his experience, Ted realized the need for systematic practughtuithe

building: “The inconsistency [of behavior expectations and rules] between gratkedad
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even between classrooms, causes me to realize that we need to put in place sostysie
everybody is doing the same way across the board.” Further, Ted believes full
implementation of PBIS would provide the impetus for addressing transition problems. He
stated:

We don’t have a school-wide system right now for being consistent as wedransit

kids . . . but that is one of the reasons why we are doing the PBIS training this year.

So, our goal for next year is to have a school-wide behavior plan with everyone using

the same language, holding some common expectations, and adhering to common

rules.

Ted’s description of transition problems in his building indicates that he recegnize
that the lack of formal, building-wide behavior expectations creates untgreven
anxiety, for parents and transitioning students. Further, he believes the buildisgarmesav
strategy for successfully transitioning students from one grade teaabther and that the
strategy would most likely be PBIS, which requires educators to collect alydeahahavior
data, and then use the results to inform decisions and practice. Ted’s goal$®taiding
aligns with the PBIS philosophy that using common language and consistent gompgcta
would improve student behavior and may, in fact, reduce transition problems. Ted'’s report,
like Nick’s, addresses all three of the themes uncovered for this study.

A third transition problem is the movement from one level of education to the next
level—that is, from primary school to upper elementary or middle school. Onepaantici
Daniel, observed that some students in the district transition to five differerdl d$wildings
before they graduate from high school. He believed that frequent transitaiesit more

difficult for building staff members to identify and provide appropriate supportitiests
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who may be at risk for failure. Furthermore, he found the current data systemquatzd®r
collecting information, and identifying and monitoring the progress of studémts w
transition from one building to another on a regular basis. Daniel stated:
One disadvantage | see in our school system is how many times students need to
transition from one building to the next. It takes a while to get to know students and
their behavior patterns, so it seems like you are just getting to understanauigem
then they transition to the next building.
Administrators collect and monitor office referral data, although theyraésy be
called on to help with problems related to attendance and academic gradeks Dailding
illustrates this point. He, as building administrator, collects office mfdata. Attendance
clerks collect data on absences and tardiness daily, and the counseling depertk®nt
students on thB andF (academic grades) list.
Jeffrey further explained the need for teachers serving multiple rolesroongcthe
data collection in his building:
We have a number of teachers who have students in their classrooms on what might
be calledbehavior plansin those cases, teachers monitor social behaviors, using
daily, weekly, or monthly charts. And then, of course, special education teaaliers h
kids on behavior goals, and collect data on their progress.
Moreover, Lennie explained the role of the guidance counselor in assisting him wit
data collection, adding that collected data are not analyzed frequently, bwg amylwice
per year:
| would say | primarily collect behavior data along with the guidance caumséio

keeps a master list of students who are on behavior intervention plans, and we do
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have a fair number of students with those. | would say we track that [data] probably

every three weeks for each of the students on an intervention plan.

At-risk identification data was another common data set collected by thepgzants,
and all participants described the district at-risk criteria differeRtly example, Netty
explained, “One thing to keep in mind is what | said earlier about our identificaboags
for at-risk students. We are on the cusp of it and doing it as a system.” Marcus, however
when asked about at-risk prediction data, summed up hs process as follows:

| feel like | can answer that better now than ever before. We havetagtrisk staff,

and have common criteria that have been developed, and when students meet two of

the four criteria, we respond by putting resources in place for that studéstalf i

connectivity issue to school, then we respond to that and build a relationship. If it's an

academic issue, then we respond to their needs with whatever services they nee

That’s the kind of data that we use and how we respond in the area of at-risk.

This section describes the types of office referral data that adratarstrcollect.
Furthermore, it discusses the procedures that administraors use to documeobahd r
behavior incidents. This includes the types of data collected, who collects it and the
frequency or timing by which the data were collected.

Data analysis.

Participants reported a wide range of data analysis experiencesteEpainses can
be divided into two parts: (a) how often are data analyzed, and (b) who analyzdathe da

Among buildings, frequency of analysis varied from being informal and loosely
assigned to highly formal with structured intervals. At one end of the spectrsiNiakg

whose building had no written policy regarding data collection or data analgsielidved
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that once such a policy were to be put in place, data analysis would typically otmueat
of each school year. Other participants supported Nick’s observation by recdbatititey
reviewed and reported on certain behavior data only once per year. For exaammé, D
stated:

Typically, at the end of the year, we [building-level team] look at offiterra data

and break them down by students and teachers. For example, we look at the number

of office referrals from each teacher, and also look at student grades fr@an thos

teachers. We pass the report on office referrals to the next building fgnatidents
will attend. Additionally, we receive the previous year’s office madedata from the
school the students attended before coming here.

Daniel’'s comments address three data analysis issues; namely, howatdtaned
analyzed (i.e., once a year); who analyzes them (i.e., the building-levg| teal how
results are used (to inform current and future teachers of students with behadents)c
The first two issues relate to Theme 1, data collection and analysis, anddhsstin relates
to Theme 2, uses of data.

At the other end of the spectrum, some administrators reported that they antlyze da
frequently to make informed decisions about reducing behavior incidents and improving
students’ success in school. Harold and his team, for example, shared Bruce andihg buil
team’s protocol of meeting weekly to analyze office referral data.

The frequency of analysis ranged from looking at attendance data daily to once pe
year, depending on the purpose and individual needs of the administrators to understand
patterns in their building. Additionally, while participants described catig&uspension

and expulsion data at the building-level as it occurs, they clarified that thetecepuat data
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to the district office yearly, so that it may be uploaded for state levattirggp(see Appendix
D).

Additionally, several administrators participating in the study claimedttlegt along
with their leadership team, reviewed selected behavior data. Others degoreaving the
data alone. Harold, for example, described leading the building data anabggsspfor his
building:

We meet as a team every Friday for 75 minutes, and we analyze student attendance

data student by student. Additionally, | get a simple count of positive offiaeaisie

and we match that against our count for disciplinary office referrals. Wedook f

patterns of students who have been referred to the office.

Harold’s description echoes interview data from all participants, which iedicat
they share a common understanding of the benefits of collecting and anatydiegt s
behavior data to inform decision-making. Theme 1 of this study, then, in addition tagefini
administrators’ collection and analysis of data, also points to a shared undieg the
high degree of importance they attribute to data collection and analysis.

The key points outlined in this section relate to data collection and data analysis.
There were three types of data typically collected by the school athatiois studied in this
case study: (1) attendance data, (2) office referral data patternslimgcsuspension and
expulsion data, and (3) at-risk identification data. Participants indicateddhegted data at
differing times, in part because of the nature of the data. Some data, for exattgpidance
data, were collected daily. Other data, such as office referral, transitspgnsion, and

expulsion data, were collected at the time of the event. Specific details labdneiuency of
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data collection and analysis were embedded in participants’ responses to aeuiatata
collection, and were reported logically throughout this section of the chapter.

Although administrators report having authority to document office referrabdata
incidents happen, one district suspenstion and expulsion document (see Appendix D)
displays the district’'s suspension and expulsion data depitcting they aredepure per
year to the state’s Department of Education. Administrators designeg®ias in that data,
some which use the same categories, such as physical fighting, disruptivie) etmal
attendance policy violations. One administrator, Bruce, indicated that e i@ferrals
occur, he looks for themes, such as off-task behavior or behaviors around compliance to
teacher-given directions. Often, the administrator collects behavior datd,diber times,
the responsibility is delegated to office personnel or other staff membeesxadfople,
attendance clerks collected data on absences and tardiness. Counselorskkapt trac
academic performance. Teachers recorded classroom behavior incidemtsthfgaature of
the data collected is the key indicator for when administrors decide to aitafyaze
example, suspension data are reported at year’s end, but attendance andesfiidtelata
are analyzed at the time of their occurrence. Data are somenalgzed as they are
collected, but at other times, analysis waits until a team can be assembdedhereind of
the year, so that it can be reported.

Theme 2: What are participants’ perceptions of and experiences withsing behavior
data to improve student success in school and in society?

In their responses to interview questions, participants identified a number of uses for
the behavior data they collect. The identified uses fit under two main categbyiegsmeet

state and district reporting requirements, and (2) to improve student succésmimnsd in



83
society, by reducing behavior problems. This study is primarily conceritiedhe latter
purpose.

Synthesis of participants’ perceptions resulted in four fundamental uses wvidbeha
data: (a) to identify occurrence patterns, (b) to identify students at rigkiltoe in school,

(c) to develop appropriate interventions—including new behavior initiatives—aimed at
reducing problem behavior, and (d) to become more proactive in approaching behavior
problems. These four uses are the focus of the next sections of this narratieeh@/four
uses are described in separate sections, there is considerable overigpremor-urther,
participants’ responses often addressed more than one of the four uses. In #msbeas
interview data are described where they appear to fit most logically.

Identification of occurrence patterns.

Administrators reported using behavior data to pinpoint the areas of the school and
times of the day when behavior problems occurred most frequently. Further, énenect
data over time for changes in frequency of behavior problem indicators (e.g., suspans
expulsions).

Previous sections of this chapter describe five administrators and theirhetsagfor
data to determine the location and frequency of problem behaviors:

Bruce compared data from various data sets to determine whether correlations
exist between/among attendance, academic grades, and behaviors.

Shawn analyzed office referral data, and found that 61 of 62 referrals resulted
from behaviors that took place during transitions.

Nick developed a behavior matrix for his building, and discovered the hallways

and recess where the majority of problem behaviors occurred.



84
Ted utilized office referral data to discover the frequency of behavior problems
that occured when students transitioned from one grade level to the next.
Daniel used office referral data to determine behavior problems that occured
when students transitioned from one level of education to the next.

In addition to the examples of administrators’ use of behavior data to identify
occurrence patterns, Patrick examined attendance data to determine wiethelation
existed between increased attendance and increased suspensions in his building. His
description of the quandary is included in a later section of this chapter, entitled,
“Development of Interventions and/or New Initiatives”.

A final example of administrators’ use of data to uncover patterns of behavior was
described by Harold. By comparing suspension and expulsion data from one yearetd,the n
he and his building-level team noted an increase in suspensions during the yeatudyhis s
At the time this study was conducted, the team was utilizing the data to try tstandehe
reasons for the increased number of suspensions. Although Harold was the only
administrator who referred to reviewing suspension data, all administshtmed their
building-level totals with the district annually for state reporting f&g@endix D).

Identification of students at risk of failure.

A second purpose for which administrators used behavior data was to look for
patterns in student behavior that would lead potentially to failure in school.dfnmtt
existed, the administrators would have been ahbpeddictfuture behavior, so that they
might take steps to reduce or prevent further problems. For example, MarcusetdkEBisi

procedures for identifying students at risk for failure:
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Office referrals could lead to the prediction of problematic behaviors. When a

child comes to my office, | look him up in our district data system to see if he has

been in the office before. | can’t remember all the students who come through the
office because this is a large building, but | can review the database af@hsay,
yes, okay, you had an issue—aggressive behavior, non-compliant behavior,
insubordination, or whatever—three weeks ago, and now you have the same
issue again. Three weeks ago, we had a conversation about the behavior |
expect.” So, | do think looking at building-level data can lead to conclusions such
as, ‘This kid is going to be a real problem if we are not careful, and he will keep
having problems if we do not put structures in place to help him.” . . . If we just
keep recording incidents each week, but don’t respond in any way, we are not
doing any kind of service to the kids.

Marcus believed identifying these patterns to be a first step toward preyenti
students from falling into the at-risk category. He added, “In my opinion, if youthave
right structures in place, [then] you are going to detect the kids who havécsignifehavior
issues and need more supports”.

Like Marcus, another participant, Daniel, used office referral data to idgatifgrns
of at-risk behavior. He also used the data to communicate with parents:

| keep a file on each and every student who is sent to the office for any reason. | use

the categories listed on the district data collection system, such asergss

bullying, classroom removals, theft, anything that’s listed there. When axstude

comes to my office, the first thing | do is check our data system and my files io s

| already have data on the student. | then look at the student’s grades and atendanc



86

When | see negative patterns of behavior in any of these categories, | folldindui

policy and contact the parents by telephone while the student is still in tte dffiat

gives all of us a chance to discuss the patterns and look for solutions.

Ted also used data to identify students at risk of failure. He made a practice of
scheduling biweekly meetings with an at-risk team for the purpose of reviewayg dat
identifying students with at-risk behaviors, and planning interventions. Ted expthme
process:

Well, we have a new system this year that we use to track our at-risk kids—thei

attendance, their grades, their socioeconomic status, whether or not threg are

minority group—and look for patterns of behavior. When we identify a student who
appears to be at risk, we set up a plan, communicate to teachers that the kid’s a red
flag, and try to make sure we get things together for the student.

Ted'’s regular meetings with a team of experts on the topic of at-risk behaviors
enabled him to identify at-risk students early, plan for and coordinate inten®fdr those
students (see “Development of Interventions and/or New Initiatives” ftiveiudetail about
interventions), and provide teachers with essential information so that they coutteprovi
support to the students and monitor change in student behaviors. Without the first steps of
collecting and analyzing data, however, this process could not achieve its gollanfigeat-

risk behavior and increasing student’s opportunities to succeed in school and in society.
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Development of interventions and/or new initiatives.
During their interviews, study participants talked about a third way thaudey
behavior data to improve students’ success in school; namely, to develop appropriate
interventions and to create new initiatives designed to reduce barriers tadearni
Lennie talked about the importance of analyzing data and using results to develop
appropriate interventions. To assemble a more complete picture of students’ bedraviors
increase the likelihood that planned interventions would work, Lennie’s team (a) began
looking at additional data sets, and (b) enlisted the assistance of individuals mtidsage
with experience and expertise in behavior management:
Our system is starting to look at-risk data, and [we are] making some galss stri
[To collect and analyze data,] we now work with a social worker and a district staf
member who is in charge of attendance. We have also asked the district’s at-risk
coordinator to help us put together our building’s student data on at-risk factors, such
as attendance, poor grades, and problems with social interactions. Once we have
identified students who have those kinds of strikes against them, we ask, ‘What's the
deal?’ and ‘What can we do to help them?’.
Another administrator, Bruce, described the efforts of his building-level team
provide personalized supports to students who have been identified as at-risk—for gxample
individualized learning opportunities and access to appropriate experts. Theveaned
data on students’ attendance, academic proficiency level, and connddeityed as how
well students are connected to their school, other students, and staff memberg)els B

words:
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One of the purposes [of the team’s data analysis] is to see if there is a stgfport s
member we could offer here at school to help support the student at school, as well as
at home. For example, depending on the need, we will pull in our JCO [Juvenile
Court Officer], our Outreach Coordinator, our guidance counselor, or our nurse to see
what they can do to support the student.
Lennie’s and Bruce’s testimonies, as well as Ted’s (see previous section,
“Identification of Students at Risk of Failure”), show that study participamis data to
develop appropriate interventions to prevent students from falling into the at-egioat
Apparently, the participating school district's newly implemented at-risiaiivie, including
common guidelines and checkpoints, is instrumental in these efforts. Anotheppattici
Netty, summed up the steps of the district’s at-risk initiative by higlhights systematic
and proactive approach:
Looking at at-risk data and who might be at risk in the future is something we [the
district and individual buildings] have been a little more intentional about this year
There are specific populations that we need to target for further improvemente and w
have an at-risk team [that meets] weekly to examine data on students whimfall i
two or more of the at-risk categories we have established. So we look & fatks,
specifically in reading and math, and we look at other data, such as connectivity to
peers, connectivity to school, and we look at those students who have free and
reduced lunch status. [For identified at-risk students in our building,] we put together
a personal plan and work with the school counselor, school social worker, and the

juvenile court liaison to support those kids.
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Like Bruce, Netty stated that her building employed a variety of resguktiin and
outside the building, to develop the most appropriate interventions for students exhibiting
problem behaviors.

In addition to using behavior data to devise personalized interventions for students,
administrators used the data to design new initiatives to reduce behavior prétdems
example, Patrick reported using data to create a new initiative to improve diatiawior.
Dissatisfied with the number of unexcused absences and tardiness, his builditegliaitia
loss ofprivileges progranto improve attendance. Patrick described himself as the key
developer of the system that expects and rewards positive student behavior ututdehe s
proves the school wrong; at that point, privileges are taken away. In his words:

We start data collection from the point that an incident arises. If a studemadhas

[behavior] problems in the past, then data collection is ongoing for that studesmt as w

continue to develop appropriate interventions to support the student. If it is a first-

time incident for a student, then we might begin with a schedule change and monitor
that to see if further changes need to be made.
In this loss of priviledge system, the system begins with privledgealtisitidents receive
and when a student has a rule violation, they are considered on the first levealodée a
priviledge such as lunch with friends or parking priviledges. When a student pesgt@ss
the next level which is two, then schedule changes might occur, students might kel requi
stay after school or parent interaction might be required. When a student’s behavior
progresses to level three in nature, suspenstion may occur or even a moteeestric
placement might be warrented. If the intervention is successful at amg lefvels, no further

behavior modifications are employed.
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Patrick’s use of a system that takes away privileges as a cornmetagire did have
its successes:

Our administrative team looks at data every two weeks and tries to make suee we
handling things consistently. The number one problem [in our building] right now is
our attendance, the increased number of unexcused absences and tardies this year
compared to last year. That is why we instituted a loss of privilege progtaom w
has cut the unexcused absences in half. So, we are very proud of that, knowing the
privilege program is working. We continue to examine attendance data by
determining how many violations fall into level 1, 2, or 3 within that privilege
program.

Beyond the success, however, Patrick went on to explain an unexpected finding:

In looking at our suspension data, we found that we have a higher rate of suspensions

this year compared to the number we had last year at this time. We looked at the

reasons for the suspensions and discovered they are primarily for classramralsem
inappropriate behavior, and insubordination.

The significance of these unexpected findings are that some administrators a
finding patterns in their own data and making changes accordingly to imputa@nes for
students. Additionally, interventions are being implemented for the same idteandeme
of improving situations for students and their overall school environment.

Proactive vs. reactive approach.

Administrators acknowledged that they often reacted to behavior problems after the
occurred, rather than anticipated them to prevent them. For example, Jd&ngywith

other participants, explained that he would find himself waiting for officeredéeto happen,
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and then deal with and document them. He laments this as a “putting out the fires when the
happen” approach to behavior management. Jeffrey’s interview underscored thenogporta
of using data t@anticipaterather thameactto behavior problems, but also revealed problems
that prevented his building from being more proactive than it was.

While he voiced appreciation for the efforts of teachers in monitoring behavior
problems in the classroom, Jeffrey also noted that having a variety of peopletirol
collecting data and monitoring student behavior diminished the building’s ability ttatse
effectively. He wondered if a more systematic approach to datatemileeould yield richer
results and enable the building to realize the goals of behavior initiativesasirBIS and
Character Counts:

We [building administrators] track all the referrals that are foymathde. However,

we don’t always know about the conversations teachers have on their own [with

students]. Our teachers handle a lot of behavior problems in their own classrooms,

which could be good or bad. Teachers handle a lot on their omiih they can’t take

it anymore, and then you [building administrator] need to pick up the pieces, and you

don’t always have any data leading up to the situation you are in . . . It's hard to

gauge whether we should be doing a more systemic comprehensive behavior program

like Positive Behavior Supports or Character Counts.

Jeffrey’s remarks explain the significance of using data to become moréywoac
when dealing with problem behaviors. In addition, they suggest that it takes aatistem
approach, such as PBIS, to reducing barriers to learning. Indeed, Jeffregijzaéiotn of a

systematic approach is one type of perceptions that constitutes the focus at tnadrfenal
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theme, “Theme 3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance theesfésst
of their current efforts to improve students’ success in school and society?”.

In summary, Theme 2 (uses of behavior data) relies and builds on Theme 1
(collection and analysis of data). Unless essential behavior data telfested and
analyzed, administrators cannot use results to improve students’ opportunitieseedsin
school. However, with data findings in hand, building administrators can implement a
number of strategies that have been found to reduce barrier problems. In this section,
administrators described the four primary purposes for which they use datgg$indi) to
identify occurrence patterns, (2) to identify students at risk for failure in sai3ydb
develop appropriate interventions and new behavior initiatives, and (4) to become more
proactive in addressing behavior problems.

Theme 3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effeetness of
their current efforts to improve students’ success in school and sety?

Many of the study participants perceived that a systematic approach to behavior
management would result in fewer behavior problems and improved student success in
school. With implementation of a systematic approach, they believed the five esgtcom
would occur. The outcomes are listed below, along with examples of participants who
claimed the desired outcome would enhance efforts to improve students’ success in school.

Establishment of consistent behavior expectations and rules for stuaks.

All eleven administrators who participated in the study stressed the impoaBnc
consistent expectations for desired student behavior. They recognized the neetbpo deve
and implement behavior expectations as a first step toward reducing behadentsan

their buildings. Nick, for example, identified two problem areas in his building, aradbset
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reducing the problems by developing behavior expectations for students in thos&éeaeas
understood that behavior expectations were not necessarily clear, and recduatitesl t
differing expectations and rules in classrooms in his building caused confusion &ty anx
for both students and parents. He planned to work with teachers to develop common
expectations and rules across the classrooms in his building.
Another administrator, Bruce, was proud of the behavior expectations and rules in
place in his building, which he believed to be effective in reducing behavior incidents:
About five or six years ago, staff members looked at areas in the building [where]
they wanted consistent rules, such as the lunch room, bathrooms, classrooms, and
hallways, as well as at recess and assemblies . . . They decided to posstire rul
classrooms so teachers could refer to thenincidental teachingsome when
behavior incidents happen at recess or when a staff member walks past a noisy
bathroom. At those times, staff members chat with the child and remind him or her of
appropriate recess rules or bathroom responsibilities, and then, if the problem is
serious enough, the staff member might bring the student to the office to thsit wi
me.
The interviewer toured all eleven buildings in the data sample. Many wegrepl
on the day of the interview, and others during other periods of the data collection phase.
Behavior posters were displayed in multiple areas of each school, but each buitbitsg ha
own unique set of expectations.
Use of common language.
Ted'’s building goal for the following school year exemplifies the importaecand

other administrators gave to the use of common language for describing, monitoring, and
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rewarding expected behaviors. His goal was to implement “a school-wide begblaniovith
everyone using the same language.” Additionally, two other administratarsusfand
Nick, discussed the intent to implement building-level expectations for naxagea result
of the recent training in which they participated with their leadershipste@ther
participants, such as Bruce and Lennie, shared stories of how their buildingsveatiadrr
common expectations (which were about five years old, but were still in effeeir
respective buildings).

Systematic and continuous collection and analysis of behavior data.

Administrators participating in the study described the usefulness of thetdis
electronic data system for documenting and accessing records of studenbibiecalents.
Further, ten of the eleven administrators reported having systems in placenfoitenal,
that enable them to track student behavior. However, some of the informalsystemas
relying on memory or jotting down handwritten notes about behavior incidents, were found
wanting by participants such as Lennie and Bruce.

Based on their experiences with data collection, several administrat@at@utine
need to implement a more systematic approach to data collection and analysiarfple,
Nick, whose building did not have a data system in place, took the first steps to initiate a
form data collection system. He planned to have a more sophisticated systere in plac
subsequent school years. Bruce acknowledged that “without a systematichpprdata
collection, I don't know if there is an adequate method of analyzing data”. Daniel faund hi
current data system to be inadequate, not only for collecting information andyidgnbut
also for monitoring the behavior of students transitioning from one building to another.

Jeffrey wondered if his system of collecting data impeded the efficaddogéssing behavior
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problems. His concern was that with several individuals collecting behavior data
communication among those who need the data could break down easily, with disastrous
results for the students and the faculty or staff who try to help them. Buttergr@acern to
Jeffrey was that not enough data were collected and, thus, schools remained unable to
measure the impact that their efforts had on student behavior.

Development of a behavior matrix for each building.

Only one participant, Nick, explicitly expressed the need for buildings to develop a
behavior matrix for the purpose of identifying the areas of the building and docunteat
the time at which behavior incidents occur. However, it is conceivable that adijpeants
who described transition behaviors—Nick, Shawn, Ted, Daniel, and Harold—had developed
a behavior matrix informally. Given the high number of behavior incidents that occng duri
transitions, it seems that having a formal behavior matrix in place and updaégglérly
would enable buildings to address problem behaviors by moving from a responsive to a
proactive approach.

Impact of school culture.

Several administrators cited the program know@lagracter Countss the
foundation for their building’s character development efforts, including theivtmeha
curriculum and their system of rewarding good behavior. There was no mention ofcé distri
level standard. However, each administrator shared scenarios from thdimdsyil
suggesting either that they had the autonomy to create a building-levet @flt
expectations, or that they created such expectations with building leadergisp $&amne

building practices, such as Jeffrey’s, were rooted in Character Counts:
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Kids receive Character Counts slips when they are recognized for demogsjoatd
character. Those slips are then placed in containers, and then once a month we draw
out names. That's one way that we recognize 24 students every month for being kids
of good character.

Jeffrey’s systematic recognition of students demonstrates that appecuti@ol

character is an example of how that behavior is systematized in a particldargouill

buildings visited for this study had similar systems that compared student behlawtbrto

the standards that were set and to each other. For example, one building’s metbombdeinf

incidental teaching, where one student from each class who exhibited goodechassct

acknowledged (which equates to selecting the best student from one partiasdalucing

one particular time).

Lennie further described the importance of culture in his building:

| would say that the culture in my school revolves around a couple of foundational
things. One is the six pillars of character [the basis of the Character Qutiatise].

The other is the use of ‘I-statements’ to resolve conflicts. These twopterare

depicted on posters placed around the building, and we expect teachers to use them
with their kids. Years ago, our building staff developed and displayed expectations

for student behavior in restrooms, hallways, the lunchroom, and on the playground.
These expectations are part of our culture and are reinforced in classroomsry. . E

kid in our school has a Character Counts t-shirt that has been donated by our business
partner, and in this school there is pride in having good character and being a good

citizen.
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Lennie’s perceptions connect to the larger purpose in describing the impadtice#.cul
He explicitly believes that good character is cultivated at the buildusd dad that the
building level expectations that were developed have impacted the pride atidirgdavel.

Interestingly, participants identified outcomes from character edagatograms
such as Character Counts, as well as outcomes that were planned objectives/ef Posi
Behavior Intervention and Supports (PBIS). At the time of this study, while dfhtbe
participating elementary schools were training to implement PBIfa#ltipants—not just
the administrators of those buildings—recognized that a systematic approabh\imbe
management would enhance current efforts. Furthermore, they recognizeacthan
approach would result in improved success for students. Their beliefs regasdmugestion
“what is needed to enhance their current efforts to reduce behavior indltsntderfere
with academic learning and social development?” follow.

While some administrators named components of Character Counts, others named
elements associated with PBIS (such as those listed above) without naminggtiaenpr
itself. Two administrators explicitly named PBIS as what it would take poave
conditions. Nick concluded that once the district “gets on the PBIS train,” it would become
common practice to develop a behavior matrix for each building, write lessons fificspec
problem areas, monitor targeted behaviors, continuously collect and analyze data t
determine problem times, problem areas, and problem behaviors, and then develop and
implement a plan to change those things.

Ted believed that if staff followed their recent PBIS training, then they wouwle ha
the necessary tools to implement a school-wide behavior plan, with everyone usamée

language, holding common expectations, and adhering to common rules. In other words,
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Nick and Ted (and perhaps other administrators, too) believed that full implemeati
PBIS could result in the outcomes that participants want and a reduction in behavior
problems that negatively impact learning and student success in school ahd socie
Patrick stressed the importance of shared expectations of behavior. He thtliaaite
teachers not only discussed appropriate school behaviors in the classroom, but alsp that the
were part of the school culture:
We expect staff to come to work on time and prepared, and we expect students to
come to school every day on time and prepared, and those behaviors are modeled by
staff, and the building expectations are delivered in each classroom by estaiffens.
Expectations are posted within the classrooms, and teachers talk about them in the
first couple of days of school and with the syllabus . . . | would say that appropriate
school behaviors are identified in our building as really part of the school culture, and
the culture is acting mature like an adult and being responsible. | think younger
students see behaviors being role modeled daily by upper class and by &iaft. It t
it's a predetermined expectation that when you walk in our building that you are
going to follow the rules and be compliant . . . | feel it is a very positive school
culture in a sense of behavior, and we’ve had very few critical incidents in the
building dealing with behavior.
Patrick went on to say that the expectations were established in the schaigig st
handbook, and were very clear and concise about behavior expectations. Furthermore, the
students were required to sign off that they had read and understood them. He expained t

his school maintains “a very safe and secure environment during the day, and we expect
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students to sign off on the student handbook.” Students are encouraged to meet with the
principal if they have questions about handbook policies.

Daniel added to the reward conversation by discussing holding, for those students
who demonstrated the desired behaviors, a celebration breakfast. But for ttestsre
become part of a building’s culture, consistency is key, according to Marcus:

Sometimes, when looking around your building, you see expectations implemented

differently among adults, and | really don’t have a problem with that in therotam

setting. If teachers have a management system that is working forythiayaare

running their classroom, that is fine, but what ends up happening is in the common

areas, the playground, the gym in the morning before school, the lunch room, the

hallways, the bathroom. If we are inconsistent, it's very confusing to kids. You hear
things like, ‘I don’t understand why I'm getting in trouble for sliding down thgs bi

pile of snow; yesterday, Mrs. Jones let us do it and now today Mrs. Smith says we

can't do it". And sometimes we see expectations that we have at school that diffe

greatly from what parents have for expectations at home. An example would be that,
when at home, it’'s not a problem if you are with your mom or dad in the front yard

playing football, but at school when 200 students are on the playground, it's a

problem. And so, | do think we confuse kids a lot with our expectations . . . We are on

the cusp of creating common expectations for our kids in this school, as we are

currently in training for PBIS. We recognize that it is our responsibditgfeating a

culture for common expectations and those we need to teach the behaviors we want to

see.
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Nick, however, addressed the notion that consistency should not simply be based on a reward
system, but that students learn to understand the instrinsic value of behaving pktgperly
stated, “My hope is that wecknowledgeppropriate behavior rather theawardit. We
really want to stay away from the whole carrots and sticks thing”.

The establishment of consisent behavior expectations and rules for studeradwill |
to a reduction of of behavioral incidents at the building level. Common expectations, along
with consistency in the implementation of the expectations along with common dengyuc
staff focused on a culture for common behavior expectations will lead to succegstuhes
for students. The usage of common language and a building level systems approach to
collection and analysis of behavioral data will impact the overall functioning buidohgy
and for students in both general and sepecialized programs.

Summary

In this chapter, | presented the findings of the study. These findings are based
primarily on analysis of interview transcripts, and are supported by reviéa@iments and
observations throughout each building during the course of the study. Findings were
discussed in three parts that correspond with the major themes that emerged frda the da
Data in the first section focused on PreK-12 administrators’ perceptions of ant:eseer
with collecting and analyzing data to reduce barriers to learning. Ingaeofidata
collection, participants described (a) what data are collected and hoar¢hegllected, (b)
how often data are collected, and (c) who collects the data. In the area of taig,ana
participants described (a) how often data are analyzed, and (b) who analyzéa.the da

The second section focused on how administrators used data to reduce barriers to

learning and improve success for students in school. Participants describiedysotaises
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of data, which were then analyzed and grouped into four categories: (a) idé@otifiaf
occurrence patterns, (b) identification of students at risk of failure in schpdk\elopment
of appropriate interventions and/or new initiatives, and (d) proactive vs. reacticacipgs.

The third section focused on what administrators perceived it would take to enhance
the effectiveness of their current efforts to improve students’ suegteshaol and in society.
Administrators agreed that implementation of systematic initiativesefloavior would result
in outcomes that would improve opportunities for student success. Among the expected
outcomes are (a) establishment of consistent behavior expectations and rules,ofb)
common language on behavior issues, (c) systematic and continuous collection of data and
analysis of behavior data across data sets, (d) development of a behaviofanaaoch
building, and (e) improved school culture. In short, administrators believed that full
implementation of a school-wide system of support such would reduce the barriers to
learning that occur when behaviors are disrupting the learning community.

School-wide support systems do vary, which makes it difficult for administrators t
evaluate the appropriateness of such systems to their respective buildingbaamolrbe
expectations. To that end, Chapter 5 discusses the themes that emerged frtoichythandg

recommends future practice and research.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to examine building-level administrators’ pgercept
and experiences of collecting, analyzing, and using student behavior data to impdewne st
success in school and in socid®esearch was conducted through semi-structured face-to-
face interviews with eleven school administrators, and through the reviewwhedots
submitted to the researcher by the study site’s school district. This chapésvs, analyzes,
and discusses (in light of the relevant literature) the findings of this.stdy/chapter also
outlines the implications of the findings for schools’ building-level admin@saand
illustrates the potential impact for students who struggle with behavior in the settiog).
This chapter concludes with suggestions for further research.
Discussion
Three fundamental questions framed this research:
1. To what extent do administrators have access to behavior data that informs their
decisions on how to improve student success in school and society?
2. To what extent do administrators use behavior data to improve student success in
school and in society?
3. What do administrators perceive it would take to enhance the effectiveness of
their current efforts to improve students’ success in school and society?
The research questions were answered by themes that emerged from irdataiew
and were reported in Chapter 4.
Theme 1: Administrator Experiences with Collecting and Analyzng Student Behavior
Data

Researchers agree that a comprehensive framework designed to improuve overal
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student behaviors should be based in data collected and analyzed. Sugai et al. (2000) state:
“Positive behavior interventions and support systems incorporate decision-maketdy, bas
upon data analysis that guides the process of assessing student needs and providing
additional levels of behavioral support to students in need” (p. 135). Participants indkis st
had wide ranges of experiences with collecting and analyzing student behaajonaost
specifically data about attendance, office discipline referrals (Qf2Rpensions and
expulsions, and data on students who meet district and state criteria for béskgpafiture
failure in the school setting.

Administrators in this study either collected these data sets themseldelegated
collection to office staff, leadership teams, or counselors. Data colleci@adanappropriate
student behavior resulting in referrals to the administrator’s office weranented into an
electronic data base system at the time of the occurrence. Administradcasitonomy and
discretion to determine how they handled each occurrence.

In general, collecting and reviewing appropriate school-wide officeratf@gata can
give school personnel foundational information that could be used as a springboard to
implement appropriate behavior interventions and plans for students. Schools flourish, i
part, when educators work together to collect, analyze, and act on information aldent st
behavior (LeTendre, 2000). On one hand, this study found administrator leadership practices
of collecting and analyzing student office referral data to be closelyealito the literature
on this topic. The participants in this study outlined, as reported in Chapter 4, the formal
practices by which they collect and analyze student behavior. Indeed, anbcheol-wide
and individual student behavior in schools can be of direct and immediate value in the design

of effective, individualized interventions (Tobin, Sugai, & Colvin, 2000). On the other hand,
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while study findings demonstrated that administrators do collect and anatgz ez
guestion remains to be discussed: to what degree is this practice sysyeocoaliing?

As Harold stated, “When | reflect about our practices of collecting datayld
conclude that we're much more proficient collecting, monitoring, and making decisions
about academic student data than behavior data.” Similarly, Jeffreyowesrned about the
amount of data being collected with regard to office referrals, and questioned wigetaet
an accurate building picture, as it relates to office referral déatanbt sure if there is
enough data to track [whether] our programs are making an impact for studerks.tk&ek
the referrals that are formally done, but our teachers handle a lot in their @atootas,
which can be a good or bad thing.” Jeffrey’s perception was that gaining a biédahg
profile or overall building view of student behavior would be both inconsistent and difficult
to quantify if not implemented consistently with clear communication betweenfite afd
the teachers. Additionally, participants in this study recognized that smmeg type of
metric or building-level profile could result in an even more systematioapipito
collection and analysis practices.

Theme 2: Administrator Experiences with Using Behavior Data torprove Student
Success in School and in Society

School administrators described four main uses for the data they collect and use t
improve outcomes for the students in their buildings: 1) to identify occurrence pa2ieims
identify students at risk for failure in school; 3) to develop appropriate interventions
including new behavior initiatives, aimed at reducing problem behavior; and 4) to become
more proactive in approaching behavior problems.

First, ten of the eleven participants reported using practices for documemtati
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behavioral referrals to the office and then additionally study participastsiloled their
respective practices to identify patterns that occur. Administratocsiloled this data as
office discipline referral (ODR) data. These data are used to identifyrecces of patterns
of behavior of individual students, and/or patterns of behavior of multiple students in certain
areas of the school. As patterns develop, administrators use the data to develppaa@pr
interventions, including new behavior initiatives aimed at reducing problem behavior
Second, all eleven participating school leaders consistently describgudoes of
at-risk predictor data they use to identify students at risk for failure irmkd)gatterns of
low attendance, 2) failing grades, 3) low connectivity to school, and 4) achievement two
years below their peer group in either literacy or mathematics. Thigcpratusing these
four criteria is aligned to the state standard for at-risk ideniidicaind additionally aligns
with district level-systemic practices (as many participantsa@xgdl). For example, as Ted
noted:
We have a new system in place this school year where we are all trackenrg9tait
identify students who may be at risk for failure or future failure in schoollodkeat
attendance patterns, the grades they currently have, and we look for red flags. Our
team meets every two weeks to discuss these students.
As this administrator reported, the practices around at-risk data colle@remat only a
new protocol, but also a new district-level requirement that they were impiaméntthe
first time.
These administrative practices align well with the research. Some gtag®shown
that some students’ path to complete disengagement and dropping out can be predicted as

early as the elementary years (Barrington & Hendricks, 1989). A rettospstudy (Hess et
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al., 1989) examining early patterns of students who dropped out of schools showed that,
starting in first grade, school dropouts had more absences than did graduatasdyisat s
analysis of cumulative records from Chicago Public School students showed thaesabsenc
and academic grades for three consecutive years, ending in the foughideatified nearly
90 percent of the dropouts. Furthermore, Slavin (1999) stated that while success ily the ear
grades did not guarantee success in later schooling, failure in the easlygigartually
ensure failure in later schooling (p. 105). Ted’s description of meeting everydel®swo
review data and identify patterns seeks to address the disengagement fronasghool
subsequent drop out rates that Hess et al. discovered.

The development of appropriate interventions is the third area that participants
describe as part of the overall experience of improving outcomes for stubleateview of
office discipline referrals (ODR) and the review of at-risk data havenpakeo influence
directly the development of appropriate interventions for students. Administleéiders
would be wise to ensure that intervention practices align with the literatuanpisasis on
finding ways to increase success and improve outcomes for students with behavemsgrobl

For example, Landrum, Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) categorized their §nding
on interventions into three “broad” intervention categories—inappropriate behaviors,
academic learning problems, and interpersonal relationships (p. 149). Additionally,
noncompliance in school situations has generally referred to the refusal or lackopirzbe
response to the direction of an adult who has made a request of a student (Walker & Walker
1991). When students demonstrate noncompliance or compliance for following teacher’s
directions, “reinforcers” are often times offered. Study participaatsa wide range of ways

they reinforce positive student behavior ranging from awards breakfasts tadasigiracter
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counts awards. It should also be noted that all participants shared storiesreéfitias”
for students, but none of the participants referred to using antecedent basgigstrate

Educational research has considered the use of “reinforcers” to be effeattiee,
both positive and negative, but it remains clear that educators must additionalhjtoake i
account the manner in which the directive or message of reinforcement isetkliviee
likelihood of a student complying with a directive may be enhanced by thenevalyréctive
is delivered, which would demonstrate what is educationally known as antecedent to
compliance.

Antecedent refers to what is happening in the student’s environment that triggers a
negative or positive response or behavior and there is a research base for artesedent
strategies. De Pry and Sugai (2002), for example, have examined the effécy dtvos
antecedent-based strategies for reducing problem behaviors in school sgpeegsally,
pre-correction and active supervision. The objective of pre-correction is to pronmofagee
each student in a pro-social, or more appropriate, behavior before the problensisnecta
Pre-correction could take the form of a verbal rule restatement or a nonvestoad g
prompt. Active supervision has three general keys: first, teachers move about thesimgpm
body proximity; second, teachers visit problem spots frequently; third, theyrgcan t
environment as they move about the room. Teachers should give pre-corrections and
reminders to students as they move around the room. These supervision stratedgieeha
used by teachers for reducing behaviors during transition times, in therieafend during
recess times (Lewis, Colvin, & Sugai, 2000).

Study participants have common experiences with identifying that transiies are

areas they identify as being some of the most problematic for students. A rexcdation to
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explore and align practices with key research based strategies susdeandkigo far to
improve behavioral outcomes during school transitional times. Beyond looking at @actice
directed at inappropriate behavior, a survey of the evidence-based prdetitieg
specifically with academic learning problems leads to examining thegasdirected at
improving academic outcomes for students, such as direct instruction, self morskalig)g
class-wide peer tutoring, and continuous monitoring of student performance through
curriculum-based measures.

In addition to the usefulness of intervention that focuses on academic achievement, it
is important to understand the ways interpersonal relationships impact studbri8i
Students in this category have both deficits and problems associated withlsbeidta
this reason, social skills intervention is a standard component of virtually alaprogng
for these students, and with very good reason. Making academic gains would be shdrt-lived i
students do not simultaneously receive appropriate instruction for their sodsatiskitits
(Broughton & Lahey, 1978). However, some research has disproven the relafliity
approach. Specifically, summaries of intervention literature based on nayaia (Fornes,
Kavale, Blum, & Lloyd, 1997; Lloyd, Forness, & Kavale, 1998) have shown that sodisl ski
interventions are not as promising as they originally purported to be. In light ofehasure
some study participants use social skills classes as a means to impralvbedwayior for
students. Although this study did not surface any themes specific to socgal skill
interventions, some participants listed this type of intervention as one beingpuseté
students.

In addition to stressing the imperative to choose empirically-supported mtiens

and implement them with integrity, Landrum, Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) argued th
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all interventions need to be implemented early in the cycle of behavioral psobitetaeed,
compelling evidence has suggested that the development of behavioral disorakbecoul
ameliorated dramatically if interventions were provided early and inte(Skinn, Walker,
& Stoner, 2002). Thus, education researchers have been able to understand much about the
conditions under which problems occurred, and have refined their understanding of how best
to implement interventions. Participants from this research study could degyloy the
above-mentioned interventions as a strategy to improve success for students.

Finally, participants reported using the data they collect and analyzeam&ecore
proactive in approaching behavior problems. However, as participants descril@atbuil
level practices of documenting behaviors as they happened and then analyzingifios patt
after the fact, it could be questioned whether this approach is truly proactieadinstiting
for behavior to happen and then reacting with intervention strategies could be viewed as
being reactionary. Another administrator may perceive that collectingraaigzing data for
patterns is not reactionary but rather responsive—that is, looking for patterddezmll
feasibly to systems practices for behavior supports. This question was ngtatsavered in
the research conducted for this study. Additionally, a careful synthesigtiofjjzant
responses should clearly define how the terms, “proactive,” “reactive,” asplioinsive” are
used, to make the message clear.

Regardless of whether administrators’ practices could be regardenbatye or
reactionary, data collection does serve the important, long-term purposeit#tfiagil
activities that promote learning (i.e., improving school safety and focusiciglaie reform
efforts) and aim to improve students’ chances at success. Specificaligpeebensive

incident database makes it easier to manage resources and complatedstadieral incident
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reports. However, without accurate data, it is difficult to take appropriatetstepsate
climates conducive to learning (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). The study patsicip
did paint the picture that data are collected and reviewed to various extenthevhestrict
is viewed as a whole. Individually, and at the building specific level, data aeeteall
systemically on suspension and expulsions and reported consistently to the diteict at
conclusion of each school year to be reported to the state. Other data, sucle asfeffial
data, are collected at different intervals and the data collection hagwlifteitcomes at
different school buildings. A recommendation from the data collected during tbésteison
research may suggest the need for more systems level collection and aridigksvior
related data.
Theme 3: Perceptions of What It Would Take to Enhance the Effectivesss of Current
Efforts to Improve Students’ Behavioral Success in School

Many of the study participants perceived that a building-wide and systematic
approach to behavior management would result in fewer behavior problems and improved
student success in school. Participants believed that, with implementation tefraagics
approach, the concrete outcomes could occur, and would enhance efforts to improve
students’ success in school. The outcomes are grouped into three categoriedinh)-lev|
behavioral data, 2) common expectations, and 3) a systemic or cultural approach to
behavioral learning.

First, leaders should focus on designing a system at the building level to aodlect a
analyze student behavior data continuously to aid administrators in understanding the
patterns and areas that require the most resources or administrativeratfahninistrators

who participated in the study described the usefulness of the district’s eleciataisystem
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for documenting and accessing records of student behavior incidents. Furtheth&en of
eleven administrators reported having systems in place that, while oftenahferrable
them to track student behavior. However, two reported using informal systemsssuch a
relying on memory or jotting handwritten notes about behavior incidents. Continual
collection and analysis of available data could lead to a building matrix or psafitaat all
school personnel could understand the magnitude of the building-level nuances that impact
overall functioning and student productivity.

Second, establishing consistent behavior expectations and rules for students could
improve the overall success at the building level, according to study participants
Recognizing problematic areas of the buildings, such as the transitiongdomestwhich
are often unsupervised, and then designing consistent rules for those types oftheeas of
school could lead to improved overall building-level management of behaviors. Additjonally
having common expectations among staff members would ensure common language being
used from teacher to teacher, which could result in more consistency for studesgs. The
expectations could, and should, be explicitly taught to all students. Plans also should be
developed so that systemic practices that ensure systematic teachingdafidgrfor
expected school-wide behaviors for students can emerge and be implemented.

Third, and according to administrator participation for this study, building-level
culture plays a large role in overall student conduct. In other words, there islaglbara
to support learning. The question is: To what degree? Some administrators described
building systems rooted in the language of the nationally known character devaiopme
program known a€haracter CountsOthers lamented the fact that they intended to improve

building-wide behavior through implementing PBIS (Positive Behavioral Inteorent
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Supports). Still other participants described leading their buildings with najpeoach. In
contrast to a labeled program, they simply used their own hybrid of building-level
accountability and behavior instruction through what they described as, “seafligood
expectations”. Finally, other participants described using building-level handlmooi#line
student expectations for following the rules for conduct.

Administrators did agree, however, about the value of data collection. They agreed
that the overall learning environment, which they referred to as building-leiete; could
be improved by analyzing data and making adjustments that influence and direcsstudent
toward desired outcomes. In terms of outcomes, having common expectations, teaching
common expectations to all, and building a culture of competence through a sgstemat
approach to behavior initiatives would improve opportunities for student success.
Furthermore, since the establishment of a positive student social culture snwaveding
students with a common set of expectations, a common language and a common set of
experiences associated with the defined behavioral expectations (Cushing,20B0% L
Sugai, 1999), there are long and short term consequences of the approaches that the
participants have in place.

Recommendations as a Result of This Study

Recognizing that schools face a variety of issues, including multiple etipestan
the areas of academic accomplishment, social competence, accountabilitydent safety,
school administrators additionally face the challenge of leading sclhoolgyh a variety of
school improvement initiatives that address all of the variables that intpdehslearning.

Inconsistency among staff members’ knowledge and ability to deal with behavior

challenges, coupled with the wide variety of student needs in the area of soctainam
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and behavioral learning, renders school administrators unprepared to meet tlsnigcrea
challenges facing students and schools. Administrators commonly report thaétbe
individual student interventions are effective, but that they cannot alwaysheektrhand,
and therefore look for ways to reduce the inefficient methods and resource$tivdd bave
used traditionally to support the behavioral learning of students.

The findings of this study point to five recommendations for addressing and
improving they types of behavioral support that are critical for success of sqidastlect
and use data, (2) teach expectations explicitly, (3) develop consistent ackyoetd and
consequence systems, (4) increase staff capacity, and (5) develop and niakle ava
continuum of social and emotional services for students.

Recommendation 1: Collect and Use Data

Collecting consistent data and having a concurrent systemic procedure te dnatyz
data are paramount for increasing the effectiveness of any behavior supgoatmprTen of
this study’s eleven participants who reported collecting data stated thatiffarent
factions collected and examined building-level data. For example, some buudew)s
leadership teams, others used office personnel, and some administratatedahd
analyzed data themselves, or with counselor teams. While one administrakdmpfiiced to
be the exception with regard to having a formalized data collection process lis
building was too new at the time of this study to have had a formal officealgfercess in
place), the rest of the administrators understood the importance of consfestion and
examination.

Consistent, formalized processes of data collection enable administrators to

understand better the complexities of data, and the types of concerns for waicardand
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cannot account. As Jeffrey commented, “We track physical behaviors. Rlsygaent
contact is a red flag for me”. Furthermore, understanding the strengthgeaknesses of
data enables administrators to make sound decisions—even when the data is unclear. For
example, Jeffrey clarified that, despite the amount of data he had cqlleetstdll remained
concerned about not having enough “behavior data” to “inform good decision making”. In
spite of his concern about “enough behavior data” he still kept student safedyity psi
tracking physical behaviors and making decisions about consequences for thase stude
behaviors.

Key recommendations, such as reviewing data on a regular basis, could be
accomplished through the development of a building-level matrix or profile, so that
leadership teams, guidance department teams, and administrators couchfnige and
understand the data collected about such things as office referrals, the typeseans pla
referrals, attendance, and suspensions. Additionally, a district-level overvigd be
established, using a matrix and/or profile, so that trends may be noted from year, t@ry
even disaggregated further, such as from month to month.

Although administrators reported having an electronic district-level dseeto tally
and record anecdotally the details of office referral data, little methroughout this study
noted the reporting capabilities of the system. Building leaders mightigatesthe
reporting capabilities inherent in the collection vehicle already in piattes building and
district level. New and additional training would be needed to ensure buildirig-leve
administrators have the necessary tools to improve practices in the acefiaaiing and
analyzing building- and district-level behavioral data.

Additionally, to refine their collection and analysis process, so that the ntosate
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data are found, administrators should make use of the most current and availableeagses
tools—such as SET, the School-Wide Evaluation Tool (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, &
Horner, 2001) (which measures implementation of school-wide positive behavior supports).
These types of tools would be useful to school buildings that use PBIS strategiesuthd w
further increase the accuracy of data, and the ways administrators use datag®inc
opportunities, and improve conditions, for student learning.

At the time of this study, as part of overall school improvement movement vrasiati
school districts have become rich with data about varying levels of achievemerd in c
content areas, such as math and literacy. Leadership in schools systems tadégwrdeta
sets about student conduct in the same light. Simply reporting suspension and expulsion data
yearly for state and federal reporting accomplishes little. A sysieneatew of suspension
and expulsion data would benefit building leadership. Data collection and analysisseompr
the first step of improving overall learning conditions for students in special angbener
education programs.

Another recommendation for the collection and analysis of data would be to
reevaluate the impact of that review process on an administrator’s claeighde. Careful
analysis of building-level office referral data consumes large amountseyfdspecially the
amount of time she or he spends on reacting to office referrals for undesitadaée sc
behaviors. Future analysis of the time that referrals take away fromimgtreictional duties
and obligations would be informational and helpful for principals.

Recommendation 2: Teach Expectations Explicitly
All eleven patrticipants in the study stressed the importance of consigbectaions

for desired student behavior. Recommendation 2 stresses moving beyond simply having
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building-level expectations for student conduct posted around each building, and promoting
the explicit teaching of expectations to all students. Horner et al. (2088)igs¢d that
when investing into school-wide behavior supports, promoting appropriate school-wide
behavior could only be accomplished through teaching clearly defined expectations
Supporting this notion is the work of Cushing, Lewis, and Sugai (1999), which found that the
establishment of a positive student social culture involved providing students withreonom
set of expectations, a common language, and a common set of experiences asstitiated w
the defined behavioral expectations. The idea of clearly defined expectatetns to the
findings outlined in chapter four. For example, Netty described practices of haaitexpl
lessons about expected behavior are taught in the building where she residespad. princi
Although participants agree that having common expectations are central to #ie over
functioning at the building level, a recommendation that all buildings ensurépsafcr
explicit teaching and modeling of the expectations would improve systencpgacti

When children don’t know how to read, educators teach them. When students don’t
know what is expected and how to behave in socially acceptable ways, educators need to
teach them. Neither administrators nor teachers can assume that students kinsw wha
expected and what is appropriate for the school setting. Therefore, the findingsstdidlyi
echo the literature in recommending that building-level expectations—core taehavi
expectations—should be taught to all students, and not just to students supported with
behavior programs through special education classrooms. As many research@aitad
out, explicitly teaching core desired behavior outcomes can reach 80-85 percedéifsst
thus freeing up resources to focus on the most significant and challenging behaviors.

Furthermore, to ensure that students learn the skills necessary to navigatetiie
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setting, clearly stated school-wide expectations should be taught and modeleidgaiime
for students to practice and build fluency in the social, emotional, and behavioral realms
School leaders should therefore explore strategies to transform broad sateol-w
expectations into specific, observable behaviors for students of all ages.

Specific language reduces the chances of confusing or misaligned behavior
expectations. In this way, the frequency of scenarios like that which Mancatedawhere
students become confused when rules are different from teacher to teachan, diferent
from home and school, would be reduced. Proactive instruction of common expectations to
all students would therefore combat against this confusion. An additional recommendation,
as pointed to in PBIS literature, would be to establish universal expectationbdordre
positively stated, for all students throughout all locations of a school. Theséatxpec
should generally promote core values, such as respect, responsibility, apd-gsafees that
PBIS espouses, but which additionally can be found in the theory that supports teaching
pillars of character.

Ultimately, the wording of expectations should conform to two principles:

(1) expectation statements should be short, and (2) expectations should be positacly sta
Focus should be placed on the expected behaviors desired by students. For exaeple, stat
what they should do, instead of what not to do. An example of this recommendation, at the
elementary level, would be to state expectations for students that define and gogipioe
action—for example, “walk in the halls” or “use your walking feet”, as opposed to
expectations that read, “don’t run”.

Recommendation 3: Develop Consistent Acknowledgment and Consequergystems

Implementing a system that guarantees consistent acknowledgementigé posit
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school behavior, as well as consistent consequences, would build a culture that is both
predicable and focused on student successes, as opposed to being punitive in nature.

School principals would thereby influence the school environment by expectihg staf
to acknowledge students for demonstrating expected behaviors. It is worth hatjng this
study, several principals used the tactic of rewarding studergedolbehavior by doling
out Character Countslips, recognition breakfasts, and tokens to recognize when a student
has demonstrated one of the tenets oftharacter Countprogram that the building
follows. Theseggoodbehaviors are tied to one of six pillars identified with the program.

Bruce and Daniel, for example, described systems that acknowledge desiratl stude
conduct through recognition breakfasts. Nick shared that he stays away fronhtiee w
carrots and sticks thing”, and works through having high expectations for studeuoss vers
rewarding behavior. Shawn described her system as having “three layersi, afollatcted
at the classroom level, and which relates to their building-level consequste® sStudents
in this system are recognized quarterly and, additionally, both individually anct & par
entire classroom. These systems of acknowledgment illustrate a giodel@hd consistent
framework for students and staff alike, and serve as models to which all buildthgs a
schools should aspire as they establish a clear acknowledgment system.

The virtue of such models is expounded in the literature. Eber et al. (1997), for
example, concurred with the notion of having predictable consequences, delivered
consistently by staff. To that end, administrators could follow Eber et al.’seadnd
conclude that consequences should not be regarded simply as being punitive in nature, but as
opportunities to communicate, so that students could learn from their mistakes aotd acce

responsibility for their respective choices.
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Another component of consequence and acknowledgement systems is that principals
would be wise to allow teachers to retain control of classrooms when possiblgeBut e
more importantly, teachers should have a full understanding of criteria that tthefitypes
of behavior that result in an office referral to the principal’s office, versuyimehhat could
be handled by a teacher in the classroom. Some researchers submit that schbbksnefit
from leadership that develops various levels of intensity in their consequence gemana
systems.. Other researchers, however, refute this claim. Farrell, SmiitBy@avnell (1998)
discovered that although there is little research on the effectivendss strategy, many
teachers have a perceived teacher-level satisfaction with leveihsydtike any strategy or
intervention designed for shaping student behavior, administrators would be wise tb consul
the research and align specific corrective or disciplinary stestegih the desired outcome
for that specific student or situation. For example, Shawn describes classomauypes
utilizing color systems to indicate varying degrees of behavior indicatingethaters in her
building have built behavior management plans at the classroom level to indicate both
undesirable and desirable behaviors.
Recommendation 4: Increase Staff Capacity

Any effort at initiating overall school improvement should consider improving the
capacity of teachers and administrators. Specifically, building cgpab#rs to improving
both teachers, and administrators’ skill level to deal appropriately witlvioehlassues.
School administrators are key instructional leaders. With this role comesaorae
responsibility to design structures that support the learning of staff—noftoordiandard
subjects like reading, writing, and math, but also for the social, emotional, betealios.

As Chapter 2 states, teachers often feel unprepared to deal with student behavioral
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issues. Schools must become aware that the problem of dealing with difficult behavior
includes dealing with subsequent adult responses, which often tend to exacednbatbaat
reduce significant behavior problems (Landrum, 1992). Because students with behavior
disorders are often unresponsive to typical management and discipline systgrofethe
evoke punitive teacher responses and peer rejection, leaving teachers andratisnist
asking to place such students in more restrictive environments or settingsmdcapacity
with staff can improve this scenario. One way to improve staff capacayi®vide
professional development specifically aligned and focused on improvement of student
behavior. Marcus, Nick, and Ted shared examples of training they arrangedrfbuilcéng
leadership teams in the area of PBIS. Marcus described how he facilitatelg group that
met for one school year prior to the formalized training he arranged.

Training that focuses on best approaches to address behavior supports (which are
critical for student success) should be provided for administrative leaders ssroata
teachers alike. Professional development should also focus on training stadbtislest
preventive practices, as well as on the active use of data collection arsisafwailgccurate
decision-making, which should be prioritized as a topic of conversation whenevarseach
and administrators discuss school improvement issues. Increasing school/capalcit
improve overall learning conditions for students.

With the exception of Marcus, no participant addressed the general need to build
capacity within the staff. The point Marcus did make, however, highlights compglimel
value of increasing staff capacity (in Marcus’ case, by leadin@pe¢es)c

| believe in transformational leadership, and that’s really building cgpaith folks

around you. | try to build capacity and empower others to be able to make decisions.
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True empowerment is a shift in the rules and responsibilities of folks andyl reall

believe in that.

Marcus’ words speak to capacity building towards overall school improvement.
Additionally, the facilitation of a study group and leading his staff through BBiISng
demonstrate specifically how he improves teachers’ capacity to dealroftleqmatic school
behaviors.

Recommendation 5: Develop and Make Available a Continuum of Social and Emotional
Services for Students

Another recommendation for administrator practice would be to have a continuum of
services available for students. Although only three of the eleven particigantthis study
referenced the need to have a continuum of behavioral services available for students
worth noting that these three participants have experience and advanced tramPBI®.
This recommendation to establish a continuum of behavioral supports should be considered
by school administrators. But in the words of Netty, who had no experience with PBIS
training at the time of this study, other ideas for delivering social emosendtes to
students in a continuum fashion do exist:

Last year, we started working on an initiative where teachers cregtiedteore

lessons for desired behaviors. We communicated them to all staff, parents, and

students, and we tied them to the work we were doing with our character council.
This effort—driven not just by her leadership, but also by a coordinated leadership—is a
result of the broader support network she referred to as her “critical padner$uilding-
level leadership team”. She described this effort as an implementatiowioésehat all

students could experience as a first step to an overall behavior support program for her
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building.

These recommendations could establish educational practices for having core
teachings for social and emotional learning, similar to those in place focauent
academic areas, such as reading, math, and science. Students would thusdrareefit fr
systems approach that teaches pro-social behaviors—specifically, aadpgesigned to
increase positive behaviors and decrease non-positive behaviors.

In addition to promoting what educators refer to as “core” areas in sociabealoti
learning, school leaders should explore ways to establish supplemental and irstensoes
for students. Research suggests that a three-tier system, such as PBISstablifth &
continuum approach to supporting students with varying needs (Walker et al., 1996).
Establishing a continuum of services would take short- and long-range plannirgptslest
timelines and action steps to design, train, and implement a systems approach. Such an
approach should teach and reinforce regular and special education students’ behavior to
achieve improved services and results.

Ultimately, if such a systems approach to building a continuum of support is to be
established and sustained over time, then a school’s culture must be evaluated by the
administrative leaders. Only through formal evaluation would administyaither
individually or in leadership teams, be able to identify areas for improvingegy so that
at-risk students learn ways to succeed academically and socially.

Recommendations for Future Research

This research study attempted to increase understanding regardingyshecheol

administrators collect and use office referral data in the PreK-12 sattnbgo improve

outcomes for students. Previously, the general lack within education lieeragarding this
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topic obscured administrators’ practices and the potential, positive effesttsh practices in
improving education for children. The qualitative case study methodologaedtil this
study offered a detailed examination of the experiences of eleven schonisticgitors and
they ways they collected and used available data in their respective schadioigsuil

Although this study represents a start for developing a larger body ofateseathe
relationship between data collection practices of school administratorpraved student
behaviors, further research is necessary. First, a future study shawgdfogaining
administrators’ perspectives of the factors that interfere with schdfigiseto implement
practices that focus on behavior-related data collection and analysis.|Atherel may be
additional benefit in investigating how central office administrators cosidtasith this
process of data collection and analysis. This focus could be part of a largersiutly a
collection practices, or explored as a study of only central office admaboist’ roles in such
processes.

Second, it would be prudent to examine school principals’ and leaders’ efforts to
implement a district-wide or systemic approach to managing student behaviomth
general and special education. Topics in both general and/or special edueationtiy of
research, since they would seek to define administrators’ perceptions of the value of
managing each—either individually or together.

Third, a study could compare school administrator data usage practices irs school
where proactive practices have been implemented with the resultingesoo@bnal
learning improvements. Such a comparison would reveal the strengths and weakhesse
such practices in producing intended results. Additionally, electronic dataivaatsd and

used for such a study should be examined and compared. It might be useful for future
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research to gather data using such technology as the EETT (ElectronidiBmalua
Technology and Tools) to assist with data collection processes. As offioalrdtga are
collected in various student information systems, school administrators would liiledva
leveraging every available technology tool to make collection and analgsesges more
efficient.

Fourth, research should be conducted regarding teachers’ perceptions about types of
successful interventions used in classrooms. For example, one behavioradmeamag
system that educators frequently use when looking for interventions that workBiith E
students is referred to as a Level System (Farrell, Smith, & Brownell, .128&ators claim
that level systems can change student behavior, with the result that students become
academically and socially successful in school. According to Farall, éiowever, little
research exists to support this claim, making level systems a type oaelpphnat, at the
time of this writing, still can be found in many classrooms, despite the lackearol base.
For this reason, more research is needed in this area.

Fifth, the purpose of data collection in schools should focus on continual school
improvement. Researchers have provided school leaders with data and evidenggydsis s
that students who struggle with maintaining appropriate school behaviorsltyptoadgle
with academics, as well. For this reason, school districts and school adrursstnast
engage in data collection practices that can be used to improve outcomes for.sfudents
research study from the quantitative paradigm should be conducted to increasadtiedire
knowledge related to data collection practices for school administratordyeamways these
data collection processes yield results for student success.

Sixth, an empirical research study evaluating the effectivenesslotbartacter
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education programs as described by participating administrators ingb&scle study should
be conducted. An analysis of in-depth or semi-structured interviews with school
administrators concerning their beliefs about how to improve school-wide behawigr usi
existing school data sets about character education programs might additionally be
conducted.

Finally, districts where close to one-half of the elementary school busl@irey
implementing practices known as PBIS (Positive Behavior Intervention Suppautd be
examined. A study including pre and post-level data could demonstrate whethersgeisool
that implement PBIS experience greater reductions of undesirablélstwaiors building-
wide, compared to school buildings that do not choose such a path. Such a comparision will
seek to uncover the effectiness of the structures implemented in a PBIS environment

Conclusion

Building-level school administrators who collect and use building-level data to be
informed about student behaviors believe this practice is valuable to their szl
improvement initiatives. While school administrators agree upon the need to hagterdnsi
expectations for students, few participants in this study have had traininduopipes to
implement expectation practices that operate systemically, and whicbctaoarhe district
level. Additionally, not all administrators would agree that connecting suchiger#o the
district level is as important as having consistent expectations at the vadibidlding-
level, and which are aligned with the specific needs of that specific buildingapiopul

Building-level school leaders recognize that data collection and analysiddhgui
and school district-level conduct and/or behavior data would help them establishspaitte

behavior for individual students, as well as students throughout the building. The aim for
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school administrators should be to use research-based strategies, paaddipegegrams that
have proven successful when they plan interventions and programmatic cluairsgeddnts.

The data collected from the interviews in this case study have generatecbnsm
topics for discussion, including the use of rooting school-wide expectations inteharac
education programs and/or school wide behavior systems—which include protocothio tea
model, and implement consistently core behavior initiatives designed to impi@ak s
emotional learning for all students, not just students in specialized programs.

The results of this study suggest that a key message from school adtonsistra
other school administrators is that having consistent data collection and sipadysices
will lead to improvements for students. Addressing the behaviors of students cawbenqi
schools understand and emphasize that the overall school environment greatlyaafluenc

academic and behavior successes.



127

APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW GUIDE

Interview Guide

A. Introduction and Demographic Info

1. How would you describe yourself?
2. How long have you been a school administrator?
3. What is your teaching background?

4. What is your background with special education?
5. How would you describe yourself as a leader?

B. Research Q) # 1: What building-level behavior and incident data are collected

in the building where you are a building administrator?

6. What types of behavior data are collected in your building?
&) Describe categories you look for in data collection
7. Who collects your building's behavior and incident data?
b) How often are those data collected?
¢} How are those data analyzed?
7. What data do you collect and review about students with behavior goals in your
building?
a) What data are collected for students without special services or
programs?
8. What data are specifically collected in the area of at-risk students?

a) How often?
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b) For what purpose?
9. How are appropriate behavior and expectations taught and monitored in school

and what data is collected about the teaching of expectations?

C. Research () #2: How is the student behavior and incident data being used to
inform decisions for individual students and programs in your building

and/or in the district?

10. How is appropriate school behavior identified in your school?

11. How is inappropriate school behavior identified in your school?

12. How are appropriate school behaviors rewarded and what data are they based
upon?

a) What systems or programs are in place that support appropriate and
desired student behaviors?

13, What are the consequences for inappropriate school behavior and what data are
they based upon?

14. How do you make discipline decisions consistently when there are multiple
administrators in a building handling similar behavior situations with multiple
teachers?

15, How do you identify students in your building who are at risk for inappropriate

behavior?
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16, What are the initiatives in your building related to student behavior and what is
your involvement with those?
What incident or student conduct data guide these initiatives?h) How are data
used in these initiatives?
&) How are data used to monitor programs and student behaviors?
17. Do you have any data that predicts students who are at risk of undesirable school
behaviors?

a. If so, how do you use those data?

D. Closing and Thank you
18. Is there anything else that you would like to offer that [ did not specifically ask

about?

Thank you for vour time today, As mentioned earlier, [ have procedures in place to
keep this information confidential and it only will be used for this research project.

You will receive a copy of the written transcript from this interview for your review.
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APPENDIX B: MU PBIS SURVEY DOCUMENT

School-wide PBIS
Implementation Inventory
School District Date

Month/Year PBIS was first implemented Person Completing Form

This implementation inventory is an assessment that schools engalgegindess of systems
change through the implementation of school wise positive behavioral supparse to evaluate
their level of implementation.

The inventory is organized to assess your schools current impleimemdsd school-wide system of
Positive Behavior Support along a continuum (universal, secondary, ang/ et across a)
practices, b) system support, and c) data collection and decision making. Therinasks you to
indicate to what degree key features are in place (not at all, partiallgnd

To complete the inventory:
a. Evaluate the degree to which each system feature is implemestedt(at all = 0; partial =
1; full = 2) in your building (left hand side of survey).
b. Use the scoring guide on page 10 to list and total the subscale categories
c. An average is calculated for each subscale

The team can determine their level of implementation based on thelsudzswas. This information
can be used to determine strengths and weaknesses in implementatioagras well as an
indication of readiness to increase capacity by focusing on implemerfediones at the next level.

Scale Score Guidelines
Level Subscale
Start-Up = School-wide total < 70%

Level 1= School-wide total equal to or greater than 80%
Secondary total less than 80%

Level 2 = School-wide total equal to or greater than 80%
Secondary total equal to or greater than 80%
Tertiary less than 80%

Level 3 = School-wide total equal to or greater than 80%
Secondary total equal to or greater than 80%
Tertiary equal to or greater than 80%

Level 4 = Maintenance, 80% on all Level Subscales and Feature Subseagl€sdctices,
Systems & Data)

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Universal Level
Positive Behavior Support

This section focuses on key practices, systems, and data management at the WniRersaly
prevention/intervention level. The purpose of Universal strategies areget t@i students, all
staff, and all settings including classrooms and non-classroom settings such as hallway.
Universal strategies should serve as the "foundation" of the school-wide sygleshould be
implemented consistently with high integrity. Universal strategies whelemented will
typically be sufficient to allow 70-80% of students to be behaviorally sdiccess

A Level of
Feature Implementation

Not Partial Full

School-Wide Practices ©) € @)

Five or fewer positively stated rules with corresponding clearly defir]
expected behaviors are developed fosallool settingsschool matrix

Formal lesson plans or other strategies developed to teach rules &
expectations

Rules & expected behaviors are taught directly across the school yg
all classrooms and school settings

Students are taught routines & provided opportunities to practice

Multiple opportunities are provided for student’s to practice school-\
rules & expected behaviors

Students are acknowledged with specific feedback when they displs
expected behavior

Student errors are corrected in a positive/instructional manner

Variations in expected behaviors based on school setting taught dir
(e.g., cafeteria, playground, hallway transitions)

Consistent Routines established to promote student success (e.g.,
transitions, line-up, entering & exiting cafeteria, attention signals)

Effective classroom management strategies used in 80% or more o
classrooms

Effective teaching practices are being used in 80% or more of
classrooms

Effective curriculum being used in 80% or more of classrooms

Academic & social needs of individual students are accommodated
classrooms

Students experience high rates of success (> 70% correct) in all
classrooms

Column total

Total | A=

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Feature

Systemsto Support Universal Interventions

Not
(0)

Partial
(1)

Full
(2

PBS team has been established with administrative, faculty, staff, ar
parent representation

PBS team has an established meeting time and format

Team has developed a written short term (one year) and long term (
year) action plan based on initial PBS assessment and baseline dat3
office referrals)

PBS team has an established mechanism to communicate with build
faculty and staff

Need for PBS established and commitment gained among 80% or m
of school faculty and staff

PBS school building efforts supported by District administration

PBS team receives on-going training on essential components of PH

School /District professional development opportunities allow team 3
staff to continually add to or improve PBS system

New members are included on the team over time

PBS process & procedures codified in building/district “Discipline
Handbook”

School-wide expectations and policies shared with parents and othe
community members

Column total

Total

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005




133

C Level of Implementatior]
Feature

Not Partial Full

Systemsto Support Universal Interventions @ 1 @ @

Instructional lessons & student feedback implemented consistently
across all faculty & staff

Supervision in place to promote effective routines (e.g., enter/exit
cafeteria)

Behavior progress shared with students on pre-determined schedt
students progress acknowledged in multiple forums (e.g., assembl
newsletters, student of the month)

Staff receive feedback on efficacy of implementation of PBS practi
(e.g., monthly office referral data)

Staff can easily refer concerns to team regarding current or potent
problem spots

Team works with staff to remedy problems or breakdowns in
implementation

Regular opportunities for teacher assistance for behavioral suppor
available in the classroom or other school setting (e.g., observatio
coaching, material development, problem solving)
Clear definitions & distinctions are made between behavioral offen
that are to be managed by staff versus those managed by building
administration
A continuum of consequences exist to address behavioral offenses
the a) classroom, b) non-classroom, and c) schoolwide settings
Current “discipline” strategies re-worked to reflect a) school-wide
expectations and b) a positive instructional focus (e.g., during in-sg
suspension students are taught and practice social skills and self-
management skills)
A clear plan exists to respond to emergencies or crisis such as a)
b) weather, c) assault/fighting, d) stranger on campus, or e) weap
on campus. Plan should include specific instructions for all adults 4
students and be practiced periodically throughout the school year
Column total
Total | C =

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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D Level of Implementation
Feature
_ il i Not Partial Full
Data-Basedecision Making ©) 0 )

A central school data collection system is in place

Multiple staff can enter data into single data-base

PBS Team has developed a set of questions to be answered @
formative basis using central data collection system

"Discipline Referral” or Infraction form is in line with data entry
codes in data collection system

All behavioral offense data stored in same data-base (e.g.,
“discipline room” reports, major staff managed infractions)

Data collection system allows on-going decision making (e.g.,
monthly reports, when a student is seen for an offense, to iden
“problem spots”) in response to team questions & other

Data are shared with staff in a usable format (e.g., graphs)

Data are used to make summative evaluations (e.g., year by y:
comparison, pre/post intervention)

Multiple data sources used to identify students who are not
successful with Universal strategies alone (e.g., office rederral
teacher referral)

Column total

Total | D =

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Secondary Level

Positive Behavior Support

This section focuses on key practices, systems, and data management at the Secand#try or s
group intervention level. The purpose of secondary strategies is to provide students who are no
displaying school-wide behavioral expectations at high consistent rates (i.esk'gtadditional
support. Secondary strategies should not be viewed as a "separate class" of practieessrath
intensifying universal strategies along a continuum. Secondary strategies follbasihdormat

of universal strategies but are typically implemented in a) smaller groupa|doet! more

toward the individual, and c) may involve other school staff beyond the classroonr.teache
Students may need secondary support for brief or long periods of time and may need multiple
approaches to be successful (e.g., reading instruction and social skills group). Secondary
strategies are typically implemented with about 10-20% of the school population.

E Level of
Feature Implementation
Secondary /Small Group_Practices Not | Partial [ Full

©) 1) @

Secondary strategies developed based on student need (e.g., academ
support, social skill instruction) and possible “function” of problem beha
Secondary strategies build on school-wide practices (e.g., use same se
school rules, teach similar expectations, use school reinforcement syst
Secondary strategies follow basic format of a) teach pro-social sty
build maintenance and generalization strategies

A range of secondary strategies available to assist students socials s
skill groups, mentors, self-management, peer tutors

Secondary strategies designed to be implemented within classrooms a
other school settings

If secondary instructional strategies are implemented outsideatbs @m
(i.e., "pull out" program) generalization strategies are developed and
implemented consistently by staff

Column total
Total | E =

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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F Level of Implementation
Feature

Systemsto Support Secondary/ Not Partial | Full

Small Group Interventions © @ @

A behavioral support team routinely reviews data to identify studen
at-risk

A simple referral process is in place to allow teachers to refer stud
who are beginning to display chronic patterns of challenging beha

Team develops, monitors, and assists with implementation of secd
interventions

Team assists with training and support for staff who implement
secondary interventions

Team possess and/or can access behavioral expertise to assist in
development

Team continues to receive training on secondary practices

Schedules, teaching expertise, and supervision altered by adminis
to allow for implementation of secondary interventions as needed

Column total

Total | F =

G Level of Implementation
Feature

Data-BasedDecision Making lzlg)t P?lr;ial F(g)”

Parent permission secured prior to start of secondary intervention
per School District policy

Individual student data routinely extracted from data-base to ident
at-risk students

Individual student data extracted from data-base to monitor progre
secondary interventions

Teacher and parent perceptions of student progress gathered pre
secondary intervention (e.g., surveys, rating scales, anecdotal rep

Direct observation data collected formatively during past “problem
spots or times”

All data sources used to a) celebrate success and/or b) to alter
interventions to insure effectiveness

Data shared with team, teaching staff, and parents

Column total

Total | F=

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Tertiary Level

Positive Behavior Support

This section focuses on key practices, systems, and data managenmeiieatiany or individual
student level. The purpose of tertiary strategies is to provide studentsemtis@aying clear
chronic patterns of challenging behavior, or severe patterns of challengingdoeimaiwvidually
developed behavior support plans. Tertiary strategies should not be viewéstparate class”
of practices, rather as intensifying universal and secondary straadgigsa continuum. Tertiary
strategies are developed through a 5 step process: a) conduct a functessamhassand gather
other data, b) develop plan based on assessment and data review, c) trdirviactbnsll staff
who work with the student on the basics of the plan, d) involvement of specialishaéxte
agencies, and family, and e) plan implementation & evaluation. Studentse@ayertiary
support for brief or long periods of time and may need multiple approaches to beflcces
Tertiary strategies are typically implemented with about 5-10% ofctieos population and will
include both students with and without IEPs.

H Level of Implementation
Feature

Tertiary/Individual Practices Not Partial Full
©) @ )

Functional assessments conducted for all students in need of an
individual plan

Other data sources reviewed (e.g., discipline reports, past plans,
assessments)

Individual/tertiary strategies developed based on individual studer
need and “function” of problem behavior

Tertiary strategies build on school-wide practices (e.g., use same
school rules, teach similar expectations, use school reinforcemen
system)

Tertiary strategies follow basic format of a) teach pro-social thiati
results in same or similar function as problem behavior, b) multipl
opportunities to practice “replacement” behavior provided, and c)
school environment does not allow problem behavior to access
previous outcomes (i.e., problem behavior not allowed to meet
student’s need)

Individualized generalization and maintenance strategies implems
across all school environments

Column total

Total | H =

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Feature

Level of Implementation

Systemsto Support Tertiary/
Individual Interventions

Not
(0)

Partial
(1)

Full
(2)

Data routinely screened to identify students who display chronic behavig
(e.g., discipline referrals, absence of progress at secondary suppidrt leve

A simple process exists for teachers to access a behavior support team
concerns arise regarding student behavior

Structures exist with administrative support to organize resources and
personnel to a) assess students and b) develop & implement student su
plans (e.g., release from other duties, a designated building or district p
such as school psychologist or behavior consultant available)

Specialists are consulted and participate in assessment and plapoerel
(e.g., special educators, reading specialists, speech/language)

Multiple team members (or other building-based personnel) are trained t
conduct Functional Assessments and develop related behavior support

Team members receive on-going professional development and technic
assistance in behavioral assessment, intervention development, and
consultation/collaboration skills

Family members involved in plan development and implementation inclu
skill classes/consultation for parents

External agencies involved in plan development and implementation wh
appropriate (e.g., mental health)

Column total

Total | |

Feature

Level of Implementation

Data-BasedDecision Making

Not
(0)

Partial
(1)

Full
2

Parent permission secured prior to start of secondary interventipes as
School District policy

Multiple data sources used to identify students who display chronic behav
(e.g., discipline referrals, absence of progress at secondary suppirt leve

Pre/Post measures gathered (e.g., teacher parent rating sca®s,surv
anecdotals, discipline reports)

Multiple measures used to conduct Functional Assessment includingéut=d
(teacher interviews, rating scales, student self-assessmentjiegad™(direct
observation)

Specific measurable behavioral objectives developed

Direct observation data collected on a formative basis

Column total

Total

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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Scoring the Implementation Inventory: The IP is scored by summing the responses for
each subscale. Insert the total score for each subscale in the chart below. To geta

ﬁcemage score for each. divide each total bv the number indicated.

! "

Level Subscales Subscale Toral .S-'Hﬂ-:"r:f: By fmp ::;:;;:;;gnmr
Schoolwide Practices A= =28= % O Yes O No
Schoolwide Systems B+C= =4 = Y O Yes O No
Schoolbwide Data = =18= % O Yes O No
Schoolwide Total A+B+C+D=_ =00= %o O Yes O No
Secondary Practices = =12= % O Yes O No
Secondarv Systems = = 14= %o O Yes O No
Secondary Data = =14= % O Yes O No
Secondary Total E+F+G= =40 = %o O Yes O No

Tertiary Practices = =12= %o O Yes O No
Tertiary Systems = =16= %o O Yes O No
Tertiary Data = +12= %o O Yes ONo
Tertiary Total H-I+J= =40 = % OYes ONo

Feature Suhscales FPractices Systems Data
Schoolwide A= B+(C= D=
Secondary E= F= o=
Tertiary H= I= I=
Total
Divide Column Total By: +32= Y +T4= % M= Y
Implementation at 80%7 O Yes O Yes O Yes
O No O No O No

Lewis and Newcomer, 2005
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APPENDIX C: MU SURVEY DATA RESULTS BY BUILDING

Sample MU Survey Results by Building

Percent Implementation Subscales and Totals - Fall 2010

100,004
G0.00%

BO.00%
F0.00%

B0.00%
S0.00%

A0.00%

1
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30.00%
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B rarcent Implementation Fall 2010

Percent Implementation of Feature Totals - Fall 2010

90.00%

BO.00%

T0.00%

60.00%

50.00%

A0.00%

30.00%

20.00%

Practices Fall 2010 Systems Fall 2010 Data Fall 2010

0.00%
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APPENDIX D: SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION DOCUMENT

Suspension/Expulsion Summary

Spring 2009 Spring 2010
Removal Type
In-School Suspension 636 618
Out-of-School Suspension 71 106
Expulsion Following a Suspension for the Same Incident 0 1
Removal Reason
Legal Action 3 0
Drug Related 8 15
Physical Fighting with Injury 1 4
Violent Behaviour with Injury 0 4
Alcohol Related 1 4
Other 368 156
Tobacco Related 19 15
Physical Fighting without Injury 41 41
Disruptive Behavior 64 172
Serious Body Injury 0 4
Attendance Policy Violation 159 214
Violent Behaviour without Injury 14 46
Weapons Related (Requires Weapon Type) 7 7
Property Related 22 43
Weapon Type
Knife 7 4
Look Alike or Fake Weapon 0 1
Not Applicable 699 717
Rifle or Shotgun 1 1
Serious Body Injury Indicator
No 707 0
Unsafe School Choice
No 707 722
Yes 0 3




May, 2010

June—August, 2010

July, 2010

July, 2010

August 10, 2010

August 23, 2010
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APPENDIX E: AUDIT TRAIL

Reviewed list of potential school districts to identify a suitable

site for case study research.

Made methodological determinations through dissertation
seminar and began preparations for literature base and IRB

documentation.

Worked with peers doing similar qualitative research to share

and complete peer review of qualitative procedures.

Established face to face communication with the selected
school district to inquire about their interest in study

participation.

Followed up communication with Assistant Superintendent of
Schools to obtain letter granting permission to conduct research

in the school district.

Received letter from school district with permission to proceed

and conduct research.



August 24, 2010

September, 2010

October 20, 2010

October 20-30, 2010

November 8, 2010

November 11, 2010

November 11, 2010

November 11, 2010
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Reviewed list of potential building-level administrators and
made plans to contact them once Internal Review Board gave

approval for research study.

Peer review with regional experts from Area Education Agency

to ensure comprehensive research citations were being

considered and reviewed for literature base.

Received IRB approval to conduct research.

Conducted follow-up conversation with eleven participants

confirming their willingness to participate in the study.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

one; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

two; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

three; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant



November 15, 2010

November 15, 2010

November 15, 2010

November 16, 2010

November 16, 2010

November 16, 2010

November 16, 2010
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four; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

five; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

six; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

seven; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

eight; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

nine; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

ten; conducted face-to-face interview.

Explained the informed consent form and process to participant

eleven; conducted face-to-face interview.
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November 8-16, 2010 Toured buildings concurrently with data collection.

November 8-16, 2010 Performed transcription and analysis process of all eleven
interviews.

November 16-23, 2010 Conducted follow-up communications with eleven participants

providing them the opportunity to review transcripts.

November—January 2011  Data analysis through transcript review.

November—January 2011  Requested peer and colleague review as findings and themes

emerged.
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT

LX) JLFE]
EXEWPT DATE: 3 Octaler 20140

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT
Title of Study: Manraging School Behavior
Investigator: Pam Dodge, ISU doctoral candidate {with assistance from Dr. Scott
MeLeod ISU Associate Professor)

This iz a research study. Please take your time in deciding if vou would like to participate. Please
feel free to ask questions at any time,

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to leam more about how schools are collecting student incident
behavior data and, additionally, how they use the data collected to make decisions about
individual students and building-level programs, You are being invited to participate in this study
because you are a building-level administrator and you have insight into how the data are
collected and used for the particular school building where you work.

DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES

If you agree to participate, Pam Dodge will imterview you for no longer than 60 minutes. You
will be presented with the interview guide ahead of time (see attached interview guide for
complete list of questions). The full interview will be recorded on a digital voice recorder. You
will be identified by a pseudonym for the study and your information will be protected before,
during, and after this research project.

During the interview process, you may skip any questions that vou do not wish to answer.

Your participation will last for the amount of time that the interview takes. After the interview,
the audio recording will be transcribed and you will be presented with a copy of the transeript for
your review, This will be delivered in person or via an e-mail to the address that you provide to
me. After that, your participation will be over. At the conclusion of the dissertation research,
you will be provided a write-up of the written, anonymized findings from the study.

RISKS
There are no known or foresecable risks for participation in this study,

BENEFITS

If you decide to participate in this study, there are no personal advantages to participation. It is
hoped that the information gained in this study will benefit your school district’s administrative
and instructional practices. It also is hoped that the information gained in this study will benefit
society by adding to the body of research about how administrators collect and use student
incident behavior data.

Oiffice fior Responsible Research Page 1 0f 3
Revised 0204110
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APPENDIX G: IRB DOCUMENTS
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